
The Law: The Police Are Not There For You

State and city governments - rather than the Federal authorities - are responsible for local law
enforcement. So, only occasionally have Federal Courts ruled on the matter of police protection.

However, in 1856 the U.S. Supreme Court declared that local law enforcement had no duty to protect a particular
person, but only a general duty to enforce the laws. [South v. Maryland, 59 U.S. (How.) 396, 15 L.Ed., 433 (856)]. The
Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution gives you no right to police protection. In 1982, the U.S. Court of
Appeals, Seventh Circuit, held that:.. there is no Constitutional right to be protected by the state against being
murdered by criminals or madmen. It is monstrous if the state fails to protect its residents against such predators but
it does not violate the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment or, we suppose, any other provision of the
Constitution. The Constitution is a charter of negative liberties: it tells the state to let the people alone; it does not
require the federal government or the state to provide services, even so elementary a service as maintaining law and
order." [Bowers v. DeVito, U.S. Court of Appeals, 7th Circuit, 686F.2d 616 (1982). See also Rei� v. City of Philadelphia,
471 F.Supp. 1262 (E.D.Pa. 1979)].

There are a few, very narrow exceptions. In 1983, the District of Columbia Court of Appeals remarked that:
"In a civilized society, every citizen at least tacitly relies upon the constable for protection from crime.
Hence, more than general reliance is needed to require the police to act on behalf of a particular individual.
... Liability is established, therefore, if police have specifically undertaken to protect a particular individual
and the individual has specifically relied upon the undertaking.... Absent a special relationship, therefore,
the police may not be held liable for failure to protect a particular individual from harm caused by criminal
conduct. A special relationship exists if the police employ an individual in aid of law enforcement, but does
not exist merely because an individual requests, or a police o�cer promises to provide protection." [Morgan
v. District of Columbia, 468 A2d 1306 (D.C.App. 1983)]. As a result, the government - specifically, police
forces - has no legal duty to help any given person, even one whose life is in imminent peril. The only
exceptions are a person who:

•has helped the police force (e.g., as an informant or as a witness)

•can prove that he/she has specifically been promised protection and has, as a result, done things that
he/she otherwise would not have done.

New York: Steady Threats From A Known Source Mean Nothing.

Even someone repeatedly threatened by another has no entitlement to police protection until they have
been physically harmed. In 1959, Linda Riss, a New Yorker, was terrorized by an ex- boyfriend, who had a
criminal record. Over several months, he repeatedly threatened her: "If I can't have you, no one else will
have you, and when I get through with you, no one else will want you." She repeatedly sought police
protection, explaining her request in detail. Nothing was done to help her. When he threatened her with
immediate attack, she again urgently begged the New York City Police Department for help: "Completely



distraught, she called the police, begging for help, but was refused." The next day, she was attacked: a
"thug" hired by her persecutor threw lye (sodium hydroxide) in her face, She was blinded in one eye and her
face was permanently scarred. The Court of Appeals of New York ruled that Linda Riss had no right to
protection. The Court refused to create such a right because that would impose a crushing economic
burden on the government. Only the legislature could create a right to protection:

"The amount of protection that may be provided is limited by the resources of the community and by a
considered legislative executive decision as to how these resources may be deployed. For the courts to
proclaim a new and general duty of protection ... even to those who may be the particular seekers of
protection based on specific hazards, could and would inevitably determine how the limited police
resources of the community should be allocated and without predictable limits."

Judge Keating dissented, bitterly noting that Linda Riss was victimized not only because she had relied upon
the police to protect her, but because she obeyed New York laws that forbid her to own a weapon. Judge
Keating wrote: "What makes the city's position particularly di�cult to understand is that, in conformity to
the dictates of the law, Linda did not carry any weapon for self defense. Thus, by a rather bitter irony she
was required to rely for protection on the City of New York, which now denies all responsibility to her."
[Riss v. City of N.Y., 293 N.Y. 2d 897 (1968)].

