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Introduction
1
 

 

 Plutocracy is governance by the wealthy. Most of Americaôs many political, economic, 

and social ills are caused or aggravated by its most fundamental problem: America is not really a 

democracy but a plutocracy overwhelmingly dominated and operated by a wealthy few. Our 

government was created by, is populated by, and first and best serves wealthy elites that hold a 

perpetual hegemony of power and wealth through the generations, much to the detriment of the 

rest of the populace. 

 Elections are left to a marketplace, mass media, and political parties that are mostly 

owned and operated by the wealthy. Elections, offices, and the favors of government are bought 

just like any other commodity. Most of the populace is effectively disenfranchised and rendered 

powerless while individual freedom and economic security are increasingly crushed by the twin 

assaults of ever growing governmental and corporate power. 

 The existence of two major political parties and a few minor ones at times gives the 

illusion and feeds the myth that America is a democracy and we have real choices during 

elections. But the principal electoral choices have already been made by the wealthy and by the 

preliminary electoral process long before the electoral process ever reaches the vast majority of 

the electorate. The government remains perpetually populated by the wealthy and wealth-serving 

who mostly haggle over how to best manage their plutocracy. The economic bottom half and its 

needs are effectively excluded from government and its decisions. A political cartoon comes to 

mind that illustrates our true situation: A giant wealthy fat cat complete with a top hat, a big 

cigar, and a cynical smile is standing legs apart and arms spread outward above the many tiny 

people below, the electorate. He laughingly exclaims, ñYou may take my Right hand or my Left 

hand, but you always get me!ò 

 Applying superficial band aids to our government such as reforming campaign financing, 

creating term limits, cleaning up scandals, kicking the current ñbumsò out of office, or struggling 

with third parties or independent candidates will never fix the problem. The problem is not about 

people; it is not about who currently occupies political office, ñourò party or candidates verses 

others. 

 The real problem is the political system itself, the fundamental design and structure of our 

government. While creating a constitution and government in the name of all of the people and 

claiming to favor no particular faction, the foundersðfifty -five powerful wealthy menðin fact 

wrote a constitution and created a government that overwhelmingly favored themselves and 

similar others. It continues to favor similar othersðpowerful wealthy elites, the plutocratsð

through the generations to this day. 

                                                 

 
1
 Beyond Plutocracyôs introduction goes well beyond what a bookôs introduction normally contains. It is really a 

synopsis containing a brief summary or view of the whole book. Some parts of its text were copied from the main 

body of the book. Thus, in the one or two hours it takes to read the introduction one may gain a fairly good idea of 

the partial redesign of the American government that is presented in Beyond and why it is needed. However, many 

ideas important to the design had to be left out of the introduction. One cannot fully understand and appreciate the 

design save by reading the entire book. 
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 Until the fundamental imbalance of political power that overwhelmingly favors the 

wealthy is corrected, all attempts at repairing our nationôs many ills are doomed to very limited 

success or outright failure. Correcting this imbalance of power requires a partial redesign of our 

government. 

 Most political correctives offered today fail both at overcoming plutocracy and at 

adequately achieving and securing the freedom of the individual. This book offers for your 

consideration a partial redesign of the American government that really fixes in just the right way 

what is really wrong with it. 

 The government design presented here strikes a judicious balance of political power that, 

unlike the design of the founders, really does not unduly favor any particular group. It achieves a 

truly democratic process and the consensus of the entire electorate on our nationôs most 

important issues. It results in the honest representation of all members of the electorate in the 

representative branches of government. It mitigates the worst and brings out the best that our 

market economy has to offer. It achieves and secures the fullest freedom of the individual and 

liberty in the nation. And it nurtures responsibility and excellence in each of us. 

 Also, of crucial importance for the existence and success of any truly democratic process 

involving a busy electorate whose members have varying capability, the democratic process 

presented here is very convenient. It requires surprisingly little time and effort. And it is simple 

enough for those who are not politically sophisticated and sophisticated enough for those who are 

politically astute. 

 

 The distribution of power is the most fundamental of all political issues. Good 

government and a good society require the correct distribution of power as their foundation. 

Excessive power cannot be held by an elite few, the simple majority, or any other faction of the 

populace. 

 Joining direct democracy and representative democracy together in just the right way 

achieves a correct distribution of power resulting in a government that overcomes the 

shortcomings of both. Direct democracy is people directly voting on issues. Representative 

democracyðtruly representative democracy!ðis people voting in truly free elections for 

representatives that honestly represent the entire electorate and populace in government. 

 Most people mistakenly believe that America already practices representative democracy. 

But it does not. This can be readily seen when our current so-called representative democracy 

with its extreme concentrations of power and wealth and widespread social injustice is compared 

by you, dear reader, with the truly representative democracy proposed in this book. Understand 

that it is by the inclusion of just the right kind and amount of direct democracy that the 

representative branches of our government (or any government) are rendered truly 

representative. 

 By itself, so-called ñrepresentativeò democracy only results in the tyranny of plutocracy, 

exploitive governance by the wealthy. But the usually proposed alternative, unlimited majority-

rule direct democracy, were it ever tried, would only result in ñthe tyranny of democracy,ò the 

political, economic, religious, and behavioral tyranny of the simple majority over the rest of the 

populace. And, examined more closely, this ñmajorityò would really only be a highly organized, 

doggedly active, radical political minority. 
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 However, limited direct democracy and limited representative democracy joined together 

and judiciously balanced as described in this book results in a wise amount and just distribution 

of governmental powers that does not unduly favor any particular group. 

 The limited direct democracy proposed here would be added to our government as a new 

fourth branch called the demos, pronounced as in democratic. Adding a new definition to those 

that already exist for the word, a demos is a direct democracy branch of government, a 

nationwide electronic network in which an electorate consisting of all of-age, able citizens 

practice consensus democracy by deliberating, voting, and achieving consensus on a fixed set of 

a nationôs key economic and electoral issues, setting limits within which the government and the 

nation must function and electing to the representative branches of the government bodies of 

officeholders that demographically resemble the entire electorate and truly represent the entire 

body of citizens. 

 Less precisely but more simply stated, a demos is a branch of government in which all of-

age citizens directly vote and achieve consensus on a fixed set of a nationôs key economic issues 

and elect officeholders to the representative branches of government. 

 This book is focused principally on a particular demos to be added to the American 

federal government. But the problem of plutocracy plagues all governments. Adapted to the 

specific needs of other locales, a demos could and should be added to every government in the 

world and to every level of government. 

 

 In the demos, practicing a new kind of democracy called consensus democracy that will 

be described briefly in this introduction and discussed at length within the chapters of this book, 

the electorate directly deliberates, votes, and achieves consensus on a fixed set of twelve issuesð

three electoral issues and nine economic issues. 

 In the three electoral issues, in an entirely new electoral system from that which we have 

today, the electorate directly elects the president, all senators, and all representatives: 

 

¶ Election of the president 

¶ Election of senators 

¶ Election of representatives 

 

 And the electorate directly deliberates, votes, and achieves consensus that becomes law 

on the following nine economic issues: 

 

¶ Overall federal tax rate (which, over time, determines the size of the federal government) 

¶ Division of the tax burden among three tax revenue sources: corporations and businesses, 

personal incomes, and inheritances 

¶ Corporate and business tax scale 

¶ Personal income tax scale 

¶ Inheritance tax scale 

¶ Hours in the workweek 

¶ Minimum wage 

¶ Amount of federal debt or savings 
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¶ Portion of federal tax revenue for the military, healthcare, other entitlements, and all other 

government functions 

 

 This may be a moment of doubt for you. While repairing our electoral system may seem 

reasonable, given our current mess, it may seem impractical and even shocking to you that the 

entire electorate would be directly involved in making such important economic decisions. How 

could millions of people participate in deliberations? How could the entire electorate possibly 

discuss and set something as complex as a tax scale? Even if effective deliberation and consensus 

could somehow happen, shouldnôt experts, not average people, handle such important economic 

issues? And what kind of democracy is this, when the electorate only votes on a fixed set of 

twelve issues, as opposed to an open stream of referendums over time about many different 

social issues? 

 All I can ask of you at this point, dear reader, is to set aside your doubts for now, keep an 

open mind, and keep reading. There are compelling reasons for the kind and amount of direct 

democracy included in the partial redesign of the American government presented here. Please 

remain receptive to an understanding and appreciation of both the necessity and the desirability 

of placing the above electoral and economic powers directly into the hands of the electorate. And 

tools and methods will be presented to you that not only make it possible but surprisingly simple 

and convenient for members of the electorate to effectively deliberate, vote, and achieve 

consensus. 

 

 Unlike the winner-take-all, majority-rule democracy of old in which the simple majority 

vote wins and all others lose, the consensus democracy described here and practiced by the 

electorate in the demos has no winners and losers but results in the consensus of the entire 

electorate, a moderate ñgolden meanò that avoids all extremes. 

 As discussed in Appendix 1, this consensus of the entire electorate is possible because the 

vote tallies for the nine economic issues included in the demos are processed by computers 

resulting in mathematical values that are equally influenced by every personôs vote. Thus, each 

member of the electorate equally affects economic values that serve as parameters or limits 

within which our government and nation must function. And the electoral system included in the 

demos automatically results in a demographic resemblance to and the honest representation of 

the entire electorate in the representative branches, which may also be considered to be the 

consensus of the electorate. 

 The electorateôs consensus in the demos on the economic and electoral issues creates in a 

third way what may be considered to be a consensus of the entire electorate. Functioning within 

economic limits set by the entire electorate; demographically resembling the entire electorate in 

body, mind, interests, and pocketbook; and truly representing the entire electorate, the now truly 

representative branches of government will write laws and rules for government, corporations, 

business, labor, mass media, environmental protection, etc. that wisely serve the entire electorate 

and the nation as a whole. 

 Unlike todayôs periodic elections, voting in the demos is ongoing. Each member of the 

electorate has a vote permanently ñridingò on each issue included in the demos that, with one 

exception discussed later, he or she may change at any time. Demos computers continuously 
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recalculate vote tallies to maintain the current consensus of the electorate which serves as our 

ñsocial contract.ò 

 The demos has been designed to function as an integrated homeostatic system. Heartbeat, 

respiration and temperature regulation within our bodies are homeostatic systems. The tendency 

of a homeostatic system is to avoid the extremes and to hover around a moderate norm. Each of 

the economic issues included in the demos functions like a homeostatic system, ever hovering 

about a moderate economic norm. And the carefully chosen issues form an interrelated whole. 

Taken collectively, they function like the interactive, self-orchestrating systems in a living 

organism. The electorate uses the demos as a tool to achieve a moderate consensus on a few 

values that our government and nation must use as they function, keeping our society functioning 

smoothly and evolving peacefully as demographics, conditions, and our decisions change. 

 

 The three demos electoral issues involve the direct election of the president, senators, and 

representatives in an entirely new electoral system. 

 Our current electoral system is a set of loaded dice that overwhelmingly favors the 

powerful, wealthy few in two principal ways. 

 First, elections are left to a marketplace, mass media, and two political parties that are 

mostly owned and operated by the wealthy rather than being within and supported by government 

where they belong, equally accessible to all of us. Most of us are resigned to rapidly selecting 

what we guess might be ñthe lesser of evilsò from among a few poorly known, fork-tongued 

candidates financed and, therefore, pre-selected by the wealthy. Few run for and win office that 

do not have the blessings and support of and now owe Big Money big-time. 

 Second, if throwing huge amounts of money at the electoral process were not enough of 

an advantage for the wealthy, dividing states into electoral districts and electing only one senator 

or representative within each of them virtually guarantees that wealthy or wealth-serving 

candidates will win the lionôs share of electoral offices and that the wealthy will hold a 

permanent hegemony of power within government while the poor and minorities go vastly under-

represented. When only one candidate can be elected in a district, a candidate with lots of money 

to throw around will usually successfully buy the electoral office or seat being contested. While 

the wealthy inevitably manage to buy the first seat in a district, othersðthe lower middle class, 

the working poor, and minoritiesðcould elect their champions to second, third, etc. seats in the 

district. Oops! Thereôs only one seat in the district. 

 The demos electoral system completely eliminates these and other problems making the 

electoral process honest and fair. 

 In the demos electoral system the Electoral College (which currently elects the president) 

and all state electoral district systems are entirely scrapped. The president and all senators are 

elected by direct popular vote from the nation at-large, and each stateôs quota of representatives 

is elected from the state at-large. 

 All periodic elections, including all primary elections, are scrapped and replaced by a 

simple ñongoingò electoral system. In a manner similar to the nine demos economic issues in 

which each member of the electorate keeps a vote riding on each issue, each member keeps a 

vote riding on one candidate for president, one for senator, and one for representative. 
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 The demos electoral system has a single national Presidential Candidates list and a single 

national Senatorial Candidates list. Each state has its own single Representative Candidates list. 

Any number of people may run for office. The person currently receiving the most votes in the 

Presidential Candidates list, the top 100 people in the Senatorial Candidates list, and each stateôs 

quota of representatives from its Representative Candidates list are currently seated in office. 

Discussed in detail later, a person gains or loses office when he or she gains or loses a sufficient 

number of votes relative to other candidates in the officeôs Candidates list. 

 Candidates (who need not be wealthy or wealth supported) may take any amount of time 

to run for office for free within the demos and build a following. Members of the electorate may 

take any amount of time to study and deliberate about candidates and to reach out to each other 

across states or the entire nation to directly elect their champions, truly representative 

officeholders that resemble them in body, mind, interests, and pocketbook. 

 It is the electing of senators from within the nation at-large and a stateôs quota of 

representatives from within the state at-large that overcomes the wealth-dominated, one-elective-

office-per-district problem and empowers each member of the electorate to join with others to 

select their champions. While others vote for their good candidates (who I may consider to be 

bad) from within these large poolsðfrom the entire nation or an entire stateðI and others like 

me vote for our good candidates from within the same large pools (who others may consider to 

be bad). 

 Thus, no member of the electorate is stuck selecting a ñlesser evilò from a small group 

preselected by the wealthy as is done today. All voters support their goods, their champions, 

those who resemble and truly represent them. The resulting senate and house automatically 

demographically resemble and serve the true and balanced interests of the entire electorate. No 

quota systems, political parties, or complex electoral schemes are required. People just get to 

directly vote for whom they really want. 

 The ongoing nature of the demos electoral process and its at-large method of voting have 

immense virtues. Any number of candidates may run for office, and all candidates, rich and poor 

alike, have a free placeðan Internet-like ñwebò site containing one or more pages within a 

nationwide electronic demos networkðand unlimited time to run for office, present themselves 

and their positions and proposals, and earn a following. By the time candidates receive enough 

votes to gain office in this ongoing electoral process, they, their proposals, and their entire 

political and voting history in previous offices will have been long studied and deliberated. The 

candidates will be well known and trusted by those who support them. A candidate and his or her 

supporters will be able to extend their political views and efforts outside the demos in ways that 

best serve their needs. Just as today, the wealthy may buy any media and other electoral 

advantages they may find. But unlike today, the free, ongoing, at-large demos electoral process 

also gives non-wealthy people the means and unlimited time to reach out to each other across 

their states or the entire nation in support of candidates that serve their needs and interests, even 

as they also go out into their neighborhoods and communities, organize, and educate friends, 

neighbors, co-workers, and others as to their true interests. 

 

 Two proposals in this book are designed to make the senate and the house more 

democratic by breaking up their current ñold-boysô clubsò with their excessive concentrations of 
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power and self-serving legislative rules and processes: 1) All current systems of seniority and 

appointment in the senate and the house are scrapped, all committee and other chairs and 

positions being filled by the secret voting of their entire memberships. 2) All rules regarding 

parliamentary and legislative processes within the senate and the house are determined by the 

secret voting of their entire memberships. The debate of and voting on legislation being proposed 

and considered remain public. 

 

 The demos practices consensus democracy to achieve economic consensus and electoral 

consensus on some of our nationôs most important issues. Now demographically resembling and 

honestly serving the entire electorate, congress creates laws and policies that may be taken to be 

the legislative consensus of the entire electorate. Founded upon the principle of including and 

achieving the consensus of the entire electorate, I have named this form of government consensus 

government. It gives real meaning at long last to the phrase government by the consent of the 

governed. 

 Summarizing this government design and function in a paragraph: All of our nationôs 

political, economic, and social activity takes place within or under consensus governmentôs 

largest framework of just the right kind and amount of direct democracy judiciously balanced 

with what has now become truly representative democracy. The consensus democracy practiced 

by the electorate within the demos achieves economic and electoral consensus on twelve 

included issues and a deliberative process that informs the representative branches and, indeed, 

the entire nation as to the true mind and will of the electorate on the many other issues it 

discusses. The demos directly sets nine fundamental economic parameters within which the 

government and nation must function. This always-moderate, ever current consensus of the 

electorate changes slowly over time as demographics, conditions, and our decisions change. The 

demos electoral process empowers the members of the electorate to come together within states 

and across the entire nation to elect to the representative branches their true champions, those 

who resemble them in body, mind, interests, and pocketbook. The resulting representative 

bodies, (which, recall, have been made to function more democratically), automatically 

demographically resemble and truly represent the entire electorate and all of its interests. 

Obeying (by constitutional law) the economic parameters set by the electorate in the demos and 

informed by its deliberations, members of the representative bodies deliberate, compromise, 

enact, and enforce legislation and rules that truly serve the entire electorate. This just, inclusive, 

consensus-building design that does not unduly favor any part of the populace achieves a stable, 

long-lasting government and society that functions sensibly, always tends toward moderation, 

and evolves peacefully over time. The results are a strong moral compass, a steady sense of 

direction, and the good government and society that we all seek. 

 

 Oh, but as a potential member of a future demos all of this possibly makes you nervous or 

even fearful, if not for yourself then about certain others who couldnôt chew gum and turn a door 

knob at the same time? ñThe responsibility! The difficulty! The time! Iôm so busy! Iôm not sure 

Iôm capable! Economic issues? What do I know about economics? Iôm not really a political 

person! And those idiots down the street, they couldnôt make a wise or even a sane choice to save 

their lives!ò 
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 Letôs take a look at what would be involved, at what your involvement might be. (You get 

a wide choice as to how involved you want to be in the demos.) 

 What about your capability on some of the economic questions that are included in the 

demos? As you answer these questions, just use your own good sense. What do you think would 

be in your self-interest? What do you think would be good for our nation? Okay, here we go: 

1) Do you think our national government should be larger, smaller, or stay at its current size? 

2) Do you think the amount of our national debt should be increased, decreased, or left at the 

current amount? 3) Letôs say that the current minimum wage is $5.75 per hour. Do you think the 

minimum wage should be increased, decreased, or left at the current amount? 

 You see? This is not rocket science. You wonôt be running the economy or the country. 

But those who are running the country will be people selected by you and the rest of the 

electorateðpeople you really want in office!ðand, by constitutional law, they will have to run 

the country within limits that are set by you. You and the rest of the electorate will also decide 

how the tax burden that we have set upon ourselves is distributed among us. There is no reason 

to fear this because a way has been figured out that makes it really easy for you to make the right 

choices for yourself. Even the idiots down the street will be able to do it. And yet, as easy as 

these questions are to answer, you will be answering some of our nationôs most important 

questions. 

 What makes it possible for an electorate of busy people possessing widely varying 

capability to vote on such important issues? When just the right issues are selected, only a few 

issues need to be included, and with these issues it is easy to understand oneôs true self-interest. 

A surprisingly simple method of voting on economic issues is used based on the traffic signal 

colors green, yellow, and red. (It is described in Appendix 1. Other colors and voting methods 

would be available for those who need them.) The voter never comes in contact with any 

mathematical calculations but only makes a few simple choices. 

 Your votes continuously ñrideò on the issues. Your economic situation and interests have 

significantly changed? You changed your mind about who you want to serve as a senator? Or you 

have come to believe that our nation should move in a different direction? When your situation in 

life changes or you change your mind about this or that issue, you can conveniently change one 

or more of your votes at any time from almost anywhere including from your own home. 

Whether kept as is or changed, each vote must be ñrefreshedò at least once a year. 

 While voting on the nine economic and three electoral issues included in the demos is a 

civic obligation, participation in demos deliberations is optional. If you know your mind, as most 

of us will, voting can take as little as five or ten minutes per year. 

 ñBut,ò you might ask, ñshouldnôt economic matters be left to the experts? And, other than 

picking a famous name on a ballot, I wouldnôt know who to vote for.ò 

 Do not confuse the expertise that politicians and corporations have mastered at swindling 

you with scientific and economic expertise. Millions have been swindled out of their private 

pensions, investments, and life savings; many millions have never had healthcare while millions 

more have joined them in recent years; and taxes are routinely dumped by the wealthy onto the 

middle class. Both parents working today struggle harder to finance a family than one 

breadwinner did decades ago. Hundreds of thousands of low-paid foreign technical workers have 

been imported into America on special visas and millions of others have been allowed to sneak 
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across our borders to replace our more expensive workers, suppressing the wages of most 

Americans, (except, of course, those of the wealthy elite). Millions of good jobs have been 

exported to cheap abused labor in countries that do not protect the environment. One trade 

agreement after another help multinational corporations while destroying increasing numbers of 

American workers. Our nation is now several trillion dollars in debt and the middle class is 

awash in a sea of debt while the super wealthy hold many trillions of dollars of accumulation. In 

the last three decades trillions of dollars have been taken from the middle class by the wealthiest 

Americans. America has become divided into a relatively small super wealthy class while the 

vast majority has found itself in economic decline. And everywhere government-favored, super-

sized multinational corporations reign supreme. The corporate elite and the members of both 

political parties work together against your interests. 

 Exactly which experts do you think are on your side and are going to make better 

decisions for you than you? On certain important matters elected officials never honestly 

represent you. You must represent yourself. 

 And you may feel a bit lost at first having the freedom to choose anyone you want to 

represent you in Washington. But all kinds of smart and good people in the middle and bottom of 

the American economic heap, people who will work hard for you, are going to step up to the 

plate and be recognized by other smart and good people. The demos, your circle of family, 

friends, and co-workers, your neighborhood, and your community will be abuzz with wise 

opinions. By the time you are empowered to make such choices, you will feel adequate to make 

them. 

 

 At this point the more politically astute and capable reader may feel that to accommodate 

the less capable voters the demos has been made so simple that it cannot handle the more 

sophisticated or subtle aspects of political thought. Not so! 

