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Dana Strommen

From: Wasroop@aol.com

Sent:  Tuesday, March 03, 2009 4:43 PM
To: Rep. Jay Ramras

Subject: HB 9

Please vote no on HB 9. You know the reasons: it doesn't make sense from an economic, justice, or crime-
prevention point of view.

Mary Ellen Harris

A Good Credit Score is 700 or Above. See yours in just 2 easy steps!

3/3/2009
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Dana Strommen

From: revsilides@gci.net on behalf of George Silides [revsilides@gci.net]

Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2009 10:16 AM

To: Rep. Jay Ramras

Cc: Rep. Nancy Dahlstrom; Rep. John Coghill; Rep. Bob Lynn; Rep. Max Gruenberg; Rep. Lindsey
Holmes

Subject: House Bill 9 Rev. George Silides

Attachments: HB 9.doc

ir Representative Ramras,

ough you, let me thank the Judiciary Committee for allowing me the privilege to speak to the issue of House Bill
Unanimous among all whom I spoke with afterwards was gratefulness for the even tenor of the proceedings,
respect paid to all who offered their testimony. This note is simply to reiterate three points:

state whose law enforcement and investigative resources are stretched beyond the breaking point—where many
ules throughout the state have no VPSO or police or trooper presence whatsoever—how can it be that the proper
sstigative resources can be brought to bear in those locales in a timely manner when dealing with capital crimes
ch bear the potential of a final solution—death to the convicted perpetrator?

ondly, in my experience, there is less, not more resolution for the victim’s family upon the occasion of an
cution. There is a satisfaction of vengeance, sometimes, but the potential for anything else—even documented
:s of reconciliation—are lost. Mourning the loss of their loved one, families also mourn over time for lost
sibilities of making it clear to the perpetrator the depth of their loss and any hope of understanding the mind of

perpetrator.

1 thirdly, related to the second, addressing what Representative Coghill intimated by his comment about “the

e bearing the sword” is the point that we law-abiding citizens have surrendered our absolute freedom to the will
governed society specifically and especially to be guided—even protected by this government of laws away

n our baser motives of vengeance and retribution, especially when that vision is clouded by unimaginable and
earable pain—and an irresistible desire for vengeance. The gentleman from Kodiak testified specifically to this

1t: “If someone murdered my wife I would want vengeance, absolutely, but it is still wrong.” We law abiding

zens depend upon you to keep us from this wrong, and to curb our desires when we cannot ourselves.

11f I may now slip in a fourth which caused me a pause in my testimony--a pause of emotion which was a
imony in itself: The conversation about the efficacy of the death penalty does not stop when a law allowing

nis passed. It is debated with a ferocity born of desperation each and every time another human being is put to
th by the state. I have witnessed this desperation over and over at the gates of San Quentin, and the vitriol which
sons the social fabric of our community life for weeks before and after each execution.

re are of course dozens of reasons besides these few which I might make against the passage of HB 9, but |
re those to more eloquent voices, and review only the testimony you were so kind to allow me. Please know that
and each of the Committee remain in our prayers. Every blessing and kindness;

zerely,

wge Silides, rector
y Trinity Episcopal Church

3/3/2009
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Lisa M. Fitzpatrick
1964 Loussac Drive
Anchorage, Alaska 99517

March 2, 2008
Re: HB S
Dear Chairman Ramras and Members of the House Judiclary Committee,

{ am unable to aftend the committee's hearing this afternaon on HB 9. By this letter, |
would like to state my opposition to the bill.

| listened to the testimony as | waited to testify last Wednesday and echo many of the
comments already made to you. There were many, more articulate than |, who spoke
with their hearts of the myriad reasons the death penalty should never be reinstated in
Alaska. The most compelling reason is that the bill can never do what the sponsor
promises — ensure that no innocent person will ever be executed. The day the criminal
justice system achieves perfection, I'll recansider my posltion.

The sponsor of the bill, Rep. Chenault, states as a justification for the bill: “Most of us
would sleep better at night knowing a criminal will never have the opportunity to harm
another human being.” I'm not sure why he believes life in prison doesn't meet this goal
but I'm satisfied it does.

