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"If a nation expects to be ignorant and free in a state of civilization, it expects what never was and never will be.  If we are to guard against ignorance 
and remain free, it is the responsibility of every American to be informed." – Thomas Jefferson 
 

Obama Doesn't Care to 
Enforce ObamaCare  
 The Patriot Post 
 

 
For the 27th time, Barack Obama has issued a 
unilateral delay of an ObamaCare provision, this 
time the one requiring businesses with 50-99 full-
time workers to offer health benefits. Obama had 
already delayed that mandate until 2015, but now 
it's not effective until 2016. Furthermore, 
businesses with more than 100 employees need not 
cover 100% of employees, but rather only 70% of 
workers by 2015 and 95% in 2016 and after. 

    Or, you know, whenever. The Obama Treasury 
Department wrote, “As these limited transition 
rules take effect, we will consider whether it is 
necessary to further extend any of them beyond 
2015.” Whatever politically benefits Democrats? 
Republicans certainly can't challenge it or they 
would appear to support the mandate. 

    Last week's CBO report showed that ObamaCare 
is costing the economy big time, but the White 
House insisted that it's liberating workers. “Well, 
which is it?” asks The Wall Street Journal. “Either 
ObamaCare is ushering in a worker's paradise, in 
which case by the White House's own logic 
exempting businesses from its ministrations is 
harming employees. Or else the mandate really is 
leading business to cut back on hiring, hours and 
shifting workers to part-time as the evidence in the 
real economy suggests.” 

    For the Obama administration, it's both. While 
assuring low-info voters that ObamaCare enables 
people to “make a decision about how they will 
work, and if they will work,” the White House can 
also give businesses a reprieve until after the mid-
term election. The previous delay put businesses in 
the position of accounting for the mandate right 
before the election and that simply wouldn't do. 
But the effect of yet another delay and the prospect 
of who knows how many others is that businesses 
can't plan for the law. Therefore, the economy will 
remain stagnant. 

    As an aside, the timing of this delay is especially 
interesting given that House Speaker John Boehner 
(R-OH) just said immigration reform was unlikely 
because Republicans don't trust Obama to enforce 
the law. The president's doubling down on 
ObamaCare should completely take immigration 
off the table. 
    Speaking of timing, it's incredibly ironic that, on 
a visit to Thomas Jefferson's home with French 
President Francois Hollande, Obama reportedly 
said, “[A]s a president, I can do whatever I want.” 
Jefferson, the author of the Declaration of 
Independence, didn't have kind things to say about 
Obama's brand of tyranny. “The tree of liberty,” 
wrote Jefferson, “must be refreshed from time to 
time with the blood of patriots and tyrants. It is its 
natural manure.” 

Obama Apologists Slam 
Lawless ObamaCare 
Rewrites 
By Alex Newman, The New American 
 

When even pro-Obama apparatchiks are crying 
foul over Obama’s lawless implementation of 
ObamaCare — unilaterally changing, delaying, 
and re-writing over a dozen major provisions of 
the “Affordable Care Act” in violation of the 
actual statute — you know the situation is getting 
bad. That is exactly what is happening, though, 
with some of the president’s staunchest allies in 
the establishment press now up in arms about the 
administration’s latest refusal to follow the 
increasingly unpopular “healthcare reform” 
scheme Obama signed and demanded from 
Congress. Vulnerable Democrats are running from 
ObamaCare ahead of 2014 elections, too. 
Conservatives, of course, have long been 
lambasting the lawlessness, criticizing the 
unconstitutional federal healthcare takeover as 
well as Obama’s repeated violations of the 
ObamaCare statute. Just this week, after the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office noted that 
the equivalent of 2.5 million jobs would be lost 
due to the scheme, the administration did it again. 
According to new “regulations” issued by the 
Treasury Department on Monday, employers with 
between 50 and 99 full-time employees will no 
longer have to either offer insurance or pay a fine 
— now until 2016, despite the requirement in the 
law. The so-called “employer mandate” had 
previously been unlawfully delayed until 2015 by 
the administration. 
“The goal is to make sure folks are healthy and 
have decent healthcare, so this was an example of 
administratively making sure we are smoothing 
out this transition giving people the opportunity to 
get right with the law but recognizing there are 
going to be circumstances in which people try to 
do the right thing and it may take time,” Obama 
declared at a February 11 press conference with 
Socialist French President Francois Hollande, 
whose own radical schemes have helped devastate 
France’s economy. The excuse for lawlessly 
rewriting ObamaCare yet again, Obama added, is 
that for many companies "the process of 
complying ... may take some time, even if they’re 
operating in good faith.” 
More than a few critics and even Obama 
supporters, however, suggested the unlawful move 
was a way to limit the growing political backlash 
facing Democrats ahead of this year’s midterm 
elections. Even the slavishly pro-Obama 
establishment media has suggested as much. “This 
delays any bad press or bad feelings engendered 
by the mandate beyond the 2014 election,” the 
Obama apologists at the Washington Post wrote in 
a February 12 editorial. Several other recent pieces 
in the Post have made similar observations, 
suggesting that the illegal delay in the 
unconstitutional mandate was a political ploy to 
help Democrats contain the damage from surging 
levels of voter outrage across America.    
“Yes, Republicans have done everything they can 
to impede implementation of this law,” the Post 
claimed in its editorial, without noting that the 
Republican-controlled House of Representatives 
could have easily and constitutionally defunded 
ObamaCare with public support. “But none of that 
excuses President Obama’s increasingly cavalier 
approach to picking and choosing how to enforce 
this law.” The editorial also called on readers to 
imagine how Democrats would react to a President 
Rand Paul moving into the White House and 

