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DEMOCRACY DEFINED: The Manifesto,
ISBN 978-1902848266,
A Treatise for the Democracy Defined Restoration Campaign by
Kenn d’Oudney.
Softback, 272 large-size (A4) pages.
The word ‘democracy’ is widely abused and ‘defined’
incorrectly. This extensively researched book explains how
components of Constitutional Democracy have been suppressed
by malefic statist interventions to produce the modern decline and
the Illegality of the Status Quo. It sheds light on how democracy
involves a variety of far-reaching issues, including political
assassinations; the Ætiology of Anti-Semitism; fraudulent private banking practices; and
the national issuance of interest-free currency and credit.
The historical, legal and constitutional facts and quotations in this book establish
the perennially subject and liable status of executive, legislature and judiciary to the
universal timeless secular moral and legal tenets of Equity and cost-free private
prosecutions at Common Law Trial by Jury. Exposes fallacies of “constitutional”
groups and individuals. Indispensable reading for anyone who wishes to uphold the
West’s cherished heritage of Liberty and Equal Justice.
The Manifesto reveals the theoretical and practical framework upon which the ideal
human society is to be achieved: the best of all possible worlds.

- REVIEWS OF THE ESSAYS UPON WHICH THIS BOOK IS BASED “Thank you for your excellent work on Magna Carta. What a masterly exposition.”
MAJOR JOHN GOURIET, Chairman, Defenders of the Realm; Battle for Britain Campaign
supported by H.G. the Duke of Wellington; Edward Fox, OBE, and Frederick Forsyth, CBE.

“I think it is certainly true that Keynesian economics, as put into practice, has handed the
economic power of the West to a few men who now almost totally control it. Likewise, I
agree that the trial by jury is an essential bulwark of democracy and justice against a
bankers’ tyranny. I congratulate you on disseminating the above points.”
HIS HON. PATRICK S.J. CARMACK, Esq. Producer, The Money Masters video documentary.

“The d’Oudney analysis is as insightful as it is comprehensive. It will stand for years to come
as the definitive critique of the European Constitution prepared by Giscard d’Estaing and
others. I look forward to sharing the d’Oudney analysis with my colleagues.”
HOWARD PHILLIPS, Founder, U.S. Constitution Party, three-time Presidential nominee;
Chairman of the Conservative Caucus.

“Superb. Should be read in every law school.”
JOHN WALSH, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Author; Constitutional lawyer (U.S. & Australia).

“Kenn, Your rebuttal is masterly. Your essay is a very good read.”
ROBIN TILBROOK, Chairman & Party Leader; English Democrat Party.

“What a magnificent article! (Madison and Democracy) I intend to incorporate
parts of it into my speeches and writings.”
PROFESSOR JULIAN HEICKLEN, Jury Rights Activist, U.S. Coordinator, Tyranny Fighters.

“Kenn d’Oudney is a brilliant writer and researcher when it comes to Democracy and
Trial by Jury. The best source of common law is Kenn d’Oudney.”
DR. JOHN WILSON, Jury Rights Activist; Chairman, Australian Common Law Party.

“Thanks, Kenn. I’ve circulated this.”
SIMON RICHARDS, Campaign Director; The Freedom Association; Founded by John Gouriet; the
Viscount de L’Isle, VC, KG, PC; Ross McWhirter and Norris McWhirter, CBE.
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- MORE REVIEWS –
“Your book is an absolute triumph! I now understand why the term ‘Lawful Rebellion’
grates with you. I genuinely believe that your book should be compulsory reading for
every one of our elected representatives...not to mention our own supporters! So well
done! Excellent book and a great source of reference.”
JUSTIN WALKER, Campaign Coordinator, British Constitution Group.

“I bought a copy of your excellent book from Amazon and I am impressed by both
size and content. Frankly I haven’t been able to put it down. Every home should
have one and not just every law school but every secondary school should have one
in its curriculum. I particularly enjoyed the ‘Traitors to the People’ chapter. The
whole book is a fascinating read, well done.”
JOHN S., Swindon. (E-mail to DD.)

“I am SO pleased that I’ve read this compelling book and that I now understand the
true meaning of “Democracy.” Although it’s certainly not a novel, I found it as
gripping as one. I had trouble putting it down. DEMOCRACY DEFINED:
The Manifesto has opened my awareness dramatically.”
CAL BUCK, West Bromwich, Amazon reviewer.

“The Handbook for every person on the planet explaining True Law and Democracy.”
KENNETH JOHNS, Amazon reviewer.

“Excellent and well-written book on how the people in the so-called free world are not free.
This is the missing education they should be teaching our children in school so
they become enlightened on what’s really going on in the world.”
ROBERT JOHN MONTAGUE, Amazon reviewer.

SRC Publishing Ltd., London, available from Amazon.com and Amazon.co.uk
By going to Amazon on either of the links above and clicking on ‘Look Inside’, you
can see the front and back covers, check out the four Contents pages to see subject
matter; and get a glimpse of the text.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Aspects of
MAGNA CARTA, THE 1215 GREAT CHARTER:
THE ENGLISH (cf. BRITISH) CONSTITUTION.

In elucidating aspects of Magna Carta, the 1215 Great Charter Constitution,
we refer readers to facts which cannot be controverted when one is familiar with

