Lecture on Traffic

Good evening everyone. My name is Gerry Donaldson and, probably like most of you, I’ve experienced quite a few “Traffic Stops” in the course of my life, however, I can honestly say that the lion’s share of them bore very little resemblance to what I know now to be a “Constitutional Traffic Stop” where my unalienable rights, given to me by my Creator at birth, were observed. 
Most of us take for granted the ability to load up the family car and travel wherever our hearts lead us. The right to travel where we want, when we want, has always been held sacrosanct. This was even romanticized in the American west. But this right has been eroded right down to its foundation. 

I’ll also have to admit that I didn’t recognize this fact until I was education on what my rights truly are! The cliché that “If you don’t know your rights, you don’t have any!” is absolutely true.
The spiritual aspect of travel is a part of our culture. Even Abraham was commanded by God to travel out of the land of his fathers, while Moses, through divine intervention, won the right to travel out of Egypt to free the Israelites. Christ was constantly on the move, from mountaintop to valley, in and out of different districts and lands, many times while he and his disciples were being sought by either the Sanhedrin or the Roman solders or both.  A very important thing to remember about this fact is that his travels back to Galilee took him out of Herod’s immediate jurisdiction which, according to Biblical historians, went only as far as about 40 miles south of Nazareth.

One shackled, either figuratively or literally, to the land is one whose knowledge is limited, whose spirit is reigned in, and whose ability to conduct business is stifled.
As far back as the Magna Carta, the Right to Travel was recognized.

“It shall be lawful to any person, for the future, to go out of our kingdom, and to return, safely and securely, by land or by water, saving his allegiance to us, unless it be in time of war, for some short space, for the common good of the kingdom: excepting prisoners and outlaws, according to the laws of the land, and of the people of the nation at war against us, and Merchants who shall be treated as it is said above.”

The only time, it seems, that the government was allowed to restrict travel at all was during war. Most likely this restriction was meant to prevent enemy combatants from freely traveling across the land and across borders. Isn’t it interesting that, under the Patriot Act, each of every American could possibly be labeled as enemy combatants? 

Under the Articles of Confederation, there was a specific mention of the right to travel which allowed for  "free ingress and regress to and from any other State." However, this was not one of the enumerated rights in the Bill of Rights, but it has been held by the Supreme Court to be in there as one of the fundamental, but unenumerated rights in the 9th Amendment. After the Civil War, they placed the right to travel in the Privileges and Immunities clause of the 14th Amendment which I’ll touch on later. 

Despite the rights granted in the Magna Carta, those guaranteed to Americans in the Bill of Rights as both unalienable given by God and as we are heirs via the Common Law, the lower Courts have consistently ruled as if they were ignorant of the law, and usurped the rights of well-informed citizenry.

There is a word for those who are not only restricted from traveling where they desire, but also must "check in" with or get permission from authorities before traveling. That word is slaves.

Before I continue, I have a few simple questions for you and some of them may sound silly especially after what I’ve already covered. 
Ok, by a show of hands, how many of you have been pulled over for a “traffic stop” in your life?

Now, how many of you have received a traffic ticket?

Ok, now for the REALLY important questions.

How many of you have had to show a driver’s license, registration and proof of insurance?

How many of you have been arrested at a traffic stop?

Last question. How many of you have had your car impounded?

Unless you were drinking at the time, I’d say it is a pretty safe bet that it was a nerve wracking experience and none too pleasant.

I don’t have to tell this group that the laws that currently govern Americans bear little resemblance to Constitutional laws anymore. The traffic laws are no different. However, regardless of how much they try to tell us otherwise, our public servants are still bound under the same guidelines to protect our rights and they are still subject to their own penalties for violating them.

In my Constitution 101 class, I go into great detail on our unalienable rights, that I don’t have time to do today, but our unalienable rights, given to us by God from birth are the foundation for the 24 enumerated, or listed, rights mentioned in the Bill of Rights and all those others that are covered in the 9th Amendment which states:

Amendment IX
“The enumeration in the Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or disparage others retained by the people.”
These rights include:

1) The Right to Marry who you want.

2) The Right to Work where you want without licenses or permits.