Loaking at the fiscal notes submitted ta this committee, | wonder how anyone can
economically justify passage of this bill. The Department of Law's fiscal note surmises
that approximately six defendants per year would face the kind of charges that would
bring hirrvher within the ambit of the death penaity sentencing provision. To execute six
people — people who would otherwise be spending the rest of their lives in prison - why
would we as a State incur these staggering costs? If we have that kind of discretionary
spending ability, why nat, instead, spend that money working towards public safety?
Let's put that money towards crime prevention; let's put that money towards hiring more
police; let's put that money towards enabling the police to purchase the equipment they
need; let's put that money into drug prevention programs; let's put that money into after
school programs for kids to keep them off the streets and away from exposure to crime;
let's put more money into domestic violence awareness, let's put more money into
education so these kids have a chance....

| imagine a thousand better ways to spend this money — opportunities to improve the
public's safety — that don't involve killing peaple, no matter how bad these people may
be.

| implore you ~ stop this bill in committee. it's bad law and it's bad public policy. Thank
you. ,

Thank you. Lisa Fitzpatrick
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Dana Strommen

From: Mepburke@aol.com
Sent:  Sunday, March 01, 2009 6:32 PM

To: Rep. Jay Ramras; Rep. Nancy Dahlstrom; Rep. John Coghill; Rep. Carl Gatto; Rep. Bob Lynn; Rep.
Max Gruenberg; Rep. Lindsey Holmes
Cc: michael@Godsview.org; Mepburke@aol.com; Rep. Berta Gardner

Subject: HB 9 testimony

Dear Honorable Representatives Ramras and Dahistrom,

} am writing to oppose HB9, which | find to be bad public policy,
financially unwise and morally objectionable.

Given the rural and urban disparities in resources to investigate, and prosecute capital
crimes, | believe such a system will become unmanageable, fundamentally unjust
and untrustworthy.

At a time when we need increasingly broad public confidence in the efficiency and fairness of our criminal justice
system, the adoption of capital punishment will be most counterproductive.

My own Christian denomination, The Episcopal Church, has a long-standing opposition to the death penalty. This
highly public stance was first declared by our General Convention in 1958, and subsequently reaffirmed in 1969,
1979, and 1991. For over fifty years, members of our church have worked to educate their fellow citizenry and promote
alternatives that nurture a culture of life in response to even the most heinous of crimes.

| stand alongside so many others from our churches and faith communities in opposing this bill.
Sincerely,

The Rev. Michael Burke

Rector / Sr Pastor

St. Mary's Episcopal Church

Anchorage, Alaska

(907) 349-0369

cc Judiciary Committee membership

The two most recent statements of The Episcopal Church are attached below:

The Episcopal Church

CAPITAL PUNISHMENT
Statement of the 1979 General Conference.

WHEREAS, the 1958 General Convention of the Episcopal Church opposed capital
punishment on a theological basis that the life of an individual is of infinite worth in the
sight of Aimighty God; and the taking of such a human life fails within the providence of
Almighty God and not within the right of Man; and

WHEREAS, this opposition to capital punishment was reaffirmed at the General
Convention of 1969; and

WHEREAS, a preponderance of religious bodies continue to oppose capital punishment
as contrary to the concept of Christian love as revealed in the New Testament; and

3/2/2009
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WHEREAS, we are witnessing the reemergence of this practice as a social policy in many
states; and

WHEREAS, the institutionalized taking of human life prevents the fulfillment of Christian
commitment to seek the redemption and reconciliation of the offender; and

WHEREAS, there are incarceration alternatives for those who are too dangerous to be
set free in society; therefore be it

RESOLVED, the House of Bishops concurring, that this 66th General Convention of the
Episcopal Church reaffirms its opposition to capital punishment and calls on the dioceses
and members of this church to work actively to abolish the death penalty in their states;
and be it further

RESOLVED, the House of Bishops concurring, that this 66th General Convention instruct
the Secretary of General Convention to notify the several governors of the states of our
action.

General Convention 1991.