The Contents of the Great Charter.

~~~~~~
Nota Bene:
Readers who flick through to this chapter first, should please note that the
previous chapters contain definitive information explaining the unalterable
dictates of Common Law inscribed into the 1215 Great Charter Constitution.
Therefore, this chapter requires to be read with the preceding information in mind.
In this Chapter:
Magna Carta is recognised as Constitutional: the strictures of Magna Carta
are binding on Executive, Legislature, the Judiciary and the entire population.
The Great Charter is egalitarian: it guarantees equal right of access to the
Trial by Jury (for cost-free private prosecution and/or in defence of all causes,
civil, criminal and fiscal) to All People (villeins and serfs included).
Magna Carta installed definitive constitutional democracy.
England (or Britain) has the most famous and revered constitution in the
history of the world.
There Is No ‘get-out clause’ in Magna Carta (A Much Propagandised
Misconception Is Explained and Annihilated).
Historical background. The Pontiff had no legitimate claim to the realm and
John, bound by feudal protocols, his Coronation Oath and legem terræ common
law, had no legitimate authority to cede it.
The Founding Fathers took the Great Charter’s Common Law Trial by Jury
Justice System and democratic precepts to form the U.S. Constitution.
The Judgement of Peers Trial by Jury mode of justice system is the traditional
pan-European constitution which became the pan-Occidental Constitution.
In setting out the English and pan-European Gothic Common Law of the
Land which is at the foundation of modern Western Civilisation, Magna Carta
extends its constitutional attributes to the United States, Australia, Ireland,
Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland, Canada, New Zealand and other countries.

134

Aspects of Magna Carta – DEMOCRACY DEFINED

Some Much Propagandised Misconceptions Annihilated
APOCRYPHAL ASSERTIONS.
ET US BEGIN this chapter by examining and exposing the incorrect, fabricated,
fictitious claims, seen all too often, which are made by those who wish to refute
Magna Carta and all that it stands for. These fellows are the frigid foes of freedom,
justice and the rule of law. Those who dissimulate on King John’s behalf and derogate
the 1215 Great Charter are akin to men and women who would palliate the
unforgivable crimes committed by the statist régimes of Stalin or Mao-tse-tung.
Magna Carta was brought into being to eliminate crime, including crimes by the state.
We shall look at the unfounded assertions that the 1215 Great Charter was
“invalidated” on the “grounds”: firstly, that John’s commitment was brought about by
‘duress’; secondly, by the Pope’s intervention; and thirdly, that the Charter had a
‘loop-hole’ which gave the monarch a ‘get-out clause’ in Article 39. As we shall see,
these claims are dispelled by an educated understanding of the facts and circumstances.
Firstly, it is a misconception of folks today to imagine that the feudal monarch
was ‘absolute’. Far from it. That was an attribute which came much later in our
history under the deranged dogma of the “divine right of kings”! According to feudal
protocols, the king was at all times subject and bound under the Common Law terms of
his coronation oath to uphold the Law of the Land, legem terræ. The king’s numerous
atrocities and unchivalrous gross offences placed him outside the Law of the Land to
which he was subject and already bound by oath.
Secondly, in all secular legal matters concerning possession of the Land of
England at large, John’s feudal position placed the nobility, the ‘barons’, the Three
Hundred Great Peers of the Realm, as John’s equals and judges in accord with the
Common Law of the Land, quashing John’s ‘appeal’ to the pope. The religious
potentate’s attempted interventions were ultra vires; spurious; a figment of his conceit.
Thirdly, correct translation and interpretation of Article 39 (which installs the panEuropean phenomenon of judicium parium, the Common Law Trial by Jury set out in the
Great Charter), refutes all notion of a ‘get-out clause’ as a dunce’s nonsensical fiction.
It is also relevant to mention here a sometimes raised but vacuous objection that,
because there are now no ‘barons’, the modern head of state’s potential and actually
treasonous contraventions of the Constitution cannot be held to account as by Article 61.
This is dealt with in Chapter Three; see item, No Need for the Twenty-Five Barons.

L

WHEN COERCIVE ENFORCEMENT OF THE RULE OF LAW IS JUSTIFIED.
The circumstances under which John came to be obliged to put his seal to the Great
Charter are not those of a rebellious or unlawful “duress.” It is an assertion of ignorance
or falsification to make such a claim. The point to appreciate is that at his coronation,
John had subjected and bound himself by Oath under the Law of the Land Charter
ratified by his forebear Henry the First and his successors. Throughout John’s vicious
rule and leading up to the confrontation with the people’s just forces of law and order,
he mercilessly inflicted what we would call today, a reign of terror: widespread
injustice, acts of disseizin (unlawful dispossession of property) at the hands of his
lawless government justices; of his mercenary forces committing acts of homicide,
wanton butchery, torture, the cutting-out of tongues, the putting out of eyes, the
slitting-off of ears and noses, of robbery, rapine, extortion and depredation; in short,
inhuman criminal misrule by outlaws led by a robber king.
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Not only did John break every kind of moral and legal obligation binding on a
monarch and a man, but he breached his compact (i.e., ‘contract’ or constitution) with
his equals, the nobility—and with all the other parties to the feudal agreement which
comprised the entire population, including the land-holding freemen, churchmen and
commoners who shared wide allotments of common land made available for the
sustenance of a large proportion of the populace. The land and nation was feudally
‘owned’, distributed, occupied and worked. Without the concurrence of his nobles, his
equals (peers), King John had no authority whatsoever to make treaties with anyone—
popes notwithstanding—for what he considered his benefit, against the interests of the
people and the Law of the Land.
THE FIRST DUTY INCUMBENT ON THE PEOPLE.
As with all tyrannies, the duty to extirpate criminal governments devolves upon
the People.
The astounding revelation of Magna Carta is that, through the resolute solidarity
of the great mass of people (de facto, satya graha), the tyrant and his cohorts in
government were brought peacefully to recognise their commitments, obligations and
responsibilities. The criminal king knowingly came to emplace a set of written rules, a
Constitution, binding him and all future government to this Rule of Law.
In retrospect, one sees that these common law rules are of a secular morality and
natural justice which do apply, not only in Europe, North America and Australia, but
to people in all times and places. They comprise ideal laws and guidelines to which
every head of state, legislature and judiciary everywhere owes allegiance and
dedication. Restoration is for Universal Adoption.
Kelham: “Thus stood the laws of England at the entry of William I, and it seems
plain that the laws, commonly called the laws of Edward the Confessor [Anglo-Saxon
successor to Alfred], were at that time the standing laws of the kingdom, and
considered the great rule of their rights and liberties; and that the English [Angles and