unilaterally refusing to enforce certain provisions 
of ObamaCare. Ironically, some commentators are 
relishing the thought — after all, Obama set the 
lawless precedent.  
The Post’s generally fanatical pro-Obama editorial 
board went on to slam the administration for 
“unilaterally making distinctions between large 
businesses and medium ones.” It also noted that 
the ObamaCare statute explicitly requires the 
government to be enforcing the penalties already, 
as Congress supposedly intended when it passed 
the gargantuan bill without reading it. The editorial 
concludes by suggesting that Congress should 
repeal the “employer mandate” if there is a less 
“disruptive” way to extract the funds needed to 
impose the unpopular scheme. “Until then, the 
president should implement the law,” it declares. 
Other pro-Obama and pro-ObamaCare 
commentators had even harsher words for the 
president’s lawless disregard for his own signature 
legislation — and his constitutional duty to 
enforce the laws as written. In a stinging rebuke 
headlined “Why I'm Getting Sick of Defending 
Obamacare,” for example; National Journal 
Editorial Director Ron Fournier blasted the 
executive-branch machinations. “It's getting 
difficult and slinking toward impossible to defend 
the Affordable Care Act,” Fournier wrote, calling 
the administration’s latest re-write of ObamaCare 
a blow to Democrats, liberal activists, and “naïve 
columnists like me.” 
“Not coincidentally, the delays punt 
implementation beyond congressional elections in 
November, which raises the first problem with 
defending Obamacare: The White House has 
politicized its signature policy,” the Journal’s 
senior political columnist complained, blasting the 
“win-at-all-costs mentality” as well as the repeated 
“dishonest talking points” spewed by Obama and 
his officials. “If not illegal, the changes are fueling 
suspicion among Obama-loathing conservatives, 
and confusion among the rest of us. Even the law's 
most fervent supporters are frustrated.” 
Defending ObamaCare became “painfully harder,” 
Fournier noted, when the multi-million-dollar 
website did not work and “when autopsies on the 
administration's actions revealed an epidemic of 
incompetence that began in the Oval Office and 
ended with no accountability.” It got even worse 
when officials started “fudging numbers and 
massaging facts to promote implementation,” 
which Fournier noted has now become 
commonplace. “But they did more damage to the 
credibility of ACA advocates,” he added.   
The Wall Street Journal, meanwhile, in its own 
editorial about Obama’s unconstitutional refusal to 
follow the statute, noted that ObamaCare now 
essentially means whatever the administration 
decrees at the moment. “‘ObamaCare” is useful 
shorthand for the Affordable Care Act not least 
because the law increasingly means whatever 
President Obama says it does on any given day,” 
the paper observed. “His latest lawless rewrite 
arrived on Monday as the White House decided to 
delay the law’s employer mandate for another year 
and in some cases maybe forever.” 
The publicly less-statist wing of the establishment 
had unusually stinging criticism as well. Pundit 
Charles Krauthammer, for example, said on Fox 
that Obama’s latest rewrite of ObamaCare is “stuff 
you do in a banana republic.” “It’s as if the law is 
simply a blackboard on which Obama writes any 
number he wants, any delay he wants, and any 
provision,” he continued. “It’s now reached a point 
where it is so endemic that nobody even notices or 
complains.... These are political decisions to 
minimize the impact leading up to an election. 
    ………….Continued Page 2 …………….. 
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And it’s changing the law in a way that you are not 
allowed to do.” 
Of course, Obama’s now-exposed brazen lies — 
you can keep your plan and your doctor, for 
example — certainly have not helped make the 
law popular. Polls suggest that the vast majority of 
Americans, who opposed the scheme from the 
start, still want ObamaCare repealed. With that 
prospect out of reach — at least until Obama 
leaves office and establishment Republicans get 
serious about listening to the American people and 
following their oath of office — liberty-minded 
lawmakers have offered alternatives to limit the 
damage.    
“I think the most effective, efficient way of doing 
it, the way that sort of maximizes the deterrent 
effect without significantly disrupting government 
in general is for Congress to use its spending 
power in such way that withholds funds in areas in 
which the president has overreached,” Senator 
Mike Lee (R-Utah) told the neo-conservative 
Weekly Standard when asked about potentially 
suing the administration to force it to obey the law. 
“There were many who suggested that we do 
precisely that, for example, with the illegal recess 
appointments by withholding funding for the 
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau.... But alas, 
the CFPB is funded through the Federal Reserve, 
which is a private, for-profit corporation and isn't 
funded by Congress, so that was outside of 
Congress's purview.” 
“In other circumstances, Congress has just 
declined to exercise that option of withholding 
funding,” Sen. Lee added. “But it is what Congress 
is supposed to do. The Founding Fathers 
contemplated that. James Madison discussed it in 
Federalist 57. And it's perhaps the most effective, 
least intrusive tool for Congress to respond to 
executive overreach.” Other congressional 
Republicans complained about the latest round of 
lawlessness — and the fact that individuals are still 
going to face a “mandate” while businesses get a 
break — but offered few suggestions in terms of 
stopping or reining in the out-of-control executive 
branch. State-level nullification efforts, though, 
continue to grow. 
Of course, Obama has already come under heavy 
fire for his dictatorial threats to defy the 
Constitution and his oath of office while imposing 
his will on America by decree — not to mention 
the deluge of unconstitutional executive orders on 
everything from “global warming” to gun control. 
Until lawmakers in Congress get serious about the 
Constitution and start defunding the 
administration’s lawlessness, however, Americans 
can expect to continue suffering under Third 
World-style rule by edict. In the meantime, the 
devastating consequences to the economy, the 
people, and the republic itself will also keep piling 
up. 