RESOLVED, the House of Bishops concurring, that this 70th General Convention of the
Episcopal Church reaffirm the position taken in opposition to capital punishment by the
1958, 1969, and 1979 General Conventions; and be it further

RESOLVED, that this 70th General Convention of the Episcopal Church oppose federal
initiatives to establish constitutional procedures for the institution of the sentence of death
for various crimes; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the 70th General Convention of the Episcopal Church deplores the
expansion of capital offenses by federal legislative action; and be it further

RESOLVED, that this 70th General Convention of the Episcopal Church support state
and local initiatives to establish a range of community sanctions and services offering
alternatives to incarceration and reducing recidivism; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the Presiding Bishop’s Open Statement on Capital Punishment be sent
to the President, the Attorney General, and every member of the Senate and Congress of
the United States of America; and be it further

RESOLVED, that this 70th General Convention of the Episcopal Church urge the
provinces, dioceses, parishes, missions, and individual members of this Church to
engage in serious study on the subject of capital punishment and work actively to abolish
the death penalty in their states.

The Episcopal Church
815 Second Avenue
New York, NY 10017-4594

(212) 867-8400

3/2/2009



Dana Strommen

From: Chris Haigh [chaigh1949@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, March 01, 2009 6:45 PM

To: Rep. Jay Ramras

Subject: No Death Penalty

Please don't legitimize the state killing Alaskans. Most civilized nations ban capital
punishment. Mistakes happen.

To legalize the death penalty in Alaska would be taking a giant step backwards. So may HB
9 and any other legislation of this kind quickly find the way to the trash bin.

Chris Haigh
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Dana Strommen

From: corinne [cls37@cornell.edu]

Sent: Sunday, March 01, 2009 9:40 PM

To: Rep. Lindsey Holmes; Rep. Max Gruenberg; Rep. Bob Lynn; Rep. Nancy Dahlstrom; Rep. Jay
Ramras; Rep. John Coghill; Rep. Carl Gatto

Subject: Please vote NO on HB 9 (Death Penalty)

Attachments: DeathPenaity _minute.doc

To the House Judiciary Committee:

With the introduction of death penalty legislation in the State Legislature, Alaska stands at a historic
turning point. The State has not carried a death penalty since Territorial days. We of the Anchorage
Friends Meeting (Quakers) urge all Alaskans to think carefully about the repercussions that would be
brought by a death penalty in our state, and what our collective decision says about us as a society. The
criminal sanctions we embrace not only reflect our deepest values and beliefs, but also shape the
community we become.

For more than 300 years, Quakers have sought to answer that of God in every person, and have therefore
sought to address injustices and inequalities in our own lives and in the societies to which we belong.
That our country’s justice system is subject to human error, leading to the conviction of innocent people,
is a matter of public record. That it is subject to human blindness, leading to disturbing racial disparity
in the application of capital punishment, has been amply demonstrated. In recent decades, the death
penalty has been suspended or abolished in many states, in recognition of errors in conviction and racial
disparity in application.

These and many other compelling arguments speak volumes against capital punishment on purely
rational grounds, and we urge all citizens to consider the excellent information put together by Amnesty
International, Alaskans Against the Death Penalty, and American Friends Service Committee, among
others. For us, it is a matter that goes even further. Even if our court system was flawless, and there
were no conceivable questions of error, innocence, or equality, we would still uphold the sanctity of
each human life: that of God in every person and the possibility of redemption and reconciliation. We
cannot escape the conclusion that the death penalty, as an instrument of any government, and perhaps
especially a democratic government, brutalizes and degrades that society which it strives to protect.

Anchorage Monthly Meeting of the Religious Society of Friends (Quakers)

Contacts:
Ministry and Nurturance Committee
Corinne Smith, cls37@cornell.edu

—aaee LA

Monica Elkinton, monica.elkinton{@gmail.com

Cynthia Monroe, Recording Clerk, cynthia(@alaskalisten.org
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Dana Strommen

From: bherman@gci.net on behalf of Bill Herman [bherman@gci.net]
Sent: Sunday, March 01, 2009 10:38 PM
To: Rep. Jay Ramras

Subject: HB 9 Capital Punishment
Importance: High

Dear Representative Ramras,

There are many very good reasons for not passing the Death Penailty Bill, such as too great a chance that the
wrong person would be executed due to a fallible judicial system, excessive costs, or the fact we are one of the
few democratic countries which still has the death penalty allowed anywhere within it.

