BOTH Daum & DQ are extremely knowledgeable. BOTH are almost always correct in the information they provide. 

 

Here is the difference. Daum is excellent when it comes to providing us with an analysis of our Laws. DQ is excellent when it comes to the approach to use in getting these Laws secured. Both are highly valued members of our group.

 

When dealing with Judges, you want to do all you can to get the Judge to do what the Judge is supposed to do pursuant to their Oath and Law - voluntarily. If your approach is too heavy handed you will run into resistance. Try to avoid this resistance by using diplomacy and tact. 

 

Initially, title your papers as a "Motion" (maybe with some subtle protective language) so that the Judge can have an opportunity to do their duty - voluntarily. If your adversary is of little wealth and/or political power this will probably be sufficient and the most effective way to secure your rights. However - favor will be given to an opponent with hired counsel when you do not have counsel to present your case.

 

If your adversary is a Government Attorney, or a wealthy institution with political connections, you will need to be extremely cautious. That is, there is more of a need for subtle protective language to let the Judge know you have not 'waived, forfeited, surrendered jurisdiction' over your 'inalienable' Rights. But - still try to be tactful, diplomatic, and give the appearance that the Judge, in ruling in your favor, is doing so voluntarily rather than by the force of throwing the law into the Judges face with a "do this or else". 

 

When this proves insufficient to get the Judge to perform the duties of the Office - then use Writs. Then, if that does not work, use the threat of the Law that the Attorney for the opposition, the Clerk, and even the Judge, all as Court Officials, may be subjected to. 

 

Do everything you can to secure judgment on the Facts and the Law WITHOUT a jury. Or secure as much as you can, in Judgment as a Matter of Law, BEFORE going to a jury. This is the best approach if you have an Attorney. It is even more important if you are standing on your own Rights - that is, proceeding without counsel to present your case. Try to settle the case without a jury once you have judgment on some of the key issues where facts cannot be reasonably undisputed and the plan language of the law is not subject to any Constitutional Question. 

 

It is pure folly to think that a jury in Today's America will be impartial in ANY case, civil or criminal. 

 

This is particularly true if you are proceeding without counsel to present your case. Even more true if it is a criminal case. The jurors will say otherwise, and a lot of platitudes about "innocent until proven guilty" & "prove beyond a reasonable doubt" will be voiced - but the fact is, in their mind, you are guilty or you would not be there. Everything you, and the evidence says, to show your innocence will be discounted. While even the most absurd 'theories' of the prosecutor, and outright lies of their witnesses, will be treated as credible if not taken as 'truth from God'. Take it from me. I've learned the hard way. I have presented my case without assistance of counsel before a jury in a criminal case and before a jury in a civil case. Ed44

 

http://groups.yahoo.com/group/ed44/  Join our Experiment in Open Law
