U.S. SUPREME COURT AND OTHER HIGH COURT CITATIONS PROVING THAT
NO LICENSE IS NECESSARY FOR NORMAL USE OF AN AUTOMOBILE ON COMMON WAYS

"THE RIGHT OF A 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 A COMMON RIGHT WHICH HE HAS UNDER HIS RIGHT TO LIFE, LIBERTY AND THE PURSUIT OF HAPPINESS.
UNDER THIS CONSTITUTIONAL GUARANTY 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." THOMPSON V.SMITH, 154 SE 579, 11 AMERICAN JURISPRUDENCE,
CONSTITUTIONAL LAW, SECTION 329, PAGE 1135

"THE RIGHT OF THE CITIZEN TO TRAVEL UPON THE PUBLIC HIGHWAYS AND TO TRANSPORT HIS PROPERTY THEREON, IN THE
ORDINARY COURSE OF LIFE AND BUSINESS, IS A COMMON RIGHT WHICH HE HAS UNDER THE RIGHT TO ENJOY LIFE AND
LIBERTY, TO ACQUIRE AND POSSESS PROPERTY, AND TO PURSUE HAPPINESS AND SAFETY. IT INCLUDES THE RIGHT, IN SO
DOING, TO USE THE ORDINARY AND USUAL CONVEYANCES OF THE DAY, AND UNDER THE EXISTING MODES OF TRAVEL,
INCLUDES THE RIGHT TO DRIVE A HORSE DRAWN CARRIAGE OR WAGON THEREON OR TO OPERATE AN AUTOMOBILE
THEREON, FOR THE USUAL AND ORDINARY PURPOSE OF LIFE AND BUSINESS." -THOMPSON VS. SMITH, SUPRA.; TECHE
LINES vS. DANFORTH, Miss., 12 S.2D 784

"... THE RIGHT OF THE CITIZEN TO DRIVE ON A PUBLIC STREET WITH FREEDOM FROM POLICE INTERFERENCE... IS A
FUNDAMENTAL CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT" -WHITE, 97 CAL.APP.3D.141, 158 CAL.RPTR. 562, 566-67 (1979)

“CITIZENS HAVE A RIGHT TO DRIVE UPON THE PUBLIC STREETS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA OR ANY OTHER CITY
ABSENT A CONSTITUTIONALLY SOUND REASON FOR LIMITING THEIR ACCESS.” CANEISHA MiLLs v. D.C. 2009

“THE USE OF THE AUTOMOBILE AS A NECESSARY ADJUNCT TO THE EARNING OF A LIVELIHOOD IN MODERN LIFE REQUIRES
US IN THE INTEREST OF REALISM TO CONCLUDE THAT THE RIGHT TO USE AN AUTOMOBILE ON THE PUBLIC HIGHWAYS
PARTAKES OF THE NATURE OF A LIBERTY WITHIN THE MEANING OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL GUARANTEES. . .” BERBERIAN V.
LussIeR (1958) 139 A2Dp 869, 872, SEE ALSO: SCHECTER V. KILLINGSWORTH, 380 P.2D 136, 140; 93 ARIz. 273
(1963).

“THE RIGHT TO OPERATE A MOTOR VEHICLE [AN AUTOMOBILE] UPON THE PUBLIC STREETS AND HIGHWAYS IS NOT A MERE
PRIVILEGE. IT IS A RIGHT OF LIBERTY, THE ENJOYMENT OF WHICH IS PROTECTED BY THE GUARANTEES OF THE FEDERAL
AND STATE CONSTITUTIONS.” ADAMS V. CITY OF POCATELLO, 416 P.2D 46, 48; 91 IDAHO 99 (1966).

“A TRAVELER HAS AN EQUAL RIGHT TO EMPLOY AN AUTOMOBILE AS A MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION AND TO OCCUPY THE
PUBLIC HIGHWAYS WITH OTHER VEHICLES IN COMMON USE.” CAMPBELL V. WALKER, 78 ATL. 601, 603, 2 Boyce (DEL.)
41.

