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INTRODUCTION

This is a “could-be” true story about solving a criti-
cal problem regarding the intentional, systematic disman-
tling of our democracy. This story explains why I, an old 
concerned retiree, is now contemplating the crazy idea of 
running for president in 2020. I would run for president 
only because I am positive that I would win the 2020 pres-
idential election if given a chance. I would not be a typ-
ical presidential candidate because my campaign would 
be about making some necessary and critical structural 
and procedure changes to our outdated and abused federal 
and state legislative bodies. My campaign would also be 
about making some essential changes to our voting proce-
dures to align with the suggested changes to our legisla-
tive bodies. No candidate running for president has ever 
dared to suggest making changes to our legislative bodies. 
However, desperate times call for drastic measures. The 
changes to our legislative bodies I would be suggesting 
were explicitly designed to clean up the corruption and 
the undemocratic, unpatriotic extreme partisanship within 
our government that’s necessary to save our democracy. I 
believe that if we, the American people, do not do some-
thing soon to take back control of our legislative bodies, 
we will have no chance of ever saving our democracy as 
we know it today. I believe that we, the American peo-
ple, have now reached the crossroads of our democratic 
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experiment. We have arrived at the time when we must 
decide to either save and preserve our self-rule system 
of representative democracy or silently yield it to some 
unknown form of authoritarian dictatorship, as mentioned 
by our founding fathers. If I ran for president, I would ask 
the American people to take a good look at how the gov-
ernment they own and pay for functions and ask if they 
are happy with what they see. Can the American people do 
better, and do they deserve better?

As a presidential candidate, I would ask the American 
people to seriously consider what an unknown, old, 
non-politician, patriotic American citizen like me has to 
offer that no other presidential candidate can. As a candi-
date, I would like the opportunity to show the American 
people that other patriotic people outside of the tightly 
held political inner circle could become outstanding pres-
idents. I believe that saving our democracy must carry a 
much higher level of concern and importance than sim-
ply defeating Trump or expanding the political powers of 
the political parties in 2020. Therefore, my campaign for 
president would inject a totally new and critical element 
into the 2020 presidential elections. I will leave it up to the 
readers to determine if my “save our democracy” themed 
campaign for president would be the answer needed to 
saving our dying democracy.

It has become apparent to me that someone needs to 
bring some real serious attention to the fact that we, the 
American people, are rapidly losing our democracy. The 
decline of our democracy is due directly to the failures or 



3

refusal of many of our extremely partisan elected office-
holders to honor and uphold their sworn oath of office that 
requires them to always protect, defend, and preserve our 
constitution, thus our democracy. The American people 
have a severe problem with the present 2020 presidential 
campaigns, primarily because the fate of our dying democ-
racy has not yet been identified, debated, or discussed pub-
licly as being the most crucial problem that our country 
has faced in its short history. Other things such as getting 
elected or reelected, enhancing the power of our private, 
non-governmental political parties, serving the whims of 
wealthy donors, or validating and defending political cor-
ruption have become more important for our elected offi-
cials than doing what is constitutionally required to protect 
and preserve our democracy. I am completely baffled by 
the fact that not one of the candidates running for president 
in 2020 has offered any practical, acceptable, or achiev-
able solutions intended to save our dying democracy.

The only reason I would even consider running for 
president would be to bring some serious attention to our 
dying democracy problem. For me, there would be no 
sense of running for president if I could not offer the prac-
tical, acceptable, and would be constitutionally-approved 
solutions necessary to “Save our Democracy.” The solu-
tions I would be proposing to save our democracy if I run 
would be the result of the necessity for some new, inno-
vative, and out-of-the-box thinking specifically designed 
to “Save and Enhance our Constitutional Democracy.” 
I knew, as an ordinary citizen, that I could not run for 
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president by merely using the standard business as a usual 
campaign model like all the other political party candi-
dates must follow.

Clearly, that business as usual approach within our 
political system is killing our democracy. So, my cam-
paign for president would be somewhat unconventional 
due to the fact I believe we, as Americans, need to elevate 
our social and political thinking and actions to a higher 
level where saving our dying democracy becomes every 
American’s primary concern. The real solutions for saving 
our democracy that I would be proposing if I ran are new, 
innovative, never discussed publicly before, and were spe-
cifically designed to meet the requirements of our consti-
tution. Learning about these new, innovative democracy 
saving changes I would be proposing will require an open-
minded, nonpartisan, country first, and patriotic mindset 
to fully understand.

Naturally, we would first need to identify where the 
real problems exist within our government and deal with 
them accordingly. Our legislative bodies, the federal and 
state Senates and Houses of Representatives are the pri-
mary actors within our political system because nothing 
major happens without their approval. Therefore, we must 
assume that our private political party controlled legisla-
tive bodies are the primary blame for the decline of our 
democracy. If I did run for president, I would propose that 
we, the American people, make some very necessary and 
beneficial structural and procedure changes to our federal 
and state legislative bodies and voting system. Making 
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my proposed legislative body changes would remove all 
forms of outside money influence from our political sys-
tem, would naturalize the political power of our political 
parties, would end the contentious partisan political divide 
in our government and country, while also placing full 
control of our legislative bodies back in the hands of the 
American people.

After much research and discussion, I feel the changes 
to our legislative bodies and voting system I would be pro-
posing will be a constitutionally required and approved 
way for the American people to take back control of their 
legislative bodies; thus, government from our present big 
money influenced private, non-governmental political 
parties. Let’s face it, merely attempting to win elections 
by reshuffling the same old worn-out political party pol-
iticians like usual every couple of years is no longer the 
answer to saving our dying democracy. I say this because 
as long as our present private political party controlled leg-
islative bodies remain unchanged and in the hands of the 
big money brokers, nothing will change, and our democ-
racy will continue to decline.

It should be clear that no matter if Trump resigns, is 
impeached, or reelected, or if a Democrat is elected pres-
ident in 2020, or if the Democrats win the Presidency 
and the Senate and House of Representatives in 2020 
we will not have addressed nor fixed the real problem of 
the destructive, extreme political party partisanship that 
exists within our legislative bodies. That extreme political 
party partisanship has and is still causing the democracy 
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destroying chaos that our government is in today. Not over-
hauling our partisan driven legislative bodies will ensure 
that our legislative bodies will continue to operate “as 
usual” until we no longer live in a democracy. Even if the 
Democrats sweep the 2020 elections, that anti-democracy 
element that exists within the Republican Party will con-
tinue working relentlessly to undermine our democracy. 
All of the current chaos within our government has clearly 
demonstrated that there are way too many elected office-
holders and others, primarily Republicans, that are willing 
to sell out their constitutional democracy to expand their 
partisan political party powers. Those political party pow-
ers are needed to establish full control of our legislative 
bodies, thus our government.

The primary reason for upgrading our legislative bod-
ies and our voting system is to ensure that no big money 
funded private political party would ever have the politi-
cal power to own and control our legislative bodies in the 
future. When one person, presently the extremely partisan 
Mitch McConnell, or any other leader of our Senate, can 
control everything that happens within our present legis-
lative body system, our government cannot function as 
a proper self-rule representative democracy. Obviously, 
taking control of our legislative bodies is the same as or 
equal to taking control of our entire government. Our leg-
islative bodies are charged with overseeing the supposed 
nonpartisan checks and balances responsibilities, designed 
to ensure that no branch of our government becomes too 
politically powerful, including our legislative bodies. Yet, 
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today, we see no cooperative efforts by our elected offi-
cials within the legislative bodies to carry out their con-
stitutionally required checks and balances responsibilities.

What many of our officeholders no longer have is the 
courage, will-power, and patriotic sense of responsibility 
to willingly regulate the legislative, political power of big 
money funded and controlled, non-governmental private 
political parties. Our big money funded private political 
parties now control all votes in our legislative bodies, 
along with having the power to determine what issues or 
legislation gets introduced, discussed, and voted on or not 
voted on in our legislative bodies. The majority will and 
needs of the American people are no longer considered 
essential elements in the decision-making process within 
our private political party run legislative bodies.

The big money power brokers and the political par-
ties they control have become the sole determiners of what 
laws are enforced and what legislation can or cannot reach 
the floors of our legislative bodies. Our self-rule repre-
sentative democracy was never intended to represent only 
the policies of big money owned private political parties. 
Saving our democracy is contingent upon the American 
people taking back control of the legislative bodies they 
own and are constitutionally responsible for. It is imper-
ative that we, American people, rebuild our legislative 
bodies in a way that never allows for the wealthy or any 
other special interests entity to gain ownership control of 
our private political parties, thus our legislative bodies and 
government. We, the American people, need to face the 
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reality that if we do not fix our legislative bodies that we 
own, we will be forever be governed by the self-serving, 
wealthy ruling class. The changes to our legislative bodies 
and voting system that I would be proposing if I ran for 
president would solve our legislative body problems by 
making it meaningless or non-beneficial for the wealthy 
or anyone else to own and control private political parties. 
The changes that I would be proposing if I ran for presi-
dent would be all about establishing a solid foundation for 
a new democracy that is once again a democracy by the 
people, of the people, and for the people.

Using an analogy, let’s view our present government 
as an old broken-down bus that’s sputtering along, trying 
to squeeze out one more mile before it dies. The critical 
question is, what happens when that bus stops running? 
The political party sponsored candidates running for pres-
ident in 2020 are merely all bus drivers believing that they 
can continue driving that broken-down old bus without 
offering any plan to fix the bus before it breaks down for 
good. The problem I see is, we do not need more bus driv-
ers running for president; we need a mechanic-like pres-
idential candidate who knows exactly how to fix that bus 
and keep it running smoothly well into the future. As a 
presidential candidate, I would be the mechanic candidate 
that would be proposing the sure-fire ways to rebuild that 
old bus and keep it running smoothly in a constitution-
ally-guided, representative democratic way. That analogy 
shows the difference between my mechanic like save our 
democracy presidential candidacy and all of the other 
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political party bus driver candidates who want to drive 
that bus until it dies for good. Generally, all bus mechanics 
know how to drive the buses they fix. However, not all bus 
drivers know how to fix the buses they operate. Bus driv-
ing presidents are fine when our democracy is strong and 
running smoothly, but when our democracy breaks down, 
a mechanic-like president is desperately needed.

Our founding fathers warned us that the democracy 
experiment they provided for us could only last for about 
two hundred and fifty years before the people would need 
to decide where they wanted to go from there. We are 
approaching, or are now at, that crossroads of determin-
ing how we want to be governed in the future. We, the 
American people, still have the constitutional obligation, 
right, legal authority, and voting power to rebuild our fail-
ing legislative system if we chose to do so. Logically, when 
the American people take back control of their legislative 
bodies, they will automatically reestablish strong over-
sight of our executive and judicial branches of the govern-
ment. The truth is, there would be no-Trump presidency 
today if the American people controlled their legislative 
bodies and were able to enforce the checks and balances 
rule of law.

Use your imagination and imagine what our country 
would look like without the people being governed by their 
self-rule, constitutionally guided representative democ-
racy like we have or had. There are many post-democracy 
scenarios that can be imagined. However, no situations that 
I can see would work as well as what we already have if 
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we, the American people, decided to save and upgrade the 
self-rule, representative democracy we now have. There 
should be no fear of retaining and rebuilding our present 
self-rule representative democracy system as our consti-
tution requires, however, there should be great fear if we 
become governed solely by the wealthy.

Change is always something most people are skep-
tical about. However, visible and invisible changes to 
our government are being made all the time. We are not 
losing our democracy because nothing has changed, we 
are losing our democracy because of the changes that are 
presently taking place within our government. An imper-
ceptible shift in government by some unscrupulous office-
holders is like cancer that eats away at the governmental 
body until it becomes incredibly painful or causes the death 
of that government. For instance, there is currently some 
unrecognized, cancerous constitution challenging changes 
being made to our democratic system of government that is 
intended to dismantle our constitutional guided, represen-
tative democracy. Recently, Mitch McConnell stated that 
the Democrats, who represent the majority of the American 
people, should never be allowed to appoint Supreme Court 
Judges. McConnell’s bold, authoritarian driven statement 
is a direct slap in the face of our constitution and the prin-
ciples of what self-rule, representative democracy is all 
about. McConnell’s anti-democracy statement indicates 
that he and his rogue Republican Party believe that the 
Democrats should have no say in how our self-rule demo-
cratic government functions. McConnell’s bold statement 
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was just one sample of the extreme thinking of those privi-
leged people willing to destroy our democracy in exchange 
for establishing some form of wealth serving, conservative 
driven authoritarian rule of us and our government. Donald 
Trump, with McConnell and the Republican Party’s sup-
port, has thrown our government into constitutional tur-
moil while hoping the results of that turmoil would bring 
about favorable change intended to advance their goal of 
establishing a permanent, conservative/corporate style 
authoritarian control of our government.

If I ran for president, my “Save our Democracy” cam-
paign would be focused on reversing and repairing those 
unseen, sneaky changes to our democracy that McConnell 
and Trump have initiated. The critical question is, do we, 
the American people, want to be governed by some form 
of a rich and powerful run conservative style authoritarian 
government where the will of the majority and people’s 
constitutional rights and freedoms are no longer respected 
or taken seriously? On the other hand, do the American 
people want to continue to live in a constitutional guided 
representative democracy with equally ensured and pro-
tected constitutional rights and freedoms for everyone. 
It is not that the American people have no choices about 
making changes to the legislative bodies that they own 
because change is inevitable, it’s about what changes the 
American people are willing to accept and make to save 
their democracy.
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OPPORTUNITY

Occasionally, a severe governmental crisis arises that 
requires the people living in democracies to unite and act 
together against those self-serving entities that are seeking 
to harm them and their constitutional guided way of life. 
Today, an opportunity has presented itself with the world-
wide decline of democracies lead by the rapid deteriora-
tion of my own once-great U.S. democracy. I always knew 
that if I ever did run for president, I would need to find my 
own personal unique signature campaign issue that stood 
out above the agendas of the other candidates. I knew I 
would need to find a critically important political issue 
that needed to be addressed by the American people. I 
always thought the perfect campaign platform for winning 
a presidential election would be one that was non-parti-
san and all-inclusive that would affect and benefit every 
American equally without discrimination, and constitu-
tionally required to ensure the survival of my democracy. 
There is only one issue today that meets that non-partisan, 
all-inclusive constitutional requirement. Obviously, that 
issue is about “Saving our Democracy.”