 Each of the twelve demos issuesô voting pages will link to pages hosting deliberations of 

the issue. Those who opt to participate in deliberations may make their own arguments on issues, 

bringing any ideas into the debates. And they may vote on favored arguments of others causing 

the best and most relevant expressions of arguments to rise to greater visibility within the demos. 

(Only voting by the entire electorate on the twelve demos issues results in economic law and the 

election of officeholders. Voting on arguments by those engaged in deliberations only raises the 

arguments to greater visibility within the demos, nothing more.) While the deliberations on the 

nine economic issues will focus on the issues themselves, in the three electoral issues, when 

discussing the pros and cons of particular candidates for office who express various political, 

economic, and social positions and proposals, the electorate will discuss a host of significant 

issues and views. 

 There should also be a special area of the demos where the Constitution is discussed and 

debated. The members of the electorate could debate, for example: Would a single legislature be 

wiser than our current bicameral legislature, i.e., our current house and senate? Should there be a 

new way to amend the Constitution? What new issues should and what current issues should not 

be included in the demos? 

 All demos deliberations would be accessible to everyone including those working in the 

mass media and people serving in official capacities in the other branches of government. Even 
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those who are too young to be demos members and the citizens of other nations could explore the 

demos as non-voting, ñread-onlyò visitors. This would teach and create demand for true 

democracy in other nations as well. In this way members of the demos could express opinions 

and exert influence well beyond the strict limits of their voting. 

 With everyone 1) studying both high and low politics and the theory and practice of true 

democracy (including actual ñguestò participation in the demos) for four years at the high school 

level, as is proposed here, 2) possessing equal voice and vote in the demos on truly important 

issues, 3) having a meaningful role to play in government, and 4) enjoying the ability to have a 

real effect on the nation in which they live; political interest, thought, and expression would 

flower throughout the land. An electorate that for generations has been deliberately misled and 

rendered politically confused, apathetic, and impotent would, in time, become astute, politically 

streetwise, and perfectly capable of looking after its true self-interests. 

 

 The question was asked earlier, how could millions of people participate in demos 

deliberations? This will be discussed briefly here and at length later in the book. 

 The demos is a nationwide electronic network with one central site that all members of 

the electorate visit to deliberate and vote. We are already familiar with large numbers of 

dispersed people coming together on Internet web sites to converse and debate. But many 

millions deliberating and voting at one demos site? Yes, given the overall design of the demos 

system and a rightly designed site, it is possible. 

 Recall that while voting on the twelve demos issues is a civic obligation that all members 

of the electorate must fulfill participating in demos deliberations is not. The vast majority of 

voters will already know their minds and only visit the demos a few minutes per year to refresh 

their votes, the minimal civic requirement. Their views and choices will be formed within the 

milieu of their daily lives by family, friends, co-workers, neighborhood and community groups, 

mass media, etc. 

 Of those that venture beyond basic voting and into demos deliberations, most people will 

merely read and be guided by what others write. Still, we can safely assume a very large number 

of people will actively participate in demos deliberations, and many more views and arguments 

will be expressed than any one member could ever handle in a lifetime. 

 Thus, we encounter the concept of what I call ñvisibilityò within the demos. Demos 

members may vote on favored views and arguments of others causing the best and most relevant 

arguments to rise to greater visibility. 

 As described in the chapter entitled Consensus Democracy, to prevent the most favored 

views and arguments from remaining always visible while all others remain forever unseen, 

member voting on views and arguments works together with a computerized mathematical 

ñround robinò method of presenting views in a timeshare process. More votes translates into 

greater visibility for a longer time. But views and arguments earning fewer votes also get their 

durations of greater visibility and the chance to earn more votes and even greater visibility. Thus, 

demos members encounter new views, arguments, and ideas and have the opportunity to give 

them increased presence and effect in deliberations. 

 The demos would serve as the principal place in the nation for most members of the 

electorate to participate directly in the political process. Because it is their views and arguments 
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that would usually be voted into greatest visibility, the demos deliberations would attract our 

finest thinkers from all economic levels and walks of life. But this would be just the focal point 

of a much larger deliberative process. Demos deliberations would spill over into, affect, and add 

focus to our national debate in the mass media, schools, workplaces, homes, public places and 

events, and the representative areas of our government. Thus, even that vast portion of the 

electorate that would likely not participate directly in demos deliberations would be influenced 

and guided by them. In this way our national political debate both inside and outside of the 

demos, a debate not owned or dominated by the wealthy or any other political faction, would 

become focused on our most important issues and our best thinking about them, including the 

best of our new ideas. 

 The debate would not be dominated by the wealthy? Keep in mind that under consensus 

government with the electorate in the demos directly setting some fundamental economic 

parameters and electing members to representative bodies that truly serve the entire electorate, 

the wealthy would likely not be so excessively wealthy nor the poor as poor as today and the use 

of mass media for political purposes would likely be regulated much more fairly than today. 

 

 What is the point of government if it is not to secure the life, liberty, and pursuit of 

happiness of the individual? And yet, the most endangered constituent of the large, modern state 

is the individual. The freedom of the individual is constrained and crushed by all things big: big 

government, big business, big labor, and even big religion. The two greatest enemies of freedom 

are those who insist ñYou must serve me!ò and those who insist ñYou must be like me!ò Serve 

and conform. The first condition predominates under unopposed or insufficiently opposed 

plutocracy, e.g., the political-economic oppression and exploitation created by so-called 

ñrepresentativeò democracy left to the marketplace. The second condition would exist under 

unopposed or insufficiently opposed and incorrectly designed direct democracy, were it ever 

tried, the oppression of minority views and ways by the simple-majority. 

 But government is necessary, in one form or another. Plutocracy or democracy oré By 

balancing these two great enemies of freedomðthe powerful few and the powerful manyð

against each other and by including only a limited measure of each within a limited government, 

the freedom of the individual is increased and preserved. This is not irresponsible freedom. The 

consensus government presented here nurtures the personal responsibility and good citizenship of 

each individual. 

 Some argue that we increase personal freedom simply by limiting the size of the federal 

government. Such thinking really misses the point. What liberty is gained by weakening 

government and strengthening private power if that private power resides principally in the hands 

of an unchecked, ruthless, carnivorous corporate elite? Whether ruled by the political mighty or 

the corporate mighty, the populace still remains with a bent back and on bent knees. The problem 

is not merely one of the public sector verses the private sector. It is not about the size of 

government as such. And it is not about government verses liberty. Government is essential to 

liberty! The question is, or should be, what changes to our government will correct its current 

shortcomings, effectively mitigate the dysfunctions and bring out the best of our market 

economy, and maximize the personal liberty of everyone and the nation as a whole? It is correct 

governance that maximizes freedom both in relation to government and outside of government. 
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 The greatest measures of liberty and responsible personal freedom for everyone are not 

created by maximizing direct democracy and minimizing representative democracy to the fullest 

extent possible but by adding to our government just the right kind and amount of direct 

democracy. They are created by achieving the correct distribution and balance of powers within 

government (ultimately at all levels) and by focusing the electorate and government most 

centrally on just the right body of economic and electoral issues of greatest importance to our 

society. 

 Even the more truly representative officeholders that would be elected within the demos 

electoral system could not be entirely trusted, particularly with certain critical economic issues 

that profoundly affect everyoneôs life and welfare. The nine economic issues included in the 

demos give the electorate direct control over economic powers that the wealthy few currently use 

to wage economic warfare against the rest of the populace. 

 This partial redesign of the American government does not make the mistake of 

overreacting to current imbalance and injustice by assigning too much power to the demos. 

Limiting the demos to deliberating, voting, and achieving consensus resulting in law on only nine 

economic issues and deliberating and voting on only three electoral issues permanently specifies 

and limits its powers. The powers assigned to the demos, including the sole power to tax, are 

permanently denied the representative branches of government, thus limiting their powers as well 

and the power of government as a whole. 

 Also, as discussed in the chapter entitled Reorganizing the Powers of the American 

Government, limiting demos lawmaking to a fixed set of easily understood issues avoids the 

serious mistake of including a large number or an open-ended stream of complex, subjective 

issues that are best handled by other areas of government and in other parts of society. Creating 

law on difficult, subtle social issues by popular referendum is a huge mistake. Simplistic, ill-

designed, self-serving referendums are usually proposed and supported by moneyed, organized, 

radical corporations and interest groups that deviously manipulate unsuspecting others to win 

their way. Even proposals made by well intentioned but perhaps naive ordinary people may be 

unscrupulously supported or fought by radical interests for selfish purposes. 

 Laws regarding complex social issues are best created by legislative bodies whose 

members are selected in demos-style elections. The bodies demographically resemble and serve 

the entire electorate, and their members can gain or lose the support of the electorate. As a result 

of demos deliberations legislators are informed as to the true thoughts of the members of the 

electorate on issues. Thus, all competing interests and ideas are wisely considered, balanced, and 

coherently fitted to other new and existing legislation and law. 

 This design places our greatest trust where it really belongs, on a true consensus achieved 

among all of us. Along with our better qualities, everyone from the political and economic 

mighty to average citizens and groups of them harbor bias, prejudice, hard-headed injustice, 

unreasonableness, selfishness, and shortsightedness. Our trust is best placed not in the elite few, 

the simple majority, or in any other faction of the populace but in the deliberations of and a 

consensus achieved directly by the electorate as a whole in the demos and in the deliberations 

and compromises among representatives who are fairly elected by and who fairly represent the 

entire electorate. 
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 In addition to setting right our governmentôs current mal-distribution of power, the 

government design presented here also repairs our divisive political process. Rather than pulling 

us apart into angry, polarized, gridlocked fragments as our political process does today, it brings 

us together in a single political body designed to achieve our consensus on our most important 

issues and honest representation in the other branches of government. In doing this, it makes 

possible the correction or mitigation of most of our nationôs other political, economic, and social 

ills. 

 Any government worth its salt must be robust enough to function in the real world with 

people as they currently behave. It cannot idealistically depend upon people being high-minded 

or behaving rationally. It must function well within our current world, but it should also help us 

move toward a better world. The consensus government presented here is very robust. It is 

designed to begin with people as they are today and then to facilitate our evolution toward ever 

better citizens in an ever better society. 

 

 The government designed by the founders is very extreme and undemocratic. It places an 

overwhelming amount of power and wealth into the hands of an elite few while excluding most 

of the populace from meaningful participation and representation within government. While 

correctly avoiding the extremes of Left and Right, most political moderates today offer incorrect 

solutions that do not address the real problem. There is a school of thought in the middle of the 

political spectrum called radical centrism. In an attempt to transcended that which simply 

doesnôt work, radical centrists propose various ñtruly newò ideas at the political center. But even 

their ideas do not adequately address the fundamental problem of the incorrect distribution of 

power within our government. 

 The partial redesign of the American government presented here is centrist in that it 

avoids the extremes and screams of both the Left and the Right. It lies squarely in the moderate 

center of the political spectrum. It is only radical in that, unlike all that has come before, it 

modifies the fundamental structure of our government sufficiently and in just the right way to get 

the job done. It corrects the problem of plutocracy by adding to our government just the right 

kind and amount of direct democracy. It reduces excessive corporate and governmental power. It 

achieves the consensus and honest representation of the entire electorate within government. It 

produces the moderate golden mean of centered, balanced, peacefully evolving government and 

society. And it achieves and secures the freedom of the individual. 

 Note carefully as you read Beyond Plutocracy that while it contains criticism of the 

current distribution of wealth in America or, more precisely, the huge inequity in the current 

distributionð10% of the populace holds 90% of our nationôs wealthðnot one penny of wealth is 

redistributed by the government design proposed here. Also, this book includes no guaranteed 

minimum annual income or hint of a ñwelfare state.ò (The electorate may, if it wishes, set a 

minimum wage of zero and allow no government entitlements at all.) 

 This book is not about what choices should be made about certain issues of central 

importance to our nation but about who should make them. The entire electorate is empowered to 

directly make a few choices of central importance that are currently made by a powerful few. 

 Using the demos as its tool, by the taxes that it levies, by the other economic parameters 

that it sets, and by the people it elects to office, the electorate is empowered to directly create 
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some and indirectly affect other laws and policies that ultimately control, among other things, 

that most important of all things: the overall distribution of wealth in America. By the political, 

economic, and other decisions that it currently makes, a powerful few already controls Americaôs 

distribution of wealth and many other things. The only new thing here is that some of these 

important decisions would instead be made by the electorate. 

 At this point, letôs examine a questionða fear!ðsome readers might have. By the 

choices it makes on the demos economic and electoral issues, could the electorate impose upon 

us a complete economic leveling and some form of communism or socialism? No! Perish the 

thought! This could happen only if 1) over half of the electorate were communists or socialists, a 

laughable notion, and 2) the demos practiced majority-rule democracy, democracy as commonly 

understood today where as little as 50% of the vote plus one wins. A communistic or socialistic 

simple majority could outvote all others and impose its will  upon everyone else. 

 But the demos does not practice majority-rule democracy. It practices consensus 

democracy, something new under the sun that produces a very different result than the majority-

rule democracy of old. 

 Consensus democracy produces a consensus of the entire electorate on the demos issues. 

There are no winners and losers. There is no one group that overrules another. Every vote always 

counts, continuously and equally affecting the current consensus. This slowly evolving consensus 

directly and indirectly affects our nationôs entire economic system including ultimately its overall 

distribution of wealth. The votes of many members of the electorate on the demos issuesðon tax 

levies, on the representatives they select, etc.ðtend to increase the inequality in the distribution 

of wealth while the votes of others tend to decrease the inequality. The result over time is a 

slowly varying, moderate, just (i.e., unequal but equitable) distribution of wealth. 

 The electorate would likely choose less inequality in the distribution of wealth than is 

chosen by the elite few today, but there would still be a reasonable and functional inequality in 

the distribution. Inequality in the distribution of wealth is desirable and necessary to maintain a 

robust level of entrepreneurial incentive and activity and a healthy work ethic. And we all know 

this! We are a nation of true believers in capitalism, the market economy. We well understand 

that it is the engine of our nationôs prosperity. And we would vote accordingly. 

 But we also believe in fair play. Most of us do not believe that unlimited accumulations 

of wealth should exist alongside wracking poverty. We understand the elite now take too much, 

more than they are worth and more than is morally justifiable. We see that many who are 

working sufficiently hard to earn a decent living in a just society are denied it in our current one. 

 And, just as we do not want elites taking too much or a free ride on our backs, we also do 

not want to be forced by government to give a free ride to malingerers who are capable of 

working but are unwilling. That is why in the demos the electorate is given direct control over the 

overall amount the government spends on entitlements. We are a generous people, but we want 

tax revenue used wisely. 

 The consensus government proposed here empowers the electorate and our nation to 

achieve an unequal but equitable and functional distribution of wealth and honest reward for 

honest work. 

 It should be clearly understood that in removing control of our nationôs overall 

distribution of wealth from the hands of the few and placing it into the hands of the entire 
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electorate, we do not gain control over the amount of any particular personôs wealth. How much 

wealth any particular person possessed within the overall distribution would depend, just as 

today, on accident of birth and the personôs talents, ambitions, study, hard work, and luck. 

 I do not possess and did not in this book strive for some particular distribution of wealth 

that I consider to be the most moral or functional. This lies beyond my wisdom and, I believe, 

beyond the wisdom and capability of a powerful few, the simple majority, or any other faction or 

person. The necessary wisdom can come only from all of us making this and certain other 

decisions together, as in the demos. 

 While the actual distribution of wealth that resulted from the choices made by the 

electorate in the demos would be an important moral issue (and likely a subject of hot debate 

within the demos), the fact that it is the entire electorate making the choices and not just a 

powerful few is of vastly greater moral importance. In my view it is the only truly moral way to 

make such choices. By whatever name and in whatever exact form, achieving a demos and 

consensus democracy is a profoundly important step in and signifier of our progress from beasts 

to high-minded beings. It is a necessary step for our moving beyond our current state of purgatory 

and even for our very survival. 

 

 Repairing the federal government is task enough for this book, and we will not stray far 

from that task. But the problem of plutocracy exists at all levels of government, and, as the right 

cure, each levelðfederal, state, county, and localðcould and should have a demos. The 

electorate dwelling within each governing jurisdiction would participate in its demos, 

deliberating, voting, and achieving consensus on the most important dozen or so economic and 

electoral issues appropriate to the jurisdiction. 

 A given level of governmentðnational, state, county, or cityðshould never be 

subdivided into electoral districts in which one person is elected from each district for the 

purpose of electing members for their governing bodies. All officeholdersðgovernors, state 

legislators, judges, school board members, city council members, etc.ðmust be elected at-large 

within the area encompassed by each level of government. Each voter would cast a single vote 

for a candidate for a given governing body, choosing his or her champion from the same large 

pool or area, the pool depending on the level of government of which the demos is a part. Thus, 

all governing bodies at every level of government would automatically demographically resemble 

their electorates in body, mind, interests, and pocketbook and serve their entire electorates. 

 The included issues and voter participation in every demos would be very similar to and 

have the same look and feel as those at the federal level. The voter would need to learn only one 

simple method of demos participation and would electronically participate in the demos of each 

level of government from any convenient location in the nation including from his or her own 

home. If you moved from a city in one part of the country to a city on the other side of the 

country, the names of local candidates would be new to you and possibly an economic issue or 

two, but youôd already know how to participate and vote in the demoses of the levels of 

government under which you now live. 

 Thus, the various electoratesðnot just the most powerful few, as is done todayðwould 

set the fundamental economic limits within which all levels of government and the nation as a 
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whole must function and elect to the other branches of government at each level bodies of 

officeholders that resemble and truly represent and serve the entire electorates. 

 The proceedings of all governing bodies such as legislatures and councils should be 

democratized in a manner similar to that discussed above for the senate and the house of the 

federal government. All subcommittees, etc. of a governing body should be filled not by seniority 

or appointment but by the secret vote of all members of the body. And all rules and procedures 

applying to the legislative process of a governing body should be determined by the secret vote 

of all members of the body. The debate of and voting on legislation being proposed and 

considered should remain public. 

 

 Capitalism, the market economy, is our best form of economic relationship. It motivates 

personal and local decision making, creativity, improvement, entrepreneurship, and productivity; 

and it creates much wealth. But an unbridled capitalism that reigns supreme concentrates 

excessive power and wealth into the hands of ruthless, greedy elites within and among nations 

who then create, populate, and use self-serving governments to exploit the rest of the populace 

and override the common good. Unbridled capitalism plays nations and people against each other 

in a most underhanded way in search of its Holy Grail: maximum growth and profit and 

minimum responsibility no matter what the environmental and human costs. Creating 

constitutions, governments, laws, rules, and economic entities that cause the fruit of the labor of 

millions to be taken from them and handed to the sly, cunning, manipulative few is economic 

rape, and it becomes, at its worst, economic terrorism. 

 Everywhere today, American elites who exploit our own populace conduct business with 

elites of other nations who exploit their populaces. One method used among others, political and 

economic elites agitate and manipulate religious and moral conservatives and others to achieve 

their self-serving ends. And the politically and economically excluded and exploited use 

whatever means that are available to them, including religion, to fight back or fight for inclusion. 

Thus, once or at least potentially peaceful religions become radical, polarized instruments of 

political-economic and ultimately physical warfare. 

 Fanatic religious and other extremist and terrorist groups spring up like mushrooms and 

are empowered worldwide because we drive people to them. Insurrection and revolution within 

nations and now international terrorism are the result of fundamental injustice. Hatred and rage 

come from long experience of violence done against one in one form or another including 

economic violence. 

 Attempting to harden and protect an unjust state and its populace against insurrection and 

terrorism that can come from any direction at any time is enormously costly, inefficient, and 

destructive to personal freedom and the social fabric. When it ultimately fails and a nuclear 

bomb, poison gas, or infectious organism is successfully let loose on the nation and it retaliates 

by vaporizingé well, you choose your worst escalating nightmare. To think one can take 

everything from everyone else and take oneôs way in everything and then live in peace with them 

or militarily hold them at bay forever is pure folly. 

 The notion that the West in general and America in particular are fostering democracy 

and individual freedom within themselves and around the world is also pure folly. Not being true 

democracies themselves but only plutocracies, the most powerful, wealthy nations are really only 



20 

 

attempting to push a worldwide plutocratic empire unto a reluctant world. They are trying to 

create a worldwide plutocracy in which they reign supreme by sufficiently and permanently 

politically, economically, and militarily rendering everyone else everywhere else subservient to 

them. 

 Even as they engage in this immorality it must be said, wealthy nations are not inherently 

more evil than are others. All current nations, great and small, are authoritarian plutocracies that 

practice some good and much evil, each in its own way and as it sees its own interests. While 

great powers are capable of and all too often engage in great evil, some of the worldôs worst 

atrocities are conducted by some of its poorest nations. And everywhere religious and other 

groups immorally attempt to shove their values and systems down the throats of others by brute 

force. 

 The best way to fight terrorism is to not create the terrorist, the insurrectionist, or the 

revolutionary in the first place. The best way to do that is to create just, inclusive governments, 

societies, and relationships within and among nations that do not drive individuals and nations to 

anger, rage, desperation, and violence. Political-economic inclusion and justness attracts people 

toward the current state, taking the wind out of the sails of radicals. The worldôs current 

ódemocraciesô would find it considerably easier to attract other nations and peoples to democratic 

principles and governance if they themselves were true democracies in the first place, 

demonstrating by example the immense benefits of just, inclusive, equitable political-economic 

systems. 

 There will always be some level of competition and disagreement among us. That is only 

natural and even healthy. But we now exist at an extreme and in an extreme state of illness. We 

currently function at the level of three year olds fighting over the toys while our world spins 

increasingly out of control. It is time for us to grow up. 

 Historically, government design has long been improving. Continuing to improve it 

should not be considered radical or unwise. We Americans have now had over two hundred years 

to see and we must finally admit that while the founders got much right what they got wrong is 

terribly wrong. It is time and over time to improve yet again and improve very fundamentally the 

design of our government. This is so for all of the worldôs governments. 

 The government design offered here creates a new kind of relationship within and among 

nations that takes us well beyond our current dominance, authoritarianism, and plutocracy. It 

facilitates peaceful, equitable, humane relationships among just nations, each possessing a demos 

practicing consensus democracy as part of its governing structure. Simply because people 

participating within a demos in each nation will not permit such conditions to exist, it makes 

possible a worldwide free trade that does not exploit local conditions of tyranny and misery to 

unduly fatten the lives of distant others. Everyone will fairly benefit from the trade. 

