"BOOK BAN" TESTIMONY

First of all, I want to state on record that this court does not have the jurisdiction to impound my book.  In fact, this case can only be heard legally in a federal court since the title of the book itself excludes the Commonwealth from having jurisdiction.  

Since you, Judge Manzi, are also mentioned in the book, there is a clear conflict of interest.  Any order issued from this hearing would be illegal and, therefore, null and void.  Canon 3 of the Code of Judicial Conduct (Supreme Judicial Court Rule 3:09) states that "a judge should disqualify herself in a proceeding in which her impartiality might reasonably be questioned.

This case is also not an equity court matter because there is a remedy that can be had at common law.  [The Mother] alleges in item 10 of her affidavit that the book contains "a multitude of inaccuracies and untruths."  If that were true, then [the Mother] has complete remedy to sue me for libel in Federal Court.

Since every single word in my book is fact or opinion substantiated by facts - neither of which constitutes libel, I encourage [the Mother] to pursue this legal option.  It will give me the opportunity to confirm the facts of this case before a jury of my peers - an opportunity that was denied to me in family court.

There is only one reason why [the Mother] has brought this action.  Her efforts are to keep concealed the crimes that she committed to slander me and deceive an "eager to be deceived" court into granting her sole custody of our son.

There is absolutely no harm to my son caused by this book.  In fact, my son can only benefit as a male by reform of a court system that currently discriminates against his gender.  

If my son were old enough to understand this matter, he would be proud of my efforts in the same way that I would have been proud and appreciative of my father if he had been forced to defend my right to a balanced relationship with him.

The ONLY harm to my son has been generated by a court system that is teaching him to hate himself for being male; for teaching him that fathers are lesser parents; and for handing sole custody to a bitter, unstable, and wildly immature woman who has used him as a pawn to play games with his father.

The article that publicized my book was seen by thousands of readers of the Lawrence Eagle Tribune.  A means of reaching me was also included in that article.  Of the hundreds of messages that I have received by phone and email, not a single person commented that the detail of my case or my son's picture on the back cover was inappropriate.

In fact, I have received nothing but overwhelming support for my efforts.  And every single reader of the book who has taken the time to rate and review my book at the lulu.com web site has rated it "outstanding."  

The First Amendment to the Constitution of these United States protects my right to free speech.  

This Amendment applies to the States via the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, which protects against government interference with certain fundamental rights and liberty interests.  The U.S. Supreme Court has ruled that government may not prohibit speech merely to avoid discomfort and unpleasantness.

Regarding the contents of my custody case, a U.S. Court of Appeals (7th District) unanimously ruled less than three weeks ago (March 1st, 2006), that sealing judicial cases illegally prevents the public from scrutinizing the judiciary.  

Also in the recent news (February 22, 2006), a seven-judge panel of the Supreme Court of Arkansas struck down a judge's restraining order that had prohibited The Helena Daily World from publishing testimony alleging judicial misconduct.  The panel argued that the injunction improperly chilled the newspaper's First Amendment rights. 

With that being said, I learned in my research for my book that my specific case is the only one of Judge Digangi's 31 cases that have gone to appeals court over the last three years that was secretly impounded at both the appeals court and Supreme Judicial Court level.  

Since the court had no legitimate grounds to impound my case, the only explanation that I can come up with was to conceal from the public Judge Digangi's judicial misconduct and the crimes of fraud and extortion committed by his accomplices in appeals court.

If I have learned anything in these secretive family courts it is that where there is no publicity, there is no justice.

This book was written to gain justice in the court of public opinion because justice certainly does not occur behind closed doors in these "winner takes all" courtrooms where absolute power has corrupted absolutely.  

The sanctimonious claim that the secrecy of family court cases protects the privacy of the litigants is a lie.  The only interests that are protected are the interests of the racketeers and hypocrites who invade "family privacy" by removing loving fathers from the lives of their children against their will and without just cause to fill their pockets.

Where is this concern for privacy when the family court system publicizes on posters alleged deadbeat dads?  Would this not embarrass the children of these fathers?

And are these people really deadbeat dads or are they "court-manufactured deadbeat dads" who were supporting their children prior to the time when "big brother" stepped in and stole their children from them?

Regarding Attorney Dow's comment that my efforts to publicize the corruption and hypocrisy in family court are all about me... 

I have better things to do with my time.  Contrary to her opinion, it is not fun and games for me to take on a system that currently has the absolute power to do whatever it wants behind closed doors.

I chose to publicize the corruption and will continue to accept the stress, the threats, and the sacrifices of time that come with publicizing the corruption because there is NOTHING more important than protecting my son's future well-being.  

I refuse to let court ignorance and incompetence, if not corruption, condemn my son to becoming a third-generation casualty of his mother's dysfunctional family.  

If no man objected and no man rebelled, these wrongs would last forever.

