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Broad incorruptible Democracy

Here is a new 1,300-page design for a new and incorruptible
form of democracy. It includes a new proposed 100,000 word
(230 page) national constitution.

This new constitution was designed to be
incorruptible, in contrast to the 1789-era US constitution which
was designed to have as many backdoors to Arab power as
possible. This while appearing fair and reasonable.

1/ Our democracy’s representation ratio is far too narrow
The representation ratio is by far the most fundamental aspect
of a democracy. What is the ratio of citizens to leaders?
Narrow democracies, with too few elected leaders, suffer from
many of the same problems as broad oligarchies.

Problem #1 Intelligence: Which democracy will have an
expert in every subject? The one with 50 lawmakers, or the
one with 50-thousand lawmakers? Which brain is smarter, the
one with 50 cells or the one with 50-thousand cells?

Problem #2 Isolation: Which democracy is more accessible
and can better hear the voice of the people? The one with 50
lawmakers, or the one with 50-thousand?

Problem #3 Elitism: Which democracy is less elitist, and more
like the common man? The one with 50 lawmakers or the one
with 50-thousand?

Problem #4 Ease of seizing power: Is it easier to seize
power from 50 lawmakers or 50-thousand? Also, broad
democracies can be decentralized, meeting in multiple cities—
This makes a violent seizure of power harder to pull off.

-—— Representation Ratio ——

Problem #5 Vote value: Lawmakers in a 50-man legislature
cast very powerful and very valuable votes — votes that are
definitely worth buying and selling. But if the legislature has
50,000 men in it, each vote is worth 1,000 times less and the
cost of corruption rises at least 1,000-fold.

Also, the ability to profit from one's position in a 50-
man or 500-man legislature offers a powerful incentive for
crooks to fight for election. In fact, such a valuable thing to sell,
apparently draws crooks to elected office like bees to honey.

Problem #6 Lobbying: It is easy to visit 50 lawmakers. But is
hard to visit 50,000 lawmakers. Thus broad democracies are
About 1,000 times less vulnerable to lobbyists.

Problem #7 Appointees: What a huge error of scale we
make. There is no way that 536 elected people (435
representatives +100 senators +1 president) can adequately
manage a government for 305 million people. There is no way
that a few hundred decision makers (no matter how brilliant)
can manage the affairs of a few hundred million people. At
one-in-a-million, there simply are not enough democratically
elected people to properly run our huge nation.

As a result, our democracy is under-staffed with
elected decision makers. So, most work is done by non-
elected appointees. Today these appointees are our
democracy's, eyes, ears, analysts, and report writers. In fact,
these non-elected appointees even undertake the all-important
job of writing laws for our legislatures, as well as doing just
about everything for our 4-year presidential monarchs.

Thus an appointee bureaucracy not only frames every
issue our democracy votes on, it writes the solutions, and
manages the implementation — just as it did under the




figurehead monarchies we supposedly got rid of in 1776. Our
one-in-a-million lawmakers only decide between the plans the

non-elected bureaucracy comes up with. That is, when they
are not distracted by campaigning for re-election — as 43% of
our national lawmakers must do in any given year.

So the 7th vulnerability of narrow democracy is that
too many important duties fall on appointees. By contrast, if
we made our democracy broader, we could easily exclude non-
elected people from all top positions in government.

Now isn't democracy based on a presumption that
elections provide us with the best leadership? How come our
democracy isn't managed through and through by elected
officials? How come we only have a thin coating of 536
elected officials spray-painted on the surface of an immense
appointee bureaucracy?

Problem #8 Campaign money: The average US
representation ratio between our two legislatures is 1-in-1.54
million voters. (the weighted average of 1:580,000 & 1:2.5
million). Therefore, our congressional candidates literally have
to reach voters by-the-million. And because our democracy
has strangely—quite strangely —not kept even one media
channel open for campaigning, our candidates have come to
rely on expensive ads in the commercial media.

Now because of the effectiveness of these media ads
in reaching voters by-the-million, the candidates that run lots of
ads tend to win elections. And the candidates that get lots of
campaign contributions can afford to run lots of ads. So
basically, we have a democracy where election success tends
to be purchased with campaign contributions. In other words,
we have a corrupt democracy.

But we all know this, and we allow it anyway. We
consider this corrupting money (and the influence it buys) a
necessary evil of democracy. Essentially, we use an admittedly
corrupt democratic design: One where campaign contributions
routinely sway who gets elected, and which platforms are
supported. Itis a corrupt democracy where the will of the
people is often subservient to the will of the big campaign
contributors.

But let’s say we changed the representation ratio of
our democracy. Let’s say that each neighborhood of 250
voters elected one part-time Sub-Senator, and then these met
and elected 1/10t of their members to a Main-Senate. How
could the media sway a million Sub-Senate elections when
people know each other from their neighborhoods? And how
could the media figure-out, let alone sway a 100,000 Main-
Senate elections when people know each other from meeting
together in the Sub-Senate?

Here is a democracy where media coverage,
campaign advertising, and campaign contributions will give
little if any benefit to the people running for elected office in our
land. Here is a significantly less corrupt form of democracy.

2/ But don't make your democracy too broad

Problem #9 Intelligence: If we take our 1:2,500 best, and
make them our group decision makers, we are going to get
smarter decision makers that if we take our 1:25 best.

Problem #10 Cost: If everyone is taking time to get informed
about society's decisions, who is going to work? And if our
1:100 best are working as decision makers, it will cost at least
1% of GDP, and probably more like 3% to 5% of GDP, because
these are often our most productive people. So full-time 1:100

democracies and too broad and too costly. And even 1:250
full-time democracies are a bit too costly.

Problem #11 Supply and demand: If we only "confirm" 1:500
people as Senators each year, demand for the status will
certainly exceed supply, and people will work hard for the
honor of being a Senator and serving the public for a year. If
we confirm 1:50, we may have trouble finding enough good
people after some time — especially if we have annual
elections and sensible incumbency restrictions.

Problem #12 Media corruption: When everyone votes, many
people fail to take enough time to properly inform themselves.
Many of these people then base their decisions on something
they saw in the openly corrupt paid commercial media. Thus
media corruption gains sway over our democracy.

3/ The representation sweet spot
Assuming a US electorate of 250-million
Modern democracy is an illusion, a matrix

2.5+ leaders 1-in-100,000,000 democracy
25 leaders 1-in-10,000,000 democracy
250 leaders 1-in-1,000,000 democracy

2,500 leaders
25,000 leaders

1-in-100,000 democracy
1-in-10,000 democracy
250,000 leaders 1-in-1,000 democracy
2,500,000 leaders 1-in-100 democracy
25,000,000 leaders 1-in-10 democracy
250,000,000 leaders 1-in-1 democracy
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1,2,3 and 4 all have too few leaders and suffer from the
problems caused by excessive concentration of power. On the
other hand 7, 8 and 9 all have too many leaders and suffer
from the problems caused by excessively diffused power. The
sweet-spot therefore lies near 5 and 6. The new form of
democracy, and new 230-page constitution | propose straddles
the sweet-spot where corruption is inherently lowest. It uses:

A 1:250 SUB-SENATE of 1,000,000 that elects 1:10 to a
A 1:2,500 MAIN-SENATE of 100,000 that elects 1:10 to a
A 1:25,000 OVER-SENATE of 10,000

4/ A brief introduction to the proposed democracy
We assume and electorate of 250 million

Sub-Senate: This part-time body of 1,000,000 once-elected
people will:

1. Listen to the people and elevate worthy ideas.

2. Determine the truth independently of the openly-corrupt paid
commercial media.

3. Assemble information for the Senate.

4. Administer government in a granular way.

5. Serve as a staffing pool for election to the higher Senates,
and for judicial duty, and as government managers.

Main-Senate: This full-time body of 100,000 twice-elected
people will both make the nation's laws and administer them.
We need so many people because our Main-Senate is divided
into 10 specialized legislative channels called SLUICES. Thus
our democracy's main legislative and executive body will have
10 parallel channels and operate at 10-times the speed of our
current legislature.



Over-Senate: This full-time body of 10,000 thrice-elected
people sets the overall course of government. It also divides
powers and budgets among the other Senates and sluices.
However, the Over-Senate makes no laws, and spends almost
no money itself. Thus, the other Senates and Sluices are
restrained (“checked and balanced”) in their spending. The
10,000-man Over-Senate also interprets the constitution and
acts as the supreme judge of constitutionality — replacing our
current 9-man supreme court of lifetime appointee oligarchs.

5/ Freedom of speech is for real people

Our one-share, one-vote fictional citizens like Exxon are openly
corrupt in how they sell votes by the share. These will no
longer have the right to use their immense cash flows to dilute
and drown-out the voice of real people. Under the proposed
new constitution, the first amendment will not apply to
corporations and other non-human entities.

6/ The new design makes democratic revolutions easy
The democracy gives the people a way to elect a new
government and a new constitution without the approval of
the current government. It has a system for staging structured
protests that elect temporary Sub-Senators. When the
people muster the required number in structured protest, the
new constitution they have mustered under is then
automatically elected
into force. Then, their duly elected formation Sub-Senators
become
a temporary 7-day mustering Senate for the nation.

To oust a dictatorship or monarchy, a majority shall be
only 10% of the people. To oust a narrow democracy, a
majority
shall be defined as half of the largest voter turn-out in the past
4-years. If there has not been a real election in that nation in
the
last 4-years, then that percentage will be easy to reach.

Everyone, everywhere, it is time to muster up. Go
now and hopefully we can even provoke even the North
Koreans and Iranians to muster up.

7/ The illusion of democracy

Today, US style democracy has a single decision making
channel that uses 3 groups of mono-elected people in
succession. First a house of 435 lawmakers votes. Then their
decisions are double checked by a house of 100 lawmakers.
Then everything is triple checked by our totally overworked 4-
year elected monarch and his appointee administration.

But in many ways, a democracy is only as broad as
its narrowest law-making, or law-vetoing house. So in many
ways the US government is a monarchy.

Now of course, if both oligarchic legislatures vote 2:1,
they can override the immense power of our presidential
monarch. But fundamentally, unless our 1:1-million oligarchic
(Malarchic) lawmakers all really want something by a 2:1
margin, the administration of our 4-year monarch rules over
our entire democracy.

Thucydides, d. 400BC, History, 2.65

"In theory, Athens was a democracy, but in practice it was ruled
by just one leader." [The desperate land of no resources has
been quietly struggling or ‘jihading’ against democracies for
thousands of years. That will now stop. We will move ALL the
people and institute TWO TICKETS TO PARADISE.]

Patrick Henry, 1788.06.07

"There is to be a great and mighty president,

with very extensive powers; the powers of a king."

[Patrick Henry had the immense distinction of being the first
speaker before the incipient US Congress in 1774. This honor
was probably not given lightly by the smart men that existed
before the war killing, and the purges under cover of war
started. Also, it must be noted that Thomas Jefferson said that
Patrick Henry was the true leader of the American Revolution.

Patrick Henry, 1788.06.07

"There is to be a great and mighty president,

with very extensive powers; the powers of a king."

[It is the strangest darn thing that the true leader of the
American Revolution said this about our current constitution,
and it is never talked about in our schools.]

Thucydides, d. 400BC, History, 2.65
"In theory, Athens was a democracy, but in practice it was ruled
by just one leader."

Theodore K. Rabb, Last days of the renaissance, Ch. 5
"On the surface, Parliament in England certainly seemed
supreme, as impervious to outside influence as the absolutist
monarchy in France. For both, however, the first impression
disguised the reality that the true ruler of the land was an
alliance between [the Arab-fronting] elite and monarchy."

Everyone knows the right direction here

We all know that we don't want kings and dictators and
oligarchies. And we all know we want to go a long way in the
other direction — with a very large group of elected people that
is too big for anyone to sway. Why do we have 4-year elected
monarchs in the land of the free. Why do we have these
appointed cabinet secretaries administering our nation?

Broadening a democracy is generally good,
Narrowing a democracy is generally bad
What is the harm of having many thousands of elected
officials? Isn't this the opposite of monarchy, tyranny and
oligarchy? Now | may be wrong, but | believe that no modern
nation (with the exception of the United States between 1777
and 1789) has ever had a broad form of democracy with even
a 1:50,000 representation ratio. Why has this never even been
tried? And again, what is the downside of broadening the
decision making base in our democracy? Don't people the
world over trust the decisions of large bodies more than small
ones? And aren't we all willing to change anything in our
democracies that looks like a big source of corruption?
One king, one president, one monarch.
The easiest form government to corrupt is when one
figurehead is
in charge of a giant Arab broscracy. And not far behind comes
olig-archy (Gr. ligos=ligaments, ligatures, strings + Gr.
archi=rulers) where a few men are in charge of a giant
bro-cracy.

And it doesn't matter that much if these are
omnipotent
king for life, or they have been elected to serve for four years
with limited power. Whenever one man or a small group is in
charge,
the government is most reliant on the non-elected bureaucracy
or
broscracy, the metaphorical "horse" carrying those leaders.

Hence, whenever we hear of monarchies, presidents,
energy tzars, drug tzars, or chancellors, they are all frontmen,



or figureheads of the Arabs. And over thousands of years, the
people from the land of no resources have evolved ways to
manage these figureheads and govern the world.

Cassius Dio, 52.9

"in democracies, the greater the number of men who are
endowed with wealth and courage, the more they compete for
honor, and thereby strengthen the state.”

Gustavus Meyers, History of Great American Fortunes, 1.5
"The Constitution of the United States was so drafted as to
take as much direct power from the people as the landed and
trading interests [fronting for the Arabs] dared [take]."

The 1st US Constitution

From 1777 until 1789, the United States had a 1st constitution
with

over 2,000 lawmakers. In 1789 a new constitution (our current
constitution) was instituted by 39 men without the authority of
the others. This new constitution had only 65 representatives,
26

senators, and a single 4-year elected monarch with extensive
veto powers over the other 91 people.

On top of narrowing of our democracy by 30:1
towards oligarchy, these 39 men also sent the new 2nd US
constitution for ratification without a bill of rights. Clearly, by
these two facts, these
39 men did not have the best interests of the people in mind.
Clearly they staged a sort of constitutional coup with the
world's prototype democracy. Clearly our democracy was
designed to be
corruptible while appearing fair and honest.

8/ Why no bill of rights?

[The current U.S. constitution of 1789 was written by 39 men
who sent it to the state legislatures for ratification without a bill
of rights. This was not only intentional — it was "struggled" for.
Here on 1787.10.06, (Federalist Papers) James Wilson, one of
the 37 men who produced the current constitution argued
against including a bill of rights. Note the confusing and
obscuring words he used. Note how hard it is to understand
what he was saying.

Here we see a lawyer-type defending an
indefensible position. People arguing for a valid cause struggle
to be clear. Also here we see the sort of lawyer who produced
our current prototype constitution. Here is why the constitution
of the land of the free allowed for slavery. Here is how the
government of the land of the free was narrowed from over
2,000 congressmen to only 91 congressmen, vetoed by a
presidential monarch and his offices 9 supreme court
appointees.]

[In] "answer to those who think the omission of a bill of rights
[is] a defect in the proposed Constitution; for it would have
been superfluous and absurd to have stipulated with a federal
body of our own creation, that we should enjoy those privileges
of which we are not divested [deprived from], either by the
intention or the act that has brought the body into existence.
For instance, the liberty [freedom] of the press, which has been
a copious [abundant] source of declamation [public address]
and opposition. What control can proceed from [possibly
originate in] the Federal government to shackle or destroy that
sacred palladium [safeguard] of national freedom?"

[Again, this is someone defending an indefensible
position. People arguing for a cause struggle to be clear.]

9/ Written to restrain freedoms

James Wilson was one of the 39 men who produced the
current US constitution — the prototype constitution for the
modern world. Just above, he was explaining why those 37
men sent their new 2.0 U.S. constitution of 1789 for ratification
without a national bill of rights. Clearly this man was not on the
side of freedom. Clearly this man struggled to restrain our
freedoms rather than assure them.

But more importantly, our current 2.0 constitution was
produced by 37 men who were mostly on Wilson's side. After
all, there had to be a majority to send the new constitution for
ratification without a bill of rights.

Patrick Henry, 1788.06.07

"The founders of your own [1777] Constitution made your
Government changeable: But the power of changing it is gone
from you! whither [to where] is it gone?" [The current 1789 US
constitution is famously hard and expensive to change. In fact,
it is rather a thing written in stone, almost impossible to
change. Once the Arabs get institutions exactly the way they
want them, they struggle to make them sacred and
unchangeable. The new constitution is not so incredibly hard to
change.]

The illusion of democracy

Please believe me when | say that the so-called "free world"
uses the weakest and easiest to corrupt form of democracy the
Arabs could get away with back in the 1780s, after the war
purges of the 1770s.

Cassius Dio, Reign of Augustus, 52.40

"If you want a monarchy but fear the accursed title, you can
avoid the title by ruling as a Caesar... In this way you can enjoy
the reality of a monarchy without the stigma that is attached to
the name."

Cassius Dio, Reign of Augustus, 53.2

"he [emperor Augustus] gave sums of money to a number of
senators. This was because many of them had become so
poor that they could not take on even the office of aedile,
because of the large expenditures demanded of the office
holder."

[Thus the emperor fronting for the Arabs was able to pick
senators in the legislature supposed to watch over him.]

Book title: 1777, The year of the hangman, by John S.
Pancake

The title of this book speaks of revolutionary war purges, but
the subject matter of the book is a revolutionary war battle
history. Perhaps a book was talked about, and then replaced
with another. Here is why you should spread this message
offline via Sneaker-net.

How could our democracy repeatedly work in the most
Way possible?

Your democracy is deeply flawed.
It must be fixed immediately.

10/ We do voting secrecy all backwards
Our lawmakers not only vote out in the open, but their billion
dollar votes are recorded by the system. This way, the people
bribing them can see if their money worked.

Meanwhile, when we the people go to the polls and




micro-vote, that takes place in secrecy. Then ballot secrecy
serves as an excuse for countless boxes of anonymous ballot
cards, and the corruption that they introduce. And clearly, an
act of ballot box tampering is potentially thousands of times
more powerful than an act of vote buying.

Instead, when our lawmakers mega-vote, we should
do that under strict rules of secrecy, so the people corrupting
them can't really tell if their bribes actually worked. And when
we the people micro-vote, it should be on video, because ballot
box tampering is a much greater risk than vote selling.

But how could we have voting secrecy backwards on
both sides? Did the ancient land of no resources help design
our prototype democracy to be corrupt back in 1787?

Someone else was there shaping your democracy

A foreign interest was quietly struggling to modify our new
prototype constitution of the free world. And then when they
got their new constitution the way they wanted, they pulled,
they struggled, they bribed, they begged, they kidnapped, they
killed, and they haunted us into its doing things their easy to
corrupt way.

Anti-Federalist Papers, Centinel #1, 1787.10.5

"Our situation is represented to be so critically dreadful, that,
however reprehensible and exceptionable the proposed plan of
government may be [the 2nd US constitution], there is no
alternative, between the adoption of it and absolute ruin. My
fellow citizens, things are not at that crisis, it is the argument of
tyrants."

Pauline Maier, Ratification, Introduction

the Federalists also controlled the documents on which
historians depend. They owned most of the newspapers. They
sometimes paid those who took notes on the convention
debates or subsidized the publication of their transcripts. In
some places, above all Connecticut, Federalists forcibly
blocked the circulation of literature critical of the Constitution.
In Pennsylvania, as one little-known letter in the DHRC proves,
they even tried to suppress evidence that anyone had anything
negative to say about the Constitution, and so suggest that
everyone was simply shouting 'huzzah'.

Anti-Federalist Papers, John DeWitt, 1787.11.5

"Knowing the danger of frequent applications to the people,
they ask for the whole at once. And [they] are now by their
conduct, teasing and absolutely haunting you into a
compliance. If you choose all these things should take place,
[then] by all means gratify them. Go, and establish this
Government which is unanimously confessed imperfect, yet
incapable of alterations."

Gustavus Meyers, History of Great American Fortunes, 1.5
"The Constitution of the United States was so drafted as to
take as much direct power from the people as the landed and
trading interests [fronting for the Arabs] dared [take]."

Anti-Federalist papers 1787.06.28

[Speaking here is Gunning Bedford, one of the 39 men who
stayed to the end and produced the 2nd US Constitution of
1787. Here we see how the parasite instituted its new
"democratic" constitution that had elections, but also had
numerous backdoors to power.]

"what have the people already said? 'We find the
confederation [of 13 states] defective — go and give additional
powers to the confederation — give to it the imposts [the power

to tax], regulation of trade, power to collect the taxes, and the
means to discharge our foreign and domestic debts.' Can we
not then, as their delegates, agree upon these points? As their
ambassadors, can we not clearly grant those powers? Why
then, when we are met [meeting] must entire, distinct, and new
grounds be taken, and a government, of which the people had
no idea, be instituted? And are we to be told, if we won't agree
to it, it is the last moment of our deliberations? | say, it is
indeed the last moment, if we do agree to this assumption of
power. The states will never again be entrapped into a
measure like this. ... Let us then do what is [with]in our power
-- amend and enlarge the confederation [of the 13 state
legislatures, with over 2,000 law makers], but not alter the
federal system [by which those 13 states cooperate]. The
people expect this, and no more."

The US began as a 1:1,200 democracy

Under the 1st constitution of 1777 the United States (plural)
had over 2,000 state lawmakers for 2.4 million free men. Then
in 1787, 4-years after the Revolutionary War ended, a call was
made for delegates to discuss ways to make the congress or
union of 13 states work better. 74 Men were selected as
delegates, but only 55 went to Philadelphia in May of 1787. Of
these, only 39 delegates actually stayed until the 2nd US
constitution was completed in September. Thus only 39 men
"drafted" the paradigm for modern democracy. This was barely
over half of the 74 men delegated to go. The other half either
boycotted or walked out of what is today celebrated as the US
constitutional convention.

Under this 2nd constitution, all of America's 2,000 or
so state legislators were put under the power of their new
federal government which consisted of 65 representatives, 26
senators, and a 1 four-year elected monarch with immense
power over the rest of government. Needless to say, this was
a huge narrowing of our nation's broad democracy. Thus it is
not a real democracy we use today — It is the clever illusion of
democracy, an oligarchic monarchy, just like with the Romans
and Athenians.

Thucydides, d. 400BC, History, 2.65
"In theory, Athens was a democracy, but in practice it was ruled
by just one leader."

James Madison Architect of the U.S. Constitution

It is important to realize that the current US constitution was
substantially written before-hand by James Madison. It doesn’t
seem to have changed much at the “constitutional convention”.

Patrick Henry, 1788.06.05, Anti-Federalist Papers

"There is an ambiguity, Sir, a fatal ambiguity; an ambiguity
which is very astonishing. In the clause under consideration,
there is the strangest thing that | can conceive. | mean, when
it says, that there shall not be more Representatives, that one
for every 30,000. Now, Sir, how easy is it to evade this
privilege [restriction]? 'The number shall not exceed one for
every 30,000'. This may be satisfied by one Representative
from each State. Let our numbers be[come] ever so great; this
immense continent, may, by this artful expression, be reduced
to have but 13 Representatives. | confess this construction is
not natural; but the ambiguity of the expression lays a good
ground for quarrel. Why was it not clearly and unequivocally
expressed, that they [the American people] should be entitled,
to have [a representation ratio of] one for every 30,000? This
would have obviated all disputes; and was this difficult to be
done? What is the inference?"



The US Constitution mentions a 1:30,000 representation
ratio.

[Article |, Section 2 of the current 2.0 version of the US
Constitution, the 1789 version states:]

"Representatives and direct taxes shall be
apportioned among the several states which may be included
within this union, according to their respective numbers... The
number of representatives shall not exceed one for every
30,000 but each state shall have at least one representative..."

[Look at the last 9 words above:] "but each state shall
have at least one representative". [How on earth did such an
oligarchic clause get into the US Constitution? Why on earth
did our great and wise "Founding Fathers" narrow US
democracy from over 2,000 legislators to potentially as few as
13?7 Did Americans do this by themselves after rebelling
against the English king? Or did the Arab parasite race quietly
help America to narrow its House of Representatives into an
easy-to-manage oligarchy with potentially as few as 13 state
representatives? It certainly looks like the desperate (foreign)
constituency from the land of no resources had a hand in
writing the US constitution, doesn't it?]

America's democracy is a broad oligarchy

Look at American-style democracy on the true continuum of
democracy — that of the representation ratio. With respect to
our Congress, America's narrow democracy is one of the more
highly leveraged, least democratic, and easiest to corrupt
variations of democracy. It is a form of democracy with roughly
a one-in-a-million representation ratio. It is a democracy only
one order of magnitude broader than oligarchy. Or maybe it
still is a sort of oligarchy — a broad oligarchy, double-checked
by a 100-man oligarchy, and then triple checked by a
completely over-worked 4-year monarch.

Now of course the foregoing is with respect to
legislative power. America's executive (implementation)
branch of government exists as a periodic monarchy. lts entire
invisible administration, whoever they really are, is appointed
by one man, or actually his non-elected political party.

And let’s not forget the Judiciary: This is a narrow
oligarchy of 9 lifetime appointees. Here 5 of 9 appointees can
veto the acts of our legislature for any plausible conflict they
can dream up with our US constitution, a document that is not
only terse to the point of vagueness, but it is also absurdly
hard-to-change, and thus perennially out-of-date.

These 9 supreme court appointees can use any
conflict with our uber-vague and uber-terse 8-page constitution
to halt our democratic legislature. So yes, we sort-of have a
narrow democracy, but it is "checked and balanced" by an
elected monarch and a 9-man court of appointees.

Paragraph 5 from the 1st U.S constitution,

The Articles of Confederation (1777-1789)

"For the most convenient management of the general interests
of the United [13] States, delegates shall be annually
appointed in such manner as the legislature of each state shall
direct, to meet in Congress on the first Monday in November, in
every year, with a power reserved to each state to recall [all] its
delegates, or any of them, at any time within the year, and to
send others in their stead for the remainder of the year.

No state shall be represented in Congress by less
than two, nor more than seven members; and no person shall
be capable of being a delegate for more than three years in
any term of six years; nor shall any person, being a delegate,

be capable of holding any office under the United States, for
which he, or another for his benefit [on his behalf] receives any
salary, fee or emolument [profit from holding a public office] of
any kind.

Each state shall maintain its own delegates in a
meeting of the states, and while they act as members of the
committee of the states. In determining questions in the United
States in Congress assembled, each state shall have one
vote."

The United States were a 1-in-1,200 democracy under their
1st constitution of 1777-1789.

The word delegate is used 5-times above. These delegates
were not autonomous lawmakers empowered to make their
own decisions. They were messengers conveying 13 votes
from 13 state legislatures with over 2,000 legislators. If the
delegates didn't vote the way they were directed by their state
legislature, they would be recalled and replaced, and perhaps
there would be a recount of the 13 state votes.

Now it is vital that everyone realize that there were
over 2,000 state-lawmakers in these 13 state legislatures. And
given how the 13 States at that time had a population of
2,400,000 the United States began with a hard-to-corrupt
1:1,200 representation ratio under its first constitution, the
Articles of Confederation.

Today, the US has an easy-to-corrupt 1-in-1.54-million
representation ratio. How did that change happen? How is it
that our prototype democracy now has a representation ratio
almost a thousand times narrower than our real founding
fathers instituted in 1777-17897?

6. Melancton Smith speech, 1788.06.25. New York ratifying
convention of America's 2nd constitution of 1789, Anti-
Federalist Papers

"An honorable gentleman from New York [arch Federalist
Alexander Hamilton] observed yesterday, that the states would
always maintain their importance and authority, on account of
their superior influence over the people. To prove this
influence, he mentioned the aggregate number of the state
representatives throughout the continent. But | ask him, how
long the people will retain their confidence, for two thousand
representatives who shall meet once in a year to make laws
for regulating the height of your fences and the repairing of
your roads? Will they not by and by be saying -- Here, we are
paying a great number of men for doing nothing: We had
better give up all the civil business of our state with its powers
to Congress, who are sitting all the year round: We had better
get rid of that useless burden. That matters will come to this at
last, | have no more doubt that | have of my existence. The
state governments, without object or authority, will soon
dwindle into insignificance." [Read those words again: "two
thousand representatives"]

The Federal Farmer 1787.10.08, Anti-Federalist Papers
"Instead of being 13 republics, under a federal head, it is
clearly designed to make us one consolidated government. ...
This consolidation of the [13 united] states has been the
objectlive] of several men in this country for some time

past." [These men were the Federalists lead by Alexander
Hamilton.]

The Arab struggle works in baby steps
The Arabian parasite race got rid of America's broad and
problematic 1:1,200 representation ratio (and 2,000



lawmakers) by working in steps. First it got us to institute a
second constitution that had a 1:30,000 limit on its
representation ratio. This was 80 lawmakers in a nation of 2.4
million. It was probably as narrow as they could get away with,
without risk of provoking a reaction.

But then our parasite did something very confusing. It
got us to institute this 1:30,000 limit as an upper limit on the
number of senators — meaning that the US could have no
more than 80 senators for 2.4 million free citizens.

Instead we should have used 1:30,000 as a lower
limit on the number of senators — meaning that the land of the
free could have no fewer than 80 senators for its 2.4 million
free citizens.

Today, the US democracy still uses no more than a
1:30,000 representation ratio — It uses around a 1:580,000
representation ratio. Today we have 435 representatives — a
number that is much lower than the 10,200 representatives we
are allowed under the current US Constitution — about 23x
fewer representatives.

Anyway, this is how our parasite got rid of America's
1st broad, 1:1,200 democracy and set things up so it could
institute a totally, but quietly corrupt 1:1,540,000 democracy in
its place.

Narrower and narrower
In 1789, the United States started with 2.4 million free people
and 65 Representatives, a 1:37,000 ratio. Today under the
same constitution, we have 305 million people and 435
Representatives, a 1:701,000 ratio. How come we don't have
8,243 Representatives, the same ratio as in 17897

What a rotten constitution we have. It doesn't even
protect our democracy from being turned into an oligarchy of
13 representatives.

Lilly Tomlin

"98% of the adults in this country are decent hardworking
honest Americans. lIt's the other lousy 2% that get all the
publicity. But then, we elected them." [Actually 0.000176% of
Americans are elected officials in the national government at
any one time. Tomlin's remark overstates our representation by
11,363:1.

The Anti-Federalist Papers, 21 June 1787

"One Gentleman alone (Colonel Hamilton) in his
animadversions on [criticism of] the plan of New Jersey, boldly
and decisively contended for an abolition of the State
Governments. Mr. Wilson and the gentlemen from Virginia
who also were adversaries of the plan of New Jersey held a
different language. They wished to leave the States in
possession of a considerable, though a subordinate
jurisdiction."

Sates rights is a cover story

Think about all the junk we Americans learn about state's rights
in high school. This is our parasite's propaganda for how
America's all critical representation ratio was narrowed from
1:1,200 to 1:580,000. You see, the Arab ministry of Truth
(concerned primarily with telling lies) gets us while we are
young and our minds are pliant.

Thomas Paine, Common Sense p.38-39

"l likewise mentioned the necessity of a large and equal
representation; and there is no political matter which more
deserves our attention. A small number of electors, or a small
number of representatives are equally dangerous. ...Those

who would fully understand of what great consequence a large
and equal representation is to a state, should read Burgh's
political disquisitions."

The Anti-Federalist Papers, 1787.06.16

"It is a lesson we ought not to disregard, that the smallest
bodies [with the narrowest representation ratios] in Great
Britain are notoriously the most corrupt. Every other source of
influence must also be stronger in small than large bodies of
men."

Amendment proposed by the Massachusetts ratifying
convention

"That there shall be one representative to every 30,000
persons according to the Census mentioned in the Constitution
until the whole number of the Representatives amounts to two
hundred."

Proposed amendment to the current U.S. constitution,
1788.06.27, Anti-Federalist Papers

"...there shall be one representative for every 30,000
according to the enumeration or census mentioned in the
Constitution, until the whole number of representatives
amounts to two hundred: after which, that number shall be
continued or increased, as Congress shall direct, upon the
principles fixed in the Constitution, by apportioning the
representatives of each state to some greater number of
people, from time to time, as population increases."

Proposed amendment to the current U.S. constitution,
1787.08.06, Anti-Federalist papers, 4.4

"As the proportions of numbers in different States will alter from
time to time; as some of the States may hereafter be divided;
as others may be enlarged by addition of territory; as two or
more States may be united; as new States will be erected
within the limits of the United States, the Legislature shall, in
each of these cases, regulate the number of representatives by
the number of inhabitants, according to the provisions
hereinafter made, at the rate of one for every 40,000."

10,200 Representatives anyone?

According to Article 1, Section 2 of the current US constitution,
the US government can simply vote in an ordinary bill to widen
the roll in the House of Representatives by 23-fold. Thus we
can have to around 10,200 representatives, and this requires
no constitutional amendment. It is already permitted by the US
constitution. Why has this never even been discussed? It
would certainly make it harder for the forces of corruption to
sway the vote of America's congress if there were 10,200
representatives elected every two years.

Perhaps the big problem is that then, we might
wonder why we allow only 100 men in our secondary house to
veto the 10,200 men in our primary house. We might also
wonder why we allow one 4-year presidential monarch (along
with his unelected administration) to have a veto on the laws of
the 10,200 that we base our government upon.

A corrupt Supreme Court

To see the corruption of the current US Supreme Court, simply
look at the timing of the Roe vs. Wade decision, and how it
preceded the 1973-77 Arab oil embargo by mere months.
Regardless of how you stand on abortion, you must admit that
this decision caused many more people to be more distracted
by sex just before the oil embargo hit.

David Hume, Political Discourses, 1715



"These people were extremely fond of liberty;
but seem not to have understood it very well."

Percy Shelley
"The unacknowledged legislator of the world"

T.E. Lawrence, Seven Pillars of Wisdom, Ch. 69

"We on the Arab front were very intimate with the enemy. Our
Arab officers had been Turkish officers, and knew every leader
on the other side personally."

Machiavelli, The Prince, Ch. 7, 1513AD

"He was able if not to make whom he liked Pope, at least to
prevent the election of any whom he disliked... as | have said
already, though he could not secure the election he desired, he
could have prevented any other." [Who is talking here? Who
would care about such a thing?]

Herman Melville, Moby Dick, 1851, Ch. 44

[In the following Ahab=the Arabs, and the White Whale=the
U.S]

"Ahab, the scheming, unappeasably steadfast hunter of the
white whale.

Herman Melville, Moby Dick, 1851, Ch. 41

"Ahab's quenchless feud [jihad] seemed mine. With greedy
ears | learned the history of that murderous monster [America,
the rebel base] against whom | and all the others had taken our
oaths of violence and revenge"

In 1777-1789, the United States were a congress of 13
independent states

We learn so little about the government of this period, that
many people think that the United States was without a "real"
constitution between 1777 and 1789.

25.6% of delegates didn't go to the "convention"

Then 21.6% of delegates then walked out of the
"convention"

Technically, there was no US "Constitutional Convention"
convened in 1787 to write a 2nd US constitution. 74 men were
delegated to discuss specific problems facing the meta-
democracy of the 13 independent states acting together in
concert, or congress. 19 delegates did not go, and then 16
delegates walked out of what would later be called the US
Constitutional Convention. Only 39 of 74 men (52.7%) stayed
to the end, and participated in the discussion/writing of the 2nd
US Constitution of 1787/1789.

Many great men did not attend. Thomas Jefferson,
Patrick Henry, Thomas Paine, John Adams, John Jay, and
George Mason, among others did not go. How come so many
important men did not go to such an important event? Well, it
seems that many were like Patrick Henry, who did not go
because he "smelled a rat". His words, not mine.

Most of the people who stayed were either Arab
moles or delegates from the 3 under-populated southern
states. These 3 southern states had about 6% of the nation's
free population. And they were about to suffer a big financial
hit from a legislative tide against slavery in the land of the free.
So these were people that would accept any bagain to save
slavery.

There can be no doubt that these men led by
Alexander Hamilton and James Madison exceeded their
authority in drafting an entirely new constitution, a 2nd
constitution for the 13 independent states. This new
constitution narrowed the old democracy of over 2,000

legislators into one of 65 Representatives, 26 Senators, and 1
four-year monarch.

Our current constitution was written by our parasite

1) It narrowed the U.S. democracy from over 2,000 legislators
into one of 65 Representatives, 26 Senators, and 1 four-year
monarch.

2) It permits an oligarchy of 50

3) They tried to get it ratified without a national bill of rights.
4) It permitted slavery in the land of the free.

5) It counts slaves in the calculation of representation.

6) Its government is run by a 4-year elected monarch. This
monarch's decision can only be overridden with a 2:1 vote in
both legislatures.

The song remains the same
The monarch's bro-cracy still runs our nation.

Only 37 of 74 delegates actually participated all the way
through

We read that Benjamin Franklin then age 81 is on record as
saying practically nothing, and convention chair George
Washington contributed not one idea until the last day of the
convention when he made a vague speech of encouragement.
Thus Benjamin Franklin and George Washington had
practically no input in drafting the constitution.

A new constitution was needed

Basically, under its 1st constitution, the 13 United State
legislatures had 2,000 lawmakers organized as a meta-
democracy, (a democracy of 13 sub-democracies). Here, in the
congress of 13 state legislatures, if 7 states voted one way, it
was considered a majority.

However, due to the inherent problems of meta-
democracy for decision making, (i.e. a majority in 7-of-13
states could be had with as little as 26.9% of the popular vote),
the government of the 13 United States only worked well on
the state level. On the inter-state level, it was simply too
'wobbly'. It was too easy to pass legislation and then to cancel
it. In fact, in the years leading up to 1789, we hear that many
laws were passed and then repealed right after they were
passed. This in turn led to many of the inter-state laws being
ignored for some time to see if they would actually be left to
stand for enforcement. This then lead to everyone ignoring the
government when they did not want to do what they were told
to do — for example, paying taxes.

The parasite designed modern democracy

That the 2nd U.S. Constitution would become the prototype for
all modern democracies was probably obvious to the Arabs at
the time.

America's legislatures are 483x and 2,083x narrower today
Under the 1st US constitution, the confusingly named "Articles
of Confederation." we had a representation ratio of around
1:1,200. The 2nd US constitution began with a Senate
representation ratio of 1:92,307, 77x times narrower. Today,
our House-of-Representatives has a representation ratio of
1:580,000 and our Senate a representation ration of 1:2.5
million. So one of our legislatures is 483 times narrower and
the other 2,083 times narrower today.

Cassius Dio, Reign of Augustus, 53.17
"Through this process, the power of both the people and the
Senate was entirely transferred into the hands of Augustus.



And it was at this time that a monarchy, to use the correct term,
was established. It would certainly be most truthful to describe
it as a monarchy even if two or three men held supreme power
at the same time. It is true that the Romans hated the actual
word monarch so vehemently that they did not refer to their
emperors either as dictators or kings or anything similar. But
since the final decision in the government process is referred
to them, it is impossible that they should be anything other than
kings.

[Where the people will not allow kings, the Arabs give them
temporary kings called by another name. Then they eternally
struggle, or jihad to expand the powers of those kings.]

The truth has aring to it

Anti-Federalist Papers, The minority report of the
Pennsylvania delegates to the US Constitutional
Convention, 1787.12.18

"It was [in 1783] that the want [lack] of an efficient federal
government was first complained of. And that the powers
vested in [the] Congress [of the 13 states] were found to be
inadequate to the procuring of the benefits that should result
from the union [of the 13 States]. The impost [a Congressional
tax on states] was granted by most of the states, but many
refused the [requests for] supplementary funds [extra money].
The annual [automatic] requisitions were set at nought [zero]
by some of the states [these would vote each year how much
to contribute to the cause of the states united.] while others
complied with them by legislative acts, but were tardy in their
payments, and Congress found themselves incapable of
complying with their engagements [promises to pay], and
supporting the federal government. [Thus the government of
the united 13 states thus couldn't pay for its obligations]. It was
found that our national character was sinking in the opinion of
foreign nations [which were all monarchies fronting for the
Arab]. The Congress [of 13 states] could make treaties of
commerce but not enforce the observance of them. We were
suffering from the restrictions of foreign nations, who had
shackled our commerce, while we were unable to retaliate:
And all now agreed that it would be advantageous to the union
to enlarge the powers of Congress; that they should be
enabled in the amplest manner to regulate commerce, and to
lay and collect duties on the imports throughout the United
States. With this view, a convention was first proposed by
Virginia, and finally recommended by Congress for the different
states to appoint deputies [mere deputies with limited powers]
to meet in convention, 'for the purposes of revising and
amending the present articles of confederation, so as to make
them adequate to the exigencies [urgent needs] of the union'.
This recommendation the legislatures of twelve states
complied with so hastily as not to consult their constituents on
the subject; and though the different legislatures had no
authority from their constituents for the purpose, they probably
apprehended the necessity would justify the measure; and
none of them extended their ideas at that time further than
"revising and amending the present articles of confederation."
Pennsylvania by the act appointing deputies [and it] expressly
confined their powers to this objectlive]; and though it is
probable that some of the members of the assembly of this
state had at that time in contemplation to annihilate the present
confederation, as well as the constitution of Pennsylvania, yet
the plan was not sufficiently matured to communicate it to the
public... [important text of the speech seems to be missing
here.]

The Continental convention met in the city of
Philadelphia at the time appointed. It was composed of some

men of excellent characters; [and] of others who were more
remarkable for their ambi-tion [willingness to go either way]
and cunning, than their patriotism; and some who had been
opponents to the independence of the United States. The
delegates from Pennsylvania were, six of them, uniform and
decided opponents to the [1st] constitution of this
commonwealth [of 13 independent states]. The convention sat
upwards of four months. The doors were kept shut, and the
members brought under the most solemn engagements of
secrecy. Some of those who opposed their going so far
beyond their powers, retired, hopeless, from the convention,
others had the firmness to refuse signing the plan altogether;
and many who did sign it, did it not as a system they wholly
approved, but as the best that could be then obtained, and
notwithstanding the time spent on this subject, it is agreed on
all hands to be a work of haste and accommodation.

Whilst the gilded chains were ferging [being forged]
in[side] the secret conclave, the meaner instruments of
despotism without [outside], were busily employed in alarming
the fears of the people with dangers which did not exist, and
exciting their hopes of greater advantages from the expected
plan than even the best government on earth could produce...
[more text missing]

We entered on the examination of the proposed
system of government, [the 2nd US Constitution] and found it
to be such as we could not adopt, without, as we conceived,
surrendering up your dearest rights. We offered our objections
to the convention, and opposed those parts of the plan, which,
in our opinion, would be injurious to you, in the best manner we
were able; and closed our arguments by offering the following
propositions to the convention... [most of which are in the US
Bill of Rights]

During the discussion we met with many insults, and
some personal abuse. We were not even treated with
decency, during the sitting of the convention, by the persons in
the gallery of the house. However, we flatter ourselves that in
contending for the preservation of those invaluable rights, you
have thought proper to commit to our charge, we acted with a
spirit becoming free men. And being desirous that you might
know the principles which actuated [caused] our conduct, and
being prohibited from inserting our reasons of dissent on the
minutes of the convention, we have subjoined [added them at
the end] them for your consideration [they are missing today],
as to you alone we are accountable. It remains with you
whether you will think these inestimable privileges, which you
have so ably contended for [during the revolutionary war],
should be sacrificed at the shrine of despotism, or whether you
mean to contend for them with the same spirit that has so often
baffled the attempts of an aristocratic faction, to rivet the
shackles of slavery on you and your unborn posterity." [This is
also known as: "The Address and Reasons of Dissent of the
Minority of the Convention of Pennsylvania to their constituents
1787.12.18"]

What American-style democracy really is

It is a "democracy" designed to maximize the power of the
figurehead monarch president and his appointees, and
minimize the power of the democratic legislature.

Anti-Federalist Papers, Alexander Hamilton, The farmer
refuted

"The sacred rights of mankind are not to be rummaged for,
among old parchments, or musty records. They are written, as
with a sun beam, in the while volume of human nature, by the
hand of the divinity itself; and can never be erased or obscured




by mortal power."
[translation: There's no need to study history and read about

the failures of those that have gone before you. In truth, these
rights are not at all obvious, and they can easily be obscured
by a poor democratic design, viz. the 2nd US constitution of
1789. Alexander Hamilton was, as many Americans know, the
arch Federalist, the man who lead the charge to narrow
America's prototype democracy.]

Abraham Lincoln, 1861.07.04
"Our popular government has often been called an
experiment."

[US style democracy seems to be particularly broken
these days. Maybe it is time we all give up on the current
experiment in narrow democracy.]

Anti-Federalist Papers, Letters from the Federal Farmer,
1787.10.08

"A general convention for mere commercial purposes was
moved for. The authors of this measure saw that the people's
attention was turned solely to the amendment of the federal
system. And that, had the idea of a total change been stated,
probably no state would have appointed members to the
convention. The idea of destroying ultimately, the state
government, and forming one consolidated system, could not
have been admitted. A convention, therefore, merely for
vesting in congress powers to regulate trade was proposed.
This was pleasing to the commercial towns, and the landed
people had little or no concern about it. [In] September, 1786,
a few men from the middle states met at Annapolis, and hastily
proposed a convention to be held in May, 1787, for the
purpose, generally, of amending the confederation. This was
done before the delegates of Massachusetts, and of the other
states arrived. Still not a word was said about destroying the
old constitution, and making a new one. The states were still
unsuspecting, and not aware that they were passing the
Rubicon, appointed members to the new convention, for the
sole and express purpose of revising and amending the
confederation -- and, probably, not one man in 10,000 in the
United States, till within these [past]10 or 12 days, had an idea
that the old ship was to be destroyed, and [a]... new ship
presented... The states, | believe, universally supposed the
convention would report alterations in the confederation, which
would pass an examination in [the] congress [of the 13
independent state legislatures]. And after being agreed to
there, would be confirmed by all the legislatures, or be
rejected. Virginia made a very respectable appointment, and
placed at the head of it the first man in America [George
Washington, who chaired the constitutional convention]. In this
appointment there was a mixture of political characters; but
Pennsylvania appointed principally those men who are
esteemed [regarded as] aristocratical. Here the favorite
moment for changing the government was evidently discerned
by a few men, who seized it with address [skill or dexterity]."

Anti-Federalist Papers, John Dawson's Fears for the
future, 1788.06.24

"Sir, an opinion is gene-abread [circulating] (From whence
[where] it originated, or by whom it is supported, | will not
venture to say) that the opponents of the paper on your table,
are enemies of the Union. It may not therefore be improper for
me to declare that | am a warm friend to a firm, federal
[federation of independent states], energetic government; that |
consider a confederation of the States on republican principles,
as a security to their mutual interest, and a disunion as

injurious to the whole: But | shall lament exceedingly, when a
confederation of independent States shall be converted into a
consolidated Government; for when that event shall happen, |
shall consider the history of American liberty as short as it has
been brilliant, and we shall afford on more proof to the favorite
maxim of tyrants, 'that mankind cannot govern themselves.'"

Anti-Federalist Papers, John DeWitt, 1787.11.5

"Knowing the danger of frequent applications to the people,
they ask for the whole at once. And [they] are now by their
conduct, teasing and absolutely haunting of you into a
compliance. If you choose all these things should take place,
by all means gratify them. Go, and establish this Government
which is unanimously confessed imperfect, yet incapable of
alterations."

Anti-Federalist Papers, The minority report of the
Pennsylvania delegates to the US Constitutional
Convention, 1787.12.18

"The legislature of a free country should be so formed as to
have a competent knowledge of its constituents, and enjoy
their confidence. To produce these essential requisites, the
representation ought to be fair, equal, and sufficiently
numerous, to possess the same interests, feelings, opinions,
and views, which the people themselves would possess, were
they all assembled; and so humerous as to prevent bribery and
undue influence. And [al]so responsible to the people, by
frequent and fair elections, [so] as to prevent their neglecting or
sacrificing the views and interests of their constituents, te
[over] their own [selfish] pursuits.

We will now bring the legislature under this
constitution to the test of the foregoing principles, which will
demonstrate, that it is deficient in every essential quality of a
just and safe representation.

The house of representatives is to consist of [a mere]
65 members. That is one for about every 50,000 inhabitants,
to be chosen every two years. 33 members will form a quorum
for doing business; and 17 of these, being a majority,
determine the sense of the house.

The senate, the other constitutional branch of the
legislature, consists of 26 members being two from each state,
appointed by their legislatures every six years [with no right of
recall if they don't vote the way the 2000 state senators wish].
14 senators make a quorum; the majority of whom, 8,
determines the sense [vote] of that body...

Thus it appears that the liberties, happiness, interests,
and great concerns of the whole United States, may be
dependent upon the integrity, virtue, wisdom, and knowledge of
25 or 26 men. How inadequate and unsafe a representation!
Inadequate because the sense and views of 3 or 4 millions of
people diffused over so extensive a territory comprising such
various climates, products, habits, interests, and opinions,
cannot be collected in so small a body: And besides, it is not a
fair and equal representation of the people even in proportion
to its number, for the smallest state has as much weight in the
senate as the largest and from the smallness of the number to
be chosen for both branches of the legislature; and from the
mode of election and appointment, which is under the control
of Congress; and from the nature of the thing, men of the most
elevated rank in life, will alone be chosen. The other orders of
the society, such as farmers, traders, and mechanics, who all
ought to have a competent number of their best informed men
in the legislature, will be totally unrepresented.

The representation is unsafe, because in the exercise
of such great powers and trusts, it is so exposed to corruption




and undue influence, by the gift of the numerous places of
honor and emoluments at the disposal of the [administration of
the lone] executive; by the arts and address of the great and
designing; and by direct bribery.

The representation is moreover inadequate and
unsafe, because of the longer terms for which it is appointed,
and the mode of its appointment, by which Congress may not
only control the choice of the people, but may so manage as to
divest the people of this fundamental right, and become self-
elected.

The number of members in the house of
representatives MAY be increased to one for every 30,000
inhabitants [100 men at the time]. But... we are persuaded
that this is a circumstance that cannot be expected. On the
contrary, the number of representatives will probably be
continued at 65, although the population of the country may
swell to treble what it now is..." [Actually, the US population
swelled to 100x what it was and Congress is only 4.7x larger]

Anti-Federalist Papers, The minority report of the
Pennsylvania delegates to the US Constitutional
Convention, 1787-12-18

"This large state [Pennsylvania] is to have but ten members in
that Congress which is to have the liberty, property and dearest
concerns of every individual in this vast country at absolute
command and even these ten persons, who are to be our only
guardians; who are to supercede the [entire] legislature of
Pennsylvania, will not be of the choice of the people, nor
amenable to them. From the mode of their election and
appointment they will consist of the lordly and high-minded; of
men who will have no congenial feelings with the people, but a
perfect indifference for, and contempt of them..."

Anti-Federalist Papers, Melancton Smith, 1788.6.20
"He understood from the [new 2nd US] Constitution, that 65
members were to compose the House of Representatives for 3
years. That after that time, a census was to be taken, and the
number... shall never exceed 1:30,000. If this was the case,
the first Congress that met might reduce the number below
what it now is; a power inconsistent with every principle of a
free government, to leave it to the discretion of the rulers to
determine the number of the representatives of the people.
There was no kind of security except in the integrity of the men
who were entrusted. And if you have no other security, it is idle
[a waste of time] to contend [argue] about Constitutions. ...
[now] supposing Congress should declare that there should be
one representative for every 30,000 ... it would [still] be
incompetent to the great purposes of representation...

[in spite of] all the experience we had from others
[nations trying different types of government], it had not
appeared that the experiment of representation had [yet] been
fairly tried. ...There was something like it in the ancient
republics, in which, being of small extent [scale], the people
could easily meet together, though instead of deliberating, they
only considered of those things which were submitted to them
by their magistrates [These legislatures voted yes or not on the
agenda set by their lone figurehead magistrates. It was a
government where the critical agenda setting primary house
was a figurehead mono-arch and the comparatively weak
secondary house was a somewhat broad democracy.] America
was the only country, in which the first fair opportunity [to test
the idea of a broad representation ratio] had been offered.
When we were Colonies, our representation [ratio] was better
[broader] than any that was then known. Since the revolution,
we had advanced still nearer to perfection. He considered it as

an object[ive], of all others [objectives] the most important ...
the representative should be chosen from small districts. This
being admitted, he would ask, could 65 men, for 3,000,000, or
1 for 30,000, be chosen in this manner? Would they possess
of the requisite information to make happy the great number of
souls that were spread over this extensive country? -- There
was another objection to the clause: If great affairs of
government were trusted to a few men, they would be more
liable to corruption. Corruption, he knew, was unfashionable
among us, but he supposed that Americans were like other
men. And thought they had hitherto displayed great virtues,
still they were men. And therefore such steps should be taken
as to prevent the possibility of corruption [in later times]. We
were now in that stage of society, in which we could deliberate
with freedom. How long it might continue, God only knew!
Twenty years hence, perhaps, these maxims might become
unfashionable. We already hear, said he, in all parts of the
country, gentlemen ridiculing that spirit of patriotism and love of
liberty, which carried us through all our difficulties in times of
danger. [Our parasite's media at work?] When patriotism was
already nearly hooted out of society, ought we not to take some
precautions against the progress of corruption."

Anti-Federalist Papers, Melancton Smith, 1788.06.25

"We have no reason to hold our state governments in
contempt, or to suppose them incapable of acting wisely. |
believe they have operated more beneficially that most people
expected, who considered that those governments were
erected in a time of war and confusion, when they were very
liable to errors in their structure. It will be a matter of
astonishment to all unprejudiced men hereafter, who shall
reflect upon our situation, to observe to what a great degree
good government has prevailed. ltis true [that] some bad laws
have been passed in most of the states; but they arose more
from the difficulty of the times, than from any want of honesty
or wisdom. Perhaps there never was a government, which in
the course of ten years did not do something to be repented
of."

Anti-Federalist Papers, Melancton Smith, New York
ratifying convention, 1788.6.20

"In so small a number of representatives, there is great danger
from corruption and combination. [vote selling/swapping and
political parties]. A great politician has said that every man has
his price: | hope this is not true in all its extent -- But | ask the
gentlemen to inform, what government there is, in which it has
not been practiced? Notwithstanding all that has been said of
the defects in the Constitution of the ancient Confederacies of
the Grecian Republics, their destruction is to be imputed more
to this cause than to any imperfection in their forms of
government. This was the deadly poison that effected their
dissolution.

This is an extensive country, increasing in population
and growing in consequence. Very many lucrative offices will
be in-grant-of [granted by] the government, which will be the
object of avarice and ambition. How easy will it be to gain over
a sufficient number, in the bestowment of these offices, to
promote the views and purposes of those who grant them!
Foreign corruption is also to be guarded against. A system of
corruption is known to be the system of government in Europe.
It is practiced without blushing. And we may lay-itte-eur
aecount [assume that] _it will be attempted amongst us. The
most effectual as well as natural security against this, is a
strong [broad]... -legislature frequently chosen... Does the
[proposed] house of representatives answer this description? |




confess, to me they hardly wear the complexion of a
democratic branch -- they appear the mere shadow of
representation. The whole number in both houses amounts to
91 -- of these 46 make a quorum; and 24 of these being
secured, may carry any point. Can the liberties of three
millions of people be securely trusted in the hands of [a mere]
24 men? ls it prudent to commit to so small a number the
decision of the great questions which will come before them?
Reason revolts at the idea.

The honorable gentleman from New York [Alexander
Hamilton] has said that 65 members in the house of
representatives are sufficient for the present situation in the
country, and taking it for granted that they will increase as one
for 30,000, in 25 years they will amount to 200. It is admitted
by this observation that the number fixed in the Constitution, is
not sufficient witheut [unless] it is augmented. [However] It is
not declared [anywhere in the constitution] that an increase
shall be made, but is left at the discretion of the [congressional]
legislature, by the gentleman's own concession; therefore the
Constitution is imperfect. We certainly ought to fix in the
Constitution those things which are essential to liberty. [and] If
anything falls under this description, it is the number of
legislature [legislators]. To say, as this gentleman does, that
our security is to depend upon the spirit of the people, who will
be watchful of their liberties, and not suffer them to be
infringed, is absurd. It would equally prove that we might adopt
any form of government."

Anti-Federalist Papers, John DeWitt, 1787.10.22
"Their proceedings are now before us for our approbation. The
eagerness with which they have been received by certain
classes of our fellow citizens, naturally forces upon us this
question: Are we to adopt this Government without an
examination? Some there are, who, literally speaking, are for
pressing it upon us at all events. The name of the man who
but lisps a sentiment in objection to is, is to be handed to the
printer, by the printer to the public, and by the public he is to be
led to execution. They are themselves stabbing its reputation.
For my part, | am a stranger to the necessity for all this haste!
Is it not a subject of some small importance? Certainly it is.
Are not your lives, your liberties and your properties intimately
involved in it? Certainly they are. Is it a government for a
moment, a day, or a year? By no means -- but for ages --
Altered it may possibly be, but it is easier to correct before it is
adopted. Is it for a family, a state, or a small number of
people? It is for a number no less respectable than 3 millions.
Are the enemy at our gates, and have we not time to consider
it? Certainly we have. Is it so simple in its form as to be
comprehended instantly? [but] Every letter, if | may be allowed
the expression, is an idea. [Every letter is an idea: that sounds
just like bro-lingo.]. Does it consist of but few additions to our
present confederation... Far otherwise. It is a complete
system of government, and armed with ever power, that a
people in any circumstances ought to bestow. It is a path
newly struck out, and a new set of ideas are introduced that
have neither occurred or been digested. A government for
national purposes ... it ought to undergo a candid and strict
examination... Which are but yet in infancy; and we had better
proceed slow that too fast. | is much easier to dispense
powers, than recall them. ... Some are heard to say, 'When we
consider the men [Washington, Franklin, Hamilton, Madison]
who made it, we ought to take it for sterling, and without
hesitation that they were the collected wisdom of the States,
and had no object but the general good...

That the citizens of Philadelphia are running mad after

it, can be no argument for us to do the like: Their situation is
almost contrasted with ours; they suppose themselves a
central State; they expect the perpetual residence of Congress,
which of itself alone will ensure their aggrandizement. [the
cover story at least]...

We are told by some people, that upon the adopting
[of] this New Government, we are to become everything in a
moment: Our foreign and domestic debts will be as a feather;
our ports will be crowded with the ships of all the world,
soliciting our commerce and our produce: Our manufactures
will increase and multiply."

Anti-Federalist Papers, John DeWitt, 1787.11.05

"Who are this House of Representatives? "A representative
Assembly, says the celebrated Mr. Adams... Can this Assembly
be said to contain the sense of the people? Do they resemble
the people in any one single feature? ... Have you a right to
send more than one for every 30,000 of you? Can he be
presumed [to know] your different, peculiar situations - your
abilities to pay public taxes, when they ought to be abated, and
when increased? Or is there any possibility of giving him
information? All these questions must be answered in the
negative. But how are these men to be chosen? Is there any
other way than by dividing the senate into districts? May not
you as well at once invest your annual Assemblies [the state
senators only served for one year] with the power of choosing
them -- where is the essential difference? The nature of the
thing will admit of none. Nay, you give them the power to
prescribe [determine] the mode [of election]. ... If you choose
them yourselves, you must take them upon credit, and elect
those persons you know only by common fame. Even this
privilege is denied you annually, through fear that you might
withhold the shadow of control over them. In this view of the
System, let me sincerely ask you, where is the people in this
House of Representatives? Where is the boasted popular part
of this much admired System?

Are they not cousins-german [of the same family] in
every sense to the senate? May they not with propriety
[rightly] be termed an Assistant Aristocratical Branch, who will
be infinitely more inclined to cooperate and compromise with
each other, than to be the careful guardians of the rights of
their constituents? Who is there among you would not start
[be shocked] at being told, that instead of your present [State]
House of Representatives, consisting of members chosen from
every town [in your state], your future House were to consist of
but ten in number, and these to be chosen by districts? ....

... In the one case, [under the 1st US constitution] the
election would be annual, the persons elected would reside in
the center of you, their interests would be yours, they would be
subject to your immediate control [recall], and nobody to
consult in their deliberations. But in the other, [the proposed
2nd US constitution], they are chosen for double the time [two
years], during which, however, well disposed, they become
strangers to the very people choosing them, they reside at a
distance from you, you have no control over them, you cannot
observe their conduct, and they have to consult and finally be
guided by twelve other States, whose interests are, in all
material points, directly opposed to yours.

Let me again ask you, What citizen is there in the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, that would deliberately
consent laying aside the mode proposed, that the several
senates of the several States, should be the popular Branch,
and together, form one National House of Representatives? --
And yet one moment's attention will evince [make plain] to you,
that this 'blessed' proposed 'Representation of the People',




this apparent 'faithful Mirror', this 'striking Likeness [of the
people]', is to be 'still further refined, and [made]' more
Aristocratical four times told"." [Single quotation marks added,
along with the suggestion of sarcasm. It is just a hunch, but It
certainly seems that someone's chorus or rumor mill was
saying something like, 'l hear that the new constitution is a
'blessing and a faithful mirror of the people', that they 'started
over from scratch four times, making the thing more
democratical each time.]

Anti-Federalist Papers, Patrick Henry, 1788.06.05

[Here Patrick Henry talks about the 2nd US constitution of
1789.]

1) "Is it necessary for your liberty, that you should abandon
those great rights by the adoption of this system?"

2) "Guard with jealous attention the public liberty. Suspect
everyone who approaches that jewel."

Franklin D. Roosevelt

"Let us never forget that government is ourselves and not an
alien power over us. The ultimate rulers of our democracy are
not a president and senators and congressmen and
government officials, but the voters of this country."

Anti-Federalist Papers, Centinel #1, 1787.10.05

"Our situation is represented to be so critically dreadful, that,
however reprehensible and exceptionable the proposed plan of
government [the 2nd 1787 US constitution] may be, there is no
alternative, between the adoption of it and absolute ruin. My
fellow citizens, things are not at that crisis, it is the argument of
tyrants."

Anti-Federalist Papers, Patrick Henry, Virginia ratifying
convention, 1788.06.07

"l have thought, and still think, that a full investigation of the
actual situation of America, ought to precede any decision on
this great and important question [the adoption of the 2nd US
constitution of 1789]... If it be demonstrated that the adoption
of the new plan is a little or a trifling evil, then, Sir, |
acknowledge that adoption ought to follow. But, sir, if this be a
truth that its adoption may entail misery on the free people of
this country, | then insist, that rejection ought to follow.

Gentlemen strongly urge its adoption will be a mighty
benefit to us: But, Sir, | am made of such incredulous
materials that assertions and declarations, do not satisfy me. |
must be convinced, Sir. | shall retain my infidelity [lack of Latin
fides=faith] on that subject, till | see our liberties secured in a
manner perfectly satisfactory to my understanding.

The Honorable Gentleman [Governor Randolph] has
said, that it is too late in the day for us to reject this new plan:
That system which was once execrated [loathed, ex-sacred] by
the Honorable member, must now be adopted, let its defects
be ever so glaring. ... ltis too late in the day? Gentlemen
[you] must excuse me, if the should think differently. | never
can believe Sir, that it is too late to save all that is precious. If
it [the 2nd US constitution] be proper, and independently of
every external consideration, wisely constructed, let us receive
it. [welcome it]. But, Sir, shall its adoption by eight States
induce us to receive it, if it be replete-with [full of] the most
dangerous defects? They urge that subsequent amendments
are safer than previous amendments, and they will answer the
same ends. At present we have our liberties and privileges in
our own hands. Let us not relinquish them. Let us not adopt
this system till we see them [our liberties] secured. ...