Saxons, not Normans] were so zealous for them, ‘that they were never satisfied till the
said laws were reinforced, and mingled, for the most part with the coronation oath.’ ”
The following points are also of note.
“Accordingly, we find that this great conqueror, at his coronation on Christmas day
succeeding his victory, took an oath at the altar of Saint Peter, Westminster, in sense and
substance the very same with that which the Saxon kings used to take at their coronations.”
See Robert Kelham’s Preliminary Discourse to the Laws of William the Conqueror. Emphasis added.

“And at Barkhamstead, in the fourth year of his reign, in the presence of
Lanfranc, Archbishop of Canterbury, for the quieting of the people, he swore that
he would inviolably observe the good and approved ancient laws [specifically, the
Law of the Land, the pan-European common law] which had been made by the
devout and pious kings of England, his ancestors, and chiefly by King Edward; and
we are told that the people then departed in good humour.”
Ibid.
Ref. also, Vol. 1, Sir Matthew Hale’s History of the Common Law, p. 186.

From the onset of his rule, John was bound not only by common decency, but also
by the Law of the Land. Yet, he had utterly breached the Law, using savagery and
force-without-trial-by-jury to dispossess people of their possessions and property;
leaving families destitute and without practical means of surviving.
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Motivated by unbridled lust for absolute hegemony, wealth and power, and
thinking that those who might oppose his actions too weak to restrain him and his
mercenaries, John flagrantly forsook all semblance of lawful behaviour, breaching the
Law of the Land in the most cruel ways of the outlaw and absolute despot.
FRANKS, NORMANS, ANGLO-SAXONS; ALL GOTHIC NATIONS
SUBSCRIBED TO THE PAN-EUROPEAN TRIAL BY JURY.
Magna Carta was not, as is sometimes said, a creation of “French Barons.” The
Franks (or French) were not Normans. Indeed, these Nordic tribes were often the
bitterest of enemies. Normans comprised but one of the European, or Gothic, tribes,
all of whom subscribed to the common law justice system: the Trial by Jury.
Nor was Magna Carta an “improvised text” created impromptu by the Normans.
Accepting as its basis the people’s common law of the land which King Alfred the
Great, 871-899, had codified (ref. section on Alfred), the Great Charter emplaced
judicium parium, the Trial by Jury justice system of the pan-European People’s
common law. Thus, it is seen that this constitution created by Trial by Jury had by
then long been extant and adopted by the Anglo-Saxons, Normans and others.
In Germany, “The Graff (gerefa, sheriff) placed himself in the seat of judgement,
and gave the charge to the assembled free Echevins [jurors], warning them to
pronounce judgement according to right and justice. The Echevins…composed of
the villanage (villagers) were still substantially the judges of the court.”
See 2 Palgrave’s Rise and Progress of the English Commonwealth; pp.147-8.
See TRIAL BY JURY, ISBN 9781902848723, for other examples and references.

It was this rule by, for and of the people through Trial by Jury (id est, definitive
democracy), to which the Norman monarchs subjected themselves and swore to
uphold by binding oath at coronation.
THE SUBJECT STATUS OF THE HEAD OF STATE.
As one should expect, any breach of the Law of the Land by the monarch relieved
the freemen, barons and churchmen from all obligation and fealty (allegiance) to the
king. Such a breach also put John liable and subject to the due process of enforcement
of the rule of law. To this day and ad infinitum, all who respect justice and the rule of
law are obliged to take whatever action they can to restore legitimacy to the status quo
whenever statist criminality occurs—and, as of today—recurs.
Hallam: “The relation established between a lord and his vassal by the feudal
tenure, far from containing principles of any servile and implicit obedience,
permitted the compact to be dissolved in case of its violation by either party. This
extended as much to the sovereign [king] as to inferior lords.”
Hallam’s Middle Ages; Vol. 3, pp. 240-2. Emphasis added.

Hume confirms the subject status of ‘leaders’, monarchs, dukes and chieftains
within the pan-European jurisprudence and law:
“The king, so far from being invested with arbitrary power, was only considered
as the first among the citizens; his authority depended more on his personal
qualities than on his station; he was even so far on a level with the people that a
stated price was fixed for his head, and a legal fine was levied upon his murderer,
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which, though proportionate to his station and superior to that paid for the life of a
subject, was a sensible mark of his subordination to the community.”
See Hume, Appendix 1.

Normans, Anglo-Saxons, Franks and all the European peoples had the right to
dethrone their leaders and elect replacements.
“Nor must we imagine that the Saxon, any more than the German monarchs,
succeeded each other in a lineal descent, or that they disposed of the crown at their
pleasure. In both countries, the free election of the people filled the throne; and
their choice was the only rule by which princes reigned. The succession,
accordingly, of their kings was often broken and interrupted, and their depositions
were frequent and groundless. The will of a prince whom they had long respected,
and the favour they naturally transferred to his descendant, made them often
advance him to the royal dignity; but the crown of his ancestor he considered as the
gift of the people, and neither expected nor claimed it as a right. The people, who in
every general council or assembly could oppose and dethrone their sovereigns, were
in little dread of their encroachments on their liberties; and kings, who found
sufficient employment in keeping possession of their crowns, would not likely attack
the more important privileges of their subjects.”
See Stuart’s The Constitution of England, p. 59; ref. Spooner.

THE CONTEXTUAL MEANING OF THE WORD ‘BARON’, AND
THE EGALITARIAN ASPECT OF THE GREAT CHARTER CONSTITUTION.
The precepts of justice installed by the Great Charter are timeless, and apply to all
people. Since the adoption of the Constitution of government by Trial by Jury in the
Hellenic Era (Chapter One), the Trial by Jury Justice System itself had embodied the
constitution adopted throughout Europe. King Alfred the Great personally collated and
wrote down the people’s customs, or as we would call them today, laws, in his
Domebook. Later, Magna Carta gave recognition to and installed this pan-European
People’s Trial by Jury Constitution in writing.
It is fascinating to see how these principles of justice expressed as the Common Law
Trial by Jury were known and utilised throughout Europe, set the standard civilised
constitution for the world, and eventually were also constitutionally confirmed in the
Eighteenth Century by the United States’ Founding Fathers (USC, Article 3, Section 2).
It is alas with the greatest sense of foreboding tinged with resolve that one observes
how people in England, Russia, the United States, Australia, Canada, Europe (and all the
West) have passively acquiesced to or actively participated in the criminal usurpation of
their traditional Trial by Jury Constitutional Justice System. This can be ascertained by
comparison of the ideals in Magna Carta with today’s degenerate government. Through
their corruption, or ignorance, servility, complacency and unconcern, these peoples have
aided and abetted the descent of once civilised great nations into becoming dangerous