California: An Imminent Death Threat Means Nothing

Even a person whose life is imminently in peril is not entitled to help. On 4 September 1972 Ruth Bunnell
called the San Jose (California) police department to report that her estranged husband, Mack Bunnell, had
telephoned her to tell her that he was coming to her house to kill her. In the previous year, the San Jose
police, "had made at least 20 calls and responses to Mrs. Bunnell's home ...allegedly related to complaints
of violent acts committed by Mack Bunnell on Mrs. Bunnell and her two daughters." Even so, Ruth Bunnell
was told to call back only when Mack Bunnell arrived. Some 45 minutes later, Mack Bunnell arrived and
stabbed Ruth Bunnell to death. A neighbor called the police, who then came to the murder scene. The
California Court of Appeal held that any claim against the police department: "is barred by the provisions of
the California Tort Claims Act, particularly section 845, which states: Neither a public entity nor a public
employee is liable for failure to establish a police department or otherwise provide police protection
service or, if police protection service is provided, for failure to provide su�cient police protection.'"
[Hartzer v. City of San Jose, App., 120 Cal.Rptr 5 (1975)].

Washington D.C.: Rape Is No Cause For Concern

If direct peril to life does not entitle one to police protection, clearly imminent peril of rape merits no
concern. Carolyn Warren, of Washington, D.C., called the police on 16 March 1975: two intruders had
smashed the back door to her house and had attacked a female house mate. After calling the police, Warren
and another house mate took refuge on a lower back roof of the building. The police went to the front door
and knocked. Warren, afraid to go downstairs, could not answer. The police o�cers left without checking



the back door.

Warren again called the police and was told they would respond. Assuming they had returned, Warren
called out to the house mate, thus revealing her own location. The two intruders then rounded up all three
women. "For the next fourteen hours the women were held captive, raped, robbed, beaten, forced to commit
sexual acts upon each other, and made to submit to the sexual demands of (the intruders-ed.)."

The Superior Court of the District of Columbia held that: "the fundamental principle (is-ed.) that a
government and its agents are under no general duty to provide public services, such as police protection,
to any particular individual citizen.' ...The duty to provide public services is owed to the public at large, and,
absent a special relationship between the police and an individual, no specific legal duty exists." In an
accompanying memorandum, the Court explained that the term "special relationship" did not mean an oral
promise to respond to a call for help. Rather, it involved the provision of help to the police force. [Warren v.
District of Columbia, D.C.App., 444 A.2d 1 (1981)].

Illinois: School Teachers Get No Help Either

On 20 April 1961, Josephine M. Keane, a teacher in the Chicago City Public Schools was assaulted and
killed on school premises by a student enrolled in the school. Keane's family sued the City of Chicago,
claiming that, "the City was negligent in failing to assign police protection to the school, although it knew
or should have known that failure to provide this protection would result in harm to persons lawfully on the
premises (because) it knew or should have known of the dangerous condition then existing at the school."

The Appeals Court a�rmed the judgment of the Circuit Court of Cook County. Presiding Judge Burke of the
Appeals Court held that, "Failure on the part of a municipality to exercise a government function does not,
without more, expose the municipality to liability." Justice Burke went on to say that: "To hold that under
the circumstances alleged in the complaint the City owed a special duty' to Mrs. Keane for the safety and
well being of her person would impose an all but impossible burden upon the City, considering the
numerous police, fire, housing and other laws, ordinances and regulations in force." [Keane v. City of
Chicago, 98 Ill App2d 460 (1968)].

North Carolina: Helpless Children Don't Count

Even defenseless children merit no special care. On 3 June 1985 police tried to arrest a man and his
"girlfriend," both of whom were wanted on multiple murder charges, and who were known to be heavily
armed. The alleged murderers - along with the "girlfriend's two sons, aged nine and ten years - tried to flee
in a car. As the police closed in after a running shoot out, the children were poisoned with cyanide and then
shot in the head either by the mother or her "boy friend," one of whom then blew up the vehicle, killing
both.