3) And the one we’re dealing with tonight, The Right to Travel without license or encumbrance. 

For those that really want to know the truth, after the Civil War (or War of Northern Aggression for us in the South), the 14th Amendment basically created a weak copy of our unalienable rights, and these were not rights at all, they are privileges because they can be granted or taken away at will by authorities or by the legislature for “the general welfare” or “to regulate commerce among the states.” These are “Civil” or “Human Rights.” Whenever someone uses either term with me, I cringe. I especially enjoy it when someone says. “I’m a Civil Rights Activist,” because I can then say, “I’m an unalienable Rights Activist” and then proceed to tell them the difference. 

What I will be dealing with here tonight are some fundamentals which include several of these fundamental, unalienable rights under the guise of “Civil Rights” and those laws which were intended to protect US from violations of these “Rights,” by our supposed public servants.

Now I want to make this very clear. In every case, regardless of the situation, we need to follow the Maxim of Common Law that says, for anything to be considered a crime, there has to be a violation of someone’s person or property. There is no such thing as a victimless crime. That is an oxymoron. The two words do not go together. Regardless of how much you or I feel that our police officers need to prevent crime, they can do no such thing. It is not in their power nor their responsibility. I could think about robbing a bank and that is not a crime. I could even have a mask and a getaway car, but as long as I do not enter that bank and take money or harm someone in the process, I have not committed a crime under this Maxim of Law. Therefore, if you are drinking and driving and you damage someone’s property or harm someone, you have committed a real crime and you are responsible and accountable for your actions. This was the original intent of our founders. We can have true liberty ONLY if we recognize that with every right there is an equal responsibility. 

I LOVE my Liberty and recognize that I can only have Liberty to the degree that I am responsible for all my actions.

Before I get to the fun part, I know that there are many of us out there that have tried many different methods to regain our sovereignty and liberty. I won’t disparage any of these other methods as, for the most part, they are grounded on solid legal research. Many people espouse the Redemption method using certain UCC filings to take control of the strawman set up by the government to control us. That method has had both successes and failures. The reasons it works sometimes and, WHEN it works it is because: 

1) Some judges would rather dismiss a minor case rather than let the rest of the courtroom attendees know what is TRULY going on. They don’t want John Q. Public to hear that they have a way to fight these cases and that we are truly under Administrative/Admiralty Law.

When it DOESN’T work:

1) Either the judge or prosecutors make a fatal mistake in procedure or in the way that they answer that a good student of the Redemption process is ready to jump on.

2) And this is the sad truth, judges and prosecutors are now required to take classes twice a year on how to win out in these cases fought by knowledgeable people by tripping people up and/or changing the law to suit themselves. It is all about winning at all costs.

Before I get to the fun part of this, I’ll tell you that the method I advocate is simpler and uses the same strategy that Sun Tsu taught over 2,500 years ago in “The Art of War,” and that is to use the enemy’s strengths against themselves. In this case, our supposed public servants purport to be following the law and the Constitution, so I simply use four things against them:

a) The 4th and 5th Amendments to the Bill of Rights

b) Their own heavily programmed procedural guidelines and their firm belief that their system works!
c) The Federal Laws they created to protect our “Civil Rights.” Now remember, THEY think they are the same as our unalienable rights! And lastly,
d) Their own Oaths of Office.

Now I’m going to role play this out. 
I’ll admit that I’m working from a script that is identical to their procedural manuals, so this will be straight forward and won’t be as intense as it “could” be out it the real world with a real jerk. For that, you’d definitely have to know this stuff VERY well to be able to respond appropriately to the irrational behavior they “can” come back with when all of a sudden they aren’t in control and you’ve got them on the run.
Constitutional Traffic Stop

Ok, hopefully you learned a little about the importance of knowing WHAT your rights truly are and the fact that there are corresponding responsibilities that go along with each one. If you truly understand your rights and responsibilities you can begin to make a difference. 

For each of you in this room I want to express my true reason for being here and covering the different topics I do. I’m here to teach the teachers and that is each and every one of you. I could get in front of a room like this every day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year and would barely make a dent in waking enough people up to make a real difference. 

