[bookmark: _GoBack]Meints v. Huntington, 276 F. 245 (8th Cir. 1921).

FACTS:	In the summer of 1918, during the waning years of WWI, Plaintiff Meints – a Minnesota resident of Luverne – was the subject of numerous rumors questioning his patriotism, especially his purported involvement with what appears to be an anti-war newspaper. After a couple of run-ins with local residents – one of which involved transporting Meints across the state line to Iowa, 75-80 men went to home of Meints’s sons – where Meints was residing at the time – on August 19.  Meints and his sons saw the nearly 25 cars coming, went in the house and fastened the screen door.  One Defendant forced the door open.  A number of men followed, assaulting one son on the way in and throwing him out of the house.  Meints stood at the head of the stairs, armed with a gun and a fork handle and refusing to leave with the men.  After a short discussion among and between Meints, his other son and Defendant Long, Meints left the house and was taken to Defendant Huntington’s car.  Additional Defendants entered the car, and the whole caravan set off for Luverne, where they held him for two or three hours, refusing to let him speak to his wife and jeering at him.  Defendants then returned him to the car and transported him to the South Dakota state line, where he was removed from the car by other, masked men and assaulted, whipped, tarred and feathered, and warned never to return to Minnesota.

ISSUE(S):

1. Did the trial court err when it instructed the jury, over Plaintiff’s objection, that everything that happened to Meints before reaching the South Dakota state line was not unlawful false imprisonment because Meints had consented?

2. Did the trial court err when it allowed Defendants, over Plaintiff’s objection, to offer evidence of Meints’s alleged disloyal acts in support of their defense that they falsely imprisoned Meints in order to protect him from the violent acts of others?

DECISION(S):

1. Yes. 

2. Yes.

REASONING:

1.	Holding/Rule:	False imprisonment is a wrong that consists of imposing – by force or threats – an unlawful restraint upon a man’s freedom.  Any such restraint is unlawful unless there is proof of justification, i.e. a legal imprisonment. A person does not consent to restraint when he submits only because of words or acts that he fears to disregard.  
The evidence clearly showed that from the time Defendants reached the house, they would not have tolerated any resistance from Meints.  Such interference with one’s liberty, even if by words alone, is sufficient duress to constitute restraint.  One, such as Meints, who does not resist such restraint, has not consented to the unlawful acts.  Thus, when Meints did as he was told from the outset, he had not consented to being imprisoned, and the trial court erred in instructing the jury to the contrary.

2.	Holding/Rule: 	The law does not sanction a defense that the rights of one may be violated in order to prevent others from doing the same.  
The evidence the trial court allowed in over Plaintiff’s objection was designed to ameliorate or modify the harshness of Defendants’ acts.  However, actual malice – personal ill-will or hatred – is not an element of false imprisonment and the evidence was thus irrelevant.  Defendants’ deliberate intention to restrain Plaintiff in violation of his rights is unaffected by this evidence, and the trial court erred in allowing the jury to hear it. The law does not sanction any defense that a small wrong may be committed in the interest of preventing a greater wrong, at least in this context.  



SAMPLE VOCABULARY:

action
allege
assault
battery
common law
damages
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instruct the jury
malice
plaintiff
prejudicial error
prima facie
probable cause
prove
trespass vi et armis:  an action for intentional injuries to the person
trespass on the case:  form of common law action that provided compensation for a wide spectrum of injuries—personal injuries to business torts & nuisance



CITATION:	Peterson v. Sorlien, 299 N.W.2d 123 (Minn. 1980)

FACTS:  
While in college, Plaintiff Susan Peterson joined a cult:  The Way of Minnesota, Inc., a youth-oriented religious group that indoctrinates its members in such a way as to cultivate uncritical and devoted followers. Plaintiff’s grades declined when she spent an increasing amount of time listening to instructional tapes, attending training sessions, and soliciting new members; she took a part-time job and sold her car to donate to the organization; and she exhibited numerous personality changes and became alienated from her family.  In May 1976, her parents and the other Defendants confined her for a course of deprogramming, a course that eventually lasted for 16 days.  During the first three days of the session, Plaintiff was alternately uncommunicative and hysterical.  On the fourth day, Plaintiff’s demeanor changed dramatically, and she spent the remainder of the 16-day period engaged in social activities.  She went roller-skating and picnicking then traveled for a week to Columbus, Ohio, where she also went shopping and swimming.  During the latter 13-day period, Plaintiff did not complain about her treatment nor suggest that she was being held against her will.  When Plaintiff returned to Minnesota, she hailed a passing police car and returned to The Way.  She then filed suit against Defendants for false imprisonment. 

ISSUE:

	Did the trial court err in failing to grant Plaintiff’s motion for judgment notwithstanding the verdict on her claim of false imprisonment because she did not appear to consent to her detention for deprogramming for the first 3 days although she willingly remained in Defendants’ company for the remaining 13 days?