The boy's father - who had filed for divorce - sued the law enforcement agencies and o�cers for "wrongful
death" of his sons. The North Carolina Court of Appeals held that: "the defendant law enforcement agencies



and o�cers did not owe them (the children - ed.) any legal duty of care, the breach of which caused their
injury and death ...Our law is that in the absence of a special relationship, such as exists when a victim is in
custody or the police have promised to protect a particular person, law enforcement agencies and
personnel have no duty to protect the individuals from the criminal acts of others; instead their duty is to
preserve the peace and arrest law breakers for the protection of the general public. In this instance, a
special relationship of the type stated did not exist ...Plainti�'s argument that the children's presence
required defendants to delay (the) arrest until the children were elsewhere is incompatible with the duty
that the law has long placed on law enforcement personnel to make the safety of the public their first
concern; for permitting dangerous criminals to go unapprehended lest particular individuals be injured or
killed would inevitably and necessarily endanger the public at large, a policy that the law cannot tolerate,
much less foster." [Lynch v. N.C.Dept. of Justice, 376 S.E.2nd 247 (N.C.App. 1989)].

Virginia: Wrongful Release = Wrongful Death? Wrong!

Marvin Mundy murdered Jack Marshall in Virginia. Mundy - convicted for carrying a concealed pistol - was
sent to jail by a judge who expressed concern that Mundy, "might kill himself or a member of the public."
Mundy was mistakenly released from jail 8 days later. Nine days later he was re-arrested on an unrelated
charge. Five hours later, the same jailer and sheri� released him, apparently without checking to see if that
was proper.

Three weeks later Mundy robbed and murdered Marshall. Marshall's widow sued, alleging negligence on the
part of the sheri� and jailer, and asserting a violation of Jack Marshall's right to due process. The Court
rejected the claim: ". . . a distinction must be drawn between a public duty owed by the o�cial to the
citizenry at large and a special duty owed to a specific identifiable person or class of persons. ... Only a
violation of the latter duty will give rise to civil liability of the o�cial. ... to hold a public o�cial civilly liable
for violating a duty owed to the public at large would subject the o�cial to potential liability for every
action he undertook and would not be in society's best interest." ... no special relationship existed that
would create a common law duty on the defendants to protect the decedent (Marshall - ed.) from Mundy's
criminal acts. Similarly, without a special relationship between the defendants and the decedent, no
constitutional duty can arise under the Due Process Clause as codified by 42 U.S.C. Sec. 1983. Therefore,
plainti�'s (Mrs. Marshall - ed) due process claim also must fall." [Marshall v. Winstonm, 389 S.E.2nd 902
(Va. 1990)].

Castle Rock v. Gonzales

WASHINGTON – June, 2005 – The Supreme Court ruled that the police did not have a constitutional duty to
protect a person from harm, even a woman who had obtained a court- issued protective order against a
violent husband making an arrest mandatory for a violation.

The police didn’t respond to a woman’s pleas for help after her estranged husband violated a protective
order by kidnaping their three young daughters, whom he eventually killed.



For hours on the night of June 22, 1999, Jessica Gonzales tried to get the Castle Rock police to find and
arrest her estranged husband, Simon Gonzales, who was under a court order to stay 100 yards away from
the house. He had taken the children, ages 7, 9 and 10, as they played outside, and he later called his wife
to tell her that he had the girls at an amusement park in Denver.

Ms. Gonzales conveyed the information to the police, but they failed to act before Mr. Gonzales arrived at
the police station hours later firing a gun, with the bodies of the girls in the back of his truck. The police
killed him at the scene.

Gonzales filed suit in the United States District Court for the District of Colorado against Castle Rock,
Colorado, its police department, and the three individual police o�cers with whom she had spoken under
42 U.S.C. §1983, claiming a Federally-protected property interest in enforcement of the restraining order
and alleging “an o�cial policy or custom of failing to respond properly to complaints of restraining order
violations.” A motion to dismiss the case was granted, and Gonzales appealed to the 10th Circuit Court of
Appeals. A panel of the United States Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit rejected Gonzales’s substantive
due process claim but found a procedural due process claim; an en banc rehearing reached the same
conclusion. The court also a�rmed the finding that the three individual o�cers had qualified immunity and
as such could not be sued.

