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Fetzer v. Pozner in the United States Supreme Court 
(A "Sandy Hook" Defamation Case) 

Press Release: 
Why the Fetzer v. Pozner Petition for Writ of Certiorari in the U.S. Supreme Court is the 
most important appeal before it, and the most important to you: 
 
To see the whole case: http://postwtc.com/frame-pvf.html  

1. Do you have a 7th Amendment right to a trial by jury: 
Do you have a right to trial by jury in common law matters over $20 in state courts 

under the 7th Amendment of the United States Constitution? The Supreme Court of the 
United States ruled in 1916 that you do not.1 A Federal District Court ruled in 2014 that 
all citizens of the states and territories are also U.S. citizens under the 14th Amendment 
and they have 7th Amendment protection to a trial by jury in matters of common law in 
state courts.2 The ruling was vacated by a Federal Appeals Court on the grounds that the 
U.S. Supreme Court has consistently held "that states are not constitutionally required to 
provide a jury trial in civil case."3   

2. Is "Selective Incorporation" a U.S. Supreme Court Prerogative: 
For over a hundred years the Supreme Court of the United States has been 

"incorporating" the First Ten Amendments, individually, one by one, into rights 
applicable to state citizens in state courts by operation of the 14th Amendment making all 
state citizens United States citizens. Is not this "selective incorporation" of some of the 
enumerated rights the same thing as selective exclusion of the others? How does the High 
Court obtain such authority to deny the applicability of any U.S. Constitutional provision 
to state citizens in state courts to start with?  

It is the states that ratified the U.S. Constitution and agreed to its terms. Why would 
the citizens of Georgia with a right to trial by jury in their state courts want to be 
unequally yoked to a union where the same was not uniform though out all the states? 
How can the Supreme Court rule that the 2nd Amendment via selective incorporation be 
applicable to state citizens in state courts but not the 7th Amendment?4  

The prerogative of the U.S. Supreme Court to trickle down rights under "selective 
incorporation" and deny others of the same group cannot be supported by logic of any 
kind. How do citizens of the United States under the U.S. 14th Amendment not possess 
all rights declared in the U.S. Constitution in state courts? The whole idea of the 14th 
Amendment was to secure the rights all others had to recently freed slaves. How is that 
accomplished if rights in the U.S. Constitution do not apply to 14th Amendment citizens 
of the United States in state courts? It is time for the Supreme Court of the United States 

                                                 
1 Minneapolis & St. Louis R. Co. v. Bombolis, 241 U.S. 211, 217 (1916) 
2 Gonzalez-Oyarzun v. Caribbean City Builders, Inc., 27 F.Supp.3d 265 (D. P.R. 2014) 
3 Gonzalez-Oyarzun v. Caribbean City Builders, Inc., 798 F.3d 26 (1st Cir. 2015) 
4 McDonald v. City of Chicago, 130 S. Ct. 3020, 177 L.Ed.2d 894 (2010) 
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to make sound logical precedent finding all rights enumerated in the U.S. Constitution 
and in state constitutions apply to all citizens under the 14th Amendment and replace 
arbitrary trickle-down "selective incorporation" with comprehensive inclusion. 

3. Summary judgments should protect the right to trial by jury: 
James H. Fetzer, Ph.D., was deprived a his right to a trial by jury in Wisconsin in a 

defamation case brought against him by Leonard Pozner using a non-jury trial conducted 
by the judge under the pretence of a summary judgment. The judge's grant of a phony 
summary judgment against Dr. Fetzer was affirmed all the way through the Wisconsin 
Supreme Court proving that the summary judgment methodology used in Wisconsin does 
not protect the 7th Amendment rights of the citizens in common law matters in 
Wisconsin.  

4. Summary judgments cannot find facts, only agreement to them: 
Summary judgments are judicial tools to bypass a jury if the parties agree to the facts. 

The judge can then apply the law to the facts agreed to by the parties. Juries find facts, 
and if they are agreed to, why call a jury? But the public presumption in all the "Sandy 
Hook Mass Shooting" defamation and firearm liability cases is that children were shot to 
death at Sandy Hook Elementary or else why find people guilty of defamation for saying 
the shooting was a hoax? Shockingly, no jury has determined any facts related to the 
reality of any deaths at Sandy Hook Elementary. No jury has ever been called to hear any 
evidence supporting or denying that Sandy Hook ever happened.  

5. Can a judge act as jury in a summary judgment proceeding: 
Dr. Fetzer compiled a book entitled Nobody Died At Sandy Hook: It was a FEMA 

Drill to Promote Gun Control containing findings of 13 investigators including six 
Ph.D.s concluding that Sandy Hook Elementary was permanently closed in 2008, four 
years before the alleged mass shooting. Dr. Fetzer filed and entered into evidence the 
entire book at the hearing of Pozner's Motion for Summary Judgment against Dr. Fetzer. 
The judge simply said that all of Dr. Fetzer's facts and evidence seemed "unreasonable" 
while Mr. Pozner's facts and evidence seemed "reasonable and plausible." This cannot be 
done by a judge in a summary judgment proceeding. He cannot weigh the reasonableness 
or plausibility of facts and evidence as a jury can and should. The judge can only find 
agreement to the facts and evidence. If the parties agree to facts and evidence the judge 
can then apply the law to those facts and grant the motion for summary judgment if the 
movant provides all elements of their claim or deny the motion if they cannot. 