Let us recollect the awful magnitude of the subject of

our deliberation. Let us consider the latent consequences of
an erroneous decision — and let not our minds be led away by
unfair misrepresentations and un-candid suggestions. ...

The Honorable member advises us to adopt a
measure which will destroy our Bill of Rights. Fer [but] after
hearing his picture of nations, and his reasons for abandoning
all the powers retained te [by] the States by [in] the
confederation, | am more firmly persuaded of the impropriety of
adopting this new plan in its present shape.

| had doubts of [about] the power of those who went
to the Convention. But now we are possessed of it, let us
examine it. When we trusted the great object[ive] of revising
the Confederation to the greatest, the best, and most
enlightened of our citizens, we thought their deliberations
would have been solely confined to that revision. Instead of
this, a new system, totally different in its nature and vesting the
most extensive powers to Congress, is presented. ...

The Honorable member then observed that nations
will expend millions for commercial advantages. That is, they
will deprive you of every advantage if they can. Apply this
another way, their cheaper way. Instead of laying out millions
in making war upon you... [they] will... corrupt your senators. |
know that if they are not above all price, they may sacrifice our
[nation's] commercial interests ... Sir, if our senators will not be
corrupted, it will be because they will be good men; and not
because the Constitution provides [any check] against
corruption, for there is no real check [against corruption]
secured in it [the 2nd US constitution], and the most
abandoned and profligate acts may be committed by them with
impunity.

Congress being the paramount supreme power, much
not be disappointed. Thus Congress will have an unlimited,
unbounded command over the soul of this Commonwealth.
After satisfying their uncontrolled demands, what can be left for
the States? Not a sufficiency even to defray the expense of
their internal administration. They must therefore glide
imperceptibly and gradually out of existence. This, Sir, must
naturally terminate in a consolidation. If this will do for other
people, it never will do for me.

If we are to have one Representative for every 30,000
souls, it must be by implication. The Constitution does not
positively secure it. [They] Even say it is a natural implication,
[but] why not give us a right to that proportion in express terms,
in language that could not admit [permit] evasions or
subterfuge? If they can use implication FOR us, then they can
also use implication AGAINST us. We are GIVING power, they
are GETTING power. Judge then, on which side the
implication will be used. Once we put it in their option to
assume constructive power, danger will follow. Trial by jury
and liberty of the press, are also on this foundation of
implication.

Mr. Henry then declared a Bill of Rights indispensably
necessary. That a general positive provision should be
inserted in the new system, securing to the States and the
people, every right which was not conceded to the General
Government, and that every implication should be done away
[with]."

Patrick Henry, 1788.06.07

"The founders of your own Constitution made your
Government changeable: But the power of changing it is gone
from you! whither [to where] is it gone?" [Isn't the prototype
US constitution far too hard to change? They Arabs got it the
way they wanted and then instituted a policy super-hard
changes.]



Gore Vidal
"Our form of democracy is bribery, on the highest scale."

Woodrow Wilson
"If there are men in this country big enough to own the
government of the United States, they are going to own it."

Andrew Jackson
"It is to be regretted that the rich and powerful too often bend
the acts of government to their own selfish purposes."

Anti-Federalist Papers, John DeWitt, 1787.10.27

[This new Constitution] "was not a mere revision and
amendment of our first Confederation, but a complete System
for the future government of the United States, and | may now
add in preference to, and in exclusion of, all others heretofore
adopted. Itis not TEMPORARY, but in its nature,
PERPETUAL. It is not designated that you shall be annually
called either to revise, correct, or renew it; but that your
posterity shall grow up under, and be governed by it, as well as
ourselves. It is not so capable of alterations as you would at
the first reading suppose; and | venture to assert, it never can
be, unless by force of arms. The fifth article in the
proceedings, it is true, expressly provides for an alteration
under certain conditions [quotes 2nd US constitution] ...
Notwithstanding which, such are the 'heterogeneous materials
from which this System was formed', such is the difference of
interest, different manners, and different local prejudices, in the
different parts of the United States, that to obtain that majority
of three-fourths to [make] any one single alteration, essentially
affecting this or any other State, amounts to an absolute
impossibility.

...The want of a [national] Bill of Rights to accompany
this proposed System, is a solid objection to it, provided there
is nothing exceptionable in the System itself. ... Language is
so easy of explanation, and so difficult is it by words to convey
exact ideas, that the party to be governed cannot be too
explicit. The line cannot be drawn with too much precision and
accuracy. The necessity of this accuracy and this precision
increases in proportion to the greatness of the sacrifice and the
numbers who make it. That a Constitution for the United
States does not require a Bill of Rights, when it is considered,
that a Constitution for an individual State would, | cannot
conceive."

Anti-Federalist Papers, John DeWitt, 1787.11.5

"You are told, that the rights of the people are very amply
secured, and when the wheels of it are put into motion, it will
wear a milder aspect than its present one. Whereas the very
contrary of all this doctrine appears to be true. Upon an
attentive examination you can pronounce it nothing less, than a
government which if a few years, will degenerate to a complete
Aristocracy, armed with powers unnecessary in any case to
bestow, and which in its vortex swallows up every other
Government upon the Continent. In short, my fellow-citizens,
it can be said to be nothing less than a hasty stride to
Universal Empire in this Western World, flattering, very
flattering to young ambitious minds, but fatal to the liberties of
the people. The cord is strained to the very utmost. There is
every spice of the SIC. JUBEO possible in the composition. [is
the underlined a palimpsest?] Your consent is requested,
because it is essential to the introduction of it; [however] after
having received confirmation, your complaints may increase
the whistling of the wind, and they will be equally regarded."

James Madison to George Washington, Madison Papers,
9.383

"a consolidation of the whole into one simple [to manage]
republic would be as inexpedient as it is unattainable, | have
sought for some middle ground, which may at once support a
due supremacy of the national authority, and not exclude the
local authorities whenever they can be subordinately useful."
[Note the foreigner English, or “FE”]

James Madison

"There are more instances of the abridgment of the freedom of
the people by gradual and silent encroachments of those in
power, than by violent and sudden usurpations." [Is this a
warning to freedom lovers or something for freedom haters to
keep in mind?]

Anti-Federalist Papers, 1787.06.16

"Mr. Wilson: ...He could not persuade himself that the State
Governments and Sovereignties were so much the idols of the
people, nor a National Government so obnoxious to them, as
some supposed. Why should a National Government be
unpopular? Has it less dignity? Will each Citizen enjoy under
it less liberty or protection? Will a Citizen of Delaware be
degraded by becoming a Citizen of the United States" [Note
the hollow sound of our parasite's propaganda. Where are the
facts? Where is the logic?]

Anti-Federalist Papers, Patrick Henry, Virginia ratifying
convention 1788.06.12
"It has been said by several Gentlemen that the freeness of
elections would be promoted by throwing the country into large
districts. | contend, Sir, that it will have a contrary effect. It will
destroy that connection that ought to subsist [exist] between
electors and the elected. If your elections are by [large voting]
districts instead of counties, the people will not be [personally]
acquainted with the candidates. They must therefore be
directed in the election by those who know them. So that
instead of a con-fidential connection between the electors and
the elected, they will be absolutely unacquainted with each
other. A common man must [therefore] ask a man of influence
how he is to proceed, and for whom he must vote. The
elected, therefore, will be-eareless-of [not care about] the
interest[s] of thef[ir] electors. It will be a common [easy] job to
extort [twist-out] the suffrages [vote] of the common people for
the most influential characters. [It will thus be normal for the
most influential characters to twist/sway the vote of the
common man.] The same [men] may be repeatedly elected by
these means. This, Sir, instead of promoting the freedom of
elections, leads us to and Aristocracy. Consider the mode of
elections in England. Behold the progress of an election in an
English shire. A man of an enormous fortune will spend
30,000¢£ to 40,000¢£ to get himself elected. This is frequently
the case. Will the Honorable Gentleman say, that a poor man,
as enlightened as any man in the island, has an equal chance
with a rich man to be elected? He will stand no chance though
he may have the finest understanding of any man in the shire
[county]. It will be so here [in America). Where is the chance
that a poor man can come forward with the rich? The
Honorable Gentleman will find that instead of supporting
Democratical principals, it goes absolutely to[wards]
destroy[ing] them.

The State Governments, he says, will possess greater
advantages than the General [Federal] Government, and will
consequently prevail. His opinion and mine are diametrically




opposite. Bring forth the Federal allurements [allure= the
quality of being powerful and mysteriously attractive or
fascinating], and compare them with the poor contemptible
things that the State Legislatures can bring forth [will have the
power to enact]."

Anti-Federalist Papers, James Madison replies to Patrick
Henry, Virginia ratifying convention 1788.06.12

[Madison says other things and completely ignores the
legitimate claims of Patrick Henry. Here | am reminded of a
saying in the legal profession: "If the facts support your case,
argue the facts. If the facts don't support your case, argue
something else." Clearly the "great" James Madison is arguing
something else on behalf the parasite]

"Mr. Chairman. Pardon me for making a few remarks on what
fell from the Honorable Gentleman last up [Patrick Henry]. |
am sorry to follow the example of Gentlemen in deviating from
the rule of the House. But as they have taken the utmost
latitude in their objects, it is necessary that those who favor the
Government should answer them. But | wish as soon as
possible to take up the subject regularly. | will therefore take
the liberty to answer some observations which have been
irregularly made, though they might be more properly
answered when we came to discuss those parts of the
Constitution to which they respectively refer. | will, however,
postpone answering some others till then.

If there be that terror in direct taxation, that the States
would comply with requisitions to guard against the Federal
Legislature; and if, as Gentlemen say, this State will always
have it in her power to make her collections speedily and fully,
the people will be compelled to pay the same amount as
quickly and punctually as if raised by the General [Federal]
Government. It has been amply proved, that the General
Government can lay taxes as conveniently to the people as the
State Governments, by imitating the State systems of
taxation..."

Anti-Federalist Papers, Melancton Smith, 1788.06.21

"A few years ago we fought for liberty. We framed a general
government on free principles. We placed [put in place] the
state legislatures, in whom the people have a full and fair
representation, between Congress and the people. We were
then, it is true, too cautious; and too much restricted the
powers of the general government. But now it is proposed to
go into the contrary, and a more dangerous extreme; to remove

all barriers; to give the new [federal] government free access to
our pockets, and ample command of our persons; and that
without providing for a genuine and fair representation of the
people."

[See, our parasite pulled the pendulum too far to one side so it
could later swing it too far to the other side.]

Special ratifying conventions approved the US
Constitution

It is worth repeating that the US constitution was not ratified by
the Confederation Congress then in power. It was not ratified
by the various state legislatures. It was not ratified by a vote of
the people in the various states. In 8 of the 13 states, it was
ratified by small bodies of appointees from the various state
legislatures. Here is how America's over-centralized
constitution, with its lone presidential figurehead monarch was
passed so soon after America had gotten rid of the British
figurehead monarchy. (search ratification controversy).

Decision in Philadelphia

"Feeling against the Constitution was, thus, genuine and
widespread. It is probable that, at the outset, a majority of the
people in many states were opposed to it."

Anti-Federalist Papers, Farmer Jonathan Smith's speech
at the Massachusetts ratifying convention.

"Mr. President [chairman], | am a plain man and get my living
by the plow.... | had been a member of the Convention to form
our own state constitution, and had learnt something of the
checks and balances of power, and | found them all there. |
did not go to any lawyer to ask his opinion. [This makes it
sound like people were asking "expert" lawyers to advise them
about the new constitution.] We have no lawyers in our town,
and we do well enough without. | formed by own opinion, and
was pleased with this [2nd 1787 US] Constitution. ... | never
had any post, nor do | want one. But | .don't think worse of the
Constitution because lawyers and men of learning, and
moneyed men are fond of it. | don't suspect that they want to
get into Congress and abuse their power ...Some gentlemen
think that our liberty and property are not safe in the hands of
moneyed men, and men of learning. | am not of that mind...
Some gentlemen say, don't be in a hurry. Take time to
consider, and don't take a leap in the dark. | say, take things in
time, gather fruit when it is ripe. There is a time to sow and a
time to reap. We sowed our seed when we sent men to the
Federal Convention. Now is the harvest. Now is the time to
reap the fruit of our labor. And if we don't do it now, | am afraid,

we shall never have another opportunity."

Decision in Philadelphia book

"When the 9th state ratified, all across the union there were
enormous celebrations, parades, fireworks, bonfires, huge ship
models 20 or 30 feet long towed through the streets, speeches,
joy. There was a sense everywhere among Americans that
they had done something grand and glorious, something that
would endure and light a lamp for the rest of the world to
follow." [Thus Arab moles created the proto-type democracy of
the modern world in 1789.]

Edgar Allen Poe, Ligeia

"And the will therein lieth, which dieth not. Who knoweth the
mysteries of the will, with its vigor? For God is but a great will
pervading all things by nature of its intentness. Man doth not
yield him to the angels, nor unto death utterly, but only through
the weakness of his feeble will."

Barack Hussein Obama

"If the people cannot trust their government to do the job for
which it exists, to protect them and to promote their common
welfare, all else is lost." [Is this a warning or a strategy?]

Vladimir Lenin

"The oppressed are allowed once every few years to decide
which particular representatives of the oppressing class are to
represent and repress them in parliament."

If you are reading these words just after they came out,
scroll down about 6 pages to the next mention of the term
“ facebook ”, where the new democratic design is
explained.

Anti-Federalist papers, 1787.07.23
"Taking a respite from the unsettled question of the executive
department, the Convention considered how the proposed



Constitution might be ratified. Oliver Ellsworth of Connecticut
supported ratification by the state legislatures [with over 2,000
elected officials], while Mason and Madison of Virginia favored
special conventions [narrow bodies of people appointed] in
each state for that purpose. [As follows is the nonsense
rationalization for how the 2nd US Constitution was ratified by
a small number of appointee delegates. If you don't
understand what you are reading, don't worry, it a nonsensical
argument.]

Colonel Mason considered a reference of the plan to
the authority of the people as one of the most important and
essential of the Resolutions. The Legislatures have no power
to ratify it. They are mere creatures of the State Constitutions,
and can not be greater than their creators. As he knew of no
power in any of the Constitutions, he knew there was no power
in some of them, that could be competent to this object.
Whither then must we resort? To the people with whom all
power remains that has not been given up in the Constitutions
derived from them. It was of great moment he observed that
this doctrine should be cherished as the basis of free
Government. Another strong reason was that admitting the
legislatures to have a competent authority, it would be wrong to
refer the plan to them, because succeeding Legislatures
having equal authority could undo the acts of their
predecessors; and the National Government would stand in
each State on the weak and tottering foundation of an Act of
Assembly. [Not so. The State legislatures could have simply
voted irrevocably to increase the range of powers given over to
the national government.] There was a remaining
consideration of some weight. In some of the States the
Governments were not derived from the clear and undisputed
authority of the people. This was the case in Virginia. Some of
the best and wisest citizens considered the Constitution as
established by an assumed authority. A National Constitution
derived from such a source would be exposed to the severest
criticisms...

Mr. Madison thought it clear that the Legislatures
were incompetent to the proposed changes. These changes
would make essential inroads on the State Constitutions, and it
would be a novel and dangerous doctrine that a Legislature
could change the constitution under which it held its existence.
[but the proposed US Constitution 2.0 does just that with its
amendment process.] There might indeed be some
Constitutions within the Union, which had given a power to the
Legislature to concur in alteration of the federal Compact. But
there were certainly some which had not; and in the case of
these, a ratification must of necessity be obtained from the
people. [The people yes, not some bunch of appointees
carefully selected for their pre-existing inclinations.] He
considered the difference between a system founded on the
Legislatures only, and one founded on the people, to be the
true difference between a league or treaty, and a Constitution.
The former in point of moral obligation might be as inviolable
as the latter. [However] In point of political operation, there
were two important distinctions in favor of the latter
[Constitutions]. 1. Alaw violating a treaty ratified by [under] a
pre-existing law, might be respected by the Judges as a law,
though an unwise or perfidious one. A law violating a
constitution established by the people themselves, would be
considered by the Judges as null and void. 2. The doctrine laid
down by the law of Nations in the case of treaties is that a
breach of any one article by any of the parties, frees the other
parties from their engagements. In the case of a union of
people under one Constitution, the nature of the pact has
always been understood to exclude such an interpretation.

Comparing the two modes in point of expediency, he thought
all the consideration which recommended this Convention in
preference to Congress for proposing the reform were in favor
of State Conventions in preference to Legislatures for
examining and adopting it." [Madison's conclusion has nothing
to do with his baffling argument. Clearly we are being baffled
with nonsense.]

Spiro Agnew, US Vice President 1969-1973

"Atiny and closed fraternity of privileged men, elected by no
one, and enjoying a monopoly sanctioned and licensed by
government."

Ammianus Marcellinus on Roman Emperor Valens d. 378
AD

"He was better at choosing between different options than
coming up with them."

[The Arab Menu is a classic technique that Arabs use
to manipulate their flock. In 1789, America was given a choice
between a totally dis-functional meta-democracy, and a
periodic constitutional monarchy disguised as a democracy.
The new government would at least work so long as the Arabs
didn't lean too hard and too continually on the ship of state.
People chose the better of the two Arab choices, and this
became the prototype democracy for the world. It is vitally
important to realize that both systems, both menu choices
were created by the Arab. ]

Cassius Dio, Reign of Augustus, 56.47

"These were the decrees which were passed...nominally by the
Senate, but in fact by Tiberius... This was because some men
made one suggestion and some another, and finally the
Senate decreed that Tiberius should be sent the Senate
proposals in writing and he should select whichever he
preferred." [Tiberius was the 3 a long string of increasingly
awful Roman emperors fronting for the desperate land of no
resources.]

The Federal bill of rights

The most important ideas about the federal bill of rights
are:

1) That each of the 13 states had their own bill of rights prior to
1789. These varied a bit, but they were all close to the bill on
rights in the 2.0 version of the US constitution from 1789.

2) That without a federal bill of rights, the narrow and easy to
corrupt federal democracy could have made any law it chose
to, regardless of what the various state bills of rights said. So
not having a federal bill of rights would have served to
effectively void the various state bills of rights.

3) The same people pushing for a single, narrow, and easy to
corrupt federal government (the Federalists) were also saying
that there was no need for a federal bill of rights. Alexander
Hamilton, James Madison, John Adams, James Wilson, John
Jay and the rest of the "Federalist" party (actually our
parasite's "founding Brothers") tried quite hard to say there was
no need for the people to have a federal bill of rights.

4) We the people owe ourselves BOTH a powerful bill of rights
and a broad democracy.

5) Having a bills of rights makes it much harder for our parasite
to enslave its colonists totally. They can't easily control the
press, they can't arrest people for little cause, and they can't
search for untaxed spices/drugs, among other things.

What, no bill of rights?
The 2nd US Constitution of 1787 was sent to the states for



ratification without a bill of rights. On 1787.10.06, Federalist
James Wilson, on of the 37 at the convention gave the
following hard to understand and illogical explanation for why
that was:]

"[To] answer to those who think the omission of a bill of rights a
defect in the proposed Constitution; for it would have been
superfluous and absurd to have stipulated with a federal body
of our own creation, that we should enjoy those privileges of
which we are not divested [currently deprived from], either by
the intention or the act that has brought the body into
existence. For instance, the liberty [freedom] of the press,
which has been a copious source of declamation [public
address] and opposition. What control can proceed from
[possibly originate in] the Federal government to shackle or
destroy that sacred palladium [safeguard] of national
freedom?"

Thomas Jefferson
"A Bill of Rights is what the people are entitled to against every
government and what no just government should refuse."

Who on Earth?
Who on earth except for the Arabs, would bother to struggle to
keep the American people from having a national bill of rights?

Special ratifying conventions approved the US
Constitution

It is worth repeating that the US constitution was not ratified by
the Confederation Congress then in power. It was not ratified
by the various state legislatures. It was not ratified by a vote of
the people in the various states. In 8 of the 13 states, it was
ratified by small bodies of appointees from the various state
legislatures. Here is how America's over-centralized
constitution, with its lone presidential figurehead monarch was
passed so soon after America had gotten rid of the British
figurehead monarchy. (search ratification controversy).

The worst form of democracy our parasite could pass off
You know, American-style democracy was the best our parasite
could come up with — while still maintaining a "democracy"
that appeared to be "of the people by the people and for the
people." | mean look at the the major flaws it has.

And please, | beg you all not to judge democracy by
way the US runs. This is not democracy at work. It is our
parasite's ultra-corrupt version of democracy.

We were never alone

You think that your national dialogue is between the people of
your nation alone. This is simply not so. Your parasite race is
always at the table pretending to be real constituencies among
your people.

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.2

"History in the main [mostly], thus far, has been an institution
for the propagation of lies. The truth is that for thousands of
years back, since the private property system came into
existence, an incessant, uncompromising warfare has been
going on between oppressors and oppressed...

In this struggle the [Arab fronting] propertied classes
had the great advantage from the start. Centuries of rulership
had taught them that the control of Government was the crux
of the mastery. By possession of Government they had the
power of making laws; of the enforcement or non-enforcement
of those laws; of the directorship of the police, army, navy,

courts, jails, and prisons—all terrible instruments for
suppressing any attempt at protest, peaceful or otherwise.

Notwithstanding this massing of power and force, the
working class has at no time been passive or acquiescent. It
has allowed itself to be duped. It has permitted its ranks to be
divided by false issues. It has often been blind at critical times,
and has made no concerted as yet to get intelligent possession
of the great strategic point, —governmental power.
Nevertheless, despite these mistakes, it has been in a state of
constant rebellion; and the fact that it has been so, that its
aspirations could not be squelched [forcefully silenced] by jails,
prisons and cannon nor by destitution or starvation, furnishes
the sublimest [most awesome] record in all the annals of
mankind.""

Constitutional coup
The figurehead monarchies of the ancient land of no resources
have mostly run the world throughout human history—much to
the detriment of humanity (eusman-idi). Sometimes, the good
spirit of the host civilization got loose, but mostly the evil
ex-pull spirit of the Mideast parasite race has run the world
according to the diametrically-opposed agenda of the parasite.
The good spirit of mankind wrote the first US
constitution of 1777. But then 10 years later in 1787, the other
spirit, the parasite spirit staged a constitutional coup when it
wrote a new constitution. After two years of debate, this new
constitution was ratified and went into effect in 1789.

Patrick Henry

[Patrick Henry's Opening speech to the Virginia Ratifying
Convention June 2-27, 1788. Titled: A wrong step now and the
Republic will be lost forever. Anti-Federalist Papers]

"The public mind, as well as my own is extremely uneasy at the
proposed change of government. [Allow me to be one of the
many who wants] to be thoroughly acquainted with the reasons
of [for] this perilous and uneasy situation and why we are
brought hither [here] to decide on this great national question.

| consider myself as the servant of the people of this
Commonwealth, as a sentinel [watching] over their rights,
liberty, and happiness. | represent their feelings when | say,
that they are exceedingly uneasy, being brought from that state
of full security, which they enjoyed to [until] the present
delusive appearance of things. A year ago, the minds of our
citizens were at perfect repose. Before the meeting of the late
Federal Convention in Philadelphia, a general peace, and an
universal tranquility prevailed in this country. — But since that
period, they are exceedingly uneasy and disquieted. When |
wished for an appointment to this Convention, my mind was
extremely agitated for the situation of public affairs. |
conceived the republic to be in extreme danger. ...

Is it possible that we shall abandon all our treaties
and national engagements? And for what? | expected to have
heard the reasons of an event so unexpected to my mind, and
many others. Was our civil polity, or public justice, endangered
or sapped? Was the real [very] existence of the country
threatened — or was this preceded by a mournful [sad]
progression of events? This proposal of altering our Federal
Government is of a most alarming nature... You ought to be
extremely cautious, watchful, and jealous of your liberty. For
instead of securing your rights, you may lose them forever. If a
wrong step be now made, the republic may be lost forever. ...

It will be necessary for this Convention to have a
faithful historical detail of the facts that preceded the secession
of the Federal Convention, and the reasons that actuated its
members in proposing an entire alteration of Government




[Here it seems that arch-Federalist James Madison's record of
the 37-man 'Constitutional Convention' was not published for
the ratifying conventions to consider. This document which
should have been called something like the "constitutional
record" is still confusingly known as "The Anti-Federalist
Papers. And apparently this was published some years later to
maximize someone's ability to change history.] — and to
demonstrate the dangers that awaited us: If they were of such
awful magnitude, as to warrant a proposal so entirely perilous
as this, | must assert, that this Convention has an absolute
right to thorough discovery of every circumstance relative to
this great event. And here | would make this inquiry of those
worthy characters who composed a part of the late Federal
Convention. | am sure they were fully impressed with the
necessity of forming a great consolidated Government, instead
of a confederation [of 13 independent states]. That this is a
consolidated Government is demonstrably clear, and the
danger of such a Government, is, to my mind, very striking. |
have the highest veneration for those Gentlemen, — but, Sir,
give me leave to demand, what right had they to say, We the
People.? ...

[Also,] | wish to hear the real actual existing danger,
which should lead us to take those steps so dangerous in my
conception."

[Reader: If there is one place where you should be looking for
something | missed, it is in the anti-Federalist papers. | only
read the smallest fraction of this huge body of hard-to-read
material. It is by far the best work on democratic design
'democracy in America' that | have come across.]

OPTIONAL READ
In the first month after revelation day, the things marked as
OPTIONAL READ should be skipped over.

OPTIONAL READ

Anti-Federalist Papers, Centinel, #1, 1787.10.05

[Here we see a Brotherly gazette, an intelligence briefing
published right out in the open. Note how hard this is to read.
Read it 3 or 6 times, per-use or bro-use it]

"...that frenzy of enthusiasm, that has actuated the citizens of
Philadelphia, in their approbation of the proposed plan [the 2nd
US constitution of 1789], before it was possible that it could be
the result of a rational investigation into its principals. It ought
to be dispassionately and deliberately examined, and its own
intrinsic merit the only criterion of your patronage [support]. If
ever free and unbiased discussion was proper or necessary, it
is on such an occasion. [So all the Brothers needs to get out
and support it] All the blessings of liberty and the dearest
privileges of free [Rumi] men are now at stake and dependent
on your present conduct. [he said conduct, not decision] Those
who are competent to the task of developing the principles of
government, ought to be encouraged to come forward, and
thereby the better enable the people to make a proper
judgment. For the science of government is so abstruse, that
few are able to judge for themselves. Without such assistance,

the people are too apt to yield an implicit assent to the opinions

of those characters, whose abilities are held in the highest
esteem, and those in whose integrity and patriotism then can
confide. Not considering that the love of domination is
generally in proportion to talents, abilities and superior
acquirements; and that the men of the greatest purity of
intention may be made instruments of despotism in the hands
of the artful and designing. If it were not for the stability and
attachment which time and habit gives to forms of government,

it would [already] be in the power of the enlightened and
aspiring few, if they should combine, at any time to destroy the
best establishments and even make the people the
instruments of their own subjugation.

The late revolution having effaced in a great measure
all former habits, and the present institutions are so recent, that
there exists not that great reluctance to innovation, so
remarkable in old communities, and which accords with
reason, for the most comprehensive mind cannot foresee the
full operation of material changes on civil polity, it is the genius
of the common law to resist innovation.

The wealthy and ambitious, who in every community
think they have a right to lord it over their fellow creatures,
have availed themselves, very successfully, of this favorable
disposition [situation]; for the people thus unsettled in their
sentiments, have been prepared to accede [agree] to any
extreme of government; all the distresses and difficulties they
experience, proceeding from various causes, have been
ascribed to the impotency of the present confederation, and
thence they have been led to expect full relief from the
adoption of the proposed system of government; and in the
other [alternate] event [eventuality], immediately ruin and
annihilation as a nation. These characters... have lulled all
distrust and jealousy of their new plan, by gaining the
concurrence [support] of the two men in who America has the
highest confidence, and now triumphantly exult [rejoice] in the
completion of their long meditated schemes of power and
aggrandizement. | would be very far from insinuating that the
two illustrious personages alluded to, have not the welfare of
their country at heart; but that the unsuspecting goodness and
zeal of the one, has been imposed on, in a subject of which he
must be necessarily inexperienced, from his other arduous [L.
ardor= burn, burningly hot] engagements; and that the
weakness and indecision attendant on old age, has been
practiced on the other." [in 1787, George Washington was 55
and Benjamin Franklin was 81.]

OPTIONAL READ

Anti-Federalist Papers, 1787.09.17

[This account is from the signing of the 2nd US constitution
only 41 days after the first draft constitution was completed.]
"Mr. [Benjamin] Franklin: ...the older | grow, the more apt | am
to doubt my own judgement, and to pay more respect to the
judgement of others [the more likely he was to go with the
flow]. Most men indeed as well as most sects in Religion, think
themselves in possession of all truth, and that wherever others
differ from them it is so far error. [Mr.] Steele, a Protestant, in a
Dedication tells the Pope, that the only difference between our
Churches in their opinions of the certainty of their doctrines is
[that], the Church of Rome is infallible and the Church of
England is never in the wrong.... [A joke that says much about
mentalities, as well as attitudes about religions]

In these sentiments, Sir, | agree to this Constitution
with all its faults, if they are such; because | think a general
[centralized federal] Government necessary for us, and there is
no form of Government but what may be a blessing to the
people if well administered, and believe farther, that this is
likely to be well administered for a course of years, and can
only end in Despotism, as other forms have done before it,
when the people shall become so corrupted as to need
despotic Government, being incapable of any other. | doubt
too whether any other Convention we can obtain, may be able
to make a better Constitution. For when you assemble a
number of men to have the advantage of their joint wisdom,
you inevitably assemble with those men, all their prejudices,



their passions, their errors of opinion, their local interests, and
their selfish views. From such an assembly can a perfect
production be expected? It therefore astonished me, Sir, to find
this system approaching so near to perfection as it does. And |
think it will astonish our enemies, who are waiting with
confidence to hear that our councils are confounded like those
of the Builders of Babel, and that our States are on the point of
separation, only to meet hereafter for the purpose of cutting
one another's throats. Thus | consent, Sir, to this Constitution
because | expect no better. ...

Mr. Gorham [core*man] said if it was not too late, he
could wish, for the purpose of lessening objections to the
Constitution, that the clause declaring "the number of
Representatives shall not exceed one for every forty thousand"
which had produced so much discussion, might be yet
reconsidered, in order to strike out 40,000 and insert "30,000".
This would not he remarked establish that as an absolute rule,
but only give Congress a greater latitude which could not be
thought unreasonable. [At the last minute the they limited the
number of representatives to 100 instead of limiting it to 75. In
America today, with 305 million people, these numbers are
proportionate to around 10,166 and 7,625. Today we can have
no more than 10,166 Representatives]

Mr. King and Mr Carrol seconded and supported the ideas of
Mr. Gorham.

When the President [the famously quiet George
Washington] rose, for the purpose of putting the question, he
said that although his situation had hitherto restrained him from
offering his sentiments on questions depending in the House,
and it might be thought, ought now to impose silence on him,
yet he could not forbear expressing his wish that the alteration
proposed might take place. It was much to be desired that the
objections to the plan recommended might be made as few as
possible. The smallness of the proportion of Representatives
had been considered by many members of the Convention and
insufficient security for the rights and interests of the people.
He acknowledged that it had always appeared to himself
among the exceptional parts of the plan, and late as the
present moment was for admitting amendments, he thought
this of so much consequence that it would give much
satisfaction to see it adopted. [This was the only occasion on
which the George Washington entered at all into the
discussions of the Convention. It was to give a tiny token
concession on the all important issue of representation ratio in
America's new democracy. Here we see what the great
George Washington really was, a fine man little doubt, but also
a figurehead like George Bush, Al Gore and a man who would
do as advised.]

No opposition was made to the proposition of Mr.
Gorham and it was agreed to unanimously. ...

Whilst the last members were signing it, Dr. Franklin
looking towards the President's Chair, at the back of which a
rising sun happened to be painted, observed to a few members
near him, that Painters [peh'n-ters] had found it difficult to
distinguish in their art a rising from a setting sun. | have said
he, often and often in the course of the Session, and the
vicissitudes of my hopes and fears as to its issue, looked at
that behind the President without being able to tell whether it
was rising or setting. But now at length, | have the happiness
to know that it is a rising and not a setting Sun." [for the
Brotherhood, or the house of the rising son].

OPTIONAL READ

Melancton Smith and Alexander Hamilton debate
representation, aristocracy and interests. 1788.06.21

"The honorable gentleman [Alexander Hamilton] says, that the
clause by obvious construction fixes the representation. | wish
not to torture words or sentences. | perceive no such obvious
construction. | see clearly that on the one hand the
representatives cannot exceed 1 for 30,000 inhabitants; and on
the other that whatever larger number of inhabitants may be
taken for the rule of apportionment, each state shall be entitled
[under this new constitution] to send [only] one representative.
Everything else appears to me in the discretion of the
legislature. If there be any other limitation, it is certainly [only]
implied. Matters of such moment [important, momentous]
should not be left to doubtful construction [ambiguous
wording].

It is urged [by some] that the number of
representatives will be fixed at 1 for 30,000, because it will be
in the interest of the large states to do it [so]. | [however,]
cannot discern the force of this argument. [The argument
doesn't make any sense to me.] To me, it appears clear that
the relative weight of influence of the different states will be the
same, with the number of representatives at 65 as-at{or] 600.
... [However] each member's share of power will [definitely]
decrease as the number of [men in] the house of
representatives increases. Therefore, if this maxim be true:
That men are unwilling to relinquish powers which they once
possess, we are not to expect that the house of
representatives will be inclined to enlarge the [its] numbers.
The same motive will operate to influence the president and
senate to oppose the increase of the number of
representatives. For in proportion as the weight of the house
of representatives is augmented, they will feel their own
[power] diminished. It is therefore of the highest importance
that a suitable number of representatives should be
established by the constitution.

It has been observed by an honorable member, that
the eastern states insisted upon a small representation on the
principles of economy. [They insisted on a leveraged ratio to
save money.] This argument must kave [be given] no weight in
the mind of a considerate person. The difference of expense,
between supporting a house of representatives sufficiently
numerous, and the present proposed one would be about 20 or
30,000 dollars per annum. The man who would seriously
object to this expense, to secure his liberties, does not deserve
to enjoy them. Besides, by increasing the number of
representatives, we open a door for the admission of the
substantial yeomanry [bourgeois] of your country;whe; [These]
being possessed of the habits of economy, will be cautious of
imprudent expenditures, by which means a much greater
saving will be made of public money than is sufficient to
support them. ...

...What [is] the proper number which ought to
compose the house of representatives [?] .. .-

The idea that naturally suggests itself to our minds,
when we speak of representatives is, that they resemble those
they represent; the should be a true picture of the people;
possess the knowledge of their circumstances and their wants;
sympathize in all their distresses, and be disposed to seek
their true interests. The knowledge necessary for the
representatives of a free people, no only comprehends
[includes, encompasses] extensive political and commercial
information such as is acquired by men of refined education,
who have leisure to attain to high degrees of improvement, but
it should also comprehend that kind of acquaintance with the




common concerns and occupations of the people, which men
of the middling class of life are in general much better
competent to, than those of a superior class. To understand the
true commercial interests of a country, not only requires just
ideas of the general commerce of the world, but also and
principally, a knowledge of the productions of your own country
and their value, what your soil is capable of producing, the
nature of your manufactures, and the capacity of the country to
increase both. To exercise the power of laying taxes, duties
and excises with discretion requires something more than an
acquaintance with the abstruse parts of the system of finance.

The author of nature has bestowed on some greater
capacities than others: birth education, talents and wealth
create distinctions among men... In every society, men of this
[upper] class will command a superior degree of respect. Ands
of thing if the government is so constituted as to admit but a
few to exercise its powers, it will according to the natural
course of thing, be in their hands. Men of the middling class,
who are qualified as representatives, will not be so anxious to
be chosen as those of the first. When the number is so small
the office will be highly elevated and distinguished. The style
in which the members live will probably be high.
Circumstances of this kind, will render the place of a
representative not a desirable one to sensible, substantial
men, who have been used to walk in the plain and frugal paths
of life.

Besides, the influence of the great will generally
enable them to succeed in elections. It will be difficult to
combine a district of country containing 35 or 40,000
inhabitants, frame your election laws as you please in any one
character, unless it be in one of conspicuous military, popular,
civil, or legal talents. The great easily form associations, the
poor and middling class form them with difficulty. If the election
be by [a mere] plurality, as probably will be the case in this
state, it is almost certain [that] none but the great will be
chosen [elected] — for they easily unite their interest. The
common people will divide, and their divisions will be promoted
by the others. There will be scarcely a chance of their uniting,
in any other but some great man, unless in some popular
demagogue, who will probably be destitute of principle[s]. A
substantial yeoman of sense and discernment, will hardly ever
be chosen. From these remarks it appears that the
government will fall into the hands of the few and the great.
This will be a government of oppression.

| do not mean to declaim against [condemn] the great,
and charge them indiscriminately with want [lack] of principle
and honesty. The same passions and prejudices govern all
men. The circumstances in which men are placed in a great
measure give a cast to the human character. Those in
middling circumstances, have less temptation. They are
inclined by habit and the company with whom they associate,
to set bounds to their passions and appetites. If this is not
sufficient, the want [lack] of means to gratify them will be a
restraint — they are obliged to employ their time in their
respective callings — hence the substantial yeomanry of the
country are more temperate, of better morals and [of] less
ambition than the great [men of the nation]. The latter do not
feel for the poor and middling class; the reasons are obvious.
They are not obliged to use the pains and labor to procure
property as the other. They don't feel the inconveniences
arising from the payment of small sums. The great consider
themselves above the common people — entitled to more
respect — do not associate with them — they fancy
themselves to have a right of pre-eminence in everything. In

short, they possess the same feelings, and are under the
influence of the same motives, as an hereditary nobility. | know
the idea that such a distinction exists in this country is ridiculed
by some — But | am not the less apprehensive of danger from
their influence on this account. Such distinctions exist all the
world over — [And] have been taken notice of by all writers on
free government — and are founded in the nature of things. It
has been the principal care of free governments to guard
against the encroachments of the great. Common observation
and experience prove the existence of such distinctions. Will
anyone say, that there does not exist in this country the pride of
family, of wealth, of talents; and that they do not command
influence and respect among the common people?"

OPTIONAL READ

Here Melancton Smith speaks specifically and Alexander
Hamilton responds vaguely at the New York Ratifying
Convention to the current US Constitution on 1788.6.21:
"Who would have thought ten years ago, that the very men
who risked their lives and fortunes in support of republican
principles, would not treat them as the fictions of fancy? A few
years ago, we fought for liberty. We framed a general
government on free principles. We placed the state
legislatures, in whom the people have a full and fair
representation, between Congress and the people. We were
then it is true, too cautious; and too much restricted the powers
of the general government. But now it is proposed to go into
the contrary [opposite direction], and a more dangerous
extreme; to remove all barriers; to give the New Government
free access to our pockets, and ample command of our
persons; and that without providing for a genuine and fair
representation of the people. No one can say what the
progress of the change of sentiment may be in 25 years. The
same who now cry-up the necessity of an energetic
government, to induce a compliance with the system, may in
much less time reprobate [express disapproval of] this [new
2nd constitution] in as severe terms as they now do the
confederation [the 1st constitution of 13 independent states]
and may as strongly urge the necessity of going as far beyond
this [2nd constitution], as this is beyond the Confederation.
Men of this class are increasing. They have influence, talents
and industry. It is time to form a barrier against them. And
while we are willing to establish a government adequate to the
purposes of the union, let us be careful to establish it on the
broad basis of equal liberty.

Mr. Hamilton then resumed his argument. When, said
he, | had the honor to address the committee yesterday, | gave
a history of the circumstance which attended the Convention,
when forming the plan before you, | endeavored to point out to
you the principles of accommodation, on which this
arrangement was made; and to shew that the contending
interests of the States led them to establish the representation
as it now stands. In the second place, | attempted to prove
that in point of number the representation would be perfectly
secure.

Sire, no man agrees more perfectly than myself to the
main principle for which the gentlemen contend. | agree that
there should be a broad democratic branch in the national
legislature. But this matter, Sir depends on circumstance; It is
impossible, in the first instance to be precise and exact with
regard to the number; and it is equally impossible to determine
to what point it may be proper in [the] future to increase it. On
this ground, | am disposed to acquiesce. In my reasonings on
the subject of government, | rely more on the interests and the
[vague and equivocal] opinions of men, than on any




speculative parchment provisions whatever. | have found, that
Constitutions are [always] more or less excellent as they are
more or less agreeable to the natural operation of things. | am
therefore disposed not to dwell long on curious speculations, or
pay much attention to modes and forms; but to adopt a system,
whose principles have been sanctioned by experience; adapt it
to the real state of our country; and depend on probably
reasonings for its operation and result. | contend that 65 and
23 in two bodies afford perfect security, in the present state of
things; and that the regular progressive enlargement, which in
the contemplation of the General Convention, will leave not an
apprehension of danger in the most timid and suspicious mind.
It will be the interest of the large states to increase the
representation: This will be the standing instruction to their
delegates. But, say the gentlemen, the Members of Congress
will be interested not to increase the number [of
representatives], as it will diminish their relative influence. In
all their reasoning upon the subject, there sees to be this
fallacy: They suppose that the representative will have no
motive of action, on the one side, but a sense of duty; or on the
other, but corruption [They suppose that representatives will
have no motives but a sense of duty or corruption] They do not
reflect, that he is to return to the community; that he is
dependent on the will of the people, and that it cannot be his
interest to oppose their wishes. Sir, the general sense of the
people will regulate the conduct of their representatives. |
admit that there are exceptions to this rule: There are certain
conjunctures, when it may be necessary and proper to
disregard the opinions which the majority of the people have
formed: But in the general course of things, the popular views
and even prejudices will direct the actions of the rulers.

All governments, even the most despotic, depend, in
a great degree, on opinion. In free republics, it is most
particularly the case: In these, the will of the people makes the
essential principle of the government; and the laws which
control the community, receive their tone and spirit from the
public wishes. It is the fortunate situation of our country, that
the minds of the people are exceedingly enlightened and
refined: Here then we may expect the laws to be
proportionably [proportionately] agreeable to the standard of
perfect policy; and the wisdom of public measures to consist
with the most intimate conformity between the views of the
representative and his constituent. If the general view of the
people be for an increase, it undoubtably [SIC] must take
place: They have it in their power to instruct their
representatives; and the Sates Legislatures, which appoint the
senators, may enjoin it also upon them. Sir, if | believed that
the number would remain at 65, | confess | should give my
vote for an amendment; though in a different form from the one
proposed.

The amendment [under consideration] proposes a
[fixed] ratio of 1:20,000: | would ask, by what rule or reasoning
it is determined that one man is a better representative for 20
than 30 thousand? At present we have 3 millions of people. In
25 years, we shall have 6 millions, and in 40 years, 9 milllions:
And this is a short period, as it relates to the existence of
States. Here then, according to the ratio of 1:30,000, we shall
have, in 40 years, 300 representatives. [for 9 million people.
By this calculation, America in 2014 with 305 million people
should have 10,166 representative, not 435. And notably, this
is Alexander Hamilton saying this, using this argument to sell a
1:30,000 representation ratio.] If these be true, and if this be a
safe representation, why be dissatisfied? Why embarrass the
Constitution with amendments that are merely speculative and
useless? | agree with the gentleman, that a very small number

might give some color for suspicion: | acknowledge, that 10
would be unsafe [It would be an obvious oligarchy, so the
Brothers go for the next best thing, a narrow democracy of 65,
checked by a democracy of 23 checked by an elected monarch
and 9 monarch appointees in a Supreme Court.] On the other
hand, a thousand would be too numerous. But | ask him, why
will not 91 be an adequate and safe representation? This at
present appears to be the proper medium [middle ground].
Besides, the President of the United States [the US monarch]
will be himself the representative of the people. From the
competition that ever-subsists [always exists] between the
branches of government, the President will be induced to
protect their rights, whenever they are invaded by either
branch. On whatever side we view this subject, we discover
various and powerful checks to the encroachments of
Congress [the only part of the US government that is an actual
democracy. Here Hamilton is saying that America's
presidential monarchs protect the people from their democratic
legislature.] The true and permanent interests of the members
are opposed to corruption: Their number is vastly too large for
easy combination [obviously in hindsight this is not true]. Their
rival-ship between the houses will forever prove and
insuperable obstacle. The people have an obvious and
powerful protection in their own State governments [obviously
not true on the national level]. Should anything dangerous be
attempted, these bodies of perpetual observation [the state
governments] will be capable of forming and conducting plans
of regular opposition [When has this ever happened?] Can we
suppose the people's love of liberty will not, under the
incitement of their [state] legislative leaders, be roused into
resistance, and the madness of tyranny be extinguished at a
blow? Sir, the danger is too distant; it is beyond all rational
calculations.

It has been observed by an honorable gentleman, that
a pure democracy. if it were practicable, would be the most
perfect government. Experience has proved, that no position
in politics is more false than this. The ancient democracies, in
which the people themselves deliberated, never possessed
one feature of good government. Their very character was
tyranny; their figure deformity: When they assembled, the field
of debate presented an ungovernable mob, not only incapable
of deliberation, but prepared for every enormity. In these
assemblies, the enemies of the people brought forward their
plans of ambition systematically. .... [and] subjected
themselves to be led blindly by one tyrant or by another.

It was remarked yesterday, that a numerous
representation was necessary to obtain the confidence of the
people. This is not generally true. The confidence of the people
will easily be gained by a good administration. This is the true
touchstone [by which the people foolishly make up their
minds.] In Sparta, the Ephori were a body of magistrates,
instituted as a check upon the senate, and representing the
people. They consisted of only five men, but they were able to
protect their rights, and therefore enjoyed their confidence and
attachment. In Rome, the people were represented by three
Tribunes, who were afterwards increased to 10. Every one
acquainted with the history of that republic, will recollect how
powerful a check to the senatorial encroachments, this small
body proved. How unlimited a confidence was placed in them
by the people whose guardians they were; and to what a
conspicuous station in the government, their influence at length
elevated the Plebeians. Massachusetts has 300
representatives; New York has 65. Have the people in this
state less confidence in their representation than the people of
that? [Tiny, minuscule] Delaware has 21. Do the inhabitants of




New York feel a higher confidence than those of Delaware? |
have stated these examples to prove that the gentleman's
principle is not just. The popular confidence depends on
circumstances very distinct from considerations of number.
Probably the public attachment is more strongly secured by a
train of prosperous events, which are the result of wise
deliberation and vigorous execution, and to which large bodies
are much less competent than small ones. ...

[The gentleman in opposition has observed] that a
large representation is necessary to understand the interests of
the people. This principle is by no means true in the extent to
which the gentleman seems to carry it. | would ask, why may
neot [can't] a man understand the interests of 30 as well as 20?
The position appears to be made upon the unfounded
presumption, that all of the interests of all parts of the
community must be represented. No idea is more erroneous
than this. Only such interests are proper to be represented, as
are involved in the powers of the General government. These
interests come completely under the observation of one, or a
few men; and the requisite information is by no means
augmented in proportion to the increase in number."
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VOTING

The 3 main types of democratic corruption

There are 3 fundamental ways to make a democratic ship of
state leak:

1) Corrupt the process of electing decision makers.

2) Corrupt the decisions the elected people make once
elected.

3) Corrupt the execution of the things the elected people
decide.

The main tool for preventing ELECTION
CORRUPTION is an appropriate representation ratio that is not
too narrow as to have organized campaigns, or too broad as to
become subject to media corruption. The main tool for
preventing LEGISLATIVE CORRUPTION is to have secret
votes that can't be sold. The main tool for preventing
EXECUTIVE CORRUPTION is to have a broad elected body
executing our laws.

It doesn't hurt to outlaw vote buying

Today, if an ordinary person sells or swaps their insignificant
little vote they are committing a terrible crime: But if our 400-
odd lawmakers sell their massive nation swaying votes (for
campaign money) it is neither a crime nor shameful in any way.
How can it be?

Look, outlawing vote buying (and selling) is always a
good idea. Partly this is because it always reduces the
practice by some degree, and partly it is because it costs
nothing to say the practice is wrong and illegal.

It hurts nobody except our parasite to outlaw vote
buying everywhere: At the voting booth, in our legislatures and
in our corporations, and other institutions. Basically, we are
going universally raise the bar on our definition of democracy,
and make all forms of vote buying/swapping a serious crime
anywhere in our land.

And we should also probably say that it is not a
democracy if gifts, donations, campaign contributions, share
purchases, or employment considerations have any role at all
in the decision making process. We are going to do this in all

our sub-democracies, even if the election appears to be
insignificant, like in some stupid motion picture awards where
the electors have a strong tendency to vote their resume.

We should take every precaution possible

Many aspects of this design exist to prevent corruption.
Perhaps it is overkill to take so many precautions. Perhaps we
don't need so many precautions. Then again, perhaps we
should err on the side of doing all we can to prevent corruption,
especially if these preventative measures are neither costly nor
particularly troublesome — but merely conventions and rules.

SECRET VOTING

Secret voting 1: The plebiscite should not be secret

Secret voting has always offered one primary BENEFIT: It is
hard to buy and sell secret votes, because the person voting
can take the money and simply lie about who he voted for.
However, today, given the availability of tiny video cameras,
this reason is no longer valid in our general public elections,
unless we carefully screen the people casting ballots for
electronic recording devices, and that is big task for 250 million
voters.

Now on the COST side of the secret voting for a
public election, we have around 250 million secret ballots that
are brought to other places and counted. This is a vast
quantity of ballots. It is a number that is very hard to police
and not too hard to corrupt by long-term democratic parasite.
And certainly, in less democratic and more corrupt nations we
frequently hear about election fraud. In these nations, secret
voting often puts the outcome of an election in the hands of the
people already in power, because they are normally in some
way administering the election or helping to guard the ballots.

In fact, just having secret ballots lead to many kinds of
voter fraud because the ballots are all by nature nameless, and
in immense numbers; so the fraud is quite hard to detect, let
alone prove. (See the "presidential election" on the Battlestar
Galactica TV show for one of our parasite's heuristic
educational guides on this subject.)

So given the marginal benefit of secret public voting in
today's micro-video age, and the huge potential cost, we need
to go in the opposite direction. Instead we will cast our tiny
and insignificant 1-in-250-million votes out in the open for all to
see. We will put everything out in the open so that voter fraud
is impossible.

We will also make it a public duty for people to record
the election. This will make miscounts and falsifications all but
impossible to perpetrate. Under this system, we will never
hear cries of voter fraud in the PLEBISCITE, where we elect
our Sub-Senators, because the entire plebiscite vote will take
place out in the open under video documentation.

Secret voting 2: Lawmaker voting must be secret
The Romans never used secret ballots as a way of preventing
vote buying. In fact, Romans were allowed to sell their votes
because it was thought (or merely said to be thought) that the
outlawing of vote selling would change little. Strange how the
Romans never thought of secret ballots. Stranger still is how
America's great democracy never teaches its children that vote
buying/selling is the real reason why we cast our ballots in
secret. | mean, what an important and basic thing for a
democracy to teach its people, right?

Anyway, Modern democracy does secret voting



backwards from how it should be done. See, when we cast
our tiny little individual-citizen votes that don't matter much, we
do that secretly. But when our 400-odd oligarch lawmakers
cast their hugely important million-citizen votes, that is done
out in the open, live on TV's C-SPAN, where each
congressional vote is carefully tracked. This enables our
parasite to make sure that its campaign contributions are
actually buying the votes they are supposed to be buying.
Otherwise, America's congressmen might just take the
campaign contributions and vote any way they please,
misunderstanding their true role in America's sham democracy.

What we are going to do now is flip the way we do
secret voting. Our hard to buy and easy to falsify 1:500 Nome
votes will take place out in the open, where then can be easily
tallied. And our very sellable and hard to falsify lawmaker
votes will be done in secret so they can't be sold.

Basically, if our lawmakers are voting secretly, how
can anyone be sure that their campaign contributions or
lobbying efforts, gift, bribe, or extortion activity had any effect?
And how can political parties be sure that their member
lawmakers are not taking their money/backing/whatever and
then voting in some other way?

No vote talk
In the new government, lawmakers and judges will not be
allowed to talk about how they will vote or the way they voted.

Aristophanes, d. 385 BC, Wasps

"He's so given to clutching his voting pebble...

If he sees written on a [toilet] door:

'Demos, son of Pyrilampes, is such an attractive boy',

He writes underneath: "So is the ballot box".

[Keeping your votes secret prevents all forms of bribery, even
sexual bribery.]

Plutarch, d. 120AD, Gaius Marius, 29

"anyone can do the right thing when there is no danger
attached to it. What distinguishes the good man from others is
that when danger is involved, he still does the right thing."
[Keeping your votes secret keeps them from being dangerous
and thus enables anyone to do the right thing — not just brave
men.]

How secret congressional voting was ended by the 2nd
US constitution of 1789

Under the 1st US constitution of 1777, the US Articles of
Confederation voting was by state and the votes of the 13
states were recorded only as 13 votes. But under the 2nd US
constitution of 1789 there are two separate mentions of how
the vote of each congressman is to be tracked. Two mentions!
You see, it is hugely important to the great corrupter that the
votes of our congressmen are recorded. Otherwise, our
parasite will have no way to know if our congressmen are
voting the way "the system", or the "invisible hand" wants them
to vote.

1st US constitution of 1777-1789,

The US Articles of Confederation, Section 9

"The congress of the United States... shall publish the journal
of their proceedings monthly, except such parts thereof relating
to treaties, alliances, or military operations, as in their judgment
require secrecy; and the yeas and nays of the delegates of
each state on any question shall be entered on the journal,
when it is desired by any delegate." [Under the articles of
confederation, each of the 13 states only had one vote, no

matter how many delegates conveyed that one vote to the
Congress or union of the 13 states.]

Current (2nd) US Constitution of 1789, Section 7

"in all cases the votes of both houses shall be determined by
yeas and nays, and the names of the person voting for and
against the bill shall be entered on the journal of each house

respectively."

Current (2nd) US Constitution of 1789, Article 1, Section 5
"Each house shall keep a journal of its proceedings, and from
time to time publish the same, excepting such parts as may in
their judgement require secrecy; and the yeas and nays of the
members of either house on any question shall, at the desire of
one-fifth of those present, be entered on the journal."

Secret voting: Voting cards

There will be a deck of cards with numbers 0 to 999 on them.
They are thin cardboard discs 8cm in diameter. Each voting
card/disc will have 3 perforated punch-outs, or chads. Each
chad about the size of a US quarter (2.5cm). Each voting disc
will have a 3-digit number and bar-code on one side of all three
chads. The punch-outs will also say YES, NAY, or ABS on this
side. They will also have braille bumps on the opposite side
from the print. A dot is yes, a dash is no, and a colon mark is
abstain.

These come out of the deck and are adequately
shuffled in a Senate approved machine that involves multiple
human card cuts. These will be done by a vote monitors that
serve for only one day a year in front of everyone. The voting
cards are spread out print-side down on a table. Each Senator
will take a single Voting card from the table.

Secret voting: How

To cast a vote, our Senators will remove the appropriate
punch-out from their ballot discs and cast the big part. They
will keep the chad as a receipt until the vote is counted. Due to
the randomization of the voting cards, only the Senator with the
other half of the ballot will know his voting card number. This
number shall be a matter of the utmost secrecy. It shall also be
a matter of strictly enforced Senate voting secrecy rules.

The ballots are placed on a table where they are
gathered up by the vote monitor and shuffled according to
senate rules and placed in the vote counting machine.

The counting machine scans the bar codes and puts
the vote for each number on the overhead LCD monitors in
order 0 to 999. The Senators look at the digits of their stubs to
make sure their number is accurately tallied. If any Senator
comes forth at that voting center showing his stub as evidence
of a miscount, the vote shall be cancelled.

Senate voting will be supervised by randomly drawn
voting monitors. These shall serve for only one day a year. All
their activities shall be out in the open and in front of everyone.

Every time our Senators leave the voting hall, they will
pass by a table where they shall place their stubs face down
and draw other stubs. This practice exists to make voting stubs
meaningless as a way of proving how anyone voted.

Now it should be considered a matter of the highest
importance that except where a vote is challenged (and subject
to revote), our Senators must NEVER reveal how they actually
voted. If we allow this at all, vote buying is the next step. So
VOTE REVEALING must be a crime and something that is
considered grounds for dismissal from the Senate.

Voting hall ceilings shall be 2.4m-2.5m above the
floor. They shall be painted white, and there shall be no fixtures



mounted to the ceiling. Voting halls shall have white walls and
white tile floors.

Decision in Philadelphia, Ch.23

"A second problem they did not fully understand is what we
might call the "federal ambiguity". As we have seen, some of
the delegates, such as Madison, Wilson, and Hamilton, would
have reduced the powers of the states markedly; but the
consensus of the Convention was that the states ought to be
left a good deal of authority to run their own affairs, where no
national interest was involved. The consequence has been a
dual system in which congressmen are frequently torn between
national and local interest. For example, regardless of what a
congressman from lowa believes about farm subsidies, he
cannot possibly vote against them if he is to remain in office. A
further consequence is that he may have to trade away his
vote on, say, subsidies for [oil saving] mass transit, in order to
get big-city congressmen to vote for his farm supports. He may
thus be driven by the needs of his constituency to vote for a
whole array of bills that he believes in his heart are not good
national policy. The result is that Congress finds it very difficult
to work out a consistent national policy on many basic issues,
leaving a vacuum which most presidents are happy to fill." [In
other words, anything that makes our legislature less likely to
agree strengthens the presidential monarch and his appointee
administration, for his administration is more likely to cast the
deciding vote. Also, increasing legislative gridlock reduces the
potential that the democratic part of our government will
manage to override the veto of our presidential monarchs.]

A democracy based on personal acquaintance

There will only be one way to get into government

The candidate will have to get their neighborhood NOME of
250 voters to elect them to the Sub-Senate for one year. Then
our Senators will meet in groups of 100 Nomes called CENTI-
NOMES, and these Centi-Nomes will rank their membership
each TENETH (36.5 days, or a tenth of a year). Each teneth,
the top ranked man in each Sub-Senate Centi-Nome will be
sent for one year of service in the MAIN-SENATE, the main law
making body. Also in each teneth, the Main-Senate will do a
similar thing with its membership. Thus at every step in this
democracy, the people voting will know the candidate from
personal acquaintance — either living more or less near them,
or working with them in the Senate. This is a democracy
designed to maximize the value of personal contact, and
minimize, or even eliminate the value of media coverage and
campaign spending.

Personal acquaintance trumps campaign spending

All our elections will be decided by direct personal contact with
the candidates. At each level, people will learn about the
candidates by living or working with them.

A) How do you sway these votes?

B) How do you campaign over this familiarity?

C) How do you advertise over this familiarity?

D) How can news reporting have much sway over this
familiarity?

E) How do you buy your way into a position of power?

They lobby congress because it really works (corrupts)
Do you think all those billion being spent to lobby Washington
today are being spent for no reason? Of course they are
corrupting our government. Here is a democratic design that
will end all of that.

They can lobby all they want

Under this new system, extra-democratic interests will no
longer hold much sway at all in our nation's decision making
process. That is, unless they can convince our elected officials
with their reasons and arguments. Thus we arrive at a much
purer version of "government of the people, by the people and
for the people".

Gr. Dienos, Deimos = terror

Gr. Dieno-saur = terrorizing-lizard

Gr. Deimo-cracy = terrorerule, rule by causing panic and
frightening the herd this way or that. Here we understand why
the media constantly seems to be trying to frighten our herd/
society.

The arabs want our government subject to the will of the
mob, the mob they control, just like we saw in Indonesia
between around 1998 and 2004. Here we see the Arab
mob at work.

Charles de Montesquieu

"The tyranny of a prince in an oligarchy is not so dangerous to
the public welfare as the apathy of the citizens in a
democracy."

Robert Hutchins

"The death of democracy is not likely to be an assassination
from ambush. It will be a slow extinction from apathy,
indifference, and undernourishment.

Bill Vaughn

"A citizen of America will cross the ocean to fight for
democracy, but won't cross the street to vote in a national
election."

Good Jurors don't listen to what people say outside the
courtroom

In America, our tiny and relatively insignificant court trials have
some truly fastidious information controls. In fact, they
frequently make every effort to monopolize the information
presentation role — even going so far as to sequester jurors at
times. Now contrast this with the anything-goes way our all-
important society-wide decisions are made. Don't we owe our
huge society-wide decisions at least the same level of fairness
we afford people in trial decisions? Shouldn't our democracy,
like our court system strive to gather and present all relevant
information within a special forum that was designed to be
unbiased?

And isn't the overall health of our democracy more
important than any microcosm fairness that exists within its
domain? | mean, if we are going to agonize and mince over
facts to get our decisions slightly more accurate, let it be with
the overall health of our democracy, rather than with individual
claims of injustice within our democracy.

Trial by paid advertising and PR corruption

Imagine if we had our jurors 'vote' based on expensive paid
ads they saw on television, never having listened to the actual
defendant. Orimagine if jurors 'voted' based on a half-page
summaries run as paid advertisements, as many 'informed'
American voters do today. Imagine if the prosecution and
defense had to communicate with the jury through news
coverage and paid advertising; then on the last day of the trial,
the jurors show up check a guilty or not guilty box next to the



name of the accused.

In the interest of a fair trial, judges often go to absurd
lengths to keep the information gathering role inside the justice
system. Why don't we take this approach with respect to our
society-wide decisions? Why does our society provide no
forum at all for candidates to communicate with the public? |
mean, we don't even provide one free election channel around
election time. Why do we leave so much of the information
role outside the democratic process in the corrupt paid media?
Obviously this is a democracy optimized for corruption and
parasitism.

Our democracy informs itself

Do not let the openly corrupt paid commercial media or other
loud-mouths sway you with their extra-democratic ideas.
Mistrust any important idea that was not brought up at your
Nome's ELECTION FORUM. Use your Nome meeting as a
'court of public opinion'. Use your Nome's relatively impartial
group mind to try the truth as a jury in a court of law does. If
you hear something outside your Nome's forum, or its BBS, try
not to let it weigh as evidence unless you bring it up at the
forum for the rest of the Nome to discuss and analyze.

Besides, once we start communicating outside the
recognized forum, it is more likely to lead to paid
communication and campaign spending (and corrupting
contributions) as well as, smear campaigns and extra-
democratic political parties.

In our LAWMAKING FORUM, our Main-Senators
should, wherever practical avoid considering information
unless it was verified by the Senate. Here the attestation by
even one Centi-Nome may do — although we probably want a
higher bar for the truth. Here is why, one path to Senate
elevation should be providing the Main-Senate with intelligent,
efficiently worded commentary and information related to
something the Senate is considering. This should be one of the
ways for Sub-Senators to get elected to serve in the Main-
Senate.

Under-informed voters should abstain

In order to cast a vote, you must be a voting age citizen, and
you should have viewed the candidates speak, either in
person, or online. However, voting is on the honor system.
People are simply not supposed to vote unless they have seen
all the candidates in their Nome communicate. People who
don't want to invest the time should abstain from voting.

Voter participation is a great thing, but under-informed
voting is not voter participation. In fact, under-informed voting
is not even a second best sort of voter participation. Under-
informed voting is a negative because under informed voters
tend to vote for candidates that are not the smartest. Some
vote for the most talked about people. Other vote for the most
physically attractive people. Others vote for the people with
the best educational qualification. Still others vote for the
candidates with the "experience".