“THE OWNER OF AN AUTOMOBILE HAS THE SAME RIGHT AS THE OWNER OF OTHER VEHICLES TO USE THE HIGHWAY,* * * A
TRAVELER ON FOOT HAS THE SAME RIGHT TO THE USE OF THE PUBLIC HIGHWAYS AS AN AUTOMOBILE OR ANY OTHER
VEHICLE.” SIMEONE V. LINDSAY, 65 ATL. 778, 779; HANNIGAN V. WRIGHT, 63 ATL. 234, 236.

"THE RIGHT oF THE CITIZEN TO DRIVE ON THE PUBLIC STREET WITH FREEDOM FROM POLICE INTERFERENCE, UNLESS HE
IS ENGAGED IN SUSPICIOUS CONDUCT ASSOCIATED IN SOME MANNER WITH CRIMINALITY IS A

FUNDAMENTAL CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT WHICH MUST BE PROTECTED BY THE COURTS." PEOPLE V. HORTON 14
CAL. APP. 3RD 667 (1971)

“THE RIGHT TO MAKE USE OF AN AUTOMOBILE AS A VEHICLE OF TRAVEL LONG THE HIGHWAYS OF THE STATE, IS NO
LONGER AN OPEN QUESTION. THE OWNERS THEREOF HAVE THE SAME RIGHTS IN THE ROADS AND STREETS AS THE
DRIVERS OF HORSES OR THOSE RIDING A BICYCLE OR TRAVELING IN SOME OTHER VEHICLE.” HOUSE v. CRAMER, 112
N.W. 3; 134 lowA 374; FARNSWORTH V. TAMPA ELECTRIC C0. 57 So0. 233, 237, 62 FLA. 166.

“THE AUTOMOBILE MAY BE USED WITH SAFETY TO OTHERS USERS OF THE HIGHWAY, AND IN ITS PROPER USE UPON THE
HIGHWAYS THERE IS AN EQUAL RIGHT WITH THE USERS OF OTHER VEHICLES PROPERLY UPON THE HIGHWAYS. THE LAW
RECOGNIZES SUCH RIGHT OF USE UPON GENERAL PRINCIPLES.” BRINKMAN V PACHOLIKE, 84 N.E. 762, 764, 41 IND.
APP. 662, 666.

“THE LAW DOES NOT DENOUNCE MOTOR CARRIAGES, AS SUCH, ON PUBLIC WAYS. THEY HAVE AN EQUAL RIGHT WITH
OTHER VEHICLES IN COMMON USE TO OCCUPY THE STREETS AND ROADS. IT IS IMPROPER TO SAY THAT THE DRIVER OF THE
HORSE HAS RIGHTS IN THE ROADS SUPERIOR TO THE DRIVER OF THE AUTOMOBILE. BOTH HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE THE
EASEMENT.” INDIANA SPRINGS CoO. v. BROWN, 165 IND. 465, 468.
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“A HIGHWAY IS A PUBLIC WAY OPEN AND FREE TO ANY ONE WHO HAS OCCASION TO PASS ALONG IT ON FOOT OR WITH ANY
KIND OF VEHICLE.” SCHLESINGER V. CITY OF ATLANTA, 129 S.E. 861, 867, 161 GA. 148, 159; HOLLAND V.
SHACKELFORD, 137 S.E. 2D 298, 304, 220 GA. 104; STAVOLA V. PALMER, 73 A.2D 831, 838, 136 CoNN. 670

“THERE CAN BE NO QUESTION OF THE RIGHT OF AUTOMOBILE OWNERS TO OCCUPY AND USE THE PUBLIC STREETS OF
CITIES, OR HIGHWAYS IN THE RURAL DISTRICTS.” LIEBRECHT V. CRANDALL, 126 N.W. 69, 110 MINN. 454, 456

"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

MOTOR VEHICLE: 18 USC PART 1 CHAPTER 2 SECTION 31 DEFINITIONS:

"(6) MOTOR VEHICLE. - THE TERM "MOTOR VEHICLE" MEANS EVERY DESCRIPTION OF CARRIAGE OR OTHER CONTRIVANCE
PROPELLED OR DRAWN BY MECHANICAL POWER AND USED FOR COMMERCIAL PURPOSES ON THE HIGHWAYS..." 10) THE
TERM "USED FOR COMMERCIAL PURPOSES" MEANS THE CARRIAGE OF PERSONS OR PROPERTY FOR ANY FARE, FEE, RATE,
CHARGE OR OTHER CONSIDERATION, OR DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY IN CONNECTION WITH ANY BUSINESS, OR OTHER
UNDERTAKING INTENDED FOR PROFIT.

"A MOTOR VEHICLE OR AUTOMOBILE FOR HIRE IS A MOTOR VEHICLE, OTHER THAN AN AUTOMOBILE STAGE, USED FOR THE
TRANSPORTATION OF PERSONS FOR WHICH REMUNERATION IS RECEIVED." -INTERNATIONAL MOTOR TRANSIT CO. VS.
SEATTLE, 251 P. 120

THE TERM ‘MOTOR VEHICLE’ IS DIFFERENT AND BROADER THAN THE WORD ‘AUTOMOBILE.”" -CITY OF DAYTON VS.

DEBRoOSSE, 23 NE.2D 647, 650; 62 OHIO APP. 232

"THUS SELF-DRIVEN VEHICLES ARE CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO THE USE TO WHICH THEY ARE PUT RATHER THAN
ACCORDING TO THE MEANS BY WHICH THEY ARE PROPELLED" - Ex PARTE HOFFERT, 148 NW 20

"THE SUPREME COURT, IN ARTHUR V. MORGAN, 112 U.S. 495, 5 S.CT. 241, 28 L.ED. 825, HELD THAT CARRIAGES
WERE PROPERLY CLASSIFIED AS HOUSEHOLD EFFECTS, AND WE SEE NO REASON THAT AUTOMOBILES SHOULD NOT BE
SIMILARLY DISPOSED OF." HILLHOUSE Vv UNITED STATES, 152 F. 163, 164 (2nD CIR. 1907).

"...A CITIZEN HAS THE RIGHT TO TRAVEL UPON THE PUBLIC HIGHWAYS AND TO TRANSPORT HIS PROPERTY THEREON..."
STATE VS. JOHNSON, 243 P. 1073; CuMMINS vS. HOMES, 155 P. 171; PACKARD vSs. BANTON, 44 S.CT. 256;
HADFIELD vS. LUNDIN, 98 WASH 516, WILLIS VS. Buck, 263 P. L 982; BARNEY VS. BOARD OF RAILROAD
COMMISSIONERS, 17 P.2D 82

"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 HIGHWAY AND TO TRANSPORT HIS PROPERTY THEREON IN THE
ORDINARY COURSE OF LIFE AND BUSINESS... IS THE USUAL AND ORDINARY RIGHT OF THE CITIZEN, A RIGHT COMMON TO
ALL." - EX PARTE DICKEY, (DICKEY vs. DAvIS), 85 SE 781

“EVERY CITIZEN HAS AN UNALIENABLE RIGHT TO MAKE USE OF THE PUBLIC HIGHWAYS OF THE STATE; EVERY CITIZEN
HAS FULL FREEDOM TO TRAVEL FROM PLACE TO PLACE IN THE ENJOYMENT OF LIFE AND LIBERTY.” PEOPLE V. NOTHAUS,
147 CoLo. 210.

"NO STATE GOVERNMENT ENTITY HAS THE POWER TO ALLOW OR DENY PASSAGE ON THE HIGHWAYS, BYWAYS, NOR
WATERWAYS... TRANSPORTING HIS VEHICLES AND PERSONAL PROPERTY FOR EITHER RECREATION OR BUSINESS, BUT BY
BEING SUBJECT ONLY TO LOCAL REGULATION I.E., SAFETY, CAUTION, TRAFFIC LIGHTS, SPEED LIMITS, ETC. TRAVEL IS NOT
A PRIVILEGE REQUIRING LICENSING, VEHICLE REGISTRATION, OR FORCED INSURANCES." CHICAGO COACH Co. v. CITY OF
CHICAGO, 337 ILL. 200, 169 N.E. 22.

"TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS ARE NOT A CRIME." PEOPLE V. BATTLE
"PERSONS FACED WITH AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL LICENSING LAW WHICH PURPORTS TO REQUIRE A LICENSE AS A

PREREQUISITE TO EXERCISE OF RIGHT... MAY IGNORE THE LAW AND ENGAGE WITH IMPUNITY IN EXERCISE OF SUCH RIGHT."
SHUTTLESWORTH V. BIRMINGHAM 394 U.S. 147 (1969).
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"THE WORD 'OPERATOR' SHALL NOT INCLUDE ANY PERSON WHO SOLELY TRANSPORTS HIS OWN PROPERTY AND WHO
TRANSPORTS NO PERSONS OR PROPERTY FOR HIRE OR COMPENSATION." STATUTES AT LARGE CALIFORNIA CHAPTER
412 pr.83

"HIGHWAYS ARE FOR THE USE OF THE TRAVELING PUBLIC, AND ALL HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE THEM IN A REASONABLE AND
PROPER MANNER; THE USE THEREOF IS AN INALIENABLE RIGHT OF EVERY CITIZEN." ESCOBEDO V. STATE 35 C2D 870 IN
8 CAL JUR 3D P.27

“RIGHT -- A LEGAL RIGHT, A cONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT MEANS A RIGHT PROTECTED BY THE LAW, BY THE
CONSTITUTION, BUT GOVERNMENT DOES NOT CREATE THE IDEA OF RIGHT OR ORIGINAL RIGHTS; IT ACKNOWLEDGES
THEM. . . “ BouVvIER'S LAW DICTIONARY, 1914, p. 2961.

“THOSE WHO HAVE THE RIGHT TO DO SOMETHING CANNOT BE LICENSED FOR WHAT THEY ALREADY HAVE RIGHT TO DO AS
SUCH LICENSE WOULD BE MEANINGLESS.” CITY OF CHICAGO v CoLLINS 51 NE 907, 910.

“A LICENSE MEANS LEAVE TO DO A THING WHICH THE LICENSOR COULD PREVENT.” BLATZ BREWING CoO. V. COLLINS,
160 P.2p 37, 39; 69 CAL. A. 2D 639.

“THE OBJECT OF A LICENSE IS TO CONFER A RIGHT OR POWER, WHICH DOES NOT EXIST WITHOUT IT.” PAYNE V. MASSEY
(19_) 196 SW 2nD 493, 145 Tex 273.

“THE COURT MAKES IT CLEAR THAT A LICENSE RELATES TO QUALIFICATIONS TO ENGAGE IN PROFESSION, BUSINESS,
TRADE OR CALLING; THUS, WHEN MERELY TRAVELING WITHOUT COMPENSATION OR PROFIT, OUTSIDE OF BUSINESS
ENTERPRISE OR ADVENTURE WITH THE CORPORATE STATE, NO LICENSE IS REQUIRED OF THE NATURAL INDIVIDUAL
TRAVELING FOR PERSONAL BUSINESS, PLEASURE AND TRANSPORTATION.” WINGFIELD V. FIELDER 2D CA. 3D 213
(1972).

“IF [STATE] OFFICIALS CONSTRUE A VAGUE STATUTE UNCONSTITUTIONALLY, THE CITIZEN MAY TAKE THEM AT THEIR
WORD, AND ACT ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT THE STATUTE IS VOID.” - SHUTTLESWORTH V. BIRMINGHAM 394 U.S. 147
(1969).