 Notice that no mention is made here of a sovereign world government, a decidedly 

dangerous entity. We have merely the association of and agreements among free, sovereign 

nations, each possessing a demos and a just political-economic system. 

 This government design takes us into a new national and world order that is worthy of the 

word new. Almost miraculously, all of this is gained simply by including within our current 

governments a modest measure of just the right kind of true democracy.  
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1   Dominance and Plutocracy 
 

 Here we are, you and I, in this world guessing as to the source, nature, and purpose of our 

being. Given the limits of our seeing and understanding, we gather with surprising certainty into 

various camps and proceed to feud and war over our differences. As if authoritatively declaring 

the nature of the turf werenôt enough to bring us to arms, we are also up in arms over the turf 

itself. We grab and hang on for dear life to as much as we can hold. As we emerge from the 

bloodiest century of our long, bloody history, we shake our weary heads and wonder, isnôt there a 

better way to work these things out? 

 How should or might we arrange our varying ways of being that we may live peacefully 

together and intelligently husband our world? When we form governments, what should be the 

relationship among us all? What should be the relationship between the individual and the state? 

What makes a government legitimate? What is and what kind of government best produces ñthe 

good societyò? 

 When studying the social or political relationships among the members of a nation, one 

encounters the phrase the few and the many. The few refers to the wealthy, powerful elite which 

dominates and rules. The many means everyone else, the greater part of the populace.
2
 What is 

the cause of this phenomenon, the division of every nationôs populace into the few and the many? 

What should be the relationship between the few who dominate and rule and the larger society? 

Should there even be a few and a many, that is, should there even be a dominant, ruling class? 

 What is reality? What are we? What should be our relationship? What makes a 

government legitimate? What is a good society? These are some of our oldest and most profound 

questions. Each of us holds dear an assortment of guesses, beliefs, and opinions about these and 

many other of our most fundamental questions. We have no shortage of religious, philosophical, 

theoretical, economic, and political systems and paradigms. For every thesis we find its 

antithesis. For every belief we find a dozen variants. Our opinions vary widely, and our 

disagreements multiply. We find ourselves at war both within ourselves and with each other. 

 Each of us is born into a world already in progress. Of necessity, even with our many 

questions and uncertainties, we must make decisions and choices, and we must act. We must go 

about our lives and find or create our various niches. And, whatever our opinions and ideals, we 

must pragmatically hammer out some kind of working relationship with each other and with the 

world in which we live. 

 We are not equally interested in fundamental or idealistic questions and answers or 

concerned with the thoughts or needs of others. While some contemplate and debate our 

questions, others go out and conquer the world. 

                                                 

 
2
 In some works the phrases the few and the many (or, on rare occasion, a few and a many) are capitalized. In other 

works they are italicized. Hereafter in this work no special treatment is given them, their meaning being made clear 

by their beginning with the article the or a and by the context in which they are used. The phrases refer to singular 

entities containing multiple members. Since the phrases are so frequently used in this work, it seemed less 

cumbersome and more natural to streamline their use by treating them sometimes as singular and sometimes as 

plural, depending on the context. 
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 Despite our idealistically declaring ourselves to be equals under the law or in some other 

sense, within nature we are decidedly not equal. Although we share much of our human 

condition in common, there are wide physical, emotional, intellectual, and behavioral variations 

among us. Each person has unique circumstances, experiences, dreams, goals, and capability. For 

any given trait or characteristic, a few suffer the lean end of things, most of us muddle along in 

the mediocre middle, and a few are blessed or gifted and excel. 

 We witness among ourselves what has been called ñnatureôs aristocracy.ò Although we 

may opine variously in particular cases, it is obvious to all that there are those among us who are 

the most beautiful, healthy, strong, intelligent, wise, gifted, talented, or capable. Among we 

billions, genius and excellence are a rarity, and we find few saints. 

 Aristocracies of an entirely different sort exist within our societies. The most aggressive, 

competitive, domineering, greedy, and ruthless people among us claw their way to the top of the 

political-economic heap. They gain, hold, and wield a hegemony of power. They take, hoard, and 

squander most of our wealth. They define themselves to be an aristocracy or create laws and rules 

that make themselves into one in result if not in name. It is an aristocracy of power and affluence. 

By brutal and legalistic means this aristocracy perpetuates itself generation after generation no 

matter how incompetent, insane, corrupt, or base become its members and no matter what the 

consequences are for everyone else. It is a sickness within our race and a burden to us all. 

 We find at the top of every society an ironic mixture of those who are there by merit and 

capability and those who merely grab, hoard, and wield power and wealth. The excellent mingle 

uneasily with beasts who claim their virtues. 

 Every nation has its many, the general populace, and its few, the elite who dominate, rule, 

and favor themselves with wealth and privilege. It is and always has been the way of the world. 

 

 It is not difficult to understand why this is so, why every society and nation forms itself 

into the many and the dominant few. We need only examine our biological roots. Brute strength, 

aggression, and dominance are widespread in nature. Among many others, they are important 

survival strategies. 

 Although they are also a part of our biological heritage, we need not dig down to our 

elemental or cellular roots. We need not examine frogs and fish. We are primates. We need look 

no further than our primate roots to understand one of the most central and important aspects of 

human behavior. 

 In The Lemursô Legacy
3
 Robert Jay Russell writes, ñéhuman social organization has 

been inherited with only slight modifications from that of our ape ancestors.  é Our societies 

echo strongly the troops of ancient apes. Social dominance of males has been characteristic of 

human evolution, and is characteristic of virtually every human culture.ò 

 Our closest, living, primate cousins are the chimpanzees which function very similarly to 

us. Although it is not the case for all primates, for both chimpanzees and humans what is called 

by primatologists a ñmale dominance hierarchyò serves as the principal social organizing 

                                                 

 
3
 The Lemursô Legacy by Robert Jay Russell, p. 156, published New York : Putnam, 1993, a Jeremy P. 

Tarcher/Putnam book, ISBN 0874777143 
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mechanism. It forms, so to speak, the social backbone of chimpanzee troops and of human 

societies. 

 Chimpanzee troops and human societies are organized into male dominance/submission 

hierarchies from the most powerful, dominant males in the group on down to the weakest, most 

submissive males. By means of a mixture of posturing, threat, physical aggression, conspiracy, 

and cooperation, both chimpanzee and human dominant males form a relatively small but 

powerful coalition or oligarchy which rules the larger group by political power. 

 In a chimpanzee troop, females achieve their status by association with the males, and 

offspring receive their status from the females. Today, in many human societies females 

increasingly participate directly within what was heretofore an exclusively male dominance 

hierarchy. While male and female roles may be changing, the dominance hierarchy itself remains 

at the center of human social organization. 

 Perhaps you disagree with the notion that humans and chimpanzees have a common 

ancestor and are closely related to each other? Perhaps you are soured by the notion of evolution 

and embrace a divine creation of the world and humankind? Setting aside this claimed 

evolutionary connection and heritage and examining human behavior in and of itself, the 

conclusion to which we are drawn remains essentially the same. All of history, including the 

history contained within the Christian Bible and other religious works, and the political 

organization and function of all of the nations of the world today stand as overwhelming 

testimony to the fact that dominance (whatever its source) has been and still is the central 

principle of human social organization. 

 In this work the notions of our evolutionary connection with and heritage from preceding 

species and of our primate male dominance hierarchy are embraced. But anyone who does not 

embrace these notions should have no difficulty appreciating and embracing the notion of 

dominance as the central organizing principle within human societies. 

 From earliest human history to the present and everywhere on the planet, one of 

humankindôs most consistent themes has been that of a small, organized, powerful group of 

people dominating, oppressing, and exploiting a larger, disorganized, weaker group. The 

dominant few inevitably takes and hoards the groupôs accumulated wealth and establishes itself 

as a privileged class. Although varying in their superficial appearance and cultural artifacts, all 

groups, societies, states, and civilizations, whether nomadic bands, theocracies, monarchies, 

dictatorships, or todayôs so-called democracies, have at their hearts an authoritarian form of 

social organization based upon a primate dominance hierarchy. 

 Authoritarian government is the cultural expression of our underlying biological 

dominance. A strong few dominates and rules the rest of the populace. In that the powerful few 

takes as much wealth unto itself as it can manage, the authoritarian form of government is also in 

its essence plutocracy. Plutocracy is governance by the wealthy. Whatever their superficial 

appearances or claims, all of the governments in the world today are authoritarian plutocracies. 

 Unfailingly, even in so-called ñenlightenedò or ñdemocraticò societies, domination by the 

few rests principally upon physical, political, and economic enslavement and exploitation. The 

cry and fight against tyranny are as ancient as civilization itself. Humankind has suffered uprising 

after uprising of the many against the few, often with the idealistic call for a new, more just 
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society. And yet, for all of that, we find ourselves today with essentially the same few, the same 

many, the same dominance, the same exploitation and tyranny, and the same bloody revolutions. 

 

 In some ways our track record is not too shabby. We have accomplished much. In 

evolutionary measures of time, we have moved from caves to skyscrapers in a flash. We explore 

the ocean depths and fly through the air with the greatest of ease. We have walked on the moon, 

live in space, and explore the solar system and beyond. We communicate instantaneously 

anywhere on the planet and create a continuous stream of intricate tools and methodologies. We 

probe ever deeper into the realms of the very large, the very small, and the very complex. We 

have even unraveled much of the mystery of our own bodies and of life itself. We have donned 

clothing, embraced the institution of marriage, and progressed well beyond the basic necessities 

of survival. We have created great religions, philosophies, sciences, nations, and civilizations. 

We have produced magnificent art and architecture. Through cultural creativity and accumulation 

we have leaped beyond our biological roots in a host of ways. 

 But we have failed in many ways too, and we have myriad problems. For all of our 

technology and wealth, we remain firmly rooted in primitive behaviors and unjust relationships 

with each other. 

 At any given moment we are at war with each other in several different places on the 

planet. We suffer genocide after genocide. Terrorism has become a way of life. 

 Our avalanche of ever more powerful technology is a double-edged sword. We have used 

it to create every comfort and amusement, but we have also used it to bring every kind of 

destruction and horror onto ourselves and the world. 

 We have created great economies which generate fabulous amounts of wealth. And yet a 

relative few hoards most of this wealth while billions of people dwell in poverty, hunger, disease, 

and misery. Millions die of starvation and curable diseases every year. 

 Mighty multinational corporations envelop the world playing one nation and person 

against another in search of the Holy Grail, maximum profit and minimum responsibility no 

matter what the environmental and human costs. Greed, taking, hoarding, and inhumanity are 

without limit. Political oppression and economic exploitation are the way of the world. 

 We are caught within a spider web of dictatorial corporations and omnipresent 

governments which favor the few and conspire against the larger populace. Most people find 

themselves running at a faster and faster pace just to stand in place. We face more and more 

laws, rules, and demands which increasingly circumscribe personal freedom, happiness, and 

justice. Awash in a sea of technological toys, we rush about jaded, exhausted, fearful, angry, and 

lacking. 

 Ironically, one of our wildest successes is also our greatest failure. Genetically we have 

prospered and now number in the billions. Most of us agree that we are too many. We are 

destroying the environment and eroding our quality of life. We have learned how to read the 

geological and archeological records. We see great extinctions which have wiped out much of 

life including many once great species. The suspicion is growing that we may already have 

entered into the next great extinction and that we are the cause of it, that we are irrevocably 

altering and fouling the world which produced and sustains us. So far we have been ineffectual in 

reducing our numbers and correcting our ways. 
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 We skirt precariously along the brink of disaster. On the one hand we may miraculously 

undergo some as yet unseen transformation and transcend our current dilemma. On the other 

hand we may slide or explode into a great decline in which most if not all of the race joins the 

economic bottom half in its current misery, leading perhaps even into Armageddon and 

extinction itself. 

 Or perhaps we may not transcend our current ways and miseries and yet somehow not 

self-destruct entirely. We may muddle along within our self-created purgatory with a slight taste 

of a more divine way of being amidst the many horrors we perpetrate against each other and 

against our world. 

 

 If we cannot find the wisdom and self-mastery to control our numbers, restrain our 

excesses, conduct ourselves intelligently, and live in peace, then nature will reduce us in its own 

tooth-and-claw way. In fact, it already does. All that really remains to be seen is this: Will the 

more comfortable half squander its opportunity to save us from ourselves, or will it rise to the 

occasion and find a new way that we may live sanely and peacefully together and husband our 

world? 

 So far, we are failing at this most important of all human tasks. As we leapfrog ever faster 

through technological change and develop ever greater capability for war and self-destruction, 

our relationship with each other has remained in its essence frozen and unchanged. The 

fundamental relationship that we have with each other, dominance, has remained basically the 

same throughout human history. And failing this task, we may well fall from our mighty heights 

and crash onto the rocks below. 

 The principle of social organization by dominance may have been a successful 

evolutionary strategy for the survival of chimpanzees, certain other primates, and early human 

groups, but today, with our huge, complex societies and war capabilities, it has become a liability 

and our single greatest source of self-created pain and misery. It may very possibly be the seed of 

our destruction. 

 Why are we caught up ad nauseam in this eternal reoccurrence of war after war and horror 

after horror? What mighty force holds us fast in our perpetual purgatory? Why have we managed 

to leap beyond our biological roots in so many ways and yet remain incapable of rising above our 

dominance? What could free us, at last, from our current way of being? 

 

 We must transcend dominance, authoritarianism, and plutocracy for the human race to 

survive, move beyond its ongoing purgatory, and secure true justice, freedom, and happiness for 

everyone. The principal purposes of this work are to examine our current state and to offer for 

your consideration a way for us to move beyond that state. 

 Existing at the very heart of our social structure, dominance affects every important 

cultural institution that we create and every aspect of our private and public lives. It affects our 

families and friendships, our places of employment, our communities, and our religious, social, 

and political institutions. In this work we will focus our attention almost entirely on our 

relationship with each other in the largest sense as societies and nations. 

 We will pick apart some of our modern forms of government. From the wreckage that 

results, we will recover those elements which are most serviceable and combine them together in 
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a new way along with other entirely new elements resulting in a new form of government that 

transcends the principal ills of all current governments. This new form of government is designed 

to produce a new kind of relationship among us and to facilitate our taking at least the first step 

toward a truly new world order. 

 

 Since it is the culture and society in which I live and, therefore, know best, this work is 

focused principally on America. But ultimately, it applies to and is directed at every nation on the 

planet. 

 To any and all enemies and detractors of America: Do not take comfort from the 

criticisms of America made in this work. What is wrong here is wrong everywhere. The problem 

of domination is far worse in most of the world than in America. For all of its faults there are few 

if any places in the world that are better places to live than in America. While some governments 

and nations seem a horror to us, America has moved far enough along in some ways that one may 

harbor at least a guarded measure of hope that it may someday transcend its current state. 

 This work is not an examination of Americaôs many wonders, beauties, and blessings but 

of its (our) difficulties and shortcomings. It focuses on the most central and fundamental of our 

hierarchy of problems and offers for your examination a way for all of us to come together and to 

rise above our current state into a new and better way of being. 
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2   Dominance and Plutocracy the American Way 
 

 America is not a democracy but a plutocracy that is dominated and ruled by a wealthy 

minority. 

 Americaôs current form of government is based on a constitution written a little over 

200 years ago by a small group of men that many today affectionately, some even worshipfully, 

call ñour Forefathers.ò  In this work, a more distant or neutral term, the founders, is used. 

 While claiming to have created a government that did not unduly favor any particular 

faction of people, the founders, a small group of privileged white men, aristocrats of their time, 

created a government that in fact, both by its inclusions and its exclusions, favored themselves, 

others of their class, their heirs, and similar others through the generations. The constitution that 

they wrote protects private property, private contract, and other interests that were of particular 

concern to the American aristocracy while ignoring or minimizing the interests of principal 

concern to everyone else. For good measure, this privileged few made it nearly impossible to 

alter its constitution and then only by the privileged elites that overwhelmingly populate the seats 

of government holding an unending hegemony of power. 

 It is not that there is anything wrong with the protection of private property and private 

contract. Indeed, they should be protected. However, the Constitution was not written in a 

vacuum but in the midst of a society already in existence. At the time of the writing of the 

Constitution the distribution of power and wealth in America was already profoundly unjust and 

inequitable, and the founders were already among the beneficiaries of that injustice. It was rather 

duplicitous of them to protect that which they and others of their class already held in undue 

measure while excluding protections of primary interest to others. The founders even deliberately 

excluded a bill of rights from the Constitution. That which the founders protected benefited 

mostly those who least needed protection, the powerful and wealthy, while offering minimal 

protection to those who most needed protection, the weak and the poor. 

 

 Among the interests excluded from the Constitution that concerned non-wealthy people 

were that they be fairly included politically and economically. Most importantly, the foundersô 

Constitution did not include an electoral system and democratic process that results in the honest 

representation of the entire populace within the government. The lack of an honest electoral 

system and true democracy plagues our nation to this day. 

 To avoid our slipping into monarchy, the founders wisely created three branches of 

governmentðthe legislative, the judicial, and the executiveðwith divided, counterchecking 

powers. But our dishonest electoral process, which is dominated by and overwhelmingly favors 

the wealthy, has always resulted in all three branches being populated by self-serving, wealth-

serving elites that hold an unending hegemony of power. 

 Our supposedly democratic, two-party political system is entirely a farce. While haggling 

endlessly about how to best manage it, both parties ultimately serve the same plutocracy. A 

political cartoon comes to mind that illustrates our true situation: A giant wealthy fat cat 

complete with a top hat, a big cigar, and a cynical smile is standing legs apart and arms spread 

outward above the many tiny people below, the electorate. He laughingly exclaims, ñYou may 

take my Right hand or my Left hand, but you always get me!ò 
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 Our elections are and always have been merely a show, a slight of hand, the exercise of 

form without any real power for the vast majority of the electorate to elect truly representative 

officeholders. To the extent that our government feigns democracy, it is intended to be just 

something to placate the majority, the common people, while the elite avoid the sharing of any 

real power. 

 Superficial political and social issues may be somewhat affected by the electorate, but the 

fundamental essence and structure created by the foundersðthe plutocratic form, governance by 

the wealthyðalways remains in place. As a result the electorate or society as a whole is always 

powerless to affect any fundamental result or real change. 

 The result is an unjust society in which, despite the whining and moaning of the 

economic upper half to the contrary, the lives of the economic upper half are permanently 

subsidized by the lives of the bottom half. The upper half uses the bottom half as a beast of 

burden. 

 

 Almost all governments, including the most authoritarian, pretend toward democracy, 

often even possessing constitutions which provide for elections. The former Soviet Union and its 

several eastern European satellite countries often held elections in which 90% or more of their 

electorates voted. The Catch-22 was that all of the candidates were preselected by the officials of 

the state. And in the authoritarian state, who are the officials of the state that preselect the 

candidates? They are the powerful and the wealthy. 

 In America and in all of todayôs so-called democracies the process is the same: In those 

parts of the government where the general electorate is even allowed to vote for officeholders, a 

powerful, wealthy few preselects and finances the short list of candidates for whom the electorate 

will later vote. Theoretically, any person who constitutionally qualifies for an office may enter 

the race. But few ever do who do not possess sufficient wealth or know beforehand that they 

have the blessings and financial support of the powerful and wealthy. Few who try without the 

blessing of Big Money manage to win elections. And all who win office owe Big Money big 

time. Thus, the wealthy always maintain an overwhelming hegemony of power, and our nation 

always gets stuck with the best government that money can buy. 

 

 The few who end up in elective office theoretically serve all of us. The sorry truth is that 

our government is effectively owned and populated by wealthy and wealth-serving elites that 

serve themselves first and best. The result of our órepresentativeô
4
 form of government, our 

órepublic,ô is a perpetual plutocracy in which wealth and power become ever more concentrated 

in the hands of the few while the needs of the many and the nation as a whole go unmet. 

 By our actions toward each other and through the institutions we create, we may make 

our world a more humane, loving, and beautiful place or magnify lifeôs difficulties manyfold. 

                                                 

 
4
 Single quotation marks are used to enclose terms which are thrown into question. The single quotation marks 

indicate that the enclosed term is considered to be not really true. Depending on context, the term may be used 

sarcastically or even with scorn. For example, in the sentence, The result of our órepresentativeô form of government, 

our órepublicô, is a perpetual plutocracy, the single quotation marks indicate that our so-called representatives do 

not really represent and our so-called republic is not truly a republic. 
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While producing a significant measure of material comfort for the wealthy, plutocracy also 

creates abject poverty and magnifies many of lifeôs inherent difficulties creating an 

unmanageable avalanche of problems. 

 America has a host of social ills: poverty; crime and violence; overcrowded prisons; 

millions lacking healthcare; unemployment and homelessness; a stressed-out, overworked 

populace; fragmented, dysfunctional families with a high rate of failure and divorce; a host of 

addictions; alienation and loneliness; corruption in government and business; and the loss of its 

moral compass. 

 As profound as some of our many ills may seem, almost all of them are merely symptoms 

of our deepest ill. These symptoms cannot be cured until this deepest ill is cured. To continue the 

medical analogy, our nation suffers from a life-threatening congenital birth defect. Treating 

superficial cuts and bruises is merely a waste of time, effort, and resources. Such actions distract 

from and delay the only treatment that can save the patientôs life and make that life worth living. 

 Our deepest ill is, of course, that America is not a democracy but a plutocracy owned and 

governed by the wealthy. The cure, the only possible cure, is to reorganize the powers of our 

government by sufficiently and correctly altering the constitution that the aristocratic founders 

created. 

 

 The status quo is the existing state or conditions of a society, that is, the current political-

economic relationship among the members of the society, the current distributions of power and 

wealth, the current way of conducting government and business, and the current laws, rules, and 

actions that produce the current state. Any attempt to critically examine the status quo or to alter 

it in a way perceived to be not in the interests of those who most benefit from it is crushed by any 

means, however ruthless, illegal, or immoral. 

 The principal political strategy of Americaôs dominant class is to perpetually maintain the 

status quo by avoiding any fundamental alteration of the system which so abundantly benefits it. 

The principal political failure of everyone else is in their not organizing themselves into a 

focused power sufficient to the task of fundamentally altering the system. 

 

 Is there anyone among us who has not thought of a solution to this or that problem? 

Campaign finance reform, term limits, more oversight, more prisons, alms for the pooré? Such 

measures are only band aids for scratches.  