However, if every one of you can just wake up 5 of your neighbors or coworkers each week and they in turn wake up 5 more each week, in only 12 weeks we can wake up over a billion people!

Now that we’ve gone through this, and had a little fun along the way, I’ll give you a little background on the laws cited in this “Constitutional Traffic Stop.”

Title 18 § 241 Conspiracy Against Rights

If two or more persons conspire to injure, oppress, threaten, or intimidate any person in any State, Territory, Commonwealth, Possession, or District in the free exercise or enjoyment of any right or privilege secured to him by the Constitution or laws of the United States

Title 18 § 242 Deprivation of Rights under the Color of Law

Whoever, under color of any law, statute, ordinance, regulation, or custom, willfully subjects any person in any State, Territory, Commonwealth, Possession, or District to the deprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunities secured or protected by the Constitution or laws of the United States, or to different punishments, pains, or penalties…

Title 42 § 1983 Civil action for deprivation of rights

Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage, of any State or Territory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or causes to be subjected, any citizen of the United States or other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution and laws, shall be liable to the party injured in an action at law, suit in equity, or other proper proceeding for redress, except that in any action brought against a judicial officer for an act or omission taken in such officer’s judicial capacity, injunctive relief shall not be granted unless a declaratory decree was violated or declaratory relief was unavailable. For the purposes of this section, any Act of Congress applicable exclusively to the District of Columbia shall be considered to be a statute of the District of Columbia. 

Conspiracy to interfere with civil rights

(3) Depriving persons of rights or privileges 
If two or more persons in any State or Territory conspire or go in disguise on the highway or on the premises of another, for the purpose of depriving, either directly or indirectly, any person or class of persons of the equal protection of the laws, or of equal privileges and immunities under the laws; or for the purpose of preventing or hindering the constituted authorities of any State or Territory from giving or securing to all persons within such State or Territory the equal protection of the laws; or if two or more persons conspire to prevent by force, intimidation, or threat, any citizen who is lawfully entitled to vote, from giving his support or advocacy in a legal manner, toward or in favor of the election of any lawfully qualified person as an elector for President or Vice President, or as a Member of Congress of the United States; or to injure any citizen in person or property on account of such support or advocacy; in any case of conspiracy set forth in this section, if one or more persons engaged therein do, or cause to be done, any act in furtherance of the object of such conspiracy, whereby another is injured in his person or property, or deprived of having and exercising any right or privilege of a citizen of the United States, the party so injured or deprived may have an action for the recovery of damages occasioned by such injury or deprivation, against any one or more of the conspirators. 

“It is not the function of our government to keep the citizen from falling into error; it is the function of the citizen to keep the government from falling into error.” - Justice Robert H. Jackson, 1954  

"Personal liberty, which is guaranteed to every citizen under our constitution and laws, consists of the right to locomotion,—to go where one pleases, and when, and to do that which may lead to one's business or pleasure, only so far restrained as the rights of others may make it necessary for the welfare of all other citizens. . . . Any law which would place the keeping and safe conduct of another in the hands of even a conservator of the peace, unless for some breach of the peace committed in his presence, or upon suspicion of felony, would be most oppressive and unjust, and destroy all the rights which our Constitution guarantees." Pinkerton v Verberg, 78 Mich 573, 584; 44 NW 579, 582-583 (1889).
So, in order to have probable cause to pull you over they have to see you in the commission of a felony or committing a “breach of the peace,” which is defined as “any act of molesting, interrupting, hindering, agitating, or arousing from a state of repose or otherwise depriving inhabitants of the peace and quiet to which they are entitled.”

A traffic violation does not apply unless you are traveling in commerce.