 

Minimum wage hike?  
Understanding Economics 
By Mark C. Schug and Gordon D. Gaster 
 
Economic illiteracy among American voters is a 
high cost for the most vulnerable in our society. 
The newly resuscitated debate regarding the 
minimum wage is just the latest example. 
A November 2013 Gallup Poll found that more 
than three-quarters of Americans — 76% — say 
they would vote for raising the minimum wage to 
$9 per hour (it is currently $7.25). Only about one-
fifth — 22% — would vote against it. 
Folks with a basic understanding of economics 
scratch their heads in wonder at this sort of news. 
As any economist will tell you, the minimum wage 
is a story about supply and demand. In Econ 101, 
students learn that prices are incentives that 
influence the actions of buyers and sellers. 
At the core, it's pretty simple. The law of demand 
states that as the price of a good or service 
increases, consumers will buy less. As the price 
goes down, consumers will buy more. The law of 
supply states that as the price of a good or service 
goes up, producers will supply more. As the price 
goes down, producers will supply less. The point 
where supply and demand balance is called the 
market price. 

Unfortunately, many people have difficulty 
translating these common-sense ideas — ones they 
experience every day in supermarkets and at gas 
stations — to the labor market for unskilled 
workers and how it affects them. 
In markets for unskilled labor, demand is created 
by employers, and when the price of unskilled 
labor (wages) goes up, employers will buy less — 
often laying off employees or finding labor-saving 
substitutes through new technology. When the 
price of unskilled labor goes down, they hire more 
employees. Suppliers in unskilled labor markets 
are the people who wish to work. When wages 
increase, workers are willing to do more work. 
When wages go down, workers are less willing to 
work. 
The point where supply and demand for unskilled 
labor balance is once again the market price. When 
wages are arbitrarily set above the market price, 
the result is a surplus, and that surplus is what 
politicians and the media call unemployment. 
The majority of academic research supports this 
conclusion. An exhaustive review of recent 
research by David Neuman and William Wascher 
concluded that 85% of the most credible minimum 
wage studies provide strong evidence of negative 
employment effects resulting from minimum wage 
laws. 
Regrettably, many politicians have a vested 
interest in deceit, and they depend on the 
economic ignorance of voters to get their way. 
Supporters of minimum wage laws have a 
concentrated interest in doing so. Labor unions, for 
example, believe their members benefit when 
wages for unskilled workers are set artificially 
high. Leaders of labor unions work very hard to 
convince voters that the laws of supply and 
demand should be ignored. 
Many politicians accept the support of such 
interest groups even though they almost certainly 
recognize that the laws of supply and demand 
cannot be repealed and that their interference with 
market prices for wages will cause more harm than 
good. 
How can politicians get away with such deceit? 
Unfortunately, the reduced employment caused by 
minimum wage laws is nearly invisible. It is 
spread out over a voiceless and disorganized group 
of unskilled workers who may wish to work but 
are priced out of the market. They are in no 
position to hire lobbyists, organize advertising 
campaigns, and make campaign contributions or 
stage protests. 
But hiring lobbyists and staging protests isn't 
necessarily the solution. It starts with educating the 
citizenry and instilling them with a strong 
economic foundation. Economics Wisconsin offers 
two-day seminars for opinion leaders — teachers, 
elected officials, journalists and clergy — and the 
Stavros Center for Economic Education at Florida 
State University is offering a new online course for 
teachers and others called Common Sense: 
Economics for Life! These and many other like-
minded organizations deserve the support of 
people who support economic literacy. 
At the end of the day, it doesn't help anyone if the 
understanding of the minimum wage and other 
economic policies is limited to a few academics. If 
we want to move our country forward, educating 
our fellow man is the first step. 
 
Editor’s Note: Who, in a minimum wage job, 
believes that their job is a career job?  Minimum 
wage jobs were meant to be to learning the 
responsibilities of having a job; such as showing 
up for work on time, working and not playing on 
the bosses time and accomplishing the task at hand 
so the boss could afford to keep you around.  Or it 
was a second job for extra income.  Minimum 
wage jobs were typically held by teenagers, or 
they were a second job for extra income. 
A raise in the minimum wage will ripple through 
the entire job market.  The plumber who typically 
now makes $60 an hour will also have to raise his 
hourly rate by the same increase in the minimum 
wage to maintain wage parity.   Costs and prices 
on goods will rise across the board, and in the end, 
no one benefits. 
The federal government, namely the Democrats, 
are throwing the less advantaged a bone with the 
minimum wage increase to maintain their vote.  
However, the “less advantaged” are in the position  
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they are in for only one reason, they did not 
educate themselves with the skills and knowledge 
to get a higher paying job, and too many teenagers 
today have never had a job until they finish high 
school.   
Babysitting, mowing lawns and yard work, 
washing windows in the neighborhood, working 
on a farm or at a gas station once gave young men 
and women the first job skills that lead the way to 
weekend jobs at the grocery and other retail stores.  
Too many times today, parents feel those jobs are 
beneath their children.  An Eagle Scout could 
name his job choice because his employer knew 
that young man would finish what he started and 
he had learned a wide variety of skills and 
knowledge.  The US economy thrived during the 
60’s and 70’s because we had a vast supply of 
cheap labor from the baby boom kids, and they 
were spending those wages. 
Today, the work force is older.  They either are 
saving for the future or they are just trying to 
maintain a cost of living as prices and costs have 
skyrocketed. 
This latest minimum wage increase was prompted 
by those working at McDonalds and other 
restaurants who wanted $15 an hour, but who is 
going to pay $5 for a hamburger at McDonalds?  
McDonalds has reported a loss for the last two 
quarters, and when these restaurants begin to 
close, where will the employees go? 
Many business owners have cash stashed away for 
expansion; however, due to the increase in taxes 
and Obamacare, they are not spending those funds.  
Locally government regulations also restrict 
expansion or the entrepreneur who wants to start 
of a new business.  The Democrats all want us to 
be equal, but in the end they will just make us all 
equally poor. 
We need those in government today who will 
bring a business sense to government, and who 
understands both the free market place and 
economics.  Not “community organizers” who 
have never had a real job! 

