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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

WHEN MS.MAN6UM ACTING UNDER GoLoR
of state Law LEPRivtD ftr'iT'ioNER
ConstiruTiowKL RiGHT TO TRAVEL BY the
Fourteenth Amendment of the UNiTrn
STATES CONSTiTUTioN. 1RU S.Ci^WTMlNnrri 

STATES v. Guest, 383 U.S-*7M'5(JctC(i^>^ and
violated Fed, r. civ. P. h-(c)(3) announced
In Home Port Rentals, inc. v. Ruben., S 51 f.
Ad IAG Vth CiR.flTHAL). , FmLuRE to QTHER-
W i SE DEFEND.

under what circumstances Does the 

State oe south Carolina deprivations 

oethe petitioner constitutional Right to ■ 
TRAVEL AND Failure To otherwise DEFEND 

FROM the v'lOLATioNS APPLY ?
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

MlFor cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[V] is unpublished.

A_toThe opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
\sA is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix_____ to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the _ 
appears at Appendix

court
to the petition and is

[ ] reported at 5 or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

1.



JURISDICTION

[\/For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
was oL5^ oLOl^

ivf No petition for rehearing
was timely filed in my case.

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
and a copy of theAppeals on the following date: ____________

order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including______
in Application No. __ A

(date) on (date)

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix_______

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date: 
_________________ ;____ , and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including____
Application No.__ A

(date) on (date) in

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

United States Gomst'itut'iomal AmendmentTUnT:

All Persons Born or naturalized in the United 

States and Subject to the Jurisdiction thereof 

Are citizens ofthe United States and of the State
WHEREIN THEY RESIDE. NO STATE SHALL HAKE OR 

ENFORCE ANY LAW WH'icH SHALL ABRIDGE THE PRIVI­
LEGES OR IMMUNITIES OF CITIZENS OFTHE UNITED
States ; Nor shall Any State deprive any Person of
LiFH/ Li BERTYf OR PftoffeRTY WITHOUT Due PROCESS
of law; Nor deny to Any Person w'ith'in 'its 

‘Jurisdiction the equal Protection of the laws.
'8U.S.C. § <T4-<T~ Deprivation of Pii&HTS UNDER

*

COLOR OF LAW., WHOEVER UNDER CoLoR OF ANY
law willfully subjects any Person in Any 

State the deprivation OF ANY RiGHTS, Raiv’l LE­
GES, or 'immunities secured or Protected by
THE CONSTITUTION OR LAWS OF THE UNITED
States^.

3.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

ON APRlL <3.0, <2.01 H- PETiTioNER brought 

AN GREYHOUND Bus Ticket FROM COLUMBIA SC 

TO WASHINGTON, DC.' APPENDix A* POLiCE OFFICER

REiNQLD HARK ADAMS ARRESTED PETITIONER 

WITHOUT PROBABLE CAUSE ."APPENDix Cf
Petitioner unambiguously 'invoked H'isW&Ht 

To TRAVEL, WITH HiS BUS TiCKET. NONETHELESS, 
Petitioner was placed 'in the dentent'ion

CENTER For Two(i) MONTHS UNTiL PETITIONER 

WAS RELEASED IN His OWN RECOGNISANCE - 

WHEN RELEASED, PETiTioNER WAS GIVEN BACK
His Greyhound BusTcket.

Ms. Jessica Mangum, acting under color 

of State law dismissed All of Petitioner 

CHARGES THikty(3o)monTHS LATER ON OctoBER 

on,oLOIG. APPENDix a!,CASE*IIS03GT.
the order, without Issuance And Service

of Process SHows Prejudice. Appendix c/
See Fed. R.civ, P.^m-iv-VS)

4-.