But the overriding reason is that it is just wrong to take a life for another. We lower our society by murdering (or as
you say “executing”) a murderer. | further believe that there is “that of God in everyone,” even a murderer, and by
executing them we rob our society of benefiting from his/her possible redemption and possible gifts that could be
given by that person to other inmates. We also rob our society of making at least some degree of amends if it is
later found we have wrongly convicted him or her.

Please kill the Death Penalty Bill.

(Please share this message with other members of the House Judiciary Committee.)
Respectfully submitted,

Bill Herman

1845 Parkside Dr
Anchorage, AK 99501
(907) 243-9520 (H)
bherman@gci.net

3/2/2009



MAR-02-2009 MON 01:18 PM MAT-SU LIO FAX NO. 9073766180 P. U1

Alaska State Legislature

v
LLAB

Please enter into the record my testimony to the QAxA
Committee namd’

Committee on Pbaoﬂ/ p@g@d =2 OI . dated 3- Q--‘O 9

Bill/Subject

S\Q_SL, Oﬂj’oucko_o_@

Signed: AW OJ\M—TL»(A 0Q

Testifier

Tt PfQPLE

Representing (Optional)

: B 12085 (WDaalla.
Address
AQ07)- B2B7 -7658

Phone number




MAR-02-2009 MON 01:18 PM MAT-SU LIO FAX NO. 907378618U

“Manch 2 2009

CJaom s Chua
b Lo oy s

EQ&E/L Ramﬁitj
Frond Sk !

|, Letter Bﬂam “rne O Lo T~ pﬁ-woﬁﬁ@

9- L’ Pa%&A 07‘\ ﬁac.'\a{s /L,nj‘\ié (\/Wff 741-:15{
o jurdgonsy fodad “
S. b peses c% LT ler te Avuiucon
BGan Assoc. y A daate B Absoe .
Ak OmLU Nowos o

Condiiast

“)/?f““ gﬂo‘vj{_—

|2 pe’eA w/% ch §1OV’J



22

JURIES ARE ALLOWED 70 JUDGE THE LAW,
NOT JUST THE FACTS

n order lo guard cilzens against the whims of the King, the rght
10 @ tial by jury wWas established by the Magna Carta in 1215,
and it hes becoma one of the mos! sacrosanct legal aspects Y
of British and Amarican societies. We tend © beligve thal : > N

tha duly of a jury is solsly o determine whathar someone //A/‘/
ke the law. In fact, it's not unusual for judges to instruct ; \\u &
juries thal they are to judge only the facts in a case, while the T &
judpe wilt sitin judgment of the law itself. Nonsense.

Juries are the lasl line of delense agalnet the power sbuses of the authorities. They have the
right to judge the law. Evan it a defendant committed 3 crime. a jury can tefuse to render 2 guilly
verdict. Among the main reasans why this might hagpen, according o attarney Clay S. Conrad:

When the defendant has already suffered enough, whan it would be unfair or
against the public interest for the defendant to be convicted, whan the jury
disagrees with the law fteelf, when the prosecutian or the arresting authorities
have gone “too far” In the single-minded cquest to arrest and convict a particuter
defendant, when the !.3::3.9:9 to be imposed are sxcessive of whan the jury
suspacts that the charges have been brought for political ressans or to make an
unfair example of the hapless defendant...

Some of the 8arIeSt BXAIPIS Ut Jun y ssumrmmm s sc=es =2

refusals to convicl people who had spoken ifl of the government {lhey were prosecuted under
*seditious libel’ laws) or who were practicing forbidden religions, such as Quakerism. Up (o the
lime of the Cil War, Americen juriss often refused to convict the brave souls imo heiped
runaway siaves. In lhe 480Ds, jury nuflications saved the hides of union organizers who wera
being proseculed vith conspiracy lo resimin trade. Juties used their power to fres ‘people
changed under the ant-alcoho! laws of Prohibition, as well as antiwar protesiers during ths
Vielnam era. Today, juries somatimes refuss to convict drug users {especially medical marijuana
usarg), tax protesters, aborlion protesiers, gun owners, battered spouses, and people who
commit “mercy kittings.”