The "freedom to travel throughout the United States has long been recognized as a basic right under the Constitution," according to multiple cases including:

 Williams v Fears, 179 US 270, 274; 21 S Ct 128; 45 L Ed 186 (1900); 

Twining v New Jersey, 211 US 78, 97; 29 S Ct 14; 53 L Ed 97 (1908), as listed in the case of United States v Guest, 383 US 745; 86 S Ct 1170; 16 L Ed 2d 239 (1968)

Per the Supreme Court decision in the case of Crandall v Nevada, 73 US 35; 18 L Ed (1867), speed limits and other traffic control devices, are simply an unlawful tax or impost on travel, and thus unconstitutional (Note: Crandall involved a tax on travelers, which is what in essence speed limits, unscientific stop signs, etc., simply are, not to mention that are extortion violating the federal anti-racketeering act (RICO), 18 USC § 1961 and the law against obstructing federal rights, 18 USC § 241). 

If a police officer responds with an allegation that you were endangering public safety, your next question should be, "whose?" Then you need to have their names, addresses, and signed statements. The sixth amendment guarantees the right to confront the witnesses against you and cross-examine them on all aspects, including the nature, degree, duration, intensity, scope, and prevalence of the supposed endangerment!! Davis v Alaska, 415 US 308; 94 S Ct 1105; 39 L Ed 2d 347 (1974). 

As many of you might already know, there is a big difference between using your vehicle to go to work, the store, or taking your family to church, as opposed to using a vehicle for the purpose of commerce such as being a truck driver, bus driver, or taxi driver. Note the word driver signifies someone performing an act of commerce either for himself or in the employ of someone else. The courts have been very clear about this distinction. I’ll read you just a couple of these quotes, but you will find them in the packet with the CDs I brought.

"… For while a Citizen has the Right to travel upon the public highways and to transport his property thereon, that Right does not extend to the use of the highways, either in whole or in part, as a place for private gain. For the latter purpose, no person has a vested right to use the highways of the state, but is a privilege or a license which the legislature may grant or withhold at its discretion." - State vs. Johnson, 243 P. 1073; Cummins vs. Homes, 155 P. 171; Packard vs. Banton, 44 S.Ct. 256; Hadfield vs. Lundin, 98 Wash 516

"Heretofore the court has held, and we think correctly, that while a Citizen has the Right to travel upon the public highways and to transport his property thereon, that Right does not extend to the use of the highways, either in whole or in part, as a place of business for private gain." - Willis vs. Buck, 263 P. l 982; Barney vs. Board of Railroad Commissioners, 17 P.2d 82

Therefore, it is truly a clear-cut legal matter if only our government and our public servants were either, not ignorant of the law OR greedy for money and power.

"Personal liberty largely consists of the Right of locomotion — to go where and when one pleases…The Right of the Citizen to travel upon the public highways and to transport his property thereon, by horsedrawn carriage, wagon, or automobile, is not a mere privilege which may be permitted or prohibited at will, but the common Right which he has under his Right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. Under this Constitutional guarantee one may, therefore, under normal conditions, travel at his inclination along the public highways or in public places, and while conducting himself in an orderly and decent manner, neither interfering with nor disturbing another's Rights, he will be protected, not only in his person, but in his safe conduct."- II Am.Jur. (1st) Constitutional Law, Sect.329, p.1135
"Complete freedom of the highways is so old and well established a blessing that we have forgotten the days of the Robber Barons and toll roads, and yet, under an act like this, arbitrarily administered, the highways may be completely monopolized, if, through lack of interest, the people submit, then they may look to see the most sacred of their liberties taken from them one by one, by more or less rapid encroachment." - Robertson vs. Department of Public Works, 180 Wash 133, 147.

Remember the mention in this one of toll roads? That also applies to all the toll roads currently in use or pending across Texas including the Trans-Texas Corridor. 

Now the next one, also backs up the 5th Amendment Right we stand on in the “Constitutional Traffic Stop” along with defining the individual right to travel while not doing so in an act of commerce. I’m going to stop now and then through this very important ruling.

"…We are of the opinion that there is a clear distinction in this particular between an individual and a corporation, and that the latter has no right to refuse to submit its books and papers for examination on the suit of the State. The individual may stand upon his Constitutional Rights as a Citizen. He is entitled to carry on his private business in his own way. 

His power to contract is unlimited. He owes no duty to the State or to his neighbors to divulge his business, or to open his doors to investigation, so far as it may tend to incriminate him. He owes no such duty to the State, since he receives nothing therefrom, beyond the protection of his life, liberty, and property. 