Never get out the vote

It is widely thought that higher voter turnout tends to give a
slight advantage to the party of the people as opposed to the
cobbled-together party of the parasite's special interests. This
is certainly true. But there are other dimensions to the
campaigns to get more people voting.

Firstly, those "get-out-the-vote" messages increase
the corrupting power of campaign advertising. You see, these
get-out-the-vote voters, by definition, would not have voted
except for the campaign to get out and vote. They are often

people who have been convinced that under-informed voting is
better than not voting at all. These votes tend to be based less
on careful consideration and more on TV ads, sound-bites,
door-hangers, yard signs, phone calls, and billboards. These
votes also tend to be based on what religious leaders or labor
union leaders say. Some people will feel that they are making
an informed decision when they have read an article written by
some ostensibly democratic group, or an article in one of those
Rupert Murdoch fronted Mideast newspapers or news
magazines. So all the get out and vote ads — they increase
the sway of our parasite's many backdoors to power in our
government.

Now we might as a society say something like; "If you
are not reasonably sure who, or what you are voting for,
please, for the sake democracy don't vote." or, "You owe your
democracy/nation at least the same amount care in coming to
a decision as you owe the poor man you are trying as a juror."

But maybe the whole idea of us voting to hire people
we have never met in person is the faulty idea. What company
would do that, especially with its management team? Let's
instead pick people from our neighborhoods, people we live
with and see regularly. And let’s not pick people because they
are well liked, or volunteered a lot: Lets pick them because
they have shown that they are smart, hard working, and have
good judgement.

Simplify elections as much as possible

I recall elections in California that were far too complex,
elections with dozens of lengthy ballot measures (plebiscites)
and often, just as many candidates all vying for our scarce
attention. And because many people didn't take enough time
to figure out all the 30 or 50 things they need to decide on,
California's elections tend to be elections by under-informed
voters.

But the big problem with complex ballots is (yet again)
that of money affecting, or more precisely corrupting our
election outcomes. Basically, the more complicated our ballots
become, the more we have under-informed voters making
decisions based on something they saw in some paid ad, or on
the nightly news produced by "big media" — whoever that is.
So ultimately, the problem with ballot complexity is that it
increases the power of campaign spending, and the corrupting
effects of campaign contributions.

Instead, to reduce the effectiveness of campaign
contributions corruption, we should all go in the opposite
direction and make our elections as focused as possible. This
way, the people will focus their attention on the single most
important political issue there is — that of finding the best
problem-understanders and solution-administrator they can in
their neighborhood.

Winston Churchill
"The best argument against [narrow] democracy is a 5-minute
conversation with the average voter."

Plebiscites are corrupt

Winston Churchill's famous remark is a weak argument against
democracy in general, however, it is a withering comment
about plebiscites. Here | want to point out that it is dumb to
have everyone make all the decisions in our society because:
1) The redundancy is a huge waste of time.

2) It doesn't work well because many people don't take enough
time to make an informed decision.

3) Plebiscites increase the power of paid communication and



media corruption.
4) Untrue arguments will work better on the masses than on
the smartest people. and
5)The smartest people will in general make better decisions for
society.

The only decision the public should be making is this:
"Which people familiar to everyone in our neighborhood do we
trust to make decisions for us?" Everything else should be
decided by the broad base of smart people annually elected as
the smartest. In other words, we should not ask the people to
decide for society, we should ask their 1:250 delegates to do
that.

Melancton Smith, 1788.06.25

"l know the impulses of the multitude are inconsistent with
systematic government. The people are frequently incompetent
to deliberate discussion, and subject to errors and
imprudences. Is this the complexion of the [1:1,500] state
legislatures? | presume it is not. | presume that they are never
actuated by blind impulses -- that they rarely do things hastily
and without consideration. The state legislatures were select
bodies of men, chosen for their superior wisdom, and so
organized as to be capable of calm and regular conduct."

Ambrose Bierce, Devil's Dictionary
"Referendum, n. A law for submission of proposed legislature
to a popular vote to learn the nonsense of public opinion."

Ambrose Bierce, Devil's Dictionary

"Multitude, n. A crowd; the source of political wisdom and
virtue. In a republic, the object of the statesman's adoration.
'In a multitude of counsellors there is wisdom', saith the
proverb. If many men of equal individual wisdom are wiser
than any one of them, it must be that they acquire the excess
of wisdom by the mere act of getting together. Whence comes
it? Obviously from nowhere—as well they say that a range of
mountains is higher than the single mountains composing it. A
multitude is as wise as its wisest member if it obeys him. If
not, it is no wiser than its most foolish." [Here our parasite
explains that if they keep the masses from listening to their
wisest, then its host will be 'no wiser than its most foolish.]

Ambrose Bierce, Devil's Dictionary

"Rabble, n. In a republic, those who exercise a supreme
authority tempered by fraudulent elections. The rabble is like
the sacred Simurgh, of the Arabian fable—omnipotent on
condition that it do nothing." [In Persian myth, a simurg was a
large mythical bird of great age, believed to have the power of
reasoning and speech.]

Anti-Federalist papers 1787.07.17

"The extent of the country renders it impossible that the people
can have the requisite capacity to judge of the respective
pretensions of the candidates. [Translation: The country is so
big that the people will be unable to accurately judge the
national, state, or even county candidates.] ...The people
generally could only know and vote for some Candidate whose
merits had rendered him an object of general attention and
esteem. .... He was against a popular election [having
elections by the people]. The people are uninformed, and
would be misled by a few designing men. The popular mode of
electing the chief Magistrate [President] would certainly be the
worst of all."

Mandatory jury duty and optional voting?

It is strange how we require our citizens to participate in the
tiny little insignificant jury decisions of our society, but when it
comes to the all critical decision of who will run our
government, participation is optional. Here the greatest
absurdity is that even in arguments over money (civil lawsuits),
our citizens must participate as jurors according to the 7th
amendment; and they must participate in large and wasteful
groups, no less!

Instead, we should use the precious and limited water
of this spring more wisely. Instead of squandering it on trivial
decisions, like who pays how much when someone
accidentally slips and falls, lets use this spring for something
really important like the universal decisions that everyone must
follow.

Fastidious courts within a sloppy democracy

Maybe the reason for this state of affairs is that our parasite
wants us using up all our energies on tiny individual decisions,
growing fatigued, so we will be sloppier with the big society-
wide questions. This way it is easier for our parasite to
influence our society.

Everyone must participate in the election process

Under today's narrow democracies, with their universal polling
of a single national electorate, it does not matter how many
people turn out to vote, so entirely voluntary election
participation works just fine. However, our new broad and
decentralized democracy will be based on 250-voter Nomes,
and here size by some measure must be maintained, or we will
see the proliferation of increasingly undersized Nomes.

The most important thing for keeping our Nomes
close at 250 is to require that all voting age people attend the
national voting hour. They don't have to vote, but they do have
to show up at a voting site so everyone can see that the Nome
honestly contains around 250 people. They will also have to
sign their Sub-Senator's vote documentation papers, so that a
number acceptably close to 250 people attest that they
witnessed the election of each Sub-Senator.

Those who don't vote will have to show a valid cause
or pay a fine and serve say 100 hours of mandatory community
service for not showing up. People who are elderly, disabled,
unable, or unfit to vote, can be permanently removed from
register of voters if they request. People who are ill can get a
doctor's letter. People visiting another part of the country
around election time can attend the vote wherever they are,
but their vote will count as an abstention. Then they will go to
the Nome's BBS and send in their abstention information.

When people leave the nation and intend to be out
over an election, they may fill out a form that the immigration
department will send to their Nome. When they return, another
form will be filled out that will be sent by the immigration
department to cancel the first form.

It will be the job of each new Sub-Senators to account
for every voting age citizen registered in their Nome before
they may be admitted to the Sub-Senate. Most people will
appear on their Nome's role sheets collected on election day.
Some will be excused (if they submit an acceptable and
verifiable excuse within 72 hours), Some will be excused by
the immigration department. but the remainder, the no-shows
will be referred (by the winning Sub-Senators) to the local law
enforcement like people who fail to show up for jury duty today.
Then, the local law enforcement people will give the Sub-
Senator a receipt naming the no-shows and promising
prosecution for failure to appear. The newly elected Sub-



Senator will then submit documentation totaling 250 or more
voting age citizens, for verification by his colleagues in the
Sub-Senate.

It is unfortunate, but unavoidable that everyone in our
new democracy must show up at their neighborhood voting
place once a year for an hour. Compared to the average time
we Americans now spend with jury duty, and filling our our
income tax returns, an hour a year voting is not too much to
demand. Besides, the time we spend voting will reduce the
time we spend on taxes and jury duty.

Election terrorism

If everyone is required to attend the vote (or suffer a penalty) it
will be much harder to use terrorism to keep people from
voting.

Excusable Voting absence

If you are ill, or have a medical condition, and have a doctor's
letter, you do not have to vote. If you have to take care of
someone, then you may be excused. Emergency personal
may also be exempted, however, we probably want to use our
fire/police stations and hospitals as Nome voting sites so we
can better include the votes of these people. People over say
60 years old, and disabled people should probably be able to
permanently opt-out of voting.

Maybe 3% of Nomes should get disqualified

We are never going to get 100% of our Nomes to quality in
each election. Attempting to do this is a fool's errand. So what
we will do is disqualify the Nomes with the highest absentee
rate. This might be as low as 2%, but it should probably not go
over 10%.

People over platforms

If we vote for candidates based on their platforms instead of
their strength as candidates, we get the platforms we like and
compromise on the people espousing those platforms. Thus a
few key issues rule and everything else is in second place.
The abilities of the leader are in second place, and all other
non-key issues are in second place as well. Change your
emphasis and get the smartest leaders possible in
government. Then let them decide on the platforms.

Narrow democracy emphasizes platforms

Under narrow democracy, with elections being such a huge
high budget thing, there is considerable polling and analysis of
what the people want to hear. Then there is considerable
pandering (pan-dar=all-give) with respect to platforms. Thus
narrow democracy tends to inherently emphasize platforms,
while making our candidates as plain vanilla as possible.
However, under a broad (neighborhood-style) democracy, this
sort of statistical politics becomes largely impossible. The
result is that the man starts to matter more and his platform
starts to matter less.

Platforms stretch and weaken a democracy

Taken to its logical extreme, the idea of everyone voting for
leaders based on their platforms is a flawed idea. This
because eventually, our various selfish interests (platforms)
wind up pulling our common efforts in a variety of popular
directions, one for each faction/lobby.

Know your candidate’s patrimony
Given the nature of the harem-bred parasite the world is
fighting, it would be a good idea to know the patrimony of our

candidates. So it should be normal for Senators to post on
their campaign wall the nationality and pictures of their parents
and grandparents. Be extra suspicious of people with
ancestors that are dead, particularly those with foreign Semitic
ancestors that are dead.

No bias in favor of rich lawmakers
Don't have any bias against rich people — just don't have any
systemic bias at all that favors them.

If you can't come up with something original

Try to say something more tersely or more forcefully, or more
comprehensively, or more memorably, even if it is superseded
2 hours later. It is the foolish gold miner that only looks for
nuggets and shuns gold dust. A great deal of the improvement
gold is found in the form of tiny particles.

Senate qualification test

The only qualification that our Senators should have should be
informal and questions like:

1) Does the Senator understand supply and demand?

2) Does the Senator have a firm grasp of scientific notation and
the true scale of the world around him and his decisions about
it?

3) Does the Senator understand the dilution of shares?

4) Can the Senator accurately ascribe the four sorts of
exponential relationships to the world around him?

5) Can the Senator understand all common metaphors?

Nothing else matters in comparison

Whether someone is well liked or well-known should make little
difference in an election unless there are no other differences.
If this is all your candidates have to offer, then fine, pick the
most popular. But if one of them is even the slightest bit
smarter than the other, pick that one. Try not to consider

1) Looks.

2) Popularity.

3) Sincerity.

4) Honesty.

5) Promiscuity.

6) Volubility.

7) Eccentric behavior.

8) If the candidate seems capable of doing bad things.

The public's only job is to find the smartest people
that look like they will throw everything they have into trying to
be worthwhile to the national cause. Just figure out who is the
smartest, because nothing else really matters in choosing
Senators.

How to tell smart leaders.

Look for leaders that can:

1) Find alternative solutions, even imperfect ones, that few
others realize.

2) Foresee and describe problems before others.

3) Find ways to improve the existing way of doing things, even
slightly.

4) Invent entirely transcendental new systems for doing things.
5) Point out unintended and especially unrecognized
consequences.

6) Are minimally enthralled by pre-packaged ideology.

7) Realize that knowledge is not intelligence and most of the
most knowledgeable people are not particularly good at
recombining their knowledge in a useful way.

Ammianus Marcellinus on Roman Emperor Valens d. 378



AD
"he was better at choosing between different options than
devising them." [People like this should not be leaders.]

Ugly leaders

One of our parasite's more unbelievable propaganda songs,
went something like this: "If you want to be happy for the rest
of your life, if you want to be happy for the rest of your days...
get an ugly girl to marry you." They were actually pushing the
opposite, that we should not settle when it comes to physical
beauty. They would have us compromise over intelligence or
character, but not beauty.

Anyway, with respect to our leaders, this song is
probably pretty sound advice. Don't vote for people because
they are physically attractive or charismatic. Hold that against
them a bit. And when a leader is scandalized by their political
opponents, hold this in their favor a bit, to reduce the process
of scandalization.

Neighborhood meetings will bring our communities
together

Meeting to elect our best to the Sub-Senate will help bring
neighborhoods together with a mind towards the good of
society. Today, most communities are a long way from having
too much of this.

A second term in the Sub-Senate
Don't favor people because they have already served in the
Senate. Only favor the best ideas.

Moving to serve

There should be nothing wrong with moving to a neighborhood
where one stands a greater chance of being elected Sub-
Senator. In fact, this should be encouraged, strongly
encouraged as this will serve to de-segregate our cities
economically. It will also help expose the problems the poorer
parts of society face.

Welcome new arrivals

How long should people live in a Nome before we elect them?
If we have no minimum, then we will see more people moving
into "bad" areas to run for the Senate. We will also see more
"peace corps" volunteers moving to economically challenged
parts of the world: Something that is a very beneficial and
important thing for the world. | mean, if someone wants to
move into a poor area with an eye to becoming their Sub-
Senator, measure him fairly and do not hold his newness in
your community against him. Simply decide who the best man
is to be your Sub-Senator. You should even welcome
foreigners to your Senate, so long as they are smart and don't
seem Muslim or Middle Eastern. These you should treat with
distrust unless they are clearly working for the forces of more
and better.

Anyone can run for senate in any Nome

Cities always seem to have good parts and bad parts. So it is
easy to imagine that some parts of our cities will be more
competitive than others, and produce more qualified Senators
than other parts. And some parts will tend to be less
competitive, and produce less qualified Senators.

To bring up the quality of the least competitive parts,
we will say that people don't have to live in a particular Nome
to run for the Senate in that Nome. We will also say that
everyone is obligated to elect the best man regardless of
whether he is from that Nome. This way we will see the best

men spreading out and having a higher influence.

And except for Arabs, do not discriminate against
people because they come from a nearby neighborhood, race
or their legal sexual inclinations. Just elect whoever seems
smartest. We want lots of people going from expensive west
LA to poorer east LA and campaigning there because they
stand a better chance of being elected. We want this because
it will make our Senate better.

In better Nomes, the campaigning process should get
underway earlier so would-be candidates can better make
plans. As well, the BBS of each Nome should show where
each candidate lives.

Nobody votes for themselves

If we let candidates vote for themselves, then we create a
slight advantage for 'homegrown' candidates in Nome
elections. Therefore, nobody in our new democracy shall vote
for himself in any election.

Plebiscite priority #1

Everyone's duty is to elect the smartest people you can trust to
the Senate. If good people live in another part of town but
register in a Nome in a bad neighborhood, do not discriminate
against them. Just pick the smartest and hardest-working
people for government. That is your duty as a voter.

It is very important that we elect as many good people
as we can to government. For this to happen, we must spread
our better people out in our cities. And for that to happen, the
people in the bad neighborhoods must elect more people from
better neighborhoods.

A domestic Peace Corps
Give a bit more of a reward to good people who actually move
into bad neighborhoods — especially those who also help their
new community. Do not be biased against them because they
are outsiders. Everyone should encourage this sort of thing by
voting for the best people.

Over-majorities tend to spend less

Which government is more resistant to taking action and
spending your money? The one that requires a 50% or the
one that requires a 60% over-majority? Clearly if we want to
reduce government action, including government spending,
requiring an overmajority will help. But don't go too far with
your over-majority, or you empower a minority with blocking
power. Stay within the 1:1 to 2:1 range. Also, remember that
under majorities suffer from being wobbly and quickly changing
their minds.

Candidates should post pictures

People running for the Sub-Senate should post their own
picture, as well as a picture of both their father and mother
before they went gray. If they were adopted they must state
this.

TERM OF OFFICE

Aristotle, Athenian Constitution, Penguin version,
comments prior to 43.1 "Most civilian offices were felt to
require loyalty rather than skill, and allotment [the drawing
straws for government positions] was used as an appropriate
method for distributing appointments fairly among men
considered equally eligible; military offices required ability and
the confidence of the men serving under the officers, and so
these were filled by election."



Royalty, castes and our parasite's influence

Think about castes and how men did what their fathers did.
Think about how everyone had something to lose if they did
not follow tradition. Now think about how the ability to follow in
the footsteps of one's socially elevated father was often a
matter of doing everything exactly the way their father did. It
was also a matter of not making any waves.

Imagine how most people would go along and how
only a small portion might become troublesome. Thus we see
how our parasite is behind our caste and class systems, as
well as all forms of inherited social status and title.

Eventually, if the people don't say anything, our
parasite's caste control can be trope-d up without end until it
resemble pre-British India. There our parasite's status divisions
went all the way to the very bottom of society and prevented
pretty much any development in that host society. Under this
system, it was much easier for the Arabs to get rid of
troublemakers. Thus it was always easy for the parasite to stay
attached to its In-dei'n host society.

Uddhava Gita, 12

"Those who live outside a caste will tend towards a lack of
faith. They will become dishonest in their dealings — stealing
and quarreling needlessly. Impurity, anger and desire will be
the characteristics of those outside the varnasherama caste
system. Non-violence, truthfulness and honesty, freedom from
desire, anger and greed, always seeking the happiness and
well-being of all — these are the hallmarks of those inside the
varnash-rama caste system." [In India, the Arab parasite did
not merely institute hereditary leaders, but hereditary
everything. Here we can see how the Arabs used the ancient
media (in the form of a principal Hindu religious text) to further
their socio-political objectives.

Long terms of office, dictators and the caste system
Which is closer to dictator, president for life or president for 4
years? Which is closer to dictator, president for 4 years or
president for 1 year? Which is easier for our parasite to
manage, a legislature full carefully screened multi-term
incumbents, or a legislature that is changing every year? Our
parasite consolidates its power far more effectively when its
host's leadership changes little. New leaders are always
changing things, and these changes normally involve lower
revenues for the parasite.

How often should we ask if our leaders ought to be our
leaders?

Every 30 years? Every 10 years? Every 3 years? Every
year? In answering this question, the easiest test is to ask
back: "Which is least like an unimpeachable king?"

Anti-Federalist papers, Centinel #1, 1787.10.5

"The term for which they [U.S elected officials] are chosen, [is]
too long to preserve a due dependence and accountability to
their constituents." [Under America's first constitution, most
state senators served for a year. Here someone was asking if
it was wise to have 4-year presidents, and 6 year senators as
the 2nd US constitution of 1787 was proposing.]

Anti-Federalist papers, John DeWitt, 1787.11.05

"After the first four years, each senator will hold his seat for the
term of six years. This length of time will be amply sufficient of
itself to remove any checks that he may have upon his
independency, from the fear of future election. He will consider

that... places of honor and trust are not generally obtained
unsolicited [i.e. without payments, the parasite's way of doing
things]. The same means that placed him there may be again
made use of. His influence and his abilities arising from his
opportunities, will, during the whole term increase those
means. He will have a complete negative [veto right] upon all
laws that shall-be general,-or that shall favor-individuals, and a
voice in the appointment of all officers in the United States.
Thus habituated to power, and living in the daily practice of
granting favors and receiving solicitations, he may hold himself
completely independent of [from] the people, and at the same
time ensure his election. If there remains even a risk, the
blessed assistance of a little well-distributed money will remove
it."

[It is hard to tell if this text is a good man explaining how to
make the government less corrupt or a bad main explaining
how to make it more corrupt. This is something we often see in
Arab heuristic gazettes.]

Longer terms of office increase corruption
Do we actually get better leaders or judges by awarding power
for life? Isn't the opposite is true? Isn't it human nature to grow
increasingly lazy and complacent?

Let’s do what America's founding fathers did under
US Constitution 1.0. Let’s give our Senators a year of active
service in each level of the Senate to do whatever it is they are
going to do. If they do exceptionally well, their peers will vote
to give them a promotion.

Tenured professors as made men

Pull a thorn from the paw of a lion, and he will remember you.
A high percentage of tenured professors have probably done
some service for the parasite, just like the made men in the
mafia. And maybe they didn't do something for the parasite
beforehand — maybe they are sure to do something for the
parasite later because of some awful secret they have.

Find all the made men
Any place where people are hired by an large opaque
institution for life should be suspect.

No more Strom Thurmons

Strong Thursman served a 49-year tenure in the US Senate.
This man did not help America to be free, he helped enslave it.
We want to get as far away from this sort of frontman as
possible. We don't want a government where strong
individuals dominate, as these people are always carefully
selected by our parasite and its great blood-sucking will that
pervades all things. We want the opposite, a democracy
where individual people have little if any power.

American dynasties

Nobody loves dynasties like the world's #1 dynasty, the haremi
of the harems.

John Adams — John Quincy Adams

Teddy Roosevelt — Franklin Roosevelt

George Bush — George W Bush

Robert Morris — Robert (Groveneur) Morris

Julius Caesar, Augustus Caesar, Tlberius Caesar, Caligula
Caesar, Claudius Caesar, Nero Caesar...

Incumbent

One definition of INCUMBENT is as an obligation. The other is
a democratically elected officials already in office. Also,
IN°CUM-BENT breaks down as in=within + cum=with + bent =



bended-knee , those forced to submit. The intersection of
these definitions says a great deal about incumbency and
parasitism. Here we see people who stay in office because
they are obligated or they have submitted to the will of Mideast
Inc.

INCUMBENT = in-cum+pehn't = not-with-say'nt
INCOMPETENT = in*com*peh-te*n't = not with, say you'nt

OLIGARCHY = ligarchy
LIG-ARCHY = rule by string pullers

Re-election of incumbents

Human connections, particularly lots of weak sting-pulling
connections are a main tool of our parasite. For this reason,
we don't want a government where experience and
connections rule. We want a pure-hearted government where
artless, sincere, "no-vice" Senators preside. We want a
democracy by innocent, amateur, faceless lawmakers that get
in, work like crazy to be elevated, and then cycle-out and get
on with their lives again.

To this end we should have a simple rule. Once you
have left the Senate, you must spend at least 7 Sub-Senate
terms out before you can serve again. This way, incumbents
will not take-over the character of our Senate. If our past
Senators have more great ideas after they are out, they will
just have to pitch these ideas as a SENATOR EMERITUS or a
group of SENATORS EMERITUS.

Trustworthy novice or seasoned Baro-crat?

Some people may be wondering if we can rely on
inexperienced "no-vice" elected officials to take over from the
experienced baro-crat managers running our government.
Well, the answer is firstly that in the top tier of America's
government are frequently filled with relatively inexperienced
people anyway. | mean, just look at how every time we get a
change in the political party of the president, most of the upper
echelon of our federal government are swept out and replaced
with new appointees from the other party. So basically, we are
already using novices anyway.

There seems little downside to using inexperienced
elected people over the current system, because both are
relatively inexperienced. On the up side however, we stop
using people that have helped the cause of our parasite, and
are owed favors. Instead we will use di-elected ordinary
citizens, and frequently teams or committees of them.

We might also note a well-respected recruiting
precept here: That it is better to hire good hard working smart
people without specific experience over those with specific
experience. This is because in a short time, the better people
will outperform the more experienced ones.

SUBSENATE

Sub-Senate campaigns

To run for Sub-Senator, the candidate needs to be nominated
and seconded at a Nome meeting. Three people are involved.
People may nominate or second only one person per election.
Anyone nominated will be able to speak uninterrupted, or take
questions for up to 10 minutes at the Nome meeting. And
while our candidates will have a limited amount of floor time,
they may post any amount of material on their page on the
Nome's BBS. If it there are more than 20 candidates, then the
Nome limit talk time to 6 minutes or require third-ing or fourth-

ing of candidate's nominations to get the number of candidates
below 20 per election. There should probably not be any fifth-
ing or talk times below 6 minutes.

We will consider free speech to be a sacred and
inviolate aspect of our election process. For this reason, we
will never allow a candidate to suffer any sort of prosecution at
all, criminal or civil for what they say, write, or display while
campaigning. It does not matter if the remarks are true or not,
accusatory, or profane — all things said while campaigning
shall be considered completely protected free speech. The
only exceptions to this rule shall be matters that are directly
related to the nation's military, defense, anti-terrorism effort,
and intelligence gathering activities that have been declared
secret by the Over-Senate.

The various Nomes will meet in pre-election sessions
of up to 3 hours, starting at either 9am, 12pm, 3pm or 6pm. All
this takes place on different days (each within the 4 time slots)
so one auditorium can theoretically serve up to 120 Nome
meetings per month. Government should not make any
accommodation for the holy days of any religion, especially
religions with Mideast prophets. If a candidate is unwilling to
speak on a given day because it is a holy day in his religion,
then so be it: He shall not speak, and he shall not be a
candidate, and government shall function better with one less
tool of an extra-democratic religion in it.

The entire Nome meeting will be videotaped and put
online, unedited with overlapping segmentation so nothing can
be edited out. This is for the people who can't or don't attend
the neighborhood meeting, as well as for crediting ideas to
their true originator.

Sub-Senate elections

The actual voting process should be quick, so the Nomes can
meet anywhere to vote, even outside in the rain. The actual
Sub-Senate vote will be by line. A flat open space with a
straight line on the ground is needed. The line can be tape or
rope on the floor, paint on pavement, or it can be a line
scratched into the dirt. The vote can even take place outside,
even if it is raining. In fact, no vote should be cancelled on
account of rain or bad weather.

If any area normally experiences extreme monsoon-
type rain on international election day, and it has insufficient
roofed areas for voting, then it should erect voting tents for
elections. Also, the people shall have the right to use any
suitable facilities public or private as voting facilities and the
owner shall receive no monetary compensation for this.

All the candidates will show up at their neighborhood
voting spot prior to the voting time to "tow the line" facing in the
same direction at different points along the line. They will do
this about 4 meters apart from one another, each holding a
placard with their name on it. To vote for a particular
candidate, voters simply line up behind the candidate single
file. If it is raining and there is insufficient room, they may form
a multi-file line.

At 7:00 pm, the candidates shall all shout, "call to
vote," At 7:07, they shall shout "three minute warning." At 7:08
they should all shout, "two minute warning." At 7:09 they
should all shout, "one minute warning." And at 7:10, they
should all shout, "voting closed." The moment the words
"voting closed" are uttered by any candidate (and it actually is
after 7:10) the votes are frozen and anyone attempting to
change their vote or people appearing after this time shall be
counted as abstained votes. However, prior to 7:10, voters are
free to change which line they are in, and this is expected to
act as a sort of automatic runoff mechanism for all but the



closest votes.

The vote count will take place by the following
process after 7:10:
1) The candidates with the most voters should shout, "call to
count the vote."
2) All the candidates should then call out "one" and one voter
in each line will step over the line and walk forward by at least
10 meters, where they will remain. Then all the candidates will
call out "two" and one more set of voters will step over the line.
Then each candidate will call out "three," and so fort until there
is only one candidate with uncounted voters left. This person
shall then become the new Sub-Senator for that year. If two
Sub-Senators are elected each year, then the two candidates
with remaining uncounted voters will be elected.
3) In the event of a tie, the man from the last election with the
greatest number of votes shall break the tie. For ties in the first
election, there shall be a runoff election exactly one hour later
at 8:00. If this still results in a tie, there shall be an additional
runoff at 9:00, 10:00, etc. until someone wins. Attendance in
these runoff elections shall be voluntary.
4) In order for a Nome's Sub-Senate vote to be valid, at least 5
non-candidates must record the election process on video.

Sub-Senator vote verification and Centi-Nome formation
Once a winner is determined, the people of the Nome will
circulate up to 20 voter acknowledgment sheets. Everyone
attending the vote will be required by law to acknowledge, or
object to the validity of the vote they just participated in or
witnessed. They will do this by signing the acknowledgment
sheet. The simple declaration form is to be printed with the
following words: "On DATE at LOCATION | participated in an
election where NAME(S) were elected Sub-Senator for Nome
number XXXXXX in POSTAL CODE(S) XXXXXXXX. 1
APPROVE/ OBJECT (circle one) of this vote. | DID/ DID NOT
(circle one) make a video record of the vote." Voters must sign
and write their name, address and electronic contact.

Anyone who objects to the vote must, within 24 hours,
make a formal detailed declaration under penalty of perjury as
to why they object. A certain number of objections per Nome
will necessitate investigation. A higher number of objections
per Nome will initiate a re-vote. These numbers will be as
determined by the Over-Senate.

The election winner will take the original signed
acknowledgment sheets, digitally scan them and post them on
the Nome's website. He will retain the originals which he will
bring when he meets with the 99 other new Sub-Senators in
his Centi-Nome. Here the names of the various Sub-Senators
in each Centi-Nome will be alphabetized in each tenth, and
each Sub-Senator will verify the original acknowledgment
sheets for the 2 Sub-Senator names that come after his
alphabetically. The names will loop so the last Sub-Senators
will be checking the first. Each Sub-Senators should look over
the acknowledgment sheets and must contact at least three
random voters to double check legitimacy.

Sub-Senator functions

On top of the group duties of Sub-Senate service, the many
Sub-Senators will work to distinguish themselves individually
by their individual and collaborative work. They may write
studies, proposals, opinions and the like. They may report on
business, or government. They may convey the ideas of the
people in their Nome. They may report on any aspect of the
nation, its regulation, its history, or its future. They may make
comments on the work of others at any level of government.
They may supply information requested by the Main-Senate. If

anything any Senator does is valuable, widely read, well
regarded, or better yet adopted, it should be the surest way to
be elected to higher office. In other words, the Sub-Senators
that are the most useful to government should be the ones that
get elected to the Main-Senate.

The stated purpose of the above is two-fold: On one
hand we will create a meritocracy where people are rewarded
for their contribution to the group effort. On the other hand we
will have some 500,000 confirmed Sub-Senators each year.
So soon there may be a bit of a shortage of ideas. Soon we
will have a government that has solved all our problems and is
absolutely famished and voracious for new ideas. This is in
sharp contrast to the 1-in-1-million democracy running the
world today.

Senators in start-up mode
We want to create a system where we have this large
oversupply of Sub-Senators competing with each other —
firstly to be confirmed, and secondly to be elevated. If we do
this, we can have a government that operates more like a
small startup company, and less like a bunch of AEFAB types.
(AEFAB = any excuse for a break, pronounced 'a-fab’)

In this sort of government, we can skip all work
related requirements other than attending the mandatory voting
sessions and that the votes always be kept secret.

Centi-Nomes can use any public property

All public property is open to their use until government builds
enough Centi-Nome meeting places. If there is insufficient
public property, then they may use any commercial property
they wish, particularly parasite-owned property.

Balancing Centi-Nomes

1) All Centi-Nomes must take all Sub-Senators until they elect
to close their roll.

2) All Centi-Nomes must let any Sub-Senator move when they
want.

3) All Centi-Nomes must treat all Sub-Senators equally.

4) No Sub-Senator may be in more than one Centi-Nome at a
time.

5) 97 Sub-Senators shall be required as a Centi-Nome voting
quorum.

10 Senators join each Centi-Nome each teneth

There will be 10 speeches of up to 15 minutes each on the first
day of each teneth for each Centi-Nome. Attendance real or
virtual is mandatory. At the end of 15 minutes, the audience
should begin applauding and the speaker must stop speaking
and leave the stage. The applause should continue until the
speaker leaves the stage. No deferral of time shall be allowed
between candidates, for such exchange can lead us towards
political parties.

Annual terms multiply the cost of corruption

Under the 1.0 version of the US constitution all elected officials
served for one year. And to repeat for emphasis, every single
elected official served for only one year.

Under today's constitution, we have a 4-year elected
monarch and his lifetime appointees in the supreme court. We
have 6-year senators and 2-year representatives.

Which is easier to corrupt: One 4-year guy or four 1-
year guys? Obviously the corruption people will have to work a
lot harder, maybe 2-4 times harder, to corrupt four guys instead
of one.



Which government is harder working?
The one with a lone 4-year guy trying to make his mark, or one
with four 1-year guys trying to make their mark.

All important appointments must be Senators

The parasite's 2.0 version of the US constitution has things
diametrically backwards once again. Look at how our
democratically elected officials are actually prohibited from
administering the government in section 1.6.

Don't we have a democracy? Don't we think that
appointees tend to be more corrupt than democratically elected
people? Why do we prohibit our senators from administering
our government?

Clearly this was written by our parasite and clearly we
must go in exactly the opposite direction. Randomly draw
some Senators for some functions, and elect other Senators
for other important functions as they cycle out. Just make sure
that there are no appointees making any important decisions in
our democracy.

Sub-Senate hours

In the beginning, the Sub-Senate should probably work every
night an weekends. Later in a few years, our Centi-Nomes
might only meet one night a week, or every other week.

The Sub-Senate confirmation vote

Our Senators will have some nice perks. But it would be a
mistake to give these for merely getting elected to the Sub-
Senate. Instead, we will only confirm half of the Sub-Senators
elected in each year. This way our Sub-Senators will have to
work to get either elevated or confirmed.

The Sub-Senate Ranking vote
Each teneth, each Centi-Nome holds an anonymous ranking
vote. This ranking will be used primarily for three things:

1. To generate a top-half committee
The top half committee will vote on all the things that can wait
until the end of the teneth for a decision by the smart half of the
Centi-Nome.

2. To confirm the top half of Sub-Senators
This occurs as our Sub-Senators cycle out of service Each
Senator's average rank in all 10 of their ranking elections shall
be calculated. The ones in the top half get confirmed. The
ones in the bottom half are not confirmed. On top of this, those
elevated to the Main-Senate shall all be deemed confirmed
even if their average ranking was not above average for their
Centi-Nome.

It should be noted that this vote is the last act of each
Sub-Senator. Thus the golden apple of Senate Service does
not come until after service is fully rendered. Also this vote
occurs when each Sub-Senator has had a year to grow in
maximum influence and respect in his Centi-Nome.

3. To elevate one man to the Main-Senate
This occurs each teneth when the top man in a Centi-Nome
tenethly ranking vote is elevated to the Main-Senate. This
Sub-Senator then finishes out his Sub-Senate term, and then
when he rotates out of the Sub-Senate, he shall after the
prescribed training period report to the Main-Senate.

Senate pay

Over-Senators: 1.4x the average pay.

Main-Senators: 1.1x the average pay.

Sub-Senators: 10% of the average wage in total. Confirmed
senators in the top half thus get 20% of the average pay.

Can we afford so many elected officials?
10,000 Over-Senators = 14,000x average workers pay
100,000 Main-Senators = 110,000x average workers pay
500,000 Sub-Senators = 100,000x average workers pay
Total = 234,000x average workers pay
If the workforce is 234 million, then this is about
1/10th of 1% of GDP. We probably want to experiment with
Sub-Senate pay and see if increases or decreases have any
effect.

We need to hire managers anyway

Any way we run our nation's huge government, we are going to
need to employ lots of people. The only real question is
whether they are going to be appointed (s-elected) by a corrupt
baro-cracy or elected by the people.

A related question is whether our society should use
its best for government service, or something else. Do we
want our best 1:2,500 people "wasting" their time on managing
the group effort of the other 2,499 people?

Also, we probably want to pay wages to the top 20%
of the Sub-Senate to further incentivize being in the top 20%.

It is actually an immense bargain

Some may balk at the cost of paying the wages of 250,000
people to our Senators. However, it is only around 1/10th of
1% of GDP. This is money well spent, because:

1) We need great redundancy to counteract corruption, and
2) Government will get exceptional people working for the
average wages.

A uniform representation ratio

| thought about saying that less corrupt nations only need a
1:1,000 representation ratio. | thought about saying that
corrupt places might benefit from a 1:250 representation ratio.
We can't do this for two reasons:

1) We don't want it going the other way too easily. We want to
hold firm at 1:500, so nobody can widen to 1:1,000, and then
1:5,000, and then say 1:1,000,000.

2) We have a single world government and every nation there
must have the same representation. If we let one country send
more members to the UM, then there will be an arms race
where each sends an ever greater share of its population.

How do you fake that?

Your local (very local) Sub-Senator will live just down the road.
He will come from your community and know a bunch of
people from being their neighbor. How do you fake that?

Accessible government

Everyone will know a Senator. Everyone will be connected to
government. Government will not be isolated and hard to
reach. It will be the exact opposite. It will be as easy as
approaching your neighborhood Sub-Senator as one of his 500
constituents.

And just finding good ideas will be a legitimate way for
Senators to gain elevation in the Senate. So our Sub-Senators
will all be all ears for new ideas unless they have enough ideas
of their own and is a real leader — a real thought leader.

The person who comes up with a good Idea will be a
shoe-in for the next Nome election, because the sprit of public
tribute will be strong in our minds. We will learn a great lesson
from the Arabs. We will reward the people who help our cause
with everything a man could want from society. We will not
leave this rocket fuel in the hands of the Arabs alone. Our men
and our women will all consider it their duty to respect and



honor and help those who have helped the group cause.
These will be our stars, not those moron rock-stars, movie
stars, and athletic stars. In fact, | ask you all to openly scorn
all of our parasite's "stars" from now on. Jeer them out of the
media. Don't let them compete in any way with the status we
democratically award to our elected Senators, the people we
have chosen to run our world.

The Centi-Nome corruption graph

Less than 10 Sub-Senators is definitely corruptible in many
parts of the world. Remember that at 10 men, the difference
between a simple majority and a 2/3 overmajority is only 1.6
votes! Even with 50 men, the minor public purse of the Centi-
Nome is possibly corrupted, for we are only talking about 8
votes to swing a 2/3 majority. With 200 Sub-Senators, it takes
32 votes and this is too complex an operation to work. Even
with 100 Sub-Senators it take 16 votes and this is too complex
to work.

Why Centi-Nomes
Firstly, there are not 100 'Cenators' in a Centi-Nome, but 200,
with 100 getting confirmed each year.

Centi-Nomes of 100 were chosen firstly because it is
a round number that is easy to fraction. But secondly, it is
enough people to subvert (turn vertically down) corruption,
while having a large number of centi-nomes.

Maybe the least corrupt places would be a little better
served with twice as many "Centi-Nome" of 50 Sub-Senators
— so they have a plurum with twice as many government
"brain cells". And Maybe the more corrupt parts of the world
need Centi-Nomes of 200 to subvert corruption. Everyone
should, however, start with Centi-Nomes of 100 and if you find
too much corruption at the Sub-Senate level, shift to Centi-
Nomes of 200.

Twice as many electors
There will be 200 men in each Centi-Nome and only 100 will
be confirmed.

Centi-Nomes are part of the design

Don't ever be talked into letting each Sub-Senator allocate his
share of any budget himself. If you do this, you are asking for
corruption. You must have these large bodies to protect you
from corruption.

10,000 specialized Centi-Nomes

On the WIKI/knowledge side, we will have some number of
Centi-Nomes covering elementary math, dentistry, masonry,
brake technician, and chemistry for example. And maybe 300
will deal with various aspects of medicine. And a few hundred
Centi-Nomes will fund this sort of innovation, and a few
hundred that sort of innovation. And all will have m+ad money
to use where they think it is best to direct.

A government with 10,000 venture capital funds
1% of US GDP is around $150 billion/year or $15 million per
Centi-Nome per year. What sort of dynamic business
environment would the US have with 10,000 Centi-Nomes
spending say $15 million each on books and educational
media. And another $15 million on other sorts of innovation.
And maybe we will spend another 1% on top notch video
presentations so educational media will be more juicy and
bright — rather than dry and dull.

And remember, the recipients here are not just getting
reasonable payment for their inventions, discoveries and

creations, they are also getting respect and status from their
entire society. They are being tried by various courts of the
Sub-Senate, and awarded recognition for their contribution to
society.

And on the side of society — once money is paid, the
content will be free to use. In fact for most sorts of constructive
media, government funding will take over as the way most
constructive media is funded. Most people will just make and
post content and hope for a good share of the public funding.

Let’s restrict this spending further. Let’s say no
spending in the neighborhood and say that none of this money
may be spent less than 100km from the Centi-Nome's location.
It is only their local funding allocations that they will free to
spend locally.

Corrupt brains need redundancy

And this is very wasteful

Thus corrupt brains are many times dumber as a result of the
redundancy. So one of the most important things we can do to
increase the intelligence of our democracy is to make sure that
our group efforts are not corrupt.

Later designs for the SS

If we are going to expand the number of Centi-Nomes in the
Sub-Senate, we can do the following: Nomes of 100 people
elect 1:100 to the Sub-Senate. 250 million voters would thus
have 25,000 Centi-Nomes. Every 5 teneths one man goes to
Main Senate. This scheme thus elects 2 men to the OS each
year from each Centi-Nome of 10,000.

Later, much later, we might have Nomes of 50 people
elect 1:50 to the Sub-Senate. 250 million voters would thus
have 50,000 Centi-Nomes. Every 10 teneths one man goes to
Main Senate. This scheme thus elects 1 men to the OS each
year from each Centi-Nome of 5,000.

Smaller Centi-Nomes
We want to try to increase the number of cells in the meta-
creature's brain. But get the other procedures in this
government design reliable and totally free from corruption.
Maybe you can have Centi-Nomes of 100 or even 50.
Maybe we will ultimately figure out a way to get our Centi-
Nomes down to only 20 randoms. But whatever you do,
eliminate all corruption before you try for this.
>>>
MULTI-PLIC-ATION= the number of shares you divide or fold
something into.
>>>>
Anti-corruption trumps multiplication
Only increase the number of cells so long as you halt all
corruption. Get to the 99% point on corruption before you start
worrying about increasing the number of cells. We need a
totally honest society before we start multiplying cells.
And afterwards, don't let anyone talk you into giving
up any key anti-corruption elements.

Centinels = centi-nel = 100 inside
We will call them Centi-Nomes, or Centinels. Each Centinel
will be 100 Nomes.

How much will Sub-Senate oversight cost?

Let’s say we pay 500,000 Sub-Senators $50,000/year. That
comes to $25 billion/ year, or about 1/600th of GDP. Will we
get our money back? Will we suffer fewer bailouts? Will we
have stronger companies? Will be able to have less
regulation? Will we have less corporate corruption, and less



corporate stupidity? The cost is practically nothing in the
scheme of things, and the problems solved will be a huge
thing.

Expect the Sub-Senate to grow

1% of GDP will surely not be enough for our new
democratically administered knowledge economy. Also, a
1:500 Sub-Senate may not be enough people to run this new
knowledge economy.

To keep government of a constant size
The last digit of the first Nome in each town shall be the last
digit in the year the town was founded in.

MAIN-SENATE

Secondary houses are a bad idea

It is better to double check our lawmakers than their laws.
When a majority of our double-checked Main-Senators decides
on something, their decision should need no double-check to
become the law of the land. And their decisions certainly won't
be double-checked by a narrower legislature, or some
monarch/ornament and his appointee administration.

How exactly are the houses differently constituted?

Q: How is the US House of Representatives so different from
the US Senate?

A: It is our parasite's ruse for both narrowing our democracy
and making a presidential override a bit harder to pull off.

Continuous government

We will divide the year into ten time periods called TENETHS
averaging 36.5 days. Odd numbered teneths will have an odd
number of days (37), even numbered teneths will have an even
number of days (36). Senators from Nome's ending in a 1
begin at the start of the 1st teneth, those from Nome's ending
in a 2 begin at the start of the 2nd teneth, and so forth so that
10% of our Senate will cycle out of service each 36.5 days.
Thus we will have annual elections but a continuous form of
government.

One tenth of our Senators will start service in each
teneth. Also, in each teneth, each Centi-Nome will send its top
ranked member to the Main-Senate to serve for one year.
These will start their term as Main-Senator at least 4 teneths
after their current term ends. During this time, they will
complete the Main-Senate ethics education modules as well as
the special education program for their sluice.

The tenthly rotation of Senators will give this new
government almost total continuity, with no times where
government is particularly vulnerable. As well, this will make it
harder for elected officials to refuse to leave office as happens
from time to time under narrow democracies.

Main-Senate vs. Sub-Senate spending

When the Over-Senate allocates money to the various Main-
Senate Sluices, the entire Sluice must agree to spend this
money in one way. When the Over-Senate allocates money to
the Sub-Senate for ubiquity disbursements, each Centi-Nome
spends this money as it decides, subject to limits on giving too
large a percentage to one recipient. Thus the spending of the
Sub-Senate is cumulative and imprecise.

Weekly voting sessions
In the beginning, the Regional voting houses may get used
every day, but after a while, they will only get used once or

twice a week. So most Main-Senators and Over-Senators will
not have to move house while they are serving in the Senate.
Transferring sluices

If a Main-Senate sluice invites a Main-Senator from another
sluice and he accepts the invitation, he shall be considered
adopted to that Sluice. However, not more than 2% of the
sluice's membership should be adopted or traded in this way.

No more than 50 sluices

Let’s have 50 sluices in our Main Senate, but not more than
that. We don't want our Over-Senate growing too powerful in
relative strength.

And the sluices don't have to all be the same size, but
maybe the biggest should be no more than twice the size of
the smallest. If a sluice is getting too small, juggle a few
unrelated tasks to balance the workload.

Questions for legislatures to ask

Here are some questions to start with:

A) What is the benefit and what is the cost?

B) Is a better solution available by expanding the parameters
of the problem?

C) Are there near-term unintended consequences?

D) Are there long-term unintended consequences?

E) Are we handing money to some segment of society without
taking it back?

F) Are we unfairly taking money from some segment of
society?

G) Is there anything missing from the regulation?

H) What regulation has outlived its useful purpose and can be
eliminated?

I) Can it possibly be done as efficiently by the private sector
instead?

J) Might the legislation benefit our parasite's agenda?

K) What are the alternate approaches and should we use
them?

L) What are the most contentious parts of the legislation?

M) Is the legislation hard to implement well?

We must randomly assign our Main-Senators to the
various sluices or it might be possible to game the
system.

Education and annually elected Senators

The only justification, a feeble justification, for long terms of
office is that our elected officials become smarter through their
service. Instead, our various sluices should produce
educational material so our new Main-Senators will be
completely "up to speed" on their first day. The Over-Senate
will set a duration for mandatory Senate college for the various
sluices. NSE = new Senator education.

Internships for the SS and PS decision makers

Our democracy will probably make smarter decisions if its
decision makers serve a one teneth internship where they
have no power to say anything, and can only watch.

Wind them up

One thing | have noticed is how voluble and smart people
become when they are reading for most of their waking hours.
We should do this with our Main-Senators before they enter
service. The material should be 8 hours a day for most of the
course and then 12 hours a day for the last week of Senate
college.



I don't like any of the candidates

Under the new democracy, we will never have a shortage of
good leaders because the supply is built into the system. Our
government will thus always have an abundance of good pre-
elected people competing for posts.

Long hours

The Main-Senate and the Over-Senate should be stuck in
startup mode.

Those under 40 should work 70 hour weeks.

Those 40-50 should work 60 hour weeks.

Those 50-60 should work 50 hour weeks.

Those 60-70 should work 40 hour weeks.

Those over 70 should work 30 hour weeks.

MULTI-CHANNEL DEMOCRACY

Thabo Mbeki

"l don't imagine heads of government would ever be able to
say, 'I'm not an economist therefore, | can't take decisions on
matters of the economy. I'm not a soldier, | can't take decisions
on matters of defense; I'm not an educationist so | can't take
decisions about education."

Multi-channel communication

Imagine a single pair of copper telephone wires. These two
wires can transmit a Morse code signal, or they can transmit a
voice telephone signal, or they can be used for broadband
internet access. In a similar way, we can squander our
democratic infrastructure on a single-channel telephone-style
democracy like we currently have: Or we can use our
infrastructure efficiently for a multi-channel broadband decision
making system. The difference between these types of
communication is for the most part just a communication
protocol, or democratic protocol.

Single-channel & multi-step legislatures

American style democracy occurs in single-channel
legislatures. And while there are legislative committees, every
single thing our national government decides, still has to go
through one channel in two legislatures. First one legislative
group mind of 350 in one channel must approve it. Then
another legislative group mind of 100 with one channel must
approve it. Then a lone president also must approve it.

This is a terrible design for a mind. It is a single
thought channel that requires 3 approvals, 3 steps to do
anything. It is a democracy designed to be slow, ineffective,
and at odds with itself.

A 10-channel mono-cameral legislature

On the other hand, or new Main Senate will be divided into 10
legislative sluices of around 10,000 Main-Senators each. Each
of these sluices, by itself, thanks to its broad representation will
be substantially less corruptible than our current 400-man
multi-step democracy. Thus we will go from a:

1-channel multi-stop democracy to an

10-channel, single-stop democracy.

A method of 10-way randomization

Randomization will be by rapid blind draw of 10 numbered ping
pong balls in a clear sack suspended under a table. There will
be a 10 cm hole and someone will reach in through this hole
and immediately grab, blindly grab balls one at a time by a
cloth gloved hand. The 1st number out will assign new Main-
Senators from Centi-Nomes ending in that number to the 1st

Sluice or slice. The 2nd number out will assign new Main-
Senators from Centi-Nomes ending in that number to the 2nd
Sluice or slice, and so forth until all 10 balls are drawn. The 1st
ball number drawn shall assign all Nomes ending in a 1. The
2nd ball drawn shall assign all Nomes ending in 2,and so forth.

The definition of Sluice

1) A sliding gate for controlling the flow of water, especially one
that can be locked.

2) An overflow channel for excess water.

3) A water channel that separates and holds onto gold and
diamonds while allowing the base material to be washed away.

Multi-channel democracy: A 10-house Main-Senate

Our new Main-Senate with 100,000 or so members can be
broken down in a number of ways, but 10 sluices of 10,000-
odd Senators each seems a good and relatively easy starting
point. Each of the following sluices will be in charge of making
and implementing all laws relating to its sphere of influence.
Until we add more sluices to our government, all other
government functions shall be fit into the following Sluices:

** The following sluice information is repeated from the
constitution

Economic Sluice (ES): Tax collections, currency, money
supply, central bank, interest rates, flation management,
banking, financial markets, real estate flation, overall lending
level, audits of government agencies, abuse of monopoly
power prosecution. EIA (economic intelligence agency).

Industry and commerce Sluice (ICS): Business rules and
regulations, product standards, industrial base development,
business development lending, industry de-consolidation, anti-
monopoly measures, domestic prevention of predatory pricing,
business adjudication, working safety, working conditions,
environmental regulation, union oversight, insurance.

Healthcare (HS): Optimizing the bang for the nation's public
healthcare buck. Health procedure categorization, healthcare
education and training, health related research, facilities
construction, healthcare approvals, food safety, food additives,
pesticides, healthcare taxation, health education. Mafia drugs
administration and regulation and taxation of tobacco and
alcohol.

Socialist Sluice (SS): Issuance of patents and the tracking of
their use. Ubiquitization of inventions and patents. Elder
pensions, child support, child services, unemployment dole,
homeless shelters, and other social programs. One-child
enforcement, education and daycare for children under age 18,
workforce development, worker training, employment-related
testing and certification.

Public Property Sluice (PPS): Acquisition, sale, and rental of
the nation's properties, infrastructure, commodity extraction
and nature reserves. New cities, urban standards, building
standards, universal municipal rules, communication
infrastructure, water supply, sewage, rain water runoff,
transportation and commerce infrastructure, rail and road
system, automobiles, vehicle networks, goods delivery.

Foreign Sluice (FS): International relations, foreign policy,
trade policy, foreign aid, international actions, embassies,
foreign language news outlets. UM integration, tariffs and



subsidies to prevent foreign predatory pricing, tariff and duty
enforcement, inspections of imported shipments, FIA (foreign
intelligence agency) to confirm DIA and EIA.

Military and Militia Sluice (MMS): Armed forces, defense
industry, military bases, weapons development, civil defense.
Strategic industrial subsidies, DIA (defense intelligence
agency). The MMS pays and equips the military, however, the
military shall only act under the command of the Over-Senate.

Internal Security Sluice (ISS): National law enforcement,
national jails, prisons, visitor visas, immigration approvals,
illegal immigration enforcement, refugees, exhods, internment
camps, anti-terrorism, FBI, emergency services, disaster
preparedness, citizen data, archives, civilian aviation, ports,
border control, The ISS pays and equips the militia, however,
the militia is under the command of each county's government.

Judicial Sluice (JS): National court system and national
prosecution system. Writes the nation's criminal code, and
sets all criminal penalties. Adjudicates between counties.
Draws Senators for Senate juries and hires appointee judges
for small claims matters. The JS may inspect any part of the
justice system or any branch of government for no stated
reason. The JS is the primary prosecutor with respect to
corruption, tax evasion, and organized crime. A 50% majority
of JS members exonerate anyone or cancels any civil
judgement.

Knowledge Sluice (KS): Issuance of trademarks and
copyrights, and the tracking of their use. Ubiquitization of
knowledge and copyrights. Research funding, educational
media, education of those over age 18, public textbooks and
tutorials, education standards, testing standards, public
libraries.

The KS also administers all public service websites
such as the national search engine, the national industrial
catalogue, the national face wall, the national twitting system,
the national drop-ship warehouse, the national ratings boards,
among other similar publicly-owned, free-to-use, 100% non-
commercial public information utilities.

The KS shall not distract itself by actually assembling
knowledge. The Over-Senate shall apportion a share of the
national budget for award by the Sub-Senate. The KS shall
divi-up this amount into a number of category maximums that
all Centi-Nomes must abide by. The KS shall also track the
money paid to each party by the Sub-Senate.

Jurisdictional Overlaps
It is a good thing if organized and corruption have to fight an 8-
headed prosecutor. Therefore, all sluices will be able to
initiate investigations, audits and prosecution with respect to
corruption, mafia activity, and monopoly pricing power.
Redundancy here is a good thing, because we want to miss as
little as we can. And this power must never be used to compel
or modify behavior.

Our sluices should also compile overlapping statistics.
This is firstly so we don't miss anything and also so we can see
when any sluice's picture is inaccurate.

There are probably other things that we want to leave
in the Main-Senate's overlap.

META-DEMOCRACY = a democracy of democracies. Meta-
democracies do not work and are always doomed to failure.
The first US constitution of 1777 was a meta-democracy. A

majority from 7 of the 13 state legislatures would pass a bill,
and it took a majority from 9 of the 13 states to do important
things. The problem was that this could be as little as 26.9%
and 34.6% of the electorate respectively.

DIVI-DEMOCRACY = a democracy where voting is done in
separate places but tallied together in one vote. This approach
works fine.

Conflicts between sluices and Centi-Nomes
All duplications of effort and conflicts between sluices shall be
decided by the Over-Senate.

LEGE = legislation, policy, spending, intellectual property, ubiq
assets

The 2 roles of our Senators
Role-1: Assemble lege for judgement
Role-2: Judge that lege

Role-2 is mandatory and randomly assigned in
Sluices. Here as little as perhaps 1-4 days a teneth will be
spent in voting session.

Role-1 is totally optional, and our Sub-Senators will
be free to meet with any of their peers in any other division of
their Senate. In other words, our Senators are randomly
assigned to their duty as judges, but they are at liberty to go
wherever they like with respect to the lege they propose.
Specialized decision making,

Unspecialized contribution of ideas

To be clear, our new democracy will only be specialized and
randomized multi-channel with respect to Role-2. With regard
to Role-1 activities, our Senators will be free to contribute
anywhere they want in their respective Senate.

Sluice membership is only about voting

The sluice assignment is a voting assignment. All Main-
Senators will be able to make comments in all Sluices. Also,
any sluices may elevate any Main-Senator from any Sluice if
they elect. However, once a Main-Senator has been elevated
to the Over-Senate, he must change sluices or refuse the
elevation.

Voting duty

Once the Senator has satisfied his voting duty, he will be free
to participate anywhere else in government. Here we imagine
our Senators going where they are most useful and making
comments and adding material — this in addition to their role in
their own Sluice or Centi-Nome.

Senators can be elevated by any sluice, it is just that
aII things being equal, it will be easier in their own Sluice. Also,
one's own sluice, will be where one gets confirmed to a higher
Senate, so there will be benefits for participation.

Centi-Nome allocations

With respect to judgement duty, the Over-Senate will allocate a
number of Centi-Nomes to each topic, so that for example bio-
technology and research might get 100 Centi-Nomes allocated
toit.

Rotate important Centi-Nome assignments

If we don't rotate our important Centi-Nome assignments, it is
conceivable that some particular localities will rise in power as
perpetual masters of some critically important fiefdom of
government. For this reason, we must not only have random
Centi-Nome assignments, but they should also be rotated



regularly.

It is probably not necessary to do this with some 80%
of assignments because they are not strategic. And it is
probably not necessary to do annually. And there will obviously
be something of a learning curve for our Centi-Nomes, so
perhaps we will rotate 1% of certain Centi-Nomes assignments
every teneth, so it takes 100 Teneths, or 8 years for a complete
rotation of these rotation Centi-Nomes.

Now it is unlikely that a bunch of ringers will be able to
move to a particular area with the intent of entering a particular
Centi-Nome and taking over. However, it is still possible. So
what we will say for rotation topic Centi-Nomes is that new
residents to an area can't enter the Senate until after their
Nome's Centi-Nome has had a random rotation. This will be on
average 4 years.

This design scales
China will have 8 Main-Senate sluices of around 55,000
people. These will meet in perhaps 40 RVCS. France, with 64
million people will have 2 RVCs. Poland with 38 million people,
will have one voting center. All other smaller nations will have
one voting center.

China will have 4.4 million democratically elected
Sub-Senators acting in 44,000 Centi-Nomes.

ROMAP = Rules of mustering and propagating

Voting all at once is safer

Under which system are the resources of election terrorists
stretched the most? Under which system is there more safety
in numbers for the public?

A) We vote all day long, where we frequently stand vulnerable
for hours in long lines. Or.

B) We all vote at once and this takes as little 10 minutes
nationwide.

Voting all at once returns power to the people

If people can vote all day long, then people could theoretically
go around casting ballots all day long. So if we have all-day
voting, we must also have a voter-registration infrastructure to
keep people from voting more than once. The problem is that
once we do this, the party in power gain some control over
voter registration, and who gets to vote. It also frequently
gains control over the election process, the ballot counting
process, and when elections are held. Thus all-day voting
hands much power to the parties already ruling a democracy.

There is no need to pre-register voters

Under this new democracy, we will have Nomes or divisions of
250 voters. It will be very hard to sneak through and pretend
to be a citizen, and it will be very easy to get caught. Besides,
we will still check everyone's IDs for citizenship, especially
those with foreign sounding accents. And we will be
videotaping our Sub-Senate elections, and we will have our
voter documentation sheets, and will have severe penalties
when non-citizens vote fraudulently. A few foreigners may
sneak in and cast a ballot here or there, but there will be much
less possibility of plebiscite election corruption in comparison
to our current system.

Voting all at once & self-instituting democracy

If we are voting all at once, the people can muster-up
whenever they want, regardless of what the standing
government wants. They can also count their votes by
themselves and they can and declare themselves the new

government based on how they mustered sufficient people to
claim the rule of their land.

The true source of political power

If everyone accepts the idea that the people are the source of
all government power, why do the people need the consent of
government to call an election? Here is how the people can
take back control of the election process and muster (all by
themselves) into a new democracy.

You don't need permission
You don't need permission from the parasite's ornament
democracy to muster up. It is your right to do this.

Abraham Lincoln

"Any people anywhere, being inclined and having the power,
have the right to rise up, and shake off the existing
government, and form a new one that suits them better. This is
a most valuable - a most sacred right - a right, which we hope
and believe, is to liberate the world."

George Washington
"The basis of our political system is the right of the people to
make and to alter their constitutions of government."

Abraham Lincoln

"This country, with its institutions, belongs to the people who
inhabit it. Whenever they shall grow weary of the existing
government, they can exercise their constitutional right of
amending it, or exercise their revolutionary right to overthrow
it." [Amendments are real hard under the US prototype
democracy by design. A democratic revolution is much more
realistic.]

John Adams, Thoughts on Government

"The people alone have an incontestable, unalienable, and
indefeasible right to institute government; and to reform, alter,
or totally change the same, when their protection, safety,
prosperity, and happiness require it."

Thomas Paine, Common sense, p.29

"A government of our own is our natural right: And when a man
seriously reflects on the precariousness of human affairs, he
will become convinced, that it is infinitely wiser and safer, to
form a constitution of our own in a cool deliberate manner,
while we have it in our power, than to trust such an interesting
event to time and chance.

If we omit it now, some Massanello [Ghassan-nello,
Ghassanrinside] may hereafter arise, who laying hold of
popular disquietudes [anxieties], may collect together the
desperate and the discontented, and by assuming to
themselves the powers of government, may sweep away the
liberties of the continent like a deluge."

US Declaration of Independence

"We hold these truths to be self-evident: That all men are
created equal; that they are endowed by their creator with
certain unalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty,
and the pursuit of happiness; that, to secure these rights,
governments are instituted among men, deriving their just
powers from the consent of the governed; that whenever any
form of government becomes destructive of these ends, it is
the right of the people to alter or to abolish it, and to institute
new government, laying its foundation on such principles, and
organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seem most




likely to effect their safety and happiness. Prudence, indeed,
will dictate that governments long established should not be
changed for light and transient causes; and accordingly all
experience hath shown that mankind are more disposed to
suffer, while evils are sufferable, than to right themselves by
abolishing the forms to which they are accustomed. But when
a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the
same object, evinces a design to reduce them under absolute
despotism, it is their right, it is their duty to throw off such
government, and to provide new guards for their future
security. Such has been the patient sufferance of these
colonies; and such is now the necessity which constrains
[compels] them to alter their former systems of government."

Less bias against change in government

The underlined portions of America's Declaration of
Independence (above) have unfortunately been far too true
throughout history. Below are some new conventions that will
make it easy for the world to peacefully muster up into broad
democracies.

The gift of peaceful self-organized democratic revolutions
What a tremendous thing humanity would gain if it learned a
way for any nation to peacefully muster-up and institute a
democracy at any time, without any central authority organizing
the process.

Structured protests

Today when we protest, we do it as a giant unstructured mass
of people. We then leave it up to the openly corrupt paid
commercial media to talk about what the people have done.
And we let the media talk up, or talk down how big the people's
protests were. Basically if our parasite likes our protests, it
uses the media to talk the protest up in size. If it doesn't like
the protests it ignores them — or if it can't ignore them, it talks
them down and minimizes them.

A better approach would be for all protests to be
structured in Nome-sized groups of 250. This way, the number
of people protesting a cause can be accurately measured. As
well, the size of the movement and its growth-rate can be
accurately charted over time. Failing to do this, a protest would
be deemed to trying to hide its small size and powerlessness.

If it can't even muster Nomes, it ain't news

All serious news outlets should report all Nome-scale protests
everywhere in the nation on a daily basis. Also, they must be
reported numerically with accuracy.