Being a totally unknown candidate, I knew I could not 
just become another political party “we-need, we-should, 
speaking to the choir” type of talking-head partisan politi-
cal party candidate that only talks about their personal and 
political party views of the current domestic issues. I knew 
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I needed to find that one unique signature issue where I 
could provide the practical and acceptable solutions 
required to solve my countries most critical problems.

After learning about the unexpected decline of my 
country’s democracy, I began thinking about taking advan-
tage of that dying democracy opportunity by building my 
presidential campaign platform dedicated to “Saving Our 
Democracy.” Obviously, no other candidate running for 
president in 2020 considers our dying democracy prob-
lem worthy of being mentioned or discussed during their 
campaigns. Their disastrous oversight opened the door 
and give me that one crucial issue I sought. With that open 
opportunity, I knew I could now run my presidential cam-
paign based on a single, one-sided question that would ask 
every American if they want to “Save their Democracy.” 
I naturally assume that every patriotic American would 
vote to save their dying democracy whenever it became 
necessary. I believe that assumption would make my save 
our democracy campaign for president a totally one-sided, 
cannot-lose-campaign because of its critical importance. 
Fortunately, this save our democracy issue was a perfect 
fit for me. I had previously, while studying the functions 
of my government, developed the practical solutions nec-
essary for building a better, more advanced legislative 
body system and advanced voting system. I developed 
those solutions just in case the time ever arrived when our 
old, worn-out democratic government began to fall apart. 
My campaign for president, if I ran, would include all of 
the constitutionally-approved, detailed-plans necessary 
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for how we, the American people, can upgrade the struc-
ture and procedures of our legislative bodies and voting 
systems in a way that saves, preserves, and strengthens 
our democracy.

It is said that “timing is everything.” It’s evident 
today that the time has arrived for the American people 
to unite together in a non-partisan, non-discriminatory 
way to save their rapidly failing democracy. Using my 
save our democracy campaign platform, I would have 
an opportunity to campaign in a non-partisan way for the 
benefit of all Americans equally. I would not be campaign-
ing merely for a single political party agenda. Saving our 
democracy is not a Republican or Democratic thing, it’s a 
constitution/democracy survival thing that should concern 
all Americans.

After all, how could I, or any other patriotic U.S. citi-
zen, not be outraged and want to do something when learn-
ing that the United States of America’s great democracy 
has been officially downgraded from a “full democracy” 
to a “flawed, second-rate democracy” by an international 
agency that monitors the status of all democracies world-
wide.” “Reference article on Wikipedia;” the US is no 
longer a full democracy, EIU warns https://www.cnbc.
com/2017/01/25/us-is-no-longer-a-full-democracy-eiu-
warns.html Jan 25, 2017 - The U.S. has been demoted from 
a full democracy to a flawed democracy for the first time, 
according to the Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU). Every 
year, the EIU’s Democracy Index provides a snapshot of 
global democracy by scoring countries on five categories: 
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electoral process and pluralism, distrust of government 
institutions, civil liberties, government function, and polit-
ical culture and participation. You can learn more about 
the worldwide decline of democracies at - https://freedom-
house.org/article/democracy-crisis-freedom-house-releas-
es-freedom-world-2018 - or look up on the internet and 
read “Democracy in Crises.” “Great Book.” My concern 
is, do we, the American people, still live in a legitimate 
self-rule, law, and order, constitutionally guided represen-
tative democratic government like our founding fathers 
intended? If we do, why is our democracy failing?

There is indeed plenty of other visible evidence avail-
able to prove that our democracy is failing, such as the lack 
of the constitutionally required equal representation in our 
legislative bodies; unchallenged government corruption; 
no regard for truth or transparency; intentional central-
ization of political power; deliberate shifting of wealth; 
class politics; widening of social, racial, and ideological 
divisions, erosion of the people’s public trust, the inten-
tional degrading of our government institutions; weak or 
no ethical standards; racial degradation; growing bigotry, 
expanding police authoritarianism; subversion of estab-
lished laws and failure to enforce our current laws; the 
degrading of the people’s civil rights; intentionally refus-
ing to carry out the essential functions of government; and 
a lack of checks and balances to prove that the actions, 
or lack of actions, by our elected legislative officials and 
our private, non-governmental political parties are directly 
causing the decline of our democracy.
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Moreover, the more dangerous rising threat to our 
democracy today is witnessing how easy and welcoming 
it has become for foreign adversaries and governments to 
infiltrate and influence our elections, policies, politicians, 
and our media without any concerted government efforts 
to stop it. Further, if we listen carefully, we will hear every-
one, except for President Trump, the Republicans, and 
the Justice Department, talking about the numerous bla-
tant attacks on our constitution and democracy that have 
been initiated by Trump, the Republicans, and the Justice 
Department. What we never hear from anyone is what 
are we, the American people, going to do about our dying 
democracy? Logically, waiting until the next election 
and then the next election and then the next one beyond 
that is not a practical solution for saving our democracy. 
Continuing to do so would only continue causing further 
damage to our democracy.

LIFE, TRUTH, AND POLITICS

A new disturbing trend called “alternative truth or 
alternative facts” that is working its way into our political 
and social narrative. An alternative truth is created when 
the real truth, backed up by proven fact, implicates a per-
son in a crime or wrongdoing. Alternative truth is noth-
ing more than lies intended to deceive and confuse people 
about a person’s wrongdoings. Falsehoods and deceptions 
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are used to gain something that cannot be obtained by 
dealing with the truth. One thing an alternative truth can-
not offer is the facts or evidence needed to prove its alter-
native truths theory. Donald Trump has mastered the art of 
applying an alternative truth to every wrong thing he has 
been caught doing. Recently, the Republican Party has also 
adopted and is now using the false alternative truth narra-
tive as the means to conceal the truth about the wrong, 
anti-democracy actions of Trump and themselves. I do not 
believe that Trump nor the Republican Party, and others 
understand the enormous powers of the truth. Merely cre-
ating an alternative truth to disguise or confuse the real 
proven truth does not mean the real truth goes away. The 
real truth will always be there waiting to expose that alter-
native truth deception. A lie is always being pursued by 
the truth.

The truth, by its very nature, is a very powerful, 
ever-present natural force that will, when known, always 
defeat any lie or deception, will settle disputes, and will 
dispel alternative theories that are purposely designed to 
challenge the truth. The truth is strictly reserved to be used 
only by those people doing things the right way for the 
right reasons. The lie or an alternative truth is reserved for 
those people that are doing things the wrong way for the 
wrong reasons. No one can deny the fact that people think 
and behave differently when they know the truth than they 
do when they are lied to and deceived. When learning 
about and accepting the truth, people will generally make 
changes in their beliefs, thoughts, and behavior.
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Creating alternative truths that are intended to con-
fuse and deceive people is what criminals do naturally 
when caught while committing a crime or wrong actions. 
The fact is, the alternative truths offered by Trump, the 
Republican Party, and others are actually an admittance 
of their guilt because proving innocence does not require 
the distortion of the known facts and truth. The disturbing 
part of spreading alternative truth theories is that doing 
so is an intentional direct attack on our rule of law con-
stitutional democracy by our elected officeholders. Those 
are the same officeholders the American people chose to 
prosecute the criminal wrongdoers, not protect them. The 
changes to our legislative bodies I would be proposing if 
I ran were explicitly designed to put an end that grow-
ing internal governmental corruption that is supported by 
intentionally created deceptive alternative truths. If elected 
president, I, along with the new legislative bodies, would 
adopt laws that make it illegal to produce any alternative 
facts or truths that are intended to deceive the American 
people or protect the guilty. I believe that deception law 
should call for the immediate termination of any govern-
ment official that creates alternative truth theories that are 
not backed up by the facts that can undisputedly prove 
their alternative theory. That law would be similar to the 
rule that makes it illegal to file a false police report.
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IDENTIFYING THE PROBLEM

With the original purpose of our legislative bodies 
being the primary defenders and protectors of our consti-
tution and democracy, the blame for our failing democracy 
must be placed on our present legislative bodies. The fact 
is, when our elected officials vote strictly along their par-
tisan party lines, our government stops working because 
of the intentionally forced partisan gridlock. No doubt, the 
power-grabbing abuse and misuse of our legislative bod-
ies by the private, non-governmental political parties and 
their wealthy donors are the primary cause of the decline 
of our democracy. Because of our fulltime extremely par-
tisan, gridlocked legislative bodies, our legislative bodies 
don’t have the time or interest in protecting, defending, or 
preserving our democracy. The bigger problem I see is that 
not one of our 2020 candidates running for president or any 
other elected office has recognized or seriously addressed 
our dying democracy problem. Do we really want to elect 
a president, or anyone else, who have no ideas or concerns 
about how to save and our dying democracy?
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THE TEST OF PATRIOTISM

The primary intention of my campaign for president 
would be to test each American citizen’s patriotism. My 
campaign points to the upcoming 2020 election, where, I 
am afraid, the fate of our democracy will be determined. 
During the 2020 election, the Republican Party would 
again be offering up Donald Trump as their incumbent 
candidate guaranteeing even more lies, political chaos 
with continuing intentional challenges to our constitu-
tion and the rule of law. The present divided and confused 
Democratic Party would be offering a yet undetermined 
candidate who would be following the usual party line by 
promising to fix a multitude of our domestic issues. The 
Democratic Parties’ problem is that they continue to oper-
ate as if there was nothing wrong with our dying democ-
racy or dysfunctional government.

How can the Democrats fix any domestic problem in 
a governmental system that no longer works as a func-
tioning democracy? Obviously, if the Republicans hold 
on to the U.S. Senate after the 2020 elections, not one of 
the Democrat’s domestic issues would ever appear on the 
Senate floor as McConnell has promised. My campaign 
for president, if I ran, would emphasize that the American 
people must first fix their broken legislative bodies before 
they can move forward with addressing any of their 
desired domestic issues in a real democratic process. I am 
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not naïve enough to think we, the American people, can fix 
our broken government by merely doing the same failed 
things over and over again, or in other words, by continu-
ing to do nothing. As a presidential candidate, I would ask 
all Americans to rate from 1to 6 the importance of the six 
most significant issues our country faces today; 1: immi-
gration, 2: gun control, 3: healthcare, 4: education, or 5: 
infrastructure, 6: or saving our dying democracy. What 
would most Americans select as the number one problem 
we face today? I hope the voters would understand that 
they cannot address the first five issues successfully until 
issue number six is taken care of.

The more I think about it, if I did run for president 
in 2020 on a Save our Democracy platform, it appears I 
would be the only candidate running strictly on a new, 
revolutionary, constitutionally-required, patriotic, national 
common cause, “Country First-Save our Democracy” cam-
paign platform. The smart part of my innovative “Country 
First-Save our Democracy” campaign for president is that 
there would be no legitimate, credible, or justifiable oppo-
sition from any patriotic citizen, political party, or elected 
official to saving our dying democracy. What American is 
going to be openly opposed to saving their dying democ-
racy? I can say that because I would be fulfilling my own 
personal constitutional duty by doing whatever is neces-
sary to defend, protect, and preserve my constitution and 
democracy like all patriotic Americans should.

My save our democracy themed campaign for presi-
dent would carry a significant nationwide, nonpartisan, and 
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unifying factor that would be an all-inclusive, stand-alone, 
and one-sided campaign that cannot fail because it would 
be the constitutionally right and necessary thing to do. My 
campaign would have the constitutional provided ability 
to challenge the American voters to do their required patri-
otic duty and openly support my presidential campaign for 
the greater good of our democracy and country. After all, 
if the American people don’t vote to save their democracy, 
what will they be voting for?

If I ran, I would want the American people to under-
stand that voting to save our democracy would be voting 
at the highest level of national patriotism. Voting for any 
of the private political party candidates or for the private 
political party agendas is voting on a secondary level. 
That’s true because the private political party agendas 
have nothing to do with saving our democracy. History 
will record either that the 2020 election was a time when 
the American people stood up, flexed their self-rule, 
government ownership muscle, and voted to save their 
democracy or history will record about the time when the 
American people stood by and watched their democracy 
die. If our democracy dies, it will be because the American 
people played the political party game and were consumed 
by Donald Trump’s mastery of deceit while not realizing 
that the fate of their democracy was at stake. If I ran, I 
would ask the American people if it would be worth giving 
up their democracy in exchange for reelecting Trump for 
four more chaotic years?
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Why I would win the 2020 presidential election, if I 
ran, is because my save our democracy campaign would 
have created a much bigger, more significant, very crucial, 
and more politically desperate issue than any other prob-
lem our country faces today. The enormous importance of 
the American people working together to save their fail-
ing democracy would add a new, critical element to our 
political thinking and behavior as a newly non-partisan 
united society. There would be no doubt that my constitu-
tional-required campaign to “Save our Democracy” story 
would automatically become a much bigger national news 
story than continually broadcasting Trump’s daily inco-
herent, lies, and rants.

My “Save our Democracy” campaign would put the 
Trump campaign and his Republican cohorts on the defen-
sive while forcing them to defend themselves against all 
of the unconstitutional, anti-democratic things they have 
attempted or have done together. I am sure all of those 
well-educated Trump supporters would fully understand 
that we Americans cannot make America great again until 
we make our democracy great again. That’s an undis-
puted no-brainer. Doesn’t it seem odd that Trump, Mitch 
McConnell, and the entire Republican Party cannot even 
lay claim to a single piece of legislation that they have 
written, sponsored, and passed that was solely intended 
to protect, defend, or helped to preserve our democracy 
amid our current failing democracy crises? It seems the 
Republican Party’s silence in this time of anti-democracy 
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chaos caused by Trump is a clear signal of their approval 
and support for the failure of our democracy.

For reference, as I will be referring to the sworn 
oath of office that all officeholders are required to take 
and honor. “I, (name), do solemnly swear (or affirm) that 
I will support and defend the Constitution of the United 
States against all enemies, foreign or domestic; that I will 
bear true faith and allegiance to the same; that I take this 
obligation freely without mental reservation or purpose of 
evasion; that I will well and faithfully discharge the duties 
of the office I am about to enter. So, help me, God.

