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The Lord will not acquit anyone who misuses his name…Remember that you were a slave in the land of Egypt,…Therefore the Lord commanded you to keep the Sabbath day. Honor your father and your mother…so that your days may be long and that it may go well with you in the land that the Lord your God is giving you. You shall not murder. Neither shall you commit adultery. Neither shall you steal. Neither shall you bear false witness against your neighbor. Neither shall you covet your neighbor’s wife.  Nor desire your neighbor’s house, or field, or male or female slave, or ox, or donkey, or anything that belongs to your neighbor (Deuteronomy 5:11-21) 
There are three socio-economic issues for which we pray to convene a beth din to ghet a Jewish divorce before filing as Co-petitioners with the Court under ORS Section 107.065(2).  One, Ms. Samoss is dependent upon Mr. Bodzin’s health insurance plan for her experimental colitis medication.  Two, Ms. Samoss does not have a car.  Three, Mr. Bodzin does not have a home.  Both have self-sufficient incomes, Ms. Samoss from practicing part time as a family physician for the Community Health Center, Mr. Bodzin from generous Veteran’s and Social Security benefits from his career in the Navy.  He states, “I live with here, with my wife”.  But, they have been amicably separated for more than a year and it is obvious they must completely disentangle themselves because our family is happier and healthier without Mr. Bodzin.  It is not appropriate for Mr. Bodzin to access Ms. Samoss’s email or other private or confidential information, or offend her honor or family, or vice versa.  It is not appropriate to throw Mr. Bodzin out in the street in the middle of winter, but a Chabad rabbi and/or Community Health Center social worker would certainly help to get the two of them on the way to a three rabbi beth din, this Christmas
.  As Ms. Samoss’s son, the only thing I have a legal right to demand, without the informed consent of my mother or her husband, is that my mother cease using the Sanders’ name
.       
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I. Petition for Waiver of Waiting Period for Dissolution of Marriage 
Under ORS Section 107.025 of the Oregon Code a judgment for the dissolution of a marriage or a permanent or unlimited separation may be rendered when irreconcilable differences between the parties have caused the irremediable breakdown of the marriage.  Under ORS Section 107.085(4) residence or domicile in Oregon is sufficient to give the court jurisdiction regardless of where the marriage was solemnized. ORS Section 107.086 a petition for marital annulment, dissolution or separation may be filed only in a county in which the petitioner or respondent resides.  Whereas co-petitioners agree to this divorce, have no minor or dependent children, nor any ongoing differences or disputes they cannot settle between themselves, it is necessary that the court instantly grant a judgment dissolving the marriage prior to the expiration of the 90 day waiting period under Section 107.065(2) to avoid unnecessary, burdensome and expensive litigation, further complicated by the career national and medical security interests of the parties that are so likely to spark regrettable conflicts of interest with the legal profession, that have in the past led to abuse of their families.  The Court should have no difficulty writing the judgment with notes from this brief.  Co-petitioners may furnish any other information they find relevant and may choose to retain one lawyer, or social worker, to keep their home address secret. 
ORS Section 107.036 abolishes the doctrines of fault and of in pari delicto are abolished in suits for the annulment or dissolution of a marriage or for separation. The court shall not receive evidence of specific acts of misconduct, excepting where child custody is an issue and such evidence is relevant to that issue, or excepting at a hearing when the court finds such evidence necessary to prove irreconcilable differences.  Where satisfactory proof of grounds for the annulment or dissolution of a marriage or for separation has been made, the court shall render a judgment for the annulment or dissolution of the marriage or for separation.  Oregon statute therefore gives us the liberty to hash our differences under the Ohio Revised Code (ORC) Section 3105.05 without fear of recrimination.  In, Oho the court of common pleas may grant divorces for the following causes: (A) Either party had a husband or wife living at the time of the marriage from which the divorce is sought; (B) Willful absence of the adverse party for one year; (C) Adultery; (D) Extreme cruelty; (E) Fraudulent contract; (F) Any gross neglect of duty; (G) Habitual drunkenness; (H) Imprisonment of the adverse party in a state or federal correctional institution at the time of filing the complaint; (I) Procurement of a divorce outside this state, by a husband or wife, by virtue of which the party who procured it is released from the obligations of the marriage, while those obligations remain binding upon the other party; (J) On the application of either party, when husband and wife have, without interruption for one year, lived separate and apart without cohabitation; (K) Incompatibility, unless denied by either party. A plea of res judicata or of recrimination with respect to any provision of this section does not bar either party from obtaining a divorce on this ground.  
II. Agunah: Chained Wife Sympathy
A ketubah is a Jewish marriage contract.  A get is a Jewish divorce.  Only a husband can give one.  A wife cannot obtain a get unless her husband agrees to give it.  Under Jewish law, he does so by “releasing” his wife from the marriage and authorizing her to remarry.  The process takes place before three rabbis in what is known as a beth din, or rabbinical court.  The husband must voluntarily give the get and the wife consent to receive it. When he does not, she is without religious recourse, retaining the status of his wife and unable to remarry until he decides, in his absolute discretion, to divorce her.  She is known as an agunah or “chained wife”.  Any children she would have on civil remarriage would be considered “illegitimate” under Jewish law.  The vast majority of Jewish husbands freely give their wives a get. Those who do not, however, represent a long-standing source of concern and frustration in Jewish communities (Freeman ’80)(Riskin ’06). The rabbinical courts deal, at one tempo or another, with finding Halachic  [religious law] solutions for the phenomenon of get recalcitrance and with the development of Halachic tools for exerting pressure on get withholders to consent to grant their wives the longed for get. The object of the relief applied for is to indemnify the wife for significant damages caused her by long years of aginut, loneliness and mental distress that were imposed on her by her husband Bruker v. Marcovitz, [Canada] 3 S.C.R. 607, 2007 SCC 54
The use of damages to compensate someone whose spouse has refused to provide a get was upheld by the European Commission of Human Rights. In D. v. France, Application No. 10180/82, December 6, 1983, D.R. 35, p. 199, the husband had been ordered by a French court to pay his ex-wife 25 000 francs to compensate her for his refusal to deliver a get.  The husband  applied to the Commission, arguing that his right to freedom of conscience and religion under the European Convention on Human Rights was violated by this award of damages.  The Commission rejected his application, noting that “under Hebrew law it is customary to hand over the letter of repudiation after the civil divorce has been pronounced, and that no man with genuine religious convictions would contemplate delaying the remittance of this letter to his ex-wife”.
American courts, relying primarily on the rationale that obtaining a get is not solely a religious act but one that has the secular purpose of finalizing the dissolution of the marriage, have been willing to order parties to submit to the jurisdiction of the beth din.  In Avitzur v. Avitzur, 459 N.Y.S.2d 572 (1983), the New York Court of Appeals found that a clause in a Jewish marriage contract, requiring both parties to appear before the beth din upon the breakdown of the marriage for the purposes of obtaining a get was enforceable and did not violate the constitutional prohibition against excessive entanglement between church and state.  Courts in the state of New York have decided cases relating to the get.  Since that state has a large Orthodox Jewish community, the situation of the agunah seems to be a serious social problem:  In New York, there are a number of legislative provisions that apply specifically to the get (Benjamin ’01). 
The New York courts have drawn on the principles underlying those provisions to invoke equity and prevent husbands from using the get to force their wives to give them advantages.  Thus, in Schwartz v. Schwartz, 583 N.Y.S.2d 716 (1992), the Supreme Court applied the “clean hands” doctrine to deny a husband an equal division of property on the basis that his refusal to grant a get was unacceptable.  (See also Waxstein v. Waxstein, 395 N.Y.S.2d 877 (Sup. Ct. 1976) (aff’d 394 N.Y.S.2d 253 (App. Div. 1977); Rubin v. Rubin, 348 N.Y.S.2d 61 (Fam. Ct. 1973); and Minkin v. Minkin, 434 A.2d 665 (N.J. Super. Ct. Ch. Div. 1981). 
In Giahn v. Giahn, April 13, 2000 the New York Supreme Court penalized a husband’s use of the get to force his wife to make concessions.  The court relied on Schwartz to hold that the husband’s refusal to grant a get was unacceptable.  To compensate for that abuse, all the assets of the marriage were awarded to the wife. A New York court has also enforced a separation agreement and the Jewish marriage contract (ketubah) in the same way as it would have done in the case of a secular marriage contract.  In Avitzur v. Avitzur, 459 N.Y.S.2d 572 (1983), the court enforced the spouses’ agreements to appear before the beth din.  In interpreting the ketubah signed by the parties, the New York Court of Appeals noted that the case “can be decided solely upon the application of neutral principles of contract law, without reference to any religious principle”.  The approach taken by this court is based on the fact that the decision to grant a get is not a religious act.  According to the court, granting a get is a secular act, since “the provisions of the Ketubah relied upon by plaintiff constitute nothing more than an agreement to refer the matter of a religious divorce to a non-judicial forum”.
  