"WITH REGARD PARTICULARLY TO THE U.S. CONSTITUTION, IT IS ELEMENTARY THAT ARIGHT SECURED OR PROTECTED BY
THAT DOCUMENT CANNOT BE OVERTHROWN OR IMPAIRED BY ANY STATE POLICE AUTHORITY." DONNOLLY VS. UNION
SEWER PIPE Co., 184 US 540; LAFARIER VS. GRAND TRUNK R.R. Co., 24 A. 848; O'NEIL vS. PROVIDENCE
AMUSEMENT Co., 108 A. 887.

"THE RIGHT TO TRAVEL (CALLED THE RIGHT OF FREE INGRESS TO OTHER STATES, AND EGRESS FROM THEM) IS SO
FUNDAMENTAL THAT IT APPEARS IN THE ARTICLES OF CONFEDERATION, WHICH GOVERNED OUR SOCIETY BEFORE THE
CONSTITUTION." (PAUL V. VIRGINIA).

"[T]HE RIGHT TO TRAVEL FREELY FROM STATE TO STATE ... IS A RIGHT BROADLY ASSERTABLE AGAINST PRIVATE
INTERFERENCE AS WELL AS GOVERNMENTAL ACTION. LIKE THE RIGHT OF ASSOCIATION, IT IS A VIRTUALLY
UNCONDITIONAL PERSONAL RIGHT, GUARANTEED BY THE CONSTITUTION TO US ALL." (U.S. SUPREME COURT, SHAPIRO V.
THOMPSON).

EDGERTON, CHIEF JUDGE: “IRON CURTAINS HAVE NO PLACE IN A FREE WORLD. ...'"UNDOUBTEDLY THE RIGHT OF
LOCOMOTION, THE RIGHT TO REMOVE FROM ONE PLACE TO ANOTHER ACCORDING TO INCLINATION, IS AN ATTRIBUTE OF
PERSONAL LIBERTY, AND THE RIGHT, ORDINARILY, OF FREE TRANSIT FROM OR THROUGH THE TERRITORY OF ANY STATE IS
A RIGHT SECURED BY THE CONSTITUTION." WILLIAMS V. FEARS, 179 U.S. 270, 274,21 S.CT1. 128, 45 L.ED. 186.

“OUR NATION HAS THRIVED ON THE PRINCIPLE THAT, OUTSIDE AREAS OF PLAINLY HARMFUL CONDUCT, EVERY AMERICAN
IS LEFT TO SHAPE HIS OWN LIFE AS HE THINKS BEST, DO WHAT HE PLEASES, GO WHERE HE PLEASES.” ID., AT 197. KENT
VS. DULLES SEE VESTAL, FREEDOM OF MOVEMENT, 41 IowA L.REv. 6, 13—14.

“THE VALIDITY OF RESTRICTIONS ON THE FREEDOM OF MOVEMENT OF PARTICULAR INDIVIDUALS, BOTH SUBSTANTIVELY
AND PROCEDURALLY, IS PRECISELY THE SORT OF MATTER THAT IS THE PECULIAR DOMAIN OF THE COURTS.” COMMENT, 61
YALE L.J. AT PAGE 187.

“A PERSON DETAINED FOR AN INVESTIGATORY STOP CAN BE QUESTIONED BUT IS “NOT OBLIGED TO ANSWER, ANSWERS
MAY NOT BE COMPELLED, AND REFUSAL TO ANSWER FURNISHES NO BASIS FOR AN ARREST.” JUSTICE WHITE, HIIBEL
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“AUTOMOBILES HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE THE HIGHWAYS OF THE STATE ON AN EQUAL FOOTING WITH OTHER VEHICLES.”
CUMBERLAND TELEPHONE. & TELEGRAPH CoO. vV YEISER 141 KENTUCY 15.

“EACH CITIZEN HAS THE ABSOLUTE RIGHT TO CHOOSE FOR HIMSELF THE MODE OF CONVEYANCE HE DESIRES, WHETHER IT
BE BY WAGON OR CARRIAGE, BY HORSE, MOTOR OR ELECTRIC CAR, OR BY BICYCLE, OR ASTRIDE OF A HORSE, SUBJECT
TO THE SOLE CONDITION THAT HE WILL OBSERVE ALL THOSE REQUIREMENTS THAT ARE KNOWN AS THE LAW OF THE
ROAD.” SWIFT v CITY OF TOPEKA, 43 KANSAS 671, 674.