They have no right

Anyone who follows the news has heard of tyrants and
oligarchies and narrow democracy putting elections off for
years — frequently waiting until the people actually take to
streets. As well, we are constantly hearing cries of voter fraud
directed at governments that are overseeing the elections
destined to oust them from power.

When a tyranny, ligarchy, or narrow democracy gets
in the way of your mustering democracy, cast a wide net and
be absolutely merciless with the devil's henchmen. And be
least forgiving of the highest up and those who participate in
any way with the abusive use of police or military force in
suppressing the people. Burn them, hurt them, firebrand them
to death through the streets. Make everyone afraid to commit
democide.

The current democracy is beyond repair

Will the current US constitution permit us to increase our
representation ratio by 1,000 fold, so our Congress is more
than 1,000 times harder to corrupt? Will our constitution let us
vote in divisions of 250 so there is no need for candidates to
spend money on campaigning? Can these massive changes
occur under our current constitution? Do we even want to wait
for the corrupt US political system to slowly change itself into a
corrupt version of a broad democracy? Or do we in America,
the beacon of democracy, want to show the world how easy it
is to muster-up into a broad democracy without any central
authority whatsoever?

People, America has a duty here. We must show the
world how easy it is to become a true democracy — how easy
it is to sweep away the parasite's democracy, the de+ex-pull's
democracy all at once.

If you think these words are the truth, it is your
obligation to say and repeat this mantra: "Its all true". Drop
whatever else you are doing in your life and make it so. Get
out in the streets and start showing your support for a broad
democracy every day at noon.

Threatening an emergent democracy

It shall be the crime of democide to threaten, menace, harass,
fine, arrest, attack, or kill anyone peacefully mustering up to
form a broad democracy. Anyone doing so, whether in the
government, or any subsidiary police or military force, or
outside government, may be charged with the capital crime of
democide.

Everyone in the police and military: If you are ever
ordered to interfere with citizens more-or-less peacefully
mustering up into a broad democracy, so long as they are not
causing significant and permanent harm to people or property,
you must defy the order as you would defy an order to shoot
unarmed people. For both will be considered malignant and
capital crimes against humanity.

And you people mustering up, please everyone, try to
be utterly peaceful whatever violence you face. And if there is
either baiting violence, or terrify the protestors violence, or any
other sort of violence against protesters, the perpetrators
should pay with their lives after the election of the new
government. The world will become different now. Now the
entire body human will turn against those who commit the
traitorous crime of betraying their own people by interfering
with their emergent democracy.

Learn from the Tiananmen Square massacre

1) Your government's Arab masters will not hesitate to kill its
livestock by the tens of thousands if it will help them to
maintain their hold on power.

2) The Arab government will lure people to protest so it can find
all the pandas, the gentle but determined creatures with a clear
demarcation between black and white, wrong and right.

3) Leave your cell phones home, and on.

4) Meet in thousands of places where everyone can see you
meeting.

5) There is strength in numbers. If even 5% of the population
protests, the Arab front government can't take action against
them.

6) The sooner you begin mustering the more powerful the
democracy movement will be.

7) You in Taiwan, Hong Kong, Japan, India, Thailand, and Free
Korea, help lead the way for the people of China who risk
arrest for protesting.



You have the right to protect yourselves
Cover your face and hands when you demonstrate and muster
in unfree nations. You don't want them to come for you for
being a panda = peh-an-da = say-renew-give, a gen-tel
creature with a sharp distinction between black and white.

Bring arms when you muster, even if you only have
knives and clubs and Molotov cocktails. No machine guns or
grenades unless government forces are armed that way.
Anyone attempting to use violence to interrupt or terrorize the
mustering process should be killed. If possible burn them alive
slowly and post the videos to send a message. Remember all
cameras and posting devices have digital watermarks, so take
precautions.

All El's fury on those who oppose democracy right?
Anyone who opposes democracy remains un-cleaved from the
evil ex+pull of the Arabs Inc. right?

Police state

Now there is a euphemism! Funny how it is the shortest term
we have for a government that kills its own people when they
get in the way for our Arab masters.

In hostile environments

Mustering starts the day after revelation day in the middle of
lunch hour. If it doesn't take hold, then it starts the next day at
lunch hour, and so forth.

If you are afraid to come out, try to squint a little, or
blink rapidly, or breath in deeply when you look at others. This
means, that you want to muster up.

There are many parts of the world where the people
are disarmed and ruled by threat of force. These will be much
more formidable if they all commit to wielding El's fiery fury on
their tyrants and their helpers when they finally take democratic
power. Therefore, anyone in uniform, and anyone taking up
arms against the new incipient democracy gets burned. If it
doesn't happen immediately, it happens after a million 3-d
printed single-use plastic pistols and rifles get air dropped on
that nation.

All uniform officers and military have to stay away
from the mustering worldwide or they will be burned. Do not
go, or you will be sorry.

Only broad democracies
Anyone trying to organize or advocate a tyranny or narrow
democracy should be considered an Arab agent.

MUSTERING = structured protests where groups of 250 voting
age citizens elect temporary Nome leaders.

MUSTERING NOMES = Nome-sized blocks of mustered
people.

Yet another huge flaw of US-style democracy

Obviously, all free nations want to spread freedom and
democracy. With this in mind, why isn't there a standard
procedure, or a set of guidelines, for "The People" of all
nations to assemble, hold elections and peacefully take power
by themselves, without the consent or input of their Arab-
frontman oppressors? If we only had such international
standards in place, the forces of freedom and democracy
would become much harder for tyranny to resist. As follows
are some simple rules that will make it easier to MUSTER-UP
and self-form into a broad democracy.

Speed is key
If we all move quick enough, we can sweep the Arabs from

power without them struggling or fighting at all.

Track Mustering-Nomes by city
To make it easier to count Mustering-Nomes, have sub-tallies
for each city and district.

Forgive your former enemy or there will be a great war

| ask you all a favor. Don't be angry with each other. We don't
need a world war, a pan-epidemic, a nuclear war, right now,
just before the recursion. And we will need many, many
millions to battle humanity's real enemy, the environment.
Besides you on the inside: What are you going to do now that
your great secret is out?

How to cure a protest turned violent

Our parasite has at times sent in agent-provocateurs to commit
violent acts and make a protest violent. After this, the violence
then becomes a reason for the establishment to disband the
protest. Do not allow this to happen. Everyone should be on
guard against agent provocateurs in their protests.

Here is a method for protestors to ostracize violent
protestors from their protest. All that has to happen is the
peaceful protestors start chanting "no... no... no" in unison
while they raise their wrists up and point at the violent ones.
When the protest security forces see this, it will mean they will
have the support of the protestors in arresting the part of the
protest that has turned violent. Also, all security forces shall be
duty bound to arrest any people ousted from a protest and hold
them for the maximum amount of time allowed so that
protesters can come forward and stand as witness against the
people ousted for committing violence during their protest.

Never have a broad democracy party
| was at first going to recommend that until our new broad
democracy has achieved the national quorum point, we should
consider it a political party within the current narrow
democracy. | thought we should do this even though we
strongly disdain political parties as anti-democratic.

On second thought however, | am more worried that
the parasite might attempt to include broad democracy as a
sort of permanent political party within our current narrow
democracy. Here | imagine the harem brothers leading a
series of carefully crafted compromises that ultimately discredit
broad democracy without ever really giving it a chance to work
as intended. So please, do not allow our new broad
democracy to become a party under a narrow democracy.
Please work to entirely replace our current corrupt narrow
democracy with a broad corruption-free democratic design.

Demonstrations = Demon-strata-ians

This word seems to come from the Haremi word for their
organized protests of the demon-stratas of the host societies.
The matrix name tells us exactly what demonstrations are, and
how easily then can be manipulated to violence by the
parasite. We should stop allowing anarchic demonstrations.
Instead we must:

1) Make sure that all protests are structured into Mustering-
Nomes with elected Nome leaders.

2) Make sure everyone knows how to oust violent people from
the protest.

3) Make sure that anyone causing violence to hinder mustering
be charged with democide and punished as traitors of their
people.



A counter-violent attitude

We will all be better off if we presume all demonstration
violence to be the Arabs working on the demon-strata of our
society.

El's fury on Arabs, Haremi and Brothers that resist
If the Brothers in power resist any incipient democracy in any
way, then they shall suffer El's fiery fury.

Crier-poling

If you want to pole say 10,000 people without any ballots, or
more importantly without any administrators, here is how to do
it.

1) Gather in front of any recently used poling place, or
government building, or the big tree at the end of the road.
Whatever.

2) Establish a line of people, one every 10 paces down one
sidewalk of the road. These stand in place, one every 10
paces, on the street-side of the sidewalk on one side of the
road. They count out 99 people who line up behind them.
Then they close their row by crossing their arms.

3) At the time the vote was called for, each line centurion raises
both arms straight up and shouts "silence" three times. Then
they hold their arms out horizontally like and eagle. Then they
cry out "Time to vote. All those in favor by my right hand, all
those opposed by my left hand. Then after one minute the
centurion cries out time to count off. Then the two opposing
lines call off 1-1, 2-2, 3-3, and so forth until one side has not
enough people. Then the vote shall be said something like
47-46, 48-46, 49-46, 50-46, 51-46, 52-46, 53-46, 54-46.

4) At 6 minutes after the voting hour, the first centurion at one
end of the street/line shall shout "Century 1 how vote you in
favor" and all in his line shall roar 54. Then the next century
down the line shall do the same thing. "Century 2 how vote
you" and all shall roar whatever their score was.

5) In this way, the vote is both easy to tally and impossible to
falsify.

6) Carry weapons to protect yourselves if there is a risk.

SENATE BBS — SENATE FLOOR

Montesquieu, Persian Letters, c.1721, #109

"The University of Paris is the eldest daughter of the kings of
France... [note how an enterprise is disguised as a daughter
here.] and some time ago, there was a great controversy with
some scholars concerning the letter Q, which the university
wanted to pronounce like a K. The dispute became so violent
that some of the participants had to have their property
confiscated. [One way the parasite silences the opposition.]
The Parliament had to step in so as to put an end to the
quarrel. And in a solemn decree it granted every subject of the
King of France permission to pronounce the letter as he saw
fit. Afine sight that was to see, two of the most important
institutions in Europe occupied [squandering their time]
deciding the fate of a letter of the alphabet.

[new subject] It appears... that the greatest men find
their minds becoming stunted when they are assembled
together, and that the more wise men [gathered in one place],
the lower their wisdom. [new subject] Great institutions are
always so attached to minute detail and empty formalities that
the main business gets left to the end" [Here is the parasite
telling us one of its strategies. Always push the formalities,
always struggle to waste their time. Do this so there is less
time for them to deal with its important matters.

Look, there really are people trying to get legislatures
to squander their time on trivial things. Guard your legislature's
attention and don't let it be squandered. Don't let your
legislature be drawn into establishing time wasting formalities
and protocols that don't help legislative productivity.

There should be no formalities of respect or titles in the
Senate, and all protocols should deal exclusively with truth
discovery and election of the truth and election of policy.

The word Parliament says a lot

If parlaying is talking and growing, then a parlay'em+n't is
where people do the opposite, where they don't talk and were
they don't grow.

To me, democracy is not about parlay'em+n't and a
few hundred people who all turns speaking to everyone
present. | always hated this about government. This is a
terrible and artificial way to communicate, and it is such a
completely awful approach that it must be our parasite's idea. It
is not only un-enjoyable, it is dumb. We should not have any
imposed structure at all to speaking beyond the 10-minute
introductory speech that all new Senators give.

It would be much more efficient if democracy mostly
took place on a great BBS where people watch whatever until
they are tired with it. Then periodically, the various Senates
meet to vote.

The legislative floor = the eff-al-0o-our

Faster democracy
Have you ever watched a legislature in session? Talk about
slow and boring! | mean, the way we have to all sit around and
listen to everyone take turns speaking on the "floor", the way
everyone listens to everyone, even though they mostly make
obvious commentary, or repeat each other.

| am too impatient. | could never enjoy doing this job.
What a waste of time and energy this is for our lawmakers.
Just imagine what they could get done if this internal
information function was made more efficient. And imagine
how much more stimulating and enjoyable it would be to serve
as a lawmaker.

Live oral legislatures waste time and sap energy

It is just such a waste of everyone's time and energy the way
we get our leaders together in a room and take turns speaking.
We really should stop doing our government business this way.
Instead, our Senators (at all levels) should post their thoughts
and proposals on the appropriate BBS in writing mostly. Once
posted, that body's Senators will cast BBS up and BBS down
votes to raise/lower the various items.

Chain Reaction Film, 1996
[a fictional congressman is talking] "I am aware of the law Mr.
Shannon. Thank you, | wrote it. | don't remember when | was
drafting it, that | anticipated a large portion of the south-side of
Chicago blown up." [Here we are told four times that our
lawmakers are the wise men drafting own laws. Not only is this
not true, but here we have a Morgan Freeman, Johnny Depp
film insisting four times that it is true

This film is cleverly disguised political propaganda
that says to America, "Your brilliant congressmen are writing
your laws". Clearly someone wants Americans to think that our
lawmakers are the ones drafting our laws. After all, they
mention or hint at this idea 4 times. Clearly someone is putting
propaganda placements in our media that say our lawmakers
are the smart people actually drafting our laws. Clearly the




opposite is true and someone else is putting propaganda
placements in our media to hide that idea. Funny how some
propaganda speaks the truth with perfect clarity once you
realize it is propaganda.]

Of Roman consuls and pro-consuls

In Rome, CONSULS had the all-important role of introducing or
proposing legislation to the Senate. And Latin PRO = in-place-
of. Thus a PROCONSUL was a stand-in, an appointed
administrator standing in place of the consul. Thus the non-
elected proconsul administrator had the all important job of
introducing and proposing new laws. It is remarkable how little
things have developed under "democracy" in the past 2,200
years.

Senate speaking — another thing we do backwards

Today, in our elections process, we let our 250-million voters
with their tiny little votes listen to whatever they want. On the
other hand, when our elected leaders use their super-valuable
time to perform the duties of government, while the
government is in session, we force them (at least sometimes)
to all sit in a room and take turns speaking to everyone. This is
yet another thing that the parasite has our democracies doing
backwards.

A better approach would be to only use Senate
speaking only for introductions as people tend to do anyway at
informal meetings. So in our Nome elections, all candidates
will all get to address all voters for 6-minutes. And all voters
should listen to all of these 6-minute speeches from all
candidates in order to vote in their Nome Election. At the 6-
minute mark, everyone should start applauding. Those who
waste time talking about other candidates should be presumed
to have nothing constructive to add. Except for this, and the 10
minute introductory speeches of our newly elevated Senators,
there will be no mandatory public speaking/listening in our
Senates.

Star Wars propaganda about democracy

Recall the immense tubular legislature from the recent Star
Wars films. Recall how absurdly huge everyone's private box
was. Recall how the countless lawmakers would zip into the
center to take the "floor". Recall how the image of this
legislature was featured over and over in the film in typical
propaganda fashion. Someone it seems wanted us thinking of
giant legislatures as a crazy idea, so they cooked up a foolish
example of a giant legislature.

Single brain-cell democracy

Today, all legislatures have a single floor where lawmakers
take turns speaking. When these are in session, our
lawmakers usually spend over 90% of their super-valuable
time listening to things they mostly do not need to listen to.
The speakers also speak much slower than most lawmakers
read.

This single channel of discussion is so suboptimal
that it must be our parasite's idea. It clearly makes our
democracies slower, much slower, and by extension stupider.
In fact, it is a brain-dead stupid way for lawmakers to
communicate with one another, and it should be entirely
prohibited, except when our new Senators introduce
themselves.

And while legislative floors are a completely absurd
idea in huge legislatures with hundreds of cells, they are still a
dumb idea in a small group that might have even two men.
No. We must abandon all single channel, single-minded

parlay'em-nots, no matter how small. And we must stop using
Robert's (our-ob-arts) rules of order. These are both inventions
to slow the thoughts of our democracy and the group spirit of
the host.

There must be a path before a path can be blocked
Unless everything has to go through one narrow place, it can't
be stopped and throttled. This works for legislatures as well as
trade sphincters. Thus without a floor there is no possibility of
the parasite's minority delaying the host's majority.

Without a floor, there is also little need for extra-
democratic political parties with the power to lean the ship of
state this way or that way. And there is also no need for
legislative speakers and prime ministers calling people to the
floor to address the legislature. All that is left are the good
parts of democracy — a broad base of elected leaders voting
on how to run the group effort.

Your president is a sphincter

Everything narrows to pass over the "desk" of this one man.
How absurd! | mean that the affairs of the United states have
to pass over the "desk" of one man. Do you actually believe
this garbage? Do you really believe that the affairs of 305
million people can in any way be managed by one man and a
bunch of his public slaves or public servants? Your president
is an unnatural sphincter in a democracy. And as with all
sphincters, the Arab Sphinx mafia has greatest control at the
sphincter points.

ROBERT'S RULES OF ORDER
Robert's = Our-ob-arts = Our-obstructing-arts

Our-ob-arts rules of order

Without mandatory listening in our Senate, there is no need for
rules of order with respect to speech. All that is needed is an
objective way to elevate content for regard and for vote —
something that is quite simple. It is only a system where every
Senator gets to vote once on the value of any BBS item.

Henry M. Robert, Robert's Rules of Order, Ch.2

"Thus, if a motion to have a banquet on a certain evening had
been laid on the table, it would be out of order to move that a
concert be given on that evening, because if the latter motion
were adopted, it would interfere with and probably prevent the
adoption of the prior motion, when it is taken from the table.
When the first motion is taken from the table, the second can
be moved as a substitute for it. [Not only is this section hard to
understand, it is hard to watch for on an ongoing basis, and it
is a subjective matter to judge. Reader: How many times do
you have to read this section to fully understand it?]

Debate: In order to debate a pending question, a
member must obtain the floor as already described and
address his remarks to the chairman [the chairman, or prime
legislator/ legislative king is thus very powerful for he decides
who gets to speak and which motions become pending and
immediately pending]. A motion is pending after it has been
stated by the chair until it has been disposed of either
permanently or temporarily. There may be a number of
motions pending at the same time. The pending motion that
was last stated by the chair is called the immediately pending
motion. Debate must be confined to the immediately pending
question, and must deal with other questions only so far as
they are necessarily involved with the immediately pending
one.

The speaker must avoid all personalities, must not




attribute improper motives to a member, [foreigner English
alert] and must not even mention a member's name if he can
be properly described in some other way, as 'the member who
last spoke.' Officers should be referred to by their official titles
and not by their names. No one can speak in debate, except
by permission of the assembly, more than twice on the same
question on the same day, nor longer than 10 minutes at one
time. On an appeal from the decision of the chair, no one but
the chairman can speak more than once. No member can
speak a second time on a question if any member who has not
spoken upon that question desires to speak. [This helps make
political parties necessary — This clause helps political parties
to be valuable because they have an advantage with being
able to explain complicated matters.] The member making a
debate motion has the [exclusive] right to the floor for debate, if
he claims it with reasonable promptness, in preference to other
matters, even if they rose and addressed the chair first.
[Debate is thus encouraged over decisiveness] A member who
has exhausted his right to debate the main question has a right
to debate any debatable subsidiary question that afterwards
may be immediately pending.[Again, debate is encouraged
over decisiveness]"

Robert's Rules of Order, Ch.2

"Indefinite Postponement. Instead of voting down the
motion, it may be killed just as effectually by adopting the
motion to postpone indefinitely. An affirmative vote on it is
identical in effect with a negative vote on the main question.
This motion cannot be made if any other than the main motion
is pending. Postpone indefinitely is debatable, and while it is
pending, the merits of the main question may be debated the
same as if this motion had not been made." [The underlined in
this section seem not to have been written by a native English
speaker.]

Robert's Rules of Order, Ch.2
"Improper Amendment. An amendment is improper and out
of order if it is not germane [G+our-mn] to the motion to be
amended; or if its adoption would make the motion an improper
one, as described, page 11; or if its adoption would make the
affirmative of the amended motion the equivalent of the
negative of the original motion; or if it changes one form of
amendment to another form, See page 24a-c; or if it
substitutes one form of motion for another form; or if it strikes
out words that have been inserted, unless some additional
words are struck out to make the new question entirely
different from the old one; or if it inserts words that have been
struck out, unless the motion to insert includes enough
additional words to make the question entirely different from
the question of striking out which was previously decided."

[If government worked in writing on a BBS, none of
this hard to understand and even harder to implement
Sphinxing procedure would be needed]

Speeches: as little as possible

We should de-emphasize the role of public speaking in
lawmaking to the maximum extent practical:

1) With writing, the actual logical merits of an argument don't
have to compete so much with the art and emotion of delivery.
2) Speech comes at a single speed, and must be delivered to
the lowest common denominator, too slow for the smartest.
With written communication, the speed can be adjusted, an
sections more easily skipped.

3) Most Senate-level people will be able to understand what
they read faster and better than what they hear.

4) When it comes to large groups of people drafting precise
language, it is easier to compare versions and make
modifications to written material than spoken material.

Floor time

Under this system, there is no Senate floor, and nobody ever
has the floor, except the new Senators for 10 minutes each,
and the people running the Senate votes.

Only introduction speeches

There will only be one place where all Senators must attend
and listen to their colleagues speak in turn. It is when the new
Senators introduce themselves for 10 minutes each. Except
for this, no individual or minority shall ever have the power to
command that the entire Senate read something, or listen to a
speech. Mandatory reading/viewing shall only come about
when a majority of Senators elects something as mandatory
reading on a Senate BBS.

Have a high bar for BBS comments
Those without something worthwhile to add, should not
comment. Those who make too many dumb comments on a
Senate board should be marked down by their Senate peers.
After this few people will pay attention to what they say on the
Senate BBS.

It is vitally important that we keep the reading volume
down, so our Senators will be able to cover more territory and
our Senate will be smarter.

Headed and indexed as tweets
The Senate BBS system should be indexed as a twitter with a
limit to the size of the header tweet. This should start at 300
characters and be fined tuned for optimality. There should also
be an expand button for additional text. There should also the
possibility of attaching images and creating polls. There should
also be the possibility to sequence and connect related tweets.
The Senate is supposed to experiment with header
lengths, likes, inanes, and retweet amounts, comment valuing
and indexing schemes, divisions of labor in viewing and
valuing posts, Senator contribution ranking systems, and other
reward systems for making valuable comments to the group
mind.

Rules of Senate BBS comments

1) Everyone comments in their own verified name, and it shall
be the felony of election fraud to comment in someone else’s
name.

2) Frivolous and inane comments cancel out good ones.

3) There are likes, super-likes, and inane buttons.

4) All Senators get a fixed number of likes, inanes and retweets
allocations. The part time Sub-Senate does not get as many of
these as the full time Senates. This number

5) The most liked posts rise to the top of the comments for
each subject. Posting well liked comments should be the most
important considerations in a Senator’s status and elevation to
a higher Senate. However, likes, inanes, and retweets are to
be judged subjectively by each Senator and there should never
be a formal system where these automatically elevate a
Senator.

6) Senators that are the first to second, third, fourth, fifth, sixth,
seventh, and eighth a new universal idea also imparts a portion
of the idea’s status on a Senator.

7) It is against Senate rules to discuss giving likes, inanes and
retweets with others, or their swapping. Senators may be
disciplined or expelled for doing this. There is nothing wrong



with discuss the getting of likes.

8) The following each have their own BBS: The people, The
national Sub-Senate, Each national Main Senate Sluice, the
national Main-Senate overall, The national Over-Senate, the
UM Main-Senate, and the UM Over-Senate. Additionally, each
county Sluice, and each county Over-Senate shall have a BBS.
9) The people’s BBS shall be administered and judged by the
Sub-Senate, where valuable comments are posted to the
appropriate sluice of the Main-Senate’s BBS.

10) Except for the people’s BBS, Senators can only post on
their own BBS.

11) All BBSs are cloned in each nation, and function more or
less identically.

12) The public is not able to post on a Senate BBS, except by
convincing a Sub-Senator to comment on their behalf. The
public may however post on the public section of that BBS. The
two sections shall be separate.

13) When members of the public make valuable comments on
the public section, it shall be in their own verified name. When
members of the public make valuable comments, it shall be
considered a justifying election to the Sub-Senate.

14) The rules of vote buying/selling shall apply to all aspects of
the Senate BBS. It is a felony to make comments for others.
15) All BBSs shall generally be open for public viewing except
those concerning national security and military tactics.

16) Once a person has been confirmed to the Senate, their
Senate rank shall be displayed on their BBS profile name for
the rest of their life.

17) Nobody can change their name or identity on the Senate
BBS, even those who marry and change their name.

18) Every person’s comments to the Senate BBS shall be
permanently kept and shall be viewable in their account.

19) When members of the public make a comment to the
Senate BBS, there shall be an anti-nuisance commenting fee
of two day’s wages charged.

Ideas as the coin of our electoral realm
All contributions that make it on a Senate's BBS should be
listed by contributor (unless the contributor wants to remain
anonymous). At election time, these contributions should be
weighed with other considerations. Under this system,
valuable ideas will replace money as the coin of our political
realm. Here we will still sell our elections in a market, but the
market will democratically compare the value of the various
contributions.

Under this system, anybody can make comments on
a Senate's public BBS, and start at the bottom with respect to
ratings. Either that, or they can make a comment
(anonymously) through their Sub-Senator. If they do this, it will
be up to the Sub-Senator to decide if the comment is worthy of
passing up to his Main-Senators.

The rules of Senate address

The following rules should apply to the Senate, so we don't
squander the attention of our group minds, our most valuable
resource:

1) Most important first, least important last.

2) Eliminate unnecessary words.

3) Avoid saying the obvious, or repeating what was said before.
4) Say nothing knowingly untrue.

5) The thanks and credit goes in a credit appendix, afterwards,
as a footnote.

6) No dead time, the talk begins half a second after the start.
7) No music, introductions, or starting credits.

8) No appeals to emotion or drama. Logic rules.

9) Self-serving arguments must be declared.
10) All spoken material shall be meter transcripted.

The BBS does many things

The Senate BBS systems (one for each sluice, each Centi-
Nome, the Sub-Senate, and the Over-Senate) will have no
power by itself:

1) It monitors and tracks authorship of bills, amendments and
comments to safeguard this primary and cornerstone aspect of
law making.

2) It keeps track of comment ratings so the best can grow in
importance and the worst wither.

3) It measures recognition to Senators for making good
commentary and helps root out saboteurs and moles.

4) It determines what is required reading for each sluice and
committee.

5) It verifies that Senators have read or viewed the required
material.

6) It uses ratings to assemble bills (unapproved laws), parts of
bills, and reports.

7) It authorized bills for actual vote by the Senate.

Tracking

Every part of every law must have Senator authorship

It is amazing the way we are so fastidious about authorship
when it comes to high school school papers and the latest
dumb song. Even more amazing is the way we are completely
apathetic about the authorship of our laws. This is yet another
thing our parasite has us doing completely backwards. Every
section of every law must have authorship. On top of this at
least half of the people in the committee/ BBS assembling the
law must approve of every single paragraph if not clause.

Laws formed openly, laws elected secretly

We will assemble our laws in broad recorded daylight
(dei-light) to frighten away those who may do evil’lharm to us.
We will shine the sun's full brightness here. Many of us will
watch the proceedings. And of course, we will archive
everything and every thing. Much attention goes here. Make it
a national pass-time to talk about the sub-decisions of the
Senate instead of the ball tournament.

Form your laws in the noon-day sunlight in an
everything-tracked BBS for all to see. But when it comes to
the Senate vote, that must be done under total secrecy to
make any vote selling impossible to verify. Remember this
difference. Read this a few times. Put words like the above on
your transit instead of those worthless adds.

Yet again, we do things backwards today. Today, we
assembly our laws in total darkness and secrecy. Just look at
how so many laws of the US congress appear out of the
darkness as fully formed creatures. Today, the people have no
knowledge whatsoever about the dark origins of their laws.

Now on the side of the legislative vote, where our
lawmakers vote a law into force — we do that live on CSPAN.
This way there is no secrecy at all about which legislator is
voting how. This way the bribe payers can be assured that
their money is being well spent.

Something is better than nothing

We must do something to track bill authorship. Today, we do
nothing at all in our democracies to monitor the origins of our
laws. Today, these normally appear out of the darkness as
fully formed creatures. Where do these come from? We have
no idea today.



The attached BBS will probably need lots of modifying
and tweaking, but it will work right away, and it will offer some
improvement over doing nothing.

Senate BBS voting

BBS voting must not be secret, so we can all go back and see
how our laws were assembled — so we can see who added
what clauses. Every clause should be attributed to someone
or some group of people. Each of those names should be
searchable to see what they contributed.

The BBS has no real power

It is just a tool, a convenience for the Senators so they don't
waste time on voting too much. The BBS votes will only be
valid for assembling laws and calling a real Senate vote. BBS
votes shall have no power at all because the votes are not
secret. In fact they are the opposite of secret votes.

Anonymous commentary
All citizens shall be assigned a life-long COMMENT NUMBER,
which shall be a private number. All BBS comments shall by
default display this number. It shall be felony election fraud to
use someone else's number without permission, however
everyone shall have the right to post things for other people.
They shall also have the right to say absolutely anything they
want either anonymously or using their ID number. It shall be
the crime of election fraud to comment under more than one
name, or to take money or favors for making comments. It shall
be election fraud to distribute or be in possession of indexes of
these numbers. People shall be free to make their comment
number public, and many running for office will do this.
Everyone shall always have the right to say whatever
they want either anonymously or on the record. However, we
shall all regard anonymous comments with the same
dis-creed+hence as something spray-painted on a wall. All
anonymous comments begin with a rating of 0 out of 100. And
we shall never forget to ask why the person saying these
things wanted to stay anonymous.

The Senate BBS is only for Senators

Any Main-Senator from any house may contribute on any on
any Main-Senate BBS system. As well, any Sub-Senator may
contribute on any Sub-Senate board. In both cases, these
people will be responsible for making valid comments, and the
rating they receive on any BBS will count on his rating
average.

The Senate's public board

The Senate will operate two sorts of BBS. In addition to the
one previously discussed that is only for Senators, there will be
one that is mostly for the public. Many comments on the
PUBLIC BOARD will little-doubt be elevated to the SENATE
BOARD. This elevation of comments shall be a duty of each
Sub-Senator, and all shall share in the glory (kal-ori = green
mouth) of those ideas they promote.

The various Senate boards
Each Centi-Nome, the entire Sub-Senate, each Main-Senate

Sluice, each Main Senate Committee, and the Over-Senate will
have a BBS.

Rating

Recognition where recognition is due

In all Senates, every proposal, every amendment, and every
deposition shall be entered into the Senate BBS in writing. The
Senate and People shall give honor and recognition where
they are due as defined by first mention in the Senate BBS.
This will drive everyone to use the BBS for public commentary
and communication. Also, ordinary people will be able to make
posts to the BBS. These will be recorded and monitored by the
Nome and Centi-Nome they were made to. Here is how a great
number of ordinary people will find themselves elected to the
Senate. It will happen simply by the quality of their posts, for
there will be no better way to prove your value to the Senate
than to be of actual value to the Senate.

The best of the best ideas

At all levels, our Senators will generally be keen to listen for
ideas from their constituency. These ideas should benefit the
person making them. They should also benefit the people who
first see their value and champion (ak-amphi'n) their value in
each Senate. The originator(s) of the idea may get elected to
the Sub-Senate or more based on them. And the Sub-Senator
may get elevated based on his early recognition of them.

Thus a large share of good ideas in this nation will be
heard by one of our 500,000 Sub-Senators that get confirmed
each year in the US. Then the best thoughts and their
supporters will get elected to the Senate.

The rating of raters

Everyone's comment number will be indexed for the following:
COMENTING RATIO= comments per transaction

HUE= how positive or negative they are on average
COMENTING VOLUME-= the number of comments they have
made in the past 10 teneths.

WORTH RATIO = the percent of people saying their comments
are worth reading.

The foregoing shall be determined by stranger/blind viewers.
None may know the person they are reviewing. All comment
numbers will display these numbers in the following format
05:47:18:72, meaning:

1) He only comments on 5% of the things he reads.

2) When he rates, he gives an average rating of 47, slightly
below average.

3) He only made 18 comments in the last year.

4) His comments are well regarded with a 72% rating.

How to do Senator ratings
Everyone's rating starts out at 50. Some rise high on high
volume, some fall on low volume.

BBS features

No entry can ever be erased from the Senate BBS system. All
entries will have titles and up to 13 keywords to facilitate
search.

All Senate viewers will be able to give any two-digit
percentage as a rating. All content will display the average
rating percentage, along with the number of Senator viewers.
In order to give over a 50% rating, Senators must watch or
read the entire post. To give less than a 50% rating, Senators
do not have to view the entire work.

Viewers will also assign markers like: F, V, R, W and
N, where F=fresh, V=valuable, R=redundant, W=worthless
N=negative. In this way, our Senators will read and focus on
the most valuable and non-redundant comments. The Senators
will be able to search and organize the Senate BBS postings
by any of the above rating criteria as well as by date/time,
keyword, number of votes, heading, etc. They will be able to



do this in their own Senate and in other Senates.

BBS voting browsers

Voting on posting value would be much simpler if everyone
could just rate posts on a scale of 0-99 as they move on to the
next page or comment. Perhaps no rating means 50%. Have
this for all three Senates. Here we imagine a democracy that
routinely rates and indexes all that is important and even
tangential to it, especially Senator contributions.

Don't heed BBS rank in your elevation elections

Think of the elevation elections, when our Senators elevate the
colleagues they work with. In these, our Senators should re-
consider the various contributions by themselves and they
should not give too much heed/head to the BBS values. Doing
otherwise, creates a back door to your democracy.

To DEMOTIZE = democratically prioritize, verify and recombine
all the comments on a BBS.

A democratic agenda mechanism

How do you decide whose Senate business is introduced first?
How do you decide which comments are most valuable? How
do you decide which comments should get heard by everyone?
Who approves of summaries and headings? You must not
leave these things outside your democracy. If you do, the
agenda setters have a veto over who and what gets on your
democracy's agenda.

Everything in writing

A fully transcripted BBS

In all Senates, every proposal, amendment, comment, and
information source shall be entered into the Senate BBS in
writing. If matters are being discussed formally among
Senators all these discussions should be recorded and
entered. Thus if a change or comment later proves
problematic, (for example treating all that bad subprime debt
as if it were treasuries) we will know who the source of the idea
was. If someone is responsible for making such changes, it
will be a red flag about parasite involvement. Also, if all
proposals and all changes are indexed by Senator, the best will
stand out as well as the worst.

All speaking must be meter-transcripted

We won't say, "no speaking". If Senators want to post video,
they may. What we will do is say that all speaking must be
recorded and meter transcripted because most smart people
can read faster and better than they can listen. Also, the
written transcript version shall be the official version, and the
spoken version will have no official value. We must drive
government into something that is written and read, rather than
spoken and heard. By doing that we will not only increase our
government's capacity, but also its intelligence and its fairness.
For all these things live more in print than in the spoken word.

Its a deal, trust me

The spoken word is the stuff of crooks and the written contract
is the stuff of contracts. How should our Senators
communicate?

Politician vs. used car salesmen

Today, which one is more likely to be telling the truth? We all
know to get it in writing from the used car salesman. How
come we don't do the same with our elected people? If it is

official, it is recorded in writing, in an easy to search way.

No more rostrum/podium speeches

Try to minimize your speaking as candidates and Senators,
and please stop all forms of rostrum/podium speaking. And let
everyone watch as and when they like.

Everything in writing

In our Senate, all communication must be recorded in writing.
It can also be recorded in video or other formats, but it must all
be in writing. Both must be recorded by the Senate BBS.

Senate required reading

Keep required reading to a minimum. Only with a 50% vote
can BBS material be made required reading for everyone
involved with that committee.

SRVS = Senate reading verification system
This will track eye movements and it will make sure that our
Senators have read all the required material.

Must read Senate voting material

Prior to voting on any matter, the Senators must read view all
the majority approved media. Reading non majority comments
is voluntary.

A constant reading level
We should establish a maximum daily word count that must be
read under SRVS.

Committees

All committees are open

All Main-Senate committees are open to all Main Senators of
any sluice, and None may limit its membership like in the US
Congress does today. And we will say that when a Senator is
on a committee, he has to read all the material to vote. And if
he hasn't/doesn't read the material and vote, he can't be on
that committee and the committee can't count him as a
member.

All committees are under a MS sluice
One of the 10 sluices will judge every single thing is elevated
from the committees to the Main-Senate and turned into law.

The only two rights of a committee

All a Committee gets is the right to list a single 120-word
heading in its name on the main BBS. This will show
membership size, committee overmajority percentage, and
Main BBS percentage. Whenever the matter of the posting
gets a 45% vote on the main BBS of a Sluice, it shall be called
for a secret Senate vote by that Sluice.

Committees are listed by size

All committees are listed on the main BBS of their Senate in
order of membership size. The committees with the largest
membership go first. In general, our Sluices, in their capacity
as judges should give their attention first to the biggest
committees and last to the smallest ones.

Small committees are optional

The Over-Senate will apportion times for voting duty in all
Sluices. This will start out being 1 day in 6. The Sluice will start
at the top a the most widely constituted sluices and then it will
work down as far as it can go towards the more narrowly



constituted sluices

Committee membership

Senators must read/view all the permanent and current BBS
material before he can join a Committee. If he fails to keep up
on his required BBS reading, he will be removed from the
Committee by the system, until he reads the material.

Committees can't delete

Senate BBS have a garbage file that is never deleted. This is
searchable and it tracks all the other files the "garbage" item
was in. We don't want any parasite/pirate committees forming
and then deleting their garbage.

Committees will constantly form & reform
This is a good thing, it is evolution at work.

assembling bills

Thomas Paine, Common sense, p.27

"Could the straggling thoughts of individuals be collected, they
would frequently form material for wise and able men to
improve into useful matter." [ls this about improving
government, or keeping it from improving?]

A democracy with multiple competing bills

This is a democracy broad enough to always have multiple
competing sections and bills. Some of these will come from
the Sub-Senate, and some will come from the committees that
assemble the material.

The 4 functions of lawmakers

1) Gather and organize information about reality.

2) Develop and consider a variety of plans based on that
information.

3) Decide which plan(s) to try.

4) Implement and manage those plans.

How laws will be drafted

Once a draft law reaches 45% on a BBS, it can be posted for
comments for say 10 days on the main board. If substantial
changes are made as a result of these comments, the draft
laws shall be posted again (and again) for the comments of the
Senate and People of the nation.

There is no time limit on these steps, so they might be
less than a day in duration if the matter is of an urgent nature
and all minds are focused upon it. For example, if the nation
suffered a surprise attack.

Our Senates must physically meet to vote

Anonymous voting is the single most important democratic
feature for preventing Senators from selling their votes. It is
one of those things we can never take any chances with.

It is going to be quite inconvenient and time
consuming for our Senators to come together and spend some
days each teneth on voting. But we must not use technology
here, or we risk vote tracking and a violation of Senate voting
secrecy. This in turn leaves the door open for vote buying,
intimidation, blackmail and a host of other bad things for our
democracy and our Senators. No. You must come together to
vote, and anything less will leave you open to corruption.

Senate voting schedule
Unless it elects otherwise, all Senate's shall meet to vote 6
times a teneth. All Senates shall establish a fixed interval for

voting that may vary but should not fluctuate too much. Any
Senators unable or unwilling to vote in this way shall be
expelled from the Senate, even if their religion has a holy-day
holiday where work is prohibited.

endnotes

Settle divisive issues first

Every group is weaker when it is divided and fighting among
itself. This eternal truth is most obvious militarily — for
countries fighting a civil war are much easier for outside
enemies to conquer.

In democracies, the same principle also holds true. If
the people are fighting a metaphorical war over say abortion,
or tax rates, the two sides are not only distracted, but less
motivated to fight over say oil drilling rights. Thus our parasite
constantly struggles to foster divisions and political strife in the
land of the host — as this increases the power of the parasite.

Instead, we must first decide on divisive issues and
move on based on those decisions. Then we will increase our
own native power and minimize the power of our parasite.

How can we call ourselves a democracy?

We have never held a national vote on how we stand with
respect to the most divisive issues of our age. What an
incredibly easy thing to do this is. Who's idea was it that we
never do this, that we remain divided?

A 14-day RC period

Let's have a 5-day REVIEW AND COMMENT or RC PERIOD
when non-emergency measures are closed for changes prior
to the sluice vote. During this time, anyone who cares to will

read the bill and make comments.

The Main-Senators proposing each bill will run the
yea side of the BBS. These will judge the value of comments
that might help their agenda, and push the best comments to
the top of the Yea-side of the BBS. The Main-Senators
against the bill will run the Nay-side of the BBS in opposition.
These will generally trying to dissuade votes as much as
possible by the power of the arguments on the BBS. These
will push the best arguments against the bill to the top of the
nay side of the BBS.

Some bills will be changed over several public input
cycles. Each time, they are sent back to start the review
period over again. Each time, the law is improved.

Emergency legislation with a title that begins with the
word "emergency " will be exempt from the RC Period.
However, emergency legislation shall last no longer than half a
teneth.

An 8am to 10pm government

Under this scheme, each Main-Senator works 7 hours a day,
every day, or more if they want to. Some take the early shift,
from 8am to 3pm, others take the late shift from 3pm to 10pm.
When they need to vote, the overlap gets extended a bit on
both sides.

Thus if our Senators all work 7 hours a day, every
day, they will work the equivalent of 49 hour weeks today. This
is not too much to expect from our elected leaders, to work this
amount.

Some government infrastructure will now function
upwards of 2.4 times as fast and with 2.4 times the capacity as
it would under a single shift and 40-hour work weeks.

OMNI-RATIO = the proportion of time that the economy take



place. 40-hour weeks have an omni-ratio of 23.8%. an 8am to
10pm daily schedule has an omni-ratio of 58.3%. In the
interest of more efficient infrastructure use, society should
lightly encourage activities that increase the omni-ratio. We
want the omni-ratio to eventually approach 100%, although it is
not that important if it never really does.

PUNCH-RATIO = the proportion of the average person's time
that is spent "punched in" on the clock at work. This will fall and
fall over the decades.

The Judge's secretary will be deciding

We would never allow any judge or juror to delegate his duties
to an appointee when he was making a decision about the fate
of a man, one man, accused of a crime. Funny how when we

make decisions concerning the entire nation, that it is just fine

and dandy to delegate the decision making process.

Once again we see the telltale inverted logic of the
parasite at work. The tiny individual decisions should always
be made by the appointed assistant and the huge society-wide
decisions should never be made by an assistant.

Lawmakers must NEVER delegate their decision
making, and this is vastly more important than with jurors.
Also, they must never change their decisions to please other
people, no matter how many and how important the decision
seems to these pleaders. Anyone who does this is a bad judge
and a betrayer the trust placed in you by his people. When
serving in the Senate, it is everyone's duty to decide for
themselves whatever they think is right — and nobody should
ever question them for the way they voted.

Regulations too long and complex

Democracies need some form of built-in bias towards shorter
laws and regulations. To achieve this, the most common sense
thing we can do is to simply require that each Senator
personally read all laws and regulations they are voting on.
And here we might make them read the final version say 3 to 7
times. Let’s start with 4 times and go from there.

All Senators must do their reading using the Senate's
video-recorded eye movement verification system. And given
that the public will normally be reading the legislation many
thousands of times more frequently than our lawmakers, this is
really not very much to ask. Thus shorter and easier to read
bills will be more likely to pass — While longer bills will tend to
remain unread and unsuccessful.

Now under America's current narrow form of
democracy, we simply don't have enough law makers for them
to read, let-alone write all our federal legislation. Today, our
400-odd overloaded lawmakers delegate much of our nation's
critical national decision making process to non-elected
congressional staffers. These have no bias in favor of shorter
regulation. In fact, being Arab lackeys (al-ak-ees) they want
longer regulation. They are with the Sphinx Mafia, and they
want our government as hard to deal with as possible.

DOPS — Describe the problem first

The accurate understanding of a problem is the first step
towards proposing solutions. Here are some simple rules for
problem definition that should improve the quality of our
Senate decisions. For example, government actions
should generally come in response to a DOP, or a
democratically elected Description of a Problem. This is
something compiled democratically on a Senate BBS.
Wherever possible, our lawmakers should resist getting started
with legislation without clearly defining the problem, their

objectives, and the methods that are intended to solve the
problems and bring about the objectives. This is the
commentary that justifies the existence of the legislation they
propose. It is also what their successors will read when the
legislation comes up for PERIODIC REVIEW. It will also
explain the intent of the law more clearly to those enforcing
and judging the various points of their legislation in the court
system. Hopefully most subjects will have multiple competing
DOPS, and legislation bulletin boards. Also, the Main-Senate
should be able to skip the formal DOP process in case of
emergency.

Tony Blair

"It is not an arrogant government that chooses priorities, it is an
irresponsible government that fails to choose."

[We must also have a formal process by which the Over-
Senate chooses priorities within each sluice and between
sluices.]

Randomly drawn Senate vote monitors

Every day the Senate meets to vote, it shall randomly drawn
Senate voting administrators. At the start of each voting day,
one of the last acting vote monitors reaches blindly and rapidly
into a fishbowl and draws a numbered ping pong ball from
among others that are identical in touch and weight. These
balls shall be numbered 1-10. The Senators from Nomes
ending in those digits shall then serve one day of voting
administration duty for that Senate voting house. One man
pulls out one ball and shows it to everyone, then puts it back
and another man does the same. Senators with Nomes
ending in these two numbers (for example 6 and 3) will serve
the day as vote monitors.

There must however be three vote monitors, and if
not enough Senators are from Nomes ending in these
numbers, then Senators from the next numbered Nomes (for
example 64, 65, etc.) shall also be called up for vote
monitoring duty until the number reaches the quorum for vote
monitors. Once all the other people have cast their vote, the
vote monitors will cast their votes. For the first draw, the oldest
person shall make the draw.

The BBS voting monitors will call for the vote as well
as the cast their voting cards. He will end the vote and run the
tabulation mechanism. He will also assure voting secrecy, and
address issues of miscount.

Carefully document Senate intent

Once a bill is passed, the BBS shall be saved as potentially
valuable commentary on the LEGE = legislation. This should
exist in two forms. The CURRENT VERSION of the LEGE
COMMENTARY is always current, and the AS PASSED
VERSION is frozen at the time the LEGE was passed. This
way, everyone will know the original intent, and what has come
of it. Then when the legislation comes up for mandatory LEGE
REVIEW, there will already be an ongoing dialogue about the
good and bad parts of the lege. In addition to the LEGE BBS,
existing in these two versions, there will also be the various
sub-BBSs, and the comments that do not get approved by the
Senate.

In democracies, good leaders don't decide, they explain
The concept of the single best genius decision maker head
and shoulders above the rest of his people is the stuff of
monarchs as frontmen for the parasite. The stuff of democracy
is the insightful explanation that helps the many make an
informed decision. In a democracy, the leaders don't decide,



they speak a truth that influences all the other decision makers.

Filibusters

Here we have a minority blocking the way for a majority. Is this
democracy, or is this a way to make our non-democratic
political parties more powerful? What a ridiculous thing our
current 1789 constitution allows. Why on earth does our
current constitution allowed people to hold and block the one
discussion channel of our nation?

SOCRATIC dialogues are actually ISO-CRATIC dialogues
Gr. ISOS = equal and Gr. ISO-CRACY = equal-rule/role.
Isocratic dialogues are when the Senate engages in a fairly
weighted discussion of a matter.

It was important for our parasite to get rid of this word/
idea. And streams are much easier to divert than to stop over
the long run. Here why we have the term SOCRATIC
DIALOGUE. In fact, all the Pull-a-ton-ak dialogues are just the
parasite trying to obliterate all constructive memories of
Athenian isocracy, they ob-literated in 404BC. A Socratic
dialogue is actually an ISO-CRATIC DIALOGUE, a fairly
weighted discussion or dialogue about a matter.

Greek bouleuein & gold bullion

Gr. BOULEUEIN = to deliberate. Itis a remarkable intersection
that our parasite's word for our deliberation is also our word for
gold bricks held in national treasuries.

BULI = bulletin board service or BBS

BULO = a single comment on a BBS

There are many variations of bulo, for example, Facebook,
Twitter, blogs and article comments.

Open your government to comment
In the beginning, there will be lots of low-hanging fruit, and the
Senate will probably not need public input as much as later on.

Senate feeds

There are both written and video things on a Senate BBS. Info
is supposed to be written wherever possible, due to the
efficiency of reading over talking and listening. But video and
audio are still possible on the system. Each Senate will rank
everything that is said and the best stuff gets put up on this
feed. Each county Senate will have one of these, sort of in
competition with the local TV news. The National Senate will
have a few of these, with all the contributors being Senators
(and their constituency) and the judges being likewise. This will
compete with Al Jazeera, CNN, and their corrupt ilk.

CORRUPTION

The more money corrupt people spend,

the more they can steal

Here is why both governments and condo managers are so
greedy for taxes and fees of all sorts. This hunger is a
common symptom of corruption.

Swamping out corruption

Corruption isn't normally stamped out. It is normally swamped
out by having too many real people making democratic
decisions for your government.

War tyranny and corruption
The war causes the tyranny, the Odious Rex. The Odious Rex
permits the Arab corruption. Often the war is not necessary.

How to weed out everyone but the crooks
If you only want to let crooks have something, here is how to
do it: Get something valuable and keep it in a safe inside a
fortress of a building surrounded by a great yard full of vicious
dogs and a barbed wire fence. Never answer the door. Once
you do these things, the only people coming in will be crooks.
Look at the way "our media" drags politicians through
the muck. What good person would want to go through this?
The billion dollar campaign finance system locks the doors,
and CNN is the pack of vicious dogs in the yard. Pretty much
the only people we have entering government are the crooks
that the Sphinx Mafia allows in — the men who have answered
the riddle of the Sphinx. These are all the next incarnation of
"Odious Rex" — in other words, they are all pretty much all
high-functioning" crooks.

The giant caravans of Arabia

In greater Arabia, it was customary for everyone to go after and
kill all the outsiders and cheaters. Thus getting across the
Mideast has normally been quite unsafe. Everyone was highly
opposed to movement because movement tended to take a
bite out of the apple, the forbidden fruit. So all movement,
except for those participating in the giant caravans tends to get
attacked. Thus the only way to move trade safely was to
include it on one of the great caravans and pay one's share of
the huge duty payable to the ak-us-toms offices, the portmen
of the cities they passed.

At times we read of a single annual camel caravan
arriving in Damascus or Cairo, Jerusalem, or Baghdad each
year. This was a caravan with thousands of camels and men,
a caravan so large than nobody dared attack it.

The giant omnibus spending bills of America

Now think for a moment about the massive omnibus annual
appropriation bills that the US congress approves each year.
Here, most of an entire year's spending is appropriated in one
bill. Isn't this the same process at work? And isn't the gridlock
of our congress analogous to the lack of safety and inability to
move in the Mideast? Here we see how the source of the
unsafe conditions in the Mideast, is the same as the source of
our own gridlock.

Here we see how the Omnibus appropriation bills are
quite analogous to the the giant caravans — and both are
symptoms of a parasite infection. In both cases, only the
business that the parasite approves of gets to join the only
caravan for that season. Everything else gets killed by
whatever means the parasite uses to kill off outsider traffic.

Thus omnibus spending bills are a sign of the
parasite's power in your democracy. In fact, the degree to
which your government uses this sort of spending is the
degree to which it is enslaved by the parasite. For there is not
other way to spend money that takes as much power from your
legislatures and hands it to the non-elected appointees of your
monarch president.

INITIATING CORRUPTION = the power to corruptly start new
government activity. For example the adoption of the US
Patriot Act, where the US government started finding all the
patriots as well as the bad guys.

DIRECTION CORRUPTION = the power to corruptly veer
government activity off course. For example, the way the US
geological survey was made a geographical survey.
BRAKING CORRUPTION = the power to halt government
activities. For example, the way so many judges have halted



many state US responses to illegal immigration.

VETO CORRUPTION = the power to prevent the halting of a
government activity. For example, the power to prevent the
halting of the corrupt Obamacare program.

The US functions rather like a constitutional monarchy
The administration of the lone 4-year monarch has near total
control over law-execution, just as under a hereditary
monarchy. 2) Unless everyone else is 2:1 in favor of a new
law, the president's non-elected bar-ocracy can veto them. This
keeps the power of the parasites administration in check, so it
doesn't start waking people from the matrix.

Cassius Dio, Reign of Augustus, 52.40

"If you want a monarchy but fear the accursed title, you can
avoid the title by ruling as a Caesar... In this way you can enjoy
the reality of a monarchy without the stigma that is attached to
the name."

[Where the people will not allow kings, the Arabs give them
temporary kings called by another name. Then they eternally
struggle, or jihad to expand the powers of those kings.]

Cassius Dio, Reign of Augustus, 53.17

"Through this process, the power of both the people and the
Senate was entirely transferred into the hands of Augustus.
And it was at

this time that a monarchy, to use the correct term, was
established. It would certainly be most truthful to describe it as
a monarchy even if two or three men held supreme power at
the same time. ltis true that

the Romans hated the actual word monarch so vehemently
that

they did not refer to their emperors either as dictators or kings
or anything similar. But since the final decision in the
government

process is referred to them, it is impossible that they should be
anything other than kings.

Cassius Dio, Reign of Augustus, 53.17

"They adopt the title of Imperator [Emperor] for life... and they
use this title instead of king or dictator. The emperors have
never used these last since they first fell out of style in the
running of government, but they secure for themselves the
prerogatives of those positions through the title of Imperator
[emperor]. This designation empowers them to raise troops,
collect funds, declare war, conclude peace, rule foreigners and
citizens alike, at all times and in all places, and even to put to
death both knights and senators...

Cassius Dio, Reign of Augustus, 53.21

[In reading the following it should be repeated that the Roman
Senate continued to meet until the total collapse of European
civilization in around 600AD.]

"The Senate as a whole continued to sit in judgement
on its own, as it had done before, and on certain occasions
conducted negotiations with delegations and heralds from both
democracies and monarchies. Besides this, the people and the
plebs continued to meet for the elections, but nothing was
done that did not meet with Augustus's approval. It was he, at
any rate, who selected and put forward for nomination some of
the candidates for office though for some others [the Arab
innies that looked to win anyway] he observed the traditional
custom and left the election to the vote of the popular and tribal
assembly. But he also made sure that no candidates should
be appointed who were unfit [as outies] or who owed their

election to partisan intrigue or to bribery." [Thus all the outies
that came close to any real power were scandalized and gotten
rid of.]

A chain is as week as its weakest link

A democracy is as narrow as its narrowest house

If there is a king, or lone president, anywhere in the linkage, it
is a monarchy.

Kings and presidents are just bar-ocracy ornaments

Any time there is one completely overloaded man acting as
leader, there normally is a non-elected Arab-friendly
bureaucracy lurking somewhere in the background. It doesn't
matter if he is a king or a president, he is just an ornament, a
decoration, a figurehead to hide the Arab bar-ocracy.

1-in-1-million brilliant minds?

Are our lawmakers and presidential candidates 1-in-1-million
minds? Are they even 1:1,000 minds? Are they even smart at
all, or are they just a certain type of man drawn to positions of
sale-able power like bees to honey?

When running for office is very expensive, the high cost is
a symptom of corruption.

The 1% funding rule

No Centi-Nome or Sluice may spend more than 1% of its
annual budget in a single vote. The intent is to eliminate the
omnibus caravans from our legislatures.

How to cut government spending

1. The Over-Senate will set budgets and the Main-Senate
Sluices will full-fill those budgets. The Main-Senate will have no
power to increase spending beyond the budget allocated by
the Over-Senate.

2. Spending will be by secret ballot and our Senators will vote
as they think is best. Thus nobody will ever know if their bribe
or blackmail is working or not.

3. Spending will be managed more efficiently by 8-sluices than
one single channel.

4. Spending will be by the teneth, causing government reaction
time to be much faster.

5. There will be no omnibus spending bills and no CARAVAN
CORRUPTION.

6. There will be hundreds of thousands of Senators to improve
policy.

Random draws match in base ten

When you have up to 10 digits to be recombined with up to 10
digits, do it with one draw of 10.

When you have up to 100 digits to be recombined with up to
100 digits, do it with two draws of 10.

When you have up to 1000 digits to be recombined with up to
1000 digits, do it with three draws of 10.

When you have up to 10,000 digits to be recombined with up to
10,000 digits, do it with four draws of 10.

The card method of randomization

We will print 50 card decks of pure white plastic cards with 5x
the digits 1234567890. There are no suits. All the 2's for
example are identical. The procedure is to lay the cards
numbers-up in 5 rows for all to see.

a) Then one Senator turns them over, mixes them and puts
them in a stack.

b) Then a 2nd Senator cuts the deck.



¢) Then a 3rd Senator bridge shuffles the deck twice.

d) Then a 4th Senators cuts the deck.

€) Then a 5th Senator bridge shuffles the deck once and draws
between 1 and 50 digits.

f) All senators must rotate their assignments for card cutting
and shuffling

Random draws are sacred

Everyone should pay special attention to any corruption
involving random draws. These will not take much time and it
is just so important that it remain actually random. There is not
much too it, just watch carefully. Also, anyone even offering to
corrupt this vote should be considered a democide, a
democracy killer.

Lawmaker orientation class

It is remarkable how we make our realtors take a whole series
of ethics classes, but our leaders are just expected to know the
rules. This is a mistake. Let's require that all our new Sub-
Senators take for an ethics class that covers every single type
of corruption anyone can think of — a class with lots of case
studies as examples. Once they have completed this course,
there will be no excuse for any situation discussed in the
Senate ethics class. We will then be able to enforce a strict set
of rules for our elected officials.

Let’s also require that they pass the common-sense
ethics test with a score of 100%, just like people have to do
with shop safety tests. After this, we can hold them to very high
standards regarding all forms of corruption including violations
of secret voting protocols.

Impeachments: Strict but fair

We will make common sense rules for impeachments. And
then we will make all our Senators take a shop safety class on
corruption. Then they will have to pass the "corruption test"
with a 100% score before we let them work in the shop. After
this, we will repeatedly run stings and punish severely any
violation of the corruption rules.

Nothing that came out of a sham democracy should ever
be sacred

You are free to change any Washington, Ottawa, Brasilia,
Brussels policy you want. They were all corrupt. It doesn't
matter how long the law was in force. If it doesn't make sense,
change it.

Life of Vespasian, 16

[Here we see how the Arabs have been pushing for strict laws
and selling indulgences for over 2,000 years. Next we see
how the Vespasian administration] "openly sold government
positions to people. He also sold acquittals to men facing
prosecution, regardless of their guilt. Some believed he even
deliberately promoted the most insatiable officials to higher
positions. This way they were even richer when he later
imprisoned them [thus confiscating the proceeds of their
corruption]. Such men were commonly called his 'sponges', as
he let them soak up money, which he later squeezed out of
them." [This is how the real Arab wise guys work. Here
succinctly stated is their role in corruption and organized
crime.]

T.E. Lawrence, Seven Pillars of Wisdom, Ch. 8

"They had inherited the Turkish system in the towns... The
Turkish Government was often not unkind to strong men, who
obtained considerable license on terms. Consequently, some

of the licensees in Hejaz regretted the coming of a native ruler.
[Licensees are people who buy licenses to steal from the
citizenry in prescribed ways]... especially as voiced by Beduin;
for the Beduin lived on what he could exact from the stranger
on his roads, or in his valleys; and he and the townsman bore
each other a perpetual grudge.

The Beduins were the only fighting men the Sherif
had got; [foreigner English] and on their help, the revolt
depended. He was arming them freely, paying many of them
for their service in his forces. Feeding their families while they
were from home, and hiring from them their transport camels to
maintain his armies in the field. Accordingly, the country[side]
was prosperous, while the towns went short." [Note how the
Arab way is to have towns and opposed Beduin pirates in
between. The towns hate the Beduins and vice versa. The only
ones that benefit are the Harem race. The more the Arabs
spread their ways, the more this will be the way in the outside
world.]

Corruption hungry government = a form of government
where the greediest sponges are promoted and helped to soak
up money.

Ammianus Marcellinus, 30.4

"Men who have paid large sums for their government posts are
like oppressive creditors. They try to recover their investment
by prying into everyone's assets so they can extract the
plunder they are due."

[Original Penguin version: Men who have paid good
money for their government posts are like troublesome
creditors. They try to recover their outlay by prying into
everyone's resources and wresting from others the spoils they
have won.]

Life of Vespasian 19

"It was customary at funerals for an actor to wear a mask of the
deceased and to act in a similar way. For Vespasian, an actor
called Favor was chosen. In keeping with the emperor's
character, he asked to organizers in a loud voice how much his
funeral procession cost. When told '10 million sesterces', he
howled and said, 'Give me 100 thousand and throw me in the
Tiber'." [evidently the Vespasian figurehead was interfering with
the stealing and that is why he was whacked after 10 years.]

Aeschines, Against Timarchus 119

"every year the Council sells off the prostitution tax, and that
those who buy the right to exact the tax do not guess, but have
precise knowledge of the people who engage in this

trade." [The Arabs know all about organized crime because
they have been the ones running it for thousands of years.]

Procopius, The Secret History, ¢.560-570 AD, 21.6
"Everywhere in the Roman Empire Justinian followed this
method. He picked out the most degraded specimens of
humanity he could lay his hands on and sold them the offices
they were to corrupt, charging a very high price; for no one with
any decency or any vestige of good sense would ever think of
pouring out his own money for the pleasure of robbing
inoffensive citizens.

After collecting the cash from those with whom he
was negotiating, he gave them permission to do anything they
like to those under them. This enabled them to ruin all the
districts allotted to them, inhabitants and all, and make enough
money to keep them in luxury for the rest of their lives. To find
money to pay for their cities, they obtained a loan from the




bank [fronting for the parasite] at a very high rate of interest,
handing over the money to the seller [of this license to steal.
Who might that be?] [This Brotherly management technique is
known as BARRA-TRY and it is still used widely around the
world today; especially in countries regarded as "klepto-cratic".
Basically, the corrupt officials have to rob from the public to pay
for the interest on the loan they took out from the Brothers to
buy their office from the Brothers. Here they generally find
themselves subject to a loan that necessitates their becoming
not only corrupt, but aggressively corrupt.

Whenever we see absurd and bottomless greed in
government people, it is usually a figurehead fronting for "big
mouth," or "deep throat," or "the bottomless pit," or "the money
pit" or just the endless hunger of the world's parasite empire.

It might also be worth noting the way the blame is
once again placed upon the superficial reality. Note how our
parasite always has a superficial scapegoat for every bad thing
it does. There is always a superficial scapegoat, usually our
powerful, but dimwitted, leaders. Continuing...] then when they
arrived in the cities, from then on they brought every variety of
misery upon their subjects, having no other object in life than to
make sure that they could satisfy their creditors [Their creditors
were the Haremi Brothers. We can easily see the same
process at work in the corruption endemic in many parts of the
world today. The Brotherly governors sell government jobs
which amount to a license to steel whatever they can grab. Do
we all want this sort of world? Do we want a world ruled by a
government that seeks to maximize the money it can steal
from its people from ?]... and themselves be included from then
on amongst the richest in the land. The business did not lay
them open to any risk or criticism. It brought them on the
contrary a good deal of admiration [We made corruption
normal and even admirable], which became greater and
greater as they succeeded in the senseless killing and
despoiling of more and more of their chance victims. For to
call them murderers and despoilers was to give them credit for
vigor and effectiveness. But the moment Justinian noticed that
any office-holder had amassed a fortune, he found some
excuse for netting him and dropping him and all he possessed
into his fisherman's basket." [It appears the Brothers get the
fish to eat each other and then they net out the big ones.]