In a more recent New Jersey case, Segal v. Segal, 650 A.2d 996 (1994), the Superior Court invalidated a separation agreement signed by both parties, because the wife had signed it under the threat of not being given a get.  The U.S. cases in which the wife’s dependence was taken into account may also be helpful, but those based on a punitive objective must be disregarded.  Where relief corollary to divorce or separation is incorporated into an order of the Superior Court, the creditor of such an obligation has no other formalities to observe before being able to enforce the obligation.  In other words, a separate action is not necessary to enforce a support agreement that is incorporated into a Superior Court judgment in which the debtor is ordered to comply with his or her undertaking.  As well, a debtor who fails to comply may be cited for contempt of court Dickie v. Dickie [Canada] 1 S.C.R. 346, 2007 SCC 8
Of particular interest is the judicial treatment of a husband’s refusal to provide a get in Israel, where judges have awarded damages as compensation to a wife because of her husband’s refusal to give her a get.  In Jane Doe v. John Doe, Jerusalem Fam. Ct., No. 19270/03, December 21, 2004, Hacohen J. recognized that “the problem of ghet recalcitrance is one of the fundamental problems of Halakhic Judaism (Jewish Religious Law) and in Jewish family law”.  He observed that in H.C. 6751/04, Sabag v. Supreme Rabbinical Court of Appeals, 59(4) P.D. 817, the High Court of Justice stressed that it was imperative “to find effective solutions to this phenomenon in order to free couples and to allow them to begin new lives, and in that way to realize their right to independent lives in the area of personal status” (certified English translation).  Noting the husband’s argument that disputes of this nature should best be left to rabbinical courts because religious law applies to marriage and divorce in Israel, the Court ordered the husband to pay 425,000 shekels in damages, including 100,000 shekels in aggravated damages, holding:

In Israel, the rules of family law are different from those of other jurisdictions.  Although their decisions are subject to review by the Israeli High Court of Justice, the rabbinical courts have exclusive jurisdiction over marriage and divorce cases (Shifman ’90). The rabbinical courts are often reluctant to order a husband to grant his wife a get.  Some of them say they are powerless to force a husband to give a get even where he has clearly transgressed Jewish law (Capell ’98: 342).  However, in a more recent case, Jane Doe v. John Doe, a family court (Jerusalem, No. 19270/03, December 21, 2004) accepted that a wife aggrieved by her husband’s failure to consent to a get could receive financial compensation.