modern tainted nests of injustice, warmongering, crime and avarice.
Denigration of Magna Carta as not being egalitarian is fallacious. The assertion,
sometimes encountered, that the Great Charter only concerned itself with the interests
of the barons or property-owning classes is wrong. This misstatement of fact could only
come from persons who have not understood feudalism and the Great Charter, or who,
having read the Charter, wish deliberately to mislead those who have not.
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The egalitarian quality of Magna Carta makes itself illustrious to those who
comprehend exactly what “the judgement of peers” is in all its functions, purposes, and
power. As we shall see, Magna Carta applies to simply everyone!—commoners, women,
freemen, craftsmen, merchants, labourers, shopkeepers and specifically included the
lowest classes, cottars, churls, serfs and villeins (villagers). It is precisely because the
Trial by Jury Justice System as installed by the Great Charter gives equal protection to all
orders or classes of English men and women that it is acknowledged by the name,
The Great Charter of English Liberties. Far from only concerning itself with the nobility
(“barons”), Magna Carta afforded protection equally to all citizens (ref. Articles 20, 39
and 40 in particular). It should be well noted that it continues in full force of law to do so,
binding executive, legislature, and judiciary. This is because its Articles cannot legally be
revoked, altered or superseded but by the active consent of all, or nearly all, the people of
England. Magna Carta relates to every member of society without exception, providing
equal justice for all before the law. Magna Carta goes further. It emplaces the people, not
the government, as the judges (of their equals) in all due process of law. The modern
‘judge’ is more properly called and constrained to the duties and office of a mere
convenor of trials, a responsible official but a person wholly devoid of judicial function
and authority. This ‘judge’ today has become the guilty usurper of the jury.
The term freeholder designates an untitled commoner. A knighthood, enabling the
conferee to be addressed as ‘Sir’ and his wife as ‘Lady’, is a lifetime honour bestowed
on a commoner freeman, and is not an inheritable title of nobility. A damehood is the
female equivalent. Esquire is the correct, respectful form when formally addressing a
gentleman commoner (not to be confused with adoption of this epithet as a distinction
by the legal profession in the U.S.).
The landed nobility, being those who have an hereditary title such as duke,
marquess, viscount, earl, baron or baronet, numbered circa three hundred (300);
accounting for a really minute proportion of the whole population. Apart from some
few instances of designated privilege wherein the title can pass down through a female,
only the first-born male inherits the title at the demise of his father. Nobles depended
absolutely on the goodwill and respect of the surrounding armed common freemen.
However, note that the Norman monarchs referred not only to the lords, the entitled
appointees, but also to their untitled kinsmen as “barons.” This is because the word
baron had the meaning, not of aristocratic signification, but of “men” or “fellows.”*
*“The word baron, originally meaning only a man, was of very large significance,
and is not unfrequently applied to common freeholders, as in the phrase court-baron.”
See Hallam’s Middle Ages, Vol. 3, pp. 14-15.

“The court-baron is a court of common law, and it is the court of the barons, by
which name the freeholders were sometimes anciently called; for that it is held before
the freeholders who owe suit and service [jury-duty] to the manor [district].”
See Commentaries on the Laws of England, 3, His Hon. Justice Sir William Blackstone, SL, KC, p. 33.

Relating to the Hundred Court, Tyrrell says: “In this court anciently, one of the
principal inhabitants, called the alderman, together with the barons [the common
men] of the Hundred 1 — id est the freeholders — was judge.” N.B. Aldermen were
limited term, locally-elected officials.
1 Henry Tyrrell’s History of England, p. 80. Emphasis added.
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Spooner: “It is a distinguishing feature of the feudal system…there is
inseparably incident to every manor a court-baron (curia baronum) being a court
in which the freeholders of the manor are the sole judges.”
See p. 149, Trial by Jury, d’Oudney and Spooner, ISBN 9781902848723.

Gilbert: “In court-barons or county courts the steward was not judge, but the
pares (peers, jurors) only.”
His Hon. Justice Sir Jeffrey Gilbert on the Court of Exchequer, ch. 3, p. 42. Emphases added.

The feudal head of state owed his position and loyalty to his peers, his vassals, and in
return, they swore fealty and homage (allegiance) to him. Support was binding and
mutual; but in the event of the monarch’s infraction of the law of the land, this feudal
obligation was dissolved, void, and no longer binding (ref. Hallam). Indeed, the following
is a most relevant fact almost always conspicuously overlooked in modern lawyers’ and
mainstream media writers’ dissimulation disguised as ‘discussion’ on these matters:
Lordship bestowed both obligations and responsibilities as well as privileges.
Whenever the nobles came to a confrontation with the royal renegade John, they were
dutifully embarking upon a legal cause of action. Acknowledging the moral obligation
on them as honourable men, as appointed upholders of the Courts of Legem Terræ
Common Law of the Land within the terrain of their own Shires, the nobility were
under, not only a moral, but also a legal obligation to insist that the head of state
constrain himself within the bounds of legality, or bear the consequences of his
lawlessness being brought to justice. This explicit obligation on the nobility to enforce
the common law was legally binding even if upholding the Law of the Land
necessitated outright Civil War; viz. Article 61. Although they rarely interfered in the
day to day running of the numerous courts throughout the realm, it must be
remembered that the nobles were responsible for ensuring that their region functioned
according to the Law of the Land. Numerous citizens, freemen usually from amongst
the gentry, local dignitaries such as, knights, burgesses, aldermen, stewards, sheriffs,
bailiffs and others, had the local people’s mandated responsibility and authority by
election to summons defendants and convene the courts of Trial by Jury. John’s cruel
species of tyranny was not to be tolerated. His unbounded rapacity and arbitrary
dispossessions constantly breached the law and terrorised the populace. The lords were
not simply released from their allegiance: they were under moral and legal obligation to
uphold the common law of the land themselves, and hence, to do all that was necessary to
hold John to the rule of law. Being equals (i.e., the king with the nobles on one hand, and
on the other, the appointed administrators of his government, justices, judges, etc., being
equals with all the other commoners), the head of state and government, correctly—and
most appropriately—were and remain far from ‘immune’ to prosecution and retributive
justice. The event at Runnymede was convened precisely as John’s final hearing prior to
full indictment for his crimes at common law; at which time legal force right up to civil
war might well be needed for the just rule of law to prevail.
John refers resentfully to his peers as ‘fellows’ or ‘men’ when he used the word