His Rights are such as the law of the land long antecedent to the organization of the state, and can only be taken from him by due process of law, and in accordance with the Constitution. 

Among his Rights are the refusal to incriminate himself, and the immunity of himself and his property from arrest or seizure except under warrant of law. He owes nothing to the public so long as he does not trespass upon their rights.
"Upon the other hand, the corporation is a creature of the state. It is presumed to be incorporated for the benefit of the public. It receives certain special privileges and franchises, and holds them subject to the laws of the state and the limitations of its charter. Its rights to act as a corporation are only preserved to it so long as it obeys the laws of its creation. There is a reserved right in the legislature to investigate its contracts and find out whether it has exceeded its powers. It would be a strange anomaly to hold that the State, having chartered a corporation to make use of certain franchises, could not in exercise of its sovereignty inquire how those franchises had been employed, and whether they had been abused, and demand the production of corporate books and papers for that purpose." - Hale vs. Hinkel, 201 US 43, 74-75

"…Based upon the fundamental ground that the sovereign state has the plenary control of the streets and highways in the exercise of its police power), may absolutely prohibit the use of the streets as a place for the prosecution of a private business for gain. They all recognize the fundamental distinction between the ordinary Right of the Citizen to use the streets in the usual way and the use of the streets as a place of business or a main instrumentality of business for private gain. The former is a common Right, the latter is an extraordinary use. As to the former, the legislative power is confined to regulation, as to the latter, it is plenary and extends even to absolute prohibition. Since the use of the streets by a common carrier in the prosecution of its business as such is not a right but a mere license of privilege." - Hadfield vs. Lundin, 98 Wash 516

"The use of the highways for the purpose of travel and transportation is not a mere privilege, but a common and fundamental Right of which the public and the individual cannot be rightfully deprived." - Chicago Motor Coach vs. Chicago, 169 NE 22; Ligare vs. Chicago, 28 NE 934; 
Boon vs. Clark, 214 SSW 607; 25 Am.Jur. (1st) Highways Sect.163
"The Right of the Citizen to travel upon the public highways and to transport his property thereon, either by horse drawn carriage or by automobile, is not a mere privilege which a city can prohibit or permit at will, but a common Right which he has under the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness." - Thompson vs. Smith, 154 SE 579

"First, it is well established law that the highways of the state are public property, and their primary and preferred use is for private purposes, and that their use for purposes of gain is special and extraordinary which, generally at least, the legislature may prohibit or condition as it sees fit." - Stephenson vs. Rinford, 287 US 251; Pachard vs Banton, 264 US 140, and cases cited; Frost and F. Trucking Co. vs. Railroad Commission, 271 US 592; Railroad commission vs. Inter-City Forwarding Co., 57 SW.2d 290; Parlett Cooperative vs. Tidewater Lines, 164 A. 313

The legal definition of a motor vehicle is made very clear in the United States Code, Title 18 USC 31:

"Motor vehicle" means every description or other contrivance propelled or drawn by mechanical power and used for commercial purposes on the highways in the transportation of passengers, or passengers and property. 

Other cases have clearly legally defined automobile, driver, license, and even the word traffic.

"The word `automobile' connotes a pleasure vehicle designed for the transportation of persons on highways." - American Mutual Liability Ins. Co. vs. Chaput, 60 A.2d 118, 120; 95 NH 200

"Driver — One employed in conducting a coach, carriage, wagon, or other vehicle …" - Bovier's Law Dictionary, 1914 ed., Pg. 940
Notice that this definition includes one who is "employed" in conducting a vehicle.

"Traffic — Commerce, trade, sale or exchange of merchandise, bills, money, or the like. The passing of goods and commodities from one person to another for an equivalent in goods or money …" - Bovier's Law Dictionary, 1914 ed., Pg. 3307
Here again, notice that this definition refers to one "conducting business." 

