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overwtelmingly favors powerful wealthy elites, much to the detriment of the rest of the
populaceThis book offersa partial redesign ajur governmenthatmoves us beyond
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everyoneln a new fourth branch of governmeailed the demothe entire electoratdirectly
participates in aew kind of democratic process, laonestiprocessalled consensus democracy.
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Introduction *

Pt ocracy i s governance by the wealthy. Mos
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 aywWeaiti©ur
government was created by, is populdigdand first and best servwagalthy 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 markefgge, 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 effectigdegnfranchisednd rendered
powerlesswvhile 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 mytthatAmerica is a democracy amee havereal 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 praxesseaches the vast majority of
the electorate. The government remains perpetually populated by the wealthy andeareaith
who mostly haggle over how to best manage their plutocracy. The economic bottemohiédf
needs areffectivelyexcluded from government and its decisions.ofitigal cartoon comes to
mind that illustratesur truesituation: A giant wealthy fat cabmplete withatop hat,abig
cigar, andacynical smileis standindegs apart andrms spread outward above the many tiny
people below, the electorate. Helauglgi | v excl ai ms, fiYou may take n
hand, but you al ways get me! 0

Applying superficial band aids to our government such as reforming campaign financing,
creating term | imits, cleaning up,ssmggidpl s, k
with third parties or independent candidates will never fix the problem. The problem is not about
people; it is not about who currently occupie
others.

The real problem is the politicaystemitself, 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 founderf#ty -five powerful wealthy med in fact
wrote a castitution and created a government that overwhelmingly favored themselves and
similar others. It continues to favor similar othéengowerful wealthy elites, the plutocréts
through the generations to this day.

'Beyond Pkintrbdoatorna cgyodbe s we | | b sintrodaction mohnealty coatairs.dt s keélly a
synogsis 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 Aniean government that is presentedigyondand 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.



Until the fundamental imbalance of politicalyer that overwhelmingly favors the

wealthy is corrected, all attempts at repair.
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 jughtheay
what is really wrong with it.

The government design presented here strikes a judicious balance of political power that,
unlike the design of the foundersally does not unduly favor any particular group. It achieves a
truly democratic processdn t he consensus of the entire el ec
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 timeféortl 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 societygjuire 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 demodogegherin just the right way
achieves a correct distribution of power rasglin a government thatvercomsthe
shortcomings of both. Direct democracy is people directly voting on issues. Representative
democracy truly representative democradéy'is people voting irruly freeelections for
representatives thabnestlyrepresent thentireelectorate 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 currecdlirepresentative 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
thatit is by the inclusion of just thgght kind and amount of direct democracy that the
representative branches of our government (or any government) are rendered truly

representative

Byitself,sec al | ed fArepresentativeo democracy onl
exploitive govenance by the wealthy. But the usually proposed alternative, unlimited majority
rule direct democracy, were it ever tried, wo
political, economic, religious, and behavioral tyranny of the simple majoritytbgeest of the
popul ace. And, examined more closely, this Am

doggedly active, radical political minority.
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However limited direct democracy andnited representative democracy joined together
and judicously 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 calledhe demospronounced as idemearatic. Adding a new definition to those
that already exist for the worddemoss a direct democracy branch of government, a
nationwide electronic network in which an electorate consisting of-ajefablecitizens
practiceconsensus democracy by deliberating, voting, and achieeimgensus on a fixed set of
a nationb6s key economic and elector al I ssues,
nation must function and electing to the representatiaaches of the government bodies of
officeholders that demographically resemible entire electorat@nd trulyrepresent the entire
body of citizens

Less precisely but more simply statedlesanoss a branch of government in which alt of
agecitizensli rectly vote and achieve consensus on a
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 governmenBut 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 demoygreailedconsensus democrattyat 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 twalve issues
three electoral mues 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:

i Election of the president
i Election d senators
i Election of representatives

And the electorate directly deliberates, votes, and achieves consensus that becomes law
on thefollowing nine economic issues

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

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

= =

= =2 2 -4 -4 -2
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i 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 ecord®uisions. How
could millions of people participate in deliberations? How could the entire electoratelyossi
discuss and set somethingcasnplex as a tax scale? Even if effective deliberation and consensus
coul d somehow happe averags people,lhandiésuch enpoptantretoaomic n o t
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 presergeRlease
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 timdtonly make it possible but surprisingly simple
and convenient for members of the electorate to effectively deliberate, vote, and achieve
consensus.

Unlike the winneitakeall, majority-rule democracy of old in which the simple majority
vote wins and laothers lose, theonsensus democradgscribed here and practiced by the
electorate in the demos has no winners and losergsuits in the consensus of the entire
el ectorate, a moderate figalden meanodo that avo

As discussed in Appendil, 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 valwues that are equ
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 armhttst lepresentation of
the entire electorate in the representative branches, which may also be considered to be the
consensus of the electorate.

The el ectorateds consensus in the demos on
third way what maye 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 ééedtaranow 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.

Unl i k e eriadid @egtidrss, vating in the demos is ongoisach member of the
el ectorate has a vote permanentl y ,Withondi ngo on
exception discussed latére 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
Asocial contract. o

The demos has been designed to function as an integrated homeostatic system. Heartbeat,
respiration and temperature regulation within ourié®dre 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 economiarm. And the carefully chosen issues form an interrelated whole.
Taken collectively, they function like the interactive, swithestrating 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 thegmtesienators, 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 ayedtid 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 gueslsesnsgmhtofbeeiitlhheo from-tamwehg a few
candidate$inanced and, therefore, pigelected by the wealthifew run for and win officéhat
do not have the blessings and support of and now owe Big Mon¢iynag

Second, if throwing huggamounts 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 \senlthg
cndi dates will win the |ionds share of el ectol
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, atandlid 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, étltbeslower middle class,
the working poor, and minoriti@scould elect their champions to second, third, etc. seats in the
di strict. Oops! Thereds only one seat in the

The demos electoral system completely eliminates these and other problems making the
electoral process honest and fair.

In the demos electal system thé&lectoral Collegéwhich currently elects the president)
and all state electoral district systems are entirely scrapped. The president and all senators are
elected by direct popular vote fromthe natioha r ge, and e a cpresestdtnaes e 6s (U
is elected from the state-l@rge.

All periodic elections, including all primary elections, are scrapped and replaced by a
simple Aongoingo electoral system. I n a manne
which each member of tledectorate 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 electdraystem has a single nationakBidentialCandiddes list and a single

nationalSenatorial @ndidates listEach state has its own singlefgesentatie Candidates list.

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

Presidential @ndidatesist, the top 100 people in the Senatoahdd at es | i st , and e
guaa of representatives from iteRresetative Candidates list are currently seated in office.

Discussed in detail lateaperson gains or losedfice when he or she gains or loses a sufficient

number of votes relative tdloer candi dat easdidateslist he of fi ceds C

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 tim® 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 electig of senators from within the natiattlargea nd a st ateds quot .
representatives from within the statilarge that overcomes the wealttominated, onelective
office-perdistrict problem and empowers each member of the electorate to join withtothers
select their champions. While others vote for their good candidates (who | may consider to be
bad) from within these large podldrom the entire nation or an entire stateand others like
me vote for our good candidates from within the same large ffablb others may consider to
be bad).

Thus, no member of the electorate is stuck
preselected by the wealthy as is done today. All voters support their goods, their champions,
those who resemble and truly regeat them. The resulting senate and haugematically
demographically resemble and serve the true and balanced interestsrafrdeectorate. No
guota systems, political parties, or complex electoral schemes are required. People just get to
directly vote for whom theyeally want.

The ongoing nature of the demos electoral process andaigatmethod of voting have
immense virtues. Any number of candidates may run for office, and all candidates, rich and poor
alike, have a free pladean Internel | ke fAwebo site containing one
nationwide electronic demos netwérlandunlimited timeto run for office present themselves
and their positions and proposasd earn a followingBy the time candidatesceiveenoudn
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 stugipem. 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. Burlike today, the free, ongoing,-Erge demos electoral process
also gives notwealthy 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 integests, ev
as they also go out into their neighborhoods and communities, organize, and educate friends,
neighbors, ceworkers, and others as to their true interests

Two proposals in this book are designed to make the senate and the house more
democraticbybr@k i ng up t heboydc cubsenwi fibl dheir excessi
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power and selferving legislative rules and processesAlLxurrent systems of seniority and
appointment in the senate and the house are scrapped, all committee and mghandha
positions being filled by the secret voting of their entire membershipgdl R)les regarding
parliamentary and legislatiyocessesvithin the senate and the house are determined by the
secret voting of their entire memberships. The debatedtating onlegislationbeing proposed
and considered remain public.

The demos practicemnsensus democraty achieveeconomic consensasdelectoral
consensusn some of our nationds most I mportant i s
honestlyserving the entire electorate, congress creates laws and policies that may be taken to be
thelegislative consensud the entire electorate. Founded upon the principle of including and
achieving the consensus of the entire electorate, | have nameathisffgovernmentonsensus
governmentlt gives real meaning at long last to the phgmeernment by the consent of the
governed

Summari zing this government design and fun
political, economic, and social actiyit t akes pl ace within or under
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 ithin 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 othertissues i
discusses. The demos directly sets nine fundamental economic parameters within which the
government and nation must function. This alwaysderate, ever current consensus of the
electorate changes slowly over time as demographics, conditions, andisiondethange. 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, interestsl packetbook. 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 lawhé 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,
consensuduilding 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 owongass, 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 vyoutrcleew gumandiuemadoarbout
knob at the same time? fAThe responsibility! T
| 6m capable! Economic issues? What do | know

person! And those idiots down the streeeth coul dndt make a wise or e
their | ives!o
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Letdébs take a | ook at what would be involve
a wide choice as to how involved you want to be in the demos.)

What about your capability on soraéthe 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 seklinterest? What do you think would be good for our nation&yJiere we go:

1) Do you think oumational 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
currentamount?3) et 6 s say that the current hinkithemum wa
minimum wage should be increased, decreased, or left at the current amount?

You see? This is not rocket science. You w
But those who are running the country will be people selected by you and thietihest o
electorat® people youeally want in officeb and, 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 ourselvestrtbdied among us. There is no reason
to fear this because a way has been figured out that makediyteasyfor 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 questionsateo answer, you wil |l be answering some
guestions.

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 selectetewnly a
i ssues need to be included, and wit-intereshese i s
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 AppetdOther 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 dr i cdeandimerests Have i s s u
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 abibig or that issue, you can conveniently change one
or more of your votes at any time from almost anywhere including from your own home.

Whet her kept as is or changed, each vote must

While voting on the nine economamd 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.

ABut, 0 you mi gebohoma smtters b &efhto the edpers? And, other than
picking a famous name on a ballot, | wouldnot

Do not confuse the expertise that politicians and corporations have mastered at swindling
you with scientific and economic expise. 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 routinepedury the wealthyrdo the
middle clas. Both parents working today struggle harder to finance a family than one
breadwinner did decades ago. Hundreds of thousands gfdmixforeign technical workers have
been imported into America on special visas and millions of others have been atlsmedk
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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 protectwinenment. 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 wgdithid manytrillions 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 majorty has found itself in economic decline. And everywhere governfagoted, super
sized multinational corporations reign supreme. The corporate elite and the mentioghs of
political parties work together against your interests.

Exactly which experts dgou think are on your side and are going to make better
decisions for you than you? On certain important matters elected offiexdshonestly
represent you. You must represent yourself.