 In this work, we do not apply band aids to scratches. We go right to the heart of the 

matter, and we repair the heart. We pay no attention whatever to the ñhorse races,ò which 

political party is winning or won this or that race over the last few years or decades and why. 

Political parties are scarcely mentioned because they scarcely matter. Given the true nature of our 

most fundamental problem, election politics is totally irrelevant, a circus for the masses. What is 

wrong is not merely which people currently happen to populate our government but the structure 

of our government, the distribution of its powers. 

 

 In a Las Vegas gambling house, the house prospers simply by setting the gambling odds 

slightly in its own favor, just slightly over fifty percent. Given these slight odds in its favor, in 

the long run the house wins more than half of the time and prospers. 
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 Using the mechanisms of business and government, Americaôs wealthy elites set odds in 

their own favor much higher than just slightly over fifty percent. They do not win all of the time. 

They are not and need not be an absolute power. (In fact, it is best for them not to have absolute 

power, which would dissolve the illusion of freedom and democracy behind which they now 

hide.) The wealthy need only hold a hegemony of power to win enough of the time generation 

after generation to amass in their hands a fabulous mountain of our nationôs wealth, the fruit of 

everyone elseôs labor. 

 The American constitution and the resulting political-economic system are in intent and 

result one giant scam perpetrated and perpetuated against the many by the few. 

 The constitution, the supporting body of law, the resulting public and private social, 

political, and economic institutions, and the current elite class (the American aristocracy) all 

work together to keep the current system in place. Rather than correcting the real cause of 

Americaôs many social ills by moving America away from plutocracy, the elite class and our 

elected órepresentativesô actively sustain the status quo while appearing to attempt repair by 

eternally applying deliberately insufficient and ineffective patches to our unjust social system. 

 They then cynically point accusing fingers at those who seriously attempt reform calling 

them liberals, leftists, socialists, communists, radicals, and activists (as if the many actions taken 

by the elite and those that serve them to maintain the status quo and their positions of privilege 

were not an activist position). Any loaded, inflammatory, or discrediting terms will do. The goal 

is not truth or real change but only and always to win. 

 We tend to associate tyranny with a government ruled by one person as in a dictatorship. 

And we associate freedom with a government ruled by many people as in a republic or, even 

better, as in a democracy. While something can be said for this line of argument, the principal 

sources of tyranny are the intent of those who rule and the systems and methods they use to 

achieve their ends. With wrong intent, systems, and methods even the most high-sounding and 

well-argued system of governance may be used by the few to physically and economically 

imprison and exploit the rest of the populace. 

 

 We have had no shortage of technological change. America is a technological marvel. But 

one should not allow technological change to mask the fact that we have the same unjust political 

structure and relationship with each other that existed at the time of the founders. 

 Whatever we may think about the founders as a group or as individuals or think about 

their methods of achieving their goals, the founders got a good deal right. America has a long list 

of blessings resulting from their effort. But what the founders got wrong they got profoundly 

wrong. What they got wrong holds us firmly in the choke hold of our biological past and bars the 

way to our transcendence into a more functional and beautiful society and a more perfect union. 

 Our political system and the economic system that it manages are a set of loaded dice that 

permanently concentrate the lionôs share of our nationôs power and wealth in the hands of an elite 

minority creating in effect an enduring untitled, heritable aristocracy, just as the founders 

intended. Informed and motivated by new, honest, democratic intentions we must change the 

system by correctly and sufficiently altering the foundersô constitution. 
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3   The Writing and Ratification of the American Constitution
5
 

 

 The Constitution of the United States begins with the words, ñWe the people of the 

United States...ò. The Constitution was written in the name of the people, all of the people. But 

the fifty-five, white, male aristocrats (the founders) who participated in the Constitutional 

Convention in 1787 were, as a body, very unrepresentative of the great body of American people 

who were mainly craftspeople and farmers. 

 As members of the aristocratic class, the education, beliefs, ideals, and goals of the 

founders were very similar, and their views were very unrepresentative of the people as a whole. 

While our modern politicians publicly blush or fume and privately wink at the notion of class, a 

social stratum sharing basic economic, political, or cultural characteristics, and having the same 

social position, the founders did not. They believed in class. They believed that the main purpose 

of government was to resolve the opposing interests of different classes of people. They believed 

that the differing economic and social classes were the natural order of things or the result of 

Godôs will. They believed that their being in their aristocratic stations in life was a natural or God 

ordained right. They considered themselves to be superior to and the betters of the great sea of 

common folk around them. Many of them loathed and feared the masses. Some among the 

aristocrats even believed the masses were placed there for their use like cows and chickens. 

 Those among the aristocrats who were the most strongly motivated, who pushed the 

hardest for a convention, who came to the Convention the most prepared, who participated most 

actively at the Convention, who got the most of what they wanted written into their constitution, 

and who worked the hardest to get the Conventionôs resulting constitution ratified were the most 

extreme in their views against the rising tide of democracy at the state level resulting from ideas 

learned and embraced by the great body of people during the Revolutionary War. 

 Although the founders debated long and hard over the details of the government they 

were designingðwhich branch should hold what powers, what should be the balance of power 

between state governments and the federal government, etc.ðthey were in tune with each other 

as to their ultimate goals for their government in the making. 

                                                 

 
5
 After completing the first draft of this work, focusing principally on the biological male dominance hierarchy, its 

cultural expression (the authoritarian state and plutocracy), our particular American expression of dominance and 

plutocracy, and offering a political solution for the problem, it seemed that something was lacking. The work needed 

a closer look at American constitutional history than my aging memory could supply. I needed to brush up. As with 

the books used by the schools I attended during my youth, most of the works that I perused concerning revolutionary 

and constitutional times seemed rather too worshipful of ñour forefathersò and their constitution. And they missed 

what I believe to be the most central and important point. Then I discovered (and I now recommend to everyone) The 

Making of the American Constitution by Merrill Jensen, 191 pgs., copyright 1964, published by the D. Van Nostrand 

Company, Princeton, New Jersey. Merrill Jensenôs lucid discussion resonated deeply with my lifelong thoughts. 

Within his broad and professional discussion I felt that I was seeing my more narrowly focused views about 

dominance and plutocracy, though certainly not my terminology, expressed in terms of the time and actions of the 

founders. From The Making and other works I relearned in part and in part learned anew the principal events of the 

time and culled certain lists such as the conditions which brought the founders together, the issues which divided 

them, the several advantages the nationalists-turned-federalists had and took during ratification, and the often 

questionable means they used to achieve their often questionable ends. 
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 Some of their goals would as a matter of course benefit all of the people. As the British 

made their exit at the end of the Revolutionary War, we needed a government to fill the vacuum, 

and quickly, else there would be anarchy. The first government that was created, The Articles of 

Confederation, was too weak and rigid to achieve its necessary ends. A stronger central power 

was needed to regulate trade among the states and with foreign nations, to make treaties with 

foreign nations, and to manage the expansion into western lands. 

 But none of these needs were more pressing and central in the minds of the founders than 

one other danger: the increasing expression of democratic ideals among the common people and 

their increasing power within the state legislatures. 

 Economic depression had followed in the wake of the Revolutionary War. There was 

little money to pay bills. Banks were foreclosing on the mortgages of large numbers of poor 

farmers and others. Debtors were being imprisoned. 

 Increasingly populated by non-aristocratic members, the state legislatures responded with 

legislative relief in the form of printed paper money with which to pay debts and by permitting 

delayed repayment of debt. These actions were directly opposed to the economic interests of the 

aristocratic class. And other state legislative actions defended the people and attacked the 

aristocracy even more directly. 

 Minor uprisings of the populace had even occurred here and there. The final straw which 

struck terror in the hearts of the aristocracy was an uprising in Massachusetts called Shaysôs 

Rebellion. It was put down soon and easily enough, but it possibly did more to harden and unify 

the will of the aristocracy and to get the Constitutional Convention started than any other event.  

 The aristocrats in general and the founders in particular spoke frequently among 

themselves about our need to prepare for our common defense against foreign threats and, almost 

always in the same breath, to put down internal insurrection and rebellion. While reading about 

these times, one finds oneself wondering the obvious: With the thought of internal rebellion 

looming so large and frequently in their minds, why were the founders and other aristocrats not 

led to question the fairness, justice, and morality of the social, political, and legal conditions that 

the aristocracy had imposed on the common people? But they did not. They knew themselves to 

be right and their order to be correct. The people, stirred up by new, democratic ideas spread 

during the war, simply needed to be put back into their proper place. 

 Along with preparing for our common defense, regulating commerce, and managing our 

westward expansion, the principal ends of the Convention were to crush the increasing power of 

the people, to permanently suppress democracy, and to ensure the continuance of a political and 

economic order favorable to the aristocratic class. While they genuinely worked hard to create a 

new constitution for a nation, the founders never lost sight of their second principal goal: to take 

care of number one, the aristocratic class. They wanted a democracy of elites so-to-speak within 

government, but they wanted that democracy to extend no further. 

 They óforesawô that in time relatively few people would own almost everything while 

most people would be landless and poor, and they wanted to protect the ñrightsò of the wealthy 

few against the many poor. They saw this inevitable result as stemming from their own talent, 

merit, and superiority. They failed to recognize or admit, at least publicly, that their traditional 

body of unjust law and their unjust public and private institutions might have anything to do with 

such extremely unbalanced distributions of wealth. They did not recognize or admit that what 
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they called foresight might merely be the fruit of their own actions and that other actions and 

different institutions might bring a different result. The founders worked hard to protect the 

aristocrats against those from whom they had taken and to whom they had done injury. This was 

their idea of a ñbalancedò government and society. They spoke and wrote lofty words, but this 

was their bottom line. 

 Although speaking frankly among themselves, the founders and other aristocrats worked 

hard before, during, and after the Convention to carefully craft their words and documents and to 

guard their true intent from the common people. And when promoting their completed 

constitution they employed every kind of distortion, lie, and manipulation. After all, by hook or 

by crook they had to somehow get ratified a document that worked against the common peopleôs 

best interests. 

 

 The goals were clear, but the way to achieve these goals was less clear. Although not 

equally wealthy, the members of the Convention were all aristocrats in their thinking and of like 

mind as to the ends of their endeavor, but they were less united as to the means. 

 One group among the founders, the nationalists, wanted to take sovereignty away from 

the unruly state governments and to take power away from the people by creating a new, 

powerful, sovereign, national government. There was much apprehension among some other 

members of the Convention, the federalists, about creating a powerful, sovereign, national 

government after our having so recently escaped the clutches of the overly authoritarian British 

government. They wanted what we already had in the Articles of Confederation: a federal 

government, that is, an association of sovereign states. But they wanted to strengthen it. 

 There was also the matter of the Conventionôs mandate from the Confederate congress, 

which was to suggest to congress amendments to The Articles of Confederation which would 

render the Confederation more sufficient to its task. They had no mandate at all to bypass the 

Confederation entirely and create a whole new government. But this was never the intent of the 

nationalists at the Convention. 

 The nationalists won their way and the members of the Convention proceeded to step all 

over their mandate. As we shall see later, this is not the only legality, not to mention morality, 

that the members of the Convention tossed aside in their will to achieve their secret goals behind 

locked doors. ñThe peopleò were deliberately kept ignorant about the true nature and purpose of 

the constitution and government that was being created in their name. 

 

 Perhaps the greatest blessings for America and its people as a whole resulting from the 

Constitution is the internal structure of the government. The founders created a government with 

powers divided and balanced among three branches: the legislative, the judicial, and the 

executive. Each branch stood independently of the others, and each branch was assigned 

enumerated, i.e., listed, powers (as opposed to general, sweeping powers), some of which served 

as checks on the powers of the other branches. 

 Some among the founders believed that there were only three fundamental types of 

governmentðmonarchy, aristocracy, and democracy (which most of them held in disdain)ðand 

that a balance of these three types should be included within the government they were creating. 

In the foundersô minds the executive branch represented the monarchal aspect and within the 
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legislative branch the senate represented the aristocratic aspect and the house of representatives 

represented the democratic aspect. 

 While that which is good about the internal structure of the government that these men 

created had something to do with their ideals, philosophies, and interpretations of history, as 

much if not most of that good resulted from their distrust of each otherôs motives and words and 

from their interest in looking after themselves and their home regions. 

 The members of the Convention were divided against each other in several ways such as 

those for a sovereign national government versus those for sovereign state governments, North 

versus South, those for versus those against slavery, commercial and trade interests versus 

plantation interests, large states versus small states, those states which had claims to much 

western land versus those states which did not, and those whose wealth was mainly in the form 

of land versus those whose wealth was mainly in other forms. (We may, however, safely rule out 

rich versus poor. The poor were not present at the Convention. The Convention was a huddle of 

wealthy and wealth-favoring men.) 

 There was much haggling and horse trading over issues such as these: Should there be 

one or two legislative bodies? Should representation in the house and senate be as equal states 

versus representation by population, wealth, or land ownership? Which branch of the government 

should hold the power of the purse? How extensive and powerful should be the judicial? Should 

there be a single executive or two? Should the executive have a council? What should be the 

qualifications for and terms of the various offices? Who may have the power of the veto over 

what? And should powers be enumerated versus being granted in a general, sweeping form? As 

mentioned earlier, there was much disagreement over a sovereign national government versus a 

federal government of sovereign states and over the division of powers between the national and 

the state governments. 

 When the dust settled, representation in the house would be by population as counted by a 

periodic census. Representation in the senate would be as equal states, and its members would be 

selected by the state legislatures. There would be a single executive whom the electorate would 

not elect and whom they might have to suffer a second term. The executive could veto legislation 

but be overruled by a 2/3 vote of both the house and the senate. The house would hold the purse, 

but the senate could pilfer it. Judges were to be selected by the president and approved by the 

senate. So long as they behaved themselves judges could sit until their last gasping breath and 

dead neuron. The powers of each branch were enumerated, and some limits of their powers were 

enumerated as well. Enumerated limits were also slapped on the states; they were chopped off at 

the knees but still allowed to hobble around on the stumps. In a census, a slave would be counted 

as 3/5 of a person. It would be nearly impossible to amend the Constitution and then only by 

those who populate the seats of government, which is to say, only by the wealthy. There was no 

bill of rights. 

 

 The participation in government allowed to the general populace was minimal. The 

president was elected by the voting of ñelectorsò selected by the state legislatures. Senators were 

chosen by the state legislatures. Judges were and still are appointed to the Supreme Court by the 

president. Only the elite few participated directly in any of these processes. 
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 The general populace was only allowed to vote for representatives for the house of 

representatives. The times, places, and manner of electing representatives were left up to the state 

legislatures. Generally, the states limited the franchise, the right to vote, to the participation of 

that minority of the population called ñfree menò which for all practical purposes meant white 

men. Women and slaves were excluded. But even all white men werenôt considered good enough 

by various elements in the political processes of the states. Greater insurance of a correct result 

was thought to be needed. The possession of various amounts of land or wealth was usually 

required, and being a member of a particular religion was sometimes required. 

 (Throughout our history roadblocks such as poll taxes, literacy tests, registration at distant 

places and awkward times, just plain bullying and beatings, and vote tampering have been used 

to prevent the ñwrongò persons from voting or their votes from being counted. The ñwrongò 

persons of course meant people of color, poor people, or people with a different view than 

ñours.ò Only educated, wealthy, white men could manage to jump through all the hoops. And, let 

us not forget, even they mostly just selected a name from a preselected, short list handed to them 

from on high.) 

 Over a long period of time the franchise (and the right to actually have oneôs vote 

counted) was reluctantly granted to poor white men, women, and racial and ethnic minorities 

who then over the years participated in exercises in futility as they tried to get their elected 

órepresentativesô to really represent them and government to include their will. It has always been 

the case that the elected órepresentativesô represent themselves and their wealthy clients first and 

the electorate and the nation as a whole last. As the franchise was expanded, power, true power, 

was shifted away from anything of significance that the electorate could hope to affect and 

behind an ever-increasing labyrinth of complexity and secrecy within government or shifted 

entirely out of government into the ever more powerful private corporations and the ever-present 

American aristocracy. 

 

 One issue debated at the Convention was the granting to government of broad, 

ñsweepingò powers versus the granting only of enumerated powers and limits on power. Mostly 

enumerated powers were granted, but three very important sweeping powers found their way into 

the completed constitution. 

 One such phrase is ñnecessary and proper.ò It occurs in the context of an enumerated 

power giving congress the power to make all laws necessary and proper to exercise all of its other 

powers enumerated in the Constitution. Another such phrase is ñgeneral welfare.ò In the taxation 

clause congress is given the power to collect taxes to, among other things, provide for the general 

welfare. Another phrase, the ñsupreme lawò phrase, made the Constitution the supreme law of 

the land. 

 The exact meaning of these phrases has been debated by Americans at the Convention, 

during the ratifying conventions, and ever since. Some say they merely grant the power to permit 

the execution of the enumerated powers. Others say that they are new, sweeping powers which 

stand in their own right. Whatever the arguments, through perpetual congressional 

reinterpretation of the meaning of these phrases and judicial reinterpretation of the meaning of 

the entire Constitution, the federal government has used them to ever increase its power until 

today its power is greatly expanded from its early days. These processes have also made it 
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possible for the Constitution to still work in a nation that is radically different from and infinitely 

more complex than it was at the time that the Constitution was written. 

 

 Turning to the issue of the Constitutionôs lack of a bill of rights, the nationalists argued 

adamantly that the Constitution inherently protected the rights of the people, and a bill of 

enumerated rights was not needed. This is interesting in view of the fact that the Constitution 

specifically enumerates several protections and includes other measures that, while they applied 

to everyone, were of particular advantage or intense personal interest to the founders and other 

aristocrats. 

 Their constitution protected the right to private property of which they and their class held 

a great deal. And they expected their future aristocratic generations to hold a great deal more. It 

prevented interference by government in the obligation of private contracts, which, at least when 

dealing with the poor, were almost always obscenely favorable to the rich. It forbade states from 

issuing paper money insuring that the large and many sums owed to the wealthy would be paid in 

sound money. It forbade states from passing bills of attainder, which declare someone guilty of 

an offense without a trial and which was at times used against the wealthy for their unjust and 

ruthless practices. It forbade ex post facto laws, which makes something illegal and also provides 

punishment for those who did it before it was made illegal, something that was at times used 

within state legislatures against the more ruthless among the wealthy when their past evil actions 

came to light. The new government would pay the state and federal war and other debts, which 

by this time had been mostly bought from the poor war veterans and others for pennies on the 

dollar by wealthy speculators including some of the members of the Convention. The inclusion 

of the payment of the public debt would also entice the many holders of the debt into ratifying 

the Constitution. 

 One may agree with all of these protections and measures. But we should not overlook 

that these protections and measures and others of central interest and benefit to the founders and 

other aristocrats found their way into the constitution while others of equal or greater importance 

like the freedom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom of the press, freedom from 

unreasonable search and seizure, the right to a speedy and fair trial, and the right to a trial by jury 

of oneôs peers were strongly opposed and in the end excluded from their constitution. 

 Some of the legislation passed by the state legislatures against the interests of the 

aristocratic class was unsound and even foolish. But there was much other foolish legislation 

which happened to be of no particular interest to the aristocrats for which they saw no need to 

include protections against in the constitution that they wrote. 

 Fearing too much opposition and the possible failure to get their constitution ratified, the 

nationalists yielded somewhat and promised to add a bill of rights after the Constitution was 

ratified. (After ratification of the Constitution, to ward off an increasing call for even stronger 

measures, the congress of the new national government passed a watered down version of a bill 

of rights containing deliberately vague terminology and omitting certain key phrases.) 

 

 The founders had a profound dilemma. How does one create a constitution for a new 

government that illegally annihilates the existing government, favors the wealthy class, and 
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suppresses the budding democracy of a people and then get that government and those people to 

ratify it? 

 And, besides exceeding the Conventionôs mandate, there was another nasty legal matter 

to sidestep. Changes to the Articles of Confederation required the unanimous approval of all 

thirteen states in the Confederation congress. The founders believed that their constitution would 

never survive such a demanding requirement as ratification by congress. No problem; they 

simply wrote their own requirements for ratification of the constitution right into the constitution. 

Their constitution would be ratified and their new government born if only nine of the thirteen 

states ratified it, and, to bypass both congress and the state legislatures, which the founders felt 

certain would not ratify the constitution, ratification would be done within special state 

conventions. 

 By years of unceasing labor and sheer force of will, a small group of aristocrats, the 

nationalists, had managed to win a convention against much resistance, set the agenda for that 

convention, and gain most of their way throughout the convention. Now it was time to present 

their constitution to congress. Rather than trying to get congress to ratify the constitution, the 

convention resolved to simply lay their constitution before congress imploring that it be sent to 

the states for ratification. What would congress do with their new constitution? Would their good 

fortune continue? 

 Conveniently, several of the writers of the constitution were also members of the 

Confederation congress. Thus, several of those who wrote the constitution also sat in the 

congress which was to pass judgment on it. Further, like the writers of the constitution, the other 

members of congress were of the aristocratic class. This group of like-minded men may and did 

have their differences of opinion as to the means, but in large measure they agreed upon their 

ends. 

 Even with much commonality of interest, the supporters of the new constitution could not 

achieve the unanimity they desired in congress that they may present a united front to the states. 

There were those in congress who still irritatingly clung to such issues as legality, federalism, and 

a bill of rights. Rather than reveal the degree of division among themselves, the congress handed 

the constitution to the states without comment. 

 The proponents of the constitution, in particular the nationalists, had much going for 

them. They had been debating and pressing their views for years. They knew their arguments 

well. Their leaders were at the Constitutional Convention, and they were members of congress. 

They could present a much more united front than the opposition. The conventions were 

populated by people selected by the state legislatures. These people were not unlike the founders 

themselves and shared many if not all of the same views. These were the economic and political 

movers and shakers of their times. They were well versed in the ways of political intrigue and 

manipulation. The conventions took place in the better areas of eastern, coastal cities far away 

from the poor, rural, and western people (which is to say the vast majority of the American 

population) who mostly opposed the constitution. They also owned most of the then existing 

newspapers. 

 As if this wasnôt sufficient advantage, the proponents of the constitution had a bag of 

dirty tricks that would have been the envy of our modern politicians. They moved swiftly, 

pressing for ratification before the opposition had time to raise an adequate opposition and before 
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most of the population had time to even read the constitution. What newspapers they didnôt own 

they pressured into not printing opposing views. They even managed to get some postmasters to 

stall the delivery of the oppositionôs mail. 