Trump and his Republicans lackeys would need to 
bear the brunt of my constitutionally required, patriotic 
“Save our Democracy” campaign because I would be call-
ing them out for their failure to honor their sworn consti-
tutional duties and their solemn promise to the American 
people to always defend, protect, and preserve our consti-
tution, thus our democracy. The cleaver part of my presi-
dential campaign if I ran is that Trump and his Republican 
lackeys would be forced to remain shamelessly silent about 
my save our democracy campaign. They would have no 
logical or justified way to attack me or defend themselves 
from their own failures to uphold and honor their sworn 
oath of office. They would also know that they cannot 
attack me or my “Save our Democracy” presidential cam-
paign without openly demonstrating that they are opposed 
to the American people living in a democracy. In fact, if 
I did run, I would love nothing more than to stand next 
to Trump and the Democratic nominee during a televised 
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national debate where I would publicly challenge them to 
explain to the American people their own ideas for saving 
our democracy. The fact is, they would not have any bril-
liant ideas designed to save our democracy because if they 
did, their plans would already have been a primary issue 
during their campaigns.

Another reason why I would easily be elected pres-
ident in 2020 is that I would own the liberal/democratic 
base because they would realize that they can remove 
Trump from office and fulfill their domestic issue promises 
to the American people is by first saving and rebuilding 
our dying democracy. My save our democracy campaign 
issue would be that one patriotic, centralized, mega-issue 
that plays perfectly with the liberal ideologies and does no 
harm to real and honest conservatism. Any democratic can-
didate running for any public office in this country would 
surely understand that it would be wise for them to ride my 
unopposable, patriotic “Save our Democracy” campaign 
to victory. I also have no doubt that every Trump-hating 
celebrity, politician, and person of note who has already 
spoken out against Trump and his Republican Party lack-
eys would be more than willing to speak out again in sup-
port of my “Save our Democracy” campaign.

I have no doubt that most conservative politicians 
and pundits would be pressured to walk away from their 
democracy-threatening president and congressional lead-
ers to save their own reputations, jobs, and democracy. I 
am sure all the conservative officeholders would suddenly 
realize that they actually did take a sworn oath of office 
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that requires them to protect, defend, and preserve our 
democracy like my campaign is doing. So, logically, there 
would be no conservative objections or opposition to my 
constitutional required to save our democracy presidential 
campaign. Those anti-democracy politicians will need to 
realize that having no democracy equals no jobs as dicta-
torships don’t need meaningful legislative bodies, just yes 
men like we are witnessing today within our Trump run 
Republican Party.

I believe a majority of Republican candidates run-
ning for any state or federal public office, along with their 
conservative voters would come to realize that their can-
didates could never get elected if they were identified as 
being unpatriotic, un-American, and opposed to saving 
our democracy. Also, I believe that many Trump support-
ers don’t really want to give up their freedoms and the 
benefits of living in a self-rule democracy just to re-elect 
Trump for four more chaotic years with nothing to be 
gained in the end by voting for him. Further, the Trump 
and Republican party supporters would need to realize 
that their partisan voting for an anti-democracy, anti-con-
stitution, and unpatriotic president or other partisan polit-
ical party officeholders demonstrates their own disturbing 
personal anti-democracy, anti-constitution, and unpatri-
otic beliefs. I would like to know what happened and who 
convinced these Trump supporters to sell out their democ-
racy, their constitution, and their patriotism for some type 
of fantasy about going back to some mythical time when 
America was great.
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I firmly believe that the majority of conservative, 
liberal, and independent voters in this country know and 
feel the time has finally arrived for some real change in 
the way our present dysfunctional government operates. 
I believe most American voters would realize that my 
non-discriminatory, “Save our Democracy” campaign for 
president would benefit every American citizen equally. 
Also, I would guess that over 90 percent of Americans are 
thoroughly fed-up with the way their dysfunctional gov-
ernment operates and would welcome the idea of over-
hauling their legislative bodies if doing so would put an 
end to the political madness they are bombarded with 
every day. Voting for any political party backed presiden-
tial candidates without fixing our legislative bodies first 
would essentially be voting for more of the same dysfunc-
tional, democracy destroying, and gridlocked government.

WHAT I SEE, WHY I AM AFRAID.

While in high school, my civics teacher taught that if 
we, the American people, did not like the way our govern-
ment worked, then the people had the constitutional right, 
authority, and voting powers to do what was necessary 
to make it work better. We were taught that the consti-
tutional door is always open for the American people to 
make improvements to their democracy and democratic 
governance system that they own if the people felt those 
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changes were beneficial or necessary. He taught us that 
the Declaration of Independence provided the roadmap for 
what the American people would need to do when the fate 
of their constitution or democracy was at stake. I learned 
that I, and all Americans, because of our citizenship, have 
an unwritten, personal constitutional obligation to always 
defend, protect, and preserve our constitution and democ-
racy. My campaign for president, if I ran, would be based 
on that unwritten constitutional obligation. My running 
for president, if I did, would not be because I want to be 
president, it would be because I feel I need to run to ful-
fill my constitutional obligation to do whatever is nec-
essary to save and enhance my democracy. My teacher 
also warned that we would lose our democracy when the 
American people lost sight of what national patriotism is 
all about and started shifting their political loyalties to pri-
vate, non-governmental political parties or individuals.

I have always been cautiously secure with the thought 
that the way our democratic representative government 
was structured with its three separate branches of gov-
ernment, the executive, legislative, and judicial branches, 
it would be nearly impossible for anyone, even a corrupt 
president, to become powerful enough to destroy our 
democracy. However, I am shocked to see that today, so 
many elected and appointed officials working within my 
democratic government are eager and willing to sell out 
our democracy for some personal gains. To me, it appears 
these elected or appointed officials see our democracy as 
a sinking ship and are trying to position themselves for 
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jobs in the next government. Imagine how surprised these 
undemocratic, treasonous elected and appointed officials 
will be when they realize that the democracy ship is not 
sinking, and they become identified as coconspirator’s in 
the intentional dismantling of our democracy.

I always thought that for a president to destroy our 
democracy, the American people would first need to make 
a poorly thought out big blunder during an election and 
somehow elect a narcissistic person who had no morals, 
was so egotistical and self-serving that that person had no 
respect for the American people, the truth, our democracy, 
our constitution, or our rule of law. Even if that type of 
immoral, unpatriotic, soulless person were elected presi-
dent, to destroy our democracy, that president would also 
need help from one of our two main private political parties 
that would need to become a willing participant with that 
president’s self-serving, intentional democracy destroying 
agenda. That willing political party would need to inten-
tionally refuse to honor its own sworn oath of office and 
willfully conspire with that president to dismantle the core 
principles of our democracy.

To convert my one-time hypothetical synopsis to real-
ity, today, Donald Trump has become that described type 
of immoral and soulless president who is determined to 
destroy our democracy for his own personal gain. Today’s 
Republican Party has become that more than a willing par-
ticipant in supporting President Trump’s goal of destabi-
lizing our democracy. It is now apparent that U.S. Attorney 
General William Barr and his U.S. Justice Department 
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have become that third willing participant willing to con-
spire with Trump and the Republicans to undermine the 
core principles of the people’s self-rule democracy.

Look how easy it was for one man, Attorney General 
Barr, to flip our entire Justice Department from being the 
federal prosecutor of our constitutional laws to become the 
personal defenders of those people who are intentionally 
undermining our constitutional laws. Add Mike Pompeo, 
our Security of State, and the State Department to the list 
of willing-to-conspire government agencies, and there is 
not much left from inside of our government to fight back 
against the intentional dismantling of our democracy. Our 
democracy is placed in jeopardy when our country has no 
one willing to prosecute the violators of our constitutional 
laws. What is the reason why our president, along with the 
Republican Party, and our Justice and State Departments 
are openly challenging every one of our constitutional 
laws? Why is our constitution under constant attack from 
within our government, and who benefits from those 
attacks? Do we realize that without a constitution, there 
can be no democracy?

Let’s not overlook the fact that Trump’s lap boy Mitch 
McConnell, leader of Trumps’ Republican lead U.S. Senate, 
has been quietly working for years behind the scenes to 
appoint as many young, white, right-wing conservative 
judges as possible to every federal court in the country, 
including our Supreme Court. To move the degrading of 
our democracy forward, it would be necessary for Trump 
to place our legal system in chaos by intentionally refusing 
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to abide by our traditional and constitutional laws. The 
refusal by Trump, and the Republicans in Congress, the 
Justice and State Departments to honor lawful and justi-
fied congressional subpoenas is done purposely to obstruct 
legitimate congressional investigations and intended to 
force our potentially partisan federal courts, including 
the Supreme Court, to either interpret our laws favoring 
Trump or toss some laws out altogether.

There is something wrong with the traditional demo-
cratic theory that “no one is above the law in our law and 
order society” when our president and others cannot be 
indicted for breaking our traditional or constitutional laws. 
When we cannot indict a sitting president for breaking our 
civil and constitutional laws, we have set a bad precedent 
for the future while undermining and degrading our law 
and order democracy. If we do not close this unconstitu-
tional “cannot indict a sitting president” loophole now, we 
will eventually end up with a government full of elected 
people who cannot be indicted for their crimes while 
in office.

It is evident to me that the reason for ushering all of 
the criminal and constitutional law charges against Trump 
into the federal courts is to keep advancing any unfavorable 
verdicts of the lower courts to the Supreme Court where a 
favorable ruling has been paid for and is expected. Trump 
seems pretty sure of himself that the Supreme Court is in 
his pocket, and he boldly welcomes the Supreme Court 
to hear all of the charges against him. I believe the pre-
cise day our democracy dies for good is the day when the 
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Mitch McConnell constructed Supreme Court rules that 
Donald Trump is above the law and cannot be indicted for 
all of the crimes and misdemeanors charged against him. 
If so, our Supreme Court would become another willing 
participant in the destruction of our democracy.

Also, I wonder if the American people realize there are 
literally hundreds of elected politicians, including Donald 
Trump, who are currently serving in our federal and state 
governments who would not have been legally elected to 
office without the help of intentional, partisan gerryman-
dering. Unconstitutional gerrymandering, predominately 
done by the Republican Party for political gain, is the rea-
son why our government is in a severe constitutional cri-
sis today. Intentional partisan gerrymandering done to rig 
elections while also stacking the federal courts with par-
tisan judges is done to rig the federal and state legislative 
and court systems.

Gee, I wonder if Mitch McConnell realizes what he 
is doing? It will take years to undo the damages to our 
government that has been caused by illegal gerrymander-
ing and our right-wing conservative-stacked federal court 
system if nothing changes with the way our government 
operates. The changes to our legislative bodies and voting 
system that I would be proposing if I run are designed to 
put an end to all of this treasonous, intentional dismantling 
of our democracy.

Let’s not forget that there is Trumps’ intentional dis-
crediting of our media with his continuous lies and false 
accusations of fake news causing confusion and mistrust 
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among the people. Fox News, Trump’s mouthpiece, and 
another willing participant in the destruction of our democ-
racy would somehow be the only exception to Trump’s 
fake news attacks on our traditional media. Also, Trump 
and the Republican Party’s open-door policies of cooper-
ation with our foreign advisories is an intentional snub at 
the principles of our democracy. We can be sure that those 
Republican officials openly conspiring with Trump and 
those Republican officeholders who are remaining silent, 
during this ongoing law and order chaos in our govern-
ment are doing so for some secretly-designed power-grab-
bing reason that would not benefit the American people or 
their democracy in the end. It’s scary to see how that exact 
democracy-destroying scenario is playing out right now, 
before our eyes.

The intentional anti-democracy and anti-constitu-
tional actions perpetrated within the executive, legislative, 
and justice departments plainly demonstrates that the guilty 
people in those departments have knowingly castoff their 
sworn oath of office and other constitutional obligations 
to defend and preserve our democracy. Therefore, their 
democracy destroying actions has now opened the con-
stitutional door for the American people, owners of their 
government, to take it upon themselves to do their patri-
otic constitutional duty as outlined in the Declaration of 
Independence to do what is necessary to save their democ-
racy. There are no rules or laws that forbid the American 
people from doing whatever is required to protect, defend, 
and preserve the democracy they own, even if it requires 
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making changes to their legislative bodies and voting sys-
tem. Granted, the American people cannot merely make 
changes to their government for wrongful or unjustified 
reasons. Still, when the fate of their democracy is at stake, 
the American people certainly do have the constitutional 
right and authority to make whatever changes are neces-
sary to save their democracy.

THE 2020 ELECTIONS

The patriotic challenge for the American people 
would take place during the 2020 presidential election 
when all American voters must decide what kind of coun-
try they want to live in. Do the patriotic American voters 
vote for any of the private political party candidates with-
out regard for the death of their democracy, or do the vot-
ers do the constitutional required patriotic thing and vote 
to save their democracy? Keep in mind that the private 
political parties only represent different ideological fac-
tions of our society, not the whole of our democratic soci-
ety. The individual, non-governmental political parties, 
could not rightfully claim that they are trying to save and 
preserve our democracy equality for all Americans unless 
they accepted, joined, and supported my all-inclusive, 
country-first presidential campaign.

I do foresee both of our major political parties even-
tually supporting my save our democracy campaign for 
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president. I say this because what would it look like if only 
one of our two major political parties accepted, joined, and 
supported my save our democracy campaign. What would 
that say about the other political party that did not partici-
pate in supporting the plans to save our democracy? How 
are any political party candidates running for office going 
to explain to the voters about the fact that they and their 
political party are not in favor of saving our democracy? 
Would their candidates still expect to get elected?

What would happen when my campaign for president 
publicly asked the leaders of all major corporations, busi-
nesses, religions, celebrities, media outlets, institutions, 
and organizations to support my save our democracy cam-
paign? How would these people or their institutional enti-
ties explain themselves if they were publicly identified as 
not being in favor of saving our democracy? Logically, 
there is only one right answer for all Americans to the ques-
tion of “do you want to save your democracy?” The fact is, 
my all-inclusive, patriotic, and one-sided save our democ-
racy campaign for president cannot lose because from 
the patriotic perspective, it cannot be justifiably opposed. 
What American person wants to be publicly identified as 
being unpatriotic and anti-democracy?

No Doubt, my campaign for President would be a 
revolutionary, new, innovative, and unique campaign 
because I would be the only presidential candidate in his-
tory who would be offering explicate, detailed plans for 
upgrading our federal and state legislative bodies and 
voting systems. Those detailed plans were designed to 
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ensure that all Americans will have “guaranteed equal rep-
resentation” within their newly updated federal and state 
legislative bodies and voting systems. No more being rep-
resented simply by the dominant political ideology of the 
current officeholders. The residual benefits of my plans to 
save our democracy would be; the removal of all outside 
money from our political system; equalizing the political 
powers of our private political party’s within our legisla-
tive bodies; eliminating the partisan political divide in our 
government and country; redefining and restricting lobby-
ists activities; placing control of our government back in 
the hands of the American people; and ensuring that no 
foreign government, wealthy person, corporation, or polit-
ical organization could ever interfere with our elections. 
(How to achieve these benefits will be discussed shortly 
in this book.) The 2020 elections fall in the time frame 
our founding fathers predicted when the American people 
would need to decide if they wanted to continue living in 
the self-rule style democracy, they gave us.