The Supreme Court reversed the Tenth Circuit’s decision, reinstating the District Court’s order of dismissal.
The Court’s majority opinion by Justice Antonin Scalia held that enforcement of the restraining order was
not mandatory under Colorado law; were a mandate for enforcement to exist, it would not create an
individual right to enforcement that could be considered a protected entitlement under the precedent of
Board of Regents of State Colleges v. Roth; and even if there were a protected individual entitlement to
enforcement of a restraining order, such entitlement would have no monetary value and hence would not
count as property for the Due Process Clause.

The gun-grabbers insist we should turn in our guns and rely on the police to protect us from crime. Yet the
court continue to rule that the police are under no obligation to protect the public.

Davidson v. City of Westminster , 32 Cal.3d 197

According to the complaint, Yolanda Davidson was stabbed four times by Jack Blackmun while in a public
laundromat. On three earlier occasions women had been stabbed at the same or nearby laundromats. The
evening before Yolanda’s stabbing, two police o�cers had the laundromat under surveillance when another
stabbing occurred; the police chased the suspect but failed to catch him. The next evening the o�cers had
the laundromat under surveillance for the purpose of preventing assaults and apprehending the felon. The
o�cers were aware of Yolanda’s presence in the laundromat throughout the surveillance. After about an
hour of surveillance, they saw a man on the premises who closely resembled the attacker of the previous
evening and, while watching him for 15 minutes, identified him as the likely perpetrator of that assault. As
the o�cers watched, the suspect entered and left the laundromat “several times.” The o�cers did not warn



Yolanda. Eventually she was stabbed.

Yolanda seeks to recover from the city and the o�cers on the basis of causes of action for intentional and
negligent infliction of emotional distress and for negligent investigation, failure to protect, and failure to
warn. The causes of action in negligence allege that special relationships existed between Yolanda and the
o�cers as well as between the assailant and the o�cers, each of which imposed a duty of care on the
o�cers.

Defendants demurred, contending (1) that no “special relationship” giving rise to a duty of care existed
under the allegations of the complaint, and (2) that, in any event, the action was barred under the immunity
provisions of Government Code section 845, which absolve a public entity or employee of liability for failure
to provide adequate police protection. fn. 2 Without indicating the grounds for its ruling, the trial court
sustained the demurrer. On this appeal, plainti�s maintain that neither of the defendants’ arguments
support the trial court judgment.

1982 -A husband and wife who were assaulted in a Laundromat while the assailant was under surveillance
by o�cers, brought legal action against the city and the o�cers for intentional and negligent infliction of
emotional distress and for negligent investigation, failure to protect and failure to warn.

The Supreme Court held that: (1) the mere fact that the o�cers had previously recognized the assailant
from a distance as a potential assailant because of his resemblance to a person suspected of perpetrating a
prior assault did not establish a “special relationship” between o�cers and assailant under which a duty
would be imposed on o�cers to control assailant’s conduct; (2) factors consisting of o�cer’s prior
recognition of assailant as likely perpetrator of previous assault and o�cer’s surveillance of assailant in
laundromat in which victim was present did not give rise to special relationship between o�cers and victim
so as to impose duty on o�cers to protect victim from assailant; and (3) victim could not maintain cause of
action for intentional or reckless infliction of emotional distress, in view of fact that it was not alleged that
o�cers failed to act for the purpose of causing emotional injury, and that in the absence of such an intent
to injure, o�cer’s inaction was not extreme or outrageous conduct.

DeShaney v. Winnebago County

The seminal case establishing the general rule that police have no duty under federal law to protect citizens
is DeShaney v. Winnebago County Department of Social Services. Frequently these cases are based on an
alleged "special relationship" between the injured party and the police. In DeShaney the injured party was a
boy who was beaten and permanently injured by his father. He claimed a special relationship existed
because local o�cials knew he was being abused, indeed they had "specifically proclaimed by word and
deed [their] intention to protect him against that danger," but failed to remove him from his father's
custody.

The Court in DeShaney held that no duty arose because of a "special relationship," concluding that



Constitutional duties of care and protection only exist as to certain individuals, such as incarcerated
prisoners, involuntarily committed mental patients and others restrained against their will and therefore
unable to protect themselves. "The a�rmative duty to protect arises not from the State's knowledge of the
individual's predicament or from its expressions of intent to help him, but from the limitation which it has
imposed on his freedom to act on his own behalf."