And you may feel a bit lost at first having the freedom to chaagene you want to
represent you in Washington. But all kinds of smart and good people in the middle and bottom of
the American economic hegmeople who will work hard foyou, are going to step up to the
plate and be recognized by other smart and geoglp. The demos, your circle of family,
friends, and cavorkers, 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 pdically 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 twel vagesdvdl iimbte pages Isostiegsdéliberatiohsion g p
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 moselevant 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 debbsranly 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 particuardidates 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 demo\ulie@nstitution is discussed and
debated. The members of the electorate could debate, for example: &\sagle legislature be
wiser than our current bicameral legislature, icei; current house and senate? Shadudde be a
new way to amend theo@stitution? What new issues should avhat 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 aréoo young to be demos members and the citizens of other nations could explore the
demosasnom ot i ngonlfyroe avdi si tors. This would teach a
democracy in otherations as well. In this waypembers of the demos could express iopis

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

With everyone 1¥tudying both high and low politics and the theory and practice of true
democracy (including actual Aguesto paolticipa:
level, as is proposed here,@)ssessing equal voice and vote in the demos on truly important
issues, 3having a meaningful role to play in government, andrj9ying the ability to have a
real effect on the nation in which they live; political netgt, 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 perfectbapable of looking after its true saffterests.

The question was asked earlieoywhcould 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 electronatwork 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 ating 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 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 ther daily lives by family, friends, cevorkers, 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 cary ss®lime 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 c ¢thmthedgemos.®émosvhat | ¢
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 entitl@dnsensu®emocracyto 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
Around robind met hod bde prpcess.Mere totdsanglatainioe ws i n  a
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 ementer 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 pickil 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, haotieqlpces and

events, andhe representative areas of our government. Thus, evevagtgiortion 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 bytwadthy 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
governmehwith 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 poaagsatad 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
happinessf the individuaP And yet, the most endange@hstituent 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 whoinsitYou must serve me! o0 and those who in
and conform. The first condition predominates under unopposed or insufficiently opposed
plutocracy, e.gthe politicaleconomic oppression and exploitation created byatled
Areemeati vedo democracy |l eft to the marketpl ac:¢
unopposed or insufficiently opposed and incorrectly designed direct democracy, were it ever
tried, the oppression of minority views and ways by the sim@rity.

But government i s necessary, in one form o
balancing these two great enemies of freedldhe powerful few and the powerful many
against each other and by including only a limited measure of each within a limitedrgeug
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 pers@megldom 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, thiless, 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 notladsite 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 dysfunctiond &ring 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 lilyesihd 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. Theyra 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 imptotance
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
t hat prof oundl y amivdlfarelbe nieeveeonomassuesineludediinfthe
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 doesnaée 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 votingrdyg 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 ajovernment as a whole.

Also, as discussed in the chapter entifRsbrganizing the Powers of the American
Governmentlimiting demos lawmaking to a fixed set of easily understood issues avoids the
serious mistake of including a large number or an -@wded 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, sel§erving refeendums are usually proposed and supported beyednorganized,
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
unscupulously 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 dersbge elections. The bodies demographically resemble and serve
the enire 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 ideasahlg aoinsidered, 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 fronptiiéical and economic
mighty to average citizens and groups of them harbor bias, prejudicéydwated injustice,
unreasonableness, selfishness, and shortsightedness. Our trust is best placed not in the elite few,
the simple majority, or in any otherctson 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 whiaatg elected by and whiairly represent the
entire eleatrate.
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In additiontos et t i ng r i g h tcurrent maldigtwbutienrohpoveen thed s
government design presented here also repairs our divisive political process. Rather than pulling
us apart into angry, polarized, gridlocked fragments as ourgablprocess does todayprings
us together in a single political body designed to achieve our consemsws most important
issues and honest representation in the other branches of government. In doing this, it makes
possible the correctionorngtiat i on of most of our nationds ot
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 beimariugh
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 itataaiur 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 sctibought in the middle of the
political spectrum calledadical centrism In an attempt to transcended that which simply
doesndét work, radical centrists propose vario
their ideas do not adequately adsréhe 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 squdrelynoderate
center of the political spectrum. It is only radical in that, unlike all that has come before, it
modifies the fundamental structureanfr government sufficiently and in just the right way to get
the job done. It corrects the problem aftpcracy 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 thenoderate golden mean of centered, balanced, peacefully evolving government and
society. And it achieves and secures the freedom of the individual.

Note carefully as you redgleyond Plutocracyhat while it contains criticism of the
current distribution bwealth in America or, more precisely, the hugequityin the current
distributiod 1 0 % of t he popul ace hod mbsonepbniy obwealtloisi r n at
redistributed by the government design proposed here. Also, this book includes no gdarante
mi ni mum annuall income or hint of a dAdwelfare s
minimum wage of zero and allow no government entitlements at all.)

This book is not abowrhatchoices should be made about certain issues of central
importane to our nation but abouthoshould 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 othengcqrarameters
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 ovediktribution of wealth in America. By the political,
economic, and other decisions that it current
distribution of wealth and many other things. The only new thing here is that some of these
important deisions would instead be made by the electorate.

At this point, I|0afedrt somexreaders mght@aveqBythe t i on
choices it makes on the demos economic and electoral issues, could the electorate impose upon
us a complete economic levelingd some form of communism or socialism? No! Perish the
thought! This could happen only if dyer half of the electorate were communists or socialists, a
laughable notionand 2) the demos practiced majortyle democracy, democracy as commonly
understod today where as little as 508bthe vote plus one wins. A communistic or socialistic
simple majoritycould outvote all others and impadsewill upon everyone else

But the demos does not practice majeritie democracy. It practices consensus
democray, something new under the sun that produces a very different result than the majority
rule democracy of old.

Consensus democrapyoduces @onsensus of thentireelectorateon the demos issues
There are no winners and los€Fkere is no one groupahoverrules anotheEvery vote always
counts, continuously and equally affecting the current consenhisissslowly evolving consensus
directly and indirectly affect sulimatalyitsroeetall on 6 s
distribution of wealth.The votes of many members of the electorate on the demosdissueax
levies,on the representatives they selettd tend to increase the inequalitythre distribution
of wealthwhile the votes of othetend to decrease the inequalite reslt over timeis a
slowly varying moderatejust (i.e.,unequal but equitable)stribution of wealth

The electorate woullikely choosdess inequality in the distribution of wealth than is
chosen by the elite few today, but there would still beaamable andunctionalinequality in
the distributionlnequality in the distribution of wealth is desirabied necessarip maintain a
robust level of entrepreneurial incentive and activity and a healthy work ethic. And we all know
this! We are a nation dfue believers in capitalism, the market economy. We well understand
that it is the engine of our nationds prosper

But we also believe in fair play. Most of us do not believe that unlimited accumulations
of wealth shoud 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 cuoent 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 elede 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 unequhblt equitable and functional distribution of wealth and honest reward for
honest work.

It should be clearly understood that in re
distribution of wealth from the hands of the few and placing it into the hands eftine
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el ectorate, we do not gain control over the a
wealth any particular person possessed within the overall distribution would depend, just as
today, on accident of binststudy,dardwork fare lugke r sond s
| do not possess and did not in this book strive for some particular distribution of wealth
that | consider to be the most moral or functional. This lies beyond my wisdom and, | believe,
beyond the wisdom and capabilityapowerful 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 ckaitade by the
electorate in the demos would be an important moral (@wuklikely a subject of hot debate
within the demos)the fact that it is the entire electorate making the choices and not just a
powerful fewis of vastly greater moral importance.ry view t 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 highhminded beings. It is aecessary 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 alll$ewegovernment, and, as the right
cure, each levél federal, state, county, and lodatould and should have a demos. The
electorate dwelling within each governing jurisdiction would participate in its demos,
deliberating, voting, and achieving consensushe most important dozen or sconomic and
electoral issuesppropriate to the jurisdiction.

A given level of governmedt national, state, county, or cityshould never be
subdivided into electoral districts in which onegm is elected from each district for the
purpose of electing members for their governing bodies. All officehddgosernors, state
legislators, judges, school board members, city council membets,netist be electedt-large
within the area encompasseyleach 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,
al 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 weuldry 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 convenieatation 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
t wo, b utadykoawdalv togphrticipate and vote in the demoses of the levels of
government under which you now live.

Thus, the various electoraéesot just the most powerful few, as is done tadayould
set the fundamental economic limits within which all levelg@afernment 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 asligres and councils should be
democratized in a manner similar to that discussed above for the senate and the house of the
federal government. ABubcommittees, etc. of a governing body should be filled not by seniority
or appointment but by the secwuette of all members of the body. And all rules and procedures
applying to the legislativprocesf a governing body should be determined by the secret vote
of all members of the body. The debate of and votiniggislationbeing proposed and
consideredshould 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 unbridlggitedism 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-seitZing governments to exploit the rest of the populace
and override the commagood. Unbridled capitalism plays nations and people agaasbther
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, gosrnments, 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 andit becomes, at its worst, economic terrorism.

Everywhere today, Americeelites 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 seltserving 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 rgadtatized 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 withi
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 satits 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 infecus organism is successfully let loasethenationand itretaliates
by vaporizingé well, you choose your worst es:
everything from everyone el se and take oneds
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 themises but only plutocracies, the most powerful, wealthy nations are really only
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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 pentiyan
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, gredtsmall, 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
atrocities are conduetl 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 insurrectmmise
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. Pdligcanomic inclusion and justness attracts people
toward the current state, taking the wind out of the sails of radicddlse wor | ddés curr en
6democr aci eitcdnsiderahiydagier th attrmaat other nations and peoples to democratic
principles and governance if they themselves weiledemocracies in the first place,
demonstrating by example the immense benefits of just, inclusive, equitable petibcamic
systems.

Therewill 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 toy®wlhil 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 governmerithisis®foral | of t he emte.r | d0s governm

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 justsia¢ach 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 daes exploit local conditions of tyranny and misery to
unduly fatten the lives of distant others. Everyone failly benefit from the trade.

Notice that no mention is made here of a sovereign world government, a decidedly
dangerous entity. We have mertig association of and agreements among free, sovereign
nations, each possessing a demos and a just peétioalbmic system.

This government design takes us into a new national and world order that is worthy of the
word new Almost miraculously, all ofhis is gained simply by including within our current
governments a modest measure of just the right kimdietlemocracy.
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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 limitef 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 werendt enorghgturf t o br i n
itself. We grab and hang on for dear life to as much as we can hold. As we emerge from the
bl oodiest century of our Il ong, bloody history
better way to work these things out?

How should or mighwe 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 | egitimate? What i s a
good societyo?

When studying the social or political relationships among the members of a nation, one
encounters the phratiee few and the manyhe fewefers to he wealthy, powerful elite which
dominates and rule¥he manyneans everyone else, the greater part of the populitat is
the cause of this phenomenon, thedowvisi of every nationdés popul ace
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 eality? What are we? What should be our relationship? What makes a
government legitimate? What is a good socidtg@se are some of our oldest and most profound
guestions. Each of us holds dear an assortment of guesses, beliefs, and opinions abodt these an
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 opiniagswdely, 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
guestions and uncertainties, we must make decisions amteshand 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 arenot equally interested in fundamental or idealistic questions and answers or
concerned with the thoughts or needs of others. While some contemplate and debate our
guestions, others go out and conquer the world.

2 In some works the phrastse fewandthe many(or, on rare occasiom, fewanda many are capitalized. In other
works they are italigied. Hereafter in this work no special treatment is given them, their meaning being made clear
by their beginning with the artickae or a and by the context in which they are used. The phrases refer to singular
entities containing multiple members. Sirthe 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 ourges 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 hagque 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 withess amongoulsev e s what has been called finatur
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 hegemongwép 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 mearthis 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.

Wefind 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 mant)e 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 biologicalitage, 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.
InTheLemu s 6 EPRagleyt Jay R hwemaresbclal onganization bas i é
been inherited with only slight modifications from that of our ape ancestorsOur soci et i e
echo strongly the troops of ancient apes. Social dominance of males has been characteristic of
human evolution, and is charactarist of virtually every human cul
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 pri mat ol ognancse ahifientad rec dyoomiser ves as the pr

®The L e mu rbyRobdrtday 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 fom 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 relativelyusmall
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 societ@astem
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 disagreath 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 onnection 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 owvolutionary 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 ceal organizing principle within human societies.