Petitioner Filed His Second Complaint oh 

July <2.0, a.018 Foe Violation of Hi5 CiviL RIGHTS
To TRAVEL. MS-MANGUM ACTING UNDER COLOR OF
State law deprived feTiftoNER His Right To
travel FREELY BY FALSE REPORTS. APPENDiy C f, 

ORDER. THisCourt Held: In the ComPlAint of 

State involvement in the deprivation of 

Any rights charged under mtisclaH-a. is 

• Suffic ient to charge a vIolatIon of RIGHTS 

Protected e>y the Fourteenth Amendment. 
United States v. Guest 383 UT.t ft "append! v 

At, Complaint, n. B.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

A.TO Avoid ERRONEOUS Deprivations of 

THE RiGHT TO TRAVEL.,THis CouRT SHOULD 

CLARiFY THE EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE., 

WHEW MS. M AW GUM ACT i MG UNDER COLOR
of State law, Violated the 14-™ Amend­
ment APPLIES CONCERNING THE ARREST OF
Petitioner By means of false reports.

Iw United States v. Guest 383; 
TH'ts Court Adopted A set of prophylactic
MEASURES TO PROTECT PETiTionER FOURTEENTH AmEWD- 

memt Rights to travel, id., AT 15T. In United 

States v. ite, post, p.383 u.s.781, mares abund­
antly Clear., pr'ice involves Rights under 

the due Process clause, whereas this case 

involves Rights umder the equal protection 

Clause .the court made clear iw Bhce that,
WHEW 18 U-S,Ci<3,4-<a. SPEARS OF " WHOEVER
Under Color of Amy law Willfully Subjects 

AWY Person iN Any State the deprivation of 

Any Rights,

5.



PRIVILEGES, OR "IMMUNITIES SECURED 

OR PROTECTED BY THE CONSTITUTION OR
LAWS OF THE UNtTED STATES f VT MEANS
Precisely that.CoucLudiug that Jah-oL 

ir it Protects Fourteenth amendment 

rights— protects rights secured by the
ONE CLAUSE, BUT NOT THOSE SECURED BY 

THE OTHER.
Inclusion of Fourteenth amendment 

Rights within the compass of isu,s.c.
§ AH-a, Doe s not render the statute 

unconstitutionally vague. Singe the .
GRAVAMEN OFTNE OFFENSE j»!S DEPRIVATION 

OF THE RiGHT TO TRAVEL,THE REQUIREMENT 

THAT THE OFFENDER MUST ACT WITH A 

SPECIFIC INTENT TO INTERFERE PAGERftR 

-D-S..,’1,5H Wi i H THE FEDERAL RiGHTS In
Question is satisfied.

The equal PROTECTION CLAUSE SPEAKS 

To THE STATE OR To THOSE ACTi NS UNDER 

THE GoLoR OF ITS AUTHORITY.



* No State shall ....denyto ANY
PERSON WITHIN ITS JuftisoicTlON THE 

EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS*
IN THis CONNECTION, THiS court emphasize 

THAT <2.H-oL BY ITS CLEAR LANGUAGE ‘INCORP­
ORATES NO MORE THAN THE E^OALPROTEC­
TION CLAUSE ITSELF; THE STATUTE DOES
not Purport to Give substantive, as
OPPOSED TO REMEDIAL,. IMPLEMENTATION 

To 383U.S.T55 ANY RiGHTS SECURED BY 

THAT CLAUSE.
Petitioner Rights are protected by the

EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE OFTHE FOUR­
TEENTH AMENDMENT,THE DISTRICT COURT 

HELD THIS CASE AS MOOT, AS A MATTER OF 

STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION THAT I8U.S.C.
£c2^ldoes not encompass Any Four­
teenth Amendment rights, And Further 

helo as A matter of Constitutional
LAW THAT "ANY BROADER CONSTRUCTION 

OF § A.H4L
For INDEFiMITENESSt <3.M-G F. SuPP. AT 

48G.