 

A Tank on Every Corner?  
Why Police Departments Are Acquiring 
Armored Vehicles—and What to Do About It 
By Evan Bernick 
 

 
    
Most Americans aren’t used to seeing anything 
that looks like a tank in their neighborhoods. Yet 
with police departments from California to Texas 
to Ohio State University acquiring armored 
vehicles from the federal government, that may 
soon change. 
These armored vehicles, designed to fend off 
insurgent attacks and capable of withstanding .50-
caliber rounds, are impressive pieces of 
machinery. But they’re also intimidating to 
civilians and can do a lot of damage to people and 
their property. Their use should be carefully 
limited by legislators. 
Why are we seeing so many of these armored 
vehicles in the first place? The Department of 
Homeland Security began funding armored 
vehicles in the wake of 9/11 to help localities 
prevent terrorist attacks. As our involvement in 
Afghanistan and Iraq winds down, the Department 
of Defense is donating mine-resistant armored 
personnel carriers (MRAPs) to local police. 
Few doubt the importance of protecting Americans 
against terrorist attacks, mass shootings, and 
natural disasters. In such circumstances, armored 
vehicles could be used to pursue active shooters 
and rescue injured civilians while minimizing risk 
to officers and other first responders. 
But some are concerned that the costs of  
   ………….Continued Page 3 …………….. 
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introducing these vehicles into domestic law  
enforcement will outweigh the benefits. Even if 
they are acquired on the cheap, they will require 
fuel and maintenance and personnel will have to 
be trained to operate them. These things are also 
huge, heavy, and capable of doing a tremendous 
amount of damage. They could tear up roads and 
bend bridges. 
They’re also scary. The Wall Street Journal reports 
that when the police department in Salinas, 
California, acquired an armored vehicle, citizens 
took to Facebook demanding to know when their 
town turned into a battlefield. 
Finally, there is the possibility of overuse. In 2012, 
Senator Tom Coburn (R–OK) criticized the 
procurement of these vehicles by local police 
departments; pointing to the fact that one 
jurisdiction cited “protecting the town’s annual 
pumpkin festival” as a reason for purchasing an 
armored truck. 
What should we do? America’s experience with 
SWAT teams may be instructive. Major police 
departments developed SWAT teams in the 1960s 
to deal with states of emergency that resembled 
urban warfare—mass riots, hostage situations, etc. 
Today, as Radley Balko and others have 
documented, they crack down on poker games, 
conduct regulatory raids, and swoop down on 
monks who overstay their visas. 
As in the case of SWAT teams, the answer isn’t 
necessarily to ban MRAPs from all domestic law 
enforcement. Legislators could draft statutes and 
ordinances that restrict armored vehicle use to 
specific emergencies and prevent them from being 
acquired by police departments in the first instance 
except in the case of demonstrated need—as 
opposed to simply because a neighboring 
jurisdiction has one and they want to look “tough 
on crime,” too. 
Although the sight of a MRAP in one’s 
neighborhood may be jarring, law enforcement 
occasionally needs a “bigger boat.” Not 
everything, however, should be treated like a Great 
White. In fact, very little should. There are more 
catfish than hammerheads in the sea. Local police 
should reserve these war-ready vehicles for 
situations that actually resemble wartime. 

 

U.S. Postal Service 
Announces Giant Ammo 
Purchase 
Post Office joins other federal agencies 
stockpiling over two billion rounds of ammo 
 
By Kit Daniels, Infowars.com 
 

Since the first notice of the US Postal Service’s 
intent to purchase large quantities of ammo, the 
USPS has amended its pre-solicitation, claiming 
that the ammunition is a "standard purchase" for 
the Postal Police. This does not explain, however, 
why the Postal Police was not listed in the original 
notice if this is standard. As the federal 
government grows larger, more and more federal 
agencies such as the Dept. of Education and 
NOAA are forming and arming their own "law 
enforcement divisions" with hundreds of 
thousands spent on full-blown arsenals. Even the 
EPA has its own SWAT teams conducting raids on 
peaceful Americans. Expect to see more large-
scale firearm and ammunition purchases by these 
bureaucracies as they become even more 
militarized. 
    The U.S. Postal Service is currently seeking 
companies that can provide “assorted small arms 
ammunition” in the near future. 

    The U.S. Postal Service joins the long list of 
non-military federal agencies purchasing large 
amounts of ammunition. 
    On Jan. 31, the USPS Supplies and Services 
Purchasing Office posted a notice on the Federal 
Business Opportunities website asking contractors 
to register with USPS as potential ammunition 
suppliers for a variety of cartridges. 
    “The United States Postal Service intends to 
solicit proposals for assorted small arms 
ammunition,” the notice reads, which also 
mentioned a deadline of Feb. 10. 
The Post Office published the notice just two days 
after Sen. Rand Paul (R-Ky.) announced his 

proposal to remove a federal gun ban that prevents 
lawful concealed carry holders from carrying 
handguns inside post offices across the country. 