From earliest human history to the present and everywhere on the planet, one of
humanki ndds most consistent themes has been t
people dominating, oppressing, axploiting a larger, disorganized, weaker groupe T
dominant few inevitably talseand hoardt he gr oup6s accumul ated weal
as a privileged class. Although varying in their superficial appearance and cultural artifacts, all
groups,societies, states, and civilizations, whether nomadic bands, theocracies, monarchies,

di ct at or s hi -pafled democraties, thavey ab their bearts 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 governiserinhis a
its essence plutocradylutocracyis governance by the wealthyWhatever their superficial
appearances or claims, all of the governments in the world today are authoritarian plutocracies.

Unfailingly, eveninsec al | ed fAenl i ghtoe rseodd edri efisd e ndoocni ant:
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 amst 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 bloodyn®volutio

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. Wedlea@ 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 largevehy 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 creatgyreat 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 manyays 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 deedided sword. We have used
it to create every comfort and amusement, but we have also used it to bring every kind of
destuction 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. Millionglie 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 environmentaldhahuman 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 thevieand 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. Awah 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 thaewecamany. 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 suspid@rowing 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 amgrrecting 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 irchvhiost 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 ay muddle along within our setfreated 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 selfastery to caotmol our numbers, restrain our
excesses, conduct ourselves intelligently, and live in peace, then nature will reduce us in its own
tooth-andclaw way. In fact, it already does. All that really remains to be seen is this: Will the
more comfortable half squder 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 leapfrogsteer
through technological change and develop ever greater capability for war adédsseittion,
our relationship with each other has remained in its essence frozen and unchanged. The
fundamental relationship that we have with each other, dominaaseemained 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 fahe 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 ®effated pain and misery. It may very possii#ythe 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 io ;xany 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 purgatagd secure true justice, freedom, and happiness for
everyoneThe 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 sture, 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 instiutions. 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 recovethose elements which are most serviceable and combine them together in
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a new wayalong with other entirely new elememésulting in a new form of government that
transcends the principal ills of all current governments. This new form of governmengrsdes

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 | live and, therefore, know best, this work is
focused principally on Aerica. 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. Thenproble
of domination is far worse in most of the world than in America. For all of its faults thefienare
if any places in the worlthat are better places to live than in America. While some governments
and nations seem a horror to us, America has moveshfargh 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 Ameri ca
of its (our) difficulties and shortcamgs. 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 AmericanWay

America is not a democratyta plutocracythat is dominated and ruled byvealthy
minority.

Amer i c a bferm af government is baseh a constitution written a little over
200years ago by a small group of men that many today affectionst@hgeven worshipfully,
cal l i our Iftlusrwerk, a indreedistant ay neutral term, the fiens, isused.

While claiming to have created a government théitnotundulyfavor anyparticular
faction of people, the founders, a small group of patewhite 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 preects 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 iimeadgible to
alter its constitution and then only by the privileged elitesoverwhelmingly 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 aratepri
contract. Indeed, they shidl be protected. However, th@stitution was not written in a
vacuum but in the midst of a society already in existenctheédtime of the writing of the
Constitution the distribution of power and wealthAimerica was akady profoundlynjustand
inequitable and the founders were already among the beneficiaries of that injlistias.rather
duplicitous ofthemto protect that which they and others of their cissady held in undue
measuravhile excluding protectios of primary interest to otherBhe founders even deliberately
excluded aill of rights from the ConstitutionThat which the founders protected benefited
mostly those who least needed protection piveerful andvealthy, while offering minimal
protecton to those who most needed protectitwe, weak andhe poor.

Among the interests excluded from @enstitutionthat concerned newealthy people
were that they be fairly included politically and economicdigst importantly, thé¢ ounder s 6
Constituton did not includean electoral syst@ and democratic procefizat resultsn the honest
representation of the entipppulacewithin the governmenilhe lack ofan honest electoral
systemandtrue democracylagues our nation to this day

To avoid our slipping into monarchthe founders wisely creatéldree branches of
governmend the legislative, the judicial, and the execudiweith divided counterchecking
powers Butour dishonesglectoral processvhich is dominated by and overwhelmindghvors
the wealthyhas always resulted in all three branches being populateelfiserving, wealth
servingelitesthat hold @ unendinghegemony of power

Our supposedlylemocraticiwo-party political system is entirely a farce. While haggling
endlesslyabout how to best manage it, both parties ultimately serve the same plutécracy.
political cartoon comes to mind that illustrates our true situation: A giant wealthy fat cat
complete with a top hat, a big cigand a cynical smiles standingegs apart andrms spread
out ward above the many tiny people below, the
take my Right hand or my Left hand, but you al
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Our electiols areand always havbeenmerely a showa slight of handthe exercise of
form without any real powdbr the vast majority of the electorateelect truly representative
officeholders To the extent that our government feigns democracy, it is intended to be just
something to placate the majority, the common peopideithe eliteavoid 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 fo@nitherplutocratic form, governance by
the wealthy always 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 contratlye 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 pasessingeonstitutiors which provide for elections. The former Soviet Union and its
several eastern European satellite countries often held elections in which 90% or mare of the
electorates voted. The Cat2B was that all of the candidates were preseteby the officials of
the state. And in the authoritarian state, who are the officials of the state that preselect the
candidates7They arelhe powerful and the wealthy.

I n Ameri ca and-called denbcracies the groocedsaisytlte samibose
parts of the governmentherethe general electoraie even allowed to vote for officeholders, a
powerful, wealthy fewpreseled and financethe short list of candidates for whom the electorate
will later vote. Theoretically, any person who consitnally 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 suppothefpowerful and wealthyew who try without the
blessing of Big Money mauga to win elections. And all who win office owe Big Money big
time. Thusthe wealthyalways maintain anverwhelming hegemony of power, and our nation
alwaysgets stuck withthe best government that money can buy.

Thefew who endup in elective office theoretically serve all of us. The sorry truth is that
our government isffectivelyowned and populated byealthy and wealtiserving elits that
servethemselvedirstandbestThe resul t of “formpofgadverrengnt,eus ent at i v e
0republic, 6 is a perpetual plutocracy in whic
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 throughitistitutions we create, we may make
our world a more humane, | oving, and beauti fu

* Single quotatiomarks 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, exgentencef he resul t of our Orepresent a
our O6republ i cd, i thesaglemeotatpremarkaihdicgielthattowcabedarapnesentatives do

not really represent and our-salled 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 povertyand magng s many of | i feds inherent diff
unmanageable avalanche of problems.
America has a host of social ills: poverty; crime and violence; overcrowded prisons;
millions lacking healthcare; unemployment and homelessness; a stoessedervorked
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 ne®em, 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-tifieeatening congenital birth defect. Treating
superficial cutsand bruises is merely a waste of time, effort, and resources. Such actions distract
from and delay the only treatment that can sa
Our deepest ill is, of course, that America is not a democracy hutognacy owned and
governed by the wealthy. The cure, the only possible cure, is to reorganize the powers of our
government byufficiently and correctlgltering the constitution that the aristocratic founders
created.

Thestatus quas the existing stte 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
adions 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.

Theprinc pal political strategy of Americaods d«
status quo by avoiding any fundamental alteration of the system which so abundantly benefits it.
The principal political failure of everyone elsangheir not organizinghemselves 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, almstffoe p oor é ? Suc
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 at:
political partyis winning orwon 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 problerdection politics is totally irrelevant, a circus fibre masses. What is

wrong is not merelyhich peoplecurrently happen to populate aywvernment but thstructure

of ourgovernment, the distribution of its powers.

In a Las Vegas gambling house, the house prospers simply by setting the gambling odds
dightly 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 btisiness and governmeAimericd s weal t hy el i tes
theirown favor much higher than just slighdyer fifty percent. They do not win all of the time.
They arenot and need not be an absolute powertact, it is best for themot to have absolute
power, which would dissolve the illusion of freed anddemocracy behind which they now
hide.) The wealthyeedonly hold a hegemony of power to win enough of the time generation
after generationto amassintheiaends a f abul ous mountain of our
everyone el seds | abor.
The American constitution and the resulting politieabnomic 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
Americads many soci al I 1 1 s b yheslikeclasang ouA mer i ca .
el ected Orepresentativesod6 actively sustain th
eternally applying deliberately insufficient and ineffective patches to our unjust social system.
They then cynically poirdccusing fingrs 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 thienmaintain the status quo and theasitiors of privilege
werenot 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 associatreedom 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 tiv@entof those who rule and the systems and methods gefou
achieve their ends. With wrong intent, systems, and methods even the mesiunging 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 shorta@f technological change. America is a technological marvel. But
one should not allow technological change to mask the fact that we have the samgolingadt
structure and relationship with each other that existed at the time of the founders.

Whatewer 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 wrornygtiiteprofoundly
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 systhat it manages are a set of loaded dice that
permanently concentrate the | ionds share of o
minority creating in effect an enduring untitled, heritable aristocjasyas the founders
intended Informed and motivated by new, honest, democratic intentions we must change the
system by correctly and sufficiently altering
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3 The Writing and Ratification of the American Constitution®

The Constitution of the United States begi
Uni t ed .She@onstitationwas avritten in the name of the people, all of the people. But
the fifty-five, white, male aristocrats (the foders) who participated in tli&nstitutional
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 vg 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 notiolasd a
social stratum sharing basic economic, political, or cultural characteratit$iaving 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 soocidéisses were the natural order of things or the result of
Goddos will. They believed that their being in
ordained right. They considered themselves to be superior to and the betters of the gfeat sea
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, whd pushe
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 t he har dengtonstitotiongatifted wete éhe rGostn v e n t
extreme in their viewagainstthe 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 longldvard over the details of the government they
were designing which branch should hold what powers, what should be the balance of power
between state governments and the federal governmedt tleéy. were in tune with each other
as to their ultimate goafsr their government in the making.

® After completing the first draft of this work, focusing principally on bi@ogical 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 [abkingork needed

a closer look at American constitutional history than my aging memory could supply. | needed to brush up. As with

the books used by the schools | attended during my youth, most of the works that | perused concerning revolutionary
andconstt uti onal times seemed rather too worshipful of Aou
what | believe to be the most central and important point. Then | discovered (and | now recommend to eMegyone)

Making of the American Constitutidzy Merrill Jensen, 191 pgs., copyright 1964, published by the D. Van Nostrand
Company, Princeton, New Jersey. Merrill Jensends lucid
Within his broad and professional discussion | felt that | wasigesy more narrowly focused views about

dominance and plutocracy, though certainly not my terminology, expressed in terms of the time and actions of the
founders. FronThe Makingand other works | relearned in part and in part learned anew the princiods e the

time and culled certain lists such as the conditions which brought the founders together, the issues which divided

them, the several advantages the nationdlisteedfederalists had and took during ratification, and the often

guestionable mee 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 bearchy. 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 increaing 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 beimgrisoned.

Increasingly populated by naaristocratic 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 directlysepito 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
strck terror in the hearts of the aristocracy w
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 Convestimted 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 intemsdrrection 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 # 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, demioigas 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 ingreasn@f
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 neverdaght of their second principal goal: to take
care of number one, the aristocratic class. They wanted a democracy of dlitspsak within
government, but they wanted that democracy to extend no further.

They o6foresawd t haoplewaguldown almostrevelythingwhile | v f e w
most people would be | andless and poor, and t
few against the many poor. They saw this inevitable result as stemming from their own talent,
merit, and superiority. Thefpiled 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 laaimhiat
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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 takencawtiam they had done injury. This was
their idea of a Abalancedod government and soc
was their bottom line.