Judges and prosecutors will often oulright lis about the existence of this power, bul cenluries of

count decisions Bnd other svidence prove that jurors can vole thelr consciancas.

When the US Constilution was created, with its Sixth Amendment guareniee of B jury trial,
Ihe most popuiar law diconary of the time said that juries “may not only find tings of their
ovn knowledge, but they go according lo their ponsciences.” The first edition of Noah
Webster's ooﬁ!.n,.oa dictionary (1828) said thal jurias “decide both the law and the fact in
criminal prosscutions.” '

Jury nuifification is specifically enstirined W the constitutions o Pennsylvania, Indiana, and
Maryland. Tha state codes of Conneciicut and fllinois conlain similar provisions.

The second US President, John Adams, wrote: “ILis nol only {the [uror's] sight, but his duty. . to

{ind the verdict according to his own besl undersianding, judgment, 2nd consciance, though in

direct oppasition to the direction of the court.” Similarly, Founding Father Alexander Hamilton
declared: "It is essential (o the securily of personal rights and public Iiberty, that the [ury should
have and exescise lhe power to judge both of the law and of the criminal intenl.”

roun_.aui Suprame Court Chisf Justice John Jay once instrucied 8 jury

{t may not be amiss, here, Qentiemsn, to remind you of the good old rule, that on
quastions of fact, it is the providence of the jury, on questions of law, it is the
pravidencs of the court ta deckie. But it must be observad that by the same law,
which recognizes this reasonable distribution of jurisdiction, you have
naverthatsss the right to take upon yourselvas to judge of both, and to determine
the taw as wall as the fact in controversy.

The following yesr, 1795, Justice James \rdell declared: [Though the jury will gensally respec!
the sentimant of the court on polnts of law, they are nolt bourd to dafiver a verdict conformably
to them.” {n 1817, Chiaf Jusiice John parshalt 5313 that the jury in & capital case wera judges,
a5 we'l of the law as the facl, and were bound to acquil whers either was doubtiul.”

I more recent timas, the Fausth Circut Court of Appsals unanimously held in 1968:

If the Jury feels that the law under
- At avinant ls-.,-..jﬂ.lﬁnnn,_—-u:

which the defendant is accused is unjust,
Ked the actions of the accused, oy for any

AT A I I oY TR NN enN2_2N-MHL



and the courts must abide that

it Court of Appeals noted. “The pages of W

Thrae years laisg, the e G
gative to disragard uncontradicled
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instructions of the judge.”

exercise of its prero

an juries refuse (o

Jack B. Wainstsin wrole: “Wh
ir duties a8 jurors.”

icte, federal Judge
gl laws, they ard perfarming the

hey think e urjul

In 8 1692 iaw journal ar
convict on tha basis of what|l

1o casas In which racist
e, As attorney Conrad
this has ocourred only
oul or deny a ceriain power just
power hasn't baen

of juy aullification often point
rged with raclal violenc
Iution of & Docirine,

sh away the power
10 convict white psople cha
Jury Nullificetion: The Evo
des, it's ridicutous 10 try to sl

Thosa who lry 1o wh
juries hawe refused
shows In his book,
in very rare inslances. Besi
pecause il can b8 used
misused at lsasi once in 2 while?

for bad ends as we

known organizstion seeking to tefl all

have been arrested fof simply handing out FLIA

FLJA mambers have heaen

d Jury Association {FIJA)
rs as prors. People
fury seischions,

The Fully lnlorme
cllizens showk their pows
litarature in front of courthousas. Ouwring

solely on the grounds that they betong fo the group-

{hal they can and should judge the
atil-standing gecision (Sparf and
let jurors know their fuil

would require judges lo telt jusors
atlils, lo say the leasl. n @

& Courl ruled Inat judges don't have o

£1JA aiso sesks laws thal
jaw, but this has besn an uphill b
Hansen « US, 1885}, the Suprem

._,E;BE in cases whera the defanse has trought up jury nullification during tha proceedings,
_.zamow have somelimes held the defense attorney i conternpi. Bti, 21 siate jegistatures have
introducad informed-jury legistation, with thres of them passing { through ane chamber (i2,
House or Senate). .