    Ironically the Postal Service isn’t the first non-
law enforcement agency seeking firearms and 
ammunition. 
    Since 2001, the U.S. Dept. of Education has 
been building a massive arsenal through purchases 
orchestrated by the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms. 
    The Education Dept. has spent over $80,000 so 
far on Glock pistols and over $17,000 on 
Remington shotguns.  Back in July, the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration also 
purchased 72,000 rounds of .40 Smith & Wesson, 
following a 2012 purchase for 46,000 rounds of 
.40 S&W jacketed hollow point by the National 
Weather Service. 
    NOAA spokesperson Scott Smullen responded 
to concerns over the weather service purchase by 
stating that it was meant for the NOAA Fisheries 
Office of Law Enforcement for its bi-annual 
“target qualifications and training.” 
That seems excessive considering that JHP 
ammunition is typically several times more 
expensive than practice rounds, which can usually 
be found in equivalent power loadings and thus 
offer similar recoil characteristics as duty rounds. 
Including mass purchases by the Dept. of 
Homeland Security, non-military federal agencies 
combined have purchased an estimated amount of 
over two billion rounds of ammunition in the past 
two years. 
    Additionally, the U.S. Army bought almost 
600,000 Soviet AK-47 magazines last fall, enough 
to hold nearly 18,000,000 rounds of 7.62x39mm 
ammo which is not standard-issue for either the 
U.S. military or even NATO. 
It would take a Lockheed Martin C-5 Galaxy, one 
of the largest cargo aircraft in the world, two trips 
to haul that many magazines. 

    A month prior, the army purchased nearly 
3,000,000 rounds of 7.62x39mm ammo, a huge 
amount but still only 1/6th of what the magazines 
purchased can hold in total. 
The Feds have also spent millions on riot control 
measures in addition to the ammo acquisitions. 
Earlier this month, Homeland Security spent over 
$58 million on hiring security details for just two 
Social Security offices in Maryland. 

    DHS also spent $80 million on armed guards to 
protect government buildings in New York and 
sought even more guards for federal facilities in 
Wisconsin and Minnesota. 
While the government gears up for civil unrest and 
stockpiles ammo without limit, private gun owners 
on the other hand are finding ammunition shelves 
empty at gun stores across America, including 
shortages of once-common cartridges such as .22 
Long Rifle. 
 

Editor’s Note: The Geneva Conventions, which 
among other things such as the treatment of 
prisoners and non-combatants, countries also 
agreed to never use hollow-point ammunition in 
combat.  So why are all of these federal agencies 
buying hollow-point ammo?  Further, the 1873 
Posse` Comitatus Act states, the US military may 
never be used against the civilian population.  So 
who will they be shooting?  And all the while the 
US Congress sits quietly on this subject and the 
US House of Representatives pays the invoices! 
 

Remember...            
There are Four boxes that help keep us free: 
the Soap box, the Ballot box, 
The Jury box and the Cartridge box. 

 

Utah Legislator Introduces 
Bill to cut off NSA’s Water 
Supply  - From the Tenth Amendment Center 
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Can Utah shut down the new NSA data center by 
turning off the water? A new bill introduced by 
state rep. Marc Roberts seeks to do just that. 
 

Based on model legislation drafted by a 
transpartisan coalition organized by the Tenth 
Amendment Center (TAC) and the Bill of Rights 
Defense Committee (BORDC) called the OffNow 
Coalition, the Utah 4th Amendment Protection Act 
would prohibit state material support, 
participation, or assistance to any federal agency 
that collects electronic data or metadata without a 
search warrant “that particularly describes the 
person, place and thing to be searched or seized.” 
 

This puts contracts that provide the 1.7 million 
gallons of water a day necessary to cool the NSA 
computers at its Bluffdale facility in the crosshairs. 
 

“Without question, the mass surveillance and data 
collection by the Utah Data Center is a delicate 
and important matter,” Roberts said. “But for me, 
the language of the Fourth Amendment is clear.  It 
simply protects us against unreasonable and 
unwarranted searches or seizures of our persons, 
private residencies and property, documents and 
information and personal and private belongings.   
 

“In 1975, Sen. Frank Church warned that the 
power of the NSA could enable ‘total tyranny.’ He 
recommended that Congress should limit the 
agency’s power. Almost four decades later, we’re 
still waiting. Congress is not going to stop the 
NSA. The people and their states have to,” Boldin 
said. “Turn it off.” 
 

BORDC executive director Shahid Buttar echoed 
Boldin’s enthusiasm for state action. 
“At stake is nothing less than our nation’s triumph 
in the Cold War. The NSA’s decade of warrantless 
surveillance en masse assaults not only the rights 
of hundreds of millions of law-abiding Americans, 
and our democracy as a whole, but resembles 
Soviet-style spying — on meth, empowered and 
amplified by the past generation’s remarkable 
advances in computing technology,” he said.  
 

“Utah residents have a chance to take matters into 
their own hands, defending democracy by shutting 
off state resources consumed by the Bluffdale data 
center in its assault on “We the People”, our 
fundamental rights, and the Constitution that 
enshrined them.” 
 

 “We know the NSA shares data with state and 
local law enforcement. We know from a Reuters 
report that most of this shared data has absolutely 
nothing to do with national security issues,” he 
said. “This data sharing shoves a dagger into the 
heart of the Fourth Amendment. This bill would 
stop that from happening immediately.” 
 

The legislation rests on a well-established legal 
principle known as the anti-commandeering 
doctrine. Simply put, the federal government 
cannot “commandeer” or coerce states into 
implementing or enforcing federal acts or 
regulations – constitutional or not. The anti-
commandeering doctrine rests primarily on four 
Supreme Court cases dating back to 1842. The 
1997 case, Printz v. US, serves as the modern 
cornerstone. The majority opinion deemed 
commandeering “incompatible with our 
constitutional system.” 
 