 Throughout the years preceding the occurrence of the state ratifying conventions those 

who favored a strong, sovereign national government were called by the name nationalists. 

Those who favored a federal government and sovereign state governments were popularly known 

by the name federalists, whom the general population most favored. Before the Constitutional 

Convention had even concluded, the nationalists published a newspaper article calling 

themselves the federalists and the opposition by the name anti-federalists whom the nationalists-

turned-federalists painted as British-loving enemies of liberty. 

 The now-federalists used every kind of distortion and lie to portray their constitution as a 

benign document which made limited, insignificant changes. They tried to claim that the 

constitution created a federal government, not national at all. One made the claim that the 

constitution was ñpurely democratical.ò At times they got physical. In Pennsylvania the 

federalists were in the majority but lacked the necessary quorum, so they got a mob to drag 

enough anti-federalists to the convention to conduct a vote. 

 It has been estimated that in several states the majority of the people, sometimes the vast 

majority, was against ratification of the constitution. But these people did not have access to and, 

therefore, could not participate in the conventions. The tiny portion of the whole American 

population that qualified to vote for delegates to the conventions and who voted for anti-

ratification delegates were often betrayed by their delegates when the delegates voted for 

ratification. Remember, even the supposedly anti-federalist and anti-ratification leaders of the 

day were usually from among the wealthier people of their various locales. Foreshadowing the 

quality of representatives that would come to populate the new government in the making, when 

push came to shove they had more loyalty to their pocketbooks than to their constituents. 

 

 These are the circumstances under which and the methods by which the aristocrats 

convened and conducted their Constitutional Convention. And these are the circumstances under 

which and the methods by which the aristocratic minority shoved its constitution down the 

throats of the American people. 
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4   The Modern ñ-ismsò: Communism, Socialism, and Capitalism 
 

 Greed and inhumanity know no bounds. The elites in every society, not even knowing 

their own true or fullest self-interest, let alone the interests of the many or the nation as a whole, 

invariably oppress and exploit the many until a breaking point is reached and the people rise up 

against them. History is punctuated by one bloody uprising or revolution after another with 

nauseating repetition. 

 The difficulty with revolutions is that they all create leaders who ride at their heads, and 

these leaders, once ensconced firmly in the seats of power, prove to be even more ruthless than, 

just as bad as, or little better than the tyrants that they replaced. The result is simply a 

continuance (in slightly different political and economic garb) of authoritarian plutocracy and the 

underlying biological male dominance hierarchy. 

 Often intellectual visionaries attempt to lead ñthe peasants,ò ñthe masses,ò or ñthe 

proletariatò into a new age and new social order only to find that the new order has fewer 

believers and followers than it takes to fully implement and sustain it. They then attempt to force 

the unseeing many, not to mention the recently dethroned elite, into the new way hoping that in 

time, once the new way is understood and takes root, the force may be removed and a new age 

will have dawned. Many dictatorships and totalitarian states have been born in this way. The 

many remain unseeing, and the new elite degenerates into just another authoritarian corruption. 

 America and other plutocratic nations of the West have long used such misguided 

revolutionary efforts and social forms as communism and socialism both as distractions, 

e.g., ñthe red scare,ò from their own deep flaws and as the means to paint their own governments 

in a better light then they really possess. But it should be remembered that it was the gross 

injustices and abuses inherent in the current plutocracies (monarchy, aristocracy, and capitalism) 

which caused so much of the world to see hope in communism and socialism in the first place. 

Few foresaw that the flight from one horror would lead to an even greater horror, the totalitarian 

state. Older but wiser, we now know that our lesser misery is far better than that much greater 

misery. Whatever appeal communism and socialism may have had intellectually or idealistically 

to the oppressed, that appeal was crushed by the rise and actions of the totalitarian state. 

 Although such political systems were misguided and deserved to fail, the fundamental 

injustice that drove people to them remains with us today. Until this fundamental injustice is 

corrected, the outcry from below will never cease, and nations will inherently be less just, free, 

happy, and stable than they could and should be. 

  The vast panorama of unspeakable horrors of the last century has driven the economic 

underclass into a state of disarray and impotence. Most people have little stomach for it and 

forbear much abuse before physically fighting against oppression. There are proper times to rise 

up against oppressors and to draw blood. But if another way can be found to throw off oppression 

and redress injustice without drawing blood, then let it be tried first. 

 

 As for the modern ñ-isms,ò communism fails because it is not possible or desirable to 

reduce the entire human race to one level economic sea. While communismôs central premise 

that one works according to oneôs ability and receives according to oneôs need is high-minded 

and altruistic enough, it would require a world of saints. And we are definitely not saints. Any 
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viable social relationship requires first of all that it works in the real world with people as they 

really are. 

 The argument of this work is not that there should not be a few and a many. It is not that 

everyone should be reduced to one economic level. Nature itself produces an inequality of 

strength, beauty, intelligence, talent, and capability, and, therefore, ñthe few.ò The argument is 

against the current political-economic relationship between the few and the many and for a new 

kind of relationship. 

 The argument is also about the nature of the few who rise to the top in authoritarian, 

plutocratic states. It is not natureôs few of excellence but merely a human-created aristocracy of 

birth, wealth, and power. This few merely oppresses and exploits everyone else and grabs and 

hoards everything. The question is can we ever find a way to dethrone this base and greedy few 

and select natureôs nobility of intelligence, wisdom, generosity, and humanity for the seats of 

power? 

 

 Socialism fails because private ownership of property functions better than collective 

ownership of property. With collective ownership decision making is taken away from the 

individual and installed within a centralized political body far removed from the myriad local and 

personal effects of the decisions. The individual becomes insignificant in the face of a monolithic 

power. This reduces the individual to a state of powerlessness, forces him or her to conform to 

standards set down from on high, and inhibits creative activity and spontaneous, enthusiastic 

improvement of oneôs environ. 

 Private property is also the natural sibling of something else which best fits our current 

human behavior: a market economy. It may be the case that in some future time we transcend the 

need for private property and a market economy, but that time is not now. In our current 

plutocracy, it is the case that some people own entirely too much wealth and property while 

millions of others have little or none. But this is a problem of adjusting the distribution of power 

and wealth, not a question of private versus collective ownership of property. 

 

 The mercantile economy and the budding government of the foundersô time have evolved 

into the huge capitalistic market economy and the powerful federal government of our time. The 

principal flaw of both early and current capitalism is also the direct cause of the principal flaw of 

the government that the founders set in motion and of all of todayôs so-called democracies. 

 Gambling, as practiced within honest Las Vegas gambling houses under known rules of 

chance, is based upon the principle of a few winners and many losers. That a few gamblers may 

win large sums, many other gamblers must lose. The house sets the gambling odds in its favor, 

but the odds are not set so high as to turn away the gamblers or to lose them to other gambling 

houses. There is something of a win-win situation here in that the gambling house, better still a 

cluster of them, serves as a mecca attracting many gamblers and much money, thus providing the 

potential for much larger winnings. The mecca also gives rise to many other businesses. 

 Laissez-faire capitalism functions in a similar way. It is a win-win situation in that centers 

of commerce and industry serve as meccas attracting many people seeking their fortunes who 

create many businesses, products, and services and much wealth. Everyone, even the less 

fortunate, benefits from the many amenities not available to them were they alone in the wilds. 
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 However, as with gambling, that a few people may profit fabulously under capitalism, 

many others must lose. And, unlike the strict honesty and known rules of chance obeyed by 

honest gambling houses, laissez-faire capitalism is a game played in an often extremely 

underhanded way. Anything goes and anyone may make any rules as they go along. Those who 

have advantage take advantage. Those who have the most take even more, all that they can 

manage to take, without limit. The wealthiest, most powerful few takes all of the fruit of its own 

labor plus a significant portion of the fruit from the labor of others. At the other extreme, there 

are many who labor for only a tiny portion of the total value of the products and services that 

they create and provide. And, of course, one can at any time be cast out into the mean streets of 

the city broke, homeless, hungry, and ill. 

 While laissez-faire capitalism can create enormous amounts of wealth, it does not 

produce a very attractive social model and often produces devastating environmental and 

personal results. Capitalism depends on the creation of many economic losers and, in and of 

itself, cannot correct this failing. Even if they wanted to, which they donôt, the fierce competition 

among capitalists for the lowest possible cost of production and price of product or service does 

not permit the luxury of protecting or tidying up the environment or of repairing broken, 

impoverished lives. Capitalists seek the immediate lowest possible cost to oneself at a much 

higher long-term cost which is foisted upon the common weal and the weakest in society. The 

supposed efficiencies of capitalism cannot bear the light of day when the total environmental and 

human costs are fairly examined. To the limited extent that the environment and the rights of the 

powerless are protected, they are protected by government, not by capitalism. The capitalists 

moan and groan and drag their feet every inch of the way. 

 Champions of capitalism and free enterprise never tire of holding a few of the Horatio 

Algers among us before our admiring and desiring eyes as examples of what one can accomplish 

within our economic system if only one studies, works hard, and is enterprising. This is akin to a 

Las Vegas gambling houseôs ringing of bells and sounding of sirens whenever a gambler wins 

big time. It motivates all of the losers to keep pulling the handles on the slot machines, rolling the 

dice, and plunking chips down on the card tables. And Horatio Algers paraded in the limelight 

motivate all of the ñlittle peopleò under capitalism to keep putting one foot in front of the other, 

to continue working ñfor the man,ò and to continue striving for or at least dreaming about that 

big break. We all know that capitalism produces some big winners, but less obvious and not 

advertised is that it must, of necessity, produce many losers to keep the wheels of the system 

turning. Oh, as pointed out before, everybody wins a little bit compared to living in the wilds. 

But laissez-faire capitalism is a system that definitely has a seedy underbelly to play down and 

hide. We can, we should, and some day we will do better.  

 As discussed earlier, the ideals of communism and socialism were born of the horrendous 

conditions created by unrestrained plutocracy and capitalism. But, as we all know, these systems 

produce even worse results. The ruthless few reign as an over-class in an all-powerful state which  
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imprisons and oppresses everyone. Freedom and the motivation to create and produce become 

destroyed. In the end, communist and socialist nations remain poor compared to the great wealth 

created under capitalism. 

 

 Capitalist purists argue against any mitigation of the means or the results of capitalism. 

To them not only are communism and socialism horrors, but so is any interference of capitalism 

by government, particularly government redistribution of wealth via taxation and spending. 

 The puristsô arguments are dishonest in two ways. First, by its laws and rules and by the 

presence and use of its military and police forces, government creates and protects the means by 

which wealth is accumulated and protects the accumulations themselves. Such accumulations are 

not ñnatural.ò They are not merely the result of the intelligence, talent, education, 

entrepreneurship, or even the sheer brute strength of wealthy individuals. They are not a product 

of nature but the result of the artificial meansðgovernment, laws, military, police, etc.ðthat we 

create to produce the result. At one time the wealthiest person in the world possessed 100 billion 

dollars. Can you envision one monkey sitting upon a pile of 100 billion bananas trying to protect 

them from the other monkeys? What do you think all of the other monkeys would do? But this 

unnatural set of conditions created by our artificial means is exactly the view embraced by 

capitalist purists. While government may work for the wealthy and make possible the 

accumulation of wealth in the first place, it may not help labor or the poor. 

 Second, capitalists conveniently overlook the fact that any redistribution of wealth by 

government is really only a secondary, corrective redistribution. The first redistribution of wealth 

takes place within capitalism itself when business owners, managers, etc. take onto themselves 

an undue portion of the fruit of everyone elseôs labor. Capitalists always sing the praises of 

capitalism in its creation of wealth but always play down its unjust redistribution of that wealth. 

Those who most benefit from the much larger but less visible redistribution under capitalism 

point to the much smaller but more visible redistribution by government and scream bloody 

murder. 

 The capitalist purists lament about the injustice of government redistribution. They cry, 

ñGovernment takes our hard earned money and hands it out to the lazy poor.ò While one can 

argue about how wisely the government uses our taxes, the argument as to the justice or injustice 

of government redistribution cannot be appropriately examined from so narrow a view. The 

justice or injustice of the actions of government can only be legitimately considered from a much 

larger view which includes its facilitating and protecting by its laws, rules, military, and police 

the means by which wealth is accumulated, the accumulations themselves, and the redistribution 

of wealth in the private sector under capitalism. The issues of the accumulations and the 

redistributions of wealth can only logically and justly be considered as a whole. 

 In the final analysis, the overall distribution of wealth is the result of the actions of a 

government which has been created by and which is owned and populated by the principal 

benefactors of that distribution. The ñinvisible handò of the market is a slight of hand which 

deals a crooked hand. This crooked hand is the creation of those who also created the crooked 

government which protects it. 

 In a sense, the redistribution of wealth in the private sector can be looked upon as a tax on 

work levied by the owners of the tools, the means of production. While the wealthy moan about 
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the injustice of the government tax burden, we find the tax burden and redistribution levied 

against everyone else by the wealthy, powerful few in the private sector to be grossly unjust. 

 To be sure, the investment of capital in enterprise is risky, and entrepreneurship is hard 

work. That risk and work should be rewarded. But, after subtracting all of the costs of an 

enterprise, what should be the amount of the reward or profit for the risk taken and the work done 

by the entrepreneur? One percent? One hundred percent? One thousand percent? Clearly, it is not 

a matter of a particular percentage. There can be honest disagreement about that. But it is all too 

clear from the result, the current distribution of wealth, that the current distribution and the tax 

burden levied against everyone else by the owners of the means of production is unjustly, 

immorally, obscenely high. This fundamental failing and excess of capitalism must be corrected 

so that our capitalism, and, indeed, our whole system of government and society may be rendered 

more humane, serviceable, and secure. 

 Another argument of the capitalist purists is that handing money to the poor only removes 

their incentive to better their lot which keeps them lazy and poor. This may be true if money is 

unwisely handed out with no strings or the wrong strings attached, and no effective program of 

self-improvement is in place. But it is also true that in sucking all of the blood out of workersð

low pay and no benefits for the lower level employees but high pay and profits for the managers 

and ownersðthe incentive to work is also removed: ñWhy bother working hard? No matter who 

you work for you still get screwed.ò By taking an undue measure of our nationôs wealth unto 

themselves, the wealthy create both the poor and the lack of incentive to work. 

 Further, seeing the capitalists and the politicians they own lie, steal, and do anything to 

anyone to always win, the rest of the populace becomes demoralized both spiritually and in their 

actions. Millions of young people and adults lie, cheat, and steal because they see all the 

politicians and CEOs doing it. They use the immorality of ñthe successfulò as justification for 

their own immorality. ñIt is the way of the world. It is the only way to survive. Anyone who does 

not do it is a naive chump.ò The entire society becomes demoralized, corroded, and corrupt. 

 

 Closely related to the ideas held dear by capitalist purists are the notions of what have 

been called ñsupply-side economicsò and ñthe trickle-down theory.ò The argument is that by 

decreasing or eliminating the capital gains tax and by other measures such as deregulation, the 

even greater amount of wealth that would accumulate in the hands of the wealthy would be more 

freely invested creating even more wealth. This effect of lifting the boats of the wealthy would 

eventually ñtrickle downò to others, raising their boats as well, thus benefitting everyone. 

 This argument fails in several ways. First, it not only does not correct the failings and 

shortcomings of capitalism but exacerbates and increases them. Second, the deregulation or 

decrease in regulation in recent decades of major industries such as airlines, power generation, 

telecommunications, and the financial sector has proven disastrous. Third, as the apologists of 

capitalism proudly point out, millions of people own stocks and bonds. And we have no shortage 

of creative financial instruments to provide for every financial need. Personal wealth no longer 

needs to be concentrated in the hands of the few to raise the sums necessary for venture capital 

and large, corporate investment. Currently existing and newly forming companies and business 

ventures can offer their stocks, bonds, and other financial instruments as easily to hundreds, 

thousands, or millions of investors as to an over-moneyed few. Millions of such transactions are 
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conducted daily by people over the Internet. Fourth, studies have shown that it is not the 

wealthiest few who do the most investing, take the most risk, and create the most jobs; it is the 

great body of Americans in the economic middle who do so. 

 There is another important necessity of capitalism which is ignored by ñsupply-side 

economicsò and ñthe trickle-down theory.ò The whole point of investment and enterprise is to 

profit by selling goods and services to the populace. If, as is the case in America, the lionôs share 

of a nationôs wealth is hoarded by the few, then who is left to buy those products and services? 

With the poor turning out empty pockets and the credit of the great middle class tapped out, who 

is left to create the market? During the downturns of the business cycle, this house of cards 

comes tumbling down with a painful crash and recovers only slowly. 

 Feeding the same problem, in recent decades the always-greedy multinational 

corporations have roamed the world ever seeking the Holy Grail, the dollar-an-hour worker. But 

in having moved their factories and millions of Americaôs good paying jobs abroad, corporations 

have shot themselves in the foot. The resulting gutting of the middle class destroyed the market 

for the goods and services that the corporations produce. Now corporations face declining profits, 

and all but the wealthiest Americans face declining lifestyles. 

 

 The ills of unrestrained capitalism are horrendous, indeed. Aside from the capitalist 

purists, almost everyone agrees something must be done to mitigate capitalismôs ills, to smooth 

down its raw, bleeding, dysfunctional edges. For this mitigation we turn to government. It is 

expected of government to keep the rules of the capitalist game reasonable and honest, to 

regulate the conditions under which enterprise and labor take place, to wisely husband and keep 

the common weal in good order, and to create a milieu conducive to a flourishing market 

economy and a healthy, happy populace. 

 Well and good é were government an honest broker. But, of course, it is not; it never is. 

Invariably, the heights of government are populated by the same types of unscrupulous, 

carnivorous people who populate the heights of business and industry. In the end, government 

laws, actions, and favors are bought and sold just like any other commodity. That which could 

potentially redeem capitalism ends up being corrupted and owned by it. 

 This is the sad truth not only after the government is created and is functioning, but it is 

what dictates the form and structure of the government during the very process of its creation. 

Under laissez-faire capitalism one ends up with a laissez-faire government which is of 

deliberately little use in mitigating the many ills of the capitalism. 

 Capitalism is an amoral economic system which creates wealth and power, which is good, 

but then concentrates that wealth and power without limit into the hands of the few no matter 

what the consequences are to the populace or to our world. And those consequences are 

draconian. 

 Thus we roll up our sleeves and try again to create a decent relationship among ourselves 

and with this planet. Not wanting to return to some primitive state and not wanting an all-

powerful communistic or socialistic state crushing us, we are pragmatically driven to turn up the 

light and reexamine our current capitalism and republican form of government to see if we can 

find ways to correct their shortcomings. 
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 A market economy is the most efficient way to address the myriad lesser decisions of our 

economic activity and relationship. But an amoral and all too often immoral capitalism needs a 

stronger, moral political force to manage and balance it. Unbridled capitalism always gains a 

hegemony of power and corrupts the state, not to mention everything else that it touches. 

America has an amoral economic system which owns and reigns over what should be a moral 

and supreme political system. America must create a moral political system that firmly and 

humanely manages the parameters within which a market economy must function. 

 

 Over the decades people have attempted to fight ñthe systemò or ñthe establishmentò to 

correct some of its ills. Organizing people, gaining some power, and making some changes has 

done a lot of good, and such efforts should continue. And humanitarians of every stripe should 

keep up their efforts. The world is a better place and we are a more humane race for their being 

in them. But plutocracy and the biological male dominance hierarchy still reign supreme and 

have never been transcended by such efforts. A completely new kind of understanding, vision, 

and effort are needed. 

 Liberalism forever applies patches to and reforms within the existing system. It never 

changes the system itself or its most central and fundamental problems. For their never fixing the 

real causes of our many problems, liberals will always remain employed at their never-ending 

task. 

 Labor unions were born and continue to exist in response to the excesses and evils of 

unchecked and insufficiently managed capitalism. They have done and continue to do much good 

for their memberships. In that their effect reaches beyond unionized workplaces, lifting standards 

a bit in the larger work community, unions do much good in the larger community and society as 

well. However, unions arise and exist as symptoms of a problem to which they can apply band 

aids but which they can never fundamentally repair. 

 Further, in bettering the lot of strongly unionized workers, unions in effect create elite 

workers who, like the wealthy, are ultimately subsidized by the labor and lives of others. It is also 

the case that some labor unions have become plutocracies in their own right with corrupt leaders 

who steal from the workers and grease their own palms. 

 Unions have their place. As long as we suffer under our current or any future unjust 

system, we should give them our support. This endorsement does not include license for 

featherbedding (i.e., the practice by some unions of requiring an employer to hire more 

employees than are necessary or to limit production according to unnecessary union rules), 

promoting laziness, or adding unneeded costs to the providing of services or the production of 

products. 

 While unions serve in their way, it is the political system itself which needs to be fixed. It 

is far more logical and efficient to eliminate the fundamental problem that creates the need for 

unions in the first place. 

 A note on philanthropy: As Martin Luther King, Jr. said, ñPhilanthropy is commendable, 

but it must not cause the philanthropist to overlook the circumstances of economic injustice 

which make philanthropy necessary.ò Philanthropy eternally gives back a portion of what 

shouldnôt have been taken in the first place. And philanthropists who have their names carved 
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above the door or their images cast in bronze get immortalization as a perk, not to mention juicy 

tax breaks, placing their very ógenerosityô into question. 

 We should also favor pragmatism over idealism. Many isolated, idealistic societies based 

on a set of ideals or surrounding some charismatic personality have been tried in the past. While 

some of them may have brought some measure of comfort to their participants, such 

communities are generally extremely limited, rigid, and isolated. What we must be about is a 

robust, just, peacefully-evolving ñsocial contractò and resulting laws and institutions sufficient 

for our nation and for humanity as a whole. Cute, idealistic hideaways cannot suffice. 

 

 At least insofar as the position taken by the Libertarian political party is concerned, the 

libertarian position is inherently dishonest. The Libertarian party is populated by laissez-faire 

capitalists who are materially successful and by misguided others who are thoroughly fed up with 

government but have simplistic and misguided beliefs as to what, at bottom, is really wrong with 

our government. This is a deficiency suffered by the faithful who read too much Ayn Rand and 

not enough else. 