About a year later, the United States Court of Appeals interpreted DeShaney in the California case of
Balistreri v. Pacifica Police Department. Ms. Balistreri, beaten and harassed by her estranged husband,
alleged a "special relationship" existed between her and the Pacifica Police Department, to wit, they were
duty-bound to protect her because there was a restraining order against her husband. The Court of Appeals,
however, concluded that DeShaney limited the circumstances that would give rise to a "special relationship"
to instances of custody. Because no such custody existed in Balistreri, the Pacifica Police had no duty to
protect her, so when they failed to do so and she was injured they were not liable. A citizen injured because
the police failed to protect her can only sue the State or local government in federal court if one of their
o�cials violated a federal statutory or Constitutional right, and can only win such a suit if a "special
relationship" can be shown to have existed, which DeShaney and its progeny make it very di�cult to do.
Moreover, Zinermon v. Burch very likely precludes Section 1983 liability for police agencies in these types
of cases if there is a potential remedy via a State tort action.

Susman v. City of Los Angeles 269 Cal. App. 2d 803

Professor Van Alstyne has stated: “A public entity is not liable for injuries caused by ‘failing to enforce any
law.’ Govt C § 818.2. public employees enjoy a similar immunity: They are not liable for injuries caused by
‘failure to enforce an enactment.’ Govt C § 821. ‘Law’ is broader in scope than ‘enactment,’ including not
only statutes, ordinances, charter provisions, rules, and regulations, but also state and federal decisional
law as far as applicable in California. Govt C §§ 810.6, 811. ... The immunity in § 818.2 prevails over
statutory entity liabilities that do not clearly indicate otherwise. Govt C § 815(b), 815.2(b). ... For example,
it supersedes the liability imposed by Govt C § 815.6 for failure to discharge a mandatory duty.” (Van
Alstyne, California Government Tort Liability (Cont. Ed. Bar 1964) § 5.46, p. 154.)

An action was brought by several landowners against the City of Los Angeles and the State pleading eleven
separate causes of action for damages arising out of the ‘Watts’ Riots’ of 1965. The Court of Appeal held
that none of the allegations presented was su�cient to show any duty owed by any of the o�cials named as
defendants to act to prevent or avoid the harm su�ered by the plainti�s.

Ne Casek v. City of Los Angeles, 233 Cal.App.2d 131, 43 Cal.Rptr. 294 (1965)

In an action against police o�cers and city for personal injuries sustained by Kathryne Ne Casek when she
was knocked down on a sidewalk by two suspects who had been arrested by the o�cers, the Court of
Appeal held the amount of force or method used by a police o�cer in attempting to keep an arrested
person or persons in custody is a discretionary act for purpose of application of doctrine of immunity of



government o�cials from civil liability for their discretionary acts, and therefore Ms. Ne Casek who was
injured by two escaped suspects who had been handcu�ed together could not maintain an action against
the arresting o�cers based on the o�cer's alleged negligence in using insu�cient force to keep the
prisoners in custody.

Antique Arts Corp. v. City of Torrence, 39 Cal.App.3d 588, 114 Cal.Rptr. 332 (1974)

A silent burglar alarm installed on the premises of the store operated by the plainti� was, during the course
of a robbery by two armed men, activated at 3:32 p.m. and the alert message was relayed to the police
department.

The dispatch message to the units in the field was at 3:43 p.m., and a police unit arrived at the scene of the
robbery at 3:44 p.m. The delay in the transmission of the dispatch enabled the robbers to complete the
robbery and escape with jewelry and merchandise in the amount of $49,000. The Court of Appeal held that
Govt. Code section 846 provides for immunity if no police protection is provided; or, if police protection is
provided, but that protection is not su�cient.. "The statutory scheme makes it clear that failure to provide
adequate police protection will not result in governmental liability, nor will a public entity be liable for
failure to arrest a person who is violating the law. The statutory scheme shows legislative intent to
immunize the police function from tort liability from the inception of its exercise to the point of arrest,
regardless of whether the action be labeled discretionary' or ministerial.'"