MY LONG TIME THOUGHTS

I often thought about what I would do if that time ever 
arrived when the so-called bad, self-serving, unpatriotic 
people took full charge of the American people’s self-rule, 
democratic government. When trying to solve any prob-
lem, I often apply some of Albert Einstein’s quotes, such 
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as, “We cannot solve our problems with the same level 
of thinking that created them,” “We cannot keep doing 
the same things over again expecting different results” 
and, “Imagination is more important than knowledge. 
For knowledge is limited, whereas imagination embraces 
the entire world, stimulating progress, giving birth to 
evolution.” Imaginary thought is the starting point of all 
advancement. Nothing can be created or invented by man 
without first being imagined by man. No forward prog-
ress can be achieved without exploring imaginary con-
cepts directed at solving a perceived or existing problem. 
The great thing about discovering new solutions is those 
solutions can come from anywhere and from anyone, even 
from a person like myself.

When I first started thinking about how I would build 
a better representative constitutional democracy, the first 
thing I did was study the functions of our federal and state 
legislative bodies. Our legislative bodies are the centers of 
power and corruption. They are also natural magnets for 
conmen, crooks, power-seekers, and all kinds of unscru-
pulous people willing to offer anything for special favors 
that are not available to everyone. Our legislative bodies 
can either make or break a President, Governor, and a 
country. Our private political party run legislative bodies 
can appoint partisan judges and department heads, create, 
erase, or change laws, set policies, and have the political 
power to make our democracy work properly or fail mis-
erably. If any democracy, is going to fail, the legislative 
bodies are where those failures will begin.
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I am confident that the legislative changes to our dying 
democratic governmental system I would be proposing if 
I ran for president would absolutely save our democracy 
and place control of our government back in the hands 
of the American people. If an overhaul of our federal and 
state legislative bodies is what it would take to save, pre-
serve, and advance our democracy, then we, the American 
people, need to take a serious look at how the overhaul of 
our federal and state legislative bodies would benefit the 
American people.

When was the last time a presidential candidate ran 
for office with a campaign platform that calls for the over-
hauling of our legislative bodies and voting systems? Those 
new legislative body changes would ensure that no private 
political party would ever hold more elected seats in a fed-
eral or state legislative body than another private politi-
cal party, thus creating new equally balanced and equally 
representative legislative bodies. The residual effect of 
establishing equally divided legislative bodies would be 
far-reaching, allowing us, the American people, to clean 
up the corruption in our government while also being able 
to address the failed or harmful policies that threaten all 
Americans and their democracy. Upgrading our federal 
and state legislative and voting systems to be equally rep-
resentative would allow us, the American people, to set the 
goals and direction of our country for the future.

History teaches us that there is never an acceptable 
or smooth transition from self-rule, representative democ-
racy to any form of dictatorship. There will always be 
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political conflict, chaos, and possible revolution during 
that transition period. Recognizing that we are now liv-
ing in that chaotic time of transition from democracy to a 
dictatorship style government should become a desperate 
call to action for the American people who are about to 
lose everything. As I see it, the 2020 presidential elections 
are extremely crucial if there is any hope of saving our 
democracy. If Trump wins again in 2020, the core princi-
ples of our democracy would have already been destroyed, 
and Trump could possibly become our first, real life-
time dictator.

HINTS OF A CIVIL WAR

There has been much talk or speculations about a pos-
sible civil war between the minority conservative Trump 
supporters and the majority liberal elements that want 
enforcement of our constitutional laws and the removal of 
Trump from office. Civil war is a scary thought and some-
thing that will destroy our democracy as we know it. The 
problem with a civil war being fought between the two 
parties today would be the fact that one side, the minority 
Trump side, will have the advantage of having administra-
tive control of the military and law enforcement agencies. 
Even though the military and law enforcement leaders 
do take a sworn oath of office to protect, defend and pre-
serve our democracy those elements are also designed to 
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be “follow the leader obligated” elements that will, even 
against their own patriotic interests and country, take their 
orders from the very people (Trump) that are destroying 
our democracy.

Thankfully, it is apparent that the Republican-led 
Senate will not remove Trump from office no matter what 
Trump has done, thus averting that rumored civil war. If I 
were running for president during that time of a pre-civil 
war threat, I would recommend the patriotic American peo-
ple carry out their own one-day civil war on election day, 
November 3rd, 2020. Instead of violently fighting it out in 
the streets, I believe that the so-called civil war should be 
fought out at the ballot box using the democratic process.

I believe it would be fair for both sides of the save 
our democracy civil war issue to publicly present their 
views on why the American people should either save 
their democracy or let their democracy die. This can be 
accomplished through the use of our traditional and social 
media outlets. Both sides of this save our democracy civil 
war would be free to sway the American voters to their 
beliefs and reasoning for their pro or con side of the save 
our democracy issue. I can’t imagine what type of argu-
ments the anti-democracy side of this civil war could offer 
the American people that would convince them to give up 
their democracy. Then on November 3rd, let the American 
people decide who wins that save our democracy civil 
war at the ballot box. This is how democracy is intended 
to work.
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The interesting aspect of the Senate impeachment trial 
is that those Republicans who voted to save Trump would 
be publicly demonstrating their disdain for our democracy 
and the constitutional rule of law. Those Republican sen-
ators would also be casting one of the last votes in their 
political careers as they would be voted out of their office 
at the first opportunity. There should never be any toler-
ance for elected officials that demonstrates anti-democ-
racy or the anti-rule of law tendencies. I find it hard to 
believe that those Republicans senators who would vote to 
save Trump would willingly give up their political careers 
just to protect one of the most corrupt criminals to ever 
hold public office in our country.

In the end, it’s okay if the Republicans save Trump 
from losing his presidency through the impeachment pro-
cess. In a few short months on (November 3rd), those 
patriotic Americans voting to save our democracy would 
now have the perfect opportunity to remove Trump from 
office along with all of that anti-democracy, anti-rule of 
law Republicans. Therefore, the end results of this whole 
impeachment process would be part of the impending 
corruption clean-up process within our legislative bod-
ies. That legislative clean-up process will be part of the 
requirements necessary to rebuild our legislative bodies. 
To protect our country from ever being in this corrupt leg-
islative body predicament again, it is essential that we, the 
American people, make the necessary changes to our leg-
islative bodies to ensure it would never happen again.
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UPGRADING THE 
LEGISLATIVE BODIES.

No doubt, “Saving our Democracy” would be the 
most critical issue the American people have faced since 
the birth of our nation. The advantage I would have with 
my “Save our Democracy” campaign for president if I ran 
would be that I would be placing the decision to save our 
democracy squarely in the hands of the American people 
during the 2020 elections. The advantage of allowing the 
American people to decide if they want their democracy 
saved and their corrupt government cleaned up is that it 
keeps the partisan private political parties away from mak-
ing those critical decisions. Without a doubt, today’s polit-
ical party run legislative bodies are not capable of making 
the changes necessary to save our democracy because the 
private political parties that presently control our legisla-
tive bodies would not willingly agree to give up the polit-
ical power they have.

Voting overwhelmingly to save our democracy would 
establish a compelling “majority will of the people man-
date” that cannot be ignored by our elected officials or the 
private political parties. A self-rule representative democ-
racy is based on the government serving the majority will 
of the people. Therefore, taking back control of our self-
rule democracy and government must be done through the 
votes of the American people. The reality is, the political 
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parties are not capable of making political decisions about 
things like saving our democracy because of their rigid 
partisanship differences. The changes to our federal and 
state legislative bodies must come from outside of our 
legislative bodies to ensure those changes are carried out 
properly without dispute.

The American people, owners of their self-rule gov-
ernment, are the only ones with the constitutional duty, 
right, and authority to make changes to their legislative bod-
ies and voting systems. Also, my “Save our Democracy” 
campaign issue is a totally non-negotiable issue, unlike 
every other domestic issue that the other candidates are 
campaigning for. When it comes to saving our democ-
racy, the only negotiation will be done by the American 
voters who, during the 2020 elections, would be deciding 
whether to save our democracy or not.

Sadly, if the decision to overhaul our legislative 
body system were left up to our legislators, there would 
be plenty of deal-making influenced by both foreign and 
domestic special interests that would not solve the prob-
lem of saving our dying democracy. Further, there would 
be no Russian or other outside foreign or domestic inter-
ference in our elections, with the American people vot-
ing to overhaul their legislative body system. I have to 
believe that there would be no practical way for any for-
eign or domestic anti-democracy elements to convince the 
American people to give up their self-rule, representative 
democracy during any election.
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My thinking was, my save our democracy issue would 
be the only crucial issue on the 2020 ballot that can make or 
break our democracy. Knowing that all other federal, state, 
and local candidates wanting to win their elections would 
be wise to attach their campaigns to my campaign by join-
ing and supporting my “Save our Democracy” presiden-
tial campaign, or they would appear to be opposed to or 
not interested in saving our democracy. There is no middle 
ground on the save our democracy issue. Clearly, the only 
right and patriotic thing for any Republican, Democratic, 
or Independent candidates running for any public office to 
do are to embrace and support my “Save our Democracy” 
campaign for president to show their allegiance to our 
constitution and country.

Looking forward, let’s assume that 99 percent of all 
the candidates, conservatives and liberals, elected to pub-
lic office in 2020, were, in some way, beneficiaries of sup-
porting my save our democracy campaign for president. 
After the 2020 elections, if I were elected, my save our 
democracy campaign would have been responsible for put-
ting elected officials from both major political parties and 
independents in every federal and state legislative body in 
the country. Those newly elected officeholders would now 
be mandated by the American people to make those neces-
sary legislative body and voting system changes. Even the 
elected officials that were not up for re-election would be 
on notice to accept that mandate from the American peo-
ple. Most elected officials would not want to endure the 
extreme criticisms they would receive from the American 
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people if they attempted to derail the people’s mandated 
legislative body and voting system changes.

THE CHANGES NEEDED FOR A 
BETTER DEMOCRACY.

Through no fault of my own, I happen to be one of 
those analytical type of thinkers who sees a serious problem 
and over-analyzes that problem until I find what I believe 
is a practical and acceptable solution. I have learned that 
there is a workable solution to every problem. However, 
a solution cannot be discovered until an actual problem 
exists or is perceived. Many times, we do not recognize 
a problem until it is too late. The problem we now face 
is that our old governmental system has been pretty well 
dissected and abused and has become easy to infiltrate and 
manipulate by big money special interests. I believe there 
have been too many lawyers elected to office because it 
is a lawyer’s job to find loopholes in written laws. Our 
democracy is being loop-holed to extinction by people 
that seek to dismantle our democracy.

When I started that problem-solving process, my mis-
sion was to see what would be required to rebuild a newer, 
better constitutionally-guided, self-ruled, representative 
democratic government that would again become a gov-
ernment of the people, by the people, and for the people. In 
other words, what is required by us, the American people, 
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to take the government we own back from the so-called 
wealthy one percent. Theoretically, I wanted to invent a 
new and more advanced type of self-rule, representative 
democracy, while still using many of the beneficial aspects 
of our current democracy, along with adhering to our pres-
ent Constitution and Bill of Rights.

I knew, whatever way I tried to design a new and 
better self-rule representative democratic system of gov-
ernment, I would need to first find a practical approach 
to neutralize and regulate the non-governmental, private 
political parties. Secondly, I would need to find a way to 
eliminate all foreign and domestic outside dark money and 
other special interest influences from campaigns and our 
new legislative system. Third, I would need to find a way to 
restrict all private, special interest lobbying of our elected 
officials. Forth, I would need to find a way to establish 
real, honest, equal representation in our legislative bodies. 
Fifth, I would need to create a new, advanced, and nonpar-
tisan voting system where voters would have the opportu-
nity to vote for all of their elected officials regardless of 
a candidate being a conservative or liberal, which I will 
explain shortly. Sixth, I would need to put an end to the 
destructive and hateful political divide within our govern-
ment and country. Seventh, I knew I would need to find a 
way to place full control of our political system back into 
the hands of the American people. Eight, and most import-
ant, was designing a governmental/legislative system that 
was based on the constitutional requirement for equal 
representation. Achieving those eight goals would ensure 
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the people’s constitutional right and authority to establish 
their country’s priorities and agendas for the government 
they own.

I trust that the American people, owners of their gov-
ernment, are capable of determining how they want their 
government to function and what issues they want to be 
addressed. Essentially, the private political parties would 
no longer be setting and promoting their partisan agendas 
as the direction our country would take after each elec-
tion. How would it be possible to have a government that 
includes these eight advanced elements? Let me explain.

The problem, if anybody has noticed, is everything in 
our country, including our democracy, is deteriorating. The 
only thing that is not deteriorating is the wealth of the one 
percent that controls our political parties and legislative 
system. It’s called trickle-up politics. For me, that is not 
acceptable and should not be acceptable for any patriotic 
citizen of this country. We, as American citizens, should 
have never, ever allowed big money controlled, private 
political parties to take control of our legislative system, 
our democracy, and our country.

The reason for making changes to our legislative bod-
ies is because the legislative bodies are what the private 
political parties use to control all aspects of our govern-
ment and our lives. Today, seating advantage in our leg-
islative bodies is so vital to the private political parties 
that they would spend any amount of money, say any-
thing, and do anything to dominate the workings of our 
legislative bodies, thus our government. The alarming fact 
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about our legislative bodies today is they are controlled 
by big money backed private political parties, not by the 
American people. If we look a little deeper, it is easy to see 
that our government has already been overthrown by our 
two private, non-governmental, big-money funded and 
influenced political parties.

My reasoning is based on the apparent fact that today, 
the two-leading private, big-money funded, non-govern-
mental political parties (Republican and Democratic) have 
become so politically powerful that they now own and con-
trol all the votes in our federal and state legislative bodies. 
They also control nearly all political campaign funding. 
Because of their campaign funding controls, the private 
political parties can determine who they want to run for 
legislative office and who they don’t want. The private, 
non-governmental political parties also have the political 
power to decide what legislative bills get introduced or not 
introduced in our legislative bodies. Worse yet, our two 
main private political parties set the agendas that deter-
mine the ideological direction of our country, and in many 
cases, against the majority will of the American people.