“The Federal Government may neither issue 
directives requiring the States to address particular 
problems, nor command the States’ officers, or 
those of their political subdivisions, to administer 
or enforce a federal regulatory program. It matters 
not whether policy making is involved, and no 
case by case weighing of the burdens or benefits is 
necessary; such commands are fundamentally 
incompatible with our constitutional system of 
dual sovereignty.” 
 

Boldin emphasized this is just the beginning. 
“It took the people of Illinois ten years to legalize 
marijuana for medical use,” he said. “This isn’t 
going to be easy, and we’re not stopping until we 
win. The NSA has a choice; follow the 
constitution or get the hell out.” 
 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Charlie Crist for Florida’s 
Governor . . . . . .  
Are you kidding me!  - APN STAFF 
 

In the past week we have heard that Charlie Crist 
had been involved in “money for judges”.  In 
testimony this week by Scott Rothstein, a onetime 
Crist fundraiser and prominent lawyer convicted of 
running a $1.4 billion Ponzi scheme, stunned court 
observers across Florida and rocked Mr. Crist’s 
nascent candidacy to oust Republican incumbent 
Gov. Rick Scott. 
    Rothstein testified that as a fundraiser he had a 
“quid pro quo” relationship in which he was able 
to encourage Mr. Crist, then the Florida governor, 
to name judges to the bench in Broward County 
who would rule favorably for his law firm.  “For 
certain contributions, people were appointed to the 
bench,” Rothstein said in testimony, “I was able to 
convince him to do a lot of things. He knew how 
that game was played. I expected him to do certain 
things in exchange for large contributions.” 
     Then we hear that Crist wants to overturn the 
US embargo against Communist Cuba stating that, 
“The Cuban people on the island of Cuba, are 
suffering because of the U.S. embargo against 
the communist regime of the Castro brothers. 
 It’s been 50 years, and it hasn’t worked. And 
because that amount of time, you want to see if 
policies can work, and can come to fruition. It’s 
apparent to me, after 52 years, I think it is now, 
that this one has not.  And I don’t want the 
people of Cuba to suffer anymore, and I think if 
we enter in trade with Cuba, it will help Florida 
and America, and the people of Cuba.” 
  

What trade Charlie?  We took their prisoners; look 
at the crime in Miami-Dade.  They have no money 
to spend for goods.  It would only mean another 
“gift” from our bankrupt government to bailout 
their economy. 
 

Then to top off all of that Crist is quoted as saying, 
“ Republicans who oppose any of President 
Obama’s economic, domestic, and foreign 
policies, including his Stimulus Act of 2009, and 
Obamacare law, are racist.” 
 

As retribution to Gov. Scott, many teachers, police 
and firefighters as well as county employees who 
participate in the Florida State Retirement program 
intend to vote for a Democratic candidate for 
Florida’s governor.  Many conservatives are 
equally disheartened by the shenanigans of Rick 
Scott; the trial of Zimmerman and the removal 
from office of Sheriff Finch to name a few.  But 
really, are these the best Florida can put up for 
governor?   

 

        
Who scared the FL Senate? 2nd 
Amendment Bill Needs Sponsor 
 

Two weeks ago, the NRA issued this statement: 
“HB-733 is NOT an NRA bill and, at this time, we 
have taken no position on the bill. We have grave 
concerns about the effect of the bill — whether the 
consequences are intended or unintended. Of 
primary concern is the effect the bill would have 
on positive pro-gun legislation that NRA has 
worked hard to pass in the past and hopes to pass 
in the future. The bill does not differentiate 
between positive pro-gun legislation and 
restrictive gun control laws that negatively affect 
Second Amendment rights.”  
While outwardly saying they took no position, 
the NRA in Florida was busy behind the scenes 
sabotaging HB733. First interfering with the 

 

 
House bill while still in the drafting process. Rep. 
Dane Eagle stood his ground and rejected their 
demands for wording changes. In less than a week 
after sponsoring the bill, ten House co sponsors 
joined him. 
This past week the FL NRA interfered again, this 
time in the senate. The FL NRA was more 
successful there. HB733’s language makes all 
federal firearms regulations “past, present and 
future” barred from enforcement by state agents. 
The NRA pulled rank on potential senate sponsors: 
they could file this bill if the federal regulations 
impacted were going forward only– or “from the 
effective date of the passage of this bill.” This 
Florida NRA preferred language would 
grandfather in all federal Second Amendment 
violations since the first National Firearms Act 
was passed in 1934. If you missed that, read it 
again. The FL NRA supports grandfathering in 
all federal violations of the Second Amendment 
going back to the first National Firearms Act of 
1934. Does the Florida senate also support these 
violations? 
 

Florida statute 790.33 reads in part: ”the 
Legislature hereby declares that it is occupying 
the whole field of regulation of firearms and 
ammunition.”  Notice that after the word 
Legislature there is no language that indicates the 
FL NRA shares in this legislative monopoly. The 
Florida senate is in fact sharing this monopoly 
with the FL NRA. In doing so it is ill advisedly 
denying gun owners a voice in the legislative 
advocacy process. Moreover, they have foolishly 
allowed the FL NRA to determine the limits of 
firearms freedom. Limits which are not reflective 
of the framers or founders definition of “shall not 
infringe.” 
 

We strongly suggest the senate abandon this 
terrible decision. 
The FL NRA has positioned itself as “the Second 
Amendment authority.” The Florida senate has 
grown accustomed to doing what they are told by 
the FL NRA as it relates to firearms legislation. 
True right to keep and bear arms liberty as 
intended by the framers requires this to change. 
The FL NRA has no more authority, moral or 
academic, to determine acceptable federal 
infringements on the right to keep and bear arms 
than does the federal government. The term 
“positive gun legislation” would be as foreign to 
the founders and framers as the term 
“Obamacare.” Such federal action would be 
repugnant to them. Florida legislators must 
absolutely cease from making the first question 
regarding any firearms legislation “What does 
the FL NRA think about this?” 
 