Although speaking frankly among themselves, the founders and other aristocrats worked
hard before, dring, 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 manipulatfter all, byhook or
by crook they had to somehow get riatifa document that worked agaimlssh e c ommon peop
best interests.

The goals were clear, but the way to achieve these goals was less clear. Although not
equally wealthy, the members of the Conventionevad 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 tp&eer 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 secently 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.

Therewasa | so t he matter of the Conventionds ma
which was to suggest to congre@ssendments to The Articles of Confederatdwich would
renderthe Confederatiomore sufficient to its task. They had no mandate at all to bypass t
Confederation entirely and create a whole new government. But thisawasthe 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 seetathis 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
|l ocked doors. AThe peopled were deliberately
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
Constitutionis 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.elisted, powers (as opposed to general, sweeping powers),afavhéh served
as checks on the powers of the other branches.

Some among the founders believed that there were only three fundamental types of
governmend monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy (which most of them held in digdzal)
that a balance of tke three types should be included within the government they were creating.

I n the foundersd minds the executive branch r



34

legislative branch the senate represented the aristocratic aspect and the housseotatpes
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 mostof thatqgod r esul ted from their distrust of
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 nafial 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. Tiver@ion was a huddle of
wealthy and wealtfiavoring 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 represeation 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? Wiabshibe
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 soveegignal 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 censusRepresentation 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 executeewmulegislation
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 themseldgges 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 buttil 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 amen@ddhstitutionand then only by
those who populate the seats of government, which is to say, only by the wEla#éfe/was no
bill of rights.

The participation in government allowed to the general populace was minimal. The
president was elected by the voting of nAelect:
chosen by the state legislatures. Judgerewand 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.hie 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 popul at al puposesanedntemiite i f r e e
men. Women and sl aves were excluded. But even
by various elements in the political processes of the states. Greater insurance of a correct result
was thought to be needed. The possessimarious amounts of land or wealth wasually
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, jusapl bullying and beatings, and vote tampering have been used
to prevent the fAwrongo persons from voting or
persons of course meant people of color, poor people, or people with a different view than
i our s . ducated Wealthye 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 therighttbau al | y have oneods
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
O0represent at i ves 6andgovernneeat tolinglude teep wile I hanalways eenm
the case that the elected érepresentativesod r
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 eveincreasing labyrinth of complexity and secrecy within government or shifted
entirely out of government into the ever more powerful private corposadiod the evepresent
American aristocracy.

One issue debated at the Convention was the granting to government of broad,
Asweepingo powers versus the granting only of
enumerated powers were granted, butelvery important sweeping powers fautheir way into
the completedanstitution.

One such phrase is Anecessary and proper. 0
power giving congress the power to make all laws necessary and proper to exerciseaherf
powers enumerated inth@eG st i t uti on. Another such phrase i

clause congress is given the power to collect taxes to, among other things, provide for the general
wel fare. Anot her phr asmadeth€ohstitutibnthe qupremmlew df awo p h
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 thenumerated 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 probassasso made it
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possible for th&Constitutionto still work in a nation that is radicallyfterent from and infinitely
more complex than it was at the time that@uastitutionwas written.

Turning to the issue of téonstitutiod s | ack of a bi | | of right ¢
adamantly that th€onstitutioninherently protected the fgs of the people, and a bill of
enumerated rights was not needed. This is interesting in view of the fact tGan$tgution
specifically enumerates several protections and includes other measures that, while they applied
to everyone, were of particuladvantage 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 me&t 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 thegaand 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 pactices. 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 wealthyhelrgrast 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 soofeghe 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 tenstitutionwhile others of equal or greater importance
like the freedom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom of thespfreedom from
unreasonable search and seizure, the right to a speedy and fair trial, and the right to a trial by jury
of onebds peers were strongly opposed and in t

Some of the legislation passed by the stajeslatures 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 agaihm 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 rdteisthe Constitutionwas
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 amtiting 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 8ding democracy of a people atién get that government and those people to
ratify it?

And, besi des exceeding the Conventionos
to sidestep. Changes to the Articles of Confederation required the unanimous approval of all
thirteen states irhe 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 intedhstitution.

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 tifecation 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, ad 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 impltbang 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 memiiées o
Confederation congress. Thggyveralbf 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-ofilikid men may and did
have thai 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 presetgcafront 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 statesthout 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 Conventind,they were members of congress.
They could present a much more united front than the opposition. The conventions were

ma

populated by people selected by the state legislatures. These people were not unlike the founders

themselves and shared many if noo&lfthe 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 i f this wasnodt suffi ci entitiondhatlabagofage,
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

t h
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most of the population had timetoevenreade consti tution. What news
they pressured into not printing opposing views. They even managed to get some postmasters to
stall the delivery of the oppositionbés mai l

Throughout the years preceding the occurrence of the statengtifynventions those
who favored a strong, sovereign national government were called by thenatomalists
Those who favored a federal government and sovereign state governments were popularly known
by the naméederalists whom the general populationost favored. Before the Constitutional
Convention had even concluded, the nationalists published a newspaper article calling
themselves the federalists and the opposition by the namiedatalists whom the nationalists
turnedfederalists painted as Bsh-loving enemies of liberty.

The nowfederalists 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 governmewot, national at all. One made the claim that the
constitution was fApurely democratical . o At ti
federalists were in the majority but lacked the necessary quorum, so they got a mob to drag
enough antfederalists tadhe 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 partmate 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 delegatésrvoted
ratification. Remember, even the supposedly-teteralist and antiatification 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 governntiieatnaking, 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 #éinegbe 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 Modesrms O Communi s m, Soci al i sm,

Greed and inhumanity know no bounds. The elites in every society, not even knowing
their own true or fullest selhterest, let alone the interests of the many or the nation as a whole,
invariably oppress and exploit the many until a breaking point i©iegla@nd 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, onemsconced 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 authoritariangoagp and the
underlying biological male dominance hierarchy.

Often intellectual visionaries attempt to
proletariatodo into a new age and new soci al or
believers and fédwers 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 remd\wedew 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 Westenlong used such misguided
revolutionary efforts and social forms as communism and socialism both as distractions,
eg,ithe red scare, o0 from their own deep fl aws |
in a better light then they really possdBat 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 foresavihat 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 intelyectudéalistically
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 usytodatil 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 centuryilesttie 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. Bamdther way can be found to throw off oppression
and redress injustice without drawing blood, then let it be tried first.

As for themegdercromimuni sm fails because it
reduce the entire human race to one levehewami ¢ sea. Whil e communi smb
that one works according to oneds anndddi ty and
and altruistic enough, it would require a world of saints. And we are definitely not saints. Any
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viable social relatinship 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 psagiuaeequality of
strength, beauty, intelligence, talent, and c¢
against the current politicgiconomic relationship between the few and the many and for a new
kind of relationship.

The argument is alsabout the nature of the few who rise to the top in authoritarian,
plutocratic states. 't i s not -createdaristectasyoff e w o f
birth, wealth, and power. This few merely oppresses and exploits everyone else anddyrabs a
hoards everything. The question is can we ever find a way to dethrone this base and greedy few
and select natureb6és nobility of intelligence,
power?

Socialism fails because private ownership of progerigtions 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 decisiofi$ie 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 oneds 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 markedbeomy, 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, nba question of private versus collective ownership of property.

The mercantile economy and the budding gov.
into the huge capitalistic market economy and the powerful federal government of our time. The
principalflaw of both early and current capitalism is also the direct cause of the principal flaw of
the government that the f oun ecalleddenoadciesi n mot i o

Gambling, as practiced within honest Las Vegas gambling houses umadan kules 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 awayamdlgrs or to lose them to other gambling
houses. There is something of a wiim 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 llager winnings. The mecca also gives rise to many other businesses.

Laissezfaire capitalism functions in a similar way. It is a wim 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 wagetalism,
many others must lose. And, unlike the strict honesty and known rules of chance obeyed by
honest gambling houses, lais$aize capitalism is a game played in an often extremely
underhanded way. Anything goes and anyone may make any ruley go thlong. 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 frditom 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 cily broke, homeless, hungry, and ill.

While laisseZfaire 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 theioreat many economic losers and, in and of
itself, cannot correct this failing. Even if
among capitalists for the lowest possible cost of production and price of product or service does
not permit tke luxury of protecting or tidying up the environment or of repairing broken,
impoverished lives. Capitalists seek the immediate lowest possibl®astselhit a much
higher longterm cost which is foisted upon the common weal and the weakest in sdbiety
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 goestamot 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 examplkatajive can accomplish
within our economic system if only one studies, works hard, and is enterprising. This is akin to a
Las Vegas gambling houseds ringing of bells a
big time. It motivates all of the loserskeep 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 #Alittle peopled under <cap
to continue working Afor the man, 0 and to cont
big break. We all know that capitalism produces some big winners, but less obvious and not
advertised is that imust, of necessitproduce many losers to kette wheels of the system
turning. Oh, as pointed out before, everybody wins a little bit compared to living in the wilds.
But laisse#faire capitalism is a system that definitely has a seedy underbelly to play down and
hide. We can, we should, and some daywill 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 fewragyan oveclass in an alpowerful 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 calism.

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 ofltheaa taxation and spending.

The puristso arguments are dishonest in tw
presence and use of its military and police forces, government creates and protects the means by
which wealth is accumulated and putethe accumulations themselves. Such accumulations are
not Anatural .o They are not merely the result
entrepreneurship, or even the sheer brute strength of wealthy individuals. They are not a product
of nature buthe result of the artificial mea®sgovernment, laws, military, police, edcthat we
create to produce the result. At one time the wealtpesion in the world possessHED billion
dollars. Can you envision one monkey sitting upon a pile of 100 billinarzes 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 floe 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, correctivestetiution. 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 el s
capitalism in its peation 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 Joiezay
murder.

The capitalist purists lament about the injustice of government redistribution. They cry,
AGovernment takes our hard earned money and h.
argue about how wisely the government uses our taxesginaant 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 it®cilitating 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 thalprinc
benefactors of that distribution. The Ainvisi
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 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
agains 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 workhould 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? €leatly, it i
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 owofettsee 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, serviceabknd 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 giattached, and no effective program of
selfimprovement is in place. But it is also true that in sucking all of the blood out of wérkers
low pay and no benefits for the lower level employees but high pay and profits for the managers
and owner8 theincent ve t o wor k i BybatHesworkingdard®w neatter whd W
you work for you still get screwed. o0 By takin
themselves, the wealthy create both the poor and the lack of incentive to work.

Further, seeig 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 becauseetadiytse

politicians and CEOs doing it. They use the i
their own i mmorality. Alt is the way of the w
not do it is a nai v e ontebkdemgyalizéd, cbioded,eamdtcarrupe s oci e

Closely related to the ideas held dear by capitalist purists are the notions of what have
been calidsedefigcpmloyni c dddo waan d hfetolre/ . tor iTchlkel ear gu me
decreasing or eliminating thepital 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 Atrickle downo to others, raising t

This argument fails in several ways. First, it not only does not correct the failings and
shortcomings of capitalism but exacerbates and increases them. Seeat@tetulation or
decrease in regulation in recent decades of major industries such as airlines, power generation,
telecommunications, and tfieancial sectohas proven disastrous. Third, as the apologists of
capitalism proudly point out, millions of pele 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, arporate 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 eweneyed few. Millions of suctransactions 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 whaso.

There is another i mportant necessdety of ca
economi cs 0 adnodwniitthhee otrryi.cok ITehe whol e point of i
profit by selling goods and services to the populace. If, asis¢shecai n Ameri ca, t he
of a nationds wealth iIis hoarded by the few, t

With the poor turning out empty pockets and the credit of the great middle class tapped out, who
is left to create the markeBPuring 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 atyegdy multinational
corporations have roamed the world ever seettingioly Grail, the dollaan-hour worker. But
in having moved their factories and millions
have shot themselves in the foot. The resulting gutting of the middle class destroyed the market
for the goods ahservices 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, almosteveoyn e agr ees something must be done to
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 anddhonest,
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.