WOULD PENDER IT VOID



In this court hold i ng,the district
COURT 'is IN ERRORS 'lN UNITED STATES v.
PRICE, fost, R 383 U-STRI,

PETITIONER RIGHTS UNDER THE EQUAL
Protection clause itself arise only
WHERE THERE HAS BEEN INVOLVEMENT
of the State or of one acting under 

the Color of its Authority. THE e$UaL 

Protection clause" does not 

Anyth! ng toThe Rights which one
CItizlE-N HAS UNDER THE CONST iTiON AGAINST
Another! United States v.CruIKshank 

Ta-U.s.s^ qa u.sTsif 1
The Fourteenth Amendment Protects the

INDIVIDUAL AGAINST STATE ACTION, NOT
AGaInst wrongs done RyIndIvi duals! 

united States y. Williams 341 i is Tn 3hi 

U.S.qa, (dissentIng opiuIon).th!s Has Been 

THE viEW OF this Court from the BEGINN­
ING. United States v.Cruikshani^ Supra; United 

States v. Harris, iog us. l,slci ; civiL Rights oases 

los us. 3; hodses v. Uw Iteo States. <to 3 us.i; 

UNiTED States v. Powell, c2.t a, o.s. 'sun-. It 

Remains THis Court's view today.

Add



See, e.G Evans v. newton ?>8<q as.zml'. 
united States v. Price, fbs-r, p.
TEE IVJVOWEMENT OF THE STATE NEED BE 

EiTHEB EXCLusi VE OF DIRECT. IN A VAftiETY 

OF Situations THE Court HAS Found STATE 

ACTiON OF A NATURE SUFFICIENT To CREATE 

Ri&HTS UNDER THE EQUAL PRoTECTi'oNCLAUSE 

EVEN THOUGH THE PARTici PATion OF THE STATE
WAS PERi Pheral, or Its Action was only one
OF SEVERAL COOPERATIVE PAGE 3R3US TEA • 
Forces lead! nstoTHE CONSTITUTIONAL 

ViOLATiON. SEE, E.G., SHELLEY v. KRAEMER
334-U.S-l; Pennsylvania 1V. BOARD OF 

TRUSTS, 353 t).5.dL30n RufTOki v. WiLLmi-
ngton Parking Authority, 3gs u,s.us; 

Peterson v. City of green ville 3ts u.s. 
4.^-4-; Lombard v. LOUISIANA.3T3 U.S.4UT: 

GRIFFIN V. MARYLAND, 3T8 U-S. 130 V Ro&iNSQN 

V.FloRiDA 3T8 US. 153 ^ Evans V. Uewton.r '

SuPRA.
THIS CASE, However, REQUIRES No DETER­

MINATION OF THE THRESHOLD LEVEL THAT
State Action must attaIn in order to 

create Rights Under the. equal protect­
ion CLAUSE.



Bemuse,contrary tothe District
CoURT ORDER) DiSMiS& AL OF pLAiuTiFF COMfLr 

A'iNT, AnDTHE UNiTED STATES CouRT OF APPEALS
FoRTHe Fourth ciRcuiT deg!s’\on.,the 

PETITIONER COMPLAIN^ IN FAGT, CONTAINS AN
Express Allegation of state involvement
Sufficient ATLEAST TO REQuiRE THE Oen'iAL 

OF A ORDER TO DiSMiSS PETITIONER COMPLAINT. 
ONE OFTHE MEANS OF ACCOMPLISHING THE 

OBJECT OFTHE DEPRIVATION OF ffejiTiONER
Rights,, according tothe compla! nt, was

s' BY CAUSE! NG THE ARREST OFTHE ftmioNER 

BY MEANS OF false reports THAT petitioner 

HAD Committed criminal acts'”.,'XPP^At 

THE Allegation is broad enoughto
Cover A CHARGE OF ACTIVE CoNNiVANCE 

BY AGENTS OF THE STATE IN THE MAH iNG 

OF THE" fAESE REPORTS/OR OTHER CONDUCT 

Amoi iNTiNA PAGE 383 U.S. 151 TO OFFICIAL 

DiSCR’iMiNATioN CLEARLY SUFFICIENT TO 

CONSTITUTE DEN i KL OF BiGHTS PROTECTED 

BY THE E90AL PROTECTION CLAUSE.
THE CONSTITUTIONAL RiGHT TO TRAVEL

From one state to another, and necess-
ARiLY To USE THE HIGHWAYS AND OTHER



INSTRUMENTALITIES OF \NTEESTATE
commerce In doing So, occupies A 

Position Fundamental to the concept 

of our federal UN Ion. It Is A FIGHT that 

HAS been FIRMLY ESTABLISHED And repeat­
edly recognized. In Cpandall v. Nevada
(o WALL. 3 5,1NVALlDATiNQ PASE 383 U.5.158 