 Most of us would like to see a small, efficient, honest, non-meddling government that 

fosters a flowering of personal freedom and liberty. But the way that the libertarians would go 

about reducing the size of government is to hack and chop away at anything that they personally 

didnôt like, leaving in place that which favored their own interests. They want absolute freedom 

to take the fruit of other peopleôs labor, to accumulate wealth, and to be facilitated and protected 

by government in their taking and accumulating, but no one else should be helped by 

government. To the extent that these government institutions protect their interests and views, the 

Libertarian party prefers strong military, police, and financial establishments. Beyond that, 

capitalismôs god, free enterprise, will magically solve all problems. 

 Some argue that we increase personal freedom simply by limiting the size of the federal 

government. Such thinking really misses the point. What liberty is gained by weakening 

government and strengthening private power if that private power resides principally in the hands 

of an unchecked, ruthless, carnivorous corporate elite? Whether ruled by the political mighty or 

the corporate mighty, the populace still remains with a bent back and on bent knees. The problem 

is not merely one of the public sector verses the private sector. It is not about the size of 

government as such. And it is not about government verses liberty. Government is essential to 

liberty! The question is, or should be, what changes to our government will correct its current 

shortcomings, effectively mitigate the dysfunctions and bring out the best of our market 

economy, and maximize the personal liberty of everyone and the nation as a whole? It is correct 

governance that maximizes freedom both in relation to government and outside of government. 

 The position taken in this work concerning the reduction in the size of government and in 

the improvement of its function is to determine the fundamental causes of its many malfunctions 

and to correct those problems. In correcting those problems, the size of government will be 

greatly reduced and its function improved, and personal power and liberty will be increased. 

 

 There are those among the wealthy who smugly look down on those who seek an 

improved government and society and sneer, ñSour grapes!ò Avoiding the truth that lies even 

within themselves, they claim that ñthe failuresò among us are merely envious and jealous of 
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their wealth and wish to take it from them. There are, indeed, those who are as shallow as the 

ñsour grapesò people who merely lust after possessions. But neither the snide claims of the 

wealthy nor the wannabeeôs who covet their possessions can obscure the bright fires which burn 

in the hearts and minds of many who simply want a just government and society in which the 

fruit of their labor is not taken from them and in which their lives and labors are not wasted 

subsidizing the lives of the wealthy with an endless supply of trinkets while the true needs of 

many and the greater good go unmet. Those who possess this fire and light do not seek a large, 

faceless, monolithic state or any horrible ñ-ismò from the past, but only a governmentða small, 

efficient one will doðwhich includes their will as well and does not serve only the few.  
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5   Reorganizing the Powers of the American Government 
 

 Many principles and ideals have been put forth over the centuries as to what is required to 

create a good government and society, principles and ideals such as these: The power of a 

government must be derived from the people who live under it. Government must be by the 

consent of the governed. Government must be a body of law; no one can be above the law; and 

every person must be treated equally under the law. The individual is the independent owner and 

ruler of his or her person and life. As much as possible, government must allow people to live by 

their own personal beliefs. The people are not the servants of government; government is the 

servant of the people. Government must secure everyoneôs life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness. 

Government cannot take away liberties and rights without just cause. Personal liberty must be 

limited only by other peopleôs rights. Government must justly balance opposing interests. 

Government must honestly represent and serve all of the people. Government must rule with 

fairness, equity, impartiality, and integrity. Government should be moderate in size and action; 

that government which governs least governs best. 

 Such principles and ideals can serve as guiding lights that point toward and become the 

achieved results and indicators of a correctly designed government. However, they do not inform 

us as to exactly what government design, what kind of structure and function, will translate them 

into actual practice within a good government and society. 

 One thing is certain; weôre not there yet, far from it. To this day, principles such as these 

receive little more than lip service in political speeches and haunt our wishful minds. The main 

reason our dreamed and proclaimed ideals are so little realized is that no government has ever 

been created with the true intent of actually practicing these principles. Throughout history and 

everywhere today, governments have always been created and populated by powerful, wealthy 

elites who then use them to serve themselves first and best. 

 This includes our current American government. While creating a constitution and 

government in the name of all of the people that does not favor any particular faction, the 

founders designed a government that, along with economic and social institutions and practices 

in the larger society, places an overwhelming amount of power and wealth into the hands of an 

elite few and their generations, creating in effect an untitled heritable aristocracy, while 

excluding most of the populace from meaningful participation and honest representation. 

 The founders understood very well the principle of creating divided and balanced powers 

within government. The problem lies in what they considered to be the proper division and 

balance of power. They believed in class. They believed the aristocratic class to be selected by 

God or nature to paternalistically rule over the childish, incapable common people. The 

government they constructed was shaped by these believes. Most of the founders abhorred 

democracy as the rule of the mob. They excluded it from their government in the making to the 

extent politically possible at the time. Their notion of a properly balanced government was one 

whose divided powers were all held by themselves, the aristocrats, with minimal participation of 

the common people. 

 

 America and several other nations claim to be republics. The republican form of 

government embraced by the founders is sometimes called the representative form or 
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representative democracy. A republic is a state in which the supreme power rests in the body of 

citizens entitled to vote and is exercised by representatives chosen directly or indirectly by them. 

Historically, the ñbody of citizens entitled to voteò has been defined as anything from the vast 

majority of adults to only a select few. 

 The principal weakness and failure of the republican form of government lies in the word 

representatives. The republican form can only work to the extent that the chosen representatives 

do in fact truly and equally represent all members of the citizen body. To the extent that they do 

not, supreme power does not in fact lie with the whole body of citizens. Some portion, almost 

always the majority portion, of the body of citizens is rendered unrepresented or under 

represented, ineffectual, and powerless. 

 It has been historically demonstrated ad nauseam that the representatives in republics 

always deviate from the representation of the whole body of citizens and degenerate into 

pursuing their own self-interests and the interests of some minority faction of the of citizens, 

usually the wealthy few. In fact, in a republic the vast majority of representatives are members of 

the wealthy faction of the populace. Thus a republic always degenerates into a plutocracy 

governed by the wealthy. The republican form is therefore deeply flawed, and, even with the 

most treasured argument favoring the republican form of government, the election of 

ñrepresentativesò by the body of citizens, it cannot serve in its pure form as a legitimate form of 

government. 

 Strictly speaking, this argument is not entirely correct. In order for a republic to 

degenerate into a plutocracy, it must at first not have been one. But no government that claims to 

be a republic really is one for none of them have ever been truly representative of the entire 

electorate or populace at any time during their creation or existence. If true representation has 

never existed, then, by definition, a state is not and never has been a republic but only a 

plutocracy. 

 Democracy is a form of government in which the supreme power is vested in the people 

and exercised directly by them or by their elected agents under a free electoral system. We see 

that there are two forms of democracy defined here. The people may exercise their power directly 

(direct democracy) or through their elected agents (representative democracy). We will examine 

direct democracy in due time. Of note here is that a democracy involving elected agents, 

i.e., representatives, is, in fact, a republic, hence the term representative democracy. Weôve 

already examined the fatal flaw and failure of this formðAmericaôs current formðwhich, in 

truth, is always only a plutocracy that is decidedly unrepresentative of the entire populace. 

 

 In addition to the problem of representatives never representing the whole body of 

citizens eligible to vote, let alone the whole populace, there is the matter of elections taking place 

ñunder a free electoral system.ò While the wealthier nations of the world run around the planet 

playing watchdog for the elections of many other countries, their own elections (and political 

offices and favors of government) are bought by the wealthy just like any commodity. No 

electoral system that bows to money can be said to be ñfree.ò 

 The single greatest scam and failure of our nationôs current political system is its 

electoral system. It lies at the root of most of our failures as a society including our inability to 

achieve honest representation of the entire populace in government. More than anything else, it 
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keeps powerful, wealthy elites in the seats of power and in a position to perpetrate many other 

scams against the rest of the populace including, for example, a wealth-serving tax system. Our 

electoral system is a set of loaded dice that overwhelmingly favors the wealthy in two principal 

ways. 

 First, elections are left to a marketplace, mass media, and two political parties that are 

mostly owned and operated by the wealthy rather than being within and supported by government 

where they belong, equally accessible to all of us. Most of us are resigned to rapidly selecting 

what we guess might be ñthe lesser of evilsò from among a few poorly known, fork-tongued 

candidates financed and, therefore, pre-selected by the wealthy. Few run for and win office that 

do not have the blessings and support of and now owe Big Money big-time. 

 Second, if throwing huge amounts of money at the electoral process were not enough of 

an advantage for the wealthy, dividing states into electoral districts and electing only one senator 

or representative within each of them virtually guarantees that wealthy or wealth-serving 

candidates will win the lionôs share of electoral offices and that the wealthy will hold a 

permanent hegemony of power within government while the poor and minorities go vastly under-

represented. When only one candidate can be elected in a district, a candidate with lots of money 

to throw around will usually successfully buy the electoral office or seat being contested. While 

the wealthy inevitably manage to buy the first seat in a district, othersðthe lower middle class, 

the working poor, and minoritiesðcould elect their champions to other seats in the district. 

Oops! Thereôs only one seat in the district. 

 

 The principal result of bought elections is that America has the best government that 

money can buy. We have all come to see that the elites that dominate our government and nation 

are not nearly as wise, altruistic, or honest as they deem themselves to be. They are more often 

motivated by greed and self-interest than by wisdom. They do not manage our economy or our 

nationôs affairs in a way that honestly serves the common good. Do not confuse intelligence and 

cunning with wisdom or an adequate moral sense. Those who occupy the seats of power are 

capable of and often willing to do anything to anyone. The minority of wise and moral people 

that do manage to become seated in our government who might in better circumstances be 

capable of adequate vision, statesmanship, and helmsmanship are effectively overwhelmed by the 

majority who are blind, greedy, self-serving, and wealth-serving and by the wealth-serving 

government that the founders put in place. Our government must become a moral one that money 

canôt buy and which neutralizes and minimizes the potential for and effects of selfish and evil 

intent. 

 

 There is only one central political issue: the distribution of power. All other issues are 

secondary. They should never be allowed to distract one from first correctly resolving the issue of 

power. 

 Good government and a good society require the correct distribution of power as their 

foundation. The most fundamental structures and functions of a government must contain a 

correct distribution and balance of power, or the government will fail. It will fail in one of two 

ways. Either the government will completely fall, or it will result in an ongoing state of political, 

economic, and social purgatory or outright hell. Even with an incorrectly designed government a 
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nation may still be a world class power or player. But most of its populace will exist in misery, a 

beast of burden ridden by a privileged class. With an incorrect distribution and balance of power, 

save for correctly and adequately altering its political system, no individuals or actions can fix a 

nationôs many resulting ills. 

 In all nations, power is excessively concentrated in the hands of an organized few. Even 

our so-called modern ñdemocraciesò are at their hearts authoritarian plutocracies essentially 

owned and operated by powerful, wealthy elites that serve themselves first and best by 

oppressing, manipulating, and exploiting the rest of the populace.  

 The solutionðno surprise to anyoneðis to shift power away from the few and toward the 

many. Saying it another way, the distribution of power must be made less concentrated and 

authoritarian and more widely distributed and egalitarian. 

 The only form of government that is truly egalitarian is democracy, true democracy, not 

what passes for democracy today. Our salvation from authoritarian plutocracy, from the wealth-

dominated republican form of government with its lack of honest representation of the entire 

electorate and populace and its lack of true democracy lies in the second definition of the word 

democracy, that the people exercise their supreme power by voting directly on issues.  

 Legitimate government requires that its power is derived directly from the people who 

live under it. This is not a figurative or symbolic but a literal requirement. All of-age, mentally 

competent members of a nationôs citizen body must be members of its electorate and have a civic 

duty to hold and exercise real political power by participating directly within its government. 

Disenfranchisement of any citizen by any means for any reason is immoral, directly opposed to 

true democracy, and must be made unconstitutional. Legitimate government also requires that its 

process is honest and its result just. 

 Voting people into office who have been preselected by the wealthy within a wealth-

dominated electoral system and then hoping that the people will actually represent you is not real 

power. Real power is and can only be the ability to affect something either by oneôs taking direct 

action or by casting a vote the result of which directly affects that something. This direct action 

and result is lacking in our current so-called representative democracy. This is the principal 

difference between what in this work is called true democracy and the sham that passes for 

democracy today in America and elsewhere in the world. 

 True democracy is the entire electorate directly voting on issues of greatest importance in 

the society resulting in action taken on the issues in compliance with the true intent and will of 

the electorate. 

 

 Long ago a Greek city practiced for a short while a very limited direct ódemocracyô 

among elites. The vast majority of the populace was excluded. Modern ódemocraciesô practice 

so-called representative democracy, which, in truth, is merely plutocracy wrapped in pseudo-

democratic clothing. The vast majority of the populace is still effectively excluded from holding 

real power and from being able to fundamentally alter the political-economic system and the 

society in which it lives. Some governments allow limited referendum-style voting on superficial 

measures. This should not be mistaken for full democracy. It is just a little game that masks and 

protects the larger plutocracy that remains permanently in place beneath the game. Real power 

remains securely in the hands of wealthy elites. 
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 A true, full democracy is capable of fundamentally altering or even dismantling the 

plutocracy itself, if the electorate so chooses. Remember, democracy is a form of government in 

which the supreme power is vested in the people. 

 Full, unopposed, majority-rule democracy involving all of-age, able members of a society 

directly creating law by voting referendum-style on a continuous stream of a nationôs most 

important issues and the majority vote on each issue wins is not a form of government that has 

ever been tried in its pure form. By ñunopposedò and ñpure formò I mean that there are no other 

branches of government or sources of power that create law and could stand in opposition to the 

democracy. 

 

 Norðsurprise!ðshould this form of democracy ever be tried. It has major shortcomings 

and pitfalls. (Oneôs wanting this form of democracy brings to mind the admonition, ñBeware of 

what you wish for!ò) 

 Its principal shortcoming is suggested by the phrases ñthe tyranny of democracyò and ñthe 

rule of the mob.ò Most people hold a rather nebulous, romanticized notion that equates majority-

rule democracy that reigns supreme with justice, freedom, and government by ñwe the people.ò 

The majority should win all issues put to a vote! Thatôs fair, right? 

 But it would bring anything but justice, freedom, and government by ñwe the people,ò all 

of the people. What people, including myself at first, fail to understand is that unlimited 

majority-rule democracy, were it ever really tried, would only result in the political, economic, 

religious, and behavioral tyranny of the simple majority over the rest of the populace. It would 

reduce the populace to mediocre conformity, crushing all variation, color, uniqueness, and 

excellence. And, examined more closely, this ómajorityô would really only be a highly organized, 

doggedly active, radical political minority. Thus, ironically, although of a differing form than 

plutocracy, wrongly designed, unopposed democracy also degenerates into tyranny, a tyranny of 

the simple majority. 
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 The following figure shows what most people will find to be a surprising relationship 

between the distribution of power and personal freedom: 

 

 

 
 

Figure 1: The relationship between power and personal freedom 

 

 

 Placing excessive political power into the hands of a single individual, just a few 

individuals (such as a powerful, wealthy elite), or the simple majority as in majority-rule direct 

democracy all result in overly authoritarian government and a sharp decline in personal freedom. 

While power in our current authoritarian plutocracy must be shifted from the powerful, wealthy 

few that now hold and wield it toward a more egalitarian democratic distribution, our goal cannot 

be simply to achieve the maximum amount of democracy that is humanly possible. 

 Surrounded on every side and circumscribed by big government, big corporations, big 

labor, big media, big religion, and a tendency toward mass conformity and intolerance of 

differences, it is the freedom and uniqueness of the individual that are most vulnerable and 
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endangered in the large modern state. What is the point of government if it is not to secure the 

life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness of the individual? Our goal must be to maximize the 

responsible personal power, freedom, and pursuit of happiness of everyone within a just, open, 

pluralistic society. In a sentence, we must overcome the tyranny of plutocracy and maximize the 

responsible freedom of the individual while avoiding the tyranny that an incorrectly designed 

democracy can become. 

 

 Direct democracy is indeed the answer to the problem of plutocracy. But given its pitfalls 

and limitations, we must design it carefully and choose very wisely what to include in it. 

Understand that it is by the inclusion in our government (or in any government) of just the right 

kind and amount of direct democracy that its representative branches are rendered truly 

representative, the tyranny of plutocracy is overcome, the democracy itself does not become a 

tyranny, and the responsible personal freedom of the individual is maximized. 

 At the heart of a correctly designed democracy lies a balanced distribution of limited 

powers that does not unduly favor anyone. No person or body may hold excessive power: not a 

single individual, not an organized few, not the wealthy, not the simple majority, and not the 

government as a whole. 

 As it turned out, discovering a government design that actually achieved this proved 

considerably more difficult than I had ever imagined when I first started pondering and working 

the problem decades ago. But I did manage to discover exactly that. This book is the result. 

Surprisingly, once discovered, once I finally saw the light, the solution proved elegantly simple. 

It involves a new branch for our government, a new kind of voting system, a new kind of 

democracy, a new honest electoral system, and giving the electorate direct control over a limited 

set of just the right powers. 

 

 In a moment I will continue my discussion of the shortcomings and pitfalls of majority-

rule democracy, but I pause here briefly to ask a question. In a previous paragraph I used the 

phrase the responsible freedom of the individual. What do I mean by responsible freedom? This 

question is important because its answer involves yet another force that negatively affects 

freedom. 

 Freedom is not an absolute. When we live together in communities and nations oneôs 

freedom is always limited by the rights of others. Most importantly, the individualôs freedom to 

accumulate power and wealth cannot be unlimited because unrestricted personal accumulation 

does not lead to the greatest measures of freedom for everyone and liberty in the nation. Those 

who hold advantage usually take even more advantage without limit reducing the rest of the 

populace to a state of disadvantaged servitude. It leads to the political and economic enslavement 

and exploitation of the many by the few. 

 This is where a lot of people stumble, particularly libertarians. Most of the libertarian 

view attracts: individual liberty and responsibility, a liberal free market economy, a small, 

efficient, less obtrusive government that does not become a welfare state, and some other good 

ideas. They then proceed to shoot themselves in the foot by insisting on the unlimited personal 

accumulation of wealth (which also translates into unlimited personal accumulation of power). 
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 Unlimited accumulation is in direct conflict with the maximization of freedom and liberty 

for everyone, the greatest measure of freedom and liberty that can be achieved by a society as a 

whole. Freedom is not a singular entity but a limited constellation of freedoms, of tradeoffs. 

When one freedom is made into an absolute, other freedoms are necessarily diminished. While 

unlimited accumulation brightens one star in that constellation, it so diminishes several other 

stars that the overall brilliance of the constellation is degraded and liberty is lessened. Freedom 

and liberty are maximized by achieving just the right constellation of tradeoffs. 

 A society and government that arbitrarily and unnecessarily limits oneôs dreams, 

aspirations, and achievements could hardly be considered to secure oneôs liberty and pursuit of 

happiness or to be good or legitimate. A society and its government should create, secure, and 

nurture an environment or milieu that does not hamper but facilitates every personôs ability to 

blossom into his or her unique and fullest self-expression and excellence. Uniqueness, genius, 

and excellence must have their freedom. Anything less is suffocation. 

 But do not confuse ñfullest self-expression and excellenceò with unrestricted greed and 

unlimited accumulation of power and wealth. Do not confuse grabbing the most with being oneôs 

best. Responsible personal freedom means each of us living within some limits we set upon 

ourselves in such a way as to maximize the freedom and liberty of everyone and of society as a 

whole. Responsible personal freedom also requires that each citizen exercise certain civic duties 

by participating directly within the government, something that will be discussed in due time. 

 

 In addition to becoming a tyranny in its own way, the tyranny of the simple majority of 

the electorate over the rest of the populace, majority-rule democracy involving the electorateôs 

voting on an unending stream of issues, if it were ever tried, would be found to be quite unable to 

overcome plutocracy. There are two fundamental reasons for this. 

 First, full, i.e., unlimited, democracy is not really possible. In the power-freedom 

relationship figure, Figure 1 above, both extremes in the distribution of power, perfect 

egalitarianism (the perfectly equal distribution of power) and perfect authoritarianism (all power 

held by one person) are not possible in real life. Even the most powerful dictator cannot be 

directly involved in the myriad details and decisions that must be made in a complex modern 

state. The dictator needs many, often secretly opposing, henchmen to manipulate the strings of 

the state. A similar situation hampers the egalitarian end of power distribution. In a complex 

modern state, the entire electorate simply cannot be directly involved in the myriad details and 

decisions that must be made. The best that can be achieved is a limited direct democracy in 

which the electorate deliberates and votes on a limited number of issues. They can be the nationôs 

most important issues, but there can only be a limited number of them. 

 Of necessity, we must depend on specialists, on elected and appointed officials, to handle 

the many details of governance. Government cannot only be a direct democracy but must include 

representative branches. This means it is not likely that we can entirely eliminate the problem of 

the elected few placing their self-interests and the interests of the wealthy few above the interests 

of the rest of the populace and the needs of the common weal. The best that we can do is to 

1) reserve for the electorate direct decisions on the most critical issues of all that simply cannot 

be entrusted to representatives, 2) create an honest electoral process that results in representative 

bodies that demographically resemble and honestly represent the entire electorate, 3) minimize 
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the ability of officeholders to abuse their offices, and 4) minimize the extent to which wealthy 

corporations and individuals can use their wealth to overly influence and purchase the favors of 

government. 

 Achieving these things is not as impossible as past experience would seem to indicate. 

The partial redesign of the American government presented in this book effectively achieves 

these goals making our government immensely more honest and just that it is today.  

 Second, even with the stream of issues on which the electorate deliberates and votes 

majority-rule, referendum-style being necessarily limited, there are huge problems with the very 

fact that it is an unending stream, an endless series, of issues, problems that deeply interfere with 

this form of democracyôs ability to overcome plutocracy. Millions of voters would have no hope 

of understanding and voting their true self-interests in a complex, never-ending, exhausting 

political process manipulated by deceitful people with hidden agendas. Sly and cunning 

individuals and groups could and would bring to the table issues deviously written to hide their 

true intent. Manipulators could even introduce a blizzard of trivial, emotionally charged, ñhot 

buttonò issues to distract the electorate from much more important issues. Like our political 

process today, only the most intelligent, sly, cunning, and unscrupulous could win what would be 

a complex, never-ending political war. 

 In an unrealistic, idealized scenario, which is decidedly not the case in real life, even if 

various individuals and groups thought themselves to be high-minded and to be honestly trying to 

promote the greater good as they understood it, an unending stream of referendums on issues 

would strongly favor the desires and actions of the most doggedly politically active among us, 

those for whom political ideas and actions are all-consuming. Such people are often the most 

radical among us. Thus, the radical is favored over the moderate view, the divisive and polarizing 

over the consensus building. And referendums in a situation such as today where the entire 

electorate is not required to vote can be passed by a relative minority of the electorate, usually a 

radical minority.  