III. Al Qaeda Operative Prevention: Child Abuse History, Spousal Abuse Theory  

Mr. Bodzin is a retired naval officer however he spends his free time on “the base” and does not participate in Veteran’s Affairs.  He took advantage of his first wife’s vacation to Hawaii to obtain a court order to parentally kidnap his three children and they spent their teenage years in psychiatric hospitals of his choosing, while their loving mother offered them an abuse free home.  They are all living near her now and are all to the best of my knowledge happily married.  My mother met Mr. Bodzin through a Jewish dating service just weeks after she disowned me to the tortures of the State Mental Institution to evade paying any child support to their adult son who did not take the 1996 divorce well and quit working for her.  They were riding bikes on the Dayton River when I was dying from illegal pharmaceutical experimentation and overdose.  Mr. Bodzin threw me out of the wedding in 1998 because he did not consider my hat an acceptable yarmulke.  I like to characterize my mother’s marriage to Mr. Bodzin as, “Marrying the only thing she ever did wrong in her entire life”.  I and others family members think that Mr. Bodzin is a bad influence on my mother and ruins an otherwise good time.  I am sure Mr. Bodzin’s children would agree my mother’s marriage to him was not auspicious enough to reform either of them of their white slaving wars. 
I spent the last year of college in Ohio 1999-2000 fruitlessly suing for the release of Mr. Bodzin’s youngest daughter, at the behest of her mother.  To evade freedom Mr. Bodzin and my mother relocated her out of state to Indiana where they held her against her will until she turned 21.  They may have won the custody battle but the Arabic psychiatric hospital administrators lost the war in Afghanistan within a month of reporting “the devil” had relocated her.  When the Indiana institution released her NATO lost the war in Iraq.  It was about the time that Mr. Bodzin’s last family slave was freed that Ms. Samoss first began to suffer the debilitating symptoms of Krohn’s disease.  I became friends with her at this time they did not have a slave, and did not know for years, that my mother was sick, and would email them my newsletter and visit them infrequently.  After a few years of reduced hours, my mother sold her medical practice in Dayton in 2007 and took a temporary job at an Air Force Base in Nevada and then in 2010 moved to be close to her daughter and new granddaughter in Oregon and work with her, part-time, at Community Health Center.  For a short while they rented a house in Ohio but it burnt down a few months after they moved out.  For the past year Mr. Bodzin and Ms. Samoss have been mostly separated, but Mr. Bodzin does not have a home and it is unlikely that he wants to move back into the loving arms of his interstate human trafficking County Children’s Service director who achieved totality in Ohio state office, and would prefer to live on the West Coast to be close to his aged and healthy parents and wife, who is sick of him.  
In the fall of 2010 came to Oregon, at my mother’s request, knowing full well I would be responsible for writing this divorce proceeding, and that it would be a thankless job, but it was the best chance our family has ever had of making a full recovery from the divorce of 1996 with a baby girl to replace my father’s mother, slain by the Dutch military occupation of Helmand, Afghanistan in defense of President Obama’s Peace Prize
.  The other, particularly male members of Ms. Samoss’s extended family are optimistic that divorcing Mr. Bodzin would help to reverse the disabling biological invasion that has impacted our health since Ms. Samoss, MD, became ill.  The other temporal factor regarding the onset of chronic liberation, besides the liberation of Mr. Bodzin’s youngest daughter, was that shortly after my mother and her siblings mysteriously disputed my grandfather’s will, and neither my sister nor I got the $1,000 we had been promised.  My sister and I are therefore of the conflict of interest that the marriage between our mother and Mr. Bodzin is a marriage of reprobates.  Speaking for both families of offspring, from the first marriages these axiomatic Americans willfully self-destructed (Bacevich ’08: 182), Ms. Samoss and Mr. Bodzin have not so much consummated a marriage but a conviction and being so ill conceived, in regards to civil rights, their Jewish marriage is irreconcilable.

My mother tried so hard, the second time around, after bearing two children for a goy, to honor her father’s wish that she marry a Jew.  It was not wrong to marry a Jew, my mother has learned to read and write Hebrew and there is cause for celebration every Sabbath.  Unfortunately, only the Sabbaths when Mr. Bodzin is out of town are holy.  It was wrong for my mother to use an online dating service so soon after getting divorced in 1996, to compete with her beating, cheating ex.  It was insane for her to marry her first date, the veteran from the psychiatric hospital.  They should have used the Chabad matchmaking service more religiously.  They needed to atone for the sins of psychiatric abuse.   And my mother should have been chaste at this date with the inferior court.  I don’t think a fully informed rabbi would have permitted the marriage of these two because the only thing they had in common, besides Judaism, was that they were both unrepentant psychiatric child abusers.  