A NEVADA TAX ON EVERY fERSON LEAVING 

THE STATE BY COMMON CARRIER,THiS CouRT
Took as Its guidethe statement of chief 

Justice taneY In the passenger gases.7
How.a.83, H-8 U.S.H-Har 

" For all the great Purposes For which
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WAS FORMED, WE 

ARE ONE PEOPLE, WiTH ONE COMMON COUNTRY. 
WE ABE ALL CItIzENS OF THE UUiTED STATES;
And, As members ofthesame community,
MUST HAVE THE Ri&HT To PASS AND REPASS7 

THROUGH EVERY PART OF it WiTHOUT iNTER-, 

RuPTioN, AS FREELY AS In OUROWN STATES.'1'
SEE (o WALL. AT 73 0.8-4-8-4-3.

In Any event FREEDOM To travel throug-



- HOOT the United States Has Lon &
Been recognized As A BASic Right
UNDER THE CONSTITUTION. SEE WiLL'iAMS 

v.Fears. ITHU.S.AIO, mu.S.aTA; 

Twining v. new Jersey <eu U-S.T8.eh 

U.S.Hr, EDWARDS v. CALi Forni a^SELLLiL 

314-U-S. m (goncurRins op'iiFon) 3RL 

U.S.I8I(concuRRing oPinioh)', NEWYork v. 
O'NEiLL, 35T U.S.l. 35S U.S. 4r8; 3EH ' I.E
13J-|(P,rpiSSENTiN6 OPINION).

ALL HAVE AGREED THAT THE RiGHT EXIST? 

ITS EXPLiaT RECOGNITION as ONE OF THE " 

FEOERALRIGHTS PROTECTED RY WHAT tS 

N)OW \8 U.S.C. § jSmYL&OES RACK (AtLeAST)• 
AS FAR AS HoR. United States v.mooPE, 

lau F. (o3Q, G33. WE REAFFIRM IT NOW.
PAGE 383 U.S. TCP
A Specific intent to Interfere

WiTHTHE FEDERAL RiGHT HOST BE
Proved,tUe Predominant Purpose OFTHE 

State of south Carolina deprivation of

IRQ



PETITIONERS Ri'SHT To TraveliIMPEDED 

and Prevented the Petit! oner exercise
OFTHERiGHT OF INTERSTATE TRAVEL, AND
OPPRESSED Petitioner Because OF His
EXERCISE OF THAT RiGHT^THEN, WHETHER 

OR NOT MOTIVATED BY RAGiAL DISCRIMIN­
ATION, THE DEPRIVATION OF THAT RifiHT 

IS A PROPER OBJECT OFTHE FEDERAL Uw 

UNDER 18U.SC.^oEH-^L WHicH THE COM-
JYA’int in this case is Brought. Rfe
^APPENDIX At.CoMPLA'ivrr. II. B.

Accordingly, it is an error by the
Fourth ciRcuiT Court of Appeals and 

The District Court to Grntt the motion 

to Dismiss Petitioner Complaint on 

TUis Branch of the Com Plaint.
For THESE REASONS, THE JUDGMENT OF

the District court should be reversed 

and the case should be Remandedto 

that court For further ProceediNGS 

Consistent with this opinion.



TW»S CASE PRESENT TM'iS Court WITH AN OPPORTUNITY 

To CLAftiFY THE E^uAL PROTECTION CLAUSE/) KJ THE FACE
QF the state of South Carols kia Action that Violated 

JBU.ac J Statue anpthe uuvtep Stated r.ousTmmoNA\
LAW of THE Fourteenth Amendment

ABSENT INTERVENTiON BY THIS Court THEEOORTH 

GiRCUU Court OF APPEALS UNfU&LiSHED OPiNlON w'lLL
work to undermine the Carefully crafted procedural 

safeguards that this Goupt Has Spent the past 5o 

Years Developing.
CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Date:

(d.