The time has come for the FL NRA to stop hiding 
behind a “no position” fallacy using the veiled 
negativity of “whether the consequences are 
intended or unintended” to mislead people about 
HB733. 
The Second Amendment Preservation Act 
prohibits the state from helping the federal 
government violate the Second Amendment. The 
FL NRA can continue to not support this bill or 
enter into a dialogue with us in an honest and 
productive manner. In either case, the great FL 
NRA wizard should come out from behind the 
curtain. Florida isn’t Oz. Freedom loving firearms 
owners in Florida do not require the FL NRA to 
supply them with courage, a heart or a brain. 
 

Neither should the Florida senate. 
 
There are fifteen days left for senators who say 
they support the Second Amendment to sponsor  
the senate draft of HB733 as originally submitted. 
Firearms freedom activists and their votes are 
watching closely. 
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Editor’s Note: Senator Greg Evers is reneging on 
his oath of office and his commitment to the citizens 
of Florida to protect our right to keep and bear arms. 
During September Committee week and again on 
January 8th, Sen. Greg Evers committed to file the 
Senate version of Florida’s Second Amendment 
Preservation bill (the House version was filed by 
Dane Eagle as HB733). 
Senator Evers has not given any official statement 
for his lack of courage to stand against federal 
infringement.  
 

Mean while, the President has reiterated his 
support for increased background checks and bans 
on common semi-automatic firearms and their 
magazines." Apparently more unconstitutional 
Executive orders are on the way. 
 

In light of this alert, the Florida Citizens Alliance 
does not understand why the local NRA-ILA 
affiliate, Marion Hammer, would not 
enthusiastically support the Florida Second 
Amendment Preservation Act HB 733, a bill that 
would strike a blow to this unconstitutional federal 
action. In 1998, the Mack/Printz v US Supreme 
Court Decision found that the federal government 
could not commandeer state resources to enforce 
federal mandates. This is exactly what the Florida 
bill seeks to do. Without help from the states, the 
feds would not be able to push these 
unconstitutional orders.  As such the Florida 
Citizens Alliance finds Ms Hammers recent Alert 
paradoxical. Why would a gun rights advocate 
work against many of its own NRA members who 
support a bill that uses Supreme Court precedent. 
   
You be the judge.  If you the reader does not act, 
we all lose.  NRA members call the NRA, then call 
Senator Greg Evers at his Tallahassee office (850) 
487-5002. 

 

Florida Carry lawsuit spurs 
Eastern Florida State College to 
comply with state 
firearms law     
 

On Feb. 3, Florida Carry, Inc. 
filed a lawsuit against Eastern 
Florida State College seeking to 
protect the rights of students, 
faculty, and the public from the 
college's illegal regulations prohibiting defensive 
firearms and weapons stored in private vehicles. 
Today Eastern Florida State published a revised 
policy that brings them in to compliance with state 
defensive firearms and weapons laws.  We are 
pleased by the college's response to the case thus 
far and greatly appreciate their willingness to work 
with Florida Carry to craft lawful firearms and 
weapons policies.  We hope to reach a final 
settlement of the case soon. 
     In December Florida Carry won a similar case 
against the University of North Florida (UNF).  In 
Florida Carry v. UNF the First District Court of 
Appeal ruled that "The legislature's primacy in 
firearms regulation derives directly from the 
Florida Constitution... Indeed, the legislature has 
reserved for itself the whole field of firearms 
regulation in section 790.33(1)..."  No public 
college or university has any authority to prevent 
students and the public from having a functional 
firearm in places that are constitutionally protected 
or permitted under state law. 

     Florida law provides for strict penalties against 
public entities and individuals who violate the 
rights of gun and defensive weapon owners. Any 
public entity which attempts to restrict the 
statutory and fundamental right to keep and bear 
arms in Florida is subject to enforcement actions 
by organizations such as Florida Carry. 
 

 
 



 

Stop All Florida Article V 
Convention Calls 
�
Currently introduced in the Florida State 
Legislature are six memorial bills: HM 261, HM 
381, HM 625, HB 609, SM 476, and SM 658. 
Both House Memorial 381 and Senate Memorial 
476 apply to Congress to "call a convention for the 
sole purpose of proposing amendments to the 
Constitution of the United States which impose 
fiscal restraints on the Federal Government, limit 
the power and jurisdiction of the Federal 
Government, and limit the terms of office for 
federal officials and members of Congress." House 
Memorial 261 applies to Congress "pursuant to 
Article V of the Constitution of the United States 
to call a convention for the sole purpose of 
proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to provide: Congress shall pass no 
bill, and no bill shall become law, which embraces 
more than one subject, that subject to be clearly 
expressed in the bill's title." Both House Memorial 
625 and Senate Memorial 658 apply to Congress 
to "call a convention for the sole purpose of 
proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States that requires a balanced federal 
budget." In essence, both HM 625 and SM 658 are 
a request for a balanced budget amendment or 
BBA, by way of an Article V Convention. House 
Bill 609 establishes the qualifications of delegates 
and alternate delegates to an Article V 
constitutional convention; this bill also provides 
the instructions and limitation of power for the 
delegates at such a convention. 
 
On February 6 the Virginia House of Delegates 
voted down, by a margin of 67-29, a resolution 
requesting Congress to call an Article V 
convention for exactly the same purpose as 
Florida's HM 381 and SM476. 
 