Thomas Paine, The Crisis, #3, 1777.04.19
[Said of the British as the new Mideast front empire] "They had
ravaged one part of the globe, till it could glut them no longer;
their prodigality [reckless, wasteful spending on Mideast
concession goods] required new plunder, and through the East
India [Company's] article [product] tea they hoped to transfer
their rapine [violent seizure] from that quarter of the world to
this. Every designed quarrel had its pretense: and the same
barbarian avarice accompanied the plant to America, which
ruined the country that produced it."

[Here is how it works: The parasite gets the corrupt
government or religion to overpay for all sorts of things like:
1) Arab incense-hashish for 'public sacrifices'
2) Single-use javelins
3) Monopolized marble columns for public buildings
4) Stained glass (often the most costly part of a church)
5) 'Holy' artifacts
6) $900/sq. ft. showplace airports
7) A military presence to enforce the Arab trading monopolies
like the East India Company.

These and other extremely wasteful practices exist so
the parasite can obtain its cut of our public projects. They
also exist so that the corrupt government will tax the growth out

of the economy.This is like how some low-bidder landscapers
will cut your shrubs down to the ground so they don't have to
work at trimming them any more. And it is just like what the
kelp trimming companies do when the cut the kelp down a
couple meters to were less than 1% of life-giving red sunlight
penetrates. In other words, if our government is inefficient
enough, our entire economy will not grow so fast (like these
plants) and our parasite will have an easier time hanging on.

The interpreter film, 2005

"lts hard to remember that Edmond Zuwanie [zoo+ani =
animal-again] was once a good man. lts not unusual for these
guys. They all begin as liberators and 20 minutes later they are
as corrupt as the tyrants they overthrow. He liberated the
country from one of the most corrupt governments on earth,
gave the people hope and he was a hero. They need another
name for what he is now." [This may be about Robert Gabriel
Mugabe. The man's middle name says a great deal about who
his true masters are.]

Chapter 15: The Scowl and Smile

[Here we see a Arab guide on how to find good a puppet
leader in an American style democracy. Here Judge Pynchon
is the prototype of an Arab thumbs-man, a man who will do
whatever he is told by his secret masters. Here we learn how
to recognize a man such as Judge Pyncheon, the archetypical
figurehead, and how to gain control of him. Apparently the
Brothers always try to have a skeleton in the closet of all the
democratic leaders they support or simply do not oppose. Also,
Hawthorn was supposedly a native speaker. Note all the
underlined foreigner English.]

"The Judge, [the archetypical figurehead thumbs-man] beyond
all question, was a man of eminent

respectability. The church acknowledged it; the state
acknowledged it. It was denied by nobody. In all the very
extensive sphere of those who knew him, whether in his public
or private capacities, there was not an individual -- except...
some lawless mystic... and possibly a few political opponents
— who would have dreamed of seriously disputing his claim to
a high and honorable place in the world's regard.

[But] Hidden from mankind — forgotten by himself, or
buried so deeply under a sculptured and ornamented pile of
ostentatious deeds that his daily life could take no note of it —
there may have lurked some evil and unsightly thing. [or even
better]... a daily guilt might have been acted [out] by him,
continually renewed, and reddening forth afresh, like the
miraculous bloodstain of a murder, without his necessarily and
at every moment being aware of it. [This is useful for a)
swaying the political figure's vote, and b) eliminating the
political figure if he ever gets free from his leash. Notably, the
same smearing force is alive an well in America's political
system today, some 160 years later.]

Men of strong minds, great force of character, and a
hard texture of the sensibilities are very capable of falling into
mistakes of this kind. [The sort of man to look for as a thumbs-
man] They are ordinarily men to whom [Plato's] forms are of
paramount importance [Plato's forms are basically about taking
broad and many-headed terms such as 'justice’, 'wisdom', and
'leadership' and trying to define them in a single, universal,
pure, and definable 'form.' In other words, these 'forms' take
blunt generalities and attempt to give them precise meanings
— an exercise in futility really. Anyway, leaders who revere
'forms' have a blunt mental and moral tool kit, and can be
talked into positions by their trusted advisors.] Their field of
action lies among the external [materialistic] phenomena of life.




They possess vast ability in grasping, and arranging, and
appropriating to themselves the big, heavy, solid unrealities,
such as gold, landed estate, offices of trust and emolument
[pay], and public honors. With these materials, and with deeds
of goodly aspect, done in the public eye, an individual of this
class builds up, as it were, a tall and stately edifice, which, in
the view of other people, and ultimately in his own view, is
no[ne] other than the man's character, or the man himself.
Behold, therefore, a palace! Its splendid halls, and suites of
spacious apartments [rooms], are floored with mosaic-work of
costly marbles; its windows, the whole height of each room,
admit the sunshine thorough the most transparent of plate
glass; its high cornices are gilded, and its ceilings gorgeously
painted; and a lofty dome -- through which, from the central
pavement, you may gaze up to the sky, as with no obstructing
medium between -- surmounts the whole. With what fairer and
nobler emblem could any man desire to shadow forth his
character?

Ah, but in some low and obscure nook -- some narrow
closet on the ground floor, shut, locked and bolted and the key
flung away; or beneath the marble pavement, in a stagnant
water puddle, with the richest pattern of mosaic work above --
may lie a corpse, half decayed, and still decaying, and diffusing
its death scent all through the palace! The inhabitant will not be
conscious of it, for it has long been his daily breath! Neither will
the visitors, for they smell only the rich odors which the master
sedulously [diligently] scatters through the palace, and the
incense which they bring, and delight to burn before him! Now
and then, perchance, comes in a seer [a wise guy, a brother
bent on extorting a vote from judge Pyncheon],, before whose
sadly gifted [single] eye the whole structure melts into thin air,
leaving only the hidden nook, the bolted closet, with the
cobwebs festooned over its forgotten door, or the deadly hold
under the pavement, and the decaying corpse within. Here
then, we are to seek the true emblem of the man's character,
and of the deed that gives whatever reality it possesses to his
life. And beneath the show of a marble palace, that pool of
stagnant water, foul with many impurities, and, perhaps, tinged
with blood - that secret abomination, above which, possibly, he
may say his prayers, without remembering it -- is this man's
miserable soul!

To apply this train of remark somewhat more closely
to Judge Pyncheon: We might say (without in the least
imputing crime to a personage of his eminent respectability)
that there was enough of splendid rubbish in his life to cover up
and paralyze a more active and subtile conscience than the
Judge was ever troubled with. [Apparently, smarter men
become paralyzed by their rotting corpses. So we imagine that
the Brothers look for a special sort of man who can forget and
move on and not become paralyzed by these shameful things
that he thinks he did. Apparently this type makes a better
political puppets. Apparently the rotting corpse is actually the
reason why these dimwits got the job, or became the anointed
one in the sham democratic process.

Also, certainly, the Haremi Brothers must be experts
at setting people up, or luring them into situations where they
think they were responsible for their own rotting corpse. Just
look at how Edward Kennedy's Chappaquiddick incident
happened the year after his brother Robert Kennedy was
assassinated by the Arab Sirhan Sirhan and five years after his
brother president John F. Kennedy was assassinated by a real
American claiming to be a patsy — a man gunned down on
national television by J+ak Our-00+bin+stein. Our secret
masters could not assassinate all three Kennedy men —
people would get suspicious — so the third Kennedy was

disqualified in a set-up. Strange how Chappaquiddick is in the
Apple dictionary. Strange how John F. Kennedy Jr. died in an
airplane crash just after his potential as a leader was first
discussed by the national media. Apparently the parasite
needs most of our leaders to be either thumbs-men or Bros like
Bar-ak Hussein Ob-ana.]

The purity of his judicial character, while on the
bench; the faithfulness of his public service in subsequent
capacities; his devotedness to his party, and the rigid
consistency with which he had adhered to its principals, or ...
organized movements; his remarkable zeal as president of the
Bible society; his unimpeachable integrity as treasurer of a
widow's and orphan's fund; his benefits to horticulture... and to
agriculture, through the agency of the famous Pyncheon bull [A
bull is a powerful but stupid and predictable creature that will
again and again charge the red cape]: the cleanliness of his
moral deportment, for a great many years past; the severity
with which he had frowned upon, and finally cast off, and
expensive and dissipated son, delaying forgiveness until within
the final quarter of an hour of the young man's life [when he
finally succumbed to the Arab poison]; his prayers at morning
and eventide, ... his efforts in furtherance of the temperance
cause [The Arabs always struggle for total prohibition of all
popular intoxicants so their 'mafia' can have a highly profitable
monopoly]; his confining himself, since the last attack of the
gout, to five diurnal glasses of old sherry wine [a product
placement ad for imported sherry]; the snowy whiteness of his
linen, the polish of his boots, the handsomeness of his gold-
headed cane, the square and roomy fashion of his coat, and
the fineness of its material, and, in general, the studied
propriety of his dress and equipment; the scrupulousness with
which he paid public notice, in the street, by a bow, a lifting of
the hat, a nod, or a motion of the hand, to all and sundry of his
acquaintances, rich or poor; the smile of broad benevolence
wherewith he made it a point to gladden the whole world --
what room could possibly be found for darker traits in a portrait
made up of lineaments like these? This proper face was what
he beheld in the looking glass. This admirably arranged life
was what he was conscious of in the progress of every day.
Then, might not he claim to be its result and sum, and say to
himself and the community, "Behold Judge Pyncheon there?"

And allowing that many, many years ago, in his early
and reckless youth, he had committed some wrong act -- or
that, even now, the inevitable force of circumstances should
occasionally make him do one questionable deed among a
thousand praiseworthy, or, at least, blameless ones -- would
you characterize the Judge by that one necessary deed [That
one horrible deed is a necessary prerequisite for gaining
ostensible power in an simulated democracy run by Mideast
Inc.] and that half-forgotten act, and let it overshadow the fair
aspect of a lifetime? What is there so ponderous in evil that a
thumb's bigness of it should outweigh the mass of things not
evil which were heaped into the other [side of the] scale! This
scale-and-balance system is a favorite one with people of
Judge Pyncheon's brotherhood [Here the Haremi brotherhood
is stating its strategy — that it supports the idea that a single
gray act should taint an entire career. For everyone is human
and every leader has some gray act in their past. Thus only the
people who the Haremi parasite race like will cut the mustard =
akeoo-te the mus-te-ard]

A hard, cold man, thus unfortunately situated, seldom
or never looking inward, and resolutely taking his idea of
himself from what purports to be his image as reflected in the
mirror of public opinion, can scarcely arrive at true self-
knowledge, except through loss of property and reputation.




Sickness will not always help him do it; not always the death
hour! [Things to look for in a puppet leader. Also remember
George Bush's face when he was told about September 117]

Thus far the Judge's countenance [facial expression]
had expressed mild forbearance [toleration] — grave and
almost gentle depreciation of his cousin's unbecoming
violence, free and Christian-like forgiveness of the wrong
inflicted by her words. But when those words were irrevocably
spoken, his look assumed sternness, the sense of power, and
immitigable [impossible to reduce] resolve; and this with so
natural and imperceptible a change that it seemed as if the iron
man had stood there from the first, and the meek man not at
all. The effect was as when the light, vapory clouds, with their
soft coloring, suddenly vanish from the stony brow of a
precipitous mountain, and leave there the frown which you at
once feel to be eternal.

At the death... it was found that his visible estate, of
every kind, fell far short of any estimate ever made of it. [The
Sphinx Mafia had drained his wealth as soon as it came in, that
is the bargain that these political figures make with the devil.]
He was supposed to be immensely rich. Nobody doubted that
he stood among the weightiest [wealthiest?] men of his day. It
was one of his eccentricities, however -- and not altogether a
folly, neither [either]-- to conceal the amount of his property by
making distant and foreign investments [This is what Swiss
bank accounts and other similar tax haven bank accounts are],
perhaps under other names than his own, and by various
means familiar enough to capitalists, but unnecessary here to
be specified. [In a 'classic of American Literature] ... his entire
property was bequeathed to me, with the single exception of a
life interest to yourself in this old family mansion..."

Rotting corpses — the #1 job qualification thumbs-men
There is a reason why there are so many pedophiles in the
Catholic Church. It is because the prime qualification for being
a priest is that the man have some dirty little secret, some
metaphorical corpse (like Judge Pyncheon from ch.15 of the
House of Seven Gables) buried in the basement of his house.
This way the priest will do whatever he is ordered to do, no
matter what. If he doesn't, the metaphorical rotting corpse will
be exposed, and the priest will go down hard. Thus all come
without fail when a Brother jerks their chain, their dog chain.
And then they do exactly what they are told by the person
holding their chain.

Now for the Arabs pedophiles have 3 big advantages
over other sorts of criminals as thumbs-men:
1) The Arabs make it incredibly shameful to come forward so
people tend to stay quiet.
2) it is an accusation that is normally without any physical
evidence, and a young boy is making it against a respected
'man of god', so it is easy to sweep under the rug and
3) The priests are not only thumbs-men, but they literally 'fuck
up' dozens of boys/men so badly that they don't reproduce.

See, the Catholic church in Rome is not a thing run by
your own people for the benefit of your people. It is not even a
thing run by the good spirit of mankind, the good side of the
force. At its highest levels the Catholic Church is actually run
by Arab harem people for the benefit of their parasite's
de+ex-pull, the devil, the dark side of the force. These seek out
under-my-thumb type men to be their yes-man priests. All have
have some character glitch that enslaves them and puts them
under the thumb of their masters. These are men who are
super honest with the main thing the Arabs care about —
remittances, and they preach orthodoxy just as they are told.
And as a fringe benefit, they molest and "screw-up" lots of

Rumi people as kids.

Now this enslaving secret can be anything really, but
the ones that have homo-sex with underage boys tend to also
spread their mind virus upon the soft minds of other people's
lines. In this way they sort of reproduce their memo-type. And
in this way, many of the most attractive Rumi boys go homo
and leave more girls for the Haremi. The other reprehensible
under-my-thumb qualify-you-to-be-a-priest activities don't
spread as well. This why there are just so many pedophiles in
the Catholic church.

Thus we come to see the Roman Catholic Church as
an organization that has a bias towards selecting wicked
people to be priests. To me this is not the church of the great
good spirit of mankind, it is the church of a parasite and its
evil=ex-pull.

William Shirer, Rise and Fall of the Third Reich. Ch. 5
"He, [Hitler] who was so monumentally intolerant by his very
nature, was strangely tolerant of one human condition - a
man's morals. No other party in Germany came near to
attracting so many shady characters. As we have seen, a
conglomerate of pimps, murderers, homosexuals, alcoholics
and [their] blackmailers flocked to the party as if to a natural
haven. Hitler did not care as long as they were useful to
him." [The figurehead nature of the Third Reich is not really
obvious when we look at Hitler alone. It is much more obvious
when we consider the men in Hitler's cabinet which were of the
sort described above. Here it is easy to imagine a bunch of
completely a-moral poser-figureheads that left everything to
their Arab-run administrations.]

The Good old days, they were terrible Ch.6

"Tammany Hall, was later described... as 'not a party' but a
'business enterprise like Standard Oil and Western Union'. It
has been estimated that during its reign, the Tweed Ring
robbed the city of $160 million, which compares favorably with
the losses of the Chicago fire—put at $30 million. No services
reached the public without first being submitted to a thorough
pilfering. Every important city job was twisted into a sinecure
for some political trickster, whether it was the post of police
magistrate or that of municipal commissioner. Crespy tells of
the case of a man brought back from a distant state to answer
for a felony who ended up in New York as the auditor of public
accounts. Favors were for sale in any department.
'Manipulators thought no more of buying an alderman [than] ...
buying a watermelon' [water-mal-on].

Other cities during these decades were being
subjected to similar boss rule. Chicago had its Nash machine;
Boston its Lomasney ring; and Kansas City had Pendergast.
From 1867 to 1922, the Cameron-Quay-Penrose dynasty
owned Philadelphia...

The bosses maintained control by diligently currying
favor with the 'little people', to whom they appeared as heroes
from their own social class who protected them from the
tyranny of the rich and powerful. There was always a glad
hand, the free liquor, the little gifts of cash and coal, the job for
a new immigrant and hasty [expedited] naturalization. 'Every
good man takes care of his friends', pronounced George
Washington Plunket... Such subtle pressures made 'reform' a
dirty word, and there were times when reasonable men
doubted whether a majority of its residents really wanted their
city to be cleansed of evil."



Aristotle d.322BC, 398.19

"the most distinguished and important men had their appointed
place. Some were the king's bodyguard and attendants, others
the guardians of each of the enclosing walls [fiefdoms, trade
paradises, walled areas, like the Great trade Wall of China
created], the so-called 'listeners' and janitors [secret police and
assassins jeani-terr=js-new-earth] These helped their king, who
they called their master and deity, to see and hear all things [in
his kingdom].

Besides these, others were appointed as stewards of
his revenues and leaders in war and hunting, and receivers of
gifts, and others charged with all the other necessary functions.
All the Empire of Asia, bounded on the west by the Hellespont
[Hellenes+pontus = Greek Bridge at Istanbul] and on the east
by the Indus, was apportioned by race to generals and satraps
and Kings. Slaves of the Great King, there were [many jobs for]
couriers and watchmen and messengers and superintendents
of signal-fires." [And it was a great age for the land of no
resources.]

The parasite's agenda
1) Lax or ambiguous corruption standards.
2) Low corruption penalties.
3) Lower standards for elected officials.
4) Hard to charge or impeach officials.
5) Pardons of corrupt officials.
6) Monarchs or lig-archs tied to the Haremi.

All of these things help foster a corrupt government.
All invite theft from the public purse. None of these are natural
or normal and whenever we encounter them, it is surely our
parasite's idea, for it needs its figureheads to feel fearless
about doing its unpleasant dirty work.

Changing your own employment contract

All elected bodies in government and fictional citizens, shall be
prohibited from changing their own: pay, job scope, rules of
conduct, incentives, hours, leave time, reimbursements,
retirement benefits, and housing benefits. In the Senate, all
must be approved by a simple majority as follows, and it shall
take 10 teneths before any changes come into effect:

A) The Over-Senate will judge these for the Main-Senate.

B) The Main-Senate will judge these for the Sub-Senate.

C) The Sub-Senate will judge these for the Over-Senate.

All fictional citizens must be bicameral

And the secondary house shall be made up of a Senate
magistracy with veto rights. This applies to all forms of fictional
citizen, including those for profit and those not for profit. In all
cases, based on the greater of the number of employees, the
turnover and the income, a Senate committee of a certain size
shall be assigned to supervise the activities of the fictional
citizen. After this, all matters brought up to the randomly
assigned, annual Senate magistracy for that particular fictional
citizen shall be considered reasonable, unimpeachable and in-
jurable. Anything truthfully and accurately presented to a
Senate supervisor committee and ignored by those Senators
shall not be the subject of liability.

The Senate oath of fidelity

At the convening of all political meetings, instead of pledging
allegiance to something as inconsequential as our flag, "and to
the republic for which it stands," we should instead pledge
allegiance to something that will make a difference: The good
of our society overall. Therefore, all government officials, in all

voting sessions shall swear the following 12-point oath:

1) | swear to only vote when | have personally read and fully
understand what | am voting for.

2) | swear that all votes | cast are my own decision from my
own mind and | have not relied on others to make my
decisions.

3) | swear that any words | speak here will be my own.

4) | swear not to sell my vote, or swap votes in one issue for
another.

5) | swear to stand up to protests and terrorism from outside
the democratic process.

6) | swear not to take any gifts of any kind while in office
except ordinary meals, beverages and ordinary ground
transport.

7) | swear to abstain from voting on matters that would
significantly and disproportionately affect the finances of
myself, my family or my close associates.

8) | swear not to profit-from or share any legislative insider
information.

9) | swear never to offer or sell influence in my democracy.
10) | swear to take the longest term view practical, for the
greatest portion of my nation, without causing overwhelming
short term pain to some people.

11) | swear that | hold no political allegiance at all to any
foreign government or group.

12) | swear to hold the interests of the nation above all else,
including my own constituency.

Constituency loyalty is a backdoor

Do we want our elected officials obeying their constituency or
their own conscience? And if they are supposed to obey their
constituency, what does that mean? How is that determined
without sub-elections? Is it simply determined by which side
shouts and complains the loudest? And isn't our parasite —
with its single minded objectives — generally the one that
shouts the loudest and most persistently, frequently passing
itself off as a number of genuine constituencies. After all our
parasite is the grandaddy of the loud and even violent
protest... as well as the violently aggrieved faction.

Now the prevailing wisdom among business people is
that we should find good managers, tell them our objectives (or
let them figure it all out for themselves) and turn them loose.
Don't we want to use this same wise approach for our elected
government managers? Don't we want a huge body of smart
elected people, di-elected and tri-elected people figuring out
the problems of our society and solving them without their
"bosses" (or people pretending to be their bosses) intervening
and micromanaging?

So let’s be clear as a democracy. Let’s say that when
we elect people, we don't want them caving-in to small groups
of highly motivated people, no matter how much noise they
make, or how violent they become. Let’s say that caving in to
small loudmouthed groups is not only anti-democratic, its really
is a form of caving in to terrorists. It is just that these terrorists
use protests and letters to change out political will, instead of
bombs. After all, the process and the result, are exactly the
same.

Let’s be clear as a democracy. Let’s empower our
democratic leaders to do what they think is right. We need to
say, "You are our representatives, our elected jurors, we
elected you to consider the matter carefully and you all decide
for us." If we don't do this, we open a back door for
loudmouths and terrorists in our democracy.



When leaders don't decide for themselves, it is corruption
Obviously our leaders need to be smart, logical, honest, fair,
understanding, etc. This goes without saying. Less obvious is
that our leaders must see with their own eyes, and form their
own opinions by themselves. And they must have enough
confidence in their own opinions to decide (by themselves) that
they know the best approach, and their chosen approach
should be applied to all of their society. This ability to see for
yourself (with your own eyes) and decide for yourself (with your
own mind) is not only a critical, must-have part of leadership, it
is generally not included in our common sense about
leadership. Do not omit SELF DECISION from your
understanding of leadership.

If you are an elected official, and you heed the advice
of a trusted right-hand-man — perhaps a man that has been
with you from your start in politics, you must ask if you are
perhaps his tool. When the recently elected mayor of London
took office, he restricted the girlification of women in transit
advertising. In the CNN.com shot he is posing with the real
mayor of London. The man you elected is just the public nice
guy.

If you heed the party agenda set by some extra-
democratic party leadership —most never elected by the
people— you are definitely an Arab tool. If you listen to
astrologers, or consult your horoscope, you are probably an
Arab tool. If you heed the word of god as explained by some
church, or some supposed prophet of god, you are probably a
tool of the people selling your church its overpriced
sacramental incense — in other words, the Arabs.

PLEASE, DECIDE FOR YOURSELF OR YOU HAVE
NO BUSINESS LEADING YOUR PEOPLE. DECIDE FOR
YOURSELF OR YOU MAY HAVE ANSWERED THE RIDDLE
OF THE SPHINX AND BECOME A MIDEAST PUPPET, AN
ODIOUS REX. IS THAT THE WAY YOU WANT TO LEAD
YOUR PEOPLE?

The thing we absolutely don't want in our leaders is
people who look to others for advice, or guidance. That is what
our parasite looks for in our political leaders. It does this so it
has a back door to political power in our societies. It wants our
leaders to follow its political parties, its campaign managers, its
churches, its respected minds, its prophets, its climate
scientists, its Scripps Institute of Oceanography, its Umma, its
astrologers, and its tarot readers, so it can gently pull strings
and steer our group decisions to its advantage.

You only need to blindly follow one of the Mideast's
pantheon of religions or false interpretative ideologies. Any
one of their many matrix ideologies, any matrix program will
do. Do this, and you are OK with the Sphinx Mafia, and they
will help you in your rise to power.

Please, if you are an elected official, you must never
blindly take your government down any path recommended by
any political party, religion, labor union, or ideology. In fact,
you really should not to allow your decisions to be shaped in
any way by any extra-democratic institutions. If you do this,
you will be giving your democracy back doors for corruption.

In fact, please, do not even follow my ideas blindly. |
am only a man, a completely fallible man, and | certainly make
many mistakes in the things | say herein. There will certainly
be many things that | tell you to do that are wrong or
contradictory. If you find something like that, and it looks like it
is definitely not the right path, then by all means don't take that
path. And it you are definitely on the wrong path, then stop
and change your direction.

Follow my ideas only with your eyes and mind open to
pitfalls in the path | reveal. And the same with all ideologies,

especially religions.

And please never let anyone claim to be an expert in
interpreting my words: No professors, no authors, and
certainly no priests or churches or umma-like pseudo-
democracies. My words are between me and you and nobody
gets in between that. | don't even want them spoken. You
should all read them, except that you can as broad national
democracies make animated versions of my work.

Napoleon Bonaparte

"What a precious thing it is to be able to decide."

[This was supposedly said by an Arab figurehead responsible
for the deaths of millions. The words were probably put in his
mouth by his man-behind-the-man Talleyrand.]

Ammianus Marcellinus on Roman Emperor Valens d. 378
AD

"he was better at choosing between different options than
coming up with them [himself]."

Even thermostats leave many people dissatisfied

The torpid, the old and the ill are frequently too cold. The
young and active are frequently too hot. Some people will in
the same way always be dissatisfied with your democratic
decisions. It is just the way the world works. Do not listen to
people screaming outside of the democratic forum, or you will
invite CRYBABY CORRUPTION from a "kid" who knows he
will never get smacked for diesel crying.

Trust your Senate
Don't give in to the people who scream loudest. If you do this,
it will rapidly become a form of corruption.

The Pope and the Umma

| want to direct attention to two of our parasite's most powerful
apparatuses for influencing our societies: the Pope and the
Umma. Both have been used for many centuries to shape
group decisions in countless host societies.

The Pope, for Catholics, is the Vicar of Christ, the
vicarious presence of Christ on earth, and by extension the
vicarious presence of God on earth. For Catholics, whatever
the Pope says is the word of God. Needless to say, the Pope
holds tremendous sway over the world's Catholics, and many
of these people will try to do whatever their Pope says to do.

But aren't Popes elected through an opaque
democracy where only the people promoted to Bishop get to
vote on who will be Pope. And isn't Christianity a Mideast
religion? And weren't the Popes the lone emperors of the
parasite's Holy Roman Empire starting in the 800s? And isn't
the Papacy just another figurehead monarchy for our parasite's
non-elected administration?

Regarding Islam's umma: It is merely a consensus of
"scholars" chosen by "Saudi" money. Here is a quote that
shows how Islam's umma is corrupted. It is from The Great
Theft - Wrestling Islam from the extremists by Khaled Abou El
Fadl, (P.88): "A Muslim scholar spending a six month
sabbatical in a Saudi Arabian university would make more
money in the course of this sabbatical than he would make in
ten years of teaching at the Azhar university in Egypt.
Similarly, writers or imams espousing pro Wahhabi positions
would qualify for very lucrative contracts, grants and awards...
In fact, the most alarming development of the 1980s was that
even Muslim scholars who were known for their liberalism and
rationalism wrote defending Wahhabism -- portraying it as a
movement most capable of confronting the challenges of




modernity."

The core quorum

What is going on is that there is a CORE QUORUM, a
CORRUPT SELF-CORROBORATING CHORUS in the
CORRIDORS of both China's and America's governments.
This eternal and highly influential quorum wants to feed on the
outside world.

The core quorum also wants its host poor and torp-id,
so it changes slower and is easier to hold onto. It also wants
its host poor so their temporarily cornered commodities are
maximized in value relative to the the host's labor.

Broad democracies have no room for right-hand men
This design for a broad democracy, will have no place for
advisors let alone speech writers. Please do not ever create,
or even allow a place for them. And please this democracy
must do what it can to diminish and resist the power of
advisors, gurus, quasi-democratic labor unions, non-
democratic churches, and anyone else outside the democratic
process who seeks to influence our elected leaders.

No more speech writers

Look at how much effort we all spend in school learning how to
express ourselves, by ourselves. Look at how plagiarism is so
viscously punished by our schools.

With this in mind, isn't it just so strange how we allow
our leaders to read the words of others to us? By allowing
this, we give our parasite's dim-witted figureheads or dictasters
a big leg up in the popular mind, while our own smart, honest,
dedicated people must suffer the competition. From now on,
all political speaking should begin, "In my own words..." and
this will be considered an oath: That the words were written by
the person declaring the oath, and that nobody else wrote any
part of the speech, except where quoted.

Regulation: Start anew from the ground up
Our parasite's byzantine regulation is so pervasive in most
government systems that we would generally be better off
scrapping all rules and starting over from the ground up.
Basically we will create a new simplified, streamlined, and
efficient regulatory system and then toss out the old system as
soon as possible. | cannot stress strongly enough that we
must discard 100% of our existing regulation system and start
over anew without the involvement of our parasite's men.

With 100,000 Main-Senators in 10 sluices, and
10,000 Centi-Nomes, we can start everywhere all at once here.
Here we see again the immense benefit of having a more
realistic representation ratio.

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
23
"From the foundation of the Government up to 1837, there
were nine distinct commercial crises [60 years, 9 crisises = a
crisis every 6.7 years. Wow the Arabs were struggling against
early America.] which brought about terrible hardships to the
wage workers. Did the Government step in and assist them? At
no time. But during all those years the Government was busy
in letting the shippers dig into the public funds and in being
extremely generous to them when they failed to pay up. From
1789 to 1823 the Government lost more than $250 million in
duties, all of which sum represented what the shippers owed
and did not, or could not pay. And no criminal proceedings
were brought against any of these defaulters.

This however, was not all that the Government did for

the favored, pampered class that it represented. Laws were
severe against labor union strikes, which were frequently
judicially adjudged conspiracies. Theoretically, [the] law
inhibited monopoly, but monopolies existed, because law
ceases to be effective law when it is not enforced; and the
propertied interests [fronting for the Arabs] took care that it was
not enforced. Their own class was powerful in every branch of
Government. Furthermore, they had the money to buy political
subserviency [from a government sensitive to money] and legal
dexterity" [from professional court corrupters commonly called
lawyers].

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
2.4

Most of the legislatures were composed of men who while
perhaps, not innately corrupt, were easily seduced by the
corrupt temptations held out by the traders [fronting for the
Arabs]... the legislatures were approachable. Some members
who were put there by the rich families needed only the word
as to how they should vote, while others, representing both
urban and rural communities, were swayed by bribes. By one
means or another the traders and landholders [fronting for the
Arabs] forced the various legislatures into doing what they
wanted. ...

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
25

"This class [fronting for the Arabs] distorted the powers of
government by calling either for the drastic enforcement of
laws operating for its interests, or for the partial or entire
immunity from other laws militating against its interests and
profit."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
2.6

"Corrupt government was welcomed by the landholding trading
and banking class [fronting for the Arabs], for by it they could
secure with greater facility the perpetual rights, franchises,
privileges and the exemptions which were adapted to their
expanding aims and riches. By means of it they were not only
enabled to pile up greater and greater wealth, but to set
themselves up in law as a conspicuously privileged body,
distinct from the mass of the people.

Publicly they might pretend a proper and ostentatious
horror of corruption. Secretly, however, they quickly dispensed
with what were to them idle dronings of political can’t [song and
dance]. As capitalists they ascribed their success to a rigid
application and practicality; and being practical they went
about purchasing laws by the most short-cut and economical
method. They had the money; the office-holders had the votes
and governmental power; consequently, the one bought the
other. It was a systematic corruption springing entirely from the
propertied class [fronting for the Arabs]; they demanded it,
were responsible for it, and kept it up. It worked like an
endless chain; the land, charters, franchises, and privileges
corruptly obtained in one set of years yielded vast wealth, part
of which was used in succeeding years in getting more law-
created sources of wealth. [this cycle must be broken and kept
broken.] If professional politicians had long since got into the
habit of expecting to be bought, it was because the
landholders, traders and bankers had accustomed them to the
lucrative business of getting bribes in return for extraordinary
laws."



Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
341

[note all the foreigner English underlined.]

"The trading, banking and landed class [fronting for the Arabs]
learned well the old, all-important policy of having a
Government fully susceptible to their interests, whether the
governing officials were put in office by them, and were
saturated with their interests, views and ideals, or whether
corruption had to be resorted to in order to attain their objects.
At all events, the propertied classes, in the main [mostly],
secured what they wanted. And, as fast as their interests
changed, so did the acts and dicta [dictator dictates] of
Government change.

While the political economists [working for the Arabs]
were busy promulgating the doctrine that it was not the
province of Government to embark in any enterprise other than
that of purely governing—a doctrine precisely suiting the
traders and borrowed from their demands— the commercial
classes, early in the 19th century, suddenly discovered that
there was an exception. They wanted canals built; and as they
had not sufficient funds for the purpose, and did not see any
immediate profit for themselves, they clamored for the building
of them by the States. In fine [in the end], they found that it was
in their interest to have the States put through canal projects
on the ground that these would 'stimulate trade'. The canals
were built, but the commercial classes in some instances made

the blunder of allowing the ownership to rest in the people.
[dear bro, don't you make this mistake in the future.]

Never again was this mistake repeated. If it proved so
easy to get legislatures and Congress to appropriate millions of
the public funds for undertakings profitable to commerce, why
would it not be equally simple to secure the appropriation plus
the perpetual title? Why be satisfied with one portion, when the
whole was within reach?

True, the popular vote was to be reckoned with; it was
a time when the people scanned the tax levy with far greater
scrutiny than now [1]; and they were not disposed to put up
the public funds only that private individuals might reap the
exclusive benefit. But there was a way of tricking and
circumventing the electorate. The trading and land-owning
classes [fronting for the Arabs] knew its effectiveness. It was
they who had utilized it; who from the year 1795 on had bribed
legislatures and Congress to give them bank and other
charters. Bribery had proved a signal success. The
performance [of the Arab actors] was extended on a much
wider scale, with far greater results, and with an adroitness
[skillfulness] revealing that the capitalist class had learned
much by experience, not only in reaching out for powers that
the previous generation would not have dared to grant 2], but
in being able to make plastic to its own purposes the electorate
that believed itself to be the mainspring [source] of political
power [3]."

[1) Pay close attention to the spending of government.
This is the how the Arabs feed on your government. If you can
stop the corrupt spending, you can stop the Arab parasitic
feeding.

2) Note the multi-generational time horizon of the
Arab struggle, and the talk of eroding = ex-roding =
outnibbling the powers of the host in favor of the parasite.

3) Here the Arabs talk about the matrix and how the
electorate of the US 'believed itself to be the source of political
power' when it was not.]

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.1

"Two years later, at one of the sessions of the Massachusetts
Constitutional Convention, Delegate Walker, of North
Brookfield, made a similar statement as to conditions in that
State. 'l ask any man to say... if he believes that any measure
of legislation could be carried in this State, which was generally
offensive to the corporations of the Commonwealth [fronting for
the Arabs]? It is very rarely the case that we do not have a
majority in the legislature who are either presidents, directors,
or stockholders in incorporated companies. This is a fact of
very grave importance.' Two-thirds of the property in
Massachusetts, Delegate Walker pointed out, was owned by
corporations.

In 1857, an acrimonious [angry and bitter] debate
ensued in the lowa Constitutional convention over an attempt
to give further extraordinary power to the railroads. Already the
State of lowa had incurred $12-million in debts aiding railroad
corporations. 'l fear' said Delegate Traer, 'that it is very often
the case that these votes (on appropriations for railroads) are
carried through by improper influences, which the people, if left
alone, would, upon mature reflection, never had adopted.

These are but a very few of the many instances of the
debauching [turning away from duty] of every legislature in the
United States. No matter how furiously the people protested at
this giving away of their resources and rights, the capitalists
were able to thwart their will on every occasion" [This was due
to the inherently corrupt design of their democracy.]

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.1

"By 1876, however, the public agitation had died away. The
time was propitious [favorable]. Congress rushed through a bill
carefully worded for the purpose. The lands were ordered sold
in unlimited areas for cash. No pretense was made of
restricting the sale to a certain acreage so that all any
individual could by was enough for his own use. Anyone, if he
chose, could buy a million or ten million acres, provided he had
the cash to pay $1.25 an acre. The way was easy for
capitalists to get millions of acres of the coveted iron, coal and
timber lands for practically nothing. At that very time, the
Government was selling coal lands in Colorado at $10 to $20
an acre, and it was recognized that even that price was
absurdly low."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
341
"Fraud was so continuous and widespread that we can here
give only a few succinct and scattering instances. 'The present
system of laws', reported a special Congressional Committee
appointed in 1883 to investigate what had become of the once
vast public domain, 'seem to invite fraud. You cannot turn to a
single state paper or public document ...[without finding the
term] 'fraud' in connection with the disposition of public lands...
A little later, Commissioner Sparks of the General
Land Office pointed out that 'the near approach of the period
when the United States will have no land to dispose of has
stimulated the exertions of capitalists and corporations to
acquire outlying regions of public land in mass, by whatever
means, legal or illegal'. "

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.1
"And here was the anomaly of the so-called American



democratic Government. It was [is] held legitimate and
necessary that [Arab fronting] capital[ism] should be
encouraged, but illegitimate to look out for the interests of the
non-propertied. The capitalists were very few; the non-
propertied, holding nominally the overwhelming voting power,
were many. Government was nothing more or less than a
device for the nascent capitalist class [fronting for the Arabs] to
work out its inevitable purposes [feeding on the host society],
yet the majority of the people, on whom the powers of class
government severely fell, were constantly deluded in believing
that Government represented them. Whether Federalist or anti-
Federalist, Whig, Republican or Democratic party was in
power, the capitalist class went forward victoriously and
invincibly.”

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.2

"there was never a time when the majority of the men who sat
in Congress, the [state] legislatures or the judges did not
represent, or respond to, either the interests or the ideals of
one or more of these divisions of the propertied classes
[fronting for the Arabs].

Finally, out of the landowners, slaveowners, bankers,
shippers, factory masters and tradesmen a new class of great
power developed. This was the railroad-owning class. From
about the year 1845 to 1890, it was the most puissant
[powerful, influential] government class in the United States,
and only ceased being distinctly so when the industrial trusts
became even mightier, and a time came when one trust alone,
the Standard Oil Company, was able to possess itself of vast
railroad systems. [In 1911 the US government broke Standard
Oil into 34 parts and today it has grown back as Exxon]

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.2

"It was they, sometimes openly, but more usually covertly, who
influenced and manipulated the entire sphere of government. It
was they who raised the issues which divided the people into
contesting camps and which often beclouded and bemuddled
the popular mind. It was their maternal ideals and interests that
were engrafted upon the fabric of society [the interpretive
matrix] and made the prevailing standards of the day."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.3

"Business men did not consider it at all dishonorable to
oppress their workers; to manufacture and sell goods under
false pretenses; to adulterate prepared foods and drugs; to
demand the very highest prices for products upon which the
very life of the people depended, and at a time when
consumers needed them most; to bribe public officials and to
hold up the Government in plundering schemes. These and
many other practices were looked upon as commonplaces of
ordinary trade."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.3
"He is the kingfish that is robbing these small plunderers"

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
35

"Let a man steal in colossal ways and then surrender a small
part of it in charitable, religious and educational donations; he
at once ceases being a thief and straightaway becomes a
noble benefactor."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.5

"The year 1868 proved a particularly busy one for Vanderbilt.
He was engaged in a desperately devious struggle with Gould.
In vain did his agents and lobbyists pour out stacks of money
to buy legislative votes enough to defeat the bill legalizing
Gould's fraudulent issue of stock. Members of the Legislature
impassively took money from both parties. Gould personally
appeared at Albany [capital of New York state] with a satchel
containing $500,000 in greenbacks which were rapidly
distributed. On Senator, as was disclosed by an investigating
committee, accepted $75,000 from Vanderbilt and then
$100,000 from Gould, kept both sums,—and voted with the
dominant Gould forces."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
35

"Every year they prepared a false account of their revenues
and expenditures which they submitted to the State officials.
They pretended that they annually spent millions of dollars in
construction work on the [raillroad —work, in reality, never
done. They money was pocketed by them under this device—
a device that has since become a favorite of many railroad and
public utility corporations."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
35

"Vanderbilt... would concentrate at Albany a mass of silent
arguments in the form of money and get the necessary
legislative votes, which was all he cared about.

Then ensued one of the many comedies familiar to
observers of legislative proceedings. It was amusing to the
sophisticated to see delegations indignantly betake themselves
to Albany, submit voluminous briefs which legislators never
read, and with immense gravity argue away for hours to
committees which had already been bought...

Laws were sold at Albany to the highest bidder. 'It
was impossible', Tweed testified after his downfall, 'to do
anything there without paying for it. Money had to be raised for
the passage of bills'. Decades before this, legislators had been
so thoroughly taught by the landowners and bankers how to
exchange their votes for cash that now, not only at Albany and
Washington, but everywhere int the United States, both
legislative and administrative officials haggled in real astute
business style for the highest price that they could get.

One act after another was slipped through the
Legislature by Vanderbilt in 1868 and 1869. On May 20, 1869,
Vanderbilt secured, by one bill alone, the right to consolidate
railroads, a free giant of franchises, and other rights worth
hundreds of millions of dollars, and the right to water [down
equity in] stocks and bonds to an enormous extent.

The printing presses were worked overtime in issuing
more than $44-million in watered stock. The capital stock of the
two railroads was thus doubled."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
35

"Protest as it did against Vanderbilt's merging of railroads, the
middle class found itself quite hopeless. In rapid succession
he put through one combination after another, and caused theft
after theft to be legalized, utterly disdainful [contemptuous,
sneering] of criticism or opposition. In State after State, he
bought the repeal of old laws, or the passage of new laws, until
he was vested with authority to connect various railroads that



he had secured between Buffalo and Chicago, into one line
with nearly 1,300 miles of [raillroad. The commercial classes
were scared at the sight of such a great stretch of railroad—
then considered an immense line—in the hands of one man,
audacious, all-conquering, with power to enforce tribute at will."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
35

"The Legislature of 1872, was elected...following the
revelations of the Tweed 'ring' frauds. It was regarded as a
'model reform body'. As has already been remarked in this
work, the pseudo 'reform' officials or bodies elected by the
American people in the vain hope of overthrowing corruption,
will often go to greater lengths in the disposition [transfer] of
the people's rights and interests than the most hardened
politicians, because they are not suspected of being corrupt,
and their measures have the appearance of being enacted for
the public good.

The Tweed clique had been broken up, but the
capitalists who had assiduously [with great care and
perseverance] bribed its members and profited so hugely from
its political acts, were untouched and in greater power than
ever before. The source of all this corruption had not been
struck at [affected] in the slightest. Tweed the politician, was
sacrificed and went to prison and died there. The capitalists
who had corrupted representative bodies everywhere in the
United States, before and during this time, were safe and
respected, and in a position to continue their work of
corruption.

Tweed made the classic, unforgivable blunder... The
very capitalists who had profited so greatly by his corruption
were the first to express horror at his acts."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
35
"His [Vanderbilt's] chief instrument during all those years was a
general utility lawyer, Chauncey M. Depew, whose specialty
was to impress the public by grandiloquent [pretentious]
exhibitions of mellifluent [poured honey] spread-eagle [1]
oratory, while bringing the 'proper arguments' to bear upon
legislators and other public officials [2]. Every one who could
in any way be used, or whose influence required subsidizing,
was, in the phrase of the day, 'taken care of'. Great sums of
money were distributed outright in bribes in the legislatures by
lobbyists in Vanderbilt's pay. Supplementing this, an even more
insidious system of bribery was carried on. Free passes for
railroad travel were lavishly distributed. No politician was ever
refused. Newspaper and magazine editors, writers and
reporters were always supplied with free transportation for the
asking, thus insuring to a great measure their good will, and
putting them under obligations not to criticize or expose
plundering schemes or individuals. All railroad companies used
this form, as well as other forms of bribery.

It was mainly by means of the free pass system
(which was not abolished by Congressional legislation until
1906) that Depew, acting for the Vanderbilts, secured not only
a general immunity from newspaper criticism, but continued to
have himself and them portrayed in luridly favorable lights.
Depending upon the newspapers for its sources of information,
the public was constantly deceived and blinded, either by the
suppression of certain news, or by its being tampered with and
grossly colored."
[1) The term spread-eagle once referred to democratic
openness where all parts of the democracy, elected official, or
democratic dialogue were open for everyone to see. This term

and the openness it implied was problematic for the spreading
darkness of Islam and Arab power. So it was blurred away.
Today in the Apple dictionary we find no less than 6 entries that
have nothing to do with this original meaning of this very useful
word for free people and the democracy they establish for
themselves.

2) At this point, footnote 17 says of Chauncey M. Depew that
he is sent: 'to Albany every winter to say 'haw' and 'gee' to his
cattle up there'. Thus we see the original form of the 'yee-haw'
term so often repeated in film propaganda about the American
frontier. The term was actually GEE-AWE, meaning respect or
awe for Mr. G, or the wise guy harem cause.

3) We do not have a free press, we have a false anarchy, and
openly corrupt paid commercial media that looks with the most
favorable light believable upon its Arab masters.

4) Have we changed the way our democracy works? Have we
instituted a new constitution, or have our Arab masters simply
backed off on their corruption of our system to preserve the
illusion of good government?]

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
35

"These repressive tactics took on a variety of forms, some of
which are not ordinarily included in the definitions of
repression.

The usual method was that of subsidizing press and
pulpit in certain subtle ways. By these means, facts were
concealed or distorted, a prejudicial stat of public opinion
created, and plausible grounds given for hostile interference by
the State."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.7

"Despite every legitimate argument coupled with venomous
ridicule and coercive and corrupt influence that wealth, press
and church could bring to bear, the labor unions stood solidly
together. [The oligarch-rich, the press and the church are all
mechanisms for the Arabs to exert power over their host
societies, along with monarch administrations, judiciaries,
transportation services, and education.] [On top of this,] On
election day groups of Tammany [Hall] repeaters [repeat
voters], composed of dissolutes [dissolved people], profligates
[wasters], thugs and criminals, systematically, under directions
from above, filled the ballot boxes with fraudulent votes...

But the vote of the labor forces was so overwhelming,
that even piles of fraudulent votes [ballots] could not suffice to
overcome it.

One final resource was left. This was to count out [with a
election recount] Henry George [the Labor candidate] by
grossly tampering with the election returns and
misrepresenting them. And this is precisely what was done, if
the testimony of numerous eye-witnesses is to be believed.
The Labor party, it is quite clear, was deliberately cheated out
of an election won in the teeth of the severest and most corrupt
opposition. This result it had to accept. The entire elaborate
machinery of elections was in the full control of the Labor
party's opponents. And had it instituted a contest in the courts
[with their inherently corrupt judicial appointees, and corrupt
fore-hire lawyers], the Labor party would have found its efforts
completely fruitless in the face of an adverse judiciary.

By the end of the year 1887, the political phase of the
labor movement [so dangerous to the Arab fronting magnate
oligarchs of the day] had shrunk to insignificant proportions,
and soon thereafter collapsed. The capitalist interests [fronting
for the Arabs] had followed up their onslaught in hanging and




imprisoning some of the foremost leaders, and in corruption
and fraud in the polls, by the repetition of other tactics that they
had long so successfully used [over the millennia).

Acting through the old political parties [The two-item
menu favored by the Arabs] they further insured the
disintegration of the Labor party by bribing a sufficient number
of its influential men. This bribery took the form of giving them
sinecurist [Tenured, lifelong appointment] offices under either
Democratic or Republican local, State, or National
administrations. Many of the most conspicuous organizers of
the labor movement were thus won over, by the proffer [offer]
of well-paying political posts to betray the cause in the
furtherance of which they had shown such energy. Deprived of
some of its leaders, deserted by others, the labor political
movement sank into a state of disorganization, and finally
reverted to its old servile position of dividing its vote between
the two capitalist parties [fronting for the Arab-fronting
capitalists].

From now on, for many years, the labor movement
existed purely as an industrial one, disclaiming [staying away
from] all connection with politics. Voting into power either of the
old political parties, it then humbly begged a few crumbs ef
legistation from them, only to have a few sops [worthless bread
crumbs soaked in soup] thrown to it, or to receive
contemptuous kicks and humiliations, and, if it grew too
importunate [persistent, annoying, intrusive] or aggressive,
insults backed with the strong might of judicial, police and
military power." [Translation: At this point, the labor movement
became a purely industrial thing, avoiding politics entirely. It
began supporting one of the two old political parties fronting for
the Arabs, begging them for a few crumbs. These crumbs were
thrown to it, often with some contemptuous kicks and
humiliations in the media. And if the labor party grew too
annoying or aggressive, media insults backed with the strong
might of judicial, police and military power were used.]

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.13

"The committee found that Samuel Colt, the founder of a
fortune based upon the manufacture of firearms, paid out at
least $15,000 to Dickerson, his attorney and one of his
lobbyists, to buy off the opposition in Congress to a bill
extending Colt's patent rights, the time limit of which had
expired. The testimony indicated that about $60,000 in all was
spent in getting the bill passed. Another lobbyist, Jere
Clemens, who also did the disbursing of Colt's bribe money,
was, at the same time, as he admitted under oath, lobbying for
various railroad corporations seeking land grants, and for a bill
similar to Colt's which extended the patent rights of Cyrus H.
McCormick, a manufacturer of reaping machines, and the
founder of the Multi-millionaire fortune.

And how other factory owners were bribing Congress
to pass tariff acts was disclosed by the investigation of a select
committee of the House, the majority of which committee
reported that one firm in particular, Lawrence, Stone, and
Company [Arabs] ... had expended $87,000 in bribes to
have..."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.13

"Congress reeked with fraud and bribery, of which only slight
oozings came to the surface... Bribery, indeed, was so
undeniably rife that as a sop to public feelings, one
investigating committee after another was appointed to inquire
into charges."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.13

" 'The evidence taken', the [Wisconsin Senate] committee
concluded, 'establishes the fact that the La Crosse and
Milwaukee Railroad Company have been guilty of numerous
and unparalleled acts of mismanagement, gross violations of
duty, fraud and plunder. In fact, corruption and wholesale
plundering are common features.'

They were not merely common features of the
railroad corporations in Wisconsin, but everywhere else in the
United States. Year after year they went on unhindered by
legislative or Congressional investigations. Far from being
forfeited, the granted rights and property became strongly
riveted vested private rights. Neither the bribers nor the bribed
were troubled with criminal prosecution except very rarely, and
then it was only the subordinate tools who were sent to prison.
Every bribery scandal would be shortly followed by some new
scandal. The old [scandals] would die away or become
forgotten, and the new would absorb public attention for a time,
only to go through the same process."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.13

"Men placed to manage corporations for the interest of the
stockholders manage them only for their own. They become
contractors, half ruin the corporation, pay themselves with its
assets at enormous discounts, then resuscitate things and are
rich in the result."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.15

"The query can here naturally be expected: Why was Gould
not prosecuted for his malefactions [wrongdoings]? How was it
possible for him to have carried through his immense lootings
without some visitation of criminal proceedings? So long as he
robbed the people, the great plodding [slow-moving],
powerless multitude, without any real representation in political
office, it could be understood that his license would in nowise
be be interfered with, seeing that all law was at the command
of the rich freebooters [pirates]."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.17

[Quoting William Larrabee, governor of lowa] "It is the policy of
the political corruption... [people] to ascertain the weakness
and wants of every man whose services they are likely to
need, and to attack him, if his surrender should be essential to
their victory, at his weakest point. Men with political ambition
are encouraged to aspire to preferment, [high-paying
employment] and are assured of corporate support to bring it
about. Briefless [having no clients] lawyers are promised
corporate business or salaried attorneyship. Those in financial
straits are accommodated with loans. Vain men are flattered
and given newspaper notoriety. Others are given passes for
their families and their friends. Shippers are given advantage in
rates over their competitors. The idea is that every legislator
shall receive for his vote and influence some compensation
which combines the maximum of desirability to him with the
minimum of violence to his self-respect. . . The lobby which
represents the railroad companies at legislative sessions is
usually the largest, the most sagacious and the most
unscrupulous of all. In extreme cases influential constituents of
doubtful members are sent for at the last moment to labor with
their representatives, and to assure them that the sentiment of




their districts is in favor of the measure advocated by the
railroads. Telegrams pour in upon the unsuspecting members.
Petitions in favor of the proposed measure are also hastily
circulated among the more unsophisticated constituents of
members sensitive to public opinion, and are then presented to
them as an unmistakable indication of the popular will. . .
Another powerful reinforcement of the railroad lobby is not
infrequently a subsidized press and its correspondents."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.17

"With money supplied, the political bosses of Maryland
engaged in packing of primaries, indiscriminate bribery of
voters and stuffing of ballot boxes, thus insuring the election of
subservient officials...

Having a complete monopoly. they now exacted
extortionate charges for transportation, and they likewise
increased their profit by cutting the pay of their employees. In
desperation, the railroad workers declared a strike in 1877.
False reports of the violence of the strikers were immediately
dispatched broadcast. Using these charges as a pretext, the
military was called out. At Martinsburg, W. Va., the State militia
refused to fire upon the strikers, but a company of militia,
recruited from a class hostile to the striker, opened fire, killing
many of the strikers and wounding others."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.18

"Our land system seems to be mainly formed to facilitate the
acquisition of large bodies of land by capitalists or corporation,
either as donations, or at nominal prices. . . Numbers who
purchased from the State lands sold as swamp or overflowed,
find their farms claimed under the railroad grants, and
themselves involved in expensive contests before Registers of
Land Offices." [Quoting governor H.H.Haight in his 1869
message to the California Legislature]

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.18

"Not one of these messages had any vital [surviving] result. In
some instances, they were sincere, but, as a rule, there were
intended to be nothing more than wordy sops to appease
middle-class public opinion. Some of the very Governors who
wrote them with such a display of earnestness were put in
power and controlled by the corporations of which they
complained. The legislatures were wholly under the
domination of the great private corporations, and the Judiciary
almost wholly so. Year after year, the different Governors
denounced corporate practice, and demanded corrective
legislation, which never came. Two and three decades after
Governor Newton Booth's denunciation, Governors were still
writing similar futile messages.

Acclaimed at first as public benefactors, Huntington
and his associates were subjected to the fiercest denunciation
when the people realized the enormous frauds that they had
committed. For the frauds, of which [only] an epitome
[summary] has been here given, were only a portion of the
total. It is hardly necessary to plunge into the tortuous mass
and maze of detail; how they resorted to nimble [Arab-style]
subterfuges to escape their obligations, and defrauded the
Government; how they corrupted and ruled States and
Territories, and seized hold of one possession after another;
and how, through their control of political machinery, they sent
Representatives and Senators to Washington as though they
were so many errand boys."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.19

"If recurring charges are any indication of corruption, the
officials of the United States courts were constantly corruptly
influenced or bribed to bring no criminal action against men of
wealth, or to cause cases finally to be dismissed, if actions
were brought. Even slave traders... seem to have bought
immunity, and this, too, after the Civil War had begun." [Who
would want to bring in slaves after the Civil War had began?
Here we imagine a generation of Arab bros posing as slaves
who ran-away to join the Union Army.]

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.19

"In the 15-years before 1860, they were the most notorious
manipulators of the New Jersey Legislature. Time after time
they lobbied bills through, swayed the elections and the courts,
ignored or evaded the laws, and bled the public by an illegal
system of transportation charges."

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.21

"As gold was the international trade standard of value, the
United States Government followed the policy of holding a
certain amount as a treasury reserve. When... this reserve was
depleted, the Government was compelled to issue bonds to
replenish it.

The ...leading... bankers... forced the United States
Government to put out these bond issues. This they did by
draining the treasury of its gold, and by then going though the
empty [but quite profitable] form of selling back that gold in
return for bonds.

The treasury notes, comprising much of the currency
of the United States Government, were redeemable in coin.
This provision was construed as calling for payment in gold.
The bankers would take over to the sub-treasury in New York
City great stacks of treasury notes and exchange them for
gold. This gold they would then hoard in their vaults. [until such
time as they would sell it back to government at a premium.]...

In 1894, the Government had been drawn into
handing over two bond issues of $50-million each to these
bakers. Their profits, it is estimated reached tens of millions.
With the advent of the year 1895, the United States Treasury
was again emptied of gold. Where had the gold, which the
Government had purchased only a short time previously at
usurious rates, gone?... President Cleveland was reported as
saying privately that 'the banks had got the country by the
throat'

At the appropriate moment a syndicate of bankers
appeared in the open and magnanimously offered to supply
gold to the Government in exchange for bonds. This syndicate
was composed of J.P. Morgan & Company, August Belmont &
Company, representing the Rothschilds; James Speyer, the
National City Bank and four other extremely powerful national
banks...

The syndicate had squeezed the United States
Treasury of its gold. It had then compelled a bond issue, and
declared that it alone could supply the required gold...
Cleveland... turned over the $62-million of 4% bonds to the
Morgan syndicate at a price of 104. The syndicate immediately
resold the bonds to investors in America and Europe at
118,119 and 120 clearing, it was estimated, in direct profits,
about $18-million. This sum represented the sum that would
have gone to the Government had the sale of bonds been



accomplished without this intermediary operation...

To realize, however, the full import of the action of the
Government in this particular bond sale, by which a present of
fully $18-million was made to a few bankers already surfeited
with wealth, it is necessary to recall the conditions among the
mass of people, especially after the panic of 1893. In normal
times, according to the estimate of Carroll D. Wright, for some
years United States Labor Commissioner, the number of
unemployed at any one time was about 1-million men, women
and children. After the panic of 1893, the number reached
perhaps 3-million. Not a finger was lifted by the Government in
the aid of any of these, nor was the remotest consideration
given to means for alleviating this misery or to the causes
producing it. Repressive measures were used to suppress
street meetings of protest, and leaders of labor unions were
flung into prison on the alleged charge of contempt of the
Federal courts. Only the year before, in 1894, the regular army
had been ordered out by Cleveland against the railroad
workingmen on strike. Nowhere and in no respect did
Government do other than carry out the demands made by the
great capitalist who dominated all of its functions.

3— FALSE ANARCHY

Plato, Laws, 842, c 400BC "Our state's legislator, you see,
need not bother his head very much about the merchant-
shipping business, trade, hotels, customs duties, mining,
money-lending and compound interest. Waving aside most of
these and a thousand other such details, he'll legislate for
farmers, shepherds, bee keepers, for the protectors of their
stock and the supervisors of their equipment." [The first group

is the highly profitable work the Arabs want to do in our society.

The second group is the low wage work the Arabs want us to
do in our society. We should probably add religious
sacraments, luxury goods, and media to the first group.]

Hesiod, c. 700BC, Works and Day, 248-251

"They need have no traffic with ships,

For their own grain-giving land

Yields them its harvest"

[Apparently the Mideast has been producing propaganda-filled
media for thousands of years, calling it precious knowledge
cherished by our forefaters and all the while pretending not to
be there.]

Ed-mund Bur-ke, d.1797

"Nothing turns out to be so oppressive and unjust as a feeble
government." [This is the parasite's carefully crafted matrix
illusion at least.]

Marc Block, Feudal Society

"There were the imponderable but nevertheless precious
advantages which accrued, rightly or wrongly, from the
patronage of a powerful man in a highly anarchic society. All
these advantages were prized; nevertheless, in the long run,
the vassal's obligations outweighed the benefits he
received." [Who was it that reaped these benefits?]

Cassius Dio, Reign of Augustus, 52.14

"the supposed freedom of the mob proves in reality to be the
bitterest servitude, under which the better elements suffer at
the hands of the worse, until in the end both are destroyed.
[Those who have lived through the false anarchy of a
plebocracy know very well how easy it is for this system to be

corrupted. They know how a large mob can be rabble roused
and steered against those who make trouble for the Arabs who
are seeking to install their chosen odious mobster as our
leader.]

H. L. Mencken

"The most dangerous man to any government is the man who
is able to think things out... without regard to the prevailing
superstitions and taboos. Almost inevitably, he comes to the
conclusion that the government he lives under is dishonest,
insane, intolerable."

Ammianus Marcellinus, 354-378AD, 15.4

"Nobody had the presence of mind or the readiness of tongue
to suggest what should be done, until at last people [in the
Arab chorus] began to speak under their breath the name of
Ursicinus, a man of [ostensibly] outstanding military
distinction." [One of the greatest Arab techniques for political
domination is to silence/kill anyone in government or the public
who stands up and offers logical leadership. After this, our
society is leaderless and mute, and then the Arab chorus of
infiltrator and blackmailed thumbs-men can guide the host
nation in any plausible way that benefits the Arabs.]

T.E. Lawrence (of Arabia), Seven Pillars of Wisdom, Ch.7
"Some of us judged that there was latent [dormant, untapped]
power enough and to spare in the Arabic peoples... a prolific
Semitic agglomeration, great in religious thought, reasonably
industrious, mercantile, politic, yet solvent rather than dominant
in character."

The true meaning of Anarchy

The word breaks down as ANA:ARCHY. Now in the extremely
vague particle language of the Brothers, the Haremi, ANA =
new, anew, reproduction, renewal, recursion, recycling or the
end (among other things). So ana-archy really means
anewr-archy, or renew-archy. It is the "solvent" rule of the
Brotherhood in its purest form — It is when the host is in utter
disorganized chaos, and the Brothers are maximally strong
thanks to the power vacuum on the host's side.

Anarchy = monarchy without the escape goat

With a kings and presidents our parasite has a scape goat.
And while the escape goat is definitely handy in many ways, it
is not critically important. Besides, without a king to keep
order, many types of chaos can reign for a while without
arousing the suspicions of the people.

All anarchy is false anarchy
It is strange that there is any debate at all about the merits of
anarchy, because anarchy is really just plain impossible.

Firstly, there is hardly a group-effort anywhere that will
not benefit from the imposition of some rules or standards of
behavior. Who is going to choose no rules over some basic
rules, some law and order?

But secondly and more importantly, factions are
always trying to steer society's group decision for their own
benefit. Taking away government rule changes that reality not
one bit. In fact it encourages gangsters and warlords. So
basically ALL ANARCHY IS FALSE ANARCHY, because even
if we eliminate all our own chosen rulers, we will still have
people that will try to rule over us anyway. And this is not only
true in government, but also in the economy, and in the media.

Now the folly of anarchy is widely recognized in
government, and very few people support anarchy for



government. But anarchy in the economy is another story:
There are many people who foolishly favor a number of forms
of economic anarchy, where we 'let the market decide'. Here in
truth, we are frequently leaving things up to people who would
quietly/secretly assume the role of government in order to
manipulate a market and grab more for their own parasitic
enterprise.

With respect to the media, a clear majority of
people today actually support anarchy. In fact, most people are
opposed to any form of government involvement in deciding
what the truth is, and what we see. But here the question is
purely one of trust: Who do we trust to decide what the truth
is, and what is worth seeing? Do we trust our democracy, or do
we trust some Rupert Murdoch fronted news corporation?

Here the truth is as obvious as the thousands of
sidewalk vending machines for Newscorp's Wall Street Journal.
Look how they all told us for years that all the easy oil is gone,
that our oil companies must now drill for oil in the deep ocean,
off the continental shelf. People: we can't leave the truth to
anarchy. Democracy must offer its own means of informing the
public. Democracies must produce at least one version of the
truth under democratic supervision. An accurate picture of the
past and present is vitally important to the future. Please do
not leave this to the false anarchy of the paid commercial
media, and a few "respected" history professors.