‘barons’. As he used it, the word was a rather off-hand, abrasive epithet. The nobles were
the monarch’s equals empowered to hold him to his coronation oath to uphold the law of
the land. John owed his position and loyalty to them, but he constantly broke his side of
this mutual feudal obligation. Thus, far more than the fact that the lords were released
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from their sworn fealty to John as his vassals, they—and all law-abiding citizens—were
categorically obliged to uphold the common Law of the Land themselves.
Confronting John were law-abiding citizens righteously intent upon re-establishing
justice, liberty and the rule of law in an epoch made turbulent by the misuse of power of a
ruthless acquisitive delinquent masquerading as a ‘lawful monarch’. In a final attempt to
hold John (and all subsequent monarchs) subject to the Law of the Land before forcibly
bringing him to retributive justice and putting another in his place, all the people,
commoners, freemen, barons and churchmen “united as one man” (viz. Spooner) to
install our unchanging 1215 Great Charter Constitution.
Common Law Article Sixty-One enjoins the entire citizenry to hold the head of
state (of whatever titular designation, president, king, queen, emperor, etc.) and his
or her servitors (today comprised of parliament / congress, judiciary, government
employees and enforcers) to the rule of the Law of the Land. This is the legal and
unchangeable constitutional position today and for all time.
CONSTITUTIONALLY, THE HEAD OF STATE
REMAINS NO MORE THAN THE FIRST AMONG EQUALS.
This following precept is implicit in all jurisdictions (the U.S., Australia, etc.) which
adopted the Constitutional Common Law Trial by Jury: The Constitution itself and the
subject status of the head of state in relation to the Constitution cannot be altered from
that time to this, nor in the future, by the head of state or the parliament or congress. The
Common Law Constitution Magna Carta is constructed so as not to allow any person to
be ‘above’ the Law of the Land. The head of state is a mere mortal and subject to the
criteria and processes of Common Law. The Constitution and Common Law Trial by
Jury recognise the head of state as only and no more than the first among equals,
whoever those equals may be, and that the head of state is liable at constitutional
common law for infractions. This position, which is only as it should be, is established
by the sovereign position of the juror to determine all causes in Trial by Jury.
Constitutional Common Law intentionally negates the backward and preposterous
self-appointed doctrines of rule by the cleverest (viz. Plato and Socrates), rule by the
strongest, rule by majorities, rule by minorities, and the divine right of rulers! Under
the feudal system, apart from his personally-held lands and possessions, all the
land nominally held by the crown was permanently divested to the vassals’, that is,
the nobles’, tenure; and thence to the nobles’ vassals, ‘contractees’, the freemen;
not forgetting also the common people’s plentiful lands held “in common,” allotted
for their sustenance. In the face of dissent, the king had no entitlement or
legitimacy to act arbitrarily, without consent. Before and since putting his seal to
the Great Charter, the king had no legitimate power to dispossess anyone without
due process of the judgement of peers (Trial by Jury); still less, legal authority to
dispossess the entire population of its own realm!—let alone make ‘deals’ of any
kind about The Land with foreign potentates. All of that treacherous behaviour was
treason at common law and rendered John’s ‘treaties’ made thereto, void.
THE INVALIDITY OF THE POPE’S ‘INTERVENTION’.
In addition to his above-mentioned crimes, John alienated virtually all of the
population further with his attempts to make unlawful pacts with the Pope.
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Supreme authority is not vested in the monarch, for the head of state is always
bound under the Supreme Law of the Land; the Common Law. Supreme authority is
perennially and immutably embodied in the adult population, the Citizens of England,
through the trial per pais (or pays), the Trial by Jury. The people of England were
obliged then, as they always are, to enforce the Law of the Land. They have a legally
binding duty to unite to maintain their Constitution and the rule of law for themselves;
for there is no one else who will undertake this simple task.
The autocratic Pope had neither lawful right nor legal jurisdiction to issue his
insubstantial “cassation;” still less to abuse his position to “absolve” John of his wrongs,
capital offences and disseizin, criminal dispossessions. Given a moment’s objective
reflection, it becomes self-evident to all but the most committed servitors of autodidactic
misrule that the pontiff had no jurisdiction whatever to intervene in the secular aspects of
possession and rule of English and British lands within the feudal realm. Indeed, the
Churchmen of England had traditionally given total commitment to the secular Law of
the Land which came to be in the coronation oath and subsequently the Great Charter.
Led by Archbishop Stephen Langton, the Churchmen of Britain remained determinedly
behind the Constitution to bind government and monarchs for all time. The pope had
grasping aspirations but no legal jurisdiction, still less any moral authority, to ‘negate’
the secular Common Law which vests supreme jurisdiction exclusively in the Peers,
the Jurors in Common Law Trial by Jury, the deciding factor in all temporal affairs.
THE CITIZEN’S MOST IMPORTANT SECULAR ADULT DUTY.
Once ‘ordinary’ citizens are emancipated and empowered by Trial by Jury, they
inevitably become interested in affairs of law, order and governance. Justice becomes
more than an abstract concept: it develops into an activity in which all have a practical
part to play; either as jurors or plaintiffs. Empowered by Trial by Jury, the people are
makers and enforcers of the laws under which they choose to live (democracy). With
the collective authority of “the people” behind them, with the Law of the Land
constitutionally embraced, and with the apparatus of armed enforcement committed to
backing them up to the point of civil strife, juries wield real power. Woe betide those
who breach the peace and affront the beneficent code of the people! That is how the
country came to be “united as one man,” to force king and government to restore and
respect the rule of law under the authority of the People’s Trial by Jury Courts.
As with all societies where real Trial by Jury holds sway, crime is rare. The
people are raised in and educated to the awareness that Jury Duty is the adult citizen’s
most important secular responsibility. Teaching common law’s fundamental secular
moral method for judging criminality (malice aforethought) in motives and people
fortifies the sense of justice and personal character of people from the youngest age.
By imbuing folk with an understanding of equal justice—how we all benefit from the
supremacy of common law—and promoting revulsion for malice and injustice, the
people are content only when Trial by Jury jurisdiction is upheld. No other system
compares with it in the matter of giving people the means for establishing their liberties,
and then maintaining them. Trial by Jury’s benign influence engenders the empathetic
society from which derive peace, prosperity, progress, fraternity, democracy and a
wholesome, generally crime-free ethos.
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Participation in Trial by Jury as juror is an activity which comes to regulate and