Wel | and good néanhomestdrolgeio Bug of commse, 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, actionsand 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 dictats the form and structure of the government during the very process of its creation.
Under laissefaire capitalism one ends up with a laiségrze government which is of
deliberately little use in mitigating the many ills of the capitalism.

Capitalism isan 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 aggmgcally 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 ou
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 eveyglsie 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 rmademomy must function.

Over the decades people have attempted 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 ca@i 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 trazended by such efforts. A completely new kind of understanding, vision,
and effort are needed.

Liberalism forever applies patch&sand reformswithin the existing system. It never
changes the system itself or its most central and fundamental probtartiseiF never fixing the
real causes of our many problems, liberals will always remain employed at thetendirey
task.

Labor unions were born and continue to exist in response to the excesses and evils of
unchecked and insufficiently managed cagstal 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, @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 we suffer under our curreot any future unjust
systemwe shouldgive themour support. This endorsement does not include license for
featherbedding (i.ethe practice by some unions of requiring an employer to hire more
employees than are necessaryodimit 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 loke itixe
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 K
but it must not cause the philanthrstgio overlook the circumstances of economic injustice
whi ch make philanthropy necessary. o Philanthr
shoul dndét have been taken in the first place.
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above the door oheir images cast in bronze get immortalization as a perk, not to mention juicy
tax breaks, placing their very O6édgenerositybo

We should also favor pragmatism over idealism. Many isolated, idealistic societies based
on a set of ideals or surnoding 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, jug peacefullye vol vi ng fisoci al contracto and res
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 partyntsecoed, the
libertarian position is inherently dishonest. The Libertarian party is populated by {ssez
capitalists who are materially successful and by misguided others who are thoroughly fed up with
government but have simplistic and misguidedeiglas 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;meualdling government that
fosters dlowering 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

ul

didnodét | i ke, Il eaving in pl ace wanhabsbluteteedah f av o
to take the fruit of other peopleds | abor, to

by government in their taking and accumulating, but no one else should be helped by
government. To the extent that these governmmstitutions protect their interests and views, the
Libertarian party prefers strong military, police, and financial establishments. Beyond that,
capitalismdés god, free enterprise, will mag
Some argue that we increase persorgddom 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, rutb$s, 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 abeizietiof
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 kridg 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, thef gi@eernment 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
i mproved government and s o cingitheyuthahatdiesevere e r |,
within themselves, they claim that @Aathe f ai
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their wealth and wish to take it from them. There are, indeed, those who are as shallow as the
Asour grapeso p e teppbssessiohsoButmeitheetheysnide alams ofahie

weal thy nor the wannabeeds who covet their po.
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 lightesik rolasge,
faceless, monolithisenostfatoen dreampysda@asmbiud| o nfi y
efficient one will d@ which includes their will as well and does not serve only the few.
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5 Reorganizing the Powers of the Americarfisovernment

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 ieunder 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 persaand 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 musresssecur e
Government cannot take away liberties and rights without just cause. Personal liberty must be
l imited only by other peopleds rights. Govern

Government must honestly represent and serve all of the peopkern@ent 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 lleeome
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; wedre not there yet,
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 resi#t®&tno government has ever
been created with the true intent of actually practicing these principl@®ughout history and
everywhere today, governments have always been created and populated by powerful, wealthy
elites who then use them to serverttselves 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 ecormmiicocial 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 populaé®m 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. ®y 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
denocracy 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 aristocrdtsnwiimal participation of
the common people.

America and several other nations claim to be republics. The republican form of
governmenembraced by the foundesssometimes called the representative form or
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representative democracy.républicis a sate 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.
Hi storically, the fibody of citizens entitled
majority of adults to only a select few.

The principal weakness and failure of the republican form of government lies in the word
representativesThe republican form can only work to the extent that the chosen representatives
do in fact truly and equally rement 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
represered, 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 selhterests and the intests of some minority faction of the of citizens,
usually the wealthy few. In fact, in a republic the vast majority of representatregembers of
the wealthy faction of the populace. Thus a republic always degenerataplutocracy
governedoy theweathy. The republican form is therefodeeply flawed, and, even with the
most treasured argument favoring the republican form of government, the election of
frepresentativeésby the body of citizens, it cannot serve in its pure form as a legitimateoform
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 hewverbeen truly representative 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.

Democracys 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 syssem. We
that there are twibrms of democracy defined here. The people may exercise their goedatty
(direct democracyyr through theielected agent&epresentative democracyye will examine
direct democracy in due time. Of note here is thdgraocracy involving elected agents,
ie,representatives, is, in fact, a republic, he
already examined the fatal flaw and failure of thisférsame r i c a 6 s OJcwhichfie nt f or m
truth, is always only a plutocracy that is decidedly unrepresentative eitine 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
Aunder a free el ect orradtionsoftsetwerlt rumarodfdd thé gandt he we
playing watchdog for the elections of many other countries, their own eledimhgolitical
offices and favors of governmeraile bought by the wealthyst like any commodity. No
electoral system that bows money can be said to Gee e . 0
The single greatest scam and failure of aua t i carrerd golitical systens its
electoral systen. It lies at the root of most of our failures as a society including our inability to
achieve honest representationttd 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-sealthg tax system. Our
electoral system ia set of loaded dice that owdrelmingly 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 beingnaitid 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 Athe | essertongued evi |l so
candidate$inanced and, therefore, pielected by the wealthifew run for and win office that
do not have the blessings and support of and now owe Big Moniynag

Second, if throwing huge amounts of money at the electoral process were not enough of
an advantage for the wealthy, dividisigtes into electoral districts and electing only one senator
or representative within each of them virtually guarantees that wealthy or \senlthg
candidates will win the |Iionds share of elect
permanent hgemony 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 sead) lsentested. While
the wealthy inevitably manage to buy the first seat in a district, étlteeslower middle class,
the working poor, and minoriti@scould elect their ltampions to otheseats in the district.
Oops! Thereds 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 themsdbeeS teey are more often
motivated by greed and sefiterest than by wisdom. They do not manage our economy or our
nationbés affairs in a way [Domatctonfiseintaligendegnds er v e
cunning with wisdom or an adequate moral sefi$iose who occupy the seats of power are
capable of and often willing to do anything to anyone. The minority of wise and moral people
that do manage to become seated in our government who might in better circumstances be
capable of adequate vision, satenship, and helmsmanship are effectively overwhelmed by the
majority who are blind, greedy, sedérving, and wealtserving and by the weakls$erving
government that the founders put in place. Our government must become a moral one that money
c a n 0 &and Wwhicly neutralizes and minimizes the potential for and effects of selfish and evil
intent.

There is only one central political issue: the distribution of pov#rother issues are
secondary. They should never be allowed to distract one from firstty 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 powarthe 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 politigatesm, no individuals or actions can fix a

nationds many resulting ill s.
In all nations, power is excessively concentrated in the hands of an organized few. Even
oursecc al l ed modern fAdemocraci eso aresserdidly t hei r

owned and operated by powerful, wealthy elites that serve themselves first and best by
oppressing, manipulating, and exploiting the rest of the populace.

The solutio® no surprise to anyoieis 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 democtaggdemocracy, not
what passes for dero@cy todayOur salvation from authoritarian plutocraésom the wealth
dominated republican form of government with its lack of honest representation of the entire
electorate and populaead its lack of true democracy ligsthe second definition ohe word
democracythatthe people exercise their supreme power by valiregtly 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 requaneimAll of-age, mentally

competent members of a nationb6és citizen body

duty to hold and exercigeal political power by participating directly within its government.
Disenfranchisement of any citizen hyyameans for any reason is immomirectly opposed to
true democracyand must be made unconstitutional. Legitimate government also requires that its
process is honest and its result just.

Voting peopleinto officewho have been preselected by the wwaltithin a wealth
dominated electoral systemdathen hoping that theeoplewill actually represent you isotreal

h ¢

power.Realpowei s and can only be the abistakinggirect o af f ¢

action or by casting a vote the result of which directly affects thagthang. This direcaction
and result is lacking iour currenso-called representative democracy. This is the principal
difference betwen what in this work is caltetrue democracgnd the sham that passes for
democracy today in America and elsewhere in the world.

True democracys the entire electorate directly voting issues ofjreatestmportance in
the society resulting in action taken on the issues in congdiwith the truéentent and will of
the electorate

Longago a Greekcitgyr acti ced for a short while a ver

among elites. Theast majority of the populaceas excludedviodern6 d e mocr aci es 0
so-called representativdemocracy, which, in truth, is mergljutocracy wrapped ipseude
democratic clothingThe vast majoritpf the populace is still effectively excluded from holding
real power and from being able to fundamentally alter the polgicahomic system and the
society in which it livesSomegovernmentsllow limited referendunstyle voting on superficia
measuresThisshould not be mistaken for fulemocracy. It is just a little game that masks and
protects the larger plutocracy that remains permidyna place beneath the game. Real power
remains securely in the hands of wealthy elites.

pra
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A true, full democracy is capable of fundamentally altering or even dismantling the
plutocracy itself, if the electorate so chooses. Remerdberpcracys a form of goverment in
which thesupremepower is vested in the people.
Full, unopposed, majorityule democracy involving all ehge,ablemembers of aociety
directly creating law byoting referendurmstyleona continuous streamaf nat i onds most
important issueand the majority vote on each issue wimsiot a form of government that has
ever beentriedinitspurefordy fAunopposedod and dApure formo |
branches of government or sources of power that create law and could stand itioopabe
democracy.

Nord surprised should this form of democracy ever be tried. It has major shortcomings
and pitfalls. (Oneds wanting this form of dem
what you wish for! o)
Its principal shortcomingisuggested by the phrasedsitihhiehe t
rul e of Moshpeoplenloll a @ther nebulous, romanticized notion that equates majority
rul e democracy that reigns supreme with justi
The mgority shouldwi n al |l i ssues put to a vote! Thatos
But it would bring anything but jusdlice, f
of the people. What peoplmcluding myself at firstfail to understands thatunlimited
majority-rule democracy, were it ever r@atried, would only result intte political, economic,
religious, and behavioral tyranny of the simple majaritgr the rest of the populace. It would
reduce the populace to mediocre conformity, crushing aktvan, color, uniqueness, and
excellenceAnd, ex ami ned mmajortydwollereadylonly,be a hirghlysorganized,
doggedly active, radical political minorityhus, ironically, although of a differing form than
plutocracy, wrongly designed, opposed 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:

Maximum Plutocracy
freedom
for all Excessive power
and wealth held
by the few

Current American
government and
other ‘democracies’

Edum

peraﬂm’l o | Solution
Shift power toward center
Egalitarian A balanced distribution of Authoritarian
limited powers that does
Full, unopposed, not unduly favor anyone. Totalitarian state,
majority-rule dictatorship,
democracy No person or body holds theocracy,
excessive power. Not a monarchy,
Dictatorship of single individual, not an aristocracy
the many (the organized few, not the wealthy,
simple majority) not the simple majority, and Dictatorship
not the government as a whole. of the one

or the few

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 elitey the simple mjority as in majorityrule direct
democracyall result in overly authoritarian government and a sharp decline in personal freedom.
While powerin our current authoritarian plutocraswst be shifted frorthe powerful, wealthy
few that now hold and wield toward a more egalitarian democratic distributiaur, goal cannot
be simply toachievethe maximum amount oflemocracyhat is humanly possible

Surrounded on every side and circumscribed by big government, big corporations, b
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 goverrfimhénnot to secure the
life, liberty, and pursuit of happines$§the individuaP Our goal must be to maximize the
responsible personal power, freedom, and pursuit of happinesergbneawithin a just, open
pluralistic society. In a sentence, we magtrcomethe tyranny oplutocracy and maximize the
responsible freedom of the individual while avoiding tyranny that an incorrectly designed
democracyan become

Direct cemocracy is indeed the answer to the problem of plutocracy. But giverfatispit
and limitations, we must design it carefully and choose very wisely what to include in it.
Understand that is by the inclusion in our government (or in any government) of just the right
kind and amounof directdemocracy that its representativeabches are rendered truly
representative, the tyranny of plutocracy is overcome, the democracy itself does not become a
tyranny, and theresponsible persondteedom of the individual is maximized

At the heart of a correctly designed democracy liealanced distribution dimited
powers that doesot unduly favor anyonélo person or bodgnayhold excessive powenot a
single individual, not anrganized few, not the wealthypt the simple majority, anabt the
government as a whole.