A primary job of the Sub-Senate can thus be seen as
figuring out what is true and valuable and eliminating the false-
anarchy from government, industry and media. Let Murdoch's
multi-billion-dollar for-prophet news-outlets continue to spew
whatever propaganda they will, but our new democracy must
have its own voice too.

Epictetus, d.135AD, Lectures Collected by Arrian, 4.13.5
"In Rome, reckless men are trapped by soldiers [party officials]
in the following manner. A soldier [party official] in civilian
clothing sits down beside you and begins to criticize the
emperor. Then if... you add what's on your mind, you will a
moment later be bound and lead away." [The Roman thought
there was freedom of speech until they became entertainment
in the colosseum or coslysi.um. Thus we see that false anarchy
ruled in Rome as well. Epictetus was expelled by the
administration of emperor Domitian in 89AD]

Thucydides, History, 4.80

"To maintain control of the helots [the Spartan slave caste], the
Spartans used to send specially selected young warriors, the
crypteeia [secret police], out into the countryside to kill any of
them that they found going around at night. Sometimes the
crypteia went into the fields during the day and killed any helot
who was particularly strong or fit" [That is smart or quick, or
otherwise a threat to the established order fronting for the
parasite. The illusion of freedom is a form of false anarchy.]

Does your anarchy love cartels?

We must be mindful of all situations where our society
abdicates responsibility — especially anarchic situations that
result in a monopoly, or a cartel of a few large players that
extinguish all real competition. When this happens, it is a false
anarchy.

All anarchy is an illusion
Except where there is nothing of value.

Consensus or only its appearance?
Recall Al Gore (Al G+our) saying that it was time to close the

debate on climate change. Was this the consensus speaking,

or only the appearance of consensus speaking? Clearly it was
the latter, and clearly the false anarchy of the scientific method
can be gamed.

Mark Henderson

"Science is provisional, always open to revision in light of new
evidence. It is anti-authoritarian: Anybody can contribute, and
anybody can be wrong. It seeks actively to test its
propositions. And it is comfortable with uncertainty. These
qualities give the scientific method unparalleled strength as a
way of finding things out."

I'd like to teach the world to sing in perfect harmony

In science, our parasite uses the same old tricks for
manipulating our group decisions. Mainly it uses a chorus or
core of Brothers to sing their metaphorical songs in perfect
harmony (br-effect our-mni, as their cola jingle went). After
some time, the rest of society generally starts to join in, and the
Brotherly chorus gets everyone else singing their songs, their
chosen matrix interpretations.

The tree of knowledge
Don't leave reality to the false anarchy of those who have
traditionally manipulated the tree of knowledge.

Khaled Abou El Fadl, The Great Theft - Wrestling Islam
from the extremists, P.88

"A Muslim scholar spending a six month sabbatical in a Saudi
Arabian university would make more money in the course of
this sabbatical than he would make in ten years of teaching at
the Azhar university in Egypt. Similarly, writers or imams
espousing pro Wahhabi positions would qualify for very
lucrative contracts, grants and awards... In fact, the most
alarming development of the 1980s was that even Muslim
scholars who were known for their liberalism and rationalism
wrote defending Wahhabism -- portraying it as a movement
most capable of confronting the challenges of modernity."

False anarchy and the scientific method

Look at the pompously named 'scientific method'. This is really
just a codified form of false anarchy that we teach to our future
scientists while they are still young and intellectually
vulnerable. And like most anarchic systems, this one has a
back door for our parasite's chorus (or clague) and its efforts to
redefine consensus reality (the interpretive matrix).

Now for scientists acting in earnest, there is
absolutely nothing wrong with the anarchy of the scientific
method. The problem lies with our parasite's ability to exploit
the false anarchy of the scientific method to stop the
interpretive theories it doesn't like — as well as encourage
other theories that it does like. Basically our parasite uses its
core chorus, its "shadow government" to re-write reality,
installing its chosen ideology that it can profit from in some
way. This includes ideology like a flat earth, like CO2 as the
cause of global warming, like all food additives are bad, and
like all the world's oil-rich wetlands are precious habitat.

Now regarding the scientific method, the refuting
question is this: Where does the consensus opinion come
from exactly? | ask this because under the precisely codified
anarchy of the scientific method, there is no specific
mechanism, democratic or otherwise, for determining what the
consensus opinion is. It just "magically appears", much like
how a conclusion from Islam's umma just magically appears
from the world's Islamic scholars.



Also notable is how under the scientific method, even
widely held and obviously true ideas frequently go unsaid or
are given no official status as the truth. Thus the scientific
consensus on many things remains largely shrouded in
mystery and never stated for the masses. So science remains
much weaker than it needs to be in comparison to the vague,
irrelevant, and incomprehensible revelations of the world's
Mideast religions and their ancient Mideast "prophets".

As well, the anarchy of the scientific method
maximizes the disunity and weakness of everyone except
those who have quietly organized a scientific establishment,
really just a chorus or claque. These Arab-friendly people are
able to push (struggle for) ideas that they find useful. They can
also resist (struggle against) ideas they find harmful to their
cause.

Now it should be noted that this is the same sort of
Mideast corruption as exists everywhere else. The scientists
that are doing "the right sort of research" (in the eye of the
parasite) get lots of grant money, lucrative job offers, and
press coverage from the Brotherly media. Those that want to
do the wrong sort of research tend to get pushed out of of
science while still in school, before they can become "Climate-
science" or "Oceanography" PhDs — before they become
valid, card carrying members of the scientific establishment,
people with a franchise to comment on the scientific
establishment.

In many ways, the scientific method resembles how
Islamic "writers or imams espousing pro Wahhabi positions
would qualify for very lucrative contracts, grants and awards,"
as quoted directly above. And remarkably, the "illustrious"
Scientific Method leaves Western scientific consensus
vulnerable to exactly the same trick that the Haremi Brothers
use to steer the consensus opinion of Islam's Umma.

A Haremi claque

When the Brothers sing their propaganda and claque, we tend
to think it is genuine and real. This whether it is Western
science or Islam's Umma they are clacking or claque*ing
about. The old meaning of Clacking incidentally was to chatter
all day about something.

Touting is a political word

Intersect the meanings of touting. On one hand, it is praising,
and on the other hand it is what some poor men do around the
train stations in India. Basically, they approach tourists for the
commission they get from the person trying to market
someone.

A-lex-ander Hawking

Strange how the man sort of billed as the world's most brilliant
scientist can't actually speak for himself. Funny how he is an
A-lex-ander, a word-less*man that only makes these brief
oracular statements through an outmoded voice simulator.
Why didn't he upgrade his voice? How is it that there have
been three feature-length films about him.

Sophoscites

How to stop the false anarchy

The only way to stop our parasite from exploiting our anarchy
is to end the fasle anarchy and find our own true voice. We will
poll our entire "genius" Sub-Senate and "super-genius" Main-
Senate as to what they think is true on a variety of matters.

We will hold SOPHOSCITES, something like plebiscites but
with our Sub-Senate, Main-Senate and Over-Senate polled.

Here we will ask our Senators to vote (by secret ballot) on all
the great questions we can think of, and we will all naturally
respect their opinions, because it will be our society's opinion,
as well as we can tell.

Sophoscites are better than plebiscites.

Plebiscites may not suffer from campaign corruption, but they
do put our democracy in the hands of the average voter, with
an average education, an average level of political
sophistication and an average willingness to figure out what
they are voting on. This leaves our democracy's decisions in
the hands of the average everyman, and many of these people
are quite vulnerable to media corruption and propaganda — as
well as respected people repeating reasonable-enough
arguments.

A better approach is to use a sophoscite vote from our
1,000,000 Sub-Senators or our 100,000 Main-Senators. This
is a great tool for a democracy. It is broad enough to be a
completely incorruptible proxy for the people. Yet is is not so
broad as to suffer media corruption.

And besides, our 1:250 and 1:2,500 Senators should
in general be smarter, better informed, and less gullible than
the average member of their constituency. This will make them
considerably less susceptible to our parasite's propaganda,
matrixes, and other "Jedi" mind tricks. Here | reflect on the
cynical 'flying' junk dealer from the mythology of Star Wars
Episode |, a character that is not vulnerable to Jehudi mind
tricks.

Less bias

Our government will not be dominated by experts or Brotherly
baro-crats, or pre-screened scientists already committed to
whatever ideas. It will simply be our democratically elected
1:250, 1:2,500, and 1:25,000 smart people acting as an
unbiased jury of the truth.

Do you believe in democracy?

We are going to elect our smartest people. We will have some
that are 1:250 smart people. These will elect another batch that
are 1:2,500 smart people, and finally, these will elect another
batch that are 1:25,000 smart people. We are going to poll
these Senates as to what they think about all sorts of things,
and we are going to respect what they say, although we will
always be free to dissent and to have our own opinions. This
polling will be called the sophoscite process.

The OS will be seen as the leading house, the MS as
the acting and official house and the SS as the trailing house.
The vote of the MS, the Main-Senate shall decide official
policy. The vote of the OS shall be advisory and the vote of the
SS shall be deemed the official opinion of the masses.

Precision in how respected ideas are

Let’s not only have a way for our elected and respected wise
men to vote on the believability of ideas, but let’s also have an
accurate way to discuss the outcome of those elections:
DOUBTLESS IDI = over a 50:1 (98%) vote by sophoscite
CONSENSUS IDI = over a 9:1 (90%) vote by sophoscite
QUADRUPLE IDI = over a 4:1 (80%) vote by sophoscite
TRIPLE IDI = over a 3:1 (75%) vote by sophoscite

DOUBLE IDI = over a 2:1(66.6%) vote by sophoscite
MAJORITY IDI = over a 50% vote by sophoscite

THIRD IDI = under a 33% vote by sophoscite

QUARTER IDI = under a 25% vote by sophoscite

FIFTH IDI = under a 20% vote by sophoscite

TENTH IDI = under a 10% vote by sophoscite



TWENTIETH IDI = under a 5% vote by sophoscite
HUNDREDTH IDI = under a 1% vote by sophoscite
ATWO HUNDREDTH'S IDI = 2% by sophoscite.

The tools for MEMOPLASTY

OBIDI = ideas the Senate elects as untrue, ideas the Senate
recommends for removal from the group mind.

INIDI = ideas the Senate elects for insertion into the group
mind

The new matrix mechanism
Take all the consensus IDI that scores over 90% by sophoscite
and call it CONSENSUS IDI. Next take all the fifth idi, the idi
that score under one fifth and call these REMOVAL IDI. This
shall be the new consensus reality of our Senate, our nation's
democratically elected smart people.
| ask everyone to try to believe in these consensus ideas and
try to disbelieve all the removal ideas.

Please have no blind faith in anything you have heard
before. Please believe in a clear majority of your nation's
democratically elected smart people instead.

Sophoscites: Settling divisive issues before attempting
policy

It is remarkable that in America, the home of modern
democracy, since 1776, we seldom ever have any sort of
election regarding our most divisive issues. How does our
nation stand on abortion? Smoking ads? Recreational drugs?
The war on whatever? The war wherever? How much should
we spend per capita for our national healthcare program?
Should we weaken our currency against the Yuan and just deal
with the inflation? Should we take our medicine now before
our economy is terminally ill?

How can we call ourselves a democracy if we never
vote to see how we stand on the most important and most
divisive issues? Instead, let’s use our Sub-Senate to hold
regular sophoscites to democratically determine what we
actually think as a society. And then, once we know that, we
should all just accept it and move on until the next regularly
scheduled sophoscite.

Sophoscites: Settle divisive issues for unity's sake

It is widely recognized that divisions weaken nations in
wartime. However, it is not widely appreciated that divisions
also weaken nations and their political resolve in times of
peace.

Anyway, this is why our parasite always seeks to
divide us. The more divided we are, the weaker we are, and
conversely the stronger our outsider parasite is. So we must
agree to disagree. We must settle our divisive issues as much
as practical, and then get along under one policy agenda. If we
do not do this, we just hand power over to our parasite, and get
nothing but trouble in return.

Determining policy

The Sub-Senate shall use sophoscites to state government
policy in the greatest detail practical. After this, Government
shall be prohibited from saying one thing and doing another.
Once a Sophoscite is held, government shall either abide by its
own policy or officially change the policy.

Senate WIKIS

Sophoscites will return percentages of Senators that agree or
disagree with a statement. This will come as a percentage.
For example, perhaps one day we will see that 99.9% of

Senators in the most recent sophoscite did not believe that "the
alignment of the stars could possibly influence the affairs of
men on earth".

The Senate WIKI however, will work in another way.
It will vote on a number of matters and the things that pass by
a 2-to-1 margin, a 2/3 vote, will be put together into a single
interconnected reality. The US version is going to be one of the
biggest, and most objective versions of the truth in the world. It
will exist for the Senate and people to use, so they have a
democratically determined matrix.

Sophoscites are withering to matrix programs
Sophoscites will wither marginal and false ideas. And the more
marginal the idea, the more withering the sophoscite's effects
will be. | hope, | sorely do hope that mankind will finally kill off
all the ancient Mideast scam ideologies like astrology, palm
reading, ghosts, destiny, fate; and its feeding religions based
on Mohammed, Jesus, Abraham, Buddha, and the Indian
pantheon.

| hope that soon all these will get destructively low
believability ratings as determined by our democratically
elected genius democracy. Hopefully very high ratings will go
to ideas like natural selection, and the idea that god and his
churches don't need any money, and should not be allowed to
collect any money or donations. Hopefully, soon we will all say
that any church with an endless hunger for money is obviously
one of our parasite's scams. Hopefully, In the future, people
will be able to say things like: "You really think that the Pope is
the vicarious presence of God/Christ on earth? You know, that
idea polled less than 1% at the last Senate sophoscite."

Trending ideas in the Senate

Our Sub-Senate, Main-Senate and Over-Senate will each vote
separately on a long list of questions and important ideas and
theories. The scores for each question in each Senate will be
given as a percentage. Also, the difference between the
Senates and the way they trend should be studied as an
indicator of thought leadership in our nascent group mind.

Are ecto-morphs, meso-morphs, and endo-morphs real?
Or are they Brolingo for how well haremi fit in? After all, Gr.
ektos=outside, Gr. mesos=middle, Gr. endon=within, and
morph = shape, form, thought, dream.

If we hold national sophoscites and vote on this
ideology, we will have approval ratings for all sorts of things
currently being taught in school. A protocol will help. Certainly
we want to keep ideas out of school that 99% of our Senator/
wise-men disapprove of. And clearly we want to keep ideas
out of school that 85% of Senators disapprove of. But what
about ideas that 30% of Senators disapprove of? What about
ideas that 10% of Senators disapprove of? Certainly this
question changes depending on the age of the students.
Clearly the younger ones should be protected, and the older
ones allowed to explore the fringes fully — with adults having
the right to view whatever they want.

The false anarchy of schools

We should get rid of these Brotherly-run, insanely-expensive,
garbage-laden, time-wasting, corrupt, opaque schools and
colleges. Instead our Sub-Senate should compile a first-rate
educational media library and first-rate educational testing.
After this, we can make college and continuing education free
for everyone.

The parasite struggles to gain backdoor power



The scientific method has back doors for the Arabs just like
American-style democracy. And so does the media and so do
our universities and courts. We have to start over. We have to
elect a new reality with our new broad and incorruptible
democracies. And every nation must vote on every thing
especially the world's religions. How do the 1:250, 1:2,500 and
1:25,000 wise men of each nation stand on every subject.

Heraclitus, ¢.500BC, 111

"What use is your mind if you let yourself be lead around as a
crowd by orators, without considering how many fools and
cheats are among you [working in concert=con-sir-te with the
orator, helping him as a clapping claque, shouting 'here here'
and 'bravo'.], and how few men choose correctly. The best
choose progress towards one thing [the truth], a word forever
honored by the gods, while other eat their way toward sleep
like nameless oxen." [Reader: Can you figure out the truth by
yourself? Can you tell the truth from the lie by yourself?]

Cassius Dio, Reign of Augustus, 53.19

"the constitution was reformed at that time, as | have
explained, for the better, and greater security was thereby
achieved. In fact, it would have been impossible for the people
to have lived in safety under a republic [given all the Arab
struggling and terrorism]. However, the events which followed
that period cannot be told in the same way as those of earlier
times. In the past, all matters were brought before the Senate
and people [Que Roma, SPQR], even if they took place at a
distance from Rome. Consequently, everyone learned of them
and many people recorded them, and so the true version of
events, even if considerably influenced by fear, or favor, or
friendship, or enmity in the accounts given by certain authors,
was still to a significant extent available in the writings of the
others who reported the same happenings, and in the public
records.

But in later times most events began to be kept secret
and were prevented from becoming common knowledge. And
even though it may happen that some matters are made
public, the reports are discredited because they cannot be
investigated, and the suspicion grows that everything is said
and done according to the wishes of the men in power at the
time, and their associates. Consequently much that never
happened becomes common talk, while much that undoubtedly
happened remains unknown. And in nearly all instances, the
report which is spread abroad [widely] does not correspond to
what actually happened. Besides this, the very size of the
empire and the multitude of news events which take place
simultaneously make it very hard to report them all accurately.
In Rome, for example, and in the subject provinces, news
events crowd upon one another, and in the countries of our
enemies, there is something happening all the time, indeed
every day. Concerning these matters, nobody other than those
directly involved can easily obtain clear information, and many
people never even hear in the first instance of what has
actually occurred.”

Plautus, d. 184BC, Amphytryon, 64-92

[Plautus was about 49 when the 2nd Punic War ended in
201BC. Here is a window on how the democratic forum in
Rome was working at the end of the 2nd Punic War.
Apparently the Roman/Prosman people were aware of the
claques. Here we imagine that Roman 'oratory' worked a lot
like the British House of Commons with all its cheers and jeers.
Here | am thinking of the way this house was presented in that
vapid BBC series on the life of Benjamin D'israeli. What a

time-wasting, unnecessarily humiliating way to run a
legislature. What an easy-to-corrupt way to run a legislature.]
"Here's the favor Jupiter [the sun god, the god of light and
truth] asks: That for security, you assign inspectors [the
footnote says 'conquaestores' meaning con+key-sirs] in each
row to ferret out and indicate any hired claques and for
security, that you remove their clothing [A slap on the wrist, a
non-punishment.] Or anyone who is polled for his favorite by
letter, messenger, or word of mouth. And if the Aediles [public
administrators] give the prize [democratic decision] unfairly,
Jupiter would have these men punished just as those who
seek office for themselves or others [instead of doing so as
their duty.]

How have we won our wars? By worth alone, and not
by purchased votes or ambition. Let the same high standard
hold for actors [brolingo for politicians] as in the army. No
claquers, but only true artists [genius] should be crowned
[elected]. An honest audience gives its applause only to those
who really live the role. And Jove [Jupiter, the sun god, the
supreme god] urged me further — that by law, inspectors
check each member of the cast. If one of these has hired his
friends to clap or made another actor [politician] look like a fool,
they will cut to shreds his costume as well as his hide." [The
Arabs always try to get control of our response to their evil
doings. This way they can frequently redirect our anger
against their enemies. These enemies (it is worth noting) are
normally our true leaders.]

Retranslate all ancient works

Look at how absurdly hard it is to understand many ancient
historical records in translation. This is obviously intentional on
the part of the parasite. Accurately knowing what our
forefathers said is of paramount importance to our future. We
must be extremely careful to prevent our parasites meddling
here. So why don't we use our Sub-Senates to:

1. Compile public lexicons of ancient Greek, Sanskrit,
Sumerian, Babylonian, Arabic, Ancient Chinese, Celtic, etc.

2. Re-translate all ancient works in two versions. One should
be for readability, and the other for accuracy. Both should be
fully footnoted.

History & the matrix of today
History is the record of reality, right? What if that history is
consistently not the truth? What if that is the truth bent to fit the
needs of the parasite. What then is our political reality but a
bunch of propaganda?

It is all infected you know. Only the facts are real.
Three airplanes did crash into important buildings on
September 11, 2001. That happened. It is just the
interpretation and explanation that is Arab matrix lie.

Saudi Sheik Zaki Yamani, ¢.1973
"Civilizations will collapse if the world fights OPEC"

The World Trade Center collapse

Strange how these buildings and their collapse could be easily
confused with a collapse of the world economy. Here we have
a name that could easily be bent to confuse a timeline. Was
this part of the plan when these buildings were named back
around 1970? Perhaps the false anarchy of history has been
set-up to record this event as the beginning of the end of the
world economy, beginning in 2001.



False anarchy in business

Mar-tin Van Burr-en, r.1837-41

"The less government interferes with private pursuits, the
better for general prosperity." [This is the parasite's carefully
crafted matrix illusion at least.]

All free enterprise is false free enterprise

If free enterprise is a subset of anarchy, and all anarchy is false
anarchy, then all free enterprise is false free enterprise.
Someone is always there ready to run the economy if we don't
get together as a society and assure basic business rights for
all.

Free enterprise is doublespeak

In its most literal sense, this "free enterprise" is complete
doublespeak. In fact, the more "free" our business
environment is (beyond a point reached in the late 1800s), the
more it is enslaved under large enterprises likes of Standard oil
and various other monopolies and cartels.

Standard oil & the US monopolies of the late 1800s

In 1859, Edwin L. Drake drilled the first oil well in Titusville
Pennsylvania. In 1862, only three years after oil was
"discovered" in Titusville, John D. Rockefeller's
(D'Rock-our-feller's) Standard oil was building the world's first
oil refinery Cleveland, about 100 miles away.

This refinery was rolled into Rockefeller's famous oil monopoly
Standard Qil, or S.0. which was renamed ESSO, and then
renamed EXXON, today (154 years later) again the largest oil
company in the world.

It is remarkable how the only Arab resource should
again and again find itself under monopoly or cartel control in
the land of the free. And every time this happens the land of
the free finds itself enslaved in some way by the Arabs, that
most ancient land of slavery to the Haremi cause.

Standard QOil, S.0., Esso, Exxon has always been an
Arab puppet. The first time around, the Arabs reached too far,
and we reacted by breaking up the Arab monopolies operating
in the false anarchy of our "free enterprise" system.

Beware industry dominating enterprises

When they are young and changing the world, we should allow
them. But once they become staid and sluggish, they become
a danger for our economic freedom, and a likely agent for
economic parasitism.

When businesses get uppity

When they abuse their market power, when they tax everyone,
when they pretend to be the people, when they monkey with
the workings of the free market, when they buy up small
innovators to quash their disruptive innovations, when they
stifle outside innovation, when they lobby government, or when
they try to manipulate the minds of men, they should be
punished by forced stock dilution in favor of the people and
their national government.

CARTEL = an oligarchy acting as a monopoly. Let’s all stop
using this word and instead use the term MONOPOLY OF
FRACTIONS so everyone can know what sort of evil they are
dealing with.

Government always reduces private monopolies
Monopolies will form. However, as they form, it shall be

government's duty to erode and diminish them through a series
of stock dilutions. Government should seldom privatize
existing public monopolies.

Utility privatization was our parasite's idea

Our parasite needed a way to reinvest all the oil money it
conned us out of. If it didn't do this, it couldn't keep the Western
currencies strong and the other currencies weak. And without
this currency disparity, it would not be able to make money on
the Chinese slave trade, or raise China's industrial might as a
tool for eliminating the Arab arch-enemy, the lands of free
people.

Who decides about taking it easy?

Regarding the decision to take it easy, who makes this? Who
gets to say: time to work hard, and more importantly time to
take it easy? Is it the false anarchy of the parasite that tells us
to take two days off in 7 to relax. Who came up with the 40
hour work week, and the 30-year mortgage? Was it the 20% of
the world feeding on the other 80%?

What a stupid word we live in that 20% of humanity is
not only not making anything at all, but it is feeding on the rest.
And not only that, they are sabotaging our effort to make more
as much as they can.

False anarchy has shifted the entire political spectrum
We live in a world where a parasite is actively sabotaging its
hosts efforts to work together and cooperate — for this
cooperation is harmful to the parasite's efforts to feed itself,
and even to exist. Clearly this parasite has interfered and
harmed most of our group efforts, and our socialist efforts to
get together and co-operate (together-work), to get around of
our parasite's many sphinxes. When our cooperation builds
pipelines, railroads, canals and other infrastructure it reduces
our need for the parasitic people of the "high seas". When our
cooperation helps with unemployment and education, it
reduces desperation and keeps people out of the clutches of
the parasite. When our cooperation commands immunization
and mosquito control, it keeps the parasite from using its many
pathogens outlined in the plague and poisoning section herein.

Thus we can view the parasite's struggle as
something that has interfered with most of our group efforts.
Surely this artificial interference has steered our political
continuum away from group endeavors (socialism) and
towards the so-called free-market anarchy, the monopoly
friendly "anarchy" our parasite enjoys most.

Marco Polo, Aladdin's tale, Divisament Dou Monde, Ch.1
[Clearly the ancient parasite race of the land of no resources
was assassinating our leaders long before. When did it stop?
And how far does their influence go?]

"The Sheikh was called in their language Alaodin
['allowed in', Aladdin]. He had ordered made, in a valley
between two mountains [THE proverbial valley between two
mountains] the biggest and most beautiful garden [a walled
and protected garden, a paradise or bar-adi-se] that was ever
seen, planted with all the finest fruits in the world and
containing the most impressive houses and palaces that were
ever seen, ornamented with gold and with likenesses of all that
is beautiful on earth, and also four conduits [canes, feeding
tubes from all four cardinal directions]. One flowing with wine,
one with milk, on with honey and one with water. There were
fair ladies and damsels, the most beautiful in the world,
unrivaled at playing every sort of instrument and at singing and
dancing. And he told his men to understand that this garden



was Paradise [with a capital P]. That is why he had made it
after this pattern, because Mohammed assured the Saracens
[Sarah’s kin] that those who go to Paradise will have beautiful
women to their hearts' content to do their bidding, [Translation:
if you help the cause of Mideast Inc. you will be given all the
sex and babies you can make. This is what the devil's bargain
is. And this is the paradise of the land of no resources.] and will
find there rivers of wine, milk, honey and water. So he had this
garden made like the Paradise that Mohammed promised to
the Saracens, and the Saracens of this country believed that it
really was Paradise. No one ever entered the garden
[because it was harem or forbidden to enter] except those
whom he wished to make Assassins. At the entrance stood a
castle [citadel] so strong [impregnable] that it need fear no man
in the world, and there was no other way in[to the paradise]
except through this castle. The Sheikh kept with him at his
court all the youths of the country from 12 to 20, all, that is who
were well suited as fighting men. [Recall the start of the Disney
film Prince of Persia where a boy of this age gets noticed by a
Sheikh for his criminal abilities.]

These young men knew well by common knowledge
that Mohammed, their prophet had declared Paradise was
created in the way | describe, and so they accepted it as the
truth. Now pay attention to what follows. He [the sheikh] use to
put some of these young men in this Paradise [of his,
sometimes] 4, or 10 or 20, according to his wishes. And this is
how he did it. he would given them draughts [of hashish from
a hookah] that sent them to sleep right away. Then he had
them taken and put in the garden [that seemed like Paradise or
heaven, especially if the drugs were opiates], where they
would wake up. When they awoke and found themselves in
there and saw all the things | have told you of, they believed
they were really in Paradise. And the ladies and damsels
stayed with them all the time, singing and making music for
their delight and ministering to all there desires [especially their
sexual desires]. So these young men had all they could wish
for and asked nothing better than to remain there. [These boys
seem to have been drugged with opiated hashish, opiated with
some primitive version of hero-in. This made the sheikh's
paradise as paradise-like as possible. It also made the heo-in
withdraw unbearable, and the boys would literally kill for more
of this paradise.]

Now the Sheikh held his court with great splendor and
magnificence and conducted himself most nobly and
convinced the simple mountain folk of the area that he was a
prophet. And they believed it to be the truth. And when he
wanted emissaries to send on some mission of murder, he
would administer the drug to as many [of these 'simple' young
men/ potential suicide bombers] as he pleased. And when
they fell asleep, he had them carried out to his [outer] palace.
When these young men woke up, and found themselves in the
[outer] palace, they were shocked, and not at all happy,
because the Paradise they just came from was not a place that
they would ever willingly have left.

So they immediately went to the Sheikh and humbled
themselves before him, as men who believed that he was a
great prophet. When he asked them were they came from,
they would answer that they came from Paradise, and that this
was in truth the Paradise of which Mohammed had told their
ancestors. And they would tell those listening all that they had
discovered there. And the others who heard this and had not
been there were filled with a great longing to go to this
Paradise [of harems and hero-in]. They longed for death, so
that they might go there, and looked forward eagerly to the day
of their going.

When the Sheikh desired the death of some great
lord, he would first try an experiment to find out which of his
Assassins were the best. He would send some off on a nearby
mission, at no great distance with orders to kill a certain man.
They went without objection and carried out the orders of their
commander. Then when they had killed the man, they returned
to [the sheikh's] court — those of them that escaped, because
some were caught and put to death. When they had returned
to their lord and told him that they had faithfully performed their
task, the Sheikh would make a great feast in their honor. And
he knew very well which of them had displayed the greatest
zeal, because after each, he had sent others of his men as
spies, to report which was the most daring and the best hand
at murdering. Then, in order to bring about the death of the
lord or other man which he desired, he would take some of
these Assassins of his and send them wherever he might wish,
telling them that he was thinking of sending them to Paradise:
[but] they were to go for that reason and kill such and such a
man. If they died on their mission, they would go there all the
sooner. Those who received such a command went and did all
that they were commanded. They obeyed their command and
cooperated fully. More readily than anything else they might
have been called to do.

Thus it happened that no one ever escaped when the
Sheikh of the Mountain desired his death. And | can assure
you that many kings and many lords paid tribute to him and
cultivated his friendship for fear that he might bring about their
death. This happened because at that time the nations [of the
Mideast] were not united in their allegiance, but turned by
conflicting loyalties and purposes.

| have told you about the Sheikh of the Mountain
[citadel] and his Assassins. Now let me tell you how he was
overthrown and by whom. But first | will tell you something
else about him that | had omitted. You must know that this
Sheikh had chosen two other Sheikhs as aids. These adopted
all his practices and customs. One of these he sent in the
direction of Damascus [and Europe] and the other to the area
direction of Kurdistan [and China. These also seem to have
practiced assassination as a military tactic].

Let us now turn to the subject of his overthrow. It
happened about the year of our lord 's Nativity 1262 that
Hulagu, lord of the Tartars of the Levant, knowing of all the evil
deeds this sheikh had been doing, made up his mind that he
[the sheikh] should be crushed. So he appointed some of his
barons and sent them against his castle with a powerful force.
[However, history records this as starting in 1258] For fully 3
years they besieged this castle without being able to take it.
Indeed they never would have taken it so long as the besieged
had anything to eat, but at the end of the three years they had
no food left. So they were taken, and the Sheikh, Alaodin
[Aladdin] was put to death with all his men. And from that time
to this there have been no more of these Sheikhs and no more
Assassins [or at least that is what Mideast Inc. would like you
to think, so it can leave us wondering "who killed the
Kennedys", as the lyrics go.] But with him [Aladdin] there
came an end to all the power that had been wielded of old by
the Sheikhs of the Mountain and all the evil they had done."

4—BACKDOORS

Suetonius, The reign of Domitian 15

"nothing worried him as much as an answer given by the
astrologer Ascele-tario." [That is Ask-al-tarot = Ask-the-tarot.
And this was about Roman emperor Domition.]



Plutarch, d. 120AD, Gaius Marius, 42

"A number of Chaldean astrologers, professional inspectors of
sacrifices, and interpreters of the Sibylline books had induced
him to believe that all would be well. Here was a man who
seems to have been in other respects remarkable among the
Romans for his good sense and particularly remarkable for
upholding the dignity of the consular office free from fear and
favor in accordance with the laws and customs of the land
which he regarded as immutable decrees. Yet in this one
direction he was unbalanced, spending more of his time with
charlatans and soothsayers than with men of political or
military distinction." [Any backdoor, or excuse will do. Leaders
that believe in astrology are a backdoor for the Arabs.]

Plutarch, Alexander, 75

"Meanwhile Alexander had become so much obsessed by his
fears of the supernatural and so overwrought and
apprehensive in his own mind, that he interpreted every
strange or unusual occurrence, no matter how trivial, as a
prodigy or a portent, with the result that the palace was filled
with soothsayers, sacrificers, purifiers and

prognosticators." [When weak minded puppet leaders become
paranoid, they become more dependent their advisors].

Ammianus Marcellinus on Roman Emperor Valens, d. 378
AD

"He was better at choosing between different options than
coming up with them."

[This type of figurehead is easy for his administration (his
metaphorical horse) to manipulate.]

Tacitus, Histories, 1.4

"The death of Nero [68AD] had been welcomed initially by a
surge of relief. ... [However] A well-hidden secret of the
principate had been revealed: It was possible, it seemed, for
an emperor to be chosen outside Rome." [Imagine if this was
the case in America today. Imagine if all that was necessary
was to have an Islamic middle name like Hussein as Barak
Hussein Obama had. Then all of Islam's umma would know to
lean the boat, to jihad=struggle to support to the candidate with
the islamic middle name of Hussein. And at the same time they
would all know to struggle against his opponent. All would give
generously to the candidate with the Islamic middle name of
Hussein. Here we see how dangerous it is to allow money to
buy votes in any way and why we must change the nature of
our democracy so that money will have as little influence as
possible.]

Kryptonite kills supermen
KRYPTONITE is from Gr. kruptos = that which is hidden. This
material can be used to blackmail any superman. All that has
to be done is for the evil brother to manufacture a situation
where the powerful superman is made to have a dirty little
secret that will ruin all his power. After that, the superman is
mastered by the holder of the kryptonite.

Few people know that the Superman comic strip only
became famous after it added an absurd super-villain that
made the harem brothers look absurd?

Rotting corpses — the #1 job qualification thumbs-men
There is a very good reason why so many Catholic priests are
fucking the little boys of their parish. It is simply that the Arabs
secretly running the Catholic Church's hiring department like to
pick pedophiles over anyone else.

This is because they look for men with a horrible secret — and

someone who is deathly afraid of that secret getting out.
These are men who will all do whatever they are told. These
are dogs who will all come without fail when they are called, or
their dog chain is jerked. All you have to do is threaten them
about their secret and they will do as you say. They can be
murders, or thieves, or pedophiles — any secret will do.
However pedophiles have three other advantages.

1) It is very shameful for victims to come forward, so
victims tend to stay quiet, and there is less employee churn as
aresult. 2) Itis an accusation that is normally without any
physical evidence against a respected 'man of god'. and 3)
The priests are not only thumbs-men, but they literally 'fuck up'
dozens of infidel boys/men so badly that they don't reproduce.

How to corrupt an institution through and through
Respected priest, or defrocked pedophile priest? It is a pretty
stark choice. These men will generally do just about anything
to keep their secret a secret. These are men that are firmly
under the haremi thumb. These are men who will all help elect
the parasite's choices of bishop. And the bishops in turn will
help elect the parasite's choice for Pope, Vicar of Christ, or the
vicarious presence of Christ on earth. Then all the world's
Catholics can be steered as the parasite sees fit, just like in a
corrupt government. In fact the Roman Church International
was once the world government when it was named "The Holy
Roman Empire".

Giovanni Botero, The Reason of State 1589, 1:16

[Here the Arabs are talking about Chrisitianty as a tool for
ruling over their host races in Europe.] "Religion gives so much
strength to governments that without it, all other foundations of
state would collapse. Thus almost all those who have sought
to found new empires have either introduced new sects or give
new life to the old ones, as shown by the examples of Ismail
[the Assassin creed], king of Persia, and the Sharif of Morocco.
But of all religions, none prescribes laws more favorable to
princely monarchy than the Christian [Catholic] religion; for it
places under them [the Brotherly princes] not only the bodies
and the possessions of the subjects, as is proper, but also their
souls and their thoughts as well. [From the confessional.] It
requires obedience to reckless princes as well as to moderate
ones, and it demands that they suffer anything rather than
disturb the peace [and rebel].

Furthermore, nothing releases a subject from due
obedience to the prince unless [his command] runs counter to
the laws of nature or of God. And [even] in these cases, [the
Catholic religion] insists that everything be done [to reach a
compromise] before arriving at an open break. Of this, the
Christians in the primitive Church gave a great example. Even
thought they were persecuted and cruelly tormented in every
imaginable way, we never read that they ever rebelled against
the [Roman] Empire or revolted against their princes. They
suffered [torture by] the wheel, iron, fire, and the savage cruelty
and rage of tyrants and executioners, all for [the sake of] public
peace. [What does this mean?] We must not think these [these
horrible tortures] occurred because they [the Christians] lacked
the power [to do otherwise]; for entire legions threw down their
arms and let themselves be cruelly torn to pieces. [When did
this occur? Is there some alternate history?] Even more
astonishing is that with all this, they still prayed to God daily for
the preservation of the Roman Empire. In our own times, we
have seen Catholics persecuted by [Protestant] heretics
everywhere: In Scotland, England, France, Flanders, and
many parts of Germany. This shows the truth of the
proposition that the Catholic faith makes subjects obedient to




their prince, binds their consciences, and makes them desirous

of peace and enemies of [public] tumult and scandals. But
Luther, Calvin and the rest, straying from the truth of the
Gospels, sow discord everywhere and [cause] revolutions in
states and ruin to kingdoms.

Now, since religion is so important for felicitous
government and the tranquillity of states, the prince should
encourage it and do his best to favor its spread. For, as Duke
Emanuele of Savoy used to say, people dedicated to religion
and piety live much more obediently than those who govern
themselves..."

Apple dictionary definition of Inalienable

'Unable to be taken away from or given away by the
possessor: Freedom of religion, the most inalienable of all
human rights."

[Nonsense, the right to life, liberty, justice, health, free speech,
free assembly, the right to bear arms, and the right pursue
what we want are all more important than the freedom to
practice a Mideast Religion. Who is saying this and why?]

Great synergy is achieved with confession

In seminary confession, the Arabs running the religion get to
find out who has a rotting corpse, a black-mailable secret and
is thus qualified to be a thumbs-man priest in their religion.

Giovanni Botero, The Reason of State, 1589, 1:16

"In matters of government, give the bishops freedom to judge
issues of doctrine and morals. Give them all the legal powers
that church law and civil law allow them for the proper direction
of souls... you should promote the carrying out of their
decisions by all possible means -- by your authority, your
power, your money, and your acts -- because the better your
subjects behave [according to church rules], and the more
zealously they follow the ways of God, the more pliable and
obedient they will be to their prince. When a lawsuit involving
Pope Sym+machus was brought before the Goth king
Theodoric, he put the entire matter into the hands of a synod
[court] of bishops, adding that "he had nothing to do with
ecclesiastical affairs, except to give them due reverence" [and
do as he was instructed by his masters].

Polybius, d. 118BC, 6.56, The Titan in Harness

"To me, the Roman constitution shows its greatest strength in
its attitude towards Religion. |think a tendency that is
reprobated [objected to] in other countries is actually the
cornerstone of the Roman system. By this, | mean
Superstition. In Rome, this attribute [superstition] has been
artificially exaggerated and introduced to private life as well as
public affairs to the greatest extent conceivable. Doubtless
many readers will find this extraordinary, but in my opinion the
Romans have done this deliberately with a eye to the masses.
If a community exclusively composed of intelligent beings were
a practical possibility, such a policy might conceivably be
unnecessary. But unfortunately, the masses everywhere are
unstable and imbued with such anti-social passions as
irrational temper and homicidal fury. There is therefore no
means available for holding them in check except unseen
terrors and the theatre of Superstition.

From this point of view, | feel that there was nothing
random or irresponsible in the policy of our forefathers when
they introduced among the masses the conceptions of Religion
and the notions regarding Hell, and that it is far more
irresponsible and irrational of the present generation to give up
these ideas."

Follow the fool
In our parasite's game of follow the leader, one key strategy is
to keep the host societies following fools as leaders. And there
are countless examples fools as leaders in modern society.
There are music stars, athletic stars, film stars, there are
people with dance moves, graffiti artists, and people who look
good and dress well. How can we allow our parasite to make
these vacuous thought-less people into leaders for our children
and our society? Can't we all think of smarter people to make
our leaders?

A great example is the ever-cool, finger snapping
FONZE (Perhaps from L. FONS et origo mali = the FOUNT
and origin of evil) Basically, in this lame TV show, the "Fonzie
Show", better known as "Happy Days," millions of kids grew up
seeing who was to be listened to and respected in society. It
certainly wasn't the good hearted, hard working, honest,
cooperative sincere character named Rich-ard Cunningsman.
He got no respect through our parasite's propaganda prism of
television. Instead, the boy who never finished school, the
motorcycle-riding rebel, the layabout, only had to snap his
fingers and everyone did his bidding.

Cicero, 46BC, The Brutus

[Here we see our parasite's propaganda about why some
people so fail at leadership, which in ancient times was
confusingly called oratory and eloquence. | guess some
people (namely the harem brothers) had the gift and some did
not.]

(25) "...what | am proposing to do is not to sing the praises of
oratory/eloquence, or to describe its power, and to list the high
positions it brings to those who possess it; for there is no need
to do so. But there is one point that | want to insist upon,
without hesitation, and it is this: Whether oratory is a creation
of rules, or of training, or of natural gifts, it is the most difficult
of all things to achieve. It is said to consist of five elements
[Invention, arrangement diction, action, memory] And each of
the five is a great art in its own right. Just imagine, then, the
potency of something that is made of of five great arts! And
just imagine the problems involved!"

Cicero, The Brutus, 46BC

(82) "Servius Sulpicius Galba ... was the earliest Latin orator to
make use of the techniques which an orator should employ ...
such as digression for the sake of embellishment,
entertainment of his listeners, appeal to their emotions,
embroidery of his theme, the introduction of pathos [suffering,
tearjerking] and the insertion of appropriate generalizations."

Cicero, The Brutus, 46BC

(89) "There are two main qualities that an orator should to
possess. One is a capability of convincing argument and
presenting the facts. The other is expertise in kindling the
emotions of his listeners. What Rutilius' account shows is that
the speaker who arouses his audience's emotions is far more
effective than the man who merely seeks to instruct it."

The Apple dictionary definition of demagogue

"+ a political leader who seeks support by appealing to popular
desires and prejudices rather than by using rational argument.
+ (in ancient Greece and Rome) a leader or orator who
espoused the cause of the common people."

[Dem+agogue = Gr. demos = the people + Gr. agogos =
leading.]



He can't be dumb, he wrote that book that everyone is
talking about

He can't be dumb, he made that documentary everyone is
talking about

When the parasite has has a real dummy on its hands — when
it has a frontman perceived by the public as too stupid to rule,
what does it do? Well, it frequently has Mr. Moron write a
book. Then the dummy can't be so dumb because he "wrote a
book" that was widely praised by the openly corrupt paid
commercial media (and the parasite's flee circus = eff-ally
akeour-ak-us). For example, let’s take someone like Al Gore:
Without his book, could this plodding speaker/thinker have
been a serious candidate for leader of the free world? Look at
the immense help Al Gore got writing his book and making his
film. Look at the backdoor that writing a book creates for our
leaders.

Advanced degrees are a back door

Frequently when one is trying to get an advanced degree,
there are these crucial subjective steps where between 1 and 8
appointee professors vote on either admission to the program
or the value of the material. Should a group this small (let
alone a group of appointees) be given any consideration
whatsoever in deciding who is fit to be elected as one of
society's intellectual leaders? Should we give such easy-to-
corrupt academic degrees any standing in our decisions about
who we will vote for?

Education is irrelevant for true leaders

Let’s distinguish between education and learning. Education is
really ex-duction, or leading out. Education is something
passive that one receives. It is mostly the ideas of others that
are remembered. Thus education is for followers. Genuine
leaders have very little need for education as they generate
their own ideas.

Real leadership

To teach real leadership, teach young people to come up with
their own ideas before you show them the accepted ideas of
others. Give them the problem, tell them to solve it and then
only show them what the "official" or "optimal" solution is,
afterwards.

Education and the bell curve

Visualize the value of education relative to intellegence as
existing on a bell curve. At both ends of the curve, the value of
education becomes insignificant. On the left, we have the
dumb kids unable to learn and apply the abstract, world-
changing ideas of others. And on the right, we have the smart
kids who are able to learn these ideas very well. These
however, we don't learning the ideas of others. These we don't
want to be habituated towards intellectually passivity. And
more importantly, we don't want the old traditional memes
blocking the advancement of new and better memes. Instead,
we want the people on the right, our leaders figuring stuff out
for themselves with child-like freshness as adults. Thus the
value of education declines sharply for both the super dumb
and the super smart.

Pablo Picasso

"Every child is an artist. The problem is how to remain an artist
once he grows up." [This quote is not merely about art — it is
a metaphor for all education, problem solving and human
group intelligence. Perhaps, given our universally delivered
and significantly uniform educations were designed to destroy

all metaphorical artistic ability in our young people by filling
their minds with mostly useless garbage memories.]

Every fact you teach

Every fact you teach displaces real problem-solving/leadership
ability.

Every fact is "another brick in the wall" blocking genuine
leadership ability.

Jerome Carcopino, Daily Life in Ancient Rome, Ch. 4

The primary school of Rome might thus debauch [debase,
corrupt, molest, abuse] the children it was supposed to instruct;
and on the other hand it rarely awoke in them any feeling for
the beauty of knowledge. ... The master's sole ambition was
to teach his pupils to read, write, and count; as he had several
years at his disposal in which to accomplish this, he made no
attempt to improve his wretched teaching methods or to
brighten his dismal routine. Thus he taught his hearers
[students] the names and the order of the letters before
showing them their form -- a method which Quintilian strongly
condemns -- and when the pupils had painfully learned to
recognize the written characters by their appearance, they had
to make a fresh effort to combine them into words and syllables
[The Brothers seem to have done this on purpose]. They
progressed as slowly as they liked, and when they passed on
to writing they came up against a similar irrational and
backward procedure. Without any preliminary training in
holding or using a reed pen, they were suddenly face with a
pattern to copy. Their finger had to be held by the master or
guided by someone else to trace the outline of the letters
placed before them, so that innumerable lessons were
necessary before they acquired the necessary skill to make the
simple copy for themselves.

Is the education process harmful to true leaders?

Let’s talk about our brightest young people, our natural born
leaders. | argue that conditioning smart young people to readily
accept the instillation of other people's ideas is a step in the
wrong direction — something that tends to actually reduce the
leadership abilities of our leaders. | mean, do we want to
habituate our leaders to be ideologically passive followers? Do
we want to encourage following as even a part-time modality in
our leaders of tomorrow?

Respected degrees as a backdoor

Don't use educational degrees as credentials in your
democracy. If you do this, you will hand a back door to the
non-elected people running your universities.

Highly regarded and commonly cited

The problem with this is so obvious in some websites. A links/
likes B, B links/likes C, C links/likes D, ... Y links/likes Z, and Z
links/likes A — all are thus popular. Beware the respected
authorities as many are frauds.

How to spot a genuine leader

Insight and diversity of outlook are everything. Look for people
who make you say, "None of us ever thought of that aspect of
the issue", or "gee, we never looked at it that way". And it
doesn't matter if they are frequently wrong. Look for people
who have different experiences and outlooks from normal.
Look for people who don't accept what other people say and
are quick to disagree for plausible reasons. You want more
than anything else, people who see things differently. You
want lots of mutations in your ideological breeding population



— Then thanks to a fair and incorruptible democratic survival
mechanism, the fittest ideas will survive and thrive, while the
unfit ideas are killed off in mindspace.

Again, please do not consider someone's college
degree, occupation, or whether they wrote a book as any
indication of their ability as a Senator. Only listen to what they
say. And remember, | was a C student that didn't finish college
and hated school. | couldn't stand being told what to read/
learn and what ideas to hold in my mind.

Your newspapers are corrupt

Pretty much all of your "respected" newspapers exist as
corporate entities that sell voting rights out in the open on a
stock market. If they are not corporations, they are owned by
individuals or partnerships.

A great example of the corruption of your newspapers
is how all of the Wall Street Journal's sidewalk vending boxes
in the US were for years decorated with a front-page that said
"Oil Find Will Spur Industry Change". Then if you looked closer
you would see "Drilling in waters up to two miles deep, oil
companies are making some very large discoveries".
Obviously this is Arab propaganda, and obviously the Arabs
have great influence at one of the most respected US
newspapers.

We don't want to tip our hand
Shareholders can do pretty much whatever they want at a
company. They can even can hire Arab moles as CEO, news
director, editor in chief, marketing director, etc. The only rule is
that these Arab moles not tip their hand and look obviously
biased.

Perhaps you have under-estimated the power of
shareholders to steer and corrupt the news.

Crisis Councils

Since at least the time of Julius Caesar, our parasite has used
emergency situations as an excuse to grab "temporary"
dicta-tor-ial power. Then these puppet front-men never give up
their power and the dicta-tor-ship becomes permanent. For
this reason, any truly incorruptible form of government must
have proper organs for dealing with temporary emergencies. If
it doesn't have these, some group is eventually going to come
along and make them up as they see fit. Also, these organs
must have clear rules, and sharp divisions of power, as well as
the harshest of penalties for those attempting to exceed the
powers granted to them by society.

Decentralize government input

Another back door to government occurs when ideas are
submitted to the group. Here we have to be on the lookout for
people who would do things like intercept a patent application.
The best solution seems to be that all Centi-Nomes and all
recorders may serve as a collection and logging point for any
patent or trademark, or anything that needs to be publicly
recorded.

Extra-democratic status should be inadmissible
Never confer status on the basis of anything that exists outside
your democracy. Never listen to what the media says, or you
will give a back door to entities that sell voting rights by the
share on the open market.

Never use status conferred by a corrupt, opaque, or
biased sub-democracy like a an Academy Award, or Noble
Prize. If you do this, you will give the "board of deputies

appointed by the Swedish learned societies" a back door to
your government.

And never use an advanced university degree or you
will give a back door to the opaque non-democracy that is
academia.

All non-democratic institutions in a democracy are
potential back doors.
When sham sub-democracies are allowed to influence a
national democracy, they are by definition a back door to
influencing that democracy. A perfect example is the Motion
Picture Academy of America, the Academy Awards people.
Here are 3 immensely influential propaganda films
that the Academy Award vote helped legitimize as "Best
Picture" of the year: Lawrence of Arabia, The Sting, and
Casablanca. Lawrence got us thinking that the Arabians were
dumb, disorganized, bumpkins just before the Arab oil
embargo. The Sting placed an upper limit on the scale of the
big con in the same year as the 1973 embargo. And
Casablanca (perhaps the most malevolent film of all time)
framed Nazi concentration camps as something other than
where millions of innocent civilians were being gassed to death
and incinerated. Please people, we can not afford to allow
sham democracies like these to influence our real democracy.

Getting swallowed by the whale

Our parasite must come to our land and infiltrate our society so
it can make us do its bidding. It must be swallowed by the
whale (our society) and it must hijack our institutions so we
facilitate its various rackets. It must gain political influence so
we build and enforce its Trade Walls. We must be made to
spend huge sums to erect barriers to stop drug imports, so our
parasite can profit from the international drug trade. We must
be made to over-regulate oil drilling so that our parasite can
sell its oil for $100/ barrel at times. We must be made to wage
horrible wars so that our parasite can profitimmensely from the
ensuing shortages. Again, our parasite lives to be swallowed
by its host, where its people can move into our society and
influence us to do the things our parasite needs to survive.

The Doors — Any door will do

The desperate people from the land of no resources use a
multi-pronged approach on its host. They will climb inside of
any institution that can serve as a back door to power over our
societies. All corruptible institutions are potential tools of our
parasite, be they government, business, religion, science, or
education. Government and religion are just the most
powerful, and for that reason the most important.

If there is no way into our institutions, the Brothers will
work (or fight) like crazy to create them. They have a multi-
generational time horizon, and they are locked in a life or death
struggle to feed themselves, so they generally succeeded
given even a few moments of weakness on our part.

Divisive issues and the parasite's party
Now Roman Church International (the Roman Catholic
Church) is a powerful force in American Politics. It is not so
powerful by itself, but powerful as part of a orchestra used by
the land of no resources to sway America's democracy. This
orchestra also includes many of our big corporate advertisers,
as well as other institutions of all sorts. These are all used in
concert to sway America's public opinion pendulum in one
direction or another.

One of America's most divisive issues is the right of
people to abort their gestating offspring. This one issue is so



powerful for America's Catholics that they will frequently
support just about any candidates that stands opposed to
abortion. If possible, the parasite will cultivate a number of
other single issue groups. These it will often cobble together in
a voting alliance that supports the parasite's agenda. Each
group within the alliance accepts anything at all for our national
agenda, so they can satisfy their one GOTTAHAVE = a
categorical imperative. Each group within the block votes for
things unpalatable to most people.

Here we come to understand the true reason for the
absolute positions that so many religions adopt. They are often
intentionally unpalatable to non-believers. This way, sharp
divisions are created, a "cleaving" that may be exploited for
centuries to achieve political power. Islam is about the
greatest example of this sort of religious absolutism. Islam is
made intentionally unpalatable to non-believers so as to
maximize the unity and power of its adherents.

5— FREE SPEECH

Jim Lehrer

"If we don't have an informed electorate
we don't have a democracy."

[Make this a mantra]

James Madison, 1798.12.21, Virginia Resolutions

"The right of freely examining public characters and measures,
and of free communication among the people thereon... has
ever [always] been justly deemed the only effectual [effective]
guardian of every other right."

[To simplify the intentionally pro-lix:

The right to examine our leaders and their activities has always
been the best guardian of every other right.

Thomas Jefferson

"Whenever the people are well-informed,

they can be trusted with their own government."
[Make this a mantra]

Fisher Ames, 1807, Review of the pamphlet on the State of
the British Constitution

"We are, heart and soul, friends to the freedom of the press... It
is a precious pest, and a necessary mischief, and there would
be no liberty without it."

Peter Singer

"In a democracy, citizens pass judgement on their government,
and if they are kept in the dark about what their government is
doing, they cannot be in a position to make well-grounded
decisions."

Robert A Heinlein

"When any government, or any church... [says] to its subjects:
This you may not read, this you must not see, this you are
forbidden to know, the end result is tyranny and oppression no
matter how holy the motives."

James Madison

"Knowledge will forever govern ignorance; and a people who
mean to be their own governors must arm themselves with the
power which knowledge gives."

James Madison
"A popular [democratic] government without popular
[democratic] information or the means of acquiring it, is but a

prologue to a farce, or a tragedy, or perhaps both."

Tom Clancy

"The control of information is something the elite always does,
particularly in a despotic form of government. Information,
knowledge is power. If you can control information, you can
control people."

David Brin
"Only a knowledgeable, empowered and vocal citizenry
can perform well in democracy."
[In other words, a democracy will not work well unless
all of the following take place:
1. There is knowledge of the truth.
2. There is means to share that truth.
3. A will to communicate that truth with each other exists.]

It is all based on freedom of information

As much as possible, the people in a democracy must know
what the truth is. And in order to know the truth, they must be
able to freely and safely discuss their world, and the problems
they face. Without this freedom of information, their
democratic decisions, no matter how fairly measured, will tend
to be poorly thought out.

Enslave their minds and enslave their society

Without freedom of information, the people informing us are
able to rule our minds, and then we rule ourselves (or just go
along) under their various parallax matrix realities. Examples
include: the CO2 theory of climate, church taxes, the idea that
the war is going well, the need for a need for a US — USSR
cold war arms build up, and the recent struggle of Islam.

Thus freedom of information might even be seen as
something outside of democracy, and indeed government —
for our shared governments are only capable of going where
our shared mind (matrix) directs them.

Another way of seeing it: That once the minds of men
have been corrupted, it doesn't matter what mechanisms we
use to measure their votes, their decisions will always be
corrupt.

Free speech, the primary right

Not all rights are equal. Some rights come before others. The
right to free speech, for example, must come before all other
rights in a democracy. This is because the right to explain and
learn the truth is the foundational aspect of people ruling
themselves. Without this, the people will not know who and
what they are voting for.

In fact, it could be argued that the voting system is not
so important as the public opinion that it measures. | mean, for
example, here | am exercising my right to free speech and this
alone (hopefully) is going to change a faulty voting system.

Freedom of information is the citadel right

It is the primary right, the cornerstone right, the citadel right of
the human citizens in a democracy. It comes before all other
freedoms and mechanisms in a democracy. Everything else is
lower and less important that the right to know and discuss the
truth in safety.

Democracy is the building, free speech is its foundation
If the foundation is faulty, the structure will fail, no matter how
strong. Democratically build a strong library as a foundation
for your democracy.



Free Speech — anonymity

The Arab parasite spirit wants to kill your smartest

[Gr. aristo = the best, highest or tallest. And Threasy-bulus
breaks down as Gr.thur=sacrifice, kill, burn, destroy + asy=us +
Gr. boule=the will, or a directive.]

["Thrasybulus invited the [messenger] to walk with him from the
city to a field where corn was growing. As he passed through
the cornfield, he kept cutting off and killing all the tallest and
best stalks of corn which he could see, until the finest and
best-grown part of the crop [generation] was ruined ...
Peri-ander [surrounding man] seized the point at once; it was
perfectly plain to him that Thrasybulus recommended the
murder of all the people in the city who were outstanding in
influence or ability. He took this advice, and from that time
forward. [This was Herodotus 5.92. Bear in mind that the
parasite gathers "Facebook" and "Gmail" information for
decades before it stages a storm, a program/pogrom, where it
cuts off the tallest lines in great purges. In Saddam War |,
many of the tallest were sent to gorge on the plunder of
Kuwait. Then when they retreated, all died in a great fiery
holocaust.]

Freedom of speech is freedom from fear

When the people have any fear at all of expressing or
accessing political ideas, the completeness and accuracy of
the information they are using to make democratic decisions
declines. And as a result, their democracy's decision making
ability suffers. So there must be absolutely no fear at all of
speaking about any political matter if we are going to have an
impartial discussion, and a fair trial of the things our democracy
is considering.

Also, this freedom from fear with respect to free
speech is not only about our government. It also includes
organized crime, business interests, and foreign governments
as well as "independent" fanatics. We must have freedom
from all forms of political expression fear, or our beautiful
democracy, no matter how well designed and measured will
have a back door to those who would use violence to drive
men as a herd.

Truly free speech includes anonymity

The only way to guarantee the safety of those expressing
controversial ideas — the only way to truly preserve our
cornerstone democratic right to free speech — is to assure the
right of the people to anonymous free speech. This is
especially so in today's electronic age. A recent dramatic film
called The Tourist (set in Venice) offers a fairly reasonable
looking account of how easy it is to bribe and corrupt a modern
intelligence people, thus gaining access to the most advanced
government surveillance technology. Here we ponder the
immense buying power of Mideast Inc. and its billions. We
might also assume that our parasite has a few Brotherly moles
in all the intelligence agencies worldwide.

Personally, | fear the intelligence gathering apparatus
of my own country under the so called Patriot Act. (This is an
Orwellian doublespeak name, for this is surely the find all the
patriots act.) | worry that our parasite's billions will buy it
access to information gathered by my country in the name of
counter terrorism. Or maybe one man working for my
government will trust the wrong person and do his buddy a
favor to "catch a bad guy."

Anonymous free speech & secret lawmaker voting
Both can be absolutely critical for a democracy. Anonymous

voting is always critical for our lawmakers — so their votes
cannot be sold, swapped, blackmailed, or intimidated.
Anonymous free speech is critical for our thought leaders. Just
imagine if our Arab parasite could identify its host's 1,000 or
10,000 top political luminaries, and then quietly snuff them out
before they become famous.

It ain't a democracy unless

1) People can safely talk about and hear about what they are
voting for.

2) People can discuss things anonymously, because only
anonymity will guarantee safety.

Safe free speech and corrupting evil

There are no doubt countless Arabs in the world that would like
to secretly give strategic intelligence to the cause of freedom.
However, with all the spying and security breaches of recent
years, many people are frightened from taking a chance for the
public good. None can be sure that they won't be discovered
and subjected to the worst death imaginable. But if our system
provided for fool-proof anonymity in the promulgation of
information, then it would be much easier to get people to offer
up information in support of the greater good of mankind.

It is never safe

From an early age, quite a number of people hinted or just
came out and said that | should hide my intellect and play the
fool. This particularly with respect to politics and history.

One of the simplest things you can all do to make the
world a better place is to take every single thing of any value
that you can find related to politics, history, elections, media
manipulation, propaganda, cultural brainwashing, brotherly
gazettes, etc. and put it all on a great digital library that is free
to download and copy as a library. In fact, most people should
own this great library as a matter of civic duty. Call it sacred
civic knowledge, or whatever. This way, nobody will ever be
able to use our Kindle download records to know who is
politically savvy and and who is not.

Also, never assume it is safe to say original or
remarkable things things about politics, history, society, etc.
Save your best and most transcendental ideas for your
anonymous writings. In fact we should all probably assume
that our parasite is alive and still looking to eliminate
humanity's brightest stars. We should assume this perhaps for
centuries.

Intersect PLAGUE and PLAGE

Eng. plage = a place by the sea, such as a beach or marsh
Eng. Plague = a contagious disease, something that comes
from a plage.

Eng. plage = an unusually bright region on the sun, the
opposite of the moon, the symbol of Mideast Inc.

Thus the word for a particularly bright spot on the
symbol of light is also the same as the word for an epidemic. if
one of these spots gets too bright and insightful, there may be
a great plague.

Sub-Senators as anonymity membrane

If someone approaches a Senator wishing to remain
anonymous, the Senator should be duty-bound to keep that
person's identity as secret.

The citizen journalist
Real citizen journalists don't care about being paid or rewarded
for their work. They inform society because it is their duty.



The political and historical encyclopedia

There is no longer much need for the local book repositories
known as public libraries. Instead, we should take our public
books and put them into large knowledge sections of say 60GB
that are publicly posted and downloadable for free.

All the Political, historical, and anti-fascist material will
be scattered randomly in the rest of the library so nobody will
be able to tell who has those parts of the library and who does
not. This way, nobody will know what we know simply by
viewing our download list.

An act of honor

If an author wants to stay anonymous for a time, and people
front for him. The people fronting for him are undertaking
danger as his human shields. This is a act of honor.

Child porn and stalking vs. democracy

These things are certainly horrible problems. But the ability to
communicate anonymously and safely is the cornerstone of
free speech, making it the cornerstone of democracy and
freedom. Are we really supposed to give up our democracy
and our freedom in a vain attempt to stop child pornography
and stalking? And do we really think that giving up our first and
most important freedom is going to substantially reduce the
number of people harmed in this way?

There should be no doubt that our ability to exist as a
democracy is at stake here. The ability to safely discuss the
things we vote on in our democracies can never be diminished
in any way, and for any reason - ever. Even if whole cities are
being held hostage, there can be no compromise here. People
must be able to speak safely and anonymously, or all will be
lost.

Big Brother is watching you

Big brother is definitely able to watch you online. Everywhere
you go online, big brother has an electronic record. Every book
you check out, every library search, every web-search you
make, every bookstore point of sale system is married to a
video record. There are cell phone transcriptions, two-way
cell-phone video and stereo microphones. There are all sorts
of ways to find the smart and politically aware among us. And
today, our parasite even has these social networks to make the
devil's job easier. How easy will it be to get rid of our 1:100
best minds once our parasite's civil unrest eventually starts up
again.

As always, it is dangerous just to be smart. Realize
that we are talking about the same force that gave the world
the French Reign of Terror where most of France's intellectuals
went to the guillotine. It is the same force that purged
Cambodia of the top quarter of its population. And it is the
same force that got "Nazi" front men to go after all the
intellectuals and Jews in Nazi occupied Europe. So, social
networking is really terrifying because it makes our parasite's
efforts so efficient: Because now they can focus like a laser
beam on the lines who seem likely to make trouble for them in
our society.