An experienced rabbi would probably have found that the foundation of their marriage was infirm under ORS Section 106.030 Voidable marriages, that provides “When either party to a marriage is incapable of making such contract or consenting thereto for want of legal age or sufficient understanding, or when the consent of either party is obtained by force or fraud, such marriage shall be void from the time it is so declared by judgment of a court having jurisdiction thereof”.  My mother, a reputable family physician, should not have been dating while she was under the jurisdiction of both the civil divorce and (criminally insane) probate courts.  She clearly did not, and probably still does not, have, sufficient knowledge of the clear and present danger posed by conflicts of interest arising from association with the inferior courts or military bases, for that matter.  In religious terms, not being the cheater, my mother should have been chaste for at least a year.  As a practical consideration of feminist liberation, she should have played the field longer to find a Jew with whom she had virtue in common.  The lesson for the future is to adequately consult with no fewer than three rabbis and family on this beth din.  
Our families concern was heightened this fall 2010 when Mr. Bodzin arrived in the 2nd Congressional District of Oregon when Greg Walden our representative was appointed assistant to the new House Majority Leader Boehner, from Ohio, and my normally healthy brother-in-law was in the hospital having an emergency appendectomy.  Mr. Bodzin had driven his Harley-Davidson motorcycle from Ohio, stopping at every military base on the way, until his espionage investigation had become such a public health hazard that he was a bona fide Al Qaeda operative.  Not sympathetic to the parents Mr. Bodzin complained about the baby stroller and attempted to bill them for grandma’s babysitting.  He arrived unannounced.  I took the bus to my mother’s for Shabbat dinner and instead of a happy family Mr. Bodzin was there and my sister and her husband were in the hospital.  Mr. Bodzin laughed and swore to himself playing chess on the computer until dinner when he stated, “I live here, with my wife”.  As Mr. Bodzin drove me home he touched my heart seemingly to intentionally, knowingly or recklessly placing me in fear of imminent bodily injury as defined by the Family Abuse Prevention Act 107.705(1)(b).  On the bright side, when I called to complain that Mr. Bodzin had racked up more years in prison than he was old, and should leave and when he returns not visit any military bases, he left, and his return has only caused some mental anguish regarding the estranged Shabbos. 
My lease was breached the next cycle and I definitely do not trust Mr. Bodzin’s GPS, (Governmental Persecution Service) with either my address, nor as it turns out my mother’s email address.  Not only did their former house burn down, but when I went for a walk with my mother in Glenn Helen Forest near Antioch College in 2006 we watched a dorm room I had slept in with a girlfriend burn to the ground, before a college funding shortfall shut the peace-loving liberal arts campus down.  Furthermore, I ceased emailing my mother in early 2008 because she seemed to have a direct line to the drone strikes in Pakistan, and was not responsible.  My sister recently told me that my mother had allowed Mr. Bodzin to access her email address using her password and that he could access her email.  I believe that Ms. Samoss told Mr. Bodzin because the torture victim is highly compelled to tell their torturer how to hurt them.  My mother however went above and beyond the call of negligence whereas my work for the United States is so obviously incompatible with the ambitions of the petty military officers, Mr. Bodzin confides in, without the informed consent of his wife and family.  We fear Mr. Bodzin’s biological invasion of privacy constitutes the offense of Stalking as it pertains to “placing a person under surveillance with intent to kill, injure, harass, or intimidate another person”.
Theoretically, this 2010, after half a decade of painful maladies from the Cardiac and Liver and Gastrointestinal American Journal of Physiology subscriptions our alma mater will never be able afford, Mr. Bodzin finally won his torturer’s badge as a full- fledged Al Qaeda “operative”.  To corroborate this epidemiologic theory the language pertaining to stalking at 18USC(11A)§2261A  states, Whoever— (1) travels in interstate or foreign commerce or within the special maritime and territorial jurisdiction of the United States, or enters or leaves Indian country, with the intent to kill, injure, harass, or place under surveillance with intent to kill, injure, harass, or intimidate another person, and in the course of, or as a result of, such travel places that person in reasonable fear of the death of, or serious bodily injury to, or causes substantial emotional distress to that person, a member of the immediate family of that person, or the spouse or intimate partner of that person is guilty of the crime of stalking under §2261(b)(6).   Mr. Samoss MD, was sued in Ohio in regards to an unspecified disclosure of a patient’s email, shortly before she closed down her practice there.  It would seem that I am not the only one to notice the malevalence of this medical security leak to bona fide espionage.  We can only pray that my mother translates her own mental distress at being tapped by her husband’s culture of espionage’s intent to kill, injure, harass, or intimidate, and not only protects the confidentiality of her patients and family members from her husband but gets officially divorced so she can enjoy the freedoms of speech, press, peaceable assembly and trade with her family and he with his, and both would be friends
.
IV. Doctrine of Free Will

As international parental reprobates who might claim me in the possessive, “my son”, to famous people, Ms. Samoss and Mr. Bodzin captured the heart of the Canadian Supreme Court who drafted them a superb beth din in Bruker v. Marcovitz, [2007] 3 S.C.R. 607, 2007 SCC 54  before I unsubscribed.  The Court found that the husband refusing to provide wife with Jewish religious divorce after civil divorce despite agreement to do so was a breach of contract. A wife cannot obtain a get unless her husband agrees to give it. Without one, she remains his wife and is unable to remarry under Jewish law. The fact that a dispute has a religious aspect does not by itself make it non‑justiciable.  The beth din is however forum coveniens for coming to an out of court agreement. Any impairment to the husband’s religious freedom is significantly outweighed by the harm both to the wife personally and to the public’s interest in protecting fundamental values such as equality rights and autonomous choice in marriage and divorce.  The get issue is governed by internal private law rules. Finding that the failure to grant the get had direct consequences by depriving her “of the opportunity to marry within her community during this period” the Court ordered a total of $47,500 in damages: $2,500 for each of the 15 years between the Decree Nisi and the get, and $10,000 for Ms. Bruker’s inability to have children considered “legitimate” under Jewish law.