As it turned out, discovering a government design that actually achieved this proved
consderably more difficulthanl had ever imagined when | first started pondering and working
the problem decades adgut | did manage to discover exactly thetis book is theesult.
Surprisingly, once discoverednce I finally saw the lighthe solution proved elegantly simple.

It involves a new branch for our governmempew kind of voting systema, new kind of
democracy, a new honest electoral system, and giving theraliectlirect control over a limited
set of just the right powers.

In a moment | will continue my discussion of the shortcomings and pitfalls of majority
rule democracy, but | pause hereesfly to ask a question. In@evious paragraphused the
phraseheresponsibldreedom of the individualhat do | mean byesponsibldreedon? This
guestion is important because its answer involves yet another force that negatively affects
freedom.

Freedom is not an absolute. When we live together in communitidlsan at i ons o
freedom is always limited by the rights of others. Most importaritlgt i ndi vi dual 6s
accumulate poweand wealth cannot be unlimité&cause unrestricted personal accumulation
does not lead to the greatest measaféreedom for everyonand liberty in the natianThose
who hold advantage usually take even more advantage without limit reducing the rest of the
populace to a state of disadvantaged servitiitiads to the political and economic enslavement
and expbitation of the many by the few.

This is where a lot ofgople stumble, particularlipertarians. Most of the libertarian
view attracts: indivdual liberty and responsibility, a liberal free market econarsmall,
efficient, less obtrusive governmehat does not become a welfare state, and some other good
ideas They then proceed tdigot themselves in the foot by insistingtbe unlimited personal
accumulation of wealth (which also translates into unlimited personal accumulation of power).

neéo
fr
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Unlimited accumulation is in direct conflict with tmeaximizatiorof freedom and liberty
for everyonethe greatest measure of freedom and liberty that can be achieved by a society as a
whole. Freedons not a singular entity bat limited constellatioof freedans, 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 constedlais degraded and liberty is lessened. Freedom
and liberty are maximized by achieving just the right constellation of tradeoffs.

A society and government that arbitrarily .
aspirations, and achievements could hab@lyonsidered to secuven dildedy andpursuit of
happiness or to be good or legitimate. A society and its government should create, secure, and
nurture @& environment or milieu that does not hamper but facilitatesyperso® s abi | ity t
blossom inb his or her unique and fullest selkpression and excellendgniqueness, enius
and excellence must have thiggedom. Anything less is suffocation.

Butdo not <conf uesxepridsudiloerstamsdeldxcel |l enceodo wi t
unlimitedaca mul ati on of power and wealth. Do not <co
best.Responsiblpersonal 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 andtgfasoa
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 waye tyranny of the simple majority of
the electorate over the rest of the populace, majoritlyl e democr acy i nvolving
voting on an unending stream of issues, if it were ever tried, would be found to be quite unable to
overcome plutocracy.fere are two fundamental reasons for this.

First, full, i.e.,unlimited, democracy is not really possible. In the pefreedom
relationship figure, Figur& above, both extremes in the distribution of power, perfect
egalitarianism (the perfectly equakttibution of power) and perfect authoritarianism (all power
held by one person) are not possible in real life. Even the most powerful dectatmt be
directlyinvolved in the myriad details and decisions that must be mamleomplex modern
state. Thalictator needs many, often secretly opposing, henchmen to manipulate the strings of
the state. A similar situation hampers the egalitarian end of power distribut@ioimplex
modern statehe entire electora@mply cannot belirectlyinvolved in the myriad details and
decisions that must be made. The best that can be achieved is a limitededirecracy in
whichthee| ect orate deli berates and votes on a | im
most important issues, but there can only lienited number of them.

Of necessity, we must depend on specialmtselected and appointed officiatig,handle
the many detailsf governance. Government cannot only be a direct democracy but must include
representative branches. This means ibidikely thatwe can entirely eliminathe problem of
the elected fewplacing their selinterests and the interests of thealthy few above the interests
of the rest of the populace and the needs ofdhewon weal. The best that we @mis to
1) reserve for the electoratdirect decisions on the most critical issues of all that simply cannot
be entrusted to representativ@screate an honest electoral process that results in representative
bodies that demographically resemble hodestlyrepresenthe entire electorat&) minimize
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the ability of officeholderso abuse their offices, ar”d minimizethe extent to which wealthy
corporations and individuatanuse their wealth to overly influence apdrchase the faveof
government.

Achieving these things is nasimpossible as past experience woségm tandicate.

The partial redesign of the American government presented in thiselfeckively achieves
these goals making our government immensely more honest and just thatay.is tod

Second, even with the stream of issues on which the electorate deliberates and votes
majority-rule, referendunstyle being necessarily limitethere arehuge problerawith the very
fact that it is an unending streamn endless seriesf issuesproblems that deeply interfere with
this form of democr acy o0 siliendadfVoters would lave movhepec o me
of understanding and voting their true selerests in a complex, nevending, exhausting
political process manipulated bgakitful people with hidden agend&sly and cunning
individuals and groupsouldand would bring to the table issues deviously written to hide their
trueintentMani pul ators could even introduce a bl i zz
b ut t suasdo distect the electorate from much more important idskesur political
process today, only the most intelligent, sly, cunning, and unscrupulous could win what would be
a complex, neveending political war.

In an unrealistic, idealized scermmrwhich is decidedly not the case in real life, even if
various individuals and groups thought themselves to berhigtled and to be honestly trying to
promote the greater good as they understood it, an unending stream of referendums on issues
would stongly favor the desires and actions of the most doggedly politically active among us,
those for whom political ideas and actions areatisuming. Such people are often the most
radical among us. Thus, the radical is favored over the moderatgthesdvisive and polarizing
over the consensus buildingnd referendums in a situatiench as todaywhere the entire
electorate is natequiredto vote can be passed by a relative minority of the electorate, usually a
radical minority.

We face thesproblensin 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 ad idealistic names and professed intentions are usually found to have devieus, self
serving intent.

In addition to the mindboggling complexity of an unending stream of politically
manipulated issues, there is the simple matter of time, effort, andvWest 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 hear 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 eyloit the many is not a majoriyle, referendunstyle direct democracy with an endless
stream of issued#t 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 arfirst 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
variousforms,@dgues all of the worl dbés governments al
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 majorityrule, referendunstyle 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 wiaahscend this
elemental condition and create a new, just relationship and way of being, our only course is to
invent and try something new. That fAsomething
design that takes our nation and humankind beyondrdmnce, authoritarianism, and plutocracy
and toward a truly democratic political process that produces a just relationship among us,
maximum personal freedorand good governance.

| use a pragmatic approach for this government desigRathler than discssing
government design in the abstract, | focus mainly on the design and repair of that government |
know best, the American government. Adapted to the needs of other locals, this design and repair
is directly applicabl edtb evenaldvel of gokeenmend Rather6 s go v
than constructing an entirely new government that may appear too alien to people, | only partially
redesign our current government, fixing what is nfiestiamentally wrong with it. 3)do not
attempttomendalfo our nati onds many political, econon
most wrong with our government. This repair then makes it possible for us t@répaien
facilitatesour repair od our many other problems. B}y design does not rest upoonse
idealistic philosophy or imagined otherworldly reality but upon our actu@lam condition here
and now. 5Rather than hoping for and depending on fghded, altruistic behavior or
suffocating conformity, | create a robust government structurewsnatién 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 whafotlnveders 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 embracedeinablican form with its election of
Arepresentatives. o0 But, given an el ectoral sy:
favors the wealthy (as described earlihvgre exists nmmechanism by whichonwealthyand
minority members of the gamulace may select for office people who truly represent thiéuos,
the wealthy and the wealerving hold a permanent hegemony of power within all three
branches, and, doing what comes naturally, pursuingrgetiest, they use the powers of
governmento serve themselves and their wealthy clients first and bleste®xistsvithin our
govanment no political body within whictherest of thgpopulacemay comdogether as a
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political force that may effectivelgursue its own selhterest anappose check the powers of,
and counterbalandbe hegemongf 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 whichiherest of thepopulacemay comeogether as political force that
may effectivelypursue its selinterests andppose check the powers of, and counterbalahee
hegemonyof power held by the elite. From earlier discussion we know that this new body cannot
practice majorityrule democracy, for thhavould only result in the tyranny of the simple majority
over the rest of the populace.

After many years of examining the problem .
societyo and much mental trial aqarcerentor, | h.
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 thesensus 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 democradis is where we really begin to look beyond current thinking
and create sometlgmew under the sun.

Politically, the body that is most representative of the entire popafacsocietyis not
the elite few and not the simple majority but an electorate constituted of exagg,able
member of the society. The supreme difficultylahe most important task of every nation on the
planet is to takeome but not albolitical power away from the dominating few and to place that
power firmly and permanentlyot into the hands of the simple political majobiyt directly into
the hand®f the entire electorate.

Understand clearly; majortisule direct democracy does not place power into the hands
of theentireelectorate but only into the hands of the simple majority. It produces winners and
losers, and only the winners truly hold fh@wver.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 governmEmt political power may be
placeddirectlyinto the hands of the entire electorate anday function as a political whole, a
new political body must be created within which the electorateaxiay and function. In later
chapters this political body containing the entire electorate will be formally defined and added to
our government as awedourth branch callethe demogpronounced likelemarat). For now
we will just use the basic concept of a demos &tingj of the entire electorate.

The political power exercised by the demos must in part be created anew and in part be
extracted fromhe currently existing legislative and executive branchesinjovernment and
shifted over to the dempthus lessening their powers from amounts held tobayvisely divide
and limit powerd and to limit the power of the government as a widokble powernf 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 governwiadecurrently limitedpowers
become even more limited under this partial redesign.

Given that the s@alled representative democracies of today are really only plutocracies,
one might harbor the thought thatr emerging altered form of governmentld be said to
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consist of limited direct democracy judiciously balanced with limited plutocracy. However,
will be found in due time that adding just the right kind and amount of direct demaoaraiay
governmengeffectively tamesnd redeemthe pluocratic beast, renderirige representative
branchedruly representativef the entire electorat&oour emerging altered form of
government really is best described as limited direct demoprdicyouslybalanced with limited
representative democracy.