THE SUPREME COURT SAID IN U.S. v MERSKY (1960) 361 U.S. 431: AN ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATION, OF COURSE, IS
NOT A "STATUTE."

A TRAVELER ON FOOT HAS THE SAME RIGHT TO USE OF THE PUBLIC HIGHWAY AS AN AUTOMOBILE OR ANY OTHER VEHICLE.
CECCHI V. LINDSAY, 75 ATL. 376, 377, 1 BoycE (DEL.) 185.

AUTOMOTIVE VEHICLES ARE LAWFUL MEANS OF CONVEYANCE AND HAVE EQUAL RIGHTS UPON THE STREETS WITH HORSES
AND CARRIAGES. CHICAGO COACH Co. v. CiTY oF CHICAGO, 337 ILL. 200, 205; SEE ALSO: CHRISTY V. ELLIOT, 216
ILL. 31; WARD V. MEREDITH, 202 ILL. 66; SHINKLE V. MCCULLOUGH, 116 KY. 960; BUTLER V. CABE, 116 ARK. 26,
28-29.

...AUTOMOBILES ARE LAWFUL VEHICLES AND HAVE EQUAL RIGHTS ON THE HIGHWAYS WITH HORSES AND CARRIAGES.
DAILY V. MAXWELL, 133 S.W. 351, 354. MATSON V. DAWSON, 178 N.W. 2p 588, 591.

A FARMER HAS THE SAME RIGHT TO THE USE OF THE HIGHWAYS OF THE STATE, WHETHER ON FOOT OR IN A MOTOR
VEHICLE, AS ANY OTHER CITIZEN. DRAFFIN V. MASSEY, 92 S.E.2D 38, 42.

PERSONS MAY LAWFULLY RIDE IN AUTOMOBILES, AS THEY MAY LAWFULLY RIDE ON BICYCLES. DOHERTY V. AYER, 83
N.E. 677, 197 MAss. 241, 246; MoLWAY V. CITy oF CHICAGO, 88 N.E. 485, 486, 239 ILL. 486; SMILEY V. EAST ST
Louis Ry. Co., 100 N.E. 157, 158.

"A SOLDIER'S PERSONAL AUTOMOBILE IS PART OF HIS ‘HOUSEHOLD GooDs|[.]’ U.S. v BomAR, C.A.5(TEX.), 8 F.3D 226,
235" 19A WORDS AND PHRASES - PERMANENT EDITION (WEST) POCKET PART 94. "[I]T IS A JURY QUESTION WHETHER
... AN AUTOMOBILE ... IS A MOTOR VEHICLE[.]" UNITED STATES V JOHNSON, 718 F.2D 1317, 1324 (5TH CIR. 1983).

OTHER RIGHT TO USE AN AUTOMOBILE CASES:

- EDWARDS VS. CALIFORNIA, 314 U.S. 160 - TWINING VS NEW JERSEY, 211 U.S. 78

- WILLIAMS VS. FEARS, 179 U.S. 270, AT 274 - CRANDALL VS. NEVADA, 6 WALL. 35, AT 43-44

- THE PASSENGER CASES, 7 HOWARD 287, AT 492 -U.S.VS. GUEST, 383 U.S. 745, AT 757-758 (1966)

- GRIFFIN VS. BRECKENRIDGE, 403 U.S. 88, AT 105-106 (1971) - CALIFANO VS. TORRES, 435U.S. 1, AT 4, NOTE 6

- SHAPIRO VS. THOMPSON, 394 U.S. 618 (1969) - CALIFANO VS. AZNAVORIAN, 439 U.S. 170, AT 176 (1978)

LOOK THE ABOVE CITATIONS UP IN AMERICAN JURISPRUDENCE. SOME CITATIONS MAY BE PARAPHRASED.
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