{{Bowers v. DeVito, 686 F.2d 616 (7th Cir. 1982) (no federal constitutional requirement that police provide
protection)

Calogrides v. Mobile, 475 So. 2d 560 (Ala. 1985); Cal Govt. Code 845 (no liability for failure to provide
police protection)

Calogrides v. Mobile, 846 (no liability for failure to arrest or to retain arrested person in custody)

Davidson v. Westminster, 32 Cal.3d 197, 185, Cal. Rep. 252; 649 P.2d 894 (1982) (no liability for failure to
provide police protection)

Stone v. State 106 Cal.App.3d 924, 165 Cal Rep. 339 (1980) (no liability for failure to provide police
protection)

Morgan v. District of Columbia, 468 A.2d 1306 (D.C.App. 1983) (no liability for failure to provide police
protection)

Warren v. District of Columbia, 444 A.2d 1 (D.C.App 1981) (no liability for failure to provide police
protection)

Sapp v. Tallahassee, 348 So.2d 363 (Fla. App. 1st Dist.), cert. denied 354 So.2d 985 (Fla. 1977); Ill. Rec. Stat.
4-102 (no liability for failure to provide police protection)



Keane v. Chicago, 98 Ill. App.2d 460, 240 N.E.2d 321 (1st Dist. 1968) (no liability for failure to provide
police protection)

Jamison v. Chicago, 48 Ill. App. 3d 567 (1st Dist. 1977) (no liability for failure to provide police protection)

Simpson’s Food Fair v. Evansville, 272 N.E.2d 871 (Ind. App.) (no liability for failure to provide police
protection)

Silver v. Minneapolis, 170 N.W.2d 206 (Minn. 1969) (no liability for failure to provide police protection)

Wuetrich V. Delia, 155 N.J. Super. 324, 326, 382, A.2d 929, 930 cert. denied 77 N.J. 486, 391 A.2d 500
(1978) (no liability for failure to provide police protection)

Chapman v. Philadelphia, 290 Pa. Super. 281, 434 A.2d 753 (Penn. 1981) (no liability for failure to provide
police protection)

Morris v. Musser, 84 Pa. Cmwth. 170, 478 A.2d 937 (1984) (no liability for failure to provide police
protection)

The list goes on and on and on... }}

This begs the question: if the police don’t have a duty to protect the public, what are we paying them for?
And who exactly do they serve if not you and me?

Why do we have more than a million cops on the tax-funded payroll in this country whose jobs do not entail
protecting our safety, maintaining peace in our communities, and upholding our liberties?

Why do we have more than a million cops who have been fitted out in the trappings of war, drilled in the
deadly art of combat, and trained to look upon “every individual they interact with as an armed threat" and
every situation as a deadly force encounter in the making?

David Feige explains, “For the last three decades, police unions have managed to portray their members as
indispensable heroes in a deadly and dangerous war. [In] the years since the Sept. 11 attacks, the story of
the hero cop has become so powerful and pervasive that even questioning police behavior is decried as
disloyal, un-American, and dangerous.”

Feige continues:

“There are real-world harms that follow from the myths perpetuated by police unions. Arguments about the
dangerous nature of police work drive the increasing militarization of police departments. The
life-and-death nature of the job is used to push for extremely generous medical leave, overtime, and pay
packages. Most insidious of all, the exaggerated danger and trumped-up heroism drives an us-versus-them



mentality that su�uses contemporary big-city policing and bleeds into the criminal justice system, causing
systemic imbalances that chronically favor the police over citizens. Together, this creates a sense of
invincibility and righteousness among the police that is used to justify even outrageous behavior while
simultaneously creating the perception among the public that the police are untouchable.”

For years now, we’ve been told that cops need military weapons to wage the government’s wars on drugs,
crime and terror.

We’ve been told that cops need to be able to crash through doors, search vehicles, carry out roadside strip
searches, shoot anyone they perceive to be a threat, and generally disregard the law whenever it suits them
because they’re doing it to protect their fellow Americans from danger.