Now, I am cautioning my readers, the structural and 
operational changes to our federal and state legislative 
body and voting systems I am about to propose here are 
new, somewhat different, and innovative. What I would 
be suggesting is about building a more advanced version 
of what a modern and genuinely representative self-rule 
democratic government should be like. So, read, study, 
and think about my proposed changes to our governmental 
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system with an open mind. Then see if you agree with me 
that we, the American people, should make these neces-
sary changes. The door would always be opened for any 
other changes the American people want to include that 
will make our democracy even stronger and work better 
for the people. Please understand, the changes I would be 
suggesting here are not written in stone; they are intended 
to be a starting point for a national discussion about saving 
our democracy.

SECURING REAL 
EQUAL REPRESENTATION.

When thinking about my government, I wondered 
why it was really necessary to have a shifting policy-based 
governmental system that is always in a state of conflict 
and chaos, with no constitutionally required equal rep-
resentation, and the private political parties continually 
fighting against each other for political dominance? Then 
I wondered, would it be better for the American people to 
have an equal representative government that was stable, 
ideologically balanced, and with a defined direction where 
no private political party would ever have more political 
power than the other? First, let’s look at our constitutional 
requirement for “equal representation.” The old and still 
current theory is that the people would be equally rep-
resented by geography with an equal number of people 
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living in appointed voting districts. However, today, inten-
tional partisan gerrymandering has subverted that equal 
representation by geography theory. Gerrymandering, 
done illegally, places a higher value on the people’s votes 
living within the heavily gerrymandered voting districts 
and lesser value on the people’s votes within the non-ger-
rymandered voting districts.

The primary reason for partisan gerrymandering is to 
gain a political party delegate advantage in the Electoral 
College. Rigging voting district delegate numbers to win 
elections by using the easily rigged Electoral College 
system has devalued the value of the American people’s 
votes. Unconstitutional gerrymandering is done to fix 
elections because the political party that carried out the 
unlawful gerrymandering cannot win elections honestly. 
We Americans are presently dealing with a flawed system 
of “equal representation by geography” in our voting sys-
tem. We can easily fix that problem.

I believe the biggest problem we have with equal 
representation today is that the American people “are not 
equally represented by political ideology” in their legisla-
tive bodies. Political ideology, both conservatism, and lib-
eralism have become the dominant reasons for how people 
think and act politically, how people choose candidates to 
vote for, how the people’s government is governed, how 
people are appointed to political positions, why partisan 
gerrymandering is done, a primary reason for discrimina-
tion, and how the electoral college delegates are chosen. 
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Political ideology determines what segment of our society 
gets represented and served first and who gets left behind.

Political party ideology conflicts are also the cause 
of gridlock and obstructionism, most of the conflict and 
corruption within our government. Political ideology is 
the primary reason for the contentious personal political 
divide and growing hatred within our government and 
country. Sadly, people even judge other people by their 
political ideology.

Political ideology is much more of a conscience and 
personal influencing factor for how people think and act 
politically, then political geography is. Therefore, If I ran 
for President, I would ask the American people to recog-
nize and accept “political ideology” as the dominating 
political force in our country and make political ideology 
a legal part of the Constitutional requirement for “Equal 
Representation.” Making the change to being equally 
represented by political ideology in our federal and state 
legislative bodies would change everything with how our 
government functions.

When one political party holds more seats in our leg-
islative bodies than the other party, the American people 
are not equally represented by geography or by political 
ideology. Therefore, I believe that the best way for the 
American people to be represented equally by both geog-
raphy and political ideology is by establishing an “Equal 
Number of Conservative and Liberal Representatives 
seats in our Federal and State Legislative Bodies.” Yes, I 
am calling for equally divided federal and state legislative 
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bodies with one-half of the legislative seats guaranteed for 
conservatives and one-half guaranteed for liberals. There 
are enormous benefits for the American people by estab-
lishing equally balanced legislative bodies that ensure 
equal representation, let me explain.

When one political ideology/party holds more seats 
in a legislative body than the other, there will not be any 
constitutionally required equal representation in that legis-
lative body. In this case, equal representation is exchanged 
for political power by the political ideology/party that 
holds the most seats and a political power disadvantage 
for the now minority ideology/party. Equal, as in equal 
representation, should mean that there is the same number 
of representatives from both the conservative and liberal 
political ideologies seated in our legislative bodies.

The flaw in our present legislation system is the con-
stitutional requirement for equal representation has been 
replaced by the constant fight for individual political ideol-
ogy dominance. These political party wars are destroying 
our democracy. Equally balanced legislative bodies would 
ensure equal representation for the people and put an end 
to the political party wars. The solution for ending the 
chaos and dysfunction within our government is adhering 
to our constitution’s requirement for equal representation. 
To do that requires making changes to how our legislative 
bodies are structured and how they function.

I thought about what would happen if “the seating in 
our federal and state legislative bodies were divided equally 
between the conservative and liberal ideologies?”After 
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much thought and study, I found that having equally 
divided legislative bodies was the perfect solution for 
solving the problems within our now corrupt and dysfunc-
tional government. If I ran for president, I would definitely 
be proposing that one-half of our federal and state legis-
lative bodies be reserved for conservatives and one half 
reserved for liberals, not necessarily for just Republicans 
and Democrats.

Today, our elections are all about the private political 
parties attempting to gain political power advantage in our 
legislative bodies, not about what is right for the American 
people or our country. Most political party candidates 
today need to become yes-men willing to adhere strictly 
to the partisan party line to gain party support. We had lost 
our way when we, the American people, got sucked into 
the political party wars making us chose party over coun-
try. This change to partisan political thinking has taken us 
away from voting for qualified candidates who are capable 
of doing good things for this country regardless of politi-
cal ideology.

How the American people vote during elections 
changes dramatically with equally balanced legislative 
bodies. Establishing equally balanced legislative bodies 
with guaranteed equal seating for conservatives and liber-
als means that only a conservative can fill an open conser-
vative seat, and only a liberal can fill an open, liberal seat. 
This means that conservatives would need to campaign 
and run against other conservatives to fill an open conser-
vative seat and the same for liberals. When conservatives 
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run against other conservatives, the voters would have 
the opportunity to study and vote for the most qualified 
conservative candidate and the same for the liberals. The 
voters would no longer have to deal with political parties 
fighting against each other, trying to gain political dom-
inance in our legislative bodies. Voters would now have 
the opportunity to vote for the most qualified conserva-
tive candidates and the most qualified liberal candidates. 
(More on the new voting process later)

If we, the American people, want our constitutional 
required equal representation from both our conservative 
and liberal ideologies in our legislative body run gov-
ernmental system, we must provide a balanced and fair 
opportunity for all qualified conservative and liberal polit-
ical parties and non-political party independent candi-
dates to be a contributing part of our government. Various 
extreme political ideologies like Communism, Fascism, 
Nationalism, and others just do not meet our country’s self-
rule, Constitutional, and Bill of Rights laws and equal rep-
resentation requirements. Therefore, they have no rightful 
place in our political system. The suggested changes to our 
legislative bodies were purposely designed to open up our 
legislative system to any qualified third party or an inde-
pendent person of either political ideology who is eligible, 
qualified, and willing to serve their country.

Here is what the American people would gain by 
establishing equally balanced legislative bodies: No 
more political party fights while attempting to gain seat-
ing advantage in our legislative bodies. No more single 



55

political party dominance of our legislative bodies. No 
more politically divided country or government. No need 
to spend big money trying to gain seating advantage with 
equally divided, guaranteed legislative body seating. A 
more perfect system of equal representation. An ever-pres-
ent balanced system of checks and balances. Equalized 
ideological political power. The constant burden of win-
ning elections at all costs is taken off of the backs of the 
political parties and the American people. The American 
people would be back in charge of their government.

After analyzing this not so crazy concept of equally 
divided legislative bodies, I found that making that one 
single change to our legislative systems would thoroughly 
clean up our present corrupt and dysfunctional govern-
ment. With equally balanced legislative bodies, neither 
political party could get a partisan legislative bill passed 
without getting some votes from the other side. That’s 
called compromise. (How to break ties explained later) 
It seemed logical to me that if we, the American people, 
want more equally representative, nonpartisan politics and 
fair compromise on all legislation, we need to set up our 
legislative bodies in an equally representative format.

Equally balanced legislative bodies solve one of the 
biggest problems our government faces. With an equal 
number of legislative seats being guaranteed for both 
conservatives and liberals, there would no longer be any 
logical reason for anyone to spend big money on politi-
cal campaigns while attempting to gain legislative seating 
advantage. Simply put, no candidate or political party is 
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going to spend big money trying to win an already-guar-
anteed seat in our legislative bodies, especially when there 
is no political advantage to be gained. By also adopting 
a long-overdue taxpayer-funded campaign law, we, the 
American people, would have now taken all outside, spe-
cial interests’ big-money influence entirely out of our 
political system.

Eliminating all outside special interest’s money from 
our political system would put an end to the influence of 
all of the dark money-funded private political foundations 
like Citizens United, Americans for Prosperity, NRA, and 
others. Therefore, with no political power advantage to 
be gained by the private political parties, and with tax-
payer-funded campaigns, the outside dark money now 
funneled to our private political parties and campaigns 
become illegal. Even the corporations that were ruled by 
the Supreme Court to be “corporate-persons” would no 
longer be able to donate to political campaigns. Sorry, 
Supreme Court, Republicans, and Citizens United. Also, 
there would be no reason for citizens to donate their per-
sonal funds to any candidate or private political party with 
taxpayer-funded campaigns.

There would no longer be any reason for our elected 
officials to spend their taxpayer-paid time at work fund-
raising for their private political party when each candi-
date’s campaign would now be paid for by the taxpayers. 
No longer would our political campaigns be determined by 
how much money a candidate can raise. Our elected offi-
cials would finally be free to represent the people without 
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being obligated to repay or serve any private special inter-
est donors. With equal seating in our legislative bodies 
combined with taxpayer-funded campaigns, there would 
never be the possibility of a minority political party being 
in a dominant political position to force their unpopular 
partisan agendas on the American people.

Other advantages of upgrading to equally-divided 
seating in our legislative bodies are: equal legislative 
seating creates a more stable and sustainable government 
by eliminating the frequent drastic reversals of partisan 
political party policies and agendas after each election 
period; Promotes more nonpartisan politics and compro-
mise; would remove the radical, hard right or left elements 
from inside of our political parties; and creates a more per-
manent centralized governmental system. A centralized, 
people-controlled political system generally serves the 
majority best interest of the people, their enterprises, and 
the country.

The most significant benefit of the American people 
voting to save their democracy and changing their polit-
ical system to incorporate equal ideologically divided 
legislative bodies is that through their collective voting 
efforts, the American people would take back full con-
trol of their government. From that point forward, every 
elected official, private political party, and others working 
for the people’s government would understand that they 
work only for the American people. The American people 
would now have the ability to establish the direction that 
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they want their country to follow. This is how a self-rule 
democratic government should work.

SETTING UP THE NEW EQUALLY 
BALANCED LEGISLATIVE BODIES.

The early theory for setting up voting districts took 
into account the people’s need to live near their govern-
ment representatives for close communications purposes. 
At that time, the technology and communications capabili-
ties we have today did not exist. Today, all elected officials 
are a keystroke or phone call away from every voter in 
their district and Visa-Versa. All elected officials have sat-
ellite offices throughout their districts and travel to those 
offices from time to time. The media outlets would also 
ensure that all national and statewide political campaigns 
are well covered, so no officeholder would run for office 
in obscurity.

Let’s look at how this equal seating in our legislative 
bodies would work. First, let’s refer to our 100-seat fed-
eral Senate as an example. Each of our fifty states would 
now be required to place one conservative Senator and one 
liberal Senator in our U.S. Senate, creating both ideologi-
cal and geographic equal representation for the states and 
people in the U.S. Senate. Each person in each state would 
now be equally represented by one Conservative Senator 
and one Liberal Senator.
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Being from Michigan, I will use the Michigan 
Senate as an example of how the state’s Senates would 
line up. There are presently thirty-eight state Senators 
in the Michigan State Senate. The present senate voting 
districts in all states are set up by geographic population, 
with Michigan having approximately two hundred twelve 
thousand people living in each voting district. To reach 
an equally-balanced state Senate, the State of Michigan, 
as it would be in all states, would be required to double 
the size of the state’s Senate voting districts to include 
two Senators, one conservative Senator and one liberal 
Senator elected from each voting district. Instead of hav-
ing 38 Senate voting districts, Michigan would now have 
only 19 Senate voting districts but would still maintain 
its 38 Senators with 19 conservative Senators and 19 lib-
eral Senators.

There should be no problem doubling the size of the 
state’s Senate voting districts in Michigan, or in all states, 
to include having one conservative and one liberal Senator 
in their state Senates. The people in all the states Senate 
voting districts in our country would now be equally rep-
resented by one conservative and one liberal Senator.

Regarding our federal and state Houses of 
Representatives. Again, all fifty states would be required 
to redraw their federal and state House voting district 
lines to accommodate having one conservative and one 
liberal representative from each federal and state House 
voting district. Again, we would not double the num-
ber of representatives in our federal and state Houses of 
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Representatives to have one conservative and one liberal 
representative representing each voting district. We would 
again double the size of the state’s federal and state House 
voting districts to meet that requirement. When the size 
of the state’s federal and state voting districts doubles, the 
people would now have two district representatives instead 
of one with one being a conservative and one being a lib-
eral representative to represent them equally in the federal 
and state Houses of Representatives. The American people 
would become equally represented in their state and fed-
eral Houses of Representatives by both political ideolo-
gies and by voting district geography. 

The leader of the federal Senate would be determined 
by the president’s political affiliation. If the president is a 
conservative, the leader of the Senate would be a conserva-
tive. The leader of the state Senates would be determined 
by the governor’s political affiliation. If the governor is 
a conservative, the leader of the state Senate would be a 
conservative. The leaders/speakers of the federal and state 
Houses of Representatives would be the opposite of the 
presidents or governor’s political affiliation. If the presi-
dent is a conservative, the leader of the federal House of 
Representatives would be a liberal. If a governor is a con-
servative, the leader of the state House of Representatives 
would be a liberal. Independent presidents and governors 
would have already claimed their conservative or liberal 
political affiliation. Therefore, the same political affilia-
tion rules apply to them.
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The states that today have two conservative Senators 
or two liberal Senators in our federal Senate do not geo-
graphically or ideologically represent all of their constitu-
ents equally due to today’s intense partisan political party 
ideological pressures. The states that have more conser-
vative or liberal representatives in the federal House or 
state Houses of Representatives also do not represent the 
people equally by geography or political ideology for the 
same reason. I realize in a perfect world; all elected offi-
cials are required by our constitution to serve all of their 
constituents equally and without discrimination regardless 
of political ideology. However, that rarely happens today 
because of the constant partisan political party ideologi-
cal wars that require their members to vote strictly within 
their partisan political party line. Adopting equally bal-
anced legislative bodies with equal representation would 
solve that problem.