Qulte cbviously, the justice system is terified of this power, which is all the more reason for us 10
know about ¥. B3
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THE POLICE AREN'T LEGALLY

OBLIGATED TO PROTECT YOU

Without even thinking about i, we take it as 2 given 1hal the pelice mus} protect each of us.
That's thelr whols rsascn for existence, rght?

While this might bs true in & few jurisdiclions in the US and Canada, it is actually the gxceplion,
aot the rula. In ganeral, courl decisions and state laws hava held that cops doot have lodo @
damn Ihing to help you when you're in dangsr.

in the only book devoted exciusively 1o the subject, Dial 811 and Die, attorney Richard W
Stavans writes:

it was the most shocking thing | laamed in Jaw school. | was studying Yorts in my

untl oand N\t
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The JURY judges the Spirit. Motive and
Iumnofbwhawlawmdrheuwcd.
mrwducpmuamronlyrzpmmm
letter of the law.

Thetein lies the ity for the accom-
plishment of “LIB TY and JUSTICE for
ALL"lfyou.andmmwsmhaJURORS

been writien.

“If we love wealth bétier than liberty. the
tranguility of servivude beter than the
animating conesi of freedom, go home from
us in peace. We ask not yow counsels or
vour arms. Crouch down and fick the hands
which feed you. May your cheins sel lightly
upon you. and may posierity forge! that ve

were our countrymen.” 14 FREEDOM FOR WILLIAM PENN
“Those peoplc
GOD will be ruled by tyrants.” taw.

JUKY U ILLmd

Our forefathers felt thal in order to have
JUSTICE. it is obvious that a JURY of
“PEERS" must be people who actually know
the defendant, How clse would they be able to
judge mocive and intent?

“PEERS™ of the defendant. like the rights
of the JURY have also been scvercly tar-
nished. Originally, it mewnt people of “equals
in station and rank,” (Black's 1910), “free-
holders of a neighborhood.” (Bouvier's 1886).
or “A companiwi, a lellow; an associste.
(Webster's 1828).

WHO HAS A RIGHT TO SIT ON A JURY?

Pamick Hemry, along with ofhers, was
deepl concemed a6 10 who has @ right to si
ona Y.Limuonrfg‘ufamu‘:mm

Patrick Heary ut originally the
JURY of PEERS was designed A & protection
for Neighbort from outside @ op-
pression. Heary states the following, “Why do

Mr. Holmes, trom Massachusetts, sigucd
strenvously that for JUSTICE o prevail, the

fact was commitied by a JURY of PEERS.
“,..a jury of she peers would, from their
L1
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P. 06

local situation, have an opportunity to 1orm 3
judgment of the CHARACTER of the person
charged with the crime, and lso to judge of
the CREDIBILITY of the witnesses.” (Eliiot.

“The people are the
masters of both
Congress and
courts, not 10
overthrow the
Constitution,

but to over-
throw the men
who pervert it!”
Abraham Lincoln

MR. WILSON

. William Penn most likely would '
vcbeeneucmedsl\ecluﬂyhmkcme

WthY,m@mcﬁm vanis, and leader of the Quakers, was on tnal
the court. fo\'ﬂ'

victom.
vights unless actual
THE FIRST AMENDMENT imposter laws were
The year was 1670, and the casc Bushell st Lo
on was that of Willism Penn, who was on trial

for violmion of the “Comventicle Act.” This
wgammmmmm

of was mdbecamepat
of the English Bill of Rights amd laser it be-
camc the Amendment to the U.S. Con-

dom of religion, freedom
right to peaceful

i
i

the

| assembly. He had broken the
mnm'shw.mmmdinjm:dmm.
four hercic JURORS knew that only

when actual injury 10 SOMCODE’S pCrson or

ptopuyukesphcei:memuu!cdme.No
no injury cam be shown.