However noble the proposals in HM 381, SM 476, 
HM 625, and SM 658 to apply to Congress to call 
an Article V Convention for the purpose of 
"proposing amendments to the United States 
Constitution that impose fiscal restraints on the 
federal government" or "proposing an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States that 
requires a balanced federal budget" might be, such 
amendments would have the unintended effect of 
legitimizing the rampant usurpations of powers 
that have become commonplace behavior for 
federal officials. Any new amendments that would 
impose new fiscal restraints, such as a balanced 
budget amendment (BBA), would change the 
criterion for federal expenditures from "Is this 
authorized by the enumerated powers of the 
Constitution?" to "Will these expenditures fit into 
a balanced budget (or be in compliance with the 
new fiscal restraints) and be popular with the 
voters?" Thus, under a BBA or other new fiscal 
restraints, federal officials would no longer have to 
be concerned with living within the enumerated 
powers. Furthermore, this would be a large step 
away from the rule of law associated with a 
constitutional republic toward the rule of men 
associated with a democracy. 
 
However, the most important reason for defeating 
HM 261, HM 381, HM 625, HB 609, SM 476, 
and SM 658 is that the Article V convention that 
they call for cannot be limited. Regardless of any 
stipulations, limitations, or other restrictions that 
either the Florida State Legislature or even 
Congress might attempt to impose on the delegates 
to an Article V convention, the convention process 
is in actuality unlimited and could lead to 
unintended but yet harmful changes to the 
Constitution. The reason why the convention route 
of Article V was left unlimited in the Constitution 
is because the Founding Fathers originally 
intended it to provide a way for future Americans, 
if ever the need should arise, to abolish the current 
form of government and replace it with a new 

form of government and Constitution as stated in 
the preamble to the Declaration of Independence:  
 
...That whenever any Form of Government 
becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of 
the People to alter or to abolish it, and to institute 
new Government... 
 
Because of this inherent right of the sovereign 
people, an Article V convention cannot be limited, 
otherwise it would never succeed in empowering 
the people to make the necessary changes in the 
Constitution, in case the government should ever 
become oppressive due to defects in the 
Constitution  
In our present situation, the Constitution is not 
defective; instead the federal government is not 
adhering to the Constitution. The fix is not to 
change the Constitution, but to educate voters to 
elect more constitutionalists to Congress who will 
adhere to it, and as a result vote for laws that 
would bring the federal government back into 
compliance with the Constitution. Congressional 
compliance with the Constitution would greatly 
reduce federal spending and lead to balanced 
budgets without the need for a BBA or other new 
fiscal restraints. 
 
We should not risk the passage of an Article V 
convention call no matter how appealing it may 
be. You now have the ability to help preserve the 
Constitution by helping to stop Florida from 
applying to Congress to call for such a convention. 
Contact your state representative and senator now 
and ask them to oppose and vote NAY on the 
passage of HM 261, HM 381, HM 625, HB 609, 
SM 476, and SM 658. 
 
Your Friends at The John Birch Society 

 
 

"CHEAP WATCHES"  
  

If you were in the market for a watch in 1880, 
would you know where to get one? You would go 
to a store, right? Well, of course you could do that, 
but if you wanted one that was cheaper and a bit 
better than most of the store watches, you went to 
the train station! Sound a bit funny? Well, for 
about 500 towns across the northern United States, 
that's where the best watches were found. 
 

 Why were the 
best watches 
found at the 
train station? 
The railroad 
company 
wasn't selling 
the watches, 
not at all The  
telegraph 
operator was. 
Most of the 
time the 
telegraph operator was located in the railroad 
station because the telegraph lines followed the 
railroad tracks from town to town. It was usually 
the shortest distance and the right-of-ways had 
already been secured for the rail line. 
  

Most of the station agents were also skilled 
telegraph operators and that was the primary way 
that they communicated with the railroad. They 
would know when trains left the previous station 
and when they were due at their next station. And 
it was the telegraph operator who had the watches. 
As a matter of fact they sold more of them than 
almost all the stores combined for a period of 
about 9 years. 
  

This was all arranged by "Richard", who was a 
telegraph operator himself. He was on duty in the 
North Redwood, Minnesota train station one day 
when a load of watches arrived from the East. It 
was a huge crate of pocket watches. No one ever 
came to claim them.  
  

So Richard sent a telegram to the manufacturer 
and asked them what they wanted to do with the 
watches. The manufacturer didn't want to pay the 
freight back, so they wired Richard to see if he 
could sell them. So Richard did. He sent a wire to  
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every agent in the system asking them if they 
wanted a cheap, but good, pocket watch. He sold 
the entire case in less than two days and at a 
handsome profit. 
  

That started it all. He ordered more watches from 
the watch company and encouraged the telegraph 
operators to set up a display case in the station 
offering high quality watches for a cheap price to 
all the travelers. It worked! It didn't take long for 
the word to spread and, before long, people other 
than travelers came to the train station to buy 
watches. 
  

Richard became so busy that he had to hire a 
professional watch maker to help him with the 
orders. That was Alvah, and the rest is history as 
they say.  The business took off and soon 
expanded to many other lines of dry goods. 
Richard and Alvah left the train station and moved 
their company to Chicago -- and it's still there. 
  

YES, IT'S A LITTLE KNOWN FACT that for a 
while in the 1880's, the biggest watch retailer in 
the country was at the train station. It all started 
with a telegraph operator: Richard Sears and his 
partner Alvah Roebuck! 
       Bet You didn’t know that! 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

If you would want to receive the Putnam Co. 
edition of the American Patriot News 
electronically, or wish to comment on our stories 
with Letters to the Editor, e-mail us at:  
     am-patriot-new2013@bellsouth.net. 
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Your ad will appear in over 600 newspapers, 
                  four times a month.  
    Where can you get advertising that cheap? 
Contact us at:  
 am-patriot-new2013@bellsouth.net 
 