BREAKING TIES IN EQUALLY  
DIVIDED LEGISLATIVE BODIES.

It would be reasonable to think that with equally-bal-
anced legislative bodies, there would be times when ties 
will occur when voting on legislation, especially with an 
equally-divided partisan voting system. Generally, the 
Vice President or Lieutenant Governor is the person who 
casts his or her vote to break ties. Obviously, if that remains 
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the case, a political party can simply go for a tie on every 
legislative bill, ensuring that their partisan Vice President 
or Lieutenant Governor would vote to break the deadlock 
in their favor each time. For instance, if a conservative 
Vice President or Lieutenant Governor is the tiebreaker, 
that gives the conservative side of the legislative body an 
unequal partisan voting advantage with all ties. Using the 
Vice President’s partisan vote to break ties gives one side 
of a bill a one hundred percent chance of passing and the 
other side a zero percent chance of passing if a tie occurs.

Therefore, to solve that problem, I am suggesting 
a new, nonpersonal, and nonpartisan approach to how 
ties are broken. Consequently, I would propose taking 
the tie-breaking vote away from the Vice Presidents and 
Lieutenant Governors. I would recommend incorporat-
ing a nonpartisan, nonpersonal, equally representative 
mechanical tie-breaking system such as “flipping a coin” 
or “the floating ball selection machine used in lotteries” to 
break all ties in our new equally-divided legislative bodies. 
Using a mechanical system to break ties would give both 
the conservative and liberal sides of a tied legislative bill, 
an equal, fifty-fifty chance of winning that tied legislative 
bill. Thus, we would have an equally represented, nonpar-
tisan, and honest way to decide any tied legislative bills.

Those representing the conservative side of any bill 
would now need to determine if they really do want to take 
a gamble on the mechanical tiebreaker procedure or reach 
a compromise with the liberals. Both the conservative and 
liberal sides of any bill will need to decide if it is better 
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to reach an agreement and gain something from any leg-
islative bill or gamble everything with a fifty-fifty chance 
that they would either win or lose that bill. I am sure the 
voters would be very agitated if their political party chose 
to use the mechanical tiebreaking option instead of reach-
ing a compromise on critical issues. With the fifty-fifty 
mechanical tie-breaking method, a political party could 
lose multiple times in a row devastating that political 
party. Of course, winning multiple legislative votes using 
the mechanical tie-breaking system would be great for the 
winner. Overall, going for the mechanical tiebreaker would 
be something neither side would want to do regularly.

QUALIFYING TO BECOME 
A CANDIDATE

For any eligible citizen wanting to qualify for any 
elected political office in the new, advanced political sys-
tem, that person must first provide a written personal biog-
raphy of their life. That personal biography must include 
their family history, work history, education history, pre-
vious tax records, military records if any, police records if 
any, religious affiliation if any, political affiliations if any, 
stated political goals, marital status, three credible refer-
ences and a clear explanation of why they believe they are 
the best-qualified person to work for the American people. 
Each prospective candidate’s biography would be vetted 
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by the FBI to uncover any discrepancies in a candidate’s 
personal biographies.

All approved personal biographies of chosen can-
didates would be posted publicly where all voters can 
learn about their candidates. Also, to qualify, all potential 
candidates, rather party sponsored or independents must 
have signature petitions signed and fact-checked from two 
percent of the population from each state or state voting 
district they would represent if elected. Independent can-
didates must declare what side of the aisle, conservative 
or liberal, they plan on serving if chosen to be placed on 
the appropriate side of a ballot. All candidates running for 
public office would also need to be vetted by the FBI to 
determine ahead of time if that candidate would qualify to 
receive a top-secret security clearance if one is required for 
any position that candidate may be appointed to. The yes 
or no result of that FBI report on a candidate’s top-secret 
clearances would become part of the candidate’s public 
personal biography allowing the voters to see if the candi-
dates do, or do not, qualify for security clearances.

A NEW EQUALLY REPRESENTATIVE 
VOTING METHOD.

Establishing equally balanced legislative bodies cre-
ated a big problem for me. With guaranteed seating in our 
new evenly balanced federal and state legislative bodies, 
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it became evident that only a conservative can fill a guar-
anteed conservative seat, and only a liberal can fill a guar-
anteed liberal seat in both our federal and state Senates 
and Houses of Representatives. It then became apparent to 
me that there would need to be some changes made with 
how the American people vote in all federal and state elec-
tions. If a state is required to elect one conservative and 
one liberal federal Senator, then the voters would need a 
way to vote separately for their conservative Senate candi-
date and then vote for their liberal Senate candidate. This 
would require all voters to vote for both conservatives and 
liberals doing away with the one-button partisan political 
party voting method.

Even though voting for both conservative and lib-
eral candidates would seem strange at first, there are some 
significant advantages for voting that way. Using this 
advanced type of nonpartisan voting allows the American 
voters to vote for all, one hundred percent, of their con-
servative and liberal representatives instead of just voting 
for representatives based on the voters’ personal divided, 
partisan political ideologies. Voting directly for both con-
servatives and liberals for all open state and federal Senate 
and House seats would create a more equally representa-
tive democracy. Voters would need to adopt a more nonpar-
tisan “Country First” mindset after years of the ideological 
segregated, contentious, one party against the other party 
voting process.

Qualified political party candidates wishing to run for 
an open seat in our federal and state legislative bodies must 
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be placed on a ballot by a qualified political party without 
using the political primary process. Any person wishing to 
run for public office must, at their own expense, convince 
their preferred political party to place them on a ballot for 
the open legislative seat they are seeking. Each qualified 
political party would be allowed to put “only one” candi-
date on a ballot for each open seat in any federal and state 
legislative body at their own expense. A qualified state 
political party would be one that maintains a fully func-
tioning and staffed office within a state and can demon-
strate full-time membership of at least two percent of a 
state’s voting population from each voting district. A qual-
ified conservative or liberal national political party would 
be one that maintains a staffed and functioning national 
headquarters with a membership made up of all fifty qual-
ified state conservative or liberal political parties.

Each state would appoint a nonpartisan, independent 
candidate nominating committee that would be charged 
with placing qualified independent candidates on a ballot. 
That independent nominating committee would be made 
up of five or seven in-state college-level political science 
or constitutional law professors. Those professors would 
review the qualifications of all independent candidates 
wishing to run for public office. The committee would be 
charged with selecting the most qualified conservative and 
liberal independent candidates to be placed on a ballot for 
all federal and state open legislative seats from that state. 
All independent candidates must not have been affiliated 
with a qualified political party for the previous five years. 
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Elected independent politicians must remain independent 
as long as they hold an elected office. After leaving office, 
an elected independent politician must wait five years to 
run for office again if they become affiliated with a quali-
fied political party. Before any independent candidate can 
be put on a ballot, they must declare what side of the aisle, 
conservative or liberal, they will align with if elected.

The voting changes I am proposing would do away 
with elections, other than the Presidential and Governor 
elections, (explained later), where conservatives run 
against liberals. The American people would now become 
non-partisan, patriotic, and country-first voters because 
they would be voting to be represented by both conser-
vatives and liberals, thus ending the contentious political 
divide in our country. There would never be any logical 
reason for illegal gerrymandering or rigging voting dis-
tricts when all voters are required to vote for both con-
servatives and liberals. There would never be any reason 
for trying to purge people from the voting roles because 
doing so would essentially be taking votes away from 
the candidates.

There would be no political primaries needed since 
conservatives would run against each other, and liberals 
would run against each other. The qualified political par-
ties can use any method they choose, like conventions, 
caucuses, debates, or private polling to determine who 
they want to place on a ballot for each open legislative 
seat. Each ballot for any open federal or state legislative 
seat must-have, “only one” candidate from each qualified 
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political party and only one qualified independent candi-
date on it.”

HOW VOTERS WOULD VOTE.

Example: When entering a voting booth, voters would 
notice on their ballot sheets that there would be separate 
boxed sections, one where all of the conservative can-
didates running for that state’s conservative Senate seat 
would be listed. Another boxed section of the ballot where 
all liberal candidates running for that states liberal Senate 
seat would be listed. The voter would start by first vot-
ing for one of the multiple conservative candidates in the 
conservative section on the ballot. After making that vote, 
the voter would then move on to the liberal section on the 
ballot and vote for one of the multiple liberal candidates 
listed on the ballot. The candidate with the most conser-
vative votes would win that state’s open conservative seat. 
The candidate with the most liberal votes would win that 
state’s open, liberal seat.

Sample Ballot
(A conservative ballot for a U.S. Senate seat would look 
like this;

Vote for “only one” conservative candidate.
Republican Party candidate, - Joe Smith ○
T-Party candidate, - Mary Smith ○
Libertarian candidate, - Tom Smith ○
Freedom Party candidate, - Susan Smith ○
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Independent candidate, - John Jones ○

A liberal ballot for a U.S. Senate seat would look 
like this;

Vote for “only one” liberal candidate
Democrat Party candidate, Bob Jones ○
Progressive Party candidate, Mary Jones ○
Labor Party candidate, Tom Jones ○
Independent candidate, Susan Jones ○

The voters would have now voted for their conserva-
tive Senator and their liberal Senator for the U.S. Senate 
and would be represented equally by both. This new voting 
method would be used during all federal and state Senate 
and House of Representatives elections. If by chance, 
there is a tie between candidates on any ballot in our leg-
islative body elections, there would be a quick recount. If 
the recount remains tied, there would be a revote between 
the tied candidates only. (In a later text, I would be propos-
ing the establishment of an electronic voting system that 
would make voting and re-voting quick and efficient)
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BENEFITS OF THE NEW 
VOTING SYSTEM

The idea of placing multiple conservative candidates 
together on the conservative side of a ballot gives the vot-
ers a broader, more diverse range of candidates to choose 
from for each open conservative legislative seat. The 
same thing with the liberal side of the ballot. The larger 
Democratic and Republican parties would now have fair, 
equal, and equally-financed competition from other qual-
ified third-party and independent candidates on each con-
servative and liberal ballot. This pressures all political 
parties to place their very best candidates on each ballot to 
increase their chances of winning that open legislative seat.

Imagine how merely changing our legislative bodies 
and the voting system would affect and change the present 
conflict-filled partisan and political divide the American 
people are experiencing within our current dysfunctional 
governmental system. A sustainable democracy should 
never be about choosing sides that create winners and los-
ers; it should be about finding the best of the best to rep-
resent all Americans equally regardless of political party 
affiliation or ideology. Just imagine how our political cam-
paigns would change when conservatives run against con-
servatives and liberals run against liberals.

All candidates would know that they would need votes 
from all conservative, liberal, and independent voters in 
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their districts. What happens to the standard private polit-
ical party agendas when all voters are required to vote for 
both conservatives and liberals? The political party plat-
forms would now need to become more moderate and 
centralized. This new nonpartisan direct candidate voting 
system makes all voters “Country First Voters,” not one 
party against the other party voters or single-issue voters.

This new voting system would also change the 
dynamics of how all candidates present themselves to 
their voters. Again, all candidates running for office will 
now need to appeal to all conservative, liberal, and inde-
pendent voters if they hope to be elected. The present one 
button political party voting method would be eliminated, 
requiring voters to vote directly for all candidates on a 
ballot regardless of political ideology. Candidates must 
become more moderate while openly accepting and sup-
porting some elements of both the conservative and liberal 
ideologies. Our two main political parties would need to 
work together with, instead of against, other third parties 
and independents to find common ground on all issues to 
gather enough combined votes to either win or block votes 
on legislative issues in their respective legislative bodies. 

Having equally balanced legislative bodies with a 
balanced direct candidate voting system creates a much 
more authentic and advanced system of democracy then 
what we presently have. Making the changes to our legis-
lative bodies and the voting system would also force our 
partisan media outlets to end their slanted, biased, propa-
ganda-driven views and make them more accountable to 
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nonpartisan reporting and the truth. When our new legis-
lative system moves our political ideologies closer to the 
center, the news media outlets would need to follow.

Each American citizen would now become a critical 
voting constituent for their conservative and liberal can-
didates and representatives in their federal and state vot-
ing districts. This new and improved voting system would 
move our federal and state legislative bodies to the polit-
ical center where the power-grabbing radical elements 
(Freedom Caucus, NRA, Gang of Eight, and others) within 
our political parties are eliminated. Elected officials would 
now need to become more moderate and willing to work 
together to reach a compromise on all issues. That in itself 
would be a significant improvement to the type of chaotic, 
split governmental system we now have.

With our new type of political campaigns that pits con-
servatives against other conservatives and liberals against 
other liberals, it would become easier for the voters to 
identify who is the most qualified conservative and most 
qualified liberal candidates. Each candidate running for an 
open seat in a legislative body would need to demonstrate 
why and how they are better and more qualified than the 
people they are running against. Elections should always 
be about what candidate would best represent the people, 
the people’s enterprises, and our country, not about who 
would best serve the agenda of a private political party.

Remember, the purpose of using our government 
ownership powers to save and preserve our democracy 
is to make the American people’s government work for 
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the American people, the people’s enterprises, and our 
country in an ethical, efficient, effective, and civilized 
manner. It must always be about “Country First “ for the 
American people to continue living in legitimate and sus-
tainable self-rule, representative democracy. Our found-
ing fathers feared that someday, private political parties 
would become powerful enough to destabilize and destroy 
the self-rule democracy they sacrificed to provide for us. It 
is time to neutralize the power of the private political party 
entities and move on to a new, more advanced governmen-
tal system that works equally for the American people and 
their enterprises. 