Every person is the possessor of the fundamental freedoms, including freedom of conscience, freedom of religion, freedom of opinion, freedom of expression, freedom of peaceful assembly and freedom of association. The essence of the concept of freedom of religion is the right to entertain such religious beliefs as a person chooses, the right to declare religious beliefs openly and without fear of hindrance or reprisal, and the right to manifest religious belief by worship and practice or by teaching and dissemination.  The values that underlie our political and philosophic traditions demand that every individual be free to hold and to manifest whatever beliefs and opinions his or her conscience dictates, provided inter alia only that such manifestations do not injure his or her neighbors or their parallel rights to hold and manifest beliefs and opinions of their own. 
In Christian Education South Africa v. Minister of Education (2000), 10 B. Const. L.R. 1051 (S. Afr. Const. Ct.), the unanimous court, explored the limitations of religious freedom in a challenge to a law prohibiting corporal punishment of students in schools.  Christian Education South Africa, an association of 196 independent Christian schools, claimed that corporal punishment was mandated by the Bible.  In a decision upholding the prohibition against punishment, it was found that the underlying problem in any open and democratic society based on human dignity, equality and freedom in which conscientious and religious freedom has to be regarded with appropriate seriousness, is how far such democracy can and must go in allowing members of religious communities to define for themselves which laws they will obey and which not.  Such a society can cohere only if all its participants accept that certain basic norms and standards are binding.  Accordingly, believers cannot claim an automatic right to be exempted by their beliefs from the laws of the land. At the same time, the state should, wherever reasonably possible, seek to avoid putting believers to extremely painful and intensely burdensome choices of either being true to their faith or else respectful of the law. In exercising his fundamental freedoms and rights, a person shall maintain a proper regard for democratic values, public order and the general well-being.
“Free Will” is a philosophical term of art for a particular sort of capacity of rational agents to choose a course of action from among various alternatives.  Most philosophers suppose that the concept of free will is very closely connected to the concept of moral responsibility. Acting with free will, on such views, is just to satisfy the metaphysical requirement on being responsible for one's action.  Wills, as a testamentary instrument of family law, allow a person to take responsibility for the disposition of their estate after they have died, they however have a problem in that a properly filed will is not free from probate, no matter how well ordered the disposition of the decedents effects.  In this case it is highly recommended that the couple terminate their life insurance policies, burn their wills, get a divorce and begin to administrate to their families while they are alive.  While Mr. Bodzin may cling tighter to the terrorism of juvenile delinquency Ms. Samoss is a reprobate and the lesson that both of them must learn to forget the stigma of psychiatric slavery for the benefit of their own health and happiness and the for the public good is the doctrine of free will.  

David Hume defines liberty as “a power of acting or of not acting, according to the determination of the will.”  Thomas Aquinas thinks our nature determines us to will certain general ends ordered to the most general goal of goodness. These we will of necessity, not freely. Freedom enters the picture when we consider various means to these ends, none of which appear to us either as unqualifiedly good or as uniquely satisfying the end we wish to fulfill. There is, then, free choice of means to our ends, along with a more basic freedom not to consider something, thereby perhaps avoiding willing it unavoidably once we recognized its value. Free choice is an activity that involves both intellectual and volitional capacities, as it consists in both judgment and active commitment. In the right-ordered appetite view of free will the true freedom of the will involves liberation from the tyranny of base desires and acquisition of desires for the Good. Plato, for example, posits rational, spirited, and appetitive aspects to the soul and holds that willing issue from the higher, rational part alone.  

There are two general worries about theories of free will that principally rely on the capacity to deliberate about possible actions in the light of one's conception of the good. First, there are agents who deliberately choose to act as they do but who are motivated to do so by a compulsive, controlling sort of desire. Such agents are not willing freely.  Descartes declares that “the will is by its nature so free that it can never be constrained”.  And as we've seen, he believed that such freedom is present on every occasion when we make a conscious choice.  John Paul Sartre held that human beings have ‘absolute freedom’: “No limits to freedom can be found except freedom itself.  We are not free to cease being free.” A contract is an agreement of wills by which one or several persons obligate themselves to one or several other persons.  A contract is formed by the sole exchange of consents between persons having capacity to contract, unless, in addition, the law requires a particular form to be respected as a necessary condition of its formation, or unless the parties require the contract to take the form of a solemn agreement.  
The informed consent principle of the Nuremburg Code for the participation of human test subjects in biological experiments is fundamental to the doctrine of free will. The Code holds that the voluntary consent of the human subject is absolutely essential. This means that the person involved should have legal capacity to give consent; should be so situated as to be able to exercise free power of choice, without the intervention of any element of force, fraud, deceit, duress, over-reaching, or other ulterior form of constraint or coercion; and should have sufficient knowledge and comprehension of the elements of the subject matter involved as to enable him to make an understanding and enlightened decision. The duty and responsibility for ascertaining the quality of the consent rests upon each individual who initiates, directs or engages in the experiment. It is a personal duty and responsibility which may not be delegated to another with impunity.
Freedom of religion does not, by itself, grant immunity from the need to weigh the assertion against competing values or harm.  In H.C. 292/83, Temple Mount Faithful v. Jerusalem District Police Commander, 38(2) P.D. 449, the Israeli Supreme Court allowed a petition from some Jewish worshippers seeking to pray in a location where a clash with Muslim worshippers appeared inevitable.  Barak J. warned: Freedom of conscience, belief, religion and worship is a relative one.  It has to be balanced with other rights and interests which also deserve protection, like private and public property, and freedom of movement.  One of the interests to be taken into consideration is public order and security - conduct which would potentially cause harm to or interference with the rights of others is not allowed. 
V. Rebuilding our Post-Nuclear Holocaust Families
For a society to flourish people must have some common moral belief.  These beliefs determine many things, the kindness of the culture, its work ethic, what it punishes and what it rewards.  We’re a pluralistic culture struggling to find common beliefs, and unfortunately, our most central belief system is about the importance of money.  Money equals happiness (Pipher ’06: 16). 
To avoid all potential Restraining orders under Section 107.093(2)(a) that may be used to retain a Court to prevent a party from canceling, modifying, terminating or allowing to lapse for nonpayment of premiums any policy of health insurance, homeowner or renter insurance or automobile insurance that one party maintains to provide coverage for the other party or a minor child of the parties, or any life insurance policy that names either of the parties or a minor child of the parties as a beneficiary.  We believe that for the time being Mr. Bodzin should continue to cover Ms. Samoss’s health insurance and Ms. Samoss should reimburse him the full amount of his premiums, maybe for both of them, until such a time she either gets her own health insurance policy because she feels so good she is working full time.  Other than this health premium the couple should not have any joint accounts.  
Ms. Samoss has a moral duty to ensure that Mr. Bodzin finds a safe and warm home for himself this winter, before ceasing to cohabitate with her husband.  Mr. Bodzin has a civil duty to leave Ms. Samoss’s home if and when she asks.  If Mr. Bodzin does not have any nice places to go the family understands and apologizes for our unfulfilled moral obligations, because that is the kind of people we are.  The civil law of Quebec recognizes three kinds of obligations: moral, civil (or legal) and natural.   A civil obligation is sanctioned by law, which means that the creditor may enforce it in court.  In contrast, a moral obligation is outside the legal realm and is not sanctioned by law, and its binding force is based solely on conscience, that is, on remorse.  The “creditor” of a moral obligation may not seek to enforce it in court, since it can only be performed voluntarily.  Moral obligations include the duty to give to charity and the duty to help one’s neighbor, which should be distinguished from the civil obligation to assist a person in danger.