Just the right kind and amountdifectdemocracys added to our government and the
demos is rendered usable by a busy electorate of varying capability in four fundamental ways:
1) The demos ipermanenthassigmed only a smallfixed set of politicaleconomic issuesf
central importance to our natia?) While of central importance to our nation, its issues are easy
to present clearly and voters can readily understand their truateedsts. 3Yhe demos has an
elegantly simple method of voting. #he electorate does npttactice the majority ul e, -fiwi nne
takeal | 06 de mo cr aengensoddenoorgamew kindiof democracgf my own
devising thawill be defined and discussed later. It is sufficient for now to sayusiag
consensus deoeracythe demoswtomaticallyachieveswithin its limited sphere of power not
merely the consensus ofsample majority but othe entire electoratenits included issues

Since the demosaahandle only a few issues, it is of supreme importancelibassues
are chosen wisely. They must be those among o
fundamental iages 1)thatare the most badly or unjustly handled by the curremtdhes of
government and 2hatlend themselves admirably to just resolutiathin 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 natioe hae major areas of injustice
and failure that most need to be corrected:

First, recall an earlier paragrapfhe single greatest scam and failure ofaua t i on 0 s
current political system is itslectoral syste. It lies at the root of most of our faies 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 thef tbe populace including, for
example, a tax system that overwhelmingly favors the wealthy.

The demos must includm entirely nevelectoral system from that which we have today
thatempowersall members of the electoratefreely run for office anda elect to office people
who resembl@&nd truly represent them.

Second, whilgpower may be and is exerted in many vdayhysical, political, economic,
social, psychological, ett.the overall intent and result is primarédgonomiovarfare that the
few wage against the rest of the populddere are those amotige elite who (at least publyg
cringe or boil at this characterization of their actions, and the whole business could be expressed
more benignly, but the bottom line Isat bo mucheconomigower is held by too few people
who then use that power ézonomicallymanipulate anéxploit the rest of the populace.

Thereforecertain economic powers of central importance must be removed from the
exi sting Or eghesefgaerimart and @aded permamently into the hands of the
electorate within the demos
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Thus, it iselectoralandeconomigowers that are pladealirectly into the hands of the

electorate in the demoBracticing its consensus democrabg ¢lectorte directly deliberates,

votes, and achieves consensus on a fixed set of twelvedssuesg electoral issues and nine

economic issued.hese issues were listed and discussed briefly imthaduction andvill be

discussed at lengthter. | list them hee to refresh your memory as | continue my discussion of

this chapterds main topic, the reorganization
In the three electoral issues, in an entirely new electoral system from that which we have

today, the electorate dirtycelects the president, all senators, and all representatives:

i Election of the president
i Election of senators
i Election of representatives

And the electorate directly deliberates, votes, and achieves consensus that becomes law
on the following nhe 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 entittlements, and all other
government functions

E

= =4 8 8 8 8 9

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 issuessnmrsignificantly toward a balance of
government powers that ésnot unduly favor a powerful, wealthy few. But majosityle
democracy does not place power into the hands adrthie electorate. It places power into the
hands of a simple majority dii¢ 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 toconsensus democracy

| discussed consensus democracy briefly in the introduction, and I will discuss it in detail
in later chapters. | will only touch upon enough here to continue my discussion of the
reorganization of the powers of our government.

Most political questions arof a yes/no, majoritgule nature, e.gshould the nuclear
plant be built, yes or no? The majority vote wins, and all other voters lose. But there is a class of
guestions of aumericalnature that may be presented and processed in a way that reaults in
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consensus of the entire electorate. To our good fortune some questions in this numerical class are
of central importance toun society (or to any society).

Take for example a question the members of the electorate really would be handling in
the demosAs a nation how much should we tax ourselves to finance the federal government?
The question (or issue, as | call itaistually presented in the fori8hould we increase, keep as
is, or decrease the overall amount we tax ourselves in support of ¢hnal figovernment?

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 nioalen 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 regpsenting the consensus of teireelectorate, not just the simple majority.
(See AppendiA for a detailed discussion of this process.)

Voting in the demos is not periodic as wit
the demos is not merelyrght of each adult citizen but a civic duty. (Otherwise we could not
achieve the consensus of #gmireelectorate.) It is the duty of each member of the electorate to
keep a vote continuously Aridingo ony each dem
change at any time from almost anywhere.

In an endless cycle, everyeseconds demos computeesount all votes and do
mathematical calculations using the vote talllegery vote always counts. Every vote always has
an equal and continuing effect thre ever current demos consensus damographics,
conditions, and our decisions chantiee consensus of the electorate on each demossissug
varies over timeavoidng the extremes artibveing around a moderate noriike temperature
regulation andheartbeat in our bodie$aken collectively, the demos issuaaction like the
interactive, selorchestrating systems in a living organism. The electorate uses the demos as a
tool to achieve alowly changingconsensus on a few valyes mo d e r ant enefiagiguod e
government and nation must use as they function, keeping our society functioning smoothly and
evolving peacefullypver time

The electorate has the sole power to tax at the federal level. It sets the overall size and
distribution ofthe ax bur den. And it sets the mini mum wa
wor kweek, 0 and t he amo uThe electdrateralaobnirobsithepobrtioml e bt or
of tax revenues that are allocated to four major areas of the government. The representati
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 veattoor attempt tocontinue 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 nelgctoral systerthat is completely open, frelepnest
and fair Our currenperiodic elections (including primaries), tB&ectoral College (which
currently elects the presidengnd all state electoral district systearecompletelyscrapped.
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The president and all senators are elected by direct popular vote from the nktige,aind
each stateds quota of reperlageent atives i s el ec

In a manner similar to the nine economic issues, votingethree demos electoral
issues is not periodic but ongoirieach 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 chatraggy time. The actual seating of candidartes
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, darge demos electoral system empowers any numbeanodidates
(who need not be wealthy or wakupportedjo take ay 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 pocketbodko me mber of the el ectorate i1 s s
from a small group preselected by the wealthy as is done todaxotéts support their goods,
their champions, those who egsble and truly represent them.

During the ongoing demos electoral pro¢essididate for office will be long scrutinized
and well known by the demos members who support them before they gaiallgffice.

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 lajglemosmembers 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 governifieatsenate anthe houseautomatcally
demographically resemble atrdly serve the balanced interests of éméire electorate. No quota
systems, political parties, or complex electoral schemes are required. People justgst to
choosewnho theyreally wantto represent them

The @mbined 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 glente:sH
will in part dismantle and ipart modify the current arsenal of laws and rtihesthe elitehave
createdo serve themselves first and best. Within the economic parameters set directly by the
demos and mindful of demos deliberations on a hiosther issues hiey will createnew laws
and ruleggovernng corporationsbusiness and labor practicegerest groups, campaign
contributions, the usef the mass medj&nvironmental policyetc.that serve all of us.

Individuals and groups woulktill be able to petitiothe representative branches of
government for favors and favored legislatiBat very likely corporations will face imposed
limits on political involvement and influence, the wealthy will be less wealthy and powerful, the
0 p owilrbé less poor and powerless, amalv they all face elected bodies that demographically
resemble and serve not just the wealthy but the entireosdéet
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Limiting demos lawmaking ta fixed set oeconomic and electorgsuedocuses the
electoraté s attention and capabilities on those i s:
injusticeand inequityin our nation that lend themselves to just resolution in the demos. And it
avoids the serious mistake of including a large number or areymad 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 refduen is a huge mistake.

Simplistic, ill-designed, sel§erving referendums are usually proposed and supported by
moreyed, organized, radical corporations and interest groups that deviously manipulate
unsuspecting others to win their wayne result is re&f 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 dersbge elections. The bodielemographically 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 mdrttiers o
electorate on issues. Win the give and take of the legislative procediscompeting 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 entoeatdedtis important
that they function in a sufficiently democratic manner to truly serve the entire eleciovate.
proposals in this book are designed to make the senate and the house more democratic by
breaki ng up t h-koysdc | cubrstheimekicesane lcamcentrations of power and self
serving legislative rules and processesAlLfurrent systems of seniority and appointment in the
senate and the house are scrapped, all committee and other chairs and positions being filled by
the secrevoting of their entire memberships. &) rules regarding parliamentary and legislative
processesvithin the senate and the house are determined by the secret voting of their entire
memberships. The debate of and votindemislationbeing proposed antbnsideredy
congressemain 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 oneaihdoes not vacillate wildly between liberal and conservative
as it does today but consistently demographically resembles the entire electorate and represents
the full spectrum of t he eConsttutionanclawe 6 s i nt er es

Please clearly understand the difference between the redistribution of power within our
government and the redistribution of wealth within our society.dwe penny of wealth is
redistributed by theayernment design presented hdreis book is not abowvha choices
should be made about certain issues of central importance to our nation buwtlabshubuld
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 ourcurrentgovernment, by the use of business, electta®l,legislative,
regulatory, and other meamowerful elitegpermanentlycontrol the overall distributioof
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wealth in America. The feesoversee the chicken coop. The result is some very fat foxea a
lot of very lean chickens.

Under the partial redesign presented here, by the economic and electoral choices that it
makes, the electorate i s empowered to profoun
wealth if it so chooses. Once empoweeiebelieve theelectorate would choosess inequality in
the distribution of wealth thathe 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 deos the electorate does not practice majottg 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 consensusniréedectorate. The
votes of many members of the electorate on the demos dssumetsx levies, etd. would tend to
increase the inequality in our nationo6s distr
to decrease the inequality. Over time, the many opposing \estelt nvalues that are held in a
justmoderag balance a state of dynamic equilibrium

There would still be significanbequality in the distributionf wealth This is good. A
market economy requires incentive £ntrepreneurship and labdust agoday, how much
wealth each person possessasithin the oveall distribution would depend on accident of birth
andong er s o n 0 snbitiors) saudythard woek, and luckosensus government
empowers the electorate and our nation to achieve an ainaguequitable and functional
distribution of wealth and honest reward for honest work.

In additiontos et t i ng r i g h tcurrent maldigtwbutienrohpoveen thed s
government design presented here also repairs our divisive political proates. tRan pulling
us apart into angry, polarized, gridlocked fragments as our political process does toilays
us together in a single political bodpecificallydesigned to achieve our consensaour most
important issues and honest representation in the other branches of government. In doing this, it
makes possibland even facilitates he correcti on or mitigation of
political, economic, and social ills.

This designplaces 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 haghbeed selfishness, biagprejudice, hard
headed unjustnesgnreasonableness, and shortsightedness. Our trust is best placed not in the
supposed wisdom of a powerful wealfey, the simple majority, cany other faction of the
populace but in thdirectdeliberations of and a consessachievedy the electorate as a whole
in the demos and in the deliberations and compromises among represeintatigesther
branches of governmewntho arefairly elected by and whiairly represent the entire electorate.
Our working together within ahonest government of judiciously balanced powers will produce
our greatest wisdom in those matters which most concern all of us.

There are more ramifications this redistribution of government powéhsin first meet
the eye As consensus democracyettiemos, and its included issues are discussed at length in
following chapters, the full measure of power placed into the haritie @lectoratevill come to
be appreciated.
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6 True Democracy: The Demos, the Fourth Branch of Government

As discussedn the previous chaptetg placepolitical powerdirectlyinto the hands of
the entire electoraothatit may function as a political whole, a new political botiye demos,
is createdand addeda our government asfaurth branchThe four branches afur government
would be, therefore, the judicial, the executive, the legislative, adeimos.

Our Constitutionlimits federal powers to only those specified by @@nstitution All
unspecified powers remain with teatesor with private individualsin a similar manner, the
demoswould 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 limts of the povers specified for the demesuld be such that it could not overpower and
destroy the other three branches but would compliment and counterbalance them.

The worddemoss defined as a noun meaningti¢ common people of an ancient Greek
stae, and 2the common people; populace.

| namedthe newbranch of governmenhe demosince it isconstituted of the entire
electorate participating in ardct democréic processinstead of the dictionary pronunciation
dimo s wi t h,0hare theoandgs pfomounceds in the wordiemocrat The demos may be
thought of a%bechusethetelaceoratp padigpategwithin it would be constituted
of all of-age,ablemembers of the populace.