govern every aspect of society and government. Lawlessness in government, the
tyrannies of statism, mammon, and sebastomanic* ‘theocracy’ remain to be deeply
feared. They must be confronted and quashed by Restoration and Universal Adoption
at the earliest opportunity. Today, Restoration anew remains the only hope and
salvation of the peoples and just values of the Judeo-Christian West.
*Definition. sebastomania, religious insanity.
COMMONERS AND NOBLES.
The nobility were absolutely dependent on the wholehearted assent of the armed
common men, generally called ‘freemen’ or ‘freeholders’, of their neighbourhood.
The majority of the male population were known as freemen. Without their support,
the nobility were impotent.
Under the Norman feudal system, except for certain land held in common and
allotted locally for the sustenance of the commoners, the king (the government)
nominally ‘owned’ all land, subject to his honouring the Law of the Land and his
coronation oath. The lords were vassals, i.e., dependents, who held land from the
king. Numbering then only circa three hundred, they were sparsely dispersed amongst
the population to the various regions. They rented the land out to local freemen
(freeholders), commoners who were in their turn (‘contracted’) vassals of the nobles.
Freemen varied widely from rich gentry to middling and small-holding homesteaders.
Magna Carta established in writing the then already longstanding common law right
of commoners (and others) to be tried by their social-equals (Latin; parium, pares);
and that all judgements concerning the case, including on the justice of the law and its
enforcement, were the function of the triers (the jurors).
There are numerous proofs that the ‘freemen’ were commoners, not nobles (or titled
‘barons’). As the accused could only be tried by his peers, the fact that freemen were
eligible to serve as juror in all trials except at those of the nobility (who were in turn tried
by their peers, i.e., other titled lords) shows freemen to have been of the commoner rank.
The freeman was a freeborn English male of unspecified, but adult, age. Freemen
came from all backgrounds, rich and poor alike, and included close and distant relatives
of titled people. These commoners comprised the great mass of the folk. As individuals,
those called freeholders or freemen may have sublet or employed labourers and need
not have actually been involved in agriculture. However, the freeman’s privilege was
that he had the common law right to hold (tenant; tenir, to hold) crown land from the
lord of the manor (if some was available), in exchange for rent paid in kind and armed
service if called (for national defence; specifically not for waging a monarch’s foreign
wars of aggression or acquisition). For this reason, freemen were also known as
‘freeholders’, although they did not own land; it was rented.
It was not until later that the word ‘freeholder’ came to be distorted in meaning by
unconstitutional, illegal statutory interference. The epithet then was applied to men
who had come to own property or have a yearly income of a value in excess of a set
amount, such as twenty, and subsequently forty shillings, which in those days
reflected considerable wealth of high class gentry. (Hence the term, to own ‘freehold’,
which is still in use.) Trustless monarchs who had ratified Magna Carta nevertheless
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began introducing these de facto ‘jury selection and exclusion statutes’ with income or
property ‘qualifications’ limiting people’s eligibility as jurors, shutting out the great
mass of the population from judging on issues.
See following examples from p. 193, TRIAL BY JURY, d’Oudney and Spooner, ISBN 9781902848723:
EXAMPLE: In 1483, it was enacted by a statute entitled, “Of what credit and estate those jurors
must be which shall be impanelled in the Sheriff’s Turn [local court]: That no bailiff or other
officer from henceforth return or impanel [put in a jury] any such person in any shire of England,
to be taken or put in or upon any inquiry in any of the said Turns, but such as be of good name
and fame, and having lands and tenements of freehold within the same shires, to the yearly value
of twenty shillings at the least, or else lands and tenements holden by custom of manor, commonly
called copy-hold, within the said shires, to the yearly value of twenty-six shillings, eight pence over
all charges at the least.” 1 (first statute of) Richard III, ch. 4. 1483.
Also see: 3 (third statute of) Henry VII, ch. 1. 1486. 11 Henry VII, ch. 21. 1494. 11 Henry VII, ch. 26.
1494. 19 Henry VII, ch. 16. 1403. 4 Henry VIII, ch. 3, sec. 4. 1512. 23 Henry VIII, ch. 13. 1531.
27 Elizabeth I, ch. 6. 1585. 16 & 17 Charles II, ch. 3. 1664-5. 4 & 5 William and Mary, ch. 24, sec. 14. 1692.
EXAMPLE: 3 George II, ch. 25, sec. 19 & 20. No one is to be a juror in London, who shall not
be, “an householder within the said city, and have lands, tenements, or personal estate, to the
value of one hundred pounds.” 1731. Also see: 4 George II, ch. 7, sec. 3. 1731.
See Ruffhead’s Statutes, viz. Statute 13, Edward I, ch. 38. 1285; and Henry V, St. 2, ch. 3. 1414;
and see Hallam’s Middle Ages.

In this way, degenerate government intent on increasing its dominance over the
people breached common law and Constitution to choose jurors from a small pool of
upper-middle and high class people closer to the seats of power and privilege. Such
people were those most inclined to subjugate and take advantage of less fortunate
people, and to harbour partisan prejudices in favour of the government’s increasingly
numerous, fiscally corrupt, and exceedingly cruel, statutes. These statutory edicts of
infamy would have found only disdain and dismissal from the common folk had they
remained enfranchised as jurors, as was and remains their due. At the will of worthless
humans installed as monarchs, thus commenced the squalid divisiveness of the English
class system where ordinary people’s rights are suppressed at the whim of the privileged
who can nevertheless be relied upon to represent their own views and interests when
selected as jurors in a pretence of “trial by jury” wherein the courts infract random
selection for jury pools, and then screen out truly disinterested citizens from serving.
Nowadays, to get justice, money counts… The history is long and sad of the unlawful
erosion of the people’s Trial by Jury and with it the destruction within Britain of the
definitive basis of egalitarian society, true civilisation, equal justice and democracy.
As a vassal to the lord, the freeman was a dependent commoner; a person holding
land. This was distinct from the common land, to which all commoners had right of
allotment and cultivation for their own produce. However, all the available rentable
land was soon taken up. The children of large families had to find methods of making
their way in life. Freemen took to specialised crafts and skills, merchandising and
trade for a living. The list is long and includes bowmaker, bowman, fletcher (arrow
maker), archer, smith, bailiff, steward, cooper (barrel maker), poulter, thatcher, tyler,
wright, plowright, arkwright, weaver, cook, painter, chandler (candle maker), squire,
furrier, spurrier (spur maker), baker, tailor, butler, carpenter, gardener, fuller, brewer,
farmer, merchant, hunter, skinner, tanner, saddler, tinker, miller, milliner, turner,
tasker, spinner, dyer, groom, shepherd, and shearer. Evidently, they frequently came
to be surnamed for their skill or trade.
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Note that, in addition to the British colonists, the homeland British also suffered