Communities are real places with particular landscapes, sounds and smells.  Particular people live there and everyone knows their names.  You may not always like each other, but you understand each other.  Communities are about accountability, about what I owe you and what you owe me and about what we can and should do for each other.  
Today many people leave their old neighborhoods and move to retirement areas in more beautiful places.  To have a real life, people must participate in real community.  People who live in virtual communities have virtual lives.  Let me share a Sioux word, tiospaye, which means the people with whom one lives.  The tiospaye is probably more like a kibbutz than any other Western institution.  The tiospaye gives children multiple parents, aunts uncles and grandparents.  It offers children a corrective factor for problems in their nuclear families.  If parents are difficult, there are other adults around to soften and diffuse the situation.  Until the 1930s when the tiospaye began to fall apart with sale of land, migration and alcoholism, there was not much mental illness the Sioux, when all adults were responsible for all children, people grew up healthy (Pipher ’06: 22-23).  Black Elk talked about the time of tiospaye, “when the people were still good”.  Children grew up surrounded by adults who cared for them.  Proper behavior was made clear to children by aunts and uncles.  When the tiospaye disappeared, children no longer were taught how to be good (Pipher ’06: 255). 

If you are very lucky family is the group you were born into.  If you are very unlucky, you come from a nuclear family that didn’t’ care for you.  Family need not be traditional or biological.  But what family offers is not easily replicated.  What tiospaye offers and what biological family offers is a place that all members can belong to regardless of merit.  Everyone is included regardless of health, likability or prestige.  What’s most valuable about such institutions is that people are in by virtue of being born into the group.  People are in even if they’ve committed a crime, been a difficult person, become physically or mentally disabled or are unemployed and broke.  Many people do not have access to either a supportive biological family or tiospaye.  They make do with a “formed family”.  Others simply prefer a community of friends to their biological families.   But they tend to not have the staying power because not everyone has the skills to be included in that kind of family.  Friendship isn’t a product that can be obtained for cash.  People need friends today more than ever, but friends are harder to make in a world where people are busy, moving and isolated (Pipher ’06: 23-24).
American values concerning independence may have worked better when we lived in small communities surrounded by endless space.  But we have run out of space and our outlaws live among us.  At one time the outlaw mentality was mitigated by a strong sense of community.  Now the values of community have been superseded by other values.  We have pushed the concept of individual rights to the limits.  People have always been governed more by community values than laws.  Ethics, rather than laws, determine most of our behavior.  Unwritten rules of civility, of taking turns, not cutting in lines, holding doors open for others and lowering our voices in theaters, organize civil life.  Rudeness is everywhere in our culture.  It is not surprising our children copy them (Pipher ’06: 25).
We’re falling out of the world of history into the world of demographics where we county everything and value nothing.  In 1900 10 percent of our people lived in big cities.  By 1992, 38 percent of Americans lived in cities.  A study of children in Ohio found that 43 percent of them thought they were likely to be kidnapped.  Most real life is rather quiet and routine.  Most pleasures are small pleasures, a hot shower, a sunset, a bowl of good soup or a good book.  Television suggests that life is high drama.  Adults have diminished concentrations, in the 1858 Lincoln/Douglas debates.  The average citizen sat for up to seven hours in the heat to listen to these two men discuss issues (Pipher ’06: 86-90)  

We are encouraged that it is patriotic to spend.  Our economy depends on massive consumer spending on nonessentials.  We must buy to keep America afloat whether we can afford to or not.  This attitude is not fashionable in the 1990s.  Sitting Bull traveled with Buffalo Bill and say the poverty and wealthy of American cities.  He said, “The white man knows how to make everything but he doesn’t know how to distribute it.”  Out land of opportunity has become a land of opportunists.  Our most organized religion is capitalism, which at its meanest runs virtue upside down.  Predators become heroes, selfishness is smart and compassion is softheaded.  Capitalism favors what’s called survival of the fittest, but really it is survival of the greediest, most driven and most ruthless.  94  In the Middle Ages, the churches were the tallest buildings, in the 1800s the schools and institutions of government were the tallest.  Today, in America, it is the banks and corporate buildings (Pipher ’06: 99).
Poor and needy people were manipulated into revealing personal information.  People were selling their souls.  A capitalistic country, just like a communist country, has reason to view families as the enemy.   In a communist county system where people are defined as units of production, families often interfere with production.  Parents want their children to go to school and play, to rest and to attend family events.  Most parents care much more about the happiness of their children than the production quotas of the government.  The Soviet system worked best when there was no intermediary between the individual and the state.  In a capitalistic system where people are units of consumption, families often interfere with sales quotas.  Parents intervene between their children and the marketplace.  Families are about love, relationships and time.  In their concern for children, parents are both deeply conservative and deeply subversive.  Families are a buffer between individuals and the state, and all totalitarian state attack families.  In many such state young children are taken from their families for education.  In the former Soviet Union children were trained to work as informers and to betray their own parents.  In the former Soviet Union, children were encouraged to produce, while in America children are encouraged to consume.   In both cultures children grow into deeply cynical adults (Pipher ’06: 99).
Neither the communist state nor the money-driven corporate culture supports communities.  Communities are for families.  They teach proper behavior and good values.  They give families a sense of history, a of place, and they offer them a complex weave of people from whom to learn how to be more fully human.  Communities provide children with good stories and cautionary tales and moral fables.  Communities give families a tiospaye. 100 Families have the tough job of socializing.   In a world where many people rarely get constructive feedback, most families give feedback.  They teach responsibility and skills.  Families work because they are about much more than being likable.  With institutions decaying, workplace ethics eroding and the sense of community fading, families are what remains between people and chaos.  Parents tend to be more caring that the world outside (Pipher ’06:100-115).  
Therapy tends to Pathologize ordinary human experience. 117  It is important that the conditions be right for therapy.  Generally families need time to sort out their situations and to find solutions to dilemmas.  In fact, good therapy is really about protecting time.  The language of healing and self-understanding doesn’t unfold in sound bites  Truth isn’t revealed in billable units.  The human heart doesn’t heal according to clock time.  The problems that most Americans have today can’t be fixed quickly.  People need natural, biological time, not bookkeeper’s time, to allow their stories to unfold.  138  Guilt is inner discomfort at not having met certain standards.  Guilt doesn’t necessarily lead to good behavior.  It can translate into self-loathing, inaction or pious platititudes.  We have focused on individual salvation rather than collective well-being.  Generally, love is a more powerful incentive to action.  But the absence of guilt can certainly lead to bad behavior, and guilty consciences have inspired important acts of atonement. 125