Epictetus (d.135AD), Lectures Collected by Arrian, 4.13.5
"In Rome, reckless men are trapped by soldiers [party officials]
in the following manner. A soldier [party official] in civilian
clothing sits down beside you and begins to criticize the
emperor. Then if... you add what's on your mind, you will a
moment later be bound and lead away." [The Arab parasite
race wants you to feel comfortable, and they want you to say

what is on your mind. This way they can find our smartest and
eliminate them.]

September 11 and free speech

| judge the September 11 attacks by their long term effects. 15
years later, the main effect | see is that we now put terrorism
safety ahead of our primary right in our democracy — the right
to free and safe communication about what the truth is.

Today, due to the threat of terrorism, we have given
up our right to safely and anonymously read and write about
the truth. Today the government collects information on the
media we buy and the books we check out of the library.
Today the government scans our emails and phone calls for
keywords. Today, our parasite thanks to its billions can corrupt
this apparatus and find out which people are intellectually in
our top 1%. It can see which people see through which of its
lies.

We must alway put our right to free and anonymous
communication ahead of our own personal safety. If we don't,
our parasite can use violent terrorism to barb us into giving up
our citadel right. Free speech must be absolute. The truth
must be the citadel of all citadels, or our democracy, and our
humanity cease to see with its own eyes, and starts to see only
what our parasite allows us to see. Without free speech, our
democracy starts measuring a sort of parasite censored truth,
as it has been doing recently with climate science.

The #1 free speech underminer

Whenever you read or see news media that talks about
shocking acts that justify restrictions on freedom, it is best to
assume that it is the parasite manipulating its human flock,
particularly if the following are also true:

1) The shocking acts were committed by Arabs.

2) The shocking acts seem to dissolve our resolve.

3) The shocking acts were maximally covered by the news
media.

4) The news media explains to us how we must make a
decision about our freedoms due to the shocking acts.

It is everyone's duty to repeat political messages

Anonymous media terminals and free speech

It may sound a little kooky, but a simple way to keep our
speech safe and anonymous is for some portion of society to
be in the habit of buying their communications platforms (and
sneaker-net media) wearing a cloak. Pay in recycled cash.
Wipe the cash of fingerprints and use gloves, Leave your cell
phone at home. Park a good distance away so that there is no
trace. Scan your text in afresh. This way, when someone
needs to publish some information anonymously, they will be
able to obtain an anonymous electronic platform.

Another thing we might do is manufacture a type of
web access device that uses hardwired chipsets that can not
be reprogrammed and can not store information except on a
throwaway removable memory card. This approach will allow
people to swap devices by simply removing their memory
cards. Devices like these should foil most attempts to figure out
who exactly is saying or downloading what in the political
arena.

An added benefit of these devices is that they will be
generally virus-proof because the browser is hard coded:
Although going forward, that will not matter much, as our
parasite is probably the main virus/ spam generator in the
world. It does this because computer viruses (and spam) do
obviously reduce information sharing.



Face recognition technology

Those of us concerned with safe and anonymous free speech
should also consider it our responsibility to buy communication
platforms wearing face cover. This will normalize people to
those doing so in anonymity.

Its political

When people hand material out that is genuinely "political",
those handed this information should consider it their civil duty
to immediately look at the political information.

Anonymous municipal WIFI

The economic advantages of free municipal WIFI are
explained elsewhere. This WIFI access should definitely be
anonymous and require no account information whatsoever.
Just to be safe, we want to have multiple, overlapping
protections for our electronic anonymity.

Anonymity in the Internet age

Today we have unique IP addresses, digital watermarks on
electronic documents, GPS, cell phone location triangulation,
widespread video surveillance, face recognition technology,
and search engine records among other threats to our
anonymity. We can't go to web cafes, because they one and all
have video cameras sitting on top of their monitors. We can't
buy a computer without appearing on the store video cameras.
How can we exercise our right to safe free speech with all
these ways to be located? How can we criticize our secret
Arab masters or their religion of submission and slavery in
safety? How can | post this message without risking my life?

It was so hard to do my research safely and
anonymously. And it is almost impossible to communicate with
the public anonymously today. Why must | as someone writing
for the good of free people everywhere be concerned about my
safety? Why must |, as an American fear the long arm of the
law, the feudal (fee+oo-de-al) slave's law of Mideast Inc. in any
way?

The patriot act was a fool's trade

Believe it or not, the main excuse for all this intrusive
government surveillance is actually the September 11 attacks.
And clearly a subtle police state has been instituted under the
find all the Patriots Act. And clearly in our effort to stop more
terrorism we have given up the right of our brightest minds to
safely and anonymously pose ideas about the secret force
attacking us.

This was a fool's trade that we now our cards and
give up our all important right to safe anonymous
communication to stop the Arab terrorism. Why must our best
citizens risk everything now if they want to help the world to be
free?

The right of safe anonymous free speech is the
cornerstone of our house of freedom. We must never allow
anything, under any circumstances to interfere with the ability
of our best minds to speak the truth to the public.

We have national security backwards

All the surveillance just makes the evil secretive enemy
stronger by helping them to find our really tall/smart stalks of
corn (as in Herodotus 5.92) and cut them down.

It is never safe
Even after this message comes out, you should not think it
safe to say anything about the Mideast's great secret. Their

men will come for you and your line just like they did in the
Soviet Union, Nazi Germany and many other places.

The violent spasm is the rapid climax of a long process
The names are gathered over years, but the violence comes
suddenly in a great 'spasm’ (s*peh-us'n). Then we will have
lost all our best minds of a generation and it will be too late.
Who will then argue against the war our parasite is trying to
instigate? The next step is the purging wars. This is when
most the men in our society fit to fight are drafted and culled
from the flock. Just look at what happened to Iran under that
murderous theocracy run by that Arab Hejazi figurehead
Ayatollah Khomeini. Look at the hundreds of thousands of
Persian men and boys sent to certain death in purges
euphemistically described as machine gun charges and mine
clearings.

From Black Gold, the Story of oil in our lives Ch. 6
"Khomeini ordered "human-wave" attacks, mass assaults on
Iragi positions without artillery or air support. Iranian soldiers
went to the front carrying their own coffins, for the ayatollah
told them that "the purest joy in Islam is to kill and be killed for
God". Khomeini also urged [tens of] thousands of boys as
young as 12 to become "martyrs" in the "holy war" and gave
them "Passports to Paradise", plastic keys their spirits could
use to unlock the gates of heaven. Iraqgi soldiers could hardly
believe their eyes. An officer reported: "They chant 'Allahu
Akbar' [God is Great] and they keep coming, and we keep
shooting... My men are 18, 19, just a few years older than
these kids. I've seen them crying, and at times the officers
have to kick them back to their [machine] guns.' "

[This is what happens to people when all the people
capable of saying something are silenced.]

e-books, copyrights and Big Brother

The ability to put thousands of e-books on a tiny e-reader is
definitely one of technology's great minor blessings. However,
this technology also potentially has a loose everything
downside to it. See, we really do risk everything, absolutely
everything by keeping track of who downloads what content.
This gives our parasite the ability to know which people are
their biggest threats. With this information, we let them know
who to eliminate in the next purge hidden in a war or a spasm
of widespread violence.

GPS and wireless that you can switch off
What if you had to carry your phone and it was always listening
and always logging your GPS position? The smyths would
sure have an easier time finding people. What if your
computer's wifi and bluetooth really didn't turn off? What if the
microphone was always on? Just as a 1984 precaution,
society should mandate a tiny physical slide switch on every
single communication device for power to: 1) all, 2) wireless
connections, 3) microphone, and 4) camera.

It should be common practice for people to turn these
switches off when not in use. This is to prevent Big Brother
from asking, "why did you turn your tele-screen off?"

Wikipedia
It is easy to see the Mideast's Ministry of Truth at work
monitoring Wikipedia: Just look at the absurdly overstated role
the Mideast has in world affairs. The word choice and grammar
are also often off in certain commonly repeated ways.

Perhaps Wikipedia's success over all other wikis has
to do with the ease of maintaining the Mideast's political



propaganda. The current design makes it easy for our parasite
to manage reality. All Mideast Inc. has to do is appoint full time
minders to make sure that its posts are kept up and outsider
posts are taken down. In fact, Wikipedia even gives the Arab
Ministry of Truth the ability to find the really dangerous posters
and eliminate them. So basically, Mideast Inc. chose
Wikipedia's design by funding it. That is why Wikipedia (with
its "anarchy" approach) is now humanity's default
encyclopedia.

Wikipedia is a false anarchy

Wikipedia appears so free and open and objective; and it
appears to work great. But it actually has an easy-to-exploit
back door for people determined to change certain narrow
aspects of reality.

Wikipedia eliminates the pesky reporters

With Wikipedia, the disinformation process is easier than with
journalists and newspapers. Wikipedia replaces all those
troublesome outsider journalists with insider article minders or
perhaps even search-&-replace engines. Thus today, the
Mideast's Ministry of Truth is much better able to effectively
maintain its tree of knowledge.

The impervious internet

The overall internet may be impervious to attack, but little parts
of it are probably quite easy to suppress until the dangerous
information can be gotten rid of it.

Thomas Paine, Letter #1 to the Citizens of the United
States, 1802
"There is in America, more than in any other country, a large
body of people who attend quietly to their farms, or follow their
several occupations. [These are people] who think for
themselves, and judge ef [their] government, not by the fury of
newspaper writers, but by the prudent frugality of its measures,
and the encouragement it gives to the improvement and
prosperity of the country. and-whe; [These people] acting on
their own judgement, never come forward in an election but on
some important occasion. When this body moves, all the little
barkings and scribbling and witless curs [curs = street dogs]
pass for nothing."

[Here our parasite talks about the range of its powers.
It doesn't stand a chance when the entire populace is riled up.
However, if it manages public opinion well enough through its
various news outlets and matrix interpretations, it can get suck
and steal much.]

Pliny, c. 110AD, letters, 10.34

Pliny to the Trajan administration: "a huge fire broke out in
Nicomedia [across from Istanbul Turkey] destroyed many...
buildings... The fire spread as a far as it did thanks to both high
wind and because the... bystanders chose to do nothing but
watch the fire burn. But apart from that, the town has no
pumps or buckets, or any kind of fire fighting equipment at all.
These | have ordered to be procured. But please consider, Sir,
whether you think a corps of professionals should be formed,
limited to 150 persons. | will undertake to make sure that none
but actual firemen are allowed, and that they do not misuse the
right of assembly granted them. As this body of men will be so
small in number, it will be easy enough to keep them under
proper control.

Trajan to Pliny: Your idea that a company of firemen could be
formed at Nicomedia has many precedents in other cities. But
we need to remember that these associations have [a record

of] greatly disturbing the peace [which Islam loves] in these
provinces and cities. Whatever name we give them, and for
whatever purposes they may be founded, those who come
together for a purpose will not fail to form themselves into
political associations before long. Therefore it is safer to
provide equipment which will be useful in fighting fires.
However, tell the residents to use these themselves, and if
circumstances require, they can call in help from the
populace." [Our parasite really not want its subjects
organizing]

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.2

" 'One of the greatest sources of social unrest and bitterness',
stated the Final Report of the U.S. Commission on Industrial
Relations, in 1916, 'has been the attitude of the police toward
public speaking. On numerous occasions in every part of the
country the police of cities and towns have, either arbitrarily, or
under cloak of a traffic ordinance interfered with or prohibited
public speaking. [This was] both in the open and in halls, by
persons connected with organizations of which the police or
those from whom they receive their order did not approve. In
many instances such interference has been carried out with a
degree of brutality which would be incredible if it were not
vouched for by reliable witnesses. Bloody riots frequently have
accompanied such interference, and large numbers of persons
have been arrested for acts of which they were innocent, or
which were committed under the extreme provocation of brutal
treatment of police or private citizens'. "

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.16

"We have seen, in an earlier chapter, how the Pennsylvania
Railroad's official, during the great strike of 1877, ordered their
agents to set a number of worthless freight cars_at Pittsburgh
on fire, in order to charge the strikes [strikers] with being
riotous, and so have a pretext for calling out the military."

US Senator Robert LaFollette's defense of wartime
dissent, 1917.10.06

"Six members of the Senate and 50 members of the House
voted against the declaration of war [WWI]. Immediately there
was let loose upon those Senators and Representatives a
flood of invective and abuse from newspapers and individuals
who had been clamoring for war, unequaled, | believe, in the
history of civilized society.

Prior to the declaration of war every man who had
ventured to oppose our entrance into it had been condemned
as a coward or worse, and even the President had by no
means been immune from these attacks.

Since the declaration of war, the triumphant war press
has pursued those Senators and Representatives who voted
against war with malicious falsehood and recklessly libelous
attacks, going to the extreme limit of charging them with
treason against their country. ...

But, sir, it is not alone Members of Congress that the
war party in this country has sought to intimidate. The
mandate seems to have gone forth to the sovereign people of
this country that they must be silent while those things are
being done by their Government which most vitally concern
their well-being, their happiness, and their lives. Today and for
weeks past, honest and law-abiding citizens of this country are
being terrorized and outraged in their rights by those sworn to
uphold the laws and protect the rights of the people. | have in
my possession numerous affidavits establishing the fact that



people are being unlawfully arrested, thrown into jail, held
incommunicado for days, only to be eventually discharged
without ever having been taken to court, because they have
committed no crime. Private residences are being invaded,
loyal citizens of undoubted integrity and probity arrested, cross
examined, and the most sacred constitutional rights
guaranteed to every American citizen are being violated.

It appears to be the purpose of those conducting this
campaign to throw the county into a state of terror, to coerce
public opinion, to stifle criticism, and suppress discussion of
the great issues involved in this war.

| think that all men recognize that in time of war, the
citizen must surrender some rights for the common good which
he is entitled to enjoy in time of peace. But sir, the right to
control their own government according to constitutional forms
is not one of the rights that the citizens of this country are
called upon to surrender in time of war.

Rather, in time of war, the citizen must be more alert
to the preservation of this right to control his Government. He
must be most watchful of the encroachment of the military
upon the civil power. He must be wary of those precedents in
support of arbitrary action by administrative officials, which
excused on the plea of necessity in war time, become the fixed
rule when the necessity has passed and normal conditions
have been restored.

More than all, the citizen and his representative in
Congress in time of war must maintain his right of free speech.
More than in times of peace it is necessary that the channels
for free public discussion of governmental policies shall be
open and unclogged. | believe, Mr. President, that | am now
touching upon the most important question in the country today
-- and that is the right of the citizens of this country and their
representatives in Congress to discuss in an orderly way
frankly and publicly and without fear, from the platform and
through the press, every important phase of this war; its
causes, the manner in which it should be conducted, and the
terms upon which peace should be made. [had they done this,
millions of fine infidel men might not have died in repeated
futile charges against machine-gun fortified positions] ... that
this most fundamental right is being denied to the citizens of
this country is a fact: The tremendous significance of which,
those in authority have not yet begun to appreciate.

| am contending, Mr President, for the great
fundamental right of the sovereign people of this country to
make their voice heard, and have that voice heeded upon the
great questions arising out of this war. [This] including not only
how the war shall be prosecuted, but the conditions upon
which it may be terminated with a due regard for the rights and
honor of this nation and the interests of humanity.

I am contending for this right because the exercise of
it is necessary to the welfare, to the existence, of this
Government, to the successful conduct of this war, and to a
peace which shall be enduring and for the best interest of this
country. [Here we must note that the impossible war
reparations Germany had to pay after WWI are normally cited
as a prime cause of WWIL.] Suppose sueeess-attends
the [they are successful who] attempt to stifle all discussion of
the issues of this war, all discussion of the terms upon which it
should be concluded, all discussion of the objects and
purposes to be accomplished by it-and-concedes [. And
suppose we concede to] the demand of the war-mad press,
and war extremists, that they monopolize the right of public
utterance upon these questions unchallenged. What think you
would be the consequences to this country not only during the
war but after the war?...

It is no answer to say that when the war is over, the
citizen may once more resume his rights and feel some
security in his liberty and his person. As | have already tried to
point out, now is precisely the time when the country needs the
counsel of all its citizens. In time of war even more than in
time of peace, whether citizens happen to agree with the ruling
administration or not, these precious fundamental personal
rights -- free speech, free press, and [the] right of assemblage
so explicitly and emphatically guaranteed by the Constitution
should be maintained inviolable..."

Margaret Chase Smith, | speak as an American 1950.06.01,
[This speech was a response to the communist witch hunt of
Senator Joseph McCarthy fronting for G. David Schine.
Schine incidentally later produced the propaganda film French
Connection, the "best picture" of 1971, where the French were
blamed for the influx of drugs hitting America just before the
Arab oil embargo.]

"I think it is high time that we remembered that we have sworn
to uphold and defend the Constitution. | think that it is high
time that we remembered that the Constitution, as amended,
speaks not only of the freedom of speech, but also of trial by
jury instead of trial by accusation.

Whether it be a criminal prosecution in court, or a
character prosecution in the Senate, there is little practical
distinction when the life of a person has been ruined.

Those of us who shout the loudest about
Americanism in making character assassinations are all too
frequently those who, by our own words and acts, ignore some
of the basic principles of Americanism:

The right to criticize;

The right to hold unpopular beliefs;

The right to protest;

The right to independent thought.

The exercise of these rights should not cost one single
American citizen his reputation or his right to a livelihood nor
should he be in danger of losing his reputation or livelihood
merely because he happens to know someone who holds
unpopular beliefs. Who of us doesn't? Otherwise none of us
could call our souls our own. Otherwise thought control would
have set in.

The American people are sick and tired of being afraid
to speak their minds lest they be politically smeared as
"Communists" or "Fascists" by their opponents. Freedom of
speech is not what it used to be in America. It has been so
abused by some that it is not exercised by others."

Thomas Paine, Letter #4 to the Citizens of the United
States, 1802

"... In my publications, | follow the rule | began with Common
Sense, that is, to consult nobody, nor to let anybody see what |
write till it appears publicly." [Here Paine is saying, "nobody
helped me with any of my works, no siri" <dual meaning of siri/
siree>. Of course it is easy to see through this lie. hard-to-
read Common Sense was published in 1776, just like Edward
Gibbon's hard-to-read Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire. It
is notable that people were saying that Gibbon did not seem
capable of writing such as work.

Now despite being lying propaganda, this quote
actually gives quite valuable advice. You see, it can be
construed to advise revolutionary authors to keep their work
confidential until it is promulgated.]



6— UNITED NATIONS

Arabia's empire has much more influence than you think
at the United Nations.

(Saudi Arabia, Yemen, Oman, Somalia, Maldives, Turkey, Iran,
Iraq, Algeria, Mauritania, Tunisia, Djibouti, Morocco, Pakistan,
Afghanistan, Libya, Jordan, Qatar, Senegal, Egypt, Gambia,
Mali, Niger, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,
Indonesia, Bangladesh, Syria, Guinea, Kuwait, Bahrain.)
These 33 NATIONS are 90%+ Muslim.

(Kyrgyzstan, UAE, Brunei, Albania, Sudan, Malaysia, Sierra
Leone, Lebanon, Burkina-Faso, Chad, Nigeria, Eritrea,
Ethiopia.)

These 13 NATIONS are 50% - 90% Muslim.

(Singapore, Bosnia, Cote D'ivorie, Guinea-Bissau, Tanzania,
Macedonia, Surinam, Serbia, Mozambique, Cameroon,
Malawi.)

These 11 NATIONS are 20% - 50% Muslim.

(Angola, Ecuador, and Venezuela.)
These 3 NATIONS are non-Muslim OPEC members.

(Palau pop. 20,000.

Nauru pop. 9,000

Tuvalu pop. 11,000,

Sao Tome & Principe pop 157,000)

These 4 NATIONS, Island nations reportedly sell their
votes for Saudi foreign aid.

(North Korea, Myanmar)
There are also 2 NATIONS that tend to vote with the the
land of no resources for other reasons.

("66 nations")
That makes 66 nations that either pray facing Arabia, or are
otherwise aligned with Arabia.

("66 nations... an axis of power" on map with arrows
radiating from mecca)

Here are 66 nations that look to one point on the map for
guidance. And that is not counting the nations that are less
than 20% Muslim. But we will just stick to 66 countries. 66
votes at the UN acting at the very least like a loosely organized
political party.

(193 UN Member nations, 50%=97 votes)
For the UN to act, a simple majority is needed to pass a
measure, or 97 Votes.

(2/3 vote on assembly seats = 129 U.N. seats)

But when the UN votes on "important issues", like security
issues, or political intervention, or whenever the UN spends
money (basically all the things the UN was founded to
accomplish) a 2/3rds vote is necessary. This is 129 votes.

(193 UN member states

- 66 islamic votes

=127 non islamic countries)

Now the strange things is that once we take away those 66
nations aligned with Arabia, there are only 127 votes left. So

the way the UN is currently set up, the other 80% of the world
can't do anything, unless the Islamic 20% of the world agrees.

(security council photo at UN)

Effectively, the global community of Muslims, or what the
Muslims call their "Umma" can block any spending or any
political intervention it wants at the UN, just like a seat on the
security council.

(tipped scale... "security council seat" and Islam's UN
power "Veto + appearance of consensus +X +Y +Z)

But the Umma's power at the UN far exceeds that of a mere
security council seat, and here is why:

(bicameral government illustration)
Most nations with bicameral legislatures have two legislative
houses — a primary house and an secondary house.

(Capitol hill)

The US House of Representatives is a primary house and the
US Senate is a secondary house. Britain's House of
Commons is another primary house and its House of Lords is a
secondary house.

The primary houses is supposed to negotiate the
exact language of new government actions — while the
secondary house acts as a double check on the bill that the
primary house already approved.

The primary house sets the agenda, makes most of
the compromises, and (supposedly) writes the actual language
of the new laws. The secondary house only says yes or no,
sort of like a presidential veto — and the power to say yes or
no is weaker than the power to draft the laws.

(primary house = lower house
secondary house = upper house)
Most people don't realize that primary houses are much more
powerful than the secondary house. They don't realize
because today the houses are called LOWER-&-UPPER,
rather then PRIMARY-&-SECONDARY. And curiously,
confusingly, these names, LOWER-&-UPPER make the
primary house look like it is less important than the secondary
house.

The apportionment of political power would be much
clearer and more accurate if we called these houses as
PRIMARY-&- SECONDARY houses instead.

(U.S. Government dwg)

As well, in most bicameral legislatures, the houses are clearly
labeled at least as LOWER-&-UPPER houses. They also
normally have different names and different members.
America for example, has Representatives in its powerful
primary "lower" house, its House of Representatives. And it
has Senators in the weak secondary "upper" house, the US
Senate.

(UN assembly floor)
But in the United Nations, the two houses have names that are
confusing.

(add "UN General Assembly= Lower House, UN Security
Council = Upper House")

The primary house negotiating language is called the UN
General Assembly, and the secondary house that double
checks is called the UN Security Council.



("The UN's Upper house is extra weak")

And at the UN, the secondary house is extra week because all
its members must vote yes unanimously if the are going to
pass something. If even one of them disagrees, the measure
will not pass.

So pretty much all power at the UN resides with the
primary house, the General Assembly, which Mideast Inc.
pretty much has a veto over. And this suits the needs of
Mideast Inc. just fine.

Intentionally confusing

In nearly all bicameral legislatures, the two houses vote at
different times in different places. But at the UN, they vote in
the same room, in the same session. And all the members of
the upper house are also members of the lower house.

(Islamic gordian know art

"Who proposed these confusing names?")

The UN's architecture is so confusing, that it seems almost
designed to confuse — confuse the fact that the UN works
pretty much like a normal bicameral legislature.

And this means that at the UN, true power lies not
with the secondary house, the UN Security Council—despite
what the parasites CNN (ak+an+an) coverage would have us all
believe. At the UN, the real power lies with the General
Assembly, or the primary house, as is the case with all
bi-cameral (bischamber= two+house) legislatures.

("<list> 7 votes vs. Islam 66 votes")

Now we see Islam's great power over the UN in a fresh light.
America, China, Russia, Germany, Japan, India, and the UK
together only have 7 votes in the UN's all important primary
house. Arabia's imperial umma by contrast has 66 votes in our
world government. Why do we allow this?

("India-1 vote

China-1 vote

Arabia-66 votes")

The population of India is about 1.2 billion, and the population
of China around 1.35billion. Each nation/empire has one vote
at the UN. Arabia's empire has a similar population, but it has
66 votes in the world's government.

Is this merely an unjust coincidence? Clearly the
form of world democracy we use today was brought about by
the Arabs for their own benefit. Clearly the Arabs managed to
manipulate the very design of our world democracy we use
today.

You have greatly underestimated Arab power
Is there any greater demonstration of power than this? Clearly
the parasitic land of no resources is running the world.

If the UN is corrupt...
And none of our national governments do anything about it.
Doesn't it mean that our national governments are corrupt too?

Percy Shelley
"The Unacknowledged legislator of the world."

(3 step veto process)

Arabia's imperial Umma has a UN-vetoing one third vote, right
from the start. In fact, the Umma can effectively block any
measure in the UN's primary house, before the measure even

makes it to the UN's secondary house, the Security Council. In
other words, Security Council vetoes are secondary to the the
de facto veto of Arabia's empire.

(stamp "vetoed by the Umma")

Again, the UN can not take any political action or spend any
money unless the Umma, its perpetual, de facto, ruling party
approves and let’s the UN vote the 2/3rds needed to start an
action.

And one more thing, when measures doesn't even pass the
General Assembly, they appear to fail a vote of the world's
nations, when in fact, they only failed to satisfy the Arabs and
their slave empire with a slave's religion: Islam.

United Nothings

Basically, if the entire non-Islamic world, 80% of humanity
wants the UN to do something important, and Arabia's Umma
party members all stick together, the measure WILL NOT pass
the UN.

Here is why the UN is so powerless to act against the
interests of Mideast Inc. It is also why the UN so often acts in
Arabia's interests. For example, when Saudi Arabia needed
protection from Saddam Hussein during the first Gulf War, or
the Bosnian Muslims needed protection. Except for the
defense of Arabian interests, the UN has mostly been
gridlocked. Not always, but mostly.

One-country, one-vote was part of the Arab plan

Pretty much all important international bodies are either part of
the UN, or they use a similar one-country-one-vote system of
"democracy". All important international bodies are thus run by
the land of no resources and its Umma. Here is why the UN,
and other international organizations modeled after the UN are
so ineffective.

A controlling block of all international bodies is run by
a secret superpower, with a secret emperor and a secret
parasite's agenda. This is an agenda diametrically opposed to
more and better for the rest of the world.

Here we see why so many of those so-called
"international bodies" are such a failure — and also why they
are so anti-American and anti-Western. The secret Arab
superpower running them automatically gets 1/3 of the vote
(and a veto) right from the start.

(complex islamic art)

And because the Umma only exists in the minds of men, it
does not get blamed for gridlock at the UN, or in America's
Congress. The gridlock is just supposed to be some
mysterious and inexplicable phenomenon, like islamic
terrorism.

(add puppet cross on top and 2 small men below named
"gridlock" and "terror')

The effects of both gridlock and terrorism are real enough, it is
just the cause, the puppet strings that are a little hard to follow
back to their source in Arabia. But we can see these strings if
we hold the light in certain ways.

"Alex Alexiev, U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Terrorism,
2003.06.26



"Between 1975 and 1987, the Saudis admit to having spent
$48 billion or $4 billion per year on 'overseas development aid'.
It is instructive to put these figures side by side with the $1
billion per year said to have been spent by the Soviet
Union...") [The Arabs were spending four times as much
money as the Soviets. | think we can safely call this empire
scale spending.]

("A secret empire")

Why does the land of no resources need to spend so much on
foreign aid? Clearly the Arabs are spending empire scale
amounts on foreign operations. And clearly, they benefit from
appearing not to have an empire.

(Sphinx icons over Arabia's empire)

But they do have an empire, one they take great pains to make
invisible. They have an ancient underground empire that has
been quietly going about its imperial business in secret for
around 5,800 years.

(blood diamond photo)

Recall all those low budget guerrilla insurgencies in so many
oil-rich tropical parts of the world? Recall how most of these
started either just before or after the Arab oil embargo? Recall
how it was "the Soviets" who were supposedly backing them
all as proxies against the US. Recall this and recall the Axis of
Evil that traditionally ran from Mosque+o to Mecca, and existed
to get a chunk of the trade moving between Asia and Europe.
Here we see how the Soviets were in fact, working with the
Arabs, and working to increase the value of their oil.

Procopius, ¢.565 AD, Secret History, 10.3

"When a man cares nothing for the infamy of his actions
[because he is using an escape goat] and does not hesitate for
fear of being known as a revolting character, no path of
lawlessness is closed to him, but armed with the
shamelessness visible at every moment in his face, he
advances cheerfully and without any misgivings to the most
loathsome deeds” [This is a figurehead king, an Odious Rex, a
puppet, a bari'n-ette saying this for a we'n-terriill<loquist, a
man behind the man.]

(Russian school massacre picture)
Because the Arab empire operates in relative secrecy, and
because nobody really even thinks it really exists, it can use
any means at all to achieve its ends. It can use terrorism,
genocide, sabotage, poisoning, propaganda, intimidation, and
assassination, a word they invented.

In fact, they routinely use the most hideous violence
against innocents, like with the Bieslana elementary school

massacre. The only rule being that there must be a scapegoat.

Someone else, some other group must always be to blame.
Now some may say that such a huge conspiracy
would be impossible to keep secret. Well, it is not really a
secret. It is happening right out in the open as a bunch of
disconnected bad things — most evil government, most
organized crime, most of the drug trade, most terrorism, and
most human trafficking — once known at the slave trade.
Funny how we never ask if the desperate land of no
resources might be lying about itself and its religion of
submission. | mean, Islam claims to be a decentralized
religion of peace, when clearly the opposite is true. ltis a
centralized religion designed to maximize the power of its

people in their struggle to obtain something for nothing from
the outside world.

A NEW UN

(line drawing of two faced person from the side)

The Mideast is not disunited and weak. In fact, it is probably
the most cohesive and powerful force in world government.
However, all of Islam's UN power hinges on an interpretation.
It hinges on the infidel world allowing Islam to define itself in
two contradictory ways.

(islamic reach map - "Our boarder-less umma" and
"infidels ")

At the United Nations, Islam is 60-odd separate nations. Yet, at
most other times, and among the faithful, Islam calls itself a
single nation of Islam. Under the circumstances, why do we as
dumb sheep permit Arabia's hypocrisy?

Why do we allow Arabia's empire to have more than
one seat at the United Nations? We need to impose a reverse
split on Arabia's secret empire, declaring the one nation of
Islam (and all enthralled nations like North Korea, Nauru (pop.
9,000) and Tuvalu (pop. 11,000) to be one empire, single state
at all international bodies.

(Kashmir, Chechnya, Palestine, Bandeh Ache, Thailand,
Philippines)

One-nation, one-vote UN democracy also incentivizes break-
away movements, and wars of independence in Arabia's
empire. This is because each new Islamic nation/division gets
another UN vote for Arabia's empire.

Here we understand that in order to maximize its
international power, Arabia has funded a number of breakaway
movements. Are we smart to have a UN voting scheme that
incentivizes war in any way? In my Broad democracy section,
| offer another system of voting that does not incentivize war in
any way.

(league of nations newspaper headline)

Anyway, back in the early 20th century, the whole push for
world government came primarily as a way to stop war. The
League of Nations was created in response to the horrors of
WWI, and the UN to the horrors of WWII.

Strange how our world government came to be
dominated by states that are not only strategically
inconsequential, but states that work together to frustrate our
attempts to intervene and stop the wars they profit from.

Why is Arabia 12 nations at the UN?
Israel — 7.2 million

Jordan — 6.2 million

Lebanon — 4 million

Syria — 21 million

Saudi Arabia — 28.6 million
Yemen — 22.8 million

Oman — 3.4 million

United Arab Emirates — 4.8 million
Bahrain — 0.7 million

Qatar — 0.8 million

Kuwait — 2.7 million

Irag — 28.9 million

Palestine — included in Israel
Average population = 11 million

Total population = 131.1 million

How come the Arabs get 12 nations at the UN and China



and India with 10 times the population (each) get only one
seat?

Any excuse for a nation at the UN
Here are another 26 Islamic or significantly Islamic nations.
The average population is 8.1 million:
Somalia 9.8

Djibouti 0.7

Eritrea 5.6

Libya 6.3

Tunisia 10.5

Mali 13.4

Burkina-Faso 15.7

Chad 10.3

Senegal 13.7

Sierra Leone 5.1

Guinea 10.1

Cote D'ivorie 20.6

Guinea-Bissau 1.5

Mauritania 3.1

Maldives 0.4

Bosnia and Herzegovina 4.6
Macedonia 2

Surinam 0.4

Mozambique 21

Cameroon 18.9

Malawi 15

Tajikistan 7.3

Turkmenistan 4.9

Kyrgyzstan 5.4

Brunei 0.4

Albania 3.6

Tiny nations are unjust

The following 52 nations have less than 160 million people, or
about 2.3% of the world's population. Today they have 27.5%
of the UN vote.

Nation Population
Nauru 9,000,
Tuvalu 11,000
Palau 20,000.
Sao Tome and Principe 200,000
Maldives 300,000
Bahamas 300,000
Brunei 400,000
Surinam 400,000
Malta 400,000
Djibouti 500,000
Equatorial Guinea 500,000
Bahrain 700,000
Guyana 700,000
Fiji 800,000
Quatar 800,000
Gambia 900,000
Mauritius 1.2m
Estonia 1.3m
Trinidad and Tobago 1.4m
Botswana 1.6m
Namibia 1.8m
Macedonia 2.0m
Kuwait 2.3m
Latvia 2.3m
U.A.E 2.5m
Oman 2.9m

Mauritania 2.9m
Panama 3.0m
Uruguay 3.4m
Liberia 3.4m
Albania 3.5m
Central African Republic 3.7m

Lithuania 3.7m
Lebanon 3.8m
Turkmenistan 3.9m
Costa Rica 4.0m
Bosnia and Herzegovina 4.0m
New Zealand 4.0m
Singapore 4.3m
Eritrea 4.4m
Moldova 4.4m
Norway 4.6m
Nicaragua 5.4m
Togo 5.6m
Sierra Leone 5.8m
Israel 6.1m
Laos 6.1m
Honduras 6.3m
Tajikistan 7.0m
Benin 7.2m
Switzerland, 7.4m
Haiti 7.6m

Who says that there has to be a single world government
that includes all nations? The world has two adversarial
blocks with diametrically opposed agendas. One is the all
powerful host and the other the weak parasite civilization with a
parasite's un-winnable agenda.

The world would probably be much better served with
two world governments that negotiate asymmetrically, until the
parasite civilization can be converted and assimilated. The
parasite agenda of the land of no resources is diametrically
opposed, and it can not be reconciled within the same house.
Besides, it has repeatedly cheated the system, and threatens
to do so again. Can we afford to allow the land of no resources
to participate in any way with our efforts to rid ourselves of its
massively destructive parasitism?

Now that the world oil shortage has been revealed as
a hoax, and we in the outside world realize that we simply do
not need the Mideast for anything at all — why do we permit
Arabia to have any role at all in our world government? We
should by rights completely disenfranchise its entire Islamic
empire from our decision making process.

We are 4/5 of the world, and we have the right to
organize as we wish. We have the majority, resources, the
power. We can stop the parasitic blood sucking in every way
we can conceive of. Let the other 20% of the world come over
to our way of life entirely, unequivocally, and without its awful
Islam and Ishtar religion of parasitism. Let the parasite come
over to our way of life, or let it live without any goods from our
part of the world. That is what | say. Give them nothing at all
until their nation utterly destroys Islam and obeys my scheme
entirely.

Other related thoughts
1) With only a thought we can sweep our parasite and its
slavery religions away. With only a thought we can usher in a

new world based exclusively on more and better.

2) Please everyone, taunt them by calling them "Arab slaves",



or "slaves of the devil", or just "slave". And call Islam as "The
Arab Slave's Religion" or TASR for short.

3) Supposedly, because of Arabia's religious angle, its
bloodsucking is nothing like the bloodsucking of the colonial
powers. Are we really going to allow this flagrant violation of
common sense? Integrating a religion into your empire
shouldn't make the empire any less of an imperialist —
especially when that religions name means "Submission".

Funny how the Arabians and their spokesmen call the
West colonialist and imperialist when they are the original,
5,800 year old colonialist imperialists — the world's secret
superpower. Apparently, they do not like competition,
especially the competition that freedom and capitalism offer
their monopolistic slave empire.

4) Given the single timeless nation of Islam, what are we to
make of the PLO, Hamas, Al Qaeda, Islamic Jihad, Isis, etc.
etc.? Certainly they are not separate creatures, but tentacles of
the same creature. See, there is one Arabian empire, one
Hydra with many regenerating tentacles. Kill Saddam Hussein
and a new tentacle grows.

The immortal head of the Hydra lives in a land that is
sacred and holy. What an amazing coincidence this is. Why do
we allow Arabia to declare its capitol as sacred and holy? Why
do we allow its empire to be called a religion, simply because
of its veneer of religion? To hell with this self serving lie. And
to hell with all those who don't immediately and entirely
confess and repent their evil ways once their devilish gorgon
creature has been shown its own hideous reflection — i.e. now.

5) One of the surest bets | have ever seen is that whenever
the land of no resources advocates black, it is in our best
interests to do white. In Arabia's well funded Star Trek
mythology, there is a "prime directive," that warp capable
planets (industrial nations) should never interfere in the affairs
of pre-warp planets (pre-industrial nations). It certainly looks
like somebody doesn't want the United Federation of Planets
(the UN) interfering and helping the most backwards of planets
(nations). Doing that sort of thing would undermine all the
desperation that Arabia has generated in its empire.

6) Is it fair that 6 former Portuguese colonies with a combined
population of less than 6 million people (less than 0.1% of
world population) have 6 votes on the UN? This is 3% of
voting rights on the UN. How can we allow this corruption when
these nations are widely rumored to sell their votes in
exchange for relatively small amounts of foreign aid? One
nation, one vote democracy is a terrible idea.

7) The Arabian subcontinent is 12 nations. The Levant alone is
4 nations, Mesopotamia is 2 nations and the rest of Arabia is 6
nations. The Arabian subcontinent has 12 nations with an
average population of only 8 million.

8) A design for a new UM(=united majority) is presented herein
as an alternative to the current United Nations. This is part of
my design for a broad and incorruptible democracy for
mankind.

This system uses 7 regional voting blocks, each with
one vote. And | want to say that in making my divisions | have
tried to balance fairness with democratic buoyancy. Therefore,
despite smallish populations, | have given North America and
the EU region (Where the freest people live) each one vote.

1) China,

2) India,

3) English speaking America,

4) Spanish and Portuguese speaking America,

5) Roman alphabet West Europe, Japan and free Korea,
6) Former USSR, and Cyrillic Europe,

7) Africa and all other parts of the free world.

9) No portion of Arabia's empire of 66 nations shall have any
vote until it destroy's all mosques and all islamic cultural
facilities, and burns its Korans and musters up into a broad
democracy.

10) To assure that we live in a free world and to keep Mideast
Inc. from seizing power, | ask you all to permit the following
injustice: That until the land of no resources is completely
depopulated, that America and Europe be given double voting
rights. Therefore, the people who have four times freed
themselves from Mideast tyranny will have 4 of 9 votes at the
UM. | ask for this because these countries have a longer
history of democracy, and are slightly less corrupt than the rest.

11) No UM voting block should put its own selfish interests
ahead of the interests of all mankind. The long term good of all
mankind should always come first at the UM.

7— WAR

Pliny the Elder, Natural History, 8.69

"The Colophon-ians [Haremi Arabs] had s-quadrons [squares,
Roman battle formations] of [human] war-dogs that were put in
the front of the battle-line, and were never known to retreat.
They [The Arabs] called these their trusted auxiliaries
[volunteers], and ones that never needed pay." [The Arabs
never pay money to anyone's army when they wage war for
them. So technically this is the truth. They Arabs never paid
their war-dogs to go kill people for them.]

Alexander Hamilton, 1775.02.23, The Farmer Refuted
"There is a certain enthusiasm in liberty, that makes human
nature rise above itself, in acts of bravery and heroism."
[See previous]

Tacitus Agricola, c. 98AD, 36
"Agricola called up four cohorts of Batavians [from the
Netherlands] and two cohorts of Tungrians [Belgians] 6,000
men to close [in] and fight it out at the sword's point. These
seasoned soldiers had been well drilled in sword-fighting, while
the enemy were awkward at it, with their small shields and
unwieldy swords, especially as the latter, having no points,
were quite unsuitable for a cut-and-thrust struggle at close
quarters. [like heavy single edge sabers that can only hack]
The Batavians, raining blow after blow, also sticking them with
the bosses of their shields [metal bayonets in the center of the
shield], and [then they would] stab them in the eyes/face"
[HASTA LA VIS-TA this was perhaps called. (L.
HASTA = spear or stab, while L. vista=eyes, face) The sharply
pointed double-edged razor-sharp spear of the guy in the 2nd
row of the Roman battle square sometimes got caught in the
eye socket or mouth, but mostly it would slice across the
victim's face bones, fall on his shoulder, and get pulled back on
the neck, fatally cutting the victim's arteries. The original
meanings of hasta la vista was spear to the face, or 'goodbye,
you are now dead'.




Who do you think supplied the British trade cheaters
with those saber-taged and unweildy sabres? Might it have
been the same people who sent the Romans across Europe to
kill them for daring to export grain to Rome?]

Strabo, 4.4.2

"The whole race, which is now called Gallic or Galatic [Kal-ak =
green+shoots], is madly fond of war. They are high-spirited and
quick to battle, but otherwise straight-forward and not of evil
character. And so when they are stirred up, they assemble in
their bands for battle, quite openly and without forethought, so
that they are easily handled by those who desire to outwit
them. [clearly outsiders were manipulating the Gauls] For at
any time or place, and on whatever pretext you stir them up,
you will have them ready to face danger, even if they have
nothing on their side but their own strength and courage. On
the other hand, if won over by gentle persuasion they willingly
devote their energies to useful pursuits and even take to a
literary education. Their strength depends both on their mighty
bodies and on their numbers. And because of this frank and
straight-forward element in their character, they assemble in
large numbers on slight provocation, being always ready to
sympathize with the anger of a neighbor who thinks he has
been wronged..." [Thus a provocation by the Romans, or
people dressed as Romans could be used to lead large
numbers of men into war.]

Diodorus, 5.31

"In conversation, they use few words and speak in riddles, for
the most part hinting at things and leaving a great deal to be
understood. They frequently exaggerate with the aim of raising
their own status and diminishing the status of others. They
boast and threaten and are given to pompous self-
exaggeration. And yet they are quick of mind and are naturally
able to learn.

They have lyric poets who they call bards. These use
lyre-like instruments when they sing, sometimes a eulogy [to
those who die in battle], and sometimes a satire [mockery of
those who do not]. They also have certain religious wise-men
called Druids [G+o0+ids]. They also use and highly value
seers. The latter, by their observances of omens and animal
sacrifices can foretell the future, and everyone is subject to
them

When enquiring about matters of great importance,
they have a particularly strange and incredible custom. They
sentence a man to death and stab him with a dagger in the
region above the diaphragm. They foretell the future from the
way he falls, from the convulsions of his limbs and the spurting
of his blood — placing their trust in ancient and long-
established observations of these practices. [In other words,
their Arab priests had them practicing human sacrifice.
Normally the priests were sacrificing the sheep that their half-
brother the tribal chief was having the most trouble with.]

Their custom is that nobody should offer sacrifice
without a [Mideast] religious man. For they say that only those
who can speak the language of the gods and those skilled in
divine practices, should offer thanks to the gods, or ask for
benefits from them. And it is not only in peace, but also in war
that they carefully obey these men [these Arab priests] and
their singing poets. And this is true not only of their friends, but
also of their enemies. And frequently as armies approach each
other on the battle line, swords drawn and spears raised for the
charge, these men come forward between them and stop the
conflict, as though they held some kind of wild animals
spellbound. Thus even among the most savage barbarians

anger yields to wisdom and Ares does homage to the Muses."

Strabo, 4.4.4

"Among all the tribes, generally speaking, there are three
classes of men held in special honor. The Bards, the Vates,
and the Druids. The Bards are singers and poets, the Vates
are interpreters of sacrifice and natural philosophers, and the
Druids in addition to the science of nature, also study morality.
They are believed to be the most just of men, and are therefore
entrusted with the decision of [all] cases affecting either
individuals or the public. Indeed, in former times, they
arbitrated in war and brought to a standstill the opponents
when about to draw up in battle lines. And murder cases have
been mostly entrusted to their decision. When there are many
such cases, they believe that there will be a fruitful yield from
their fields. These men, as well as other authorities, have
pronounced that men's souls and the universe are
indestructible, although at times fire or water may (temporarily)
prevail. [Thus they convinced the Barbarians that they would
only die temporarily, and it did not matter much if they died in
war. This made these people much easier to manipulate into
wars.]

To the frankness and high-spiritedness of their
temperament must be added the traits of childish boastfulness
and love of decoration. They wear [expensive imported]
ornaments of gold, necklaces, and bracelets on their arms and
wrists."

Anastasia

"Stuck around St. Petersburg when | saw it was a time for a
change [the Russian revolution]. Killed the tzar and his
ministers, Anastasia screamed in vain. | rode a tank, held a
generous rank, when the [Nazi] blitzkrieg raged".

[Here we see a little gloating from "the devil" behind both the
Russian revolution and Hitler's administration. This is the devil
that killed 6 million of its cousins, along with 45 million others.
Many of these where the best people in Europe and America:
The people who stood up and laid their life on the line to do
what they thought was the right thing. But in reality, they were
just dying for real in a matrix, an interpretive matrix, an artificial
reality, a 'game' created by an ancient parasite race from a
land of absolutely no resources.

Robert Goodloe Harper, 1798.06.18

"Millions for defense, but not one cent for tribute"

[The Arabs have spent thousands of years honing their ability
to use violence and cessation of violence to extract money
from people. However, all of their ability collapses if we see
that they are really the most unified force on earth. Once we
see that, then we realize that we must fire bomb Dresden to
stop the terrorism of civilians. The next time there is an act of
Arab terrorism, you take 10 fold retribution. Start in Mecca,
Medina and Jerusalem and the west coast of Arabia. The
people you think are your greatest friends in the Mideast Are
really your greatest enemies.]

Heraclitus, 102

"The gods, like mortals revere the men who die for them in
battle."

[Now that you know that humanity has a parasite, this quote
sure says a lot about the cause of all war.]

Euripides, Rhesus, 509
"No man of courage thinks it right to kill his enemy by stealth,
but only in face-to-face confrontation." [The Arabs want to be



the only ones killing by stealth. Here they are manipulating the
tree of knowledge to preserve their advantage.]

Thomas Jefferson

"Never was so much false arithmetic employed on any subject,
as that which has been employed to persuade nations that it is
in their interest to go to war."

The arms industry is key
Dominate the arms industry and you dominate war, dominate
war and you dominate the world.

Let nobody profit from war

Please, whatever it costs, the international community must
prevent people from benefitting from war. When we allow this,
people struggle to keep the hatred and fighting alive.

The objective of the matrix

It is the Harem race struggling to prosper, damn everyone else.

It has hijacked human consciousness, so that it can more
easily make money and places for its chosen people, the
spawn that are chosen to be the G+oos as opposed to the
Our-abs. The G-oos get to fly out on wings (sailing ships), the
Our-abs walk out. And to motivate everyone, nobody gets
anything really, so long as they stay in the hell that is the land
of no resources. What a stupid system this is.

How to profit from war

1) Figure out (and foster) a variety of the economic
vulnerabilities on each side.

2) Buy up supply in each vulnerability.

3) Start the war.

4) Sell your merchandise at fat war-time profits as a profiteer,
like the Arabs did with ball bearings in Nazi Germany.

Stop war profiteers to stop most war

Now what is more evil than war profiteering? For to be a war
profiteer, one is actually a part of the organization starting the
war. If you really want to stop war: stop the people who profit
by supplying the war.

War frees up places

One way the Haremi better their cause is by getting the outies
to go and kill one another in war. This is not only profitable, but
it helps free up paces for new Arab immigrants.

War frees up women

One way the Haremi better their cause is by getting the outies
to go and kill one another in war. This is not only profitable, but
it helps free up their women for breeding purposes.

Nothing will be achieved by Arab violence any more
This path is now precluded by my insistence on collective
punishment. You will no longer benefit from violence or
sabotage. Now you will suffer for them.

Harry Truman, The Truman Doctrine, 1947.03.12
"At the present moment in world history, nearly every nation
must choose between alternative ways of life. The choice is
too often not a free one

One way of life is based upon the will of the majority,
and is distinguished by free institutions, representative
government, free elections, guarantees of individual liberty,
freedom of speech and religion, and freedom from political
oppression.

The second way of life is based upon the will of a
minority forcibly imposed upon the majority. It relies upon
terror and oppression, a controlled press and radio, fixed
elections, and the suppression of personal freedoms.

| believe that it must be the policy of the United States
to support free peoples who are resisting attempted
subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures."

No combat without representation

Considering how fallible many military appointees have been
(i.e. Charging machine guns in WWI, and in the Iran-Iraq war),
The People really could use some sort of democratic oversight.
Given that we will have many thousands of Senators, we can
afford to send some of them along with our combat people.
This way, our democracy will have democratically elected eyes
and ears to report on what is actually happening. These will
report without bias (unlike our openly corrupt paid media, and
our appointee CIA).

Perhaps half of these people should be for our military
personal to communicate with, and the other half should serve
as "under cover reporters". This method serves to maintain
military secrecy, while assuring that our government gets
numerous, independent, unbiased, first-hand views of what is
actually going on.

And one more thing. Don't fall into the trap of thinking
that people willing to risk their own lives for the public good will
automatically make the best leaders. Dangerous service
should only be one of a number of considerations for the re-
election of our Sub-Senators (to the Main-Senate or Over-
Senate).

Intervention and easy rust firearms

During WWII America made pistols that were stamped out of
sheet steel and welded together. They were designed and
constructed so that they were a little hard to load, fired a single
shot. And then, because they could not be lubricated or taken
apart to be cleaned they would become completely useless in
some months, due to rust. Thanks to immense production
runs, these guns cost little more than toys and were widely
distributed.

When a country forms up into a broad democracy and
there is a dictatorship that refuses to surrender power, we the
free people of the world have an obligation to intervene. But
this obligation is not to police or protect, it is to simply arm
people against oppression by those who are armed. We will
send in our military for no longer than two weeks, and
distribute some number of this sort of short-lived, easy-rust
weapon in various configurations, pistol, sniping rifle, etc. After
two weeks’ time, we will leave.

The easy-rust firearms will use non-standard
ammunition that uses an explosive that breaks down in 6
months to one year. This hardens into the thin-walled shell
casings and cannot be easily removed. Also the casings are
designed to rupture in firing.

Military strength is not our first defense priority

Our main priority is to strengthen democracy and freedom
against the forces of tyranny, so we can point our military in the
right direction.

T.E. Lawrence (of Arabia), Seven Pillars of Wisdom, Ch.6
"the Arabic peoples... a prolific Semitic agglomeration... great
in religious thought, reasonably industrious, mercantile, politic,
yet solvent rather than dominant in character."




Get the Arabs out of our military

We are fighting a solvent and infiltrative enemy, not a dominant
one. Don't even trust them completely as interpreters. See the
Rise and Fall of Athens section herein for more on this subject.

We need strict anti-sphinx laws.

An example is probably best here. Let’s say that we put in an
international rail backbone connecting the Americas so that we
can move goods for practically nothing between say Argentina
and New York. But let’s say that the route becomes dangerous
or interrupted by some attacks or a string of accidents or
anything really that sphinxes the flow of trade What the
international effort needs to do is make sure that the net cost of
using the system does not change for anyone due to political
risk. Otherwise, we may have people attacking our systems to
create sphinxes and profit from violence, terrorism and war.

The assault rifle guitar men

In the film Hologram for the King, we see a windshield
ornament in the form of an assault-riffle shaped guitar. What a
fitting description of the Arab race — part liar, part infiltrator,
and part gun-toting criminal. Beware the lies of this
government infiltrating race, especially when it comes to war
and disarmament.

The timing of the advent of atomic weapons

Look at the timing of the development of atomic weapons.
They came too late to be used against the USSR's territory
grab, but just in time to be demonstrated on Japan. ltis all a
matrix illusion you know.

What the atomic weapon really is

You can say all that you want about atomic weapons, but they
have one really great function as far as | am concerned. They
are a one way you-all-die button for the Arabs who must live
densely for a variety of unchangeable reasons.

See, in the outside world, we live too spread out in
comparison to the Arabs. So the Arabs are always much more
vulnerable to atomic weapons than we are.

And no matter what our parasite does, they will never
be able to kill more than about 1/3 of us with all the world's
atomic weapons. However, we in the outside world will be able
to kill
90% of the world's Arabs, particularly the worst ones, the
people of the central desert, the Medes, or the Medinas.

So for this reason, atomic weapons are a blessing as
1) Our parasite will do everything in its power to keep them
from being used. 2) If we all can wake up from our matrix,
then we can simply demand the unconditional surrender of our
parasite.

We don't want to be playing "who will China arm?"

The Kingdom's war

Combine cheap Chinese toy drones with the hate filled masses
of the Mideast raised. And remember that these are raised on
first person shooter video games. All they have to do is score
high and they don't have to go to school. You can see this at
the end of that recent Kingdom film.

Terminator machines are not absurd

| have spent a very long time studying Arab history. | have
seen the mechanized Arab death factories brought about under
the cover of the Nazi police state. | find nothing absurd or
unlikely about the Arabs getting their host to make these for

them.

They will not look at all humanoid. That part is wrong.
They will probably look just like those plastic toys that DJI
makes. If we do nothing, | fear that soon they will put
grenades on self-driving infra-red equipped toy drones. Find
targets with this shape heat signature and explode. Or maybe
they will use vape pens filled with nerve gas. When | see
those DJI drones, | get nausea. Please everyone, stop this
future. Stop it or the Arabs will kill the top 15%, and then the
next 15%, and then the next 15%, and on and on and on and
on until it is just a Morlocks and Eloi.

Do you want this? do you want to see people hunted
down by robots in war? This is what you will have if you allow
the Arab parasite spirit called Ishtar and Islam to live on.

The Arabs have already told the world about their
intentions

In all of those movies where machines are fighting to either
massacre or enslave mankind, the key idea, the missing idea
is that there are Meccans, Haremi that are always secretly
running the machines and Meccan-isms for their own benefit.
Once you realize this, all those movies become a statement of
long range intent for the Arabs.

Exploding dog collars

Maybe some of the collars will carry exploding dog collars for
the new Arab slaves. Here we imagine drones appearing form
above and saying to people, "Put this exploding dog collar on
or we will spray you with nerve agent. The tiniest drop on your
skin and you will did in agonizing convulsions." So people
surrender and are herded to the mideast as slaves and
hostages.

Defense = ADT = anti-drone technology
1) Interrupt their signals
2) shoot them down

Al drones on stealth bombers
How do you defend against this?

Self sufficiency
It is vital that America and Europe become economically self
sufficient if we are going to defend ourselves.

Roman emperor Diocletian's Price Edict, 301AD
"Everyone knows that wherever national security requires our
armies to be sent, the [Mideast] war suppliers quietly but rudely
attack the public welfare, not only in town, but on every road.
They charge extortionate prices for [military] merchandise, not
just fourfold or eightfold, but on such a scale that human
speech cannot find words to characterize their profit and their
practices. Indeed some soldiers are stripped of their pay and
signing bonus in a single transaction.

So all the money the [free Roman] world spends to
support its [defensive] armies falls as profit into the hands of
these plunderers [who work like organized criminals by scaring
off, poisoning, or killing the competition] Thus our soldiers
seem to bestow with their own hands the rewards of their
military service and their veterans' bonuses upon these
profiteers. The result is that each day, these pillagers of the
[Roman] state seize more than they know how to hold."

[Rome and indeed Western civilization really started
going downhill fast at this point in history. It was only 29 years
later that Constantine 'the Great' (r. 306-337) moved Rome's
capital from Italy to Byzantium or present day Istanbul in



Turkey. Constantine also made "the Jews" (as escape goats
for Mideast Inc.) the official monopolist provisioners of the
Romans. (see codex Theodosianus book 16, sec 8 §384).]

The underground was actually the parasite's left hand

In Europe during WW2, the resistance, the underground was a
sham run by the Arabs to find all the people who had any
sense of decency and backbone. They would always keep a
few humans (eu*mans) around in the underground and to help
lure in more more people. But after too many had
accumulated and started posing a risk, they would stage a
"Nazi" raid from the right hand and take them away to be
executed.

Look carefully at the WW2 media with references to
the resistance. Look and you will see the repeated mentions of
the pro*pagan-+da = for-pagans+give messages. It is just like
with the going back for fallen comrades in war battles
messages. Note how everyone in the media seeks out an
organized resistance for help. Nobody drives a truck into a
column of German soldiers.

If you ever find yourself in a resistance situation, you
might want to avoid looking for an organized resistance. And
certainly don't trust any Arabs, or any Arab looking people or
any typical Arab thumbs-men about who to see. The best thing
to do, is to make sure you are well armed before the war starts,
particularly with long-range sniping riffles. And when the war
starts, kill all the Middle Eastern looking people, especially the
ones you think are faking at not being Middle Eastern.

Some new war words

WAR PURGES = when the smartest or most moral people are
sent to die in futile war actions.

a WAROCRACY = a military leadership of shape-shifting Arab
infiltrators that is secretly trying to maximize infidel death in
war.

THE WAR TRICK = how the Arabs get us to suspend
democracy when it is most critical and important and life and
death.

WAR TYRANNY = how democracies lay our lives on the line
to execute decisions made by military appointees that are very
often secretly trying to kill as many infidels as possible.

a EUGONOT= someone loyal to their nation's government no
matter how murderous and or corrupt. eusgo*not

DIESELLS = people who keep fighting a lost cause when they
could just surrender and have peace. These are die*sells, or
people sold on dying in war. This is also a Brolingo word and it
is actually the root of the engine type.

DIESELLIZING = Killing, or harming war captives. This more
than almost anything else sells the other side on dying in war.

BARB ATTACKS = shocking violence designed to provoke
violence in response. note that BARB is a 'regrammification' of
ARAB and that BARBARIAN is an anagram of ARRABBIAN.

BARBI D'AL = a woman captured in war. These are kept
hungry and thin on their trip to the Harems so they will agree to
have sex with otherwise repulsive men.

to BARBARIZE = when the Haremi use violence to provoke
one of their enemy nations against another.

1—PRESIDENTS AND OTHER MONARCHS

Patrick Henry, 1788.06.07
"There is to be a great and mighty president,
with very extensive powers; the powers of a king."

Thomas Paine, letter to the Earl of Shelburne, 1782.10.29
"The situations of the two countries are exceedingly different.
We have been the seat of war: You have seen nothing of it.
The most wanton destruction has been committed in our sight;
the most insolent barbarity has been acted [out up]on our
feelings. We can look [a]Jround and see the remnants of burnt
and destroyed houses, once the fair fruit of hard industry, and
now the striking monuments of British brutality. We walk over
the [buried] dead whom we loved in every part of America, and
remember by whom they fell. There is scarcely a village but
brings to life some melancholy thought, and reminds us of what
we have suffered, and of those we have lost by the inhumanity
of Britain. A thousand images arise te [in] us, which, from [your]
situation, you cannot see, and are accompanied by as many
ideas which you cannot know."

[Clearly we rebelled against royalty in 1776, and
clearly we thought we were instituting a democracy. Why did
we then institute a constitutional monarchy with 4-year elected
kings that cannot be removed from office?]

Patrick Henry, 1788.06.07
"There is to be a great and mighty president,
with very extensive powers; the powers of a king."

Patrick Henry, 1788.06.07

"This Constitution is said to have beautiful features; but when |
come to examine these features, Sir, they appear to me
horridly frightful: Among other deformities, it has an awful
squinting [when one eye looks off in a different direction]; it
squints towards monarchy: And does not this raise indignation
in the breast of every American? [This was only 6 years after
we won our Revolutionary war for independence from
monarchy.] Your President may easily become King: Your
Senate is so imperfectly constructed that your dearest rights
may be sacrificed by what may be a small minority; and a very
small minority may continue forever unchangeably... Where
are your checks in this Government? Your strongholds will be
in the hands of your enemies: It is [only] on a supposition that
our American Governors shall be honest, that [they will have]
all the good qualities of this Government are founded: But it's
defective, and imperfect construction, puts it in their power to
perpetrate the worst of mischiefs, should they be bad men: ...
Show me that age and country where the rights and liberties of
the people were placed on the sole chance of their rulers being
good men, without a consequent loss of liberty? | say that the
loss of that dearest privilege has [always] followed with
absolute certainty, every such mad attempt."

Patrick Henry, 1788.06.05

"We have heard that there is a great deal of bribery practiced
in the House of Commons in England. And that many of the
members raised themselves to preferments [appointment to
highly profitable positions in government], by selling the rights
of the people."



Ambrose Bierce, Devil's Dictionary

"Administration, n. An ingenious abstraction in politics,
designed to receive the kicks and cuffs due to the premier or
president. A man of straw, proof against bad-egging and dead-
catting."

Jerome Carcopino, Daily Life in Ancient Rome, Ch. 3
"The arbitrary favor of an emperor who might delegate his
powers indefinitely to the same favorite."

James Madison

"There are more instances of the abridgment of the freedom of
the people by gradual and silent encroachments of those in
power, than by violent and sudden usurpations."

Thomas Jefferson, 1788.05.27, to E. Carrington
"The natural progress of things is for liberty to yield and
[tyrannical] government to gain ground."

Thucydides, d. 400BC, History, 2.65
"In theory, Athens was a democracy, but in practice it was ruled
by just the one leading man."

Alexander Hamilton, 1788.03.14, Federalist 69

"Energy in the executive [president or elected monarch] is a
leading character in the definition of good government. It is
essential to the protection of the community against foreign
attacks. It is not less essential to the steady administration of
the laws; to the protection of property against those irregular
and high-handed combinations which sometimes interrupt the
ordinary course of justice; to the security of liberty against the
enterprises and assaults of ambition, of faction, and of
anarchy."

[The is simply not true. Hamilton, the Arab Federalist was
arguing the Arab parasite's agenda of monarchy in the land of
the free.]

Alexander Hamilton, 1787.12.17, Federalist #23

"The circumstances that endanger the safety of nations are
infinite, and for this reason, no constitutional shackles can
wisely be imposed on the power to which the care of it is
committed.

[To simplify:

Nations face infinite dangers. therefore, no constitutional
shackles should be imposed on the commander in chief.

Livy, 3.49?

"Only in name was the word 'consul' less hateful than 'king'....
For they had accepted two masters instead of one. These had
had unlimited power, and were free from all restraints and
checks on their power. These punished the plebs and made
them fear the law."

Ammianus Marcellinus, 354-378AD, 29.1

"Their property was collected by the treasury and used by the
[Arab figurehead] emperor for his own purposes, while the
condemned were ground down by fearful poverty and reduced
to beg for their bread"

Patrick Henry, 1788.06.07
"There is to be a great and mighty president,
with very extensive powers; the powers of a king."

Aristotle, 400.14
"The law of a city gives rise to all life in that place. And it is

permanently fixed in the hearts and minds of everyone who
lives under it. For in obedience to it, the police do their duties,
the judges go to their various courts, the lawmakers go to their
designated meeting places, and one man dines in the
pyrtaneum [The Athenians had a council of 500. This was
supposedly divided into 10 divisions of 50, each called a
prytany. A pyrtaneum is apparently like a White House.]
Another man makes his defense before a jury, and another
dies in prison.