IT IS ALMOST UNFAIR!
'nﬁsuidmguchmimpm(hxtevery
colonybutonemhlishedmejnryuthefm
liberty to maintain all other libertics. It was
fekt that the Ebersies of people could pever be
Myﬂab@ammmwm
and i . and that unjust laws

smmowldmstudwmnmﬁmby
conscientious JURORS.

mmfm

swembly was founded, Freedess of an avalanche of impostor laws not
and also kabens corpms. The first such writ of otuysduhweawpmmrmdmklcﬂ'l',w
habeas corpus ever issucd by the Court of also the DUTY, to nullify bad laws by voting
Comwnon Pleas wak used to free Edward “not guilty™. Al first glance i thatitis
Bushell. Lawer duis trial gave bicth 0 the almost unfair, the power JUR have over
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NATURAL RIGHTS! A JURY'S Rights, Powers und Duties:
Where the people fear the governmen: you mmmmmmmw The Charpe to the JURY in the First JURY .
wave tyranmy; where the government fears the mz“(m.mmm). "Wm,“ ﬂ‘lﬂm Trial befors the supreme Court of the U. S.
wople, you have lberry. %’mn. G & mﬁﬁ. Linstrsics the TRUE POWER OF THE JURY,
jcizns, bureswcrats In the Fobruary term of 1794, the supreme®
ud;uwouldhveymbdi:vcmwom Court conducted n JURY wial ond suid
yeedom will result in chaos ® . . U is prosumod, that the jeriec-are the best
ihould gladly give wp mdﬁm,nn,mﬂwoﬁuhﬂd.w-
for the good of the samned (hat the cowrts are the best judges of
words. people acting i Jaw. But wmill both objects arc within your
ment, uy‘ovened - nower of decwion.” .
JURORS 1o coforce these - “you have a right to take upos yoursaives
mwwn&eml;&lﬁ::n to mofbaﬂmwmﬂwlﬂ’ﬁ
belicve the more we fact N
contrl, s & belr society. This heory well as e (et e Braseford, ot ol, 3 Dall. 1)
sound good on pepcr, *The Y has an i and unre-
owr leaders think this way m% to acquit in disregand of
the thoucands of new laws : trial
the instructions on the law given by trial jodge
the books cach year in this country " (cruphasis sdded)
mgmmum Tt LS. ve. Dodghorry, 473 F Ind 1113, 1126 (1672)
m- i " . and
tp & RIGHT you lose a “FREE m.{&l"dmwﬂﬁ!?vwwm_
i e iy B fox its consideration, snd JURY disre-
is BONDAGE! The gard for what the trig] judge wagts them to be-
be, if giving up some | lieve is the contolling law in any
botter socicty, csc(mrefuudnuh" Y law-
o ] lessness™)* is not something o
Wgﬂmmwb wmded‘.')‘bw encouraged. Witness the
TRUST. Thi quatstion from
would destroy PRIVACY, which i the W“‘::r;.".vm‘““‘m'“m“‘"'“.&. ebove-mentioned: “Jury lawlessncss
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“Nee is the thom any L FovemmtnL 5 " - Bevavier .
o essily is '?':j’fc'z,w o silae: cppectaine . mhu—u—u-umm i-
tyrants; i is the creed of slaves.” . Esay en tho Triel by Sy ‘mm_qﬂm]-u‘fyulu.
9 AND EVIDENCE!
© The Right of the JURY to be Told uwsgwrsw EViDENCE!
of Its Power Withowt pow'decdc pd
and evidence arc . JURIES
Almost every JURY in the land is falscly pcapumwdtemsed. lfpew'_emmb
instrucied by the judge when it is told it must mmemof'gwm“wm chcy
ucwptasﬁ:law(huwhichingivcnwm , mmﬂmﬁcmmh:mwueéué
by the: court i can also unfairly dictete RS O e
only the facts or madmissible B N eing con-
the purpose of vent the WHOLE can manipolate
permit the imposition of tyranny upon a ’wmm';mwww he
people :;duoffmmmm“ymw in
' ; mury.unenmwmldbedcnwdluw
L mguswuhauialhygmmmtmdnma
ignorance Ay wia) by JURY!
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Jott Whenpeopleacﬁuginucmmof 5
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mare than one voice. There is the formal com- muynooM;sawhﬂemsﬂnmcudeof
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