Therapy is often the only time families are all in a room together talking about their situation.  This time together talking is often all that needs to happen for things to improve.  Therapists can help people clarify their values and set priorities.  We can encourage people to use their time in accordance with these values and priorities.  We can help people become wise, more tolerant, flexible and aware.  We can help them be less fearful, angry and lonely. 138  Therapists give families a place to build family identity and power.  139  Today we need healer, people who try to make broken things work.  For most of our history, therapists have worked in well-organized cultures with relatively monolithic value systems.  Families were embedded in extended families and in communities.  Values rarely needed to be reinforced by therapists, that happened everywhere else.  Therapy offered people a more accepting environment in which to explore personal issues.  156

Family rituals protect time.  Having bedtalk with children every night is a way to give each day a closing ceremony. 231  Gardening is an activity that connects people with their family.  Some families organize around their pets.  Celebrations protect families.  Sibling relationships need much more support and celebration than they receive in our culture.  Often as adults, we find that our siblings are the people who have known us eh the longest, know the most about us and share the most life events with us.  In spite of the lack of cultural support, siblings find ways to work together. 237  These rituals connect family to each other, to extended family, to family friends and to the community.  They can also connect the old to the young, the rich to the poor, ethnic minorities to ethnic majorities and even the dead to the living.  Toasts to departed loved ones or loved ones fare away can be connecting rituals.  Reading letters, poems, histories and diaries of old family members can be connecting rituals.  Interviewing family members can be a connecting ritual. 240  A good connecting ritual is sending children for long visits with relatives.  Children can learn from their older relatives in another part of the country.  241

Humans are story telling animals.  Since the beginning of time adults have told children stories.  Around campfires, in dark caves and on grassy savannas, grown-ups have spun stories to instruct and entertain.  The stories have been told to particular children by particular adults who knew and loved them.   270  Stories reveal what a family wants to believe about itself.  They say something about the family, its character, history and virtues.  Some stories are about adventures, awards and good deeds.  Some are about the family heroes, and these teach the family what behavior is considered heroic.  In some families, artists or writers are heroes.  Many stories are cautionary tales.  244  Good stories have the power to save us.  Reality is full of cautionary tales, heroes and difficult obstacles overcome through persistence.  We all can make a difference by simply sharing our own stories with real people in real times and places.  We need stories that teach children empathy and accountability, how to act and how to be.  Children are hungry for stories that help them feel hopeful and energetic.  371  The 1950s were more prosperous than the1920s, but less materialistic than the 1990s.  By the 1950s most people had indoor plumbing, electricity, phones, refrigeration, good roads and antibiotics.  But they didn’t have computers or websites (Pipher ’06: 20) to pose the publish or perish paradox to the freedom of the press.  I just deleted my father’s family counseling case from the Internet and don’t want publish this divorce decree, without a vote of confidence from my mother, a party, family member or complete lack of confidence on my part.  To the best of my understanding this rabbinical game of interpretation is played by email.  Dr. Samoss has a home.  Mr. Bodzin has a car.  Southern California seems more auspicious than Southern Oregon.  Mr. Bodzin’s partents live there.  Ms. Samoss’s family lives in the area.  If they want to get together Ms. Samoss could go Mr. Bodzin’s home in SoCal and visit everyone regularly, he does not fit in liberal Rogue Valley, but might be a healer in SoCal if he would only avoid “the base” and participate in Veteran’s Affairs if lonely or bored.    
VI. Scriptural Guidance

Everyone who divorces his wife and marries another commits adultery, and he who marries a woman divorced from her husband commits adultery. (Luke 16:18) (Mark 10:2-12).  A second marriage is therefore tricky.  And this second thing you do. You cover the Lord's altar with tears, with weeping and groaning because he no longer regards the offering or accepts it with favor from your hand. But you say, “Why does he not?” Because the Lord was witness between you and the wife of your youth, to whom you have been faithless, though she is your companion and your wife by covenant. Did he not make them one, with a portion of the Spirit in their union? And what was the one God seeking? Godly offspring. So guard yourselves in your spirit, and let none of you be faithless to the wife of your youth. “For the man who does not love his wife but divorces her, says the Lord, the God of Israel, covers his garment with violence, says the Lord of hosts. So guard yourselves in your spirit, and do not be faithless” (Malachi 2:13-16).  Neither Ms. Samoss nor Mr. Bodzin have yet made amends for their psychiatric child abuse and must do so or the people who love them will forsake them, and to make this clear to Hashem, they must get divorced, because the foundation of their marriage is so ill-conceived, to atone.