As well, the annual public holidays/festivals and
feasts take place, along with [costly] sacrifices to the gods, and
libations [poured out] in honor of dead heroes. The various
activities of the people obeying lawful authority are aptly
expressed in the words of the poet: The whole town is full of
[costly Arab] incense smoke'."

All monarchy is absurd
What if a nation elected presidents to serve for 30 years? Is
this any real improvement over a lifelong monarchy? What if
these presidents served for 10-years at a time, but relied on
the same immortal baro-cracy as the presidents serving for 30
years? What if they served for 4-years but relied on the same
immortal baro+cracy?

Look, it doesn't matter that much if the lone monarch
inherited his rule from his father, or you elect him annually.
The idea of one man running an entire nation is just absurd,
and it always has been. How on earth is one man going to
have anything but the most superficial understanding of an
entire nation? This man is not going to understand anything
about what is going on, let alone be able to make intelligent
management decisions about how to run the nation. Under
these monarchs, the critically important powers of enforcing,
upholding and implementing the actions of our democracy
devolve into the hands of a non-elected administration of
appointees. And basically, our presidential administrations are
just as easy to infiltrate and manage, as any monarch's court of
past centuries.
It doesn't matter how long a monarch serves
It doesn't matter if they are elected or only serve for a few
years. It doesn't matter if they are called king, president, prime
minister, chancellor, canceler, veto-er, dictator, field marshal, or
whatever. It doesn't even matter if they share power with a
legislature. They are all monarchies and humanity is long past
the age of monarchy. Humanity is also long past the age of
oligarchy and plutocracy. In fact, we should even agree that
except for emergency measures of less than say 14-Days, we
are even past the age of democracies narrower than 1-in-1-
million.

How a lone presidency can be like a malevolent genie

We have all heard the Mideast legend of the genie in a bottle.
You rub the bottle, and a genie comes out to grant your wishes.
Well, in some of these legends, the genie is malevolent. It
grants your wishes alright, but it interprets them in a way that is
maximally opposed to your obvious intent. Anyway, this seems
a pretty good characterization of a non-elected Bro-cracy
administration of our lone presidents executing the wishes of
the people's legislature — no matter how carefully stated.

Be allergic to monarchy

You who love freedom, it is time to develop and allergy to
monarchy and ligarchy. You should become violently allergic to
all forms of monarchy and ligarchy. You must take the shot or
better yet, if you can, burn these people alive slowly.



Great plans corrupt contractor

Here is another similar vision. Let’s conceive of our legislature
as a great democratically elected architect. But let’s conceive
of its executive and his appointee baro-cracy as a corrupt
builder.

No matter what plans our legislature comes up with,
no matter how wonderful, the implementation will always be in
the hands of our president's non-elected baro-cratic
administration. If we resolve something that will harm our
parasite, then it will be implemented in a way that is doomed to
fail, or it will literally "take forever" to be implemented. If we
resolve something neutral, it will be implemented in a way that
our parasite can profit from. Only if we resolve to do something
that helps our parasite will it be implemented in a reasonable
way.

Resisting the first national highway in America

Since Roman times, our parasite has resisted road
construction in the houses of its host — this so it could sell
more imported goods from its sea shipping monopoly/cartel. A
great example of this resistance is how the US Congress
authorized the first national highway in 1806 from Cumberland,
Maryland westward. However, construction did not start until
1811. And by 1818, the highway only reached Eastern
Virginia. By 1850, the road only reached lllinois.

It is a two-step process

Turning the will of the people into action

First we figure out what the people need and want, and then
second, we make it happen. Both functions need to be
handled by a large number of elected officials, or we have a
narrowing of our democracy, a concentration of power that
Mideast Inc. can exploit to block or steer our group efforts for
their benefit. Here is why we need a broad representation ratio
for both our legislative and our executive decisions. It is also
why all our top 10,000 (or so) executive/ administrative
positions must be run by elected officials, rather than
appointed bureau-crats or baro-crats.

The illusion of checks and balances

What of America's much praised system of checks and
balances? Two of our brilliant democracy is in the hands of
just 10 people. We have a lone 4-year elected president/
monarch that is almost impossible to impeach, no matter how
unpopular he becomes. And we have the 9 people our
presidential monarchs have appointed - FOR LIFE - to run the
judicial house of government. How are these 10 people any
sort of check or a balance on the of power in our legislature?
These 10 people actually do they opposite, they reduce the
power of the only barely democratic institution America has, its
one-in-one-million Congress.

Unimpeachable Presidents are more like kings

It is remarkable how no US president has ever been
impeached. | mean, even Richard Nixon was allowed to resign
after participating in a conspiracy to break into, and bug, the
opponent Party headquarters in the Watergate building. Then
after this, he appeared on TV and famously avowed, "l am not
a crook". Reader, do you understand exactly why Nixon wasn't
impeached?

Maybe it is because our parasite wants
unimpeachable 4-year, or 8-year kings as figureheads. It
wants to help these people to feel fearless about being
dishonest while in office.

US President Richard Nixon

"Under the doctrine of separation of powers, the manner in
which the [lone figurehead] president personally exercises
powers is not subject to questioning by another branch of
government."

John Adams 1800.11.02, to Abigail Adams

"l pray heaven to bestow the best blessing on this house and
on all that shall hereafter inhabit it. May none by honest and
wise men ever rule under this roof!"

[This is engraved on the fireplace in the state dining room of
the White House. 1) This sounds disingenuous, or like Adams
was part of a secret fraternity. 2) The easiest way to deal with
the huge problem of finding truly exception men to be our
monarchs is to have a form of government with no monarchs.]

Thomas Jefferson, 1801.03.04, First Inaugural Address
"Sometimes it is said that man can not be trusted with
government of himself. Can he, then, be trusted with the
government of others? Or have we found angels in the form of
kings to govern him?"

Hesiod, Hymn 24

"it is through the Muses and Apollo that there are singers upon
the Earth, and players upon the lyre. But kings are from Zeus.
Happy is he whom the Muses love. Sweet speech flows from
his lips"

Aeschylus, d. 456BC, Seven against Thebes, line-1

"The man who sets the course and steers his ship of State,
With hand upon the tiller and sleepless eyes,

When all goes right, men will thank heaven.

But when things go wrong, heaven forbid

The name Etocles will be the word on the street.
[Etocles/Extol-cles and Poly+<nikes=many-victories, were the
sons of Oedipus Rex, the Odious rex]

He will bear the roar of the rumor [Rume<ora = Rome+*mouth] of
the time

Down with Etocles will be the clamorous curse

A mournful song of ruin"

Appian of Alexandria, d. c.160AD, Studies in Roman
History, introduction

[The Romans] "of this period lived under a monarchy, while for
the remainder—after expelling their kings and taking a solemn
oath never to tolerate government by monarchs again—they
maintained an aristocratic regime under the presidency of

annually elected officers."

Livy, d. 17AD, 3.49?

"Only in name was the word 'consul' less hateful than king'....
For they had accepted two masters instead of one. These had
had unlimited power, and were free from all restraints and
checks on their power. These punished the plebs and made
them fear the law."

Justinian, c. 530AD, Digest 1.1.3

"Whatever the emperor decides shall have the force of law.
This seeing as how the people passed a law that transferred all
their power and authority to him and made him their dictator.
Therefore, whatever the emperor has laid down in writing and
signed, or decreed in court, or pronounced extra-judicially, or
ordained by edict, constitutes a law beyond any question. And
clearly, some of these will only be applied to individuals, and
are not intended to be used as a precedent. Whatever



penalties or extraordinary aid he calls for, it applies only to that
individual."

Patrick Henry, 1788.06.07
"There is to be a great and mighty president,
with very extensive powers; the powers of a king."

A lone president in a staunchly anti-royal America of the
1780s?

Where did the idea of a lone president come from in staunchly
anti-royal America of the 1780s? Remember we had just
overthrown the British monarchy and our British governors.
How did we come by this new "checks and balances"
monarchy 2.0, a more cleverly disguised monarchy? s this
idea homegrown or is it one of our parasite's bizarre or bazaar
ideas?

Edgar Allen Poe, Ligeia

"And the will therein lieth, which dieth not. Who knoweth the
mysteries of the will, with its vigor? For God is but a great will
pervading all things by nature of its intentness. Man doth not
yield him to the angels, nor unto death utterly, but only through
the weakness of his feeble will."

US constitution, Article 3, §2 -3

"The President shall be commander in chief of the army and
navy... he shall have power to grant reprieves and pardons...
He shall have the power... to make treaties...he shall nominate,
and ... appoint ambassadors, other public ministers and
consuls, judges of the Supreme Court, and all other officers of
the United States, whose appointments are not herein
otherwise provided for... The president shall have power to fill
up all vacancies that may happen during the recess of the
Senate, by granting commissions which shall expire at the end
of their next session.

He shall from time to time give to the Congress
information of the state of the Union, and recommend to their
consideration such measures as he shall judge necessary and
expedient; he may, on extraordinary occasions, convene both
houses, or either of them, and in case of disagreement
between them, with respect to the time of adjournment, he may
adjourn them to such time as he shall think proper; he shall
receive ambassadors and other public ministers; he shall take
care that the laws be faithfully executed, and shall commission
all the officers of the United States."

Presidential veto power — official and unofficial
Let’s now distinguish between creating laws/policies VS.
enforcing, upholding, and implementing those laws/policies.
Let’s reflect for a moment on the situation of a highway patrol
officer enforcing the rules of the road. We are all aware of the
de facto power of police officers to selectively enforce the rules
of the road: To warn us and let us go, or to give us a costly
speeding ticket. Our lone president has similar de facto
powers of selective enforcement with respect to any of
congress's laws. And this de facto power to selectively enforce
the laws passed by our elected legislature is in addition to the
president's many de jure powers

But this statement needs rephrasing to account for
our presidential buroscracy: Regardless of our president's
official veto powers, his massive non-elected baro-cracy
(Brotherly administration) has a sort of de facto veto over the
laws passed by our elected legislature.

James Madison, 1788, to John Brown

" Refusing or not refusing to execute a law to stamp it with its
final character... makes the Judiciary [and executive]
department paramount [supreme] in fact to the legislature,
which was never intended and can never be proper."

[Here James Madison explains how our democratic legislature
is subject to execution/enforcement both by the non-elected
administration of our 4-year monarchs, and their appointee
supreme court. It is also worth noting that James Madison is
saying that our legislatures were "never intended and can
never be proper".]

1512 Luca Landucci, 'Florentine diary', Aug. 29

[In Brolingo, mari-ani = bari-ani = bros*new. To the Spanish
however, it meant Muslims who had pretended to convert to
Christianity.] "When the cruel Marrani and infidels entered
[Prato], they seized a great booty by killing everyone they met,
sparing nobody. And when took captives, they seized them and
held them —whether rich or poor— for an exorbitant ransom,
and whoever could not raise payment was tortured in the most
awful and terrifying ways. Furthermore, they sacked the
monasteries and butchered women and children, inflicting
every imaginable cruelty and shame. It is said that five
thousand persons were killed. It must have been by divine will
that our leaders acted so slowly: We had more troops than
they, since we had 18,000 men. We had already prevented
supplies from getting to them, so they couldn't have lasted
more than three or four days.

It took the Portuguese 200 years

Marco Polo's book of propaganda was published with much
media fanfare in 1298. Many Portuguese however interpreted
this book to mean that they should take advantage of their
location and sail around Africa and the Arabs as legend said
they could.

So, after much stalling and redirection, the
Portuguese are lead into explore the Canary Islands in
1335-41. They surely must have known about these islands,
because such memes are not easily forgotten by a society.

Then maybe 6 to 9 years later we see the Black
Death strike all of Europe. Portuguese exploration is yet
another reason for the plague occurring when it did. This was
perhaps combined with a wave of targeted killings so Portugal
fell asleep again until just before 1419, when the Portuguese
were lead, once again to islands off the coast of Africa. This
time they re-discovered the Madeira Islands.

After reaching the Madeira Islands, everyone in
Portugal probably wanted to explore the coast of Africa even
more. It was an idea that was so logical for sea-faring Portugal,
and so obviously a good idea that, it was impossible to stop.
So what the Arabs did was manage and stall the Portuguese
"space race". They delayed, and they stalled, so that it took
another 79 years to reach 2/3 of the way down the coast of
Africa. And this was 194 years since Marco Polo.

Apparently people were talking about how Columbus'
only took 35 days to sail to America — while Portugal had been
at it for 194 years and had not yet even reached the end of
Africa. So there was probably great resolve on the part of the
Portuguese, and 5-years later we see Vasgo da Gama
reaching India, and 10-years later we see a large spice convoy
finally reaching Portugal. Then again, they probably really did
get rid of most of their Ishtarians like Spain.

So from Marco Polo, it took 200 years for the
Portuguese national effort to do something that their Arab
masters didn't want.

It was only the Spanish kicking the Arabs out and



Columbus taking advantage of a momentary lapse in power
that ended Arab resistance to portuguese exploration.

Make a bar graph of Portuguese distance by date.
The distance in the first 194 years is about 1/3 of the ultimate
distance reached in year 200.

A brilliant example
The Portuguese took 200 years to reach 60% of the way to the
end of Africa. The Spanish took 35 days to reach America.
What a brilliant example of what the Arabs will do to
your nation's efforts if you let them. Just look at how they
strung the Portuguese along for 200 years! It took the
Portuguese 200 years to drain the swamp. It took them 200
years to build a 300kph steel-on-steel wide-gauge railroad
system. It took them 200-years to stop driving 3-ton SUVs. It
took them 200-years to shake off Arab influences.

Procopius, The Secret History, 11.40

[This was ¢.560-570 AD., just before the lights went out on
Western civilization.]

"After that he passed a law forbidding offenses against boys,
not inquiring-closely-inte [focusing on] those committed after
the law was passed, but seeking out men who had succumbed
to this moral sickness some time in the past. The prosecution
of these offenders was conducted in the most irregular fashion,
since the penalty was imposed even where there was no
accuser, and the word of a single man or boy, even if he
happened to be a slave forced to give evidence most
unwillingly against his owner, and was accepted as final proof.
[slaves under investigation in Rome were brutally tortured.]
Men convicted in this way were castrated and exposed to
public ribaldry. At first, however, not everyone was treated in
this shocking manner, but only those who were though to be
either Greens or very well off, or who happened to have come
up against the rulers in some other way."

| promise to faithfully uphold

That silly oath, where the US presidential monarch vows to
"faithfully uphold" the laws that congress makes and the
supreme court doesn't strike down. What a bunch of
doublespeak that is. That is the parasite telling a diametric and
fundamental lie about the presidency and presidential
Baro-cracy. The implementation is not being faithfully upheld.
In fact, it is anything but faithfully upheld. The parasite's
presidential administration helps what it likes, and struggles
against any of our efforts it doesn't like.

"The powers of a king" — Patrick Henry

Listen to Patrick Henry. "The powers of a king", "The powers
of a king" say it a couple times. Funny how the land of the
democratic and free has monarchs on its greenbacks.

The king of the US

In the United States, we still have a figurehead monarch, and a
monarch's Brotherly administration running our country behind
the scenes.

More power than they can use
The Arab bar-ocracy have so much power, that their only limit
is what they can get away with under that watery, and vague
bill of rights we have in America, a bill of rights emphatically
opposed by Alexander Hamilton and James Madison. (If you
want to see the textbook example of a nonsense bullshit
argument, this is it.)

This is also a good vantage point to see how

important a bill of rights is? This one document is the biggest
thing keeping America (and by extension, most of the free
world, and by extension the entire world) from the mass
purges.

A presidential veto isn't a check on power, its a backdoor
to it

A chain is only as strong as its weakest link, and a water pipe
is only as wide as its narrowest section. Likewise,
democracies are in many ways only as broad as their
narrowest part — for that part is where the parasite will try to
acquire power. And today, in most democracies, the narrowest
part is the singular monarchy of a lone president and his huge
appointed/ non-elected staff. So all over the world, we still
have democracies with monarchies, and the rest of our
governments are mostly just for show.

Look at how our textbooks teach us that our elected
monarchs are a check on the power of our legislatures. Itis
absurd that we even have these elected monarchs, let alone
giving them a commanding, ruling, reigning veto over our
legislatures. | mean, just look at how the US, the legislature
must vote 2:1 to override the veto of the elected monarch's
Brotherly administration.

If we all believe in democracy and the people, how
can we allow a monarch to have a veto over the action of our
legislature? How can we allow the unelected administrations
of our lone presidents so much sway over our legislature?

The record speaks for itself
Look at the US congressional voting record. Look at how hard
it is for America's congress to override a presidential veto. You
see, despite the propaganda, presidential vetoes are actually
hugely influential in shaping our nation's legislative policy,
thanks to that 2-to-1 vote needed to override them. What
immense sway that is for the most mon-cratic and least
demo-cratic branch of our democracy.

Do we want to give our figurehead's Brotherly
baro-cracy the right to cancel any legislative vote that can't
pass 2-to-17?

Gustavus Meyers, History of the Great American Fortunes,
3.3

"He [Vanderbilt] was at this time 69-years old, a tall, robust
vigorous man with a stern face of remarkable vulgar strength.
[1] The illiteracy of his youth survived; he could not write the
simplest words correctly, and his speech was a brusque
medley of slang, jargon, dialect and profanity. It was said of
him that he could swear more forcibly, variously and frequently
than any other man of his generation. Like the Astors, he was
cynical, distrustful, secretive, and parsimonious [stingy]. [2] He
kept his plans entirely to himself. [3] In his business dealings
he never was know to have shown the slightest mercy. he
demanded the last cent due."

[1. Niterate people simply sign what their advisors tell them to
sign. In other words, Vanderbilt would sign what his trusted
Arab helpers told him to sign, just like so many other poorly
spoken and illiterate 'Alexic' Arab front-man leaders.

2. This is a tip to future bros. Keep your plans and your tactics
to yourself.

3. The saying "Al-A the merciful" is doublespeak. The A, the
acme is anything but merciful, except to its obedient slaves.]

Thumbs-men and D'ot-ards
There are a few paragraph in the book Rise and Fall of the
Third Reich where the author talks about the bunch of outlaws




that made up Hitler's top men. The true meaning of this is that
all of these men were under someone else's thumb. Such men
could be defamed and eliminated at any instant. So these
were all thumbs-men.

Plutarch, d. 120AD, Sulla, 9
"The [Roman] senate, no longer its own master, did what it was
told to do by Marius and Sulpicius." [Sulla died in 78 BC]

Aeschylus, libation bearers, 695

"May their law-makers holding lifelong office,

whose power rules the State,

watch over the people with wise forethought and careful
deliberation.

May they grant foreigners in their city

The right to create legally binding and appealable contracts"
[Some lies tell out the truth with perfect clarity.]

Plato, Menexenus, 238c

"Our present system of government is the same as it nearly
alway has been in the past. Some call it a democracy,
whereas others call it whatever they like. It is actually an
aristocracy approved of by the masses."

MONOMANIA = the process by which a Mideast front
monarchy, either royal or presidential, attempts to consolidate
power in the hands of one monarch.

PRINCE is from L. PRINCEPS = first man, best man

Chancellor = cancellor = the lone man with the veto

Adolph Hitler was Germany's Chancellor. This word
supposedly comes from Old Fr. cancelier, from L. cancellarius.
In other words, the chancel«lor was the lone man with veto or
cancel-laurius or cancelscrown.

Ambrose Bierce, Devil's Dictionary
lllustrious, adj. Suitably placed for the shafts of malice, envy
and detraction.

Laurence J. Peter
"Democracy is a process by which people are free to choose
the man who will get the blame."

Hesiod, Works and Days, 293

"The wisest man considers all things himself and asks if he will
be better afterwards, at the end. He also listens to good
advisors. He who neither thinks for himself, nor keeps in mind
what others tell him is an unprofitable-man” [weak decision
maker]

Aristotle, d.322BC, 398.19

"the most distinguished and important men had their appointed
place. Some were the king's bodyguard and attendants, others
the guardians of each of the enclosing walls [fiefdoms, trade
paradises, walled areas, like the Great trade Wall of China
created], the so-called 'listeners' and janitors [secret police and
assassins j-ani-terr=js-new-earth] These helped their king, who
they called their master and deity, to see and hear all things [in
his kingdom].

Besides these, others were appointed as stewards of
his revenues and leaders in war and hunting, and receivers of
qgifts, and others charged with all the other necessary functions.
All the Empire of Asia, bounded on the west by the Hellespont
[Hellenes+pontus = Greek Bridge at Istanbul] and on the east

by the Indus, was apportioned by race to generals and satraps
and Kings. Slaves of the Great King, there were [many jobs for]
couriers and watchmen and messengers and superintendents
of signal-fires." [And it was a great age for the land of no
resources. in 322BC. What an ancient parasite was have.
How evolved it must be. How co-evolved we must be as
parasite and host. ]

Cicero, On the nature of the Gods, 3.40

"When we call corn 'Ceres' or the vine 'Bacchus' we are using
a familiar figure of speech. But do you think that there is really
anybody so mad as to believe that the food which he eats is
[actually] a god? As for the human beings who are said to have
become gods, can you give me some rational explanation of
how this could happen in the past but not in the present? If so,
| will be happy to hear it." [Super powerful monarchs make
good figureheads, but they are even more powerful as
figureheads if they are deified and considered god-like by their
people. Here you see the force that put up those giant murals
of Saddam Hussein and the King of Thailand.]

Aeschylus, Persians, 583

"Persia lost its sway over all of Asia [After the "bloom of Asia"
died in a suicidal attack of Athens]. They have stopped paying
tribute [to Mideast Inc.], on their king's command. And they no
longer bow their faces to the earth [like slaves] in homage. For
the [figurehead] king's power is now lost and vanished. Fear
shall no longer bridle speech. And uncurbed, even the
common man will prattle about about freedom. For the yoke of
State lies broken on the bloody beach and fields of Salamis."

Thomas Paine, Letter #5 to the Citizens of the United
States, 1802

"but if the plotters against the Constitution understood their
business, and they had been plotting long enough to be
masters of i [their business], a single article [clause] would
have eemprehended [included] every thing: which is that the
President (thus made) should be governed in all cases
whatsoever by a private junto appointed by themselves. They
could then, through the medium of a mock [straw-man]
President, have negatived all bills which their party in
Congress could not have opposed with success, and reduced
representation to a nullity."

Thomas Paine, Common sense, p.5

"There is something exceedingly ridiculous in the composition
of monarchy [and a lone presidency]. It firstly excludes a man
from the means of information, yet empowers him to act in
cases where the highest judgement is required. The state of a
king shuts him [off] from the world, yet the business of a king
requires him to know it thoroughly: Wherefore the different
parts, by unnaturally opposing and destroying each other,
prove the whole character to be absurd and useless."

Polybius, History of the World, 6.12.5

"The consuls have absolute authority in preparing for war and
in military operations in the field. They can give any order they
with to client states, appoint military tribunes, draft/conscript
soldiers. Also, while in the field, they have the authority to
punish whomever they might wish of those men under their
command. And they have the power to spend from the public
treasury any amount that they may decide upon, and they are
accompanied by a quaestor who readily does everything they
bid of him. Therefore, if anyone were to look at this branch of
government, he might with justification say that the constitution



is simply a monarchy or kingship."

A lone presidency is an impossible job

The title of this paragraph is meant literally. The job of leading
a nation is simply too much work, vastly too much work for one
person to do effectively. There is too much information to be
gathered, processed and decided upon. The only question is
whether we want our executive roles falling on a corps/core of
non-elected appointees serving under one elected official, or
on a corps/core of elected citizens so broad and fast changing,
that it is impossible for the parasite to infiltrate effectively.

Ambrose Bierce, Devil's Dictionary

"Monarch, n. A person engaged in reigning. Formerly the
monarch ruled, as the derivation of the word attests, and as
many subjects have had occasion to learn. In Russia and the
Orient [Russia and the Mideast, the axis of evil], the monarch
has still a considerable influence in public affairs and in the
disposition of the human head, but in western Europe political
administration is mostly entrusted to his ministers."

Thomas Paine, Common sense, p.5

"That the crown is the overbearing part in the English
constitution, needs not be mentioned, and that it derives its
whole consequence [relevance] merely from being [the lone
executive], the giver of places and pensions, is self-evident."

Thomas Paine, Common sense, p.14

"If we inquire into the business of a king, we shall find that in
some countries they have none. And after sauntering away
their lives without [dis]pleasure to themselves, or advantage to
the nation, withdraw from the scene, and leave their
successors to tread the same idle ground. In absolute
monarchies, the whole weight of business, civil and military,
lies on the king. ...But in countries where he is neither a judge
nor a general, as in England, a man would be puzzled to know
what is his business.

The nearer any government approaches to a republic,
the less business there is for a king [or lone 4-year monarchic
president]. It is somewhat difficult to find a proper name for the
government of England. Sir William Meredith calls it a
republic; but in its present state it is unworthy of that name,
because the corrupt influence of the crown, by having all the
places in its disposal, hath so effectually swallowed up the
power, and eaten out the virtue of the house of commons (the
republican part in the constitution) that the government of
England is nearly as monarchical as that of France or Spain.
Men fallout-with [argue over] names without understanding
them. For it is the republican and not the monarchical part of
the constitution of England which Englishmen glory in, viz. the
liberty of choosing an house of commons from out of their own
body -- and it is easy to see that when republican virtue fails,
slavery ensues. Why is the constitution of England sickly? but
because monarchy hath poisoned the republic, the crown hath
engrossed the commons.

In England, a king [and his non-elected
administration] hath little more to do than to make war and give
away places [positions, monopolies offices, etc.] which in plain
terms, is to impoverish the nation"

Hate all monarchs

It is a central part of the Arab struggle to get its host nations to
be ruled by monarchs, bet they kings, emperors, chancellors,
presidents, or dictators. Any time this happens, the Arab
bar-ocracy is strongest. Thus no nation with a powerful

monarch is truly free.

It is the duty of all free nations to hate and struggle
against all forms of monarchy whenever they can, and to purge
the world of this evil. All free nations shall be duty bound to use
their national forces to kill these men wherever they exist on
earth. And these national forces shall make the monarchs
suffer hell if possible—so the world can see what happens to
kings and queens and chancellors and lone presidents that
dare front for Arab tyranny. Get rid of the parasite's frontmen
worldwide. Do not tolerate them anywhere.

| say this

In 48 hours, any monarch or president that has not resigned
shall be regarded as the face of Ishtar and a democide and
punished accordingly by the people.

William Penn
"Let the people think they govern and they will be governed."

Thomas Jefferson
"That government is strongest of which every man feels
himself a part."

Vladamir Lenin

"Democracy is indispensable to communism"

[Rather the illusion of democracy was indispensable to the
murder of all those millions under doublespeak title of
"democracy". Here we see the greatest risk of democracy —
that everyone THINKS himself a pat and everyone THINKS his
people is governing itself — and that everyone THINKS he can
trust his government. What if your democracy is actually
corrupt and a parasite puppet master is in control, but
sabotaging you as and when he can get away with it.]

Christopher Marlowe, The Massacre at Paris, c. 1592,
1.2.43

"Set me to scale the high Pyramids,

And set the diadem [royal crown] of France there on;

I'll either rend [tear] it with my nails [claws] to naught [into
nothing]

Or mount the top with my aspiring wings

Although my downfall be the deepest hell.

For this | wake, when others think | sleep;

... For this, this head, this heart, this hand, and sword,
Contrives, imagines, and fully executes,

Matters of importance aimed at by many,

But understood by none.

For this heaven has put me of [on] earth;

For this, earth sustains my body's weight
And with this weight I'll counterpoise a crown
Or with seditions [I will] weary all the world.

For this, the Spanish send me Indian gold

For this, the Catholic state, French ecues;

For this, have | a largess [letter] from the Pope,

A pension, and a dispensation [letter] too...
[dispensation= exemption from the law, license to kill]
My policy has framed religion. Religion! O Devil!

Fie, | am ashamed,- however that | seem

To think a word of such a simple sound

Of so great matter should be made the ground [whole earth]!
The gentle king, whose pleasure is uncontrolled

Weakens his body, and will waste his realm,

If | don't repair what he ruinates [like ruin nation]

Him [the king], like a child, | win [over] daily with words

Proving that he barely bears the name [king];




| execute, and he sustains the blame.

The Queen Mother works wonders for my sake
And in my love entombs the hope of France,
Rifling the bowels of her treasury

To supply my necessities and wants."

Will Rogers

"On account of being a democracy, and run by the people, we
are the only nation in the world that has to keep a government
for four years, no matter what is does wrong."

The UK can fire its figurehead, why can't the US?

Once America's democracy elects its lone 4-year presidential
monarch we are pretty much stuck with him, no matter how
unpopular he becomes. On top of this, there is a heavy bias in
favor of presidential incumbents, so very often we get stuck
with our presidents for 8 years. Now our parasite prefers
hereditary monarchies where there is as little change as
possible in their administrations. But if that is not possible,
they can also work with monarchs for years as with America's
president. Here we see why it is so hard for America to get rid
of a bad president. It is because our democracy is basically
run for the benefit of our parasite and having mostly
"unimpeachable" presidents helps our parasite with that
objective.

Line item veto — More power for the monarch

It is amazing how most of the governmental changes seriously
brought up in Washington consolidate or centralize our
parasite's power over our democracy even further. Here, the
line item veto is a good example in how it hands more power to
America's lone executive, its monarch of up to 8 years. Under
the line item veto the appointee administration bar-ocracy of
Barak Hussein Obama would have the power to block any
specific energy programs it wanted.

Anti-Federalist papers, 1787.07.23
Why America does not have a prime minister. Do these
reasons make sense?]
"Mr. [James] Madison [a federalist and the author of the record
of the US Constitutional Convention] (said)... 1. The election of
the Chief Magistrate would agitate and divide the legislature so
much that the public interest would materially suffer by it.
Public bodies are always apt to be thrown into contentions, but
into more violent ones by such occasions than by any others.
2. The candidate would intrigue with the Legislature, would
derive his appointment from the predominant faction [political
party], and be apt to render his administration subservient to its
[the political party's] views. 3. The Ministers of foreign powers
[the Arabs] would have and make use of, the opportunity to mix
their intrigues and influence with the Election. Limited as the
powers of the Executive are, it will be an object of great
moment with the great rival powers of Europe who have
American possessions, to have at the head of our Government
a man attached to their respective politics and interests. No
pains, nor perhaps expense, will be spared, to gain from the
Legislature an appointment favorable to their wishes. [clearly
our parasite prefers mono-lected presidents for fixed terms
over di-lected prime ministers that serve for as long as the
legislature has confidence in them. It also prefers that this one
powerful president be elected directly by the people, where
media corruption is greatest.]

...The Legislatures of the States had betrayed a
strong propensity to a variety of pernicious measures. One
objectlive] of the National Legislature was to control this

propensity. One object of the National Executive, so far as it
would have a negative [veto] on the laws, was to control the
National Legislature, so fare as it might be infected with a
similar propensity. Refer the appointment of the National
Executive to the State Legislatures, and this controlling
purpose may be defeated."

An Arab choice/ bar-gain

How come getting rid of the Arabs must be packaged with
Donald Trump? Note that Trump got the Catholic Church to
sell him the air rights over their church and got membership in
the Atlantic City gambling cartel.

How come in Poland, keeping the Arabs out was
packaged with a corrupt right-wing party that outlawed all
forms of abortion?

When you see something that most agree is good
package with something that most agree is bad, you should
suspect that you are being manipulated by an Arab choice.

The recent inept New York bombing

Isn't it funny how lame it was that nobody died. Ins't it funny
the lameness of the bombs? That is about Arabs inc. trying to
get their man Trump into office while not increasing hatred for
Arabs too much. Those bombs were not supposed to harm
anyone.

Excalibur

This is the sword embedded in a stone of king Arthur legend.
Ex-cali-bur=formerly-green-brothers and the stone symbolizes
the Mideast. Basically the sword in the stone is like the
wooden stake in the heart of a vampire. Remove the sword
and the Brothers will make you king. Of course, to do this, you
have to set the horrible blood sucking demon free to plague the
world. What sort of awful person would want to be king under
those circumstances?

James Madison, 1787.07.11, at the 'Constitutional
Convention'

"All men having power ought to be distrusted to a certain
degree."

(likelihood of war to number of decision makers curve)

One finger on the Armageddon button

In today's thermonuclear world, we obviously do not want one
man making decisions about nuclear war. How can we allow
any particular man to have so much world changing power?
How did we ever come to such an crazy state of affairs?

| will tell you how, the devil's economic agenda, the
agenda of our parasite; it profits from more war in the house of
war. Having one leader makes it easier to bring another
Adolph Hitler puppet, Kaiser Wilhelm puppet, or Pol Pot puppet
to power and use that "lone gunman" to once again march the
world off a cliff and into a great war.

The easiest way to reduce the amount of war is to
take such decisions out of the hands of small groups of men.
The larger the bodies making the decision to wage watr, the
less likely war is to happen. However, in matters of self
defense, such as after the Pearl Harbor attack, having a large
bodies of representatives making the decision does not seem
to make much difference.

Anti-Federalist papers, 1787.06.28

"Mr. Madison: ... A standing military force, with an overgrown
Executive will not long be safe companions to liberty. The
means of defense against foreign danger, have been always




the instruments of tyranny at home. ... Throughout all Europe,
the armies kept up under the pretext of defending, have
enslaved the people. It is perhaps questionable, whether the
best concerted system of absolute power in Europe could
maintain itself, in a situation, where no alarms of external
danger could tame the people to the domestic yoke. The
insular situation of Great Britain was the principal cause of her
being an exception to the general fate of Europe. It has
rendered less defense necessary and admitted a kind of
defense which could not be used for the purpose of
oppression." [So a big reason our parasite instigated all its
many wars and conflicts was to keep the armies and secret
police around. Then these apparatuses could be hijacked and
used to eliminate people who might harm our parasite's ability
to feed on our societies.]

Thomas Paine, Common sense, p.11

"Few or no records were extant in those days, and traditional
history [was] stuffed with fables. It was very easy, after the
lapse of a few generations, to trump up some superstitious
tale, conveniently timed, Mahomet-like [Mohammed-like], to
cram hereditary right down the throats of the vulgar [common
people]. Perhaps the disorders which threatened, or seemed
to threaten, on the decease [death] of a leader and the choice
of a new one (for elections among ruffians could not be very
orderly) induced many at first to favor hereditary pretensions.
by whieh [these] means it happened, as it hath happened
since, that what at fist was submitted to as a convenience was
afterwards claimed as a right.

England since the [Norman] conquest, hath known
some few good monarchs, but groaned beneath a much larger
number of bad ones. Yet no man in his [right] senses can say
that their claim under William the Conqueror is a very
honorable one. [Here we have] A French bastard landing with
an armed banditti, and establishing himself king of England
against the consent of the natives... It certainly hath no divinity
about it. However, it is needless to spend much time in
exposing the folly of hereditary [monarchic] right...

Yet | should be glad to ask how they suppose kings
came at first? The question admits but of three answers, viz.
either by lot, by election, or by usurpation.”

The Anti-Federalist Papers, 1787.06.01

"Mr. Sherman [who wanted to abolish state governments all
together], said he considered the Executive magistracy as
nothing more than an institution for carrying the will of the
Legislature into effect, that the person or persons ought to be
appointed by and accountable to the Legislature only, which
was the depository of the supreme will of the Society. As they
were the best judges of the business which ought to be done
by the executive department, and consequently of the number
necessary from time to time for doing it, he wished the number
might not be fixed, but that the Legislature should be at liberty
to appoint one or more [presidents or czars for specific
purposes] as experience might dictate. Mr. Wilson [vilesson]
preferred a single magistrate, as giving most energy dispatch
and responsibility to the office. ...Mr. Randolph strenuously
opposed a unity in the Executive magistracy. He regarded it as
the fetus of monarchy. We had, he said, no motive to be
governed by the British Government as our prototype. ... the
fixed genius of the people of America required a different form
of Government. ... Mr. Wilson said that unity in the Executive
instead of being the fetus of monarchy would be the best
safeguard against tyranny."

From the Secret History of Procopius, 565AD, 6.17

"It was a long establish custom that the Roman Emperor
should sign all his decree documents. Emperor Justin,
however, was incapable of either drafting his own laws, or
taking an intelligent interest in the measures contemplated.
The official whose luck it was to be his chief advisor - a man
called Pro-cl-us, who held the rank of 'Quaestor' [The
Quaestors were tax collectors.] - used to decide all measures
as he himself though fit. Here would secure approval for these
in the Emperor's own handwriting. The men responsible for
this business proceeded as follows: On a short strip of
polished wood they cut a stencil in the shape of four letters
[LEGI] spelling the Latin for | have read. Then they used to dip
a pen in the special ink reserved for emperors and place it in
the hands of Emperor Justin. Next they took the strip of wood
described above and laid it on the document grasped by the
Emperor's [illiterate] hand, and while he held the pen guided it
along the pattern of the four letters, taking it round all the
bends cut in the wooden stencil. Then away they went,
carrying the Emperor's directives, such as they were." [The
heavily supported kids activity LEGO means in Latin "l read".
Obviously, these kids are not reading — hence the matrix
name LEGO.]

John of Salsbury, Policraticus, c. 1150, Bk.4

"...itis crystal clear how necessary a knowledge of letters is to
princes... If however, out of consideration for other
distinguished virtues [like being held up as a great man], it
should chance that the prince is not literate, he will have to
take advice from men of letters [his baro-cracy] if his affairs [of
state] are to prosper rightly."

Leon Batista Alberti, On the Family, 1428

"Letters are indeed so important that without them, one would
be considered nothing but a rustic, no matter how noble his
birth. | would much rather see a young nobleman with a book
than with a falcon in his hand [a bird that eats messenger
pigeons. Falconry or eff-al-con-ouri is a big sport in Arabia.]
I've never had much use for the old saying [we tell our
figurehead kings,] that all you need to learn how to do is sign
your name and figure out how much money is left" [after we
are done ripping off your nation, otherwise known as "whaling,"
or "ketting," or "getting".]

Angela Merkel = An-G-al-A Br-kal

Apparently Germany has a mole as a constitutional monarch,
just like the US. She opened her nation to immigration by a
million Arabs. She also threatened to prosecute a comedian in
Germany for insulting the Arabian monarch of Turkey.

Drug and energy czars are monarchs too

As far as our parasite is concerned, a monarch need not run
the entire nation. He can also run some fiefdom within that
nation or that nation's government. Either way, the
administration of appointees has a back door to our
government. Also, we should all note the sectors our lone
presidents have appointed czars=caesars to run. Wherever
we have czars, we have a big Arab racket — for example the
US drug czars and our energy czars.

The illusion of choice

Mostly, everyone in politics in America is either a follow the
herd type, or they are a Brother. Those who are not, and those
who make waves are quickly driven out of politics.



Decision in Philadelphia, Ch.19

"[the Brotherly administration of] King George Ill was intensely
jealous of his power, and he [they] had managed, also through
offers of government contracts, cabinet posts, and jobs in
which a man might get rich, to sidestep Parliament. This had
obvious corrupting effects: a legislator beholden to a governor
for his job as, say a tax collector, would be under considerable
pressure to vote as the governor wanted; and furthermore, he
could hardly vote disinterestedly when tax matters came up.
The whole political experience of America prior to the
Revolution, as well as their wide reading of history, had taught
them to beware of tyrants—kings and governors who would,
through force and guile, set themselves up as arbitrary rulers
of the country. It also taught them that protection for the
people lay in the legislature, a body elected by the people,
from the people, which the people could upset at the next
[annual] election.

As a consequence, when Americans began to write
their own constitutions after the Declaration of Independence in
1776, they created governments dominated to one degree or
another by legislatures. According to Gordon Wood, in an
important study of the matter, governors became "little more
than chairmen of their executive boards." Although the rules
varied from state to state, in general, legislatures made most
major appointments, including judicial ones, elected the
executive, and even tried certain kinds of cases in their own
chambers. Government was concentrated in one branch, and
we have seen what happened: legislatures kept running from
one extremelly good idea] to the next according to the
passions of the day, establishing paper money [the devalued
our parasite's gold], putting in stay and tender laws [that
substantially reduced our parasite's ability to profit from its
intentionally induced foreclose crisises], and in general
behaving erratically, often dominated by minority factions. Or
so, at least, most of the men at the [US Constitutional]
Convention believed.

Nonetheless, the memory of King George and his
royal governors was only 12 years old. Many of the men at the
Convention had lived under tyrannical governors longer than
they had under fickle legislatures. [The fickleness was only in
the congress of the 13 state legislatures, and this only because
the congress of 13 state legislatures was constituted as a
meta-democracy] There were not about to substitute one
tyranny for another. And thus the ambivalence on the subject of
the executive most delegates brought to the Convention: they
had suffered under strong executives, suffered under weak
ones, and they wanted neither. [ambivalence? Here it seems
that the public didn't wanted an executive.] A balance would
have to be struck. [between those who didn't want a monarch
and the parasite that did.] And in the course of striking that
balance they worked out a way, there on the Convention floor,
[odd to mention] to put into practice the idea that is at the heart
of the American Constitution, the theory of the separation of
powers. The recent authority on the subject, Gordon Wood,
writes, "Perhaps no principle of American constitutionalism
has attracted more attention that that of separation of powers.
It has in fact come to define the very character of the American
political system." [He is talking about the American-style
carefully-cloaked, neo-monarchy that Mideast Inc. uses to run
the world today.]

As the Founders eventually came to understand it, the
doctrine of the separation of powers required the government
to be split into several branches or departments, each with its
own rights and prerogatives, worked out in such a way that no
man, or group of men, would be able to rule by fiat. The

Founders found inspiration in a famous passage in
Montesquieu's L'esprit des Louis, with which they were all
familiar. The passage is worth quoting...

"When the legislative and executive powers are united
in the same person, or in the same body of magistracy, there
can be no liberty; because apprehensions may arise lest the
same monarch or senate should enact tyrannical laws, to
execute them in a tyrannical manner.

Again, there is no liberty, if the power of judging is not
separated from the legislative and executive powers. Were it
joined with the legislative, the life and liberty of the subject
would be exposed to arbitrary control; for the judge would then
be the legislator. Were it joined to the executive power, the
judge might behave with all the violence of an oppressor." [Of
course this is just our parasite making an excuse to keep its
figurehead monarchs/ oligarchs where they matter most, in
executing and judging the law. Was George Bush a check on
the power of America's 535 congressmen? Do we really want
any one man to have so much power? Doesn't his power
devolve to his appointed helpers, whoever they might be?
Look, executive monarchs and judicial oligarchs aren't a check
on the powers of a broad and democratic legislature, they are
a backdoor to this power.]

Monarchs are fickle not legislatures

There are many legends of fickle monarchs suddenly deciding
to kill their friends and allies. Legislatures by contrast are
anything but fickle. In fact, groups of are far more stable than
individuals by nature — and everyone knows that.

You see, we have all fallen for a trick. It is like
someone saying that our national capital should be far away
from our people so it will be less corruption prone. They lie to
you and say, "these are not the droids you are looking for", and
you believe them. Why do you believe them?

Plutarch, Alexander, 42

"Above all, if anybody spoke ill of him, his judgement was apt
to desert him and his mood would become cruel and merciless,
since he valued his good hame more than his life or

crown." [In order to get rid of trouble makers, just say they
spoke ill of Saddam Hussein, Alexander, or whoever is the
current figurehead.]

The Patriot Act
The Patriot Act is really the find all the patriots act. This helps
the parasite produce the proscription lists.

Say this to everyone in the Military everywhere

The Arabs were King George, Thomas Paine and Alexander
Hamilton. They played both sides in the American
revolutionary war. If this war was not real, what about your
war, the war you have been called to fight in. Hitler wasn't real,
Pol Pot wasn't real. Joseph Stalin wasn't real. Most war is
Arab figureheads killing infidels — puppet theatre.

Most wari-ours never realized that the Arabs were
inside all our monarchies and presidencies, and that these
Arabs have always quietly struggled to enslave our people as
their host.

Eva Braun, Hitler's mistress

Adolph Hitler was the all powerful fuhrer of Germany. Funny
how he didn't have a whole harem of Arian beauties. Funny
how it never occurred to him that he could have sex with a
different beauty morning noon and night, or just every evening,
at the end of his work day, like Jayavarmin of Angkor Wat.



Funnier still is how none of our kings and princes ever live like
Jayavarmin.

Now maybe Hitler was a sexually repressed, and that
is why he was monogamous with Eva Braun. It is a little bit
hard to believe, but OK, let’s say it is true. | grant you this one.
But how come all of our all-powerful monarchs are
monogamous. That is very hard to believe. Even Saddam
Hussein only had two sons. Can you see that someone
doesn't want you thinking outside the box — the matrix their
lines spent ages creating for your lines?

Look over here you dumb livestock

Look at all the hate-hate-hate Hitler and hate-hate-hate Nazi
media still being produced. Boy the parasite wants you to hate
that red cape you dumb animals. Hate it! Go ahead, hate the
red cape! Come on everyone, Hitler was not real. He was/is
just a hate figurehead of the Arabs, a red cape waved in front
of your eyes.

Gore Vidal
"Democracy is supposed to give you the feeling of choice, like
painkiller X and painkiller Y. But they are both just aspirin."

US presidential choices in 2016

1) Hillary Clinton who is clearly not competent

2) Brenee Sand-ours

3) Donal Trump who runs casinos for the Mafia, and somehow
got the Catholic Church to sell him the air rights over one of its
churches at a huge profit to Trump.

Thomas Paine, Common sense, p.24

"according to what is called the present constitution, that this
continent can make no laws but what the king['s administration]
givesleaveto [permits]. And is there any man so unwise, as
not to see, that (considering what has happened) he [the king]
will suffer [allow] no law to be made here, but such as suit[s]
his purpose. We may be as effectually enslaved by the want of
laws in America, as by submitting to laws made for us in
England. After matters are made up [reconciled] (as it is
called) can there be any doubt, but [that] the whole power of
the crown will be exerted, to keep this continent as low and
humble as possible? Instead of going forward, we shall go
backward... We are already greater than the king wishes us to
be, and will he not hereafter endeavor to make us less? To
bring the matter to one point: Is the power who is jealous of
our prosperity, a proper power to govern us?" [The king's veto
right over his colonies, or rather the veto right of his non-
elected administration of Brotherly appointees was called
"disallowance". Also, the American colonists did not have the
same rights as the citizens of England.]

Xenophon, Athenian constitution, 5
"Throughout the world, the aristocracy are opposed to
democracy"

John DeWitt, 5 November 1787

"There is a charm in politics. [Those] persons who enters
reluctantly into office becomes habitated [habituated], grow
fond of it, and are loath to resign it. They feel themselves
flattered and elevated, and are apt to forget their constituents,
until the time returns that they again feel the want [need] of
them [i.e. at election time]. They uniformly [without exception]
exercise all the powers granted to them, and 99 in 100 are for
grasping at more." [The first underlined part is not valuable
knowledge. Most teenagers know this already. The last

sentence however is something different, for it actually defies
human nature. Just look at the ultra-rich. Do these people
always grasp for more and more? Some do, but mostly they
become lazy, incredibly lazy, indolent and completely
unmotivated to make more money, no matter how easy it is.

Why on earth do people with political power and
honor (and great wealth) all behave in the opposite way than
the merely rich behave? Perhaps is is because these people
are the parasite's figureheads and they are greedy not for
themselves, but for their secret masters, the Sphinx Mafia.

Normal people get satisfied and lazy. The parasite
race on the other hand is a bottomless pit because they always
need more money to bring more Haremi pilgrims to the
promised land.

In Star Trek myth we were told how "absolute power
corrupts absolutely". This is the parasite repeating the very
same propaganda message, 180 years later. You see, our
parasite needs us all to believe that there is something
inherently wrong with human nature, that those who reach our
artificially narrow pinnacles of political power all have a broken
greed thermostat. In truth, the real reason for the greed of our
leaders is that they are the figureheads of an ancient parasitic
race from a land of no resources.]

Alexander Hamilton, 1775.02.23, The farmer refuted

"A fondness for power is implanted in most men, and it is
natural to abuse it, when acquired" [Maybe this is mostly so
with Arab figureheads]

The two brands of Ukrainian chocolate
In Ukraine there are two big brands of grocery-store chocolate.
There is Svitoch which is now Nestle and Roshen which is the
domestic Ukrainian brand. Roshen (Russian) is owned by the
Ukrainian president.

Here we see the parasite controlling both choices on
a menu, Coke or Pepsi style. Do you want the chocolate sold
by the parasite's international arm Nestle? Or do you want the
domestic chocolate sold by its domestic arm, a company
owned by its domestic figurehead leader? Make no mistake
about it, both choices use the illusions or figureheads of the
parasite.

Mr. Never Enough

When you get a billionaire running your government, (for
example, a Poroschenko, a Shinawatra, or a Trump), you don't
get someone who has enough money and doesn't need any
more from your people — You get almost certainly get
someone holding assets on behalf of the parasite — especially
if it is in a parasite/Mafia dominated industry like gambling or
commodities, transports, or utilities. This man will bleed your
nation dry for the parasite.

Do men really love power that much?

Clearly, our political leaders are presented as having an
extreme and inordinate love of power by the media. And we
are certainly told, repeatedly told, by our parasite's TV shows
and films, how much some people love political power and
money. But do normal really love power so much? Is that
what is really going on — or are these oligarchs really Mr. P's
frontmen?

Oligarchs
The true term is ligearchs = string-rulers, meaning puppets



End all narrow forms of government

It is time to end all monarchies, and all oligarchies, and all
other narrow forms of government on earth. Please, no more
kings or presidents anywhere — even it is only for a few days.
No single person should have so much power. The idea that
they should was our parasite's idea — and this one idea has
helped our parasite cause just so much suffering for our
ancestors.

Queens are absurd

We read how Alexander the Great took a wife, a queen. We
also read how countless kings took queens. We even read
about Hitler's mistress/ wife Eva Braun. But how many men
would settle for one woman when they could have a harem
(Arabic harem = forbidden to have or discuss.) | mean, why
didn't Alexander and Hitler have more than one women? The
could have had everyone they wanted. All they had to do was
ask.

"Excuse me miss, the king asks that you to come to
the castle tonight." Given the immense potential risks and
rewards, and the frequent obligation of absolute royal
obedience, few women in tough times would dare act with
anything but complete compliance.

So as individual cases, queens are a little hard to
believe. | mean, we might see some kings becoming so
enamored with one woman that they make her queen. And
certainly we will see arranged royal marriages to cement
alliances. But how can queens be the historical norm. And
how come so many kings have so much trouble producing
heirs, even illegitimate heirs? | think that this queen idea
constitutes a hard-to-believe rupture in our interpretive matrix.
| also think that the reason we learn about queens as 4-year
olds says something about how absurd the idea is.

Voltaire
"The ideal form of government is democracy tempered with
assassination."

The US Vice president is absurd

Think about how the vice president of the US does practically
nothing. How could our "brilliant" founding fathers have omitted
to give this man any important duties? Well the answer is that
we have to have a line of people standing by as replacements
for our presidential monarchs. This is because if we did not
have people standing by to take over, a council, or a group of
people might come to temporarily replace our lone president.
Then, because the council works so much better, we might
take the idea and use a council to replace our presidents
entirely.

So we must have someone there standing by. But we
can't have di-archs or dual presidents as these are much
harder to assassinate together. And if both are not killed at
once, the surviving di-arch will lash out and kill many harem
brothers. And furthermore, on the slippery slope towards broad
democracy, the first step is the greatest, for it doubles the size
of the figurehead relative to the bar-ocracy. It also allows the
di-archs to ask each other about the way to go. So the parasite
definitely does not want di-archs, but mon-archs.

Now, on the other hand, if the Vice president ever
found himself with any responsibilities while in office, we might
come to expand those responsibilities and soon find ourselves
with 2 executives, and then maybe 5 or 27 or 500, and again,
our parasite always wants as much concentration of power as
possible. So this anyway is why the US Vice President does
nothing. Impotent Vice Presidents are exactly what our

parasite needs to concentrate and maximize its power under a
lone executive.

Andromache 364 or 458

"Chorus: Never shall | approve of two loves for one man, or
two women in one house. It means strife, anger, and pain in
the household. My husband must be content with one wife,

sleeping with nobody else.

And in cities, two rulers are worse than one. It means
civil strife, and many burdens for the people. So when there
are two craftsmen, or two creators of song, the Muses love to
case strife.

When the swift [trade] winds sweep the sailors along,
if two minds are in control, it is bad for proper steering. A
whole crowd of the most skilled helmsmen is less useful than a
single mind in supreme command, though its skill is less.
Therein lies the efficiency, in houses and cities alike, whenever
decisions are to made."

Thomas Paine, Common sense p.10

[If the following underlined was in a foreign language | might
translate it as: "Monarchy is evil, and this evil is compounded
by hereditary succession. And while monarchy demeans and
disgraces this generation, hereditary succession, claimed as a
matter of birthright is an insult and imposition on our
descendants."]

"To the evil of monarchy, we have added that of hereditary
succession; and as the first is a degradation and lessening of
ourselves, so the second, claimed as a matter of right, is an
insult and an imposition on posterity. For all men being
originally [born] equals, no one by birth could have a right to
set up his own family in perpetual preference to all others for
ever. And though [he] himself might deserve some decent
degree of honors ef [from] his contemporaries, yet his
descendants might be far too unworthy to inherit them. ... [and
although the people] might say, 'We choose you for our head,’
they could not, without manifest injustice to their children, say,
'that your children and your children's children shall reign over
ours for ever'. Because such an unwise, unjust, unnatural
compact might (perhaps) in the next succession put them
under the government of a rogue or a fool. Most wise men, in
their private sentiments, have ever [always] treated hereditary
right with contempt. Yet it is one of those evils, which when
once established is not easily removed. Many submit from
fear, others from superstition, and the more powerful part [of
society] shares with the king the plunder of the rest. [the
weaker parts of society]

This is supposing that the present race of kings in the
world to have had and honorable origin. [Translation of
underlined follows] Whereas it is more that probable, that
could we take off the dark covering of antiquity, and trace them
to their first rise, that we should find the first of them nothing
better than the principal ruffian of some restless gang, whose
savage manners or pre-eminence in subtlety obtained him the
title of chief among plunderers; and who by increasing in
power, and extending his depredations, overawed the quiet
and defenseless to purchase their safety by frequent
contributions."

[Translating the underlined into plain English: But let’'s
say we could see into time's dark depths, and trace our
monarchs to their first rise. If we did this, we would find them
no better than a head gangster or Mafia boss — a man whose
savage ways earned him pre-eminence and the title of
plunderer #1. We would find a man who by increasing in
power and extending his plunder, would frighten and intimidate




the_quiet and defenseless to purchase their safety though
frequent payments.]

CAESAR = SEIZER

Julius Caesar seized power and dissolved Rome's democracy.
Clearly these are the same word. Can you imagine more
different spellings of the same word? Can you see someone
'struggling' to hide how these words come from the same man,
an impersonization? Who could that be but Jew-ally-us Seizer,
from a time when the Arabs were called Jews.

Lucius Catilina, 63BC

[Lucius Catilina stood against Marcus Cicero for the consulship
in 64 BC. He ran on a platform of radical land redistribution and
debt cancellation. Catilina appears to have been a death
spasm of Roman democracy in the face of the creeping
Mideast take-over.] "Day by day, my burning passion for action
grows more excited when | consider what our future living
conditions will be if we don't assert our right to freedom. Ever
since the government has fallen under the power and
jurisdiction of a few men [fronting for Mideast Inc.], a steady
flow of nations have become their tax paying tributaries. But
all the rest of us, no matter how brave or worthy, whether noble
or plebeian, have been regarded as a mere mob. We have no
authority or financial interest, and are now subject to men to
whom, if the state were in a sound condition, we should rightly
be afraid of. Hence all influence, power, honor, and wealth are
in their hands, or where they dispose them. To us they have
only left insults, dangers, persecutions, and poverty. To such
indignities, O bravest of men, how long will you submit? Is it
not better to die in a glorious attempt, than, after having been
the sport of other men's insolence, to resign to a wretched and
degraded existence."

All politics is just puppet theatre

That last part about the quiet and defenseless purchasing their
safety through frequent payments. | submit that normal people
don't think that way or say such things. Only Arabs think that
way and say such things. So here it looks like Common Sense
was written by the left hand of the Arabs. And in the right hand
we obviously have King George. Here it looks like the whole
American enterprise was carefully planned and staged. Just
look at how Columbus just happened to discover America 6
years before Vasco da Gama. Look at how Columbus gets all
the attention and this helps hide the Arab spice trade. you see,
it is all just a matrix and most of it is not real — not the
discoveries, the politics, the history, or the global economy.

Donald Trump

1) He got his start buying air rights over a Catholic church in
New York (see art of the Deal book).

2) He bought one of two gambling concessions near New York.
3) He has hundreds of companies, like so many Arab front
men.

4) He blames China for concocting the myth of climate change
when OPEC is clearly the main beneficiary.

IPAL = its probably a lie

The Arabs have lied about anything they could make money on
and get away with. | would even go so far as to say that they
are behind anything that people are really irrationally fanatical
about, despite having insufficient evidence to justify their
certainty.

Star Wars film, episode 2

"Dumb pawn: In response to this direct threat to the republic,
| propose that the senate give immediately emergency powers
to the supreme chancellor.

New dictator: It is with great reluctance that | have agreed to
this calling. | love democracy. | love the Republic. The power
you give me, | will lay down when this crisis has abated. And
as my first act, with this new authority | will create a grand
army of the republic to counter the increasing threats of the
separatists."

Thomas Paine, Common sense, p.13
"Another evil which attends [goes with] hereditary succession
is, that the throne is subject to be possessed by a minor [child]
at any age. Al [at] which time, the regency acting under the
cover of a king, have every opportunity and inducement to
betray their trust. The same national misfortune happens,
when a king, worn out with age and infirmity, enters the last
stage of human weakness [and becomes sen-ill. sen=o0ld] In
both these cases, the public becomes a prey [foreigner English
alert] to every mis-creasnt, who can temper [alloy] successfully
with the follies either of age or infancy. [Mis-creasn't =
mouth-believe+not = say but not believe]

The most plausible plea, which hath [has] ever been
offered in favor of hereditary succession, is, that it preserves a
nation from civil wars. And were this true, it would be [a]
weighty [consideration]. Whereas, [in truth] it is the most
barefaced falsity [lie] ever imposed upon mankind. The whole
history of England disowns the fact [disproves the claim]. 30
kings and 2 minors have reigned in that distracted kingdom
since the [Norman, or "North-men"] conquest, in which time
there have been (including the Revolution) no less than 8 civil
wars and 19 rebellions. Wherefore [Therefore] instead of
making for [helping bring] peace, it makes against it, and
destroys the very foundation it [peace] seems to stand on. ...
In short, monarchy and succession have laid (not this or that
kingdom only) but the [whole] world in blood and ashes."

Hemophilia in Europe's royalty makes perfect sense
Hemophilia is a genetic condition where the blood fails to clot
and people frequently bleed to death from minor injuries.
Hemophilia is quite deadly, and lines with the mutation
definitely tend to die out. This makes hemophilia a bazaar and
impossible genetic trait to evolve under normal circumstances.
On the other hand, hemophilia for disposable frontman
figurehead monarchs of an economic parasite makes perfect
sense. They simply bread easy-whack aristocrats with
bleeder's disease. Here we understand how Hemophilia came
to be so common among Europe's royalty.

VICE-ROY = vice king, vice president

2— KINGS

Thomas Paine, 1776, Common Sense
"we ought to remember that virtue is not hereditary."

David Hume, 1754, The History of Great Britain

[quoting someone else] "his majesty was an absolute king, and
therefore not bound to give an account to any of his actions...
An absolute monarchy... [as] opposed to a limited [monarchy,
a rex-publica]: And the king of England is acknowledged not to
be absolute. So much has matters changed, even before the
Civil War."



Procopius, Secret History, ¢.565 AD, 14.10

"The Emperor and his consort [Brotherly puppet-master] for the
most part made a show of taking sides in the questions at
issue"

St. Bede, c. 731AD, History of the English people 1.32
[Pope Gregory to King Ethelbert 601.06.22 AD]

"The reason why Almighty God elevates men to govern entire
nations is that through them, he may bestow the gifts of his
mercy on all whom they rule. [God's mercy is when the
Brothers leave you alone rather than struggling against you.]
... I beg you to listen to his [Bishop Augustine's] advice without
holding any grudges. Follow it exactly and store it carefully in
your memory [making him you master] for if you listen to him
when he speaks in God's name, God himself will listen more
readily to the prayers he utters on your behalf. But if you ignore
his advice, which god forbids, and disregard him when he
speaks for God, how should God pay attention when he
speaks for you?"

Kings own everything in the land

In the old days, the king or sovereign owned everything in the
land. And he could kill anyone he wanted. Thus, he was the
perfect figurehead for the Arabs. And his administration was
the perfect black box for our parasite to quietly hijack the group
effort of a host society. Whenever you see a genuine monarch,
an all powerful king or dictator, you are looking at a total
parasite infection. The reason why the Arabs hate America so
much is because we are the least tolerant of this sort of
parasitism.

Ammianus Marcellinus, 354-378AD, 29.1

"Their property was collected by the treasury and used by the
[Arab figurehead] emperor for his own purposes, while the
condemned were ground down by fearful poverty and reduced
to beg for their bread"

| inherited the kingdom from my dad

Are nations really personal property that is to be inherited?
Now there is a crazy idea. How on earth did we ever come up
with that idea?

Marco Polo, Ch.5

"It was decreed by their king [The 'Great Khan'], "in the days of
his rule, that every man must follow his father's craft: If he
possessed 100,000 bezants, he could still practice no other
craft that his father had done before him. Not of course that he
was obliged to labor at it with his own hands, but rather, as |
have said above, to employ men to work at it. But this rule is
by no means enforced by the Great Khan. Nowadays, if a
craftsman has attained to such riches that he is able and
desirous to abandon his craft, he is no longer constrained by
anyone to practice it." [Yet others apparently, may not enter this
industry]

What's a king?

Aking is an ak-ing, and acme-ing guy, the top pointing guy, the
guy they all point to, the powerless figurehead, the sch-muck
or'n-a*ment that everyone thinks is really running the show.

Intersecting the meanings of SIRE

These are the same word. a SIRE is a king, knight or baron
(bar-on = bro-big = big-brother). A SIRE is also the male parent
of animals or sometimes of men, one of the highest quality.
What an intersection of meanings. Clearly our leaders were

Arab harem bros, and clearly they were of this royal caste that
was above the locals like the Brosmen Brahmin of India.

What an intersection of meanings. These Arab men,
these SIRES living in our land were not only a cast above us,
but they could have sex and SIRE children with our women.
These were at first called best-ards, until that proved
problematic and the name was changed to bastards.

In some times and places the Arab shape-shifters had
the "Right of the First Night", where the local lord/SIRE had the
right to take the virginity of all brides. Thus the Arab SIRE not
only got to have sex with all the women of his land, but he was
also the arbiter of virginity.

Christopher Marlowe, Edward the Second c. 1592 (1.1.125)
"Come, let us leave the brain-sick king"

[The Brothers prefer to poison minds rather than killing people.
It arouses little suspicion. It also leaves us weaker when our
leaders are brain damaged. And if the king is mentally ill, his
brotherly administrators have free reign to rule. Believe me, |
experienced this first hand. They tried to do this to me. It was
only through an extraordina