Thisbookpresents new definitions for the watdmos The principal nevdefinition is as
follows:

A demoss a direct democracy branch of government, a nationwide electronic
network in which an electorate consistirfgath of-age, ableitizenspractices
consensus democracy by deliberating, voting, and achieeimgensus on a fixed
set of a n armicandhetedorakissyes, setimytimits within which the
government and the nation must function and electing to the representative
branches of the government bodies of officeholders that demographically
resembldahe entire electorat@nd trulyrepresenthe entire body of citizens

The termconsensus the above definitioias a very specific meaning.the demos the
electorate does not practitee winnertakeall, majority-rule democracy of old in which the
simple majoriy vote wins and all othetssebut a new kind of democracy | calbnsensus
democracydesigned specifically talwaysachievethe consensus of ttemtire electorate How
consensus democracy achieves the consensus of the entire el@dtbbatdiscussed in detail
later.

®The Constitution of the United States of America begin
iwe t heisysedoepdatedly and always within quotation marks as a reminder and for emphasis. It should
never be forgotten that our government was created in
legitimately serve principally the intereststohe f ew. |t shoul d also never be fo
peopled includes everyone, rich and poor alike. This
all of us rising above our current state and embracing a more perfect u

t
ro
W (
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A lessprecise but simpler definition of the wodémodor a tiny dictionary might read:
A demoss a branhb of government in which all edge citizens directly vote and
achieve consensus ®keyeeondmicisseiesamslielect of a nat i

officeholders to the representative branches of government.

In thisbookthe worddemosmay refer to an entire branch o

judicial, the executive, the | ergncesHewdrd ve, and
demosmay beginwith an uppercase letterasiit he Judi ci al, the Execut.
t he Demos .démodnlagy werf@r only to the electorate
of the demos. o0 |t maysical methanismgaad systeras used loythe of t
electorate to conduct itonsensus democraays i n At he construction of
The plural formdemoses s used as in fAall of the dweomolsdéds d

is used asb6i priotclee uddeneod &8 Bh s owarsed as an adj e
demos i ssues. 0

In the principaldefinition ofthe worddemosthe phrasell of-age,able citizen<ould be
variously interpretedOf-agecould be given various meanings by differeultures. An age
somewhere within the second half of a personbo

The wordablein 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 demosrakectbut only that the
person is physically and mentally able to vote, ¢hg. 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 politicalr other reasons such as mere personal inconvenience.

The termcitizencan 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. Inhe 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 terrsitizensis defined in the very broadest sense to include as much of a
nati ono6s pumpnlylara tationailly passible. In America the terizenincludes 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. Tiu bitidgns
that partcipates in the demos may teferred to as the electorate, the members of the demos, or
even simply the demos.

The termsocial contracimeans 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 havepagiat ed i n fAan agr ece
i ndi vi dual s .-calledagreemenutdok placetaimang asfew 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 dem@arrectly 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 mosetsoita! and
economidssues. (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 simplydbesensus of the demos.) This
consensus would serve as societyds social con
in the content and function of this social contract and, wh&gef would consciously enter into
the contract and participate fadl and equal members of the demos.

The demos consensus and, therefore, societ
current state slowly evolving over time. The existence of a peacefully evolving and responsive
social contract consented to by thelest 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 wdnddur current soial 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 @enstitutionit 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 DemosSystem: Convenience, Simplicity, ad Security

Physically the demos would consist of a nationwide, electronic, alerayealtime
voting systemThe design anélinctionof the system should have three main characteristics:
convenience, simplicity, and security.

The demosd nateomnwbdedvbdbunogi spstn a manne
Internet. Although the demos system is discussed in this book in terms of the Imdmetoa
pages, it need not like Internet which is used. If necessary, an entirely more robust and secure
nationwide edctronic network system could be built from the ground up that serves only the
demos. Using the notion of todaydés Internet I
naionwide demoswith deliberations and voting. The Internet itself could noased by the
demos unless it underwent a security revolution sufficient to safeguard demos communication
and data.

Voting terminals would be located virtually everyavh: in the home, at work, in public
buildings and shopping centers, in your pocket, etc. Whethevasat 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 speciaked device used only falemos deliberations amting, 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 voteleArgsmember could use any vogy
terminal or suitable device in the country or, for that maittethe world at any time to connect
with the demos

I n a manner similar to todayds I nternet wel
electorate as one large web site with a hieraofhyeb pages that would be navigated by meuse
clicking buttons and hyperlinks. The demosd i

the demos issues. After signing in using a personal password, ID, etc., the voter would be able to
enter the denmwsystem. Clicking on an issue would lead to its own web page. Beneath each
i ssuebs web page would exist a hierarchy of o
The demosdé6 Home page as well as each 1issue
the hierarchyf 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 unnecessargtiaform
Most voters would seldom venture much beyond these levels of the defnos.one knows on
mind, as most of us willf could take as little as five or ten minutes per year at any convenient
time and place to vote. But those who did venture furtiterthe 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, keystroleg and mouselicking. 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@ect hardware, software, mathematics, logistics, and sedutiity
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 Americads high
tallied and their opinions would be indicated as those of students, they weulealisoting
terminals and actually participate in our nat

terminals would be given throughout America. In short order few people other than new voters
would even need lessons.

More discussion of the demos bvsite 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. Appetdirntains a detailed discussion about the
methods usedtpresent and vote on the nidemoseconomidssues.

The highest ideal of the demos technicians would be to achieve and maintain a perfect
reflection of the electorateds will on the de
maintaining, and protectg 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 tdynporari
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 musiskd to secure and maintain the integrity of
what would be our nationds most priceless inf

In our early attempts at electronic voting in our current electoral systems, it seems that
everything that can be is being done wrong. Hardwsoftware, 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 evgrossgbilityof achieving
secure electronic voting mach@det 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 amting 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. Asfitld 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 systen proposed in this book, which is very unlike the systems we use ©dagensus
democracy has very different security issues |

The physical and electronic protectiohthe cemos wouldnvolve three mairareas
1) thedemos processing cemecomputers, and information, tBe voting terminals usedlthe
members of the electoratmd3) the communication between the demos computers and the
voting terminals.

We already do an excellent job of physically protectinganant 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 wapudcabsingsystdmect i ve
and voting terminalsvoter ID cards, passwordandother identification methods el as finger
and voice printsData encryption. The demos would not have a single center but a distributed
structure involving a good deal of redundaacy d f eedback. A voterds cur
would not be sent from his or her voting terminal to only one location but to several locations
within the system. Aoaperrecord for the voter at the end of each voting session. Parity checks,
mailbacks cal |l backs, and electronic fireality che
made on an ongoing basis. Ongoing test voting by demos technicians from randomly selected
voting terminals to see what votes are receivedeydemos system. A thorougiublic 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 imtlost critical positions. lllegally altering one
or more votes by any means should be tantamount to treason and punished as severely as the
worst crimes in the nation.

Therewould beabuit n protection against ilinthgal ly a
demos in that it is hardly worth dealing with the complex encryption just to change one vote. The
real dangewould lie in the major computing centersthe demos system where votes are tallied
and mathematical calculations are conducted. Mostigsgetould 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 electroniapcesses. 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 tienfrom 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 like@he votemwould only berepeatedhaltering 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 severaecurity measures listed above and others that may be developed, the demos
system would, bydentifying with certaintya given voter at any voting location or time, protect

against one individualoting in many different votsbnames. Think of the diffidty the

electronically capable, woulld e cr i mi nal faces: To cast votes
criminal must break or mimic a complete set of devilishly difficult encrypted identifiers of the

voter such as ID number, password, fingerprints, voice,prig 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 ves 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, e 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
absolutelyby the demos at all times, even from the rest of governneentatter why the
individual may be of interesEven within the demos such information must be available on a
strict neeeto-know basis only to the specific personnel who maintain the integrity of the demos
system and root out voting fraud. Government itself is often endljta 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 servamsuch matters. The use of the personal information possessed by
the demos system to track down #dAcriminals and
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 sysin 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
reprsenting the demos el ectorateds current cons
change only slightly and gradually over extended periods oftimeeks, even months. Save for
voter inconvenience, the system could fail for days on end and come tiaekusing the
consensus that was current at the time of system failure with no ill effect.

What if therewas a technical failurduring a particular voting terminal and demos
computer communication? Whearvoter used one device another to votehe denos system
andthatdevicewoul d do el ectronic fihandshakes. o I f th
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 votéise 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 rendembere
later. This does not guarantee that the voting machine has actually sent to the demos the same
votesthat wereprinted on the paper record. It may be broken or deliberately set to send to the
demos different information than is printed ontherecordiBut does provide a ne.
checko when demos staff members conduct rando
and system integrity. It should also be noted
votes does not prove that thatactually how one voted. Such printed records could be forgeries
presented by someone or an organized group of people, who, for whatever their véiabdos,
instill doubt in votesdminds about the reliability and integrity of the demos system. Whtkerv
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 owetiance on technology is dangerous. Our whole world
economy is entigted to software and hardwaree tfinancial industry, trading exchanges, the
operation of most transportation, and billions of other machines and prodessad
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 haeen 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 geantnes
evilness. While technology may amplify our capability for-sig§truction, 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
it eeshprhoer e 0 i s our sel ves as eweglegreatest measurethatwar a
the human race can take to protect its teesptwere, 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 nateate 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 hapipitiess
way to achieve harmony and peacefully evolving change. The system of governance presented in
this book is such a systeihcan achieve these ends. The most important element of protection
for a nationwide electronic voting system, a demos, isaitteof its existence and the realization
and feeling within each of us fair inclusion and treatment atitht we have achieved good
governance and Athe good society. o

As to the intractable problems of our ever increasing numbers and our ill efféet on t
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 andlatiomship 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 describeia 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 |l et todayds admittedl yframmughabl e b
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 tritcma s s and fAwakes up, O
conscious. I't would not be or become some so
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 &be@torate 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 buiittasks. The demos system would do extremely

well the singular taskhit 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, Prilege Verses Obligation

It would be a requirement that everyagje,ablecitizen 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 significeaward, and nosparticipation would
bring a significant penalty.

This requirement would be absolutely necessary for the demos to function properly. It
would only be byeveryadult member of the society actively pursuing his or heristgfest in
the denos that the demos could arrive at a true conserfdheentire electorateon 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 wideranging apathy and lack of voter turnouts in American elections today have
sever al causes. Millions of people dondét wvot
people correctly believe that the game is a rigged scam anyway. o mlad 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 thge 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 cunnirglgrded referendums to difficult to
uncker st and and find it difficult to vote for <ca

I n having taken most of our nationds weal't
actually a minority group. How does this minority group manage to win elsetion

In a previous chapter we discussed how our current ed¢slgstenoverwhelmingly
favors the wealthy in two fundamental waggir electoral district system in which only one
candidate is elected within each diststtonglyfavors the wealthyAnd our elections are left to
a marketplace, mass media, and two political parties that are all owned and operated by the
wealthy.

Using theirvast resourcés the mass medidney ownand corporate and government seats
of poweB as moneyed megaphones and bullipfs, wealthy elites playtheignorancefears
hatreds, angerand divisions of theest of the populadéke a violinto furthertheir own
political purposesThey actively manipulatthe mindsof people to confuse them and get them to
vote against their own seilfiteress. The elite strivaéo keep the populace politically asleep,
distracted, and divided. Theincipalparty of the wealthy promotes itself as a large tent, tossing
bones tgoorreligiousand other moral conservativieg cynicallyfocusingonlesserfi h o t
b ut tissuesowvhile avoidngpu bl i ¢ di scussi on of hthewhoamdich of
andtheirincessatclass warfare against the rest of the populace

In addition to effetively disenfranchising the rest of the electorat@abylectoral system
that is a set of loaded dice that overwhelmingly favors the wealthy, our government imposes a
huge amount of formal disenfranchisement.

An i nherent part olegtimacyiothaeal mtwebomand cl ai m t
naturalized members of the populace living under it are defined as citizens ardga| able






































































































































































































































































































































































