Divorce has happened before.  When a man takes a wife and marries her, if then she finds no favor in his eyes because he has found some indecency in her, and he writes her a certificate of divorce and puts it in her hand and sends her out of his house, and she departs out of his house, and if she goes and becomes another man's wife, and the latter man hates her and writes her a certificate of divorce and puts it in her hand and sends her out of his house, or if the latter man dies, who took her to be his wife, then her former husband, who sent her away, may not take her again to be his wife, after she has been defiled, for that is an abomination before the Lord. And you shall not bring sin upon the land that the Lord your God is giving you for an inheritance (Deuteronomy 24:1-4).   Both Ms. Samoss and Mr. Bodzin have gotten divorced before.  This is the first time that they have been directed to seek the good service of a beth din to procure a get.  The reason for the get is not to deprive anyone of their inheritance but to liberate the capital with the freedom of religion so that they begin to administrate to their friends and family while alive and become so enraptured in the healing of others that they forget to be sick themselves.    
And Pharisees came up and in order to test him asked, “Is it lawful for a man to divorce his wife?” He answered them, “What did Moses command you?” They said, “Moses allowed a man to write a certificate of divorce and to send her away.” And Jesus said to them, “Because of your hardness of heart he wrote you this commandment. But from the beginning of creation, ‘God made them male and female.’ ‘Therefore a man shall leave his father and mother and hold fast to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh.’ So they are no longer two but one flesh. What therefore God has joined together, let not man separate.” (Matthew 19:3-9). 

To the married I give this charge (not I, but the Lord): the wife should not separate from her husband (but if she does, she should remain unmarried or else be reconciled to her husband), and the husband should not divorce his wife. To the rest I say (I, not the Lord) that if any brother has a wife who is an unbeliever, and she consents to live with him, he should not divorce her. If any woman has a husband who is an unbeliever, and he consents to live with her, she should not divorce him. For the unbelieving husband is made holy because of his wife, and the unbelieving wife is made holy because of her husband. Otherwise your children would be unclean, but as it is, they are holy. But if the unbelieving partner separates, let it be so. In such cases the brother or sister is not enslaved. God has called you to peace. (1 Corinthians 7:10-15) 

� In Bruker v. Marcovitz, [2007] � HYPERLINK "http://scc.lexum.umontreal.ca/en/2007/2007scc54/2007scc54.html" �3 S.C.R. 607, 2007 SCC 54� the Canadian Supreme Court found that the husband refusing to provide wife with Jewish religious divorce after civil divorce despite agreement to do so was a breach of contract. A wife cannot obtain a get unless her husband agrees to give it. Without one, she remains his wife and is unable to remarry under Jewish law.


� Ms. Samoss’s sister’s long-time boyfriend agreed, both sisters who got divorced around the time of the passage of the Violence Against Women Act, � HYPERLINK "http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode18/usc_sec_18_00002261---A000-.html" �18USC§2261A� (1994), need to use their “Maiden” name.  It would make them more attractive to the Holy Spirit of the Virgin Mary (� HYPERLINK "http://www.gnpcb.org/esv/search/?q=Matthew+1" �Matthew 1:19 & 23�) no Jewish nor American divorcee can resist.  It should be required.


� Art. 6 of Hospitals & Asylums’ Treaty of Peace between the United States of American and Afghanistan � HYPERLINK "http://www.title24uscode.org/afghanpeacetreaty.htm" �HA-5-12-09� states, for a lasting peace in the Middle East and Central Asia (MECA) where peace, human rights and justice can be maintained forever we join together to posthumously fulfill the Palestinian Constitution drafted by Nobel Peace Prize laureate Yasser Arafat by constituting a Palestinian Supreme Court.  A Supreme Court is the ultimate institutional requirement of the Constitution.  Foreign corruption, a $664.4 million claim for relief from NGOs, armed political parties, Hamas, and irrationality, a fear of “satan” Hebrew for prosecutor, impede the speedy settlement of damages from Operation Cast Lead, or Operation Fried Potato Vodka as some Jewish American heart and Russian liver patients called it.  A Palestinian Supreme Court, constituted with the recognition of the reputable Israeli Supreme Court, and accession to the Second Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights aiming for the Abolition of the Death Penalty and any other treaties her Excellency the High Commissioner of Human Rights sees fit for the equitable settlement of claims and dignity of the Palestinian people, shall overcome the final hurdle to Palestinian legitimacy.  There will be peace in the Middle East and Central Asia (MECA) forever.


� We respect Mr. Bodzin’s right to a home but believe that happy home is not with Ms. Samoss.  We all feel the Court should be precluded from adjudicating disputes that involve obligations having a religious character, such as this beth din. However in McCaw v. United Church of Canada (1991), 4 O.R. (3d) 481, a case involving the dismissal of a minister from his church, where the religious aspect of the dispute did not deter the Ontario Court of Appeal from deciding that the dispute was justiciable.  Even though the “law of the church as laid out in the provisions of the [church] Manual” was at issue, the court accepted jurisdiction and awarded the minister damages for lost wages and benefits.  Similarly, in Lakeside Colony of Hutterian Brethren v. Hofer, [1992] 3 S.C.R. 165, a Hutterite colony decided to expel some of its members from the community without giving them an opportunity to respond to the decision.  When the members refused to leave, the colony asked the courts to enforce the expulsion and to order the members to return all colony property to the colony.  The members claimed that they had a right to remain in the colony and that the courts could not enforce the expulsion.  While the courts may not intervene in strictly doctrinal or spiritual matters, they will when civil or property rights are engaged.  Once the court takes jurisdiction over a dispute with religious components, it must try “to come to the best understanding possible of the applicable tradition and custom” and the Court held that, in the absence of a timely and adequate opportunity to make a response, the members could not be expelled.
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