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To the Defenders

This book is dedicated to those warriors, old and new, who have the
temerity to fight for justice in American court rooms from the Supre m e
Co u rt itself to the lowest municipal or justice of the peace court. But for
their eff o rts, the guara ntees of liberty the Founding Fathers enshrined in
the Bill of Rights would be no more than paper promises which the low-
est bure a u c rat could ignore at whim, and which the powerful and well-
p l aced could safely thumb their noses at with impunity.
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