deeply during the abysmal reign of the detested imported Hanoverian dynasty monarch,
George the Third. The Inclosure Act of 1773 (cf. Enclosure Act)—a tyrannical
statute—enabled wealthy landowners to take possession of, and literally enclose,
commoners’ common land, removing commoners’ longstanding right of access to and
use of allotments. This thrust numerous folk into instant famine and penury, displacing
them to swell the population of poor urban areas. The many enclosure Acts caused the
very famine which their profiting proponents claimed it would avert. The government
judges upheld the enclosures. Property and/or minimum income ‘qualifications’ for
jury duty completely denied the poor access to jury duty and thus their ability to
protect themselves from unjust laws. Eventually, there was no one remaining within
the ‘establishment’ and its government-perverted ‘justice system’ willing to represent
the folk and the constitutional common law code of equal justice, Magna Carta, by
which even the poorest are explicitly empowered to prosecute cost-free and protect
their rights for themselves; ref. Chapter Four. Common Law protects even the poorest.
It is perhaps a wonder that the American Revolution was not followed by another
in England, but the bloody horrors of the French Revolution nearby which soon
followed that of the British colonists in New England, quietened most who had
contemplated resorting to such as a solution for their troubles.
Also see Colonial Scrip, Bankers and the New World Order, etc., in Chapter Six.

JUDAISM FORBIDS MONEY-LENDING AT INTEREST.
In the pre-industrial age, the production of and trade in artefacts were only
capable of producing a limited amount of income. Land was the source of material
security. Usury, money-lending-at-interest, is a crime at common law and was
forbidden to citizens of the realm. It is not permitted by the Christians’ mentor, Jesus
of Nazareth, who endorsed the traditional laws of Judaism prohibiting usury (see New
Testament). Thus, only some few non-Christian foreigners were able to practise usury,
whose non-integrated and non-Christian status protected them. Jews who did not
practise usury found integration easy, but came to suffer throughout history from the
following prevailing circumstances.
It is a dolorous irony that usury was also severely forbidden to Jews by the Judaic
faith (viz. Ezekiel, et al.), but the proscription was evaded by individual Jews lending to
non-Jews. This banned activity indulged in by a small number of persons provoked
intense social resentment and bitter ‘religious’ hatred; widespread antagonism festering
within the indigenous populations of Europe. Down the generations, out of the general
immigrant and migrant population, this tiny clique of money-lenders, criminally apostate
to the Jewish faith, practised usury; a pernicious, outlawed form of ‘banking’. Usurers
were the source of a crescent misplaced racial hatred against the Jews as a whole, which
became endemic. Innocent men, women and children of a most gifted, generous, creative
group in society were to suffer repeated injustices, sometimes of ultimate fatal enormity,
all for the usury, avarice and profit of a few lining their pockets. The usurers cannot but
have known the effect their crimes were having and the actual peril into which they put
their fellow people, but they remained, and remain, unrelenting and unconscionable.
See The Common Law Crime of Usury, The Origins of Anti-Semitism and The Deadly Pursuit of Mammon; Chapter Six.
For incidents related to money-lending in the era of Magna Carta, see Trial by Jury ISBN 9781902848723.
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THE CITIZEN’S ARREST (2).
Then and now, the Common Law categorically authorises all citizenry, all men
and women, to police their own society to the utmost extent of their capability, and
enforce the Common Law. This timeless, universal Common Law Principle is
expressed in Articles 24, 36, 39, 40 and 61. Confirmed particularly by Common Law
Article 61, this is the source of the Recognised Legality of what is these days called
the Citizen’s Arrest.
When a person makes a Citizen’s Arrest to bring a wrongdoer to justice (to Trial
by Jury) he (or she) is obeying and fulfilling a legal and moral obligation under the
law. Indeed, note that he is not “taking the law into his own hands,” for the Law of the
Land, Article Sixty-One of the Constitution, requires such action be taken by citizens.
Definition. citizenry, the population of citizens collectively, including military personnel.
Citizen is a Middle English word (etymology: citesein), which simply means “an
inhabitant of a city;” “a member of a state;” “a townsman or woman;” or importantly,
“a freeman or woman.” In the context of Constitution and the supreme common law,
“citizenship” is merely the condition of being a citizen as defined. It has no legitimate
connotation of, or connection with, the usurpations known as, commercial, corporate,
‘Admiralty’, martial, or other ‘law’.
Force (“assail”) is authorised in Article 61, if necessary in arresting and holding the
head of state and/or his administrators or anyone else to the Articles of Magna Carta.
Even waging war, if necessary to uphold the terms of the Great Charter, is
authorised by Article 61—but such upholding of the rule of law is paramount in the
civilised society. Crime and despotism are antitheses of Civilisation.
By placing his seal on Magna Carta, John guaranteed that no one henceforth may
be in any way harmed, disadvantaged or dispossessed unless they have first been tried
and found guilty of wrongdoing with malice aforethought and sentenced by their
equals in a legal Trial by Jury. Even then, the only legitimate power government has is
the function and duty simply to execute the jury’s sentence.
Regarding Article Sixty-One together with Article Thirty-Nine, these two Articles
are notable as giving expression not only to secular moral ideals, but they are also
expressions of fundamentally egalitarian democratic principles: all people are equally
subject and entitled to the Common Law Trial by Jury.
See next page on Magna Carta...
Quote ends from DEMOCRACY DEFINED: The Manifesto ISBN 978-1902848266

See next pages for synopsis of further title of The Restoration Campaign Trilogy.
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CANNABIS: THE FACTS, HUMAN RIGHTS AND THE LAW,
THE REPORT ISBN 9781902848211, by Kenn d'Oudney,
co-authored by Joanna d'Oudney; Foreword by a Nobel laureate
former Official Adviser to the U.S. government; endorsed by a
Professor of Physiology Fellow of the Royal Society, academics,
doctors (of a variety of disciplines) and judges (U.S. & U.K.).
Softback, 260 large-size pages.

In South Africa, leader of the Dagga Party Jeremy Acton’s presentation of
THE REPORT, Cannabis: The Facts, Human Rights and the Law (current
ISBN 978-1902848211) successfully obtained a referral to the Constitutional
Court leading to the Court’s 2018 legalisation of personal cultivation and
possession of cannabis for private use. In a concurrent case, Myrtle Clarke
and Julian Stobbs, “the dagga couple,” presented THE REPORT, stating
that it forms the “reasoning” and “basis for the legal challenge” to
prohibition legislation. THE REPORT can achieve similar results elsewhere.
SRC Publishing Ltd., London, available from Amazon.com and Amazon.co.uk
- REVIEWS “You have done a splendid job of producing a comprehensive summary of the evidence
documenting that the prohibition of the production, sale and use of cannabis is utterly
unjustified and produces many harmful effects. Any impartial person reading your