We, the owners of our government, have the constitu-
tional right to make the structural and procedural changes 
to our legislative system I would be proposing if I ran for 
president. The reason the American people have the right 
to make these changes is that they would be operating as 
patriotic government owners working to save and rees-
tablish a stronger constitutional democracy. We would 
be advancing and strengthening our democracy and pre-
serving it for the future, as our constitution requires us to 
do. We cannot succeed as a fully represented democratic 
society with a governmental system that allows outsiders, 
foreign or domestic, to influence our elected officials or 
buy their way into our government. Without equal rep-
resentation, we cannot even have equal rights. There are 
no losers, only winners with equally balanced legislative 
and voting systems. Democracy was never meant to be 
a game about winners and losers or designed to function 
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with the self-serving chaos caused by the private political 
party wars.

I would propose, if I ran for president, that our future 
voting system would have one set of nationwide voting 
standards to be followed by each state to advance our 
democracy and achieve equal value and representation 
for each person’s vote nationwide. Doing so would elim-
inate all statewide or political party tampering with the 
new national voting system. Adopting national standards 
for voting is a great way to strengthen our democracy and 
ensure all voters nationally are treated equally without 
discrimination. Keep in mind, if we, the American peo-
ple, have reached the point where we are now upgrading 
to a new and advanced constitutional-guided democratic 
government, our constitution would always require each 
person’s vote to be of equal value regardless of where 
they vote.

Who knows how many new political parties would be 
formed in the future under this new and advanced voting 
system? Remember, each qualified political party would 
have the right to place “only one” of their candidates on 
ballots for all open seats in our legislative bodies. Possibly 
there would be a new “Country First” political party 
formed as well as both conservative and liberal women’s 
political parties, or a conservative and liberal LGBT polit-
ical party, or conservative and liberal African-American, 
Asian, Arab, and Latino political parties, and so on. This 
new voting system is designed to spread out the wealth 
of federal and state legislative seats to include a diverse 
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range of people and ideas from within our diverse soci-
ety. The opportunity to establish more diverse political 
parties solves the problem of having all of our country’s 
diversity jammed into two tightly gripped political parties 
where no individual segment of our diverse society has a 
strong voice.

TRANSITIONING TO A NEW 
LEGISLATIVE SYSTEM.

If the American people vote to “Save their 
Democracy,” they would have accepted and mandated 
that the government they own be upgraded to incorporate 
equally-balanced legislative bodies and the new nonparti-
san equally-representative voting system along with all of 
the other changes necessary to make that new legislative 
and voting system work for them. If the American people 
vote to preserve their democracy, I assume I would have 
also been elected president. If that were the case, the day 
I officially enter office, I would start the transition process 
with a target goal of setting up the equally-divided legis-
lative bodies before the 2022 mid-term elections. I would 
put together a transition team of the best people available 
who can move the transition forward smoothly.

To accomplish that goal, we would need to set up 
the 2022 elections with the new voting system that would 
require the American people to vote for both conservatives 
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and liberals for each open seat in our legislative bodies. 
Naturally, not every legislative seat would be open during 
the 2022 elections. We would need to move forward with 
what we have accomplished until after the 2024 elections, 
where we will finalize the transition to fully equalized leg-
islative bodies that would include all of the other changes 
the American people want to make to their new govern-
mental system.

Remember, this transition process would have been 
mandated by the American people and will have been done 
to preserve, strengthen, and advance their democracy. 
Therefore, there would not be a lot of intergovernmental 
opposition to carrying out that people mandated transition. 
I am sure the private, non-governmental political parties 
would understand by that time that they would have no 
exclusive right to try and negotiate the changes to our leg-
islative system to make a better deal for themselves. The 
political parties would remain hands-off during the transi-
tion other than helping to make sure the transition process 
is fair and equal for everyone. After the transition is com-
pleted, the political parties would still be functioning as 
representatives of the conservative and liberal ideologies 
but would need to work under the people’s mandates for 
equal representation.

As President, during the transition process, I would 
ensure our military stays strong, alert, and ready. I would 
instruct all of our institutions and agencies to continue oper-
ating as usual while also making plans to operate within the 
new governmental system. Any of the significant changes 
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to our non-legislative institutions and agencies would hap-
pen right after the 2022 elections take place.

Also, soon after I take office, if I am elected, I would 
call for a full independent investigation of our Congress 
to weed out those elected officials who intentionally, by 
their actions or non-actions, willingly conspired to under-
mine our democracy. I believe that the intentional attack 
on our democracy by some of our elected officials from 
within our government, from the top-down, was a willful, 
self-serving act and should be dealt with according to our 
laws. I am positive that the transition process would move 
forward without too many hitches, and know our country 
can be fully operational under the new legislative and vot-
ing systems right after the 2024 election.

I am the type of person that prioritizes things and 
naturally establishing equally-balanced legislative bod-
ies, and the new voting system would be my number one 
priority. I would also form committees of elected offi-
cials who would work with appointed outside experts to 
study and recommend solutions to every critical domes-
tic issue facing our country. During this transition period, 
our elected and appointed officials should be very tuned in 
to the American people who have mandated through their 
votes that a new way of doing the government’s business 
was established. The corporations and businesses would 
know that changes are coming, and things are not going 
to be business as usual for them within our government. 
I am sure, in the end, both the American people and their 
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enterprises would be satisfied with the new, more moder-
ate, country first, “working together environment.”

ESTABLISHING TAXPAYER-
FUNDED CAMPAIGNS.

The law of physics states that for every action, there 
is an equal and opposite reaction. As I have mentioned, 
making the change to equally balanced legislative bodies 
and the new voting system would open the door for many 
other beneficial changes to our political system. If I ran 
for President, I would be proposing that we, the American 
people, adopt both federal and state taxpayer-funded 
campaign laws as part of those legislative body changes. 
Taxpayer-funded political campaigns will eliminate all 
outside money and influence from our political campaigns 
and government functions. With taxpayer-funded cam-
paigns, all political campaigns would become one hundred 
percent taxpayer-funded. With taxpayer-funded cam-
paigns, all qualified candidates running for any political 
office would be equally-funded with no financial advan-
tage for any candidate.

All elected officials work for the American people, 
and taxpayer-funded campaigns would ensure our elected 
officials are beholding only to the American people. 
No candidate who is officially campaigning for public 
office would be allowed to use their personal or family 
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money, money from any private donors, or be authorized 
to accept any gifts or favors from any outside source that 
could be viewed as helping that candidate win an election. 
No private political party or individual political action 
committees would be permitted to help finance or do any-
thing to influence any aspect of a candidate’s campaign for 
political office after a candidate is officially placed on a 
ballot. Our elected officials would no longer be financially 
beholding to or owned by their private political parties. 
Winners of elections would no longer be determined by 
how much money a candidate can raise.

The present government campaign matching fund 
would now become the new government campaign-finance 
fund intended to finance all elections. All states would have 
campaign-finance funds established that would finance all 
state elections. If necessary, a campaign finance tax of two 
dollars per month, one dollar for federal and one dollar 
for state campaign funds could be levied on all taxpayers 
to fund all elections. Taxpayer-funded campaigns would 
save the taxpayers massive amounts of money compared 
to the cost the American people incur when an elected offi-
cial pays back the favors a private donor expects for their 
campaign donations. People seeking to become candidates 
for public office would be allowed to use their own or 
donated money during the initial petition signing and con-
vention process while attempting to qualify to be placed 
on a ballot or to sway a political party to select them to be 
their chosen candidate. Once a person is chosen to be on a 
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ballot, they would then be limited to using only the federal 
or state campaign finance funds.

Within our present political system, any individual 
wanting to run for an elected office must sell their soul 
to a private political party or be an independent self-fi-
nanced billionaire. This practice has led to the takeover 
of our political system and democracy by the known and 
unknown big-money brokers. Taxpayer-funded campaigns 
would fix this problem by giving more independent and 
third-party candidates an equally-funded opportunity to be 
elected to public office without needing to raise enormous 
amounts of money. 

For decades the American people have been calling 
for taxpayer-funded elections as a way to keep the outside, 
big-money influence out of our political system. The prob-
lem today has been that our elected officials would need 
to pass the legislation necessary to adopt taxpayer-funded 
campaigns. Naturally, our elected officials benefit finan-
cially from present private funded campaigns and will 
not willingly vote to eliminate those financial benefits. 
Fortunately, my “save our democracy” campaign for pres-
ident is all about allowing the American people to vote for 
the changes to our legislative bodies, and those changes 
would include establishing taxpayer-funded campaigns.

Taking that decision for creating taxpayer-funded 
campaigns away from our elected officials and allowing 
the American people to decide that issue will be one of the 
best moves the American people can make. Here is why, 
today, most people run for office because of the enormous 
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special interest contributions and favors and the lifelong 
federal benefits that come with being an elected office-
holder. Taking away the opportunity for receiving those 
special interests’ contributions and favors and reworking 
the federal benefits under the new legislative body changes 
for officeholders will chase away the type of people that 
run for office who are seeking their fortunes. A new breed 
of dedicated and patriotic people would now start enter-
ing the political field who are dedicated to building and 
maintaining a healthy and robust democracy. Finally, if we 
do not make the change to taxpayer-funded elections, the 
time will soon come where the rich and powerful will run 
our government.

The Benefits of Taxpayer-Funded Campaigns.

(1) Eliminates special-interest money donations from 
influencing our political campaigns and political 
policy agendas.

(2) Allows all candidates, wealthy or poor, to be 
equally financed.

(3) Eliminates the private political party demands of 
our elected officials to be continually fundraising 
for their political parties.

(4) Saves the taxpayer’s money because our elected 
officials would no longer be required to do costly 
personal favors for their special interest donors.

(5) It would make all candidates accountable for 
every penny they spend on their campaigns while 
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allowing for the disqualification of candidates for 
fraudulent campaign fund accounting.

(6) Candidates must return all unspent money to the 
campaign finance fund when elections are over.

(7) Taxpayer-funded campaign financing, non-partisan 
voting, eliminating the political primaries, limit-
ing the power of our political parties, and having 
equally divided legislative bodies is the only prac-
tical way to take the outside money influence out 
of our political system.

NOTE: When we, the American people, have reached 
the time where we have taken back control of our govern-
ment and are in the process of changing our legislative 
bodies and voting process, we would also have created a 
perfect opportunity to improve many other elements of 
our governmental system. Let’s take a look at some of the 
other changes I believe would be beneficial to building a 
stronger and more sustainable democratic government for 
our future.

ELIMINATING POLITICAL PRIMARIES.

With no political campaigns featuring conservatives 
running against liberals, other than the Presidential and 
Governor campaigns (explained in the later text), there 
would be no need for political primaries. With guaran-
teed equalized seating in our legislative bodies, there is 
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no political power to be gained through the primary pro-
cess. With the political parties and nominating committees 
placing candidates on ballots in the new governmental 
setup, there is no need for public political primaries.

Again, as for candidates being placed on ballots, each 
qualified private political party would now be responsi-
ble for putting their single most- qualified candidates on 
the ballots for all open state and federal legislative body 
seats at their own expense. All of the national political 
parties and the national independent nominating com-
mittee would be responsible for placing one candidate on 
the Presidential ballot without using the primary process. 
The old political primaries are costly, lengthy, and full of 
deceptions, confusion, hate-mongering, annoying, and not 
about real issues. They are primarily media-staged popu-
larity and money-making contests, not necessarily about 
electing the most qualified person to represent the people. 
During the old primary process, the most-qualified can-
didate might not always be the most popular, therefore, 
be eliminated by the more popular but lesser qualified 
candidate. Without the political primaries and with one 
hundred percent taxpayer-funded campaigns, there would 
be no way for the big-money special interest to use their 
financial clout to influence our candidates once placed on 
a ballot. Therefore, making the first two changes along 
with requiring personal biographies for all candidates 
eliminates the need for the costly, long drawn out politi-
cal primaries.
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Benefits of Eliminating Political Primaries.

(1) Eliminating the political primaries takes the big 
money, payback promises, and under the table 
deal-making out of our elections.

(2) It does away with the constant political party fund-
raising and deal-making.

(3) Shortens the old long and drawn out campaign 
process considerably.

(4) Eliminating partisan political primaries saves the 
taxpayers tens of millions of dollars by not having 
to pay for printing of ballots and providing polling 
locations for private, non-governmental, political 
parties to stage their money-making political show.

(5) Opens the door for third-party and independent 
candidates to qualify and be on all ballots for all 
federal and state open legislative seats without 
going through the expensive primary process.

(6) Places the responsibility for selecting qualified 
candidates directly on the private political parties 
at their expense. The independent nominating com-
mittees would be taxpayer-funded.

(7) It allows voters to study and learn about the candi-
dates chosen by the private political parties instead 
of wasting the voter’s time by making them learn 
about multiple primary candidates who would 
never be selected by a political party to be on 
a ballot.
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(8) Exposes the credibility of the political party’s if 
they lose elections because they choose the wrong 
people to represent their party, which forces the 
political parties to select their most qualified 
candidates.

(9) Does away with hand-selected delegate and super-
delegate influence in our elections.

ESTABLISHING CAMPAIGN 
TIME LIMITS.

If I ran for President, I would propose that we, the 
American people, owners of our government, establish a 
system of campaign time limits. Creating campaign time 
limits would be another benefit of making the fundamen-
tal legislative and voting changes I would have proposed. 
I would recommend that all campaigns for federal and 
state Senates and Houses of Representatives be limited to 
120 consecutive days (four months) ending at midnight 
of the day before the elections. The campaigns for fed-
eral and state Senate and Houses of Representatives seats 
are all statewide or districtwide campaigns requiring less 
travel and cost. With today’s instant communications, 
digital and paper mail, and media coverage, there are no 
reasons a conscientious voter would not know about any 
local candidate. Therefore, large amounts of money and 
long campaign periods are no longer needed to reach the 
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voters. Limited campaign periods work hand-in-hand with 
taxpayer-funded campaigns, cutting the cost of politi-
cal campaigns.

I would also propose that the American people 
establish a new campaign time limit for the campaigns 
of President, Vice President, Governor, and Lieutenant 
Governor that would be limited to 180 consecutive days 
(six months) ending at midnight of the day before the elec-
tions. Campaigns for President, Vice President, Governor, 
and Lieutenant Governor would be allowed more time 
to campaign because they would require extensive travel 
across the country or the states. (See campaigns for Vice 
Presidents and Lieutenant Governors below)

I would propose that the private political parties not 
be allowed to officially announce whom they have selected 
to be on their ballots until two days before the official 
campaign period begins to avoid undue media speculation 
and personal campaign influence. Also, the independent 
nominating committee chosen independent candidates 
may not announce their candidates until two days before 
the official campaign period starts. The candidate selec-
tion process would allow the candidates they selected to 
be on a ballot the necessary time needed to prepare for 
their upcoming campaigns. Any advance media coverage 
intended to promote any individual candidate before the 
campaign period begins may disqualify that candidate 
and would ban that guilty media outlet from covering any 
political campaigns during that current campaign period. 
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Currently, most campaigning and political influencing are 
done by and through the media. 