6. Can you question the validity of mass media narratives: 
The effect of the "Sandy Hook Mass Shooting" defamation and deceptive trade 

practice lawsuits is to freeze all public questions related to narratives of the mass media 
cartel and none of these lawsuits called a jury to hear evidence proving the shooting took 
place. So far the parties have been found guilty by summary judgment, stipulation, 
assumption and sanction. The amounts of damage include: $450 Thousand in the Fetzer 
case; $73 Million in the Bushmaster case; $4 Million, $965 Million plus $2.75 Trillion in 
punitive damages requested so far in the Alex Jones cases. This operation by the courts 
converts unproven narratives into adjudicated reality regardless of proof to the contrary 
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never seen by a jury. The mass media cartel becomes the unquestionable ministry of 
truth. 

7. What are the correct summary judgment procedures: 
Dr. Fetzer does not challenge the judicial concept of summary judgment but rather 

shows the High Court that not all summary judgment procedures protect the 7th 
Amendment rights or state rights to a trial by jury. Dr. Fetzer invoked the jurisdiction of 
the Supreme Court of the United States by showing that two states differ on what the 
correct procedures are for summary judgment in order to protect the rights of the 
nonmovant. He compared the Texas method with the Wisconsin method revealing the 
flaws in the latter.  

8. What are the correct procedures for a summary judgment: 
If a movant's motion for summary judgment is denied they may continue the suit and 

have a trial by jury determine the facts and the judge can then apply the law. The 
nonmovant is the party at risk of losing their right to a trial by jury because if a summary 
judgment is granted against them they will never see a trial by jury to prove their 
position. Therefore, the summary judgment procedures must be as specified in Texas: 

8.1. The burden must be on the movant to show there are no genuine material fact 
issues in dispute; 

8.2. The judge must take all the nonmovant's facts supported by evidence as true; 

8.3. The judge must indulge all reasonable inferences that can be drawn from the 
nonmovant's facts supported by evidence; 

8.4. The judge must resolve all questions in favor of the nonmovant. 

8.5. If the movant does not agree with the nonmovant's facts supported by 
evidence the judge must deny the motion for summary judgment without going 
any further. 

8.6. If the movant agrees with the nonmovant's facts supported by evidence and 
can show all elements of their claim, the judge may grant the summary judgment 
while having protected the right of trial by jury of the nonmovant. 

9. The inverted summary judgment method used in Wisconsin: 
9.1. The burden is on the nonmovant to prove there are genuine material fact 

issues in dispute to win their right to a trial by jury which they already have and 
which should be preserved by the judge; 

9.2. The judge must verify that the movant has stated a claim; 

9.3. The judge must determine if there are any material fact disputes; 

9.4. If there is a material fact dispute, the judge verifies that the movant has made 
a prima facie case with their proof; 

9.5. If the movant has established a prima facie case, the judge looks at the 
nonmovant's facts and evidence to determine if there are any fact disputes or 
inferences from undisputed material facts; 
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9.6. The judge may take either party's facts and evidence as reasonable, plausible 
and true and dismiss the other's facts and evidence as inadmissible, irrelevant or 
non-existent and grant the summary judgment while denying the nonmovant's 
right of a trial by jury.  

The Wisconsin summary judgment methodology allows the judge to weigh facts and 
evidence of both parties rather than being limited to finding agreement only after 
accepting the nonmovant's facts supported by evidence as true etc, etc. The Wisconsin  
procedure is simply a non-jury bench trial conducted under the pretence of a summary 
judgment. But it seems thus far in this case that the High Court thinks it cannot intervene 
because they perceive no 7th Amendment right to a trial by jury applicable to state 
citizens or United States citizens in state courts in matters of common law over 25 
dollars.  

10. Uniform rules of summary judgment to protect 7th Amendment 
in every state court: 

Dr. Fetzer's case is the most important before the U.S. Supreme Court at this time as it 
reveals that any member of a minority group can be found guilty without a trial by jury in 
a summary judgment proceeding in Wisconsin and any other state or federal court with a 
similar summary judgment methodology.  

If you believe that the right to trial by jury should be protected in every state court 
dealing with common law matters over 20 dollars, then you need to be interested in the 
Fetzer v. Pozner Petition For Writ of Certiorari before the U.S. Supreme Court. But if 
you believe individuals and companies holding minority ideas should be found guilty by 
finding their facts and evidence to be unreasonable to a judge by using unsound summary 
judgments and then destroyed by absurd damage awards found by juries that have never 
heard evidence of a crime or tort, then you should go back to sleep.  

Donate to the cause: https://www.givesendgo.com/fundingfetzer 
Find this on-line at http://PostWTC.com/fvp-press-release.pdf  

 

 

 

 

 

 