The proper legal definition of a "license" is:

"a permit, granted by an appropriate governmental body, generally for consideration, to a person, firm, or corporation, to pursue some occupation or to carry on some business which is subject to regulation under the police power." - Rosenblatt vs. California State Board of Pharmacy, 158 P.2d 199, 203

"The police power of the state must be exercised in subordination to the provisions of the U.S. Constitution." - Bacahanan vs. Wanley, 245 US 60; Panhandle Eastern Pipeline Co. vs. State Highway Commission, 294 US 613

That also means that our right to due process is also unalienable and a mere traffic stop without warrant in hand does not qualify and the issuance of a driver’s license to someone in exchange for their unalienable right to travel is also unconstitutional.

"The essential elements of due process of law are … Notice and The Opportunity to defend." - Simon vs. Craft, 182 US 427

I can guarantee that no one here, when you first went to get a driver’s license, was given notice that you would trade your unalienable Right to Travel for permission to do so, and HAVE TO PAY FOR THAT PRIVILEDGE!

Because we were not informed of this fact, this amounts to constructive fraud and deprivation of Liberty.

"There should be no arbitrary deprivation of Life or Liberty …" - Barbour vs. Connolly, 113 US 27, 31; Yick Wo vs. Hopkins, 118 US 356

"It is the duty of the courts to be watchful for the Constitutional rights of the citizen and against any stealthy encroachments thereon." - Boyd vs. United States, 116 US 616

Every police officer, judge, or local magistrate will tell you that these “LAWS” are for the good of the people and that it is your responsibility to follow them. This is a blatant flaunting of the case laws that say otherwise such as:

"Disobedience or evasion of a Constitutional Mandate cannot be tolerated, even though such disobedience may, at least temporarily, promote in some respects the best interests of the public." - Slote vs. Examination, 112 ALR 660

"Economic necessity cannot justify a disregard of Constitutional guarantee." - Riley vs. Carter, 79 ALR 1018; 16 Am.Jur. (2nd), Const. Law, Sect. 81
"No public policy of a state can be allowed to override the positive guarantees of the U.S. Constitution." - 16 Am.Jur. (2nd), Const. Law, Sect. 70
The driver’s license is a legal contract with the state to conduct business on the public thoroughfares, but it is only valid when the licensee willingly and knowingly accepts the terms and conditions of that contract. This is the same with any contract. It has to be entered into knowingly, intentionally, and voluntarily to be a valid contract.

No one would voluntarily give up an unalienable right and wouldn’t it just gall you to be made to pay to do so?

"The people never give up their liberties but under some delusion." - Edmund Burke, (1784)

We must have been delusional when we waived our Right to Travel and deliberately placed ourselves under the police power and state regulations? 

We the people have allowed the usurpation of most of our rights and freedoms.

The Greatest Generation (the World War generation that is), the Baby Boomers, and even the Generation X’rs are all guilty of doing this, so we have only ourselves to blame for the decay of these rights and freedoms. We also have the responsibility and duty to take them back again.

Until our numbers are such that the government cannot ignore our petitions and rule us down in courts as either blatantly ignorant or as right-wing wackos, separatists, and sometimes as far as insurrectionists.

We the people are no longer Americans or Republic of Texas citizens as far as the government is concerned. We are fast becoming global citizens, which in itself is a misnomer. We are not citizens at all and they do not want us to be! We are economic slaves.

 
America, was founded upon Christian principles and was a Christian Nation even according to the Supreme Court! And I quote Justice Brewer in this unanimous decision:

"These and many other matters which might be noticed, add a volume of unofficial declarations to the mass of organic utterances that this is a Christian nation."  - Holy Trinity Church v. U.S., 143 U.S. 457 (1892)  He continued in his opinion, "It is a familiar rule that a thing may be within the letter of the statute and yet not within the statute, because not within its spirit nor within the intention of its makers." 

The belief in unalienable rights, laid out in the Declaration of Independence as the foundation of freedom for the common man operating under God’s Law. This is the reason why Christianity has been specifically targeted for extinction. It is much easier to enslave a people without a belief in unalienable rights, which in translation means individual freedom.

However, we were also imbued with something else by our Creator, the desire for freedom. No matter how much we may believe that most people are blindly going off to slaughter like sheep, most people DO have a conscience, and when the conditions of enslavement become too great, even they will stand up for justice and righteousness.