HOLDING/DECISION:

	No, . . .

REASONING:  

Holding(s)/Rule(s):	
· False imprisonment requires that the defendants unlawfully interfered with plaintiff’s personal liberty by words or deed that induced a reasonable apprehension that force would be used unless plaintiff complied.  [Opinion is not entirely clear on the rule the court was using; this seems the closest approximation.]  
· If a means of noninjurious escape is available, there is no false imprisonment.
· ****Consent to the restraint is a defense to false imprisonment. 
· Plaintiff’s subsequent voluntary behavior waived a claim for false imprisonment for her initial, apparent, nonconsensual detention.  
	During the first 3 days of her restriction, Plaintiff did not have the volitional capacity to consent because it was impaired by her cult indoctrination.  So her subsequent behavior was the only dispositive evidence on the question of consent. The evidence presented to the jury persuaded it that Plaintiff voluntarily participated in activities with Defendants during the remaining 13 days, not the least of which evidence was the availability of reasonable means of escape.  Thus, Plaintiff’s later behavior indicated she was not restricted for purposes of false imprisonment for that time period, and that later behavior – also evidence that she consented – waived any claim of false imprisonment during the initial detention.				



CITATION:	Eilers v. Coy, 582 F. Supp. 1093 (D. Minn. 1984)

FACTS:  
In August 1982, apparently believing Plaintiff Bill Eilers was suicidal and despite a psychiatric social worker’s conclusion to the contrary, Defendants (family members and deprogrammers) abducted Bill and his wife in Minnesota, intending to hold Bill for a week.  They forced the couple into a van and kept them under guard in a building with boarded-up windows and no working telephone.  Bill was handcuffed to a bed for at least 2 days.  Defendants deliberately concealed his location from the police.  By the fourth day, Bill appeared to consent to his confinement.  After 5-1/2 days of confinement, Bill succeeded in escaping by jumping from a car in which Defendants were transporting him.

ISSUES:

1.	May Plaintiff’s motion for a directed verdict on his false imprisonment claim be granted, even though there is evidence that Defendants acted with the good motive of helping Plaintiff?

2.	May Plaintiff’s motion for a directed verdict on his false imprisonment claim be granted, where there is evidence that Plaintiff appeared to consent to his confinement after a few days but there is also evidence that Plaintiff was not free to leave the place of confinement and had no reasonable means of escape?

[OR 1 & 2].	May Plaintiff’s motion for a directed verdict on his false imprisonment claim be granted because he has proved all three elements of intention to confine, actual confinement, and awareness by the person that he was confined?

3.	Have Defendants proved the defense of necessity sufficiently to defeat the Plaintiff’s motion for a directed verdict on his false imprisonment claim when Defendants, after gaining control of Plaintiff, never attempted to turn him over to the police or to initiate lawful commitment proceedings?
 
HOLDINGS/DECISIONS:

1. Yes, . . . .

2. Yes, . . . .		

3. No, . . . .


REASONING:  
1. Holding/Rule: 	That Defendants may have acted with good motives and without malice toward the person confined is irrelevant to whether a false imprisonment has occurred.

False imprisonment has 3 elements:  1)  words or acts intended to confine a person; 2)  actual confinement; and 3) awareness by the person that he or she is confined.  Malice is not an element.  Therefore, Defendants’ defense that they had a good motive is not a defense to a claim of false imprisonment.  

2. Holding/Rule:	Plaintiff’s apparent consent to his confinement after a few days does not defeat his claim of false imprisonment where Plaintiff was not free to leave the place of confinement and had no reasonable means of escape.

The “actual confinement” element is also established here.  Consent to confinement has been held to defeat that element or to establish a defense.  Here, however, Plaintiff testified he merely pretended to consent so he might gain an opportunity to escape.  Many people would pretend to consent under similar circumstances. Although consent may be shown where a person had many opportunities to escape and yet chose not to, here, Plaintiff had no such opportunities.  [Third element -- awareness of confinement -- not discussed in opinion.]

3. Holding/Rule:  A false imprisonment is not justified by the defense of necessity where Defendants, after gaining control of Plaintiff, never attempted to turn him over to the police or to initiate lawful commitment proceedings.

Even if we assume the first element of the necessity defense is established (that Defendants reasonably believed “there was a danger of imminent physical injury to Plaintiff or to others”), Defendants failed to establish the second and third elements (“that the right to confine . . . lasts only as long as is necessary to get the person to the proper lawful authorities” and “that the actor must use the least restrictive means of preventing the apprehended harm”).  Here, Defendants had various lawful options after they had gained control of Plaintiff but they pursued none of them.  In fact, they deliberately hid Plaintiff’s location from authorities.  Moreover, when the legislature has prescribed procedures one must follow before one can deprive someone of his liberty because of mental illness, one cannot disregard those procedures entirely.