Regarding [the Mother]'s comment that I have refused Judge Digangi's additional hours because it is a "consolation prize."  I never used any such words because there are no prizes to fathers in family court, consolation or otherwise. 

When Rosa Parks was told to go to the back of the bus, she didn't compromise and go to the back half.  When it comes to my inalienable rights, I will not compromise them away.  

If I accept Judge Digangi's bone thrown my way of a few extra hours every other week, then by my actions, I have accepted the injustice that this corrupt court system has shoved down my throat.  My relationship with my son will be on my terms until I have corrected the injustice.

A few measly hours every other week does not change the fact that my son is in a situation that will ruin his life if I cannot correct it.  All because an arrogant, out of touch family court judge thinks that he knows better about what is best for my son than me.

Who is really the expert here?  I have been working with kids my entire adult life as a high school teacher.  I grew up in a loving intact family with two great role models as parents.  And I did my master's thesis 12 years ago on the effect of one parent versus two parent homes on the behavior and academic success of high school students.  

I witness every day the damage that is done in single-mother homes which is the reason why I cannot allow it to happen to my son.  [The Mother], herself, is living proof of this damage.   

Are there exceptions to this rule?  Of course there are, but [the Mother] does not possess the emotional stability or the maturity to overcome these odds.

85% of prisoners, 78% of high school dropouts, 82% of teen pregnancies, and the majority of drug and alcohol abusers, all come from single-mother headed households.

But still the family courts in this state defiantly ignore "the obvious" to claim that it is in the best interests of children to hand sole custody to mothers.

The fact is that most cases involving two fit parents should end immediately with one simple question, "Do either of you intend to prove that the other parent is unfit?"  If the answer to that question is "no" from both parents, then 50/50 joint physical custody should be ordered without exceptions.

Of course, if this were the rule in family court, billable litigation would be significantly reduced, the domestic violence industry would lose customers that it currently gets with the incentive for mothers to make up false allegations, the child support services department would need to be downsized, and the state would lose federal dollars that it currently receives every time the child support guidelines are applied. 

Since every legitimate statistic and study confirms that it is in the best interests of children to have both parents significantly involved in their lives, it is clearly all about the money to be made off of fathers and absolutely nothing to do with the interests of the children.

If I can bring an end to the corruption in family court by exposing this hidden agenda and generating the outrage needed to force changes, then those efforts will ultimately benefit every male in this state... including my son.

Just as the benefits of 50/50 shared parenting far outweigh the trivial inconvenience of a child having two homes... exposing betrayals of public trust by government officials who have sworn to uphold the rights of its citizens far outweigh the minor inconvenience of exposing the Mother's crimes in the process.

My son and I are two real-life "flesh and blood" victims of the corruption described and substantiated in my book.  The picture of us on the back cover puts a face to that injustice.

Only in family court are fathers treated like criminals without a criminal's rights to due process, equal protection, and a jury of their peers.

Only in family court is the burden of proof, a burden placed on every other accuser in this country, waived for mothers who choose to manufacture vile claims of abuse as a court strategy.  

Only in family court are there no consequences for mothers who are found guilty of making false allegations and violating court orders.

Only in family court can judges ignore constitutional laws that forbid the creation of second-class citizens.  

Only in family court are the best interests of a child interpreted to mean removing loving fathers from the lives of their children and replacing them with visitation hours and cash payments.

Only in family court are the actual facts of the case irrelevant so that the court can believe everything alleged by the mother as fact and ignore everything expressed by the father.

Only in family court can you not find a single "employee" who supports shared parenting - an opinion supported by 85% of the population outside the walls of this court house.

And, most importantly, only in family court are mothers guaranteed sole custody by simply choosing to be hostile and uncooperative with the child's father.

Family courts repeat the same rhetoric over and over and then defy it behind closed doors.  As Hitler put it, "Society will tolerate almost any injustice so long as you tell them it is for the children." 

In family court, "no fault" divorce means "man-fault" divorce.

The "best interests of the children" mean the "best interests of the mothers and racketeers" who profit off "man-fault" divorce.

And the court's assertion that the law looks to both parents as being equal is defied behind closed doors by judges with an agenda-driven interpretation of those same laws.

The bottom line is that my book is long overdue and should be required reading for every legislator, judge, and concerned citizen in the state.

Since the only matter that can be heard legally today relates to the custody of my son, I move that Judge Digangi's Final Judgment be modified to 50/50 joint legal and physical custody.  

I am asking that you, Judge Manzi, correct the injustice.

I have filed a motion for this action here in court today with an affidavit and proposed orders.

The affidavit details the stunts that [the Mother] has pulled and my reasons for a change to the order.

The proposed order was designed to put an end to the nonsense that my son and I have had to endure at the hands of a wildly immature and unstable woman who has abused her role as sole custodial parent for three years now.

Thank you for listening.