Professor Don B. Kates, Jr., eminent civil rights lawyer and criminologist, states:

“Even if all 500,000 American police o�cers were assigned to patrol, they could not protect 240 million
citizens from upwards of 10 million criminals who enjoy the luxury of deciding when and where to strike.
But we have nothing like 500,000 patrol o�cers; to determine how many police are actually available for
any one shift, we must divide the 500,000 by four (three shifts per day, plus o�cers who have days o�, are
on sick leave, etc.). The resulting number must be cut in half to account for o�cers assigned to
investigations, juvenile, records, laboratory, tra�c, etc., rather than patrol.”

Welcome to the American police state, funded by Corporate America, policed by the military industrial
complex, and empowered by completely misguided and brainwashed people who legitimize this system of
slavery by voting for politicians whose primary purpose is to remain in o�ce, and ultimately in power.

It’s a short hop, skip and a jump from the police state we’re operating under right now to a full- blown
totalitarian regime ruled with the iron fist of authoritarian brute force and domination.

The groundwork has already been laid.

The events of recent years have only served to desensitize the nation to violence, acclimate them to a
militarized police presence in their communities, and persuade them that there is nothing they can do to
alter the seemingly hopeless trajectory of the nation: the invasive surveillance, the extremism reports, the
civil unrest, the protests, the shootings, the bombings, the military exercises and active shooter drills, the
color-coded alerts and threat assessments, the fusion centers, the transformation of local police into
extensions of the military, the distribution of military equipment and weapons to local police forces, the
government databases containing the names of dissidents and potential troublemakers, labeling them
“domestic terrorists”.

The sight of police clad in body armor and gas masks, wielding semi-automatic rifles and escorting an
armored vehicle through a crowded street, a scene likened to “a military patrol through a hostile city,” no



longer causes alarm among the general populace.

Few seem to care about the government’s endless wars abroad that leave communities shattered, families
devastated, and true freedom and peace unattainable. It’s honestly astounding how people believe that
peace, freedom and security can be achieved by means of war, the monopoly on violence, and the
relinquishment of individual freedoms.

At times some people use force or fraud to take from others without willful, voluntary consent. Normally,
the initiation of force to take life is murder, to take liberty is slavery, and to take property is theft. It is the
same whether these actions are done by one person acting alone, by the many acting against a few, or even
by o�cials with fine hats and titles.

Remember, even if the police were obligated to protect us (which they aren't), or even if they tried to
protect us (which they often don't, a fact brought home to millions nationwide as they watched in horror
the recent events in Los Angeles), most often there wouldn't be time enough for them to do it. It's about
time that we came to grips with that, and resolved never to abdicate responsibility for our personal safety,
and that of our loved ones, to anyone else.

You have the right to protect your own life, liberty, and justly acquired property from the forceful
aggression of others. So you may rightfully ask others to help protect you. But you do not have a right to
initiate force against the life, liberty, or property of others. Thus, you have no right to designate some
person to initiate force against others on your behalf.

Since you own your life, you are responsible for your life. You do not rent your life from others who demand
your obedience. Nor are you a slave to others who demand your sacrifice.

Your Life Is In Your Hands

These cases - and there are many others - show clearly that under U.S. law:

•no individual has a right to police protection, even when life is in clear and immediate peril.

•there is no right to police protection simply because there are not enough police resources available to
enable every person who feels threatened to be protected; to make police o�cers answerable to individual
citizens for a failure to provide protection would make police o�cers afraid to do anything for fear that an
action - or inaction - would expose them to civil liability.

This is unavoidable:

•Life is risky



•the police cannot be everywhere at once it is impossible to hire enough police o�cers to protect every
person who needs it or thinks he/she needs it.

No one can or should rely on the local police force to defend him- or her-self, even against a specific threat
coming from a known source. Each of us is responsible for ensuring his or her personal safety. Anyone who
says, "You don't need a gun, the police will protect you," at best is mis-informed and at worst is simply lying.
To o�er such advice suggests that police have a duty to provide protection and usually will provide it. The
police have no such duty. And, while the police may try hard to provide protection - and a failure to do so
can be catastrophic - there is no legal recourse for person harmed by that failure.