 We face these problems in the political arena today both in the area of the raising and 

giving of funds for political purposes and in the creation, presentation, and passage of 

referendums. When investigated using often difficult detective work, groups with the most 

innocent and idealistic names and professed intentions are usually found to have devious, self-

serving intent. 

 In addition to the mind-boggling complexity of an unending stream of politically 

manipulated issues, there is the simple matter of time, effort, and will. Most of us lead busy 

personal and work lives. As important as it is to be conscientious citizens, most of us are simply 

not interested in making politics a centerpiece of our lives. Most members of the electorate 

would not be willing to spend the many hours or make the large effort that would be required to 

adequately study, deliberate, and vote on an unending stream of issues. 

 Clearly, the correct repair for our current plutocracy in which the few dominate, mislead, 

and exploit the many is not a majority-rule, referendum-style direct democracy with an endless 

stream of issues. It would only result in the dual tyranny of a misguided, oppressive simple  

majority or radical minority that is continuously manipulated and outmaneuvered by those who 

serve and are first and best served by a tenacious, underlying plutocracy. We would end up with 

the worst of democracy coupled with the worst of plutocracy. 
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 So! What is a correct and adequate solution to the above constellation of problems that, in 

various forms, plagues all of the worldôs governments and every level of government? More 

generally, what is a correct and adequate solution to the problem of governance? How can 

political power be shifted away from the few and toward the many without creating an even 

bigger mess than we have today but creating instead vastly improved governance? 

 If communism, socialism, fascism, totalitarianism, petty dictatorship, monarchy, 

aristocracy, theocracy, parliamentarianism, republicanism, what passes for democracy today, and 

even majority-rule, referendum-style direct democracy, were it ever really tried, are merely 

various forms of tyrannical authoritarian plutocracy based upon an underlying biological 

dominance of the many by a strong, organized few, then, if we really want to transcend this 

elemental condition and create a new, just relationship and way of being, our only course is to 

invent and try something new. That ñsomething newò is what this book is about, a government 

design that takes our nation and humankind beyond dominance, authoritarianism, and plutocracy 

and toward a truly democratic political process that produces a just relationship among us, 

maximum personal freedom, and good governance. 

 I use a pragmatic approach for this government design: 1) Rather than discussing 

government design in the abstract, I focus mainly on the design and repair of that government I 

know best, the American government. Adapted to the needs of other locals, this design and repair 

is directly applicable to all the worldôs governments and to every level of government. 2) Rather 

than constructing an entirely new government that may appear too alien to people, I only partially 

redesign our current government, fixing what is most fundamentally wrong with it. 3) I do not 

attempt to mend all of our nationôs many political, economic, and social ills. I only repair what is 

most wrong with our government. This repair then makes it possible for us to repairðit even 

facilitates our repair ofðour many other problems. 4) My design does not rest upon some 

idealistic philosophy or imagined otherworldly reality but upon our actual human condition here 

and now. 5) Rather than hoping for and depending on high-minded, altruistic behavior or 

suffocating conformity, I create a robust government structure and function that, short of 

insurrection or coup, can function well even with our current personal defects, shortcomings, and 

differences.  

 

 We begin the repair of our government by examining what the founders did. The founders 

wisely created a government containing three branches, divided powers, and checks and 

balances. They abhorred direct democracy as the rule of the mob and excluded it from their 

government in the making. Instead they embraced the republican form with its election of 

ñrepresentatives.ò But, given an electoral system that is a set of loaded dice that overwhelmingly 

favors the wealthy (as described earlier), there exists no mechanism by which non-wealthy and 

minority members of the populace may select for office people who truly represent them. Thus, 

the wealthy and the wealth-serving hold a permanent hegemony of power within all three 

branches, and, doing what comes naturally, pursuing self-interest, they use the powers of 

government to serve themselves and their wealthy clients first and best. There exists within our 

government no political body within which the rest of the populace may come together as a 
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political force that may effectively pursue its own self-interest and oppose, check the powers of, 

and counterbalance the hegemony of power held by the elite. 

 From this we can see that the first step in a correct repair of our government is to add to it 

a political body within which the rest of the populace may come together as a political force that 

may effectively pursue its self-interests and oppose, check the powers of, and counterbalance the 

hegemony of power held by the elite. From earlier discussion we know that this new body cannot 

practice majority-rule democracy, for that would only result in the tyranny of the simple majority 

over the rest of the populace. 

 After many years of examining the problem of achieving just governance and ñthe good 

societyò and much mental trial and error, I have come to realize that while fixing our current 

mess we can do much better than merely bringing the many into government in a way that creates 

a state of permanent discord and polarization between the many and the elite. We can add to our 

government a new political body that achieves the consensus of the entire electorate, changing 

the very nature and function of the whole government, transforming it (or any government) from 

a plutocracy into a true democracy. This is where we really begin to look beyond current thinking 

and create something new under the sun. 

 Politically, the body that is most representative of the entire populace of a society is not 

the elite few and not the simple majority but an electorate constituted of every of-age, able 

member of the society. The supreme difficulty and the most important task of every nation on the 

planet is to take some but not all political power away from the dominating few and to place that 

power firmly and permanently not into the hands of the simple political majority but directly into 

the hands of the entire electorate. 

 Understand clearly; majority-rule direct democracy does not place power into the hands 

of the entire electorate but only into the hands of the simple majority. It produces winners and 

losers, and only the winners truly hold the power. To place power into the hands of the entire 

electorate a new kind of direct democracy is required. 

 

 But first we must get the electorate into our government. That political power may be 

placed directly into the hands of the entire electorate and it may function as a political whole, a 

new political body must be created within which the electorate may exist and function. In later 

chapters this political body containing the entire electorate will be formally defined and added to 

our government as a new fourth branch called the demos (pronounced like democrat). For now 

we will just use the basic concept of a demos consisting of the entire electorate. 

 The political power exercised by the demos must in part be created anew and in part be 

extracted from the currently existing legislative and executive branches of our government and 

shifted over to the demos, thus lessening their powers from amounts held today. To wisely divide 

and limit powersðand to limit the power of the government as a whole!ðthe power of the 

demos, the direct democracy branch of the government, must be limited and exercised in such a 

way as to not overpower but to counterbalance and compliment the powers of the other branches, 

the representative democracy branches, of the government, whose currently limited powers 

become even more limited under this partial redesign. 

 Given that the so-called representative democracies of today are really only plutocracies, 

one might harbor the thought that our emerging altered form of government could be said to 
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consist of limited direct democracy judiciously balanced with limited plutocracy. However, it 

will be found in due time that adding just the right kind and amount of direct democracy to our 

government effectively tames and redeems the plutocratic beast, rendering the representative 

branches truly representative of the entire electorate. So our emerging altered form of 

government really is best described as limited direct democracy judiciously balanced with limited 

representative democracy. 

 Just the right kind and amount of direct democracy is added to our government and the 

demos is rendered usable by a busy electorate of varying capability in four fundamental ways: 

1) The demos is permanently assigned only a small, fixed set of political-economic issues of 

central importance to our nation. 2) While of central importance to our nation, its issues are easy 

to present clearly and voters can readily understand their true self-interests. 3) The demos has an 

elegantly simple method of voting. 4) The electorate does not practice the majority-rule, ñwinner-

take-allò democracy of today but consensus democracy, a new kind of democracy of my own 

devising that will be defined and discussed later. It is sufficient for now to say that using 

consensus democracy the demos automatically achieves within its limited sphere of power not 

merely the consensus of a simple majority but of the entire electorate on its included issues. 

 

 Since the demos can handle only a few issues, it is of supreme importance that the issues 

are chosen wisely. They must be those among our nationôs most central, important, and 

fundamental issues 1) that are the most badly or unjustly handled by the current branches of 

government and 2) that lend themselves admirably to just resolution within the demos. To our 

good fortune, the handful of issues which best meet these criteria are the most important and 

fundamental issues of all. All other issues run a distant second at best. 

 For all of their lesser faults, our government and nation have two major areas of injustice 

and failure that most need to be corrected: 

 First, recall an earlier paragraph: The single greatest scam and failure of our nationôs 

current political system is its electoral system. It lies at the root of most of our failures as a 

society including our inability to achieve honest representation of the entire populace in 

government. More than anything else, it keeps powerful, wealthy elites in the seats of power and 

in a position to perpetrate many other scams against the rest of the populace including, for 

example, a tax system that overwhelmingly favors the wealthy. 

 The demos must include an entirely new electoral system from that which we have today 

that empowers all members of the electorate to freely run for office and to elect to office people 

who resemble and truly represent them. 

 Second, while power may be and is exerted in many waysðphysical, political, economic, 

social, psychological, etc.ðthe overall intent and result is primarily economic warfare that the 

few wage against the rest of the populace. There are those among the elite who (at least publicly) 

cringe or boil at this characterization of their actions, and the whole business could be expressed 

more benignly, but the bottom line is that too much economic power is held by too few people 

who then use that power to economically manipulate and exploit the rest of the populace. 

 Therefore, certain economic powers of central importance must be removed from the 

existing órepresentativeô branches of government and placed permanently into the hands of the 

electorate within the demos. 
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 Thus, it is electoral and economic powers that are placed directly into the hands of the 

electorate in the demos. Practicing its consensus democracy, the electorate directly deliberates, 

votes, and achieves consensus on a fixed set of twelve issuesðthree electoral issues and nine 

economic issues. These issues were listed and discussed briefly in the introduction and will be 

discussed at length later. I list them here to refresh your memory as I continue my discussion of 

this chapterôs main topic, the reorganization of the powers of our government.  

 In the three electoral issues, in an entirely new electoral system from that which we have 

today, the electorate directly elects the president, all senators, and all representatives: 

 

¶ Election of the president 

¶ Election of senators 

¶ Election of representatives 

 

 And the electorate directly deliberates, votes, and achieves consensus that becomes law 

on the following nine economic issues: 

 

¶ Overall federal tax rate (which, over time, determines the size of the federal government) 

¶ Division of the tax burden among three tax revenue sources: corporations and businesses, 

personal incomes, and inheritances 

¶ Corporate and business tax scale 

¶ Personal income tax scale 

¶ Inheritance tax scale 

¶ Hours in the workweek 

¶ Minimum wage 

¶ Amount of federal debt or savings 

¶ Portion of federal tax revenue for the military, healthcare, other entitlements, and all other 

government functions 

 

 Adding a new fourth branch to our government consisting of a demos in which the entire 

electorate, rather than elected representatives in the other branches of government, directly 

handles the above electoral and economic issues moves us significantly toward a balance of 

government powers that does not unduly favor a powerful, wealthy few. But majority-rule 

democracy does not place power into the hands of the entire electorate. It places power into the 

hands of a simple majority of the electorate. It produces winners and losers, and only the winners 

truly hold the power. To achieve the consensus of the entire electorate on the demos issues, we 

turn to consensus democracy. 

 I discussed consensus democracy briefly in the introduction, and I will discuss it in detail 

in later chapters. I will only touch upon enough here to continue my discussion of the 

reorganization of the powers of our government. 

 Most political questions are of a yes/no, majority-rule nature, e.g., should the nuclear 

plant be built, yes or no? The majority vote wins, and all other voters lose. But there is a class of 

questions of a numerical nature that may be presented and processed in a way that results in a 
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consensus of the entire electorate. To our good fortune some questions in this numerical class are 

of central importance to our society (or to any society). 

 Take for example a question the members of the electorate really would be handling in 

the demos: As a nation how much should we tax ourselves to finance the federal government? 

The question (or issue, as I call it) is actually presented in the form: Should we increase, keep as 

is, or decrease the overall amount we tax ourselves in support of the federal government?  

 At the heart of consensus democracy lies a surprisingly simple voting system based on the 

traffic signal colors green (increase), yellow (keep as is), and red (decrease). Even though all nine 

of the economic issues in the demos are numerical in nature, voters never come in contact with 

any mathematics. For each economic issue, each member simply selects green (increase), yellow 

(keep as is), or red (decrease). Demos computers tally our votes and convert the tallies into 

numeric values representing the consensus of the entire electorate, not just the simple majority. 

(See Appendix 1 for a detailed discussion of this process.) 

 Voting in the demos is not periodic as with todayôs elections but ongoing. And voting in 

the demos is not merely a right of each adult citizen but a civic duty. (Otherwise we could not 

achieve the consensus of the entire electorate.) It is the duty of each member of the electorate to 

keep a vote continuously ñridingò on each demos issue, which he or she may conveniently 

change at any time from almost anywhere. 

 In an endless cycle, every few seconds demos computers recount all votes and do 

mathematical calculations using the vote tallies. Every vote always counts. Every vote always has 

an equal and continuing effect on the ever current demos consensus. As demographics, 

conditions, and our decisions change, the consensus of the electorate on each demos issue slowly 

varies over time, avoiding the extremes and hovering around a moderate norm, like temperature 

regulation and heartbeat in our bodies. Taken collectively, the demos issues function like the 

interactive, self-orchestrating systems in a living organism. The electorate uses the demos as a 

tool to achieve a slowly changing consensus on a few values, a moderate ñgolden mean,ò that our 

government and nation must use as they function, keeping our society functioning smoothly and 

evolving peacefully over time. 

 The electorate has the sole power to tax at the federal level. It sets the overall size and 

distribution of the tax burden. And it sets the minimum wage, the length of the ñstandard 

workweek,ò and the amount of national debt or savings. The electorate also controls the portion 

of tax revenues that are allocated to four major areas of the government. The representative 

branches then further fine tune distributions and set budgets within these four areas. By its 

revenue allocations the electorate controls the overall size of the military over time. It would be 

ill advised and difficult for our elected leaders to venture into or attempt to continue a war that 

did not enjoy the support of the populace. The electorate also controls the portion of revenue 

allocated to entitlements. This gives the electorate direct control over how generous it wishes to 

be with its money. 

 

 The demos includes an entirely new electoral system that is completely open, free, honest, 

and fair. Our current periodic elections (including primaries), the Electoral College (which 

currently elects the president), and all state electoral district systems are completely scrapped. 
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The president and all senators are elected by direct popular vote from the nation at-large, and 

each stateôs quota of representatives is elected from the state at-large. 

 In a manner similar to the nine economic issues, voting on the three demos electoral 

issues is not periodic but ongoing. Each demos member keeps a vote riding on a candidate for 

president, a candidate for senator, and a candidate for representative, that, save for one limitation 

discussed in a later chapter, he or she may change at any time. The actual seating of candidates in 

office, the length of terms, etc. are also discussed later. Right now our focus is the reorganization 

of the powers of our government. 

 The free, ongoing, at-large demos electoral system empowers any number of candidates 

(who need not be wealthy or wealth supported) to take any amount of time to run for office for 

free and build a following. Members of the electorate may take any amount of time to study and 

deliberate about candidates and to reach out to each other across states or the entire nation to 

directly elect their champions, truly representative officeholders that resemble them in body, 

mind, interests, and pocketbook. No member of the electorate is stuck selecting a ñlesser evilò 

from a small group preselected by the wealthy as is done today. All voters support their goods, 

their champions, those who resemble and truly represent them. 

 During the ongoing demos electoral process, candidate for office will be long scrutinized 

and well known by the demos members who support them before they finally gain office. 

Candidates are not dependent on campaign contributions, and elected officeholders need not be 

indebted to Big Money. And officeholders, including their voting records, will be watched most 

carefully. With one limitation discussed later, demos members can withdraw their support of a 

candidate or officeholder at any time. 

 The demos electoral system results in the honest representation of all members of the 

electorate in the representative branches of government. The senate and the house automatically 

demographically resemble and truly serve the balanced interests of the entire electorate. No quota 

systems, political parties, or complex electoral schemes are required. People just get to freely 

choose who they really want to represent them. 

 

 The combined use by the members of the electorate of their electoral and economic 

powers would profoundly affect the nature and function of the representative branches of the 

government. The now truly representative branches that result from the demos electoral process 

will in part dismantle and in part modify the current arsenal of laws and rules that the elite have 

created to serve themselves first and best. Within the economic parameters set directly by the 

demos and mindful of demos deliberations on a host of other issues, they will create new laws 

and rules governing corporations, business and labor practices, interest groups, campaign 

contributions, the use of the mass media, environmental policy, etc. that serve all of us. 

 Individuals and groups would still be able to petition the representative branches of 

government for favors and favored legislation. But very likely corporations will face imposed 

limits on political involvement and influence, the wealthy will be less wealthy and powerful, the 

ópoorô will be less poor and powerless, and now they all face elected bodies that demographically 

resemble and serve not just the wealthy but the entire electorate. 
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 Limiting demos lawmaking to a fixed set of economic and electoral issues focuses the 

electorateôs attention and capabilities on those issues that are the greatest sources of current 

injustice and inequity in our nation that lend themselves to just resolution in the demos. And it 

avoids the serious mistake of including a large number or an open-ended stream of complex, 

subjective issues that are best handled by other areas of government and in other parts of society. 

Creating law on difficult, subtle social issues by popular referendum is a huge mistake. 

Simplistic, ill-designed, self-serving referendums are usually proposed and supported by 

moneyed, organized, radical corporations and interest groups that deviously manipulate 

unsuspecting others to win their way. The result is really bad laws that serve personal gain at the 

expense of others, crush individuality, and foster excessive conformity. 

 Laws regarding complex social issues are best created by legislative bodies whose 

members are selected in demos-style elections. The bodies demographically resemble and serve 

the entire electorate, and their members can gain or lose the support of the electorate. As a result 

of demos deliberations legislators are informed as to the true thoughts of the members of the 

electorate on issues. Within the give and take of the legislative process, all competing interests 

and ideas are wisely considered, balanced, and coherently fitted to other new and existing 

legislation and law. 

 

 Once the senate and house demographically resemble the entire electorate, it is important 

that they function in a sufficiently democratic manner to truly serve the entire electorate. Two 

proposals in this book are designed to make the senate and the house more democratic by 

breaking up their current ñold-boysô clubsò with their excessive concentrations of power and self-

serving legislative rules and processes: 1) All current systems of seniority and appointment in the 

senate and the house are scrapped, all committee and other chairs and positions being filled by 

the secret voting of their entire memberships. 2) All rules regarding parliamentary and legislative 

processes within the senate and the house are determined by the secret voting of their entire 

memberships. The debate of and voting on legislation being proposed and considered by 

congress remain public. 

 

 Discussed in detail later, the selection of Supreme Court justices is placed entirely into 

the hands of congress, and the selection process is changed in a way that transforms the 

composition of the court into one that does not vacillate wildly between liberal and conservative 

as it does today but consistently demographically resembles the entire electorate and represents 

the full spectrum of the electorateôs interests as it interprets the Constitution and law. 

 

 Please clearly understand the difference between the redistribution of power within our 

government and the redistribution of wealth within our society. Not one penny of wealth is 

redistributed by the government design presented here. This book is not about what choices 

should be made about certain issues of central importance to our nation but about who should 

make them. The entire electorate is empowered to directly make a few choices of central 

importance that are currently made by a powerful few. 

 Under our current government, by the use of business, electoral, tax, legislative, 

regulatory, and other means, powerful elites permanently control the overall distribution of 
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wealth in America. The foxes oversee the chicken coop. The result is some very fat foxes and a 

lot of very lean chickens. 

 Under the partial redesign presented here, by the economic and electoral choices that it 

makes, the electorate is empowered to profoundly influence our nationôs overall distribution of 

wealth if it so chooses. Once empowered, I believe the electorate would choose less inequality in 

the distribution of wealth than the elite choose today. The electorate would not vote in a way that 

creates obscene concentrations of wealth in the face of abject poverty. 

 But remember, in the demos the electorate does not practice majority-rule democracy in 

which the simple majority could overwhelm and defeat the rest of the populace including the 

elite. Consensus democracy always results in the moderate consensus of the entire electorate. The 

votes of many members of the electorate on the demos issuesðon tax levies, etc.ðwould tend to 

increase the inequality in our nationôs distribution of wealth while the votes of others would tend 

to decrease the inequality. Over time, the many opposing votes result in values that are held in a 

just moderate balance, a state of dynamic equilibrium. 

 There would still be significant inequality in the distribution of wealth. This is good. A 

market economy requires incentive for entrepreneurship and labor. Just as today, how much 

wealth each person possessed within the overall distribution would depend on accident of birth 

and on a personôs talents, ambitions, study, hard work, and luck. Consensus government 

empowers the electorate and our nation to achieve an unequal but equitable and functional 

distribution of wealth and honest reward for honest work. 

 

 In addition to setting right our governmentôs current mal-distribution of power, the 

government design presented here also repairs our divisive political process. Rather than pulling 

us apart into angry, polarized, gridlocked fragments as our political process does today, it brings 

us together in a single political body specifically designed to achieve our consensus on our most 

important issues and honest representation in the other branches of government. In doing this, it 

makes possible and even facilitates the correction or mitigation of most of our nationôs other 

political, economic, and social ills. 

 This design places our greatest trust where it really belongs, on a true consensus achieved 

among all of us. Along with our better qualities, everyone from the political and economic 

mighty to average citizens and groups of them harbor greed, selfishness, bias, prejudice, hard-

headed unjustness, unreasonableness, and shortsightedness. Our trust is best placed not in the 

supposed wisdom of a powerful wealthy few, the simple majority, or any other faction of the 

populace but in the direct deliberations of and a consensus achieved by the electorate as a whole 

in the demos and in the deliberations and compromises among representatives in the other 

branches of government who are fairly elected by and who fairly represent the entire electorate. 

Our working together within an honest government of judiciously balanced powers will produce 

our greatest wisdom in those matters which most concern all of us. 

 

 There are more ramifications to this redistribution of government powers than first meet 

the eye. As consensus democracy, the demos, and its included issues are discussed at length in 

following chapters, the full measure of power placed into the hands of the electorate will come to 

be appreciated.  
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6   True Democracy: The Demos, the Fourth Branch of Government 
 

 As discussed in the previous chapter, to place political power directly into the hands of 

the entire electorate so that it may function as a political whole, a new political body, the demos, 

is created and added to our government as a fourth branch. The four branches of our government 

would be, therefore, the judicial, the executive, the legislative, and the demos. 