REPORT will almost certainly end up favouring the relegalisation of cannabis.”
NOBEL LAUREATE PROFESSOR MILTON FRIEDMAN, Economics’ Adviser to U.S.
government (Reagan Administration); Author, video and TV series writer and presenter;
Senior Research Fellow, Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace; Professor
Emeritus, University of Chicago.

“You represent a worthy part of the fight in many countries for the logical and
beneficial use of cannabis. I thank you for that.”
PROFESSOR PATRICK D. WALL, M.D., Author; Professor of Physiology, UMDS
St. Thomas's (Teaching) Hospital, London; Fellow of the Royal Society; DM, FRCP.

“You are to be congratulated on a work well done. Very readable. It is an
important REPORT and I do hope it will be widely distributed and read.”
PROFESSOR LESTER GRINSPOON, MD, Official Adviser on Drugs to U.S.
government (Clinton Administration), Professor of Psychiatry, Harvard University
School of Medicine.

“The sections dealing with the rights and responsibilities of the jury are eloquent
in their defence of fundamental individual rights. The authors correctly perceive
the bedrock importance of trial by jury, and the significance of the jury’s right to
judge the law itself. I welcome the addition of this REPORT to the world’s store
of important writings on the subject of human liberty.”
DON DOIG, BSc., Author; U.S. National Coordinator, Co-founder, Fully Informed
Jury Association (FIJA) / American Jury Institute.

“I did enjoy reading it. THE REPORT should contribute much.”
THE HON. JONATHON PORRITT, Bt., former Adviser to U.K. government on
Environment; Author; Founder, Friends of the Earth; TV series writer and presenter.

“I have just finished reading your and Joanna’s book on Cannabis. It is a masterpiece
on both drug prohibition and jury rights. Thanks to both of you for writing it.”
PROFESSOR JULIAN HEICKLEN, Jury Rights Activist; U.S. National Coordinator,
Tyranny Fighters Campaign.

“I am totally amazed at THE REPORT’s quality and overall goodness.”
DR. ANNE BIEZANEK, Authoress; ChB, BSc, MB, MFHom.

SO YOU THINK CANNABIS PROHIBITION HAS NO EFFECT UPON YOU ?
THE REPORT ISBN 9781902848211: Part (chapter) Two contains the unprecedented
(new) Cannabis Biomass Energy Equation (CBEE; Modern Uses) which proves the cleancombusting production-cost-free, i.e., FREE, cannabis by-product pyrolytic CH3OH is the
immediate non-polluting, renewable, total world replacement for fossils and uranium,
whilst macro-cultivation simultaneously significantly increases world production of staple
seed food (protein-rich; no relaxant in seed). The CBEE exposes the bankowner-corporategovernment monumental ulterior motive behind fraudulent prohibition. ‘Prohibition’ is a
venal, cartel-fabricated subterfuge; a false fuel-energy MONOPOLY.
The CBEE Formulation proffers CH3OH oil-gasoline-type fuel combustion for
all power-station, industrial, land, sea and air transportation and domestic energy
supply, with ZERO net atmospheric increase of CO2. Viz. the CBEE thereby
simultaneously demonstrates governments’ mendacity in their claims to wish to
reduce carbon emissions, and proves the “eco” and “carbon taxes” to be fraudulent:
a criminal government imposture completely without foundation. The misuse of
exorbitant, world-economy-depressing fossils and uranium as ‘fuel’ is potentially
catastrophic, legally and economically unjustifiable, and requires to be prohibited
forthwith. See pyrolysis diagrams, photo, equation, etc.
Part Six of THE REPORT, PROHIBITION: THE PROGENITOR OF CRIME.

“To cause crime to occur is to be accountable for the crime, morally and legally.
To consent to any measure is to share responsibility for its results.”
Legalised, cannabis grows anywhere: the benign herb's foliage and flowers come
free or at an insignificant price, but yielding no revenues to government and no
profits to corporations. However, prohibition creates the Black Market: the
Economic Effects of Prohibition (scarcity + enforcement, etc.) augment "street"
value by 3000% plus, making all Black Market associated crime inevitable.
The political commodities' prohibition, the War on Drugs, rather that is to say, politicians
who pass and the judiciaries who maintain the legislation engender (cause) and are culpable
for a significant proportion of all crimes (official statistics) throughout the West.
EXONERATIVE FINDINGS OF FACT; Official Empirical Research:
THE REPORT collates the medico-scientific Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
the government-funded clinical studies conducted by world-respected research and
academic institutions into non-toxic, non-addictive natural herb cannabis
(differentiated
from
pharmaceutical
laboratory
toxic
product
THC).
The investigations' empirical evidence exonerates cannabis from all allegations of
'harm' and 'impairment' (including tests on simulated driving) exempting cannabis
from all legislative criteria of control ('prohibition'). All citizens persecuted thereunder
are due Amnesty and Restitution (as for other Wrongful Penalisation).
MEDICATION: Efficacious in over 100 adverse medical conditions (viz. Official
Pharmacopoeias) including applications which are life-saving, preserve eyesight,
Curative and/or Preventive, and with potential cheaply to replace numerous lines of
lucrative but ineffective, debilitating, addictive, toxic pharmaceuticals, rendering
massive financial government-corporate ulterior revenue and profit motive (trillions)
behind apocryphal prohibition by perjurious derogation. + Medical Case Histories.
Six Parts (chapters) include expert documentary, legal, academic, scientific,
technical, medical, economic, social, criminological, philosophical evidence, and that
which is based on grounds of equity, vindicating all private cultivation, trade,
possession and use, and which further exposes perjury and venality behind
prohibition 'legislation', all acts of enforcement constituting crime per se.
Part Seven, RESTORATION: JUSTICE AND THE CONSTITUTION, exposes
corruption, ineptitude and injustice in the justice process; examines Law: natural
law, supreme secular legem terræ Constitutional common law, treaties, statutes;
quotes presidents, judges, lawyers and chief justices.

THE REPORT is regularly presented pre-trial by defendants to courts (judges)
who routinely forbid all Findings of Fact, evidence and defences which “dispute the
legality of the law” before the jury. The official expert evidence in THE REPORT
establishes the apocryphal, illegal nature of the legislation. THE REPORT quotes
legal grounds (national and international) which demonstrate numerous infractions
of laws by the prohibition legislation, and which show all acts of its enforcement to
be crime per se. All citizens persecuted thereunder are due Amnesty and Restitution
(as for other Wrongful Penalisation). This textbook demonstrates in the law:
injustice, inequity, invalidity, adverse effects, venal ulterior motive, perjury,
fallacious derogation, and the inherent illegality of law which creates the Black
Market and engenders all associated crime. The outcomes of this procedure of
presenting THE REPORT as documentary evidence to the judge have proved beneficial
in the extreme for defendants. *Courts require documentary evidence presented as the
published textbook (not copies or e-book).

SRC Publishing Ltd., London, available from Amazon.com and Amazon.co.uk
By going to Amazon on either of the links above and clicking on ‘Look Inside’, you
can check out the Contents pages to see subject matter; and get a glimpse of the text.

~~~~~~
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