 Our Constitution limits federal powers to only those specified by the Constitution. All 

unspecified powers remain with the states or with private individuals. In a similar manner, the 

demos would possess only those powers specified to it by one or more new amendments to the 

Constitution. All other federal powers would remain with the three current branches. The nature 

and limits of the powers specified for the demos would be such that it could not overpower and 

destroy the other three branches but would compliment and counterbalance them. 

 The word demos is defined as a noun meaning 1) the common people of an ancient Greek 

state, and 2) the common people; populace. 

 I named the new branch of government the demos since it is constituted of the entire 

electorate participating in a direct democratic process. Instead of the dictionary pronunciation 

dǛmos with a long ñe,ò here the word is pronounced as in the word dǝmocrat. The demos may be 

thought of as ñwe the peopleò
6
 because the electorate participating within it would be constituted 

of all of-age, able members of the populace. 

 This book presents new definitions for the word demos. The principal new definition is as 

follows: 

 

A demos is a direct democracy branch of government, a nationwide electronic 

network in which an electorate consisting of all of-age, able citizens practices 

consensus democracy by deliberating, voting, and achieving consensus on a fixed 

set of a nationôs key economic and electoral issues, setting limits within which the 

government and the nation must function and electing to the representative 

branches of the government bodies of officeholders that demographically 

resemble the entire electorate and truly represent the entire body of citizens. 

 

 The term consensus in the above definition has a very specific meaning. In the demos the 

electorate does not practice the winner-take-all, majority-rule democracy of old in which the 

simple majority vote wins and all others lose but a new kind of democracy I call consensus 

democracy designed specifically to always achieve the consensus of the entire electorate. How 

consensus democracy achieves the consensus of the entire electorate will be discussed in detail 

later.  

                                                 

 
6
 The Constitution of the United States of America begins with the words ñWe the peopleéò In this work, the phrase 

ñwe the peopleò is used repeatedly and always within quotation marks as a reminder and for emphasis. It should 

never be forgotten that our government was created in the name of ñwe the people,ò all of the people, and cannot 

legitimately serve principally the interests of the few. It should also never be forgotten that the phrase ñwe the 

peopleò includes everyone, rich and poor alike. This work is not about the poor rising up against the rich but about 

all of us rising above our current state and embracing a more perfect union. 
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 A less precise but simpler definition of the word demos for a tiny dictionary might read: 

 

A demos is a branch of government in which all of-age citizens directly vote and 

achieve consensus on a fixed set of a nationôs key economic issues and elect 

officeholders to the representative branches of government. 

 

 In this book the word demos may refer to an entire branch of government as in ñthe 

judicial, the executive, the legislative, and the demos.ò In a more formal reference the word 

demos may begin with an uppercase letter as in ñthe Judicial, the Executive, the Legislative, and 

the Demos.ò The word demos may refer only to the electorate of the demos as in ñthe consensus 

of the demos.ò It may refer to the whole of the physical mechanisms and systems used by the 

electorate to conduct its consensus democracy as in ñthe construction of the demos has begun.ò 

The plural form demoses is used as in ñall of the worldôs demoses.ò The possessive form demosô 

is used as in ñthe demosô procedures.ò The word demos is also used as an adjective as in ñthe 

demos issues.ò 

 

 In the principal definition of the word demos, the phrase all of-age, able citizens could be 

variously interpreted. Of-age could be given various meanings by different cultures. An age 

somewhere within the second half of a personôs teens seems most appropriate. 

 The word able in the definition does not mean that a person would have to pass any kind 

of mental or other tests to be eligible for membership in the demos electorate, but only that the 

person is physically and mentally able to vote, e.g., the person is not comatose or a babbling idiot 

quite incapable of voting. Such determination is, of course, a legal decision that must be honestly 

made for medical not political or other reasons such as mere personal inconvenience. 

 The term citizen can be variously interpreted, and some interpretations could be construed 

to mean a relatively minor portion of the population living within the area encompassed by the 

government. In the city of Athens in ancient Greece only citizens could vote, and a very minor 

portion of the population was defined to have citizenship. 

 In this book the term citizens is defined in the very broadest sense to include as much of a 

nationôs population as humanly and rationally possible. In America the term citizen includes all 

American born and naturalized citizens including those who are currently traveling or residing 

outside the country and excludes all foreign visitors, students, and others. The body of citizens 

that participates in the demos may be referred to as the electorate, the members of the demos, or 

even simply the demos. 

 

 The term social contract means an agreement among individuals, hypothesized by certain 

philosophers, by which society becomes organized and invested with the right to secure mutual 

protection and welfare. The principal difficulty with this notion is that nobody within a society 

ever really reads or consciously enters into such a contract but is born into a society which is 

already in play and with a government already in place. In America today few people are even 

cognizant of the concept of a social contract, let alone have participated in ñan agreement among 

individuals.ò In truth, the so-called agreement took place among a few privileged white men long 

ago. 
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 Nevertheless, the concept of a social contract is a good one and could well serve as the 

centerpiece or heart of a demos. Correctly constructed, a proper social contract would contain the 

most central or fundamental questions and issues of a society dealing with the relationship 

among its members. Within the constraints of the limitations placed on it, the electorate of the 

demos would vote and achieve consensuses on a small group of our most central electoral and 

economic issues. (In this work the consensuses of the demos on the issues included in the demos 

will often be collectively referred to in the singular as simply the consensus of the demos.) This 

consensus would serve as societyôs social contract. Students in school would become well versed 

in the content and function of this social contract and, when of-age, would consciously enter into 

the contract and participate as full and equal members of the demos. 

 The demos consensus and, therefore, societyôs social contract would be dynamic, its 

current state slowly evolving over time. The existence of a peacefully evolving and responsive 

social contract consented to by the widest possible electorate voting within a demos would 

reduce the need for and likelihood of revolution. 

 The relationship of the demos to the other branches of government and to society as a 

whole would be this: Its current consensus would be our current social contract which, within its 

limited sphere of power, would set some limits or parameters within which government, business 

and industry, and private individuals would have to function as they went about their daily 

business and lives. By amending the Constitution it could be made unconstitutional for 

government to violate the social contract. By the creation of appropriate laws it could be made 

illegal for business and individuals to violate the social contract.  
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7   The Demos System: Convenience, Simplicity, and Security 
 

 Physically the demos would consist of a nationwide, electronic, always-on, real-time 

voting system. The design and function of the system should have three main characteristics: 

convenience, simplicity, and security. 

 The demosô nationwide voting system would function in a manner similar to todayôs 

Internet. Although the demos system is discussed in this book in terms of the Internet and web 

pages, it need not be the Internet which is used. If necessary, an entirely more robust and secure 

nationwide electronic network system could be built from the ground up that serves only the 

demos. Using the notion of todayôs Internet is merely a good way of presenting the concept of a 

nationwide demos with deliberations and voting. The Internet itself could not be used by the 

demos unless it underwent a security revolution sufficient to safeguard demos communication 

and data. 

 Voting terminals would be located virtually everywhere: in the home, at work, in public 

buildings and shopping centers, in your pocket, etc. Whether one was at home, at work, or about 

the city, one would find a voting terminal conveniently at the ready. Although a dedicated voting 

terminal, i.e., a specialized device used only for demos deliberations and voting, of simple design 

and usability would be widely available, any computer or other device with suitable capability 

could be used to access the demos system and vote. Any demos member could use any voting 

terminal or suitable device in the country or, for that matter, in the world at any time to connect 

with the demos. 

 In a manner similar to todayôs Internet web sites, the demos would be presented to the 

electorate as one large web site with a hierarchy of web pages that would be navigated by mouse-

clicking buttons and hyperlinks. The demosô initial or Home page would contain a list of all of 

the demos issues. After signing in using a personal password, ID, etc., the voter would be able to 

enter the demos system. Clicking on an issue would lead to its own web page. Beneath each 

issueôs web page would exist a hierarchy of other pages relating to the issue. 

 The demosô Home page as well as each issueôs initial page and the next level or two in 

the hierarchy of pages below them would be extremely simple in appearance and function. 

Unlike most commercial web sites today, the demos pages would be elegant in their simplicity. 

The pages would be completely free of advertising, distractions, and unnecessary information. 

Most voters would seldom venture much beyond these levels of the demos. If one knows oneôs 

mind, as most of us will, it could take as little as five or ten minutes per year at any convenient 

time and place to vote. But those who did venture further into the demos would find increasingly 

rich and sophisticated discussion and debate about the issues in which they could participate. 

 Every effort should be made to maximize the convenience of the demos voting terminals 

by minimizing complexity, keystrokes, and mouse-clicking. Other input devices would be 

available for those who need or want them. Voting convenience should extend well beyond 

hardware and software design and include the whole conceptual and procedural design of the 

demos. In almost every aspectðhardware, software, mathematics, logistics, and securityðthe 

demos would be quite complex under the hood. But that would be a problem for the technicians. 

What the voter experienced both physically and mentally would be the essence of simplicity. 
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 How to use the demos system and participate as a member of the demos electorate would 

be taught to every student in Americaôs high schools. Although studentsô votes would not be 

tallied and their opinions would be indicated as those of students, they would use real voting 

terminals and actually participate in our nationôs demos. Free lessons in the use of voting 

terminals would be given throughout America. In short order few people other than new voters 

would even need lessons. 

 More discussion of the demos web site and pages will follow in later chapters. How 

specific issues would be presented to the voter will be briefly discussed when the issues to be 

included in the demos are discussed. Appendix 1 contains a detailed discussion about the 

methods used to present and vote on the nine demos economic issues. 

 

 The highest ideal of the demos technicians would be to achieve and maintain a perfect 

reflection of the electorateôs will on the demos issues. This could only be done by creating, 

maintaining, and protecting mathematics, software, and hardware that functions correctly and 

produces honest vote tallies and calculations. Obviously, if one or more errors are accidentally or 

deliberately introduced, then the errors could produce calculated results that temporarily or 

permanently favor particular interests or factions of the populace causing potentially devastating 

political, economic, and social injury or loss to others. We are liars and cheaters all, each in our 

own ways. Therefore, every available means must be used to secure and maintain the integrity of 

what would be our nationôs most priceless information and process. 

 In our early attempts at electronic voting in our current electoral systems, it seems that 

everything that can be is being done wrong. Hardware, software, and procedural integrity and 

security seem almost laughable. A Laurel and Hardy caricature of the many first attempts at 

airplane flight comes to mind. Some people now question even the possibility of achieving 

secure electronic voting machines, let alone a secure nationwide electronic voting system. Does 

this not throw into question the possibility of an electronically connected nationwide demos 

constituted of the entire electorate? 

 While electronic information integrity and security is a daunting issue, the problems 

involved are not insurmountable. The game of leapfrog currently played between those who work 

to protect information and those who attempt to gain illegal access to it will not continue 

indefinitely as some people suppose. As the field of hardware, software, and data protection 

continues to advance, the cost of protection will go down while the cost of attempting to violate 

that protection will go up. Also, much protection would result from the very nature of the demos 

voting system proposed in this book, which is very unlike the systems we use today. Consensus 

democracy has very different security issues than our current ódemocracyô. 

 The physical and electronic protection of the demos would involve three main areas: 

1) the demos processing centers, computers, and information, 2) the voting terminals used by the 

members of the electorate, and 3) the communication between the demos computers and the 

voting terminals. 

 We already do an excellent job of physically protecting important stuff. The demos 

computing centers where votes are tallied and processed would be protected in a manner similar 

to our most secure intelligence agencies and military installations. 
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 Several security measures would collectively secure the demosô data processing system 

and voting terminals: Voter ID cards, passwords, and other identification methods such as finger 

and voice prints. Data encryption. The demos would not have a single center but a distributed 

structure involving a good deal of redundancy and feedback. A voterôs current votes in the demos 

would not be sent from his or her voting terminal to only one location but to several locations 

within the system. A paper record for the voter at the end of each voting session. Parity checks, 

mail backs, call backs, and electronic ñreality checksò of a random sample of voters would be 

made on an ongoing basis. Ongoing test voting by demos technicians from randomly selected 

voting terminals to see what votes are received by the demos system. A thorough, public system 

of oversight and quality control during the design, production, installation, and maintenance of 

all demos mathematics, software, integrated circuit chips, and hardware. Rigorous background 

checks of all personnel. Rotation of personnel in the most critical positions. Illegally altering one 

or more votes by any means should be tantamount to treason and punished as severely as the 

worst crimes in the nation. 

 There would be a built-in protection against illegally altering a single voterôs votes in the 

demos in that it is hardly worth dealing with the complex encryption just to change one vote. The 

real danger would lie in the major computing centers of the demos system where votes are tallied 

and mathematical calculations are conducted. Most security would have to be focused on these 

areas. 

 One important thing in our favor is that the mathematics, software, and hardware used for 

vote tallies and calculations in the demos computing centers would be restricted to the same 

narrow set of electronic processes. Once the mathematics and software for these processes have 

been publically perfected and checked by many people in many ways, they would, as it were, be 

carved into stone. They would be etched into chips for use by the demos computers which would 

also be guarded and repeatedly checked through the years. 

 The millions of demos voting terminals would be constituted of a wide variety of 

software and hardware. One problem that the demos system would face is that a voter must be 

able to vote at any time from any one of millions of voting terminals. 

 The individual voter would not be able to pad the electronic ballot box with extra votes 

by repeatedly voting as often happens in current voting systems. A demos member could vote as 

often as he or she liked. The voter would only be repeatedly altering or reaffirming his or her 

own set of votes that are already continuously riding on the demos issues. 

 The science of establishing the identity of a particular individual is advancing rapidly. 

Using the several security measures listed above and others that may be developed, the demos 

system would, by identifying with certainty a given voter at any voting location or time, protect 

against one individual voting in many different votersô names. Think of the difficulty the 

electronically capable, would-be criminal faces: To cast votes in another voterôs name, the 

criminal must break or mimic a complete set of devilishly difficult encrypted identifiers of the 

voter such as ID number, password, fingerprints, voice print, iris scan, etc. This difficult task  

would have to be repeated for each voter in whose name the criminal wishes to vote. We would 

not need to achieve perfection here, just the ability to make it so difficult and costly for a 

criminal to cast unlawful votes that it is ridiculous to even attempt to do so. 
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 Also of great importance to maintaining the security and integrity of the demos: With the 

sole exceptions of demos personnel maintaining the integrity of the demos system and rooting 

out voting fraud, the data that identifies a specific voter for the demos system and the physical 

location of the voter when connected to the demos system, if known, must be protected 

absolutely by the demos at all times, even from the rest of government no matter why the 

individual may be of interest. Even within the demos such information must be available on a 

strict need-to-know basis only to the specific personnel who maintain the integrity of the demos 

system and root out voting fraud. Government itself is often evil, and its participants often wear 

the black hats. That an activity or person within a society is government sanctioned or not cannot 

serve as the ultimate test of the morality of the activity or person. The demos system cannot be 

used as the judge or servant in such matters. The use of the personal information possessed by 

the demos system to track down ñcriminals and enemiesò would destroy the demos. Discerning 

the true will of the entire electorate on the issues included within the demos must reign supreme 

as its highest moral good over all other considerations. Only absolute voter privacy would enable 

all members of the electorate to feel safe enough to vote and the tallied votes to accurately reflect 

the true will of the electorate. 

 

 What if the demos system broke down and its members could not vote for a spell? Having 

nothing to do with security but simply during the course of its normal function, the demos 

computers would repeat their vote summation and calculations every few seconds. But the values 

representing the demos electorateôs current consensus on the included issues would actually 

change only slightly and gradually over extended periods of timeðweeks, even months. Save for 

voter inconvenience, the system could fail for days on end and come back online using the 

consensus that was current at the time of system failure with no ill effect. 

 What if there was a technical failure during a particular voting terminal and demos 

computer communication? When a voter used one device or another to vote, the demos system 

and that device would do electronic ñhandshakes.ò If the voterôs vote did not get properly 

processed, the voter would be so informed. 

 

 Whether the voter were using a dedicated voting terminal or some other device or 

computer to cast demos votes, the voter should be provided with a paper record of his or her 

current votes at the end of each voting session. The voter should immediately scan the votes on 

the record to verify its correctness and then keep it in a safe location that will be remembered 

later. This does not guarantee that the voting machine has actually sent to the demos the same 

votes that were printed on the paper record. It may be broken or deliberately set to send to the 

demos different information than is printed on the record. But it does provide a needed ñreality 

checkò when demos staff members conduct random or focused investigations of voting machine 

and system integrity. It should also be noted that presenting a printed ñrecordò of oneôs claimed 

votes does not prove that that is actually how one voted. Such printed records could be forgeries 

presented by someone or an organized group of people, who, for whatever their reasons, wish to 

instill doubt in votersô minds about the reliability and integrity of the demos system. While voter 

honesty would usually be presumed, certain incidents or patterns would cause the level of a 

demos investigation to rise to a more complex, subtle level. 
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 Some people warn that our over-reliance on technology is dangerous. Our whole world 

economy is entrusted to software and hardware: the financial industry, trading exchanges, the 

operation of most transportation, and billions of other machines and processes. A world 

civilization that depends on technology is taking a huge risk. If our technology breaks down and 

civilization with it, world population, sustained in artificially high numbers by our use of 

technology, will dramatically die back. Such risks have been taken throughout human history but 

never on such a scale as today. 

 But technology and all that we create in the world about us is the reflection of our inner 

selves. It is good or evil only insofar as it is a physical manifestation of our own goodness or 

evilness. While technology may amplify our capability for self-destruction, it may also serve as a 

means to enhance the expression of our humanity and highest selves. 

 Setting aside the possibility of the collapse of civilization from unsustainable population 

growth or the collapse (or attack?) of the biosphere which sustains us, the greatest danger to the 

ñtechno-sphereò is ourselves as we engage in war and sabotage. The single greatest measure that 

the human race can take to protect its techno-sphere, including a future demos, against war and 

sabotage is to not create the desire for war and sabotage in the first place. The best way to protect 

against terrorism is to not create the terrorist, the insurrectionist or the revolutionary in the first 

place. Creating fair and just systems of governance and human relationship within and among 

nations that include the will of everyone and maximize individual freedom and happiness is the 

way to achieve harmony and peacefully evolving change. The system of governance presented in 

this book is such a system; it can achieve these ends. The most important element of protection 

for a nationwide electronic voting system, a demos, is the fact of its existence and the realization 

and feeling within each of us of fair inclusion and treatment and that we have achieved good 

governance and ñthe good society.ò 

 As to the intractable problems of our ever increasing numbers and our ill effect on the 

environment, if we are ever to gain control of our numbers and intelligently husband our world, it 

will come through our transcendence of avaricious plutocracy and the achievement of just, 

inclusive governance. People who feel that government and our relationship with each other is 

fair and reasonable will be much more inclined to cooperate in the measures needed for our self-

mastery and good husbandry. 

 Achieving adequate security for a robust national electronic democracy, hopefully the 

demos described in this work, would be a challenge, but it is not impossible. It is an endeavor in 

which everybody wins and the nation flourishes, and, therefore, one we should pursue. We 

should not let todayôs admittedly laughable beginning at electronic voting sway us from 

embracing it. 

 

 For those who have been reading or viewing too many science fiction works, it should be 

noted what the demos would not be. The demos would not be an incredibly complex, networked 

computer system which some day reaches a sort of critical mass and ñwakes up,ò becoming 

conscious. It would not be or become some sort of ñthinkingò machine that would make our 

decisions for us. It would be always and only ourselves who make decisions as we used the 

demos system as a tool to come together as an electorate to deliberate and cast votes on the 
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included issues. The demos computers would make the same cyclic computations day in and day 

out without ever venturing beyond their built-in tasks. The demos system would do extremely 

well the singular task that it was designed to do, but it would do nothing else. It would merely 

collect votes from the electorate, process the votes according to the rigid rules that were 

programmed into it, and present the results of our voting to us.  
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8   Membership in the Demos, Privilege Verses Obligation 
 

 It would be a requirement that every of-age, able citizen must be an actively voting 

member of the demos. Being a member of the demos could not be a privilege but would have to 

be a civic obligation. Participation would bring a significant reward, and non-participation would 

bring a significant penalty. 

 This requirement would be absolutely necessary for the demos to function properly. It 

would only be by every adult member of the society actively pursuing his or her self-interest in 

the demos that the demos could arrive at a true consensus of the entire electorate on the demos 

issues. Only partial participation by the electorate would skew the consensus of the demos away 

from the interests of those in the electorate who did not participate. 

 The wide-ranging apathy and lack of voter turnouts in American elections today have 

several causes.  Millions of people donôt vote as a protest against the current system. Millions of 

people correctly believe that the game is a rigged scam anyway. No matter who gets elected they 

will go unheard, and the rich will just get richer. They have not dropped out as a protest. They 

have just thrown in the towel. Millions of people are simply working too hard and racing about 

too fast just to survive to muster up the time and will to vote. Many people find the process of 

traveling here and there at different times and standing in line for registration and later for voting 

to be difficult and tedious. Many people find cunningly-worded referendums to difficult to 

understand and find it difficult to vote for candidates they really donôt know or want. 

 

 In having taken most of our nationôs wealth from the rest of the populace, the wealthy are 

actually a minority group. How does this minority group manage to win elections?  

 In a previous chapter we discussed how our current electoral system overwhelmingly 

favors the wealthy in two fundamental ways: Our electoral district system in which only one 

candidate is elected within each district strongly favors the wealthy. And our elections are left to 

a marketplace, mass media, and two political parties that are all owned and operated by the 

wealthy.  

 Using their vast resourcesðthe mass media they own and corporate and government seats 

of powerðas moneyed megaphones and bully pulpits, wealthy elites play the ignorance, fears, 

hatreds, angers, and divisions of the rest of the populace like a violin to further their own 

political purposes. They actively manipulate the minds of people to confuse them and get them to 

vote against their own self-interests. The elite strive to keep the populace politically asleep, 

distracted, and divided. The principal party of the wealthy promotes itself as a large tent, tossing 

bones to poor religious and other moral conservatives by cynically focusing on lesser ñhot 

buttonò issues while avoiding public discussion of how much of our nationôs wealth they hoard 

and their incessant class warfare against the rest of the populace. 

 

 In addition to effectively disenfranchising the rest of the electorate by an electoral system 

that is a set of loaded dice that overwhelmingly favors the wealthy, our government imposes a 

huge amount of formal disenfranchisement.  

 An inherent part of a governmentôs claim to legitimacy is that all native born and 

naturalized members of the populace living under it are defined as citizens and all of-age, able 




































































































































































































































