Benefits of Establishing Campaign Time Limits.

(1) Establishing campaign time limits would save 
the taxpayers’ money usually spent on long 
campaigns.

(2) Eliminates the never-ending, year’s long, annoy-
ing, confusing, and deceptive political campaigns.

(3) Makes our political campaigns more informa-
tive, engaging, and civilized, especially when 
conservatives run against other conservatives and 
liberals against other liberals, we should expect 
more civilized political campaigns.

(4) Candidates would be forced to run condensed and 
effective campaigns promoting their own merits.

(5) Limits the early media participation and opinion-
ated speculation in our elections.

PLACING OUR PRESIDENTIAL AND 
GUBERNATORIAL CANDIDATES 

ON BALLOTS.

If I ran for President, I would propose that our pres-
idential and gubernatorial elections be the only political 
campaigns that will pit conservative candidates against 
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liberal candidates. First, all candidates, including inde-
pendent candidates wishing to run for president, must 
accumulate signatures from one percent of eligible voters 
(eighteen years or older) from legal citizens from all fifty 
states. Without holding political primaries, all qualified 
national political parties, including qualified national third 
parties, would be responsible for selecting the one person 
they want to place on the presidential ballot. (Placing Vice 
Presidents and Lieutenant Governors on a ballot discussed 
next). A national thirteen-member nonpartisan, non-gov-
ernmental committee of our country’s top collegiate con-
stitutional law professors would be formed and tasked with 
the job of selecting the most qualified independent conser-
vative and independent liberal candidates to be placed on 
the conservative and liberal sides of the presidential ballot. 
The states’ qualified political parties would choose whom 
they want to put on the state’s gubernatorial ballots. The 
states’ independent nominating committees would select 
the most qualified conservative and liberal candidates to 
be placed on the state’s conservative and liberal sides of 
the gubernatorial ballots.

The next step after the conservative and liberal polit-
ical parties and the independent national nominating com-
mittee have made their final choices for who they have 
selected to be placed on the presidential ballot is to move 
on to either the national conservative convention or the 
national liberal convention. Notice, I did not say Republican 
and Democratic conventions. The primary purpose of the 
conservative and liberal national conventions is to choose 
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one of the candidates the political parties and the inde-
pendent nominating committee have selected to represent 
their political ideology on the presidential ballot.

Each state would send an equal(undetermined) num-
ber of conservative and liberal delegates to the conservative 
or liberal national conventions. Those delegates from both 
the conservative and liberal conventions would eventually 
vote for the one candidate they feel has the best chance 
of winning the presidential election. Both of the national 
conservative and liberal conventions would use the pro-
cess of elimination method in which the candidate with the 
least number of delegates votes after each convention vote 
would be eliminated. This elimination process would con-
tinue until a winner is selected. The person chosen from 
the conservative convention to represent their political 
ideology on the presidential ballot would run against the 
person chosen during the liberal convention.

Like all conventions, there would be a lot of negoti-
ations and deal-making taking place between the politi-
cal party and independent candidates attempting to gather 
more delegate votes for each candidate. The conventions 
would start with each candidate having time to speak to 
the floor delegates to make their case as to why the dele-
gates should vote for them. After all of the speeches have 
been given, it would start to become clear who the stron-
gest and weakest candidates were, and the negotiations for 
delegate votes would begin. Voting and the deal-making 
would continue until one candidate is nominated to repre-
sent that political ideology on the presidential ballot. After 
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the conservative and liberal conventions have ended, there 
would be one conservative presidential candidate and one 
liberal presidential candidate chosen to run against each 
other for President of the United States. All elected offi-
cials would serve their terms in public office under the 
same constitutional provisions and responsibilities 
as determined by our Constitution.

PLACING CANDIDATES FOR 
GOVERNOR ON A BALLOT.

Each qualified state political party would select one 
candidate they want to place on the ballot for governor. 
The state’s seven-member independent nominating com-
mittee would choose the best qualified conservative and 
liberal independent candidates to be placed on the ballot 
for governor. Each state would hold conservative and lib-
eral conventions using the same deal-making and delegate 
voting format as the national presidential conventions. 
The conservative and liberal convention delegates would 
continue the voting and deal-making until they have nomi-
nated the best qualified conservative and liberal candidates 
to be placed on the state’s governor ballot. The winners of 
the conservative and liberal conventions will run against 
each other for Governor of that state.

This national and state conservative and liberal con-
vention process would be used to select both the candidates 
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for president and governor at the expense of the political 
parties and independent candidates. The convention pro-
cess would naturally be broadcast live on television and 
other media outlets providing the political parties with the 
opportunity to make ample money to cover their expenses. 
Typically, there would be private donors contributing to 
the convention costs. All candidates, including indepen-
dent candidates wishing to run for governor of a state, must 
accumulate signatures from one percent of eligible voters 
(eighteen years or older) from each of the state’s voting 
districts. All elected officials would serve their terms in 
public office under the same constitutional provisions and 
responsibilities as determined by our Constitution.

Some of the Benefits of Political Party and Committee 
Chosen Candidates for President and Governor.

(1) All the qualified political parties would be under 
pressure to choose the most qualified and electable 
candidate to be on their presidential or governor 
ballots.

(2) Forces political parties from around the country 
and states to work together to select the most qual-
ified candidates for president and governor.

(3) Candidates for president and governor must first 
appeal to the political parties during the selec-
tion process and then appeal to the people during 
elections.
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(4) The candidate’s thoroughly written and published 
biographies would allow the voters to learn a great 
deal of valuable information about the candidates 
running for president and governor’ s and force the 
candidates to stick to what they wrote in their bios.

Making the office of Vice President and Lieutenant 
Governor Elected Offices.

If I ran for president, I would propose that the offices 
of Vice President and Lieutenant Governor become sepa-
rately elected offices. The Vice President and Lieutenant 
Governors would no longer carry the deciding vote that 
breaks all ties on legislative bills, so it is not necessary to 
have a vice president or lieutenant governors that share 
the same political party alliance as the president or gover-
nor. I believe it is essential for the possible future leader 
of our federal and state governments to be elected by the 
American people to avoid the possibility that they could 
possibly become unelected leaders. I believe any person 
that runs for president or governor should seek that office 
individually, on their own merit, not on the back of a vice 
president or lieutenant governor who intended to cover up 
their weak attributes.

Selecting our Vice Presidential and Lieutenant 
Governor candidates would incorporate the same process 
used to select and elect our federal and state senators and 
representatives. All qualified national political parties and 
the independent nominating committees would select the 
one person they believe would be the best vice-presidential 
candidate to be placed on the national ballot. All qualified 
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state political parties and independent nominating com-
mittees would select who they want to place on the state’s 
lieutenant governor ballot. There would be only one inde-
pendent candidate placed on the vice president and lieu-
tenant governor ballots. Those independent candidates 
vying for vice president and lieutenant governor would be 
chosen by the same national nominating committees that 
select independent candidates for president and governors. 
The purpose of making the office of Vice President and 
Lieutenant Governor elected positions is because it would 
allow the voters to freely choose the second most powerful 
person in the country and in their states.

For example, each qualified conservative and liberal 
national political party and the national independent nom-
inating committee would select one person to be placed 
on the Vice President ballot. During the election period, 
all of the conservative VP candidates would campaign 
and run against each other, and all of the liberal VP can-
didates would campaign and run against each other. The 
voters would vote for one of the multiple conservative 
Vice-Presidential candidates and then vote for one of the 
numerous liberal Vice-Presidential candidates. The candi-
date with the most conservative votes would win the con-
servative VP election. The candidate with the most liberal 
votes would win the liberal VP election. This same process 
would be used to elect our Lieutenant Governors. 

If a conservative is elected President, they must 
accept the winner of the conservative Vice-Presidential 
election as their partner Vice President regardless of if 
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that person is from another conservative political party 
affiliation or being a conservative independent. If a lib-
eral is elected President, they must accept the winner of 
the liberal Vice-Presidential election as their partner Vice 
President regardless of if that person is from another lib-
eral political party affiliation or being a liberal indepen-
dent. In the end, a Vice President may not be from the 
same political party as the newly elected President but is 
from the same political ideology. This new elected Vice 
President concept would encourage the political par-
ties and independent committees to select the very best 
candidate possible to be on the Vice President ballot. If 
something happens to our President where he or she can 
no longer serve as President, the American people would 
know they are in good hands with who they elected to be 
their Vice President. Again, the person who serves as a 
Vice President would be determined by the political ideol-
ogy of a person who is elected President.

If a conservative is elected Governor, they would 
be paired with the winner of the conservative Lieutenant 
Governor election regardless of conservative political 
party affiliation or conservative independent affiliation. If 
a liberal is elected Governor, they would be paired with the 
winner of the liberal Lieutenant Governor election regard-
less of a liberal political party or independent affiliation.



95

The Benefits of Electing Vice Presidents  
and Lieutenant Governors.

(1) Electing Vice Presidents and Lieutenant Governors 
would allow voters to select their federal and state 
seconds in command on their personal merits.

(2) Sometimes Vice Presidents and Lieutenant 
Governors may not be from the same political 
party affiliation as their President or Governor, 
which creates diversified opinions on governmen-
tal policies and agendas.

(3) Forces the President and Governor candidates to 
campaign or run for office on their own merits.

ONE BILL, ONE VOTE.

As a presidential candidate, I would propose that we, 
the American people, owners of our government, adopt 
a “One Bill-One Vote” policy. A one bill-one vote policy 
would mean that each legislative bill would be voted on 
individually as written, without other added provisions or 
rider bills attached to it. I believe a one bill-one vote policy 
is the only practical and fair way to run a legitimate dem-
ocratic government. The present multi-bill voting method 
is used to sneak in unpopular or special interest bills that 
could never pass on their own merit. In some cases, attach-
ing a rider bill to a good, legitimate bill causes that good 
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legitimate bill to fail or become so politically controver-
sial that it never reaches the legislative floor for a vote.

In most cases today, our elected officials never read 
the entirety of bills they vote on, allowing special interest 
rider bills to sneak through the legislative process. A new 
one bill-one vote policy would require our elected offi-
cials to read the entire bill and sign an affidavit stating that 
they have read and fully understand any bill before they 
would be allowed to vote on it. By adopting a one bill-one 
vote rule, we can be sure that about ninety-nine percent 
of the bills that would generally be considered rider bills 
would never make it to the floor of our legislative bodies 
for a vote. A one bill-one vote rule would unclog our leg-
islative system and drive most lobbyists away who were 
trying to get their special interests, unpopular, loser bills 
attached to a legitimate bill. Adopting a one bill-one vote 
policy should be a no brainer for anyone that understands 
the democratic process.

The Benefits of Adopting a “One Bill One Vote” Policy.

(1) Adopting a one bill, one vote policy is the only 
practical way to get anything done in our federal 
and state legislative bodies.

(2) Eliminates the present convoluted, sneaky, and 
harmful multiple riders bill voting process.

(3) Overall, it would eliminate over ninety-nine per-
cent of the special interests lobbied bills from 
being introduced in our legislative bodies.
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(4) Allows our elected officials more time to study and 
work on each individual legitimate bill.

(5) Would take the special interest political party poli-
tics out of our government’s business.

(6) Promotes transparency in government. 
(7) Forces our elected officials to know precisely what 

they are voting for on each bill. 

ELIMINATING SPECIAL 
INTERESTS LOBBYING.

One problem I had was trying to figure out how to 
limit the free access the special interest lobbyists have to 
our elected officials. I believe I came up with a perfect 
solution. So, if I ran for president, I would propose that the 
American people, owners of their new government, estab-
lish new nonpartisan, fully transparent federal and state 
“Bill Introduction Committees.” The purpose would be to 
screen beforehand all bills, from any person, including the 
lobbyists, wishing to be introduced and voted on in our 
federal and state legislative bodies.

Adopting this new type of bill introduction screening 
process ensures that the bills any person or business wants 
to be introduced to our legislative bodies are deemed to be 
beneficial, non-discriminatory, safe, and worthy of being 
sent to the floor of our legislative bodies for discussion 
and a possible vote. Therefore, a bill attempting to reach 
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the floor of any legislative body would now need to be 
approved by the Bill Introduction Committees evalua-
tion process before an elected official would be allowed 
to sponsor and introduce a bill on the floor of their legis-
lative body. If a bill is approved by the Bill Introduction 
Committee but can find no elected official to sponsor and 
introduce that bill, that bill cannot be presented to the floor 
of a legislative body.

All bills introduced to the Bill Introduction Committee 
must become public knowledge when introduced, allowing 
the American people to learn about who is introducing that 
bill, why and how this new bill will benefit the American 
people, and what that new bill is intended to accomplish. 
The new federal independent Bill Introduction Committee 
would be made up of one qualified member of a state’s con-
gressional staff from each of our fifty states and one quali-
fied member from the congressional staff of the District of 
Columbia making for a fifty-one-member committee. The 
state’s Independent Bill Introduction Committees would 
be composed of one qualified member from each county 
or voting district within the state. A federal or state Bill 
Introduction Committee member must have a background 
in the political sciences, and or constitutional law, or both.

Any U.S. citizen, legal U.S. business, private entity, or 
special interests lobbyists wishing to have their bill intro-
duced to our federal or state legislative bodies must first 
document with clear explanations in writing what that pro-
posed bill is attempting to achieve, why they believe that 
bill is essential, how and why that bill would benefit the 
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citizens of a state or our country, what the bill would cost, 
who is expected to pay for the bill’s cost, and who benefits 
and who does not from that bill if passed. These things 
must be figured out and published within the legislative 
bill someone wants to be introduced. The Bill Introduction 
Committee would only study what is written in any pro-
posed legislation and make no changes or suggestions to 
modify any prospective bill.

Next, a person, group, business, or professional lob-
byists wishing to introduce a bill to any federal or state 
legislative body must show the research necessary to 
demonstrate their bill is needed, would be acceptable, 
supported, and approved by the majority of people in the 
states, or our country. Any prospective bill, after being 
approved by the Bill Introduction Committee, must be 
sponsored by at least one elected official from that person’s 
or businesses, state, or federal voting district depending on 
whether the bill attempting to be introduced is a federal or 
state bill.

The only person or persons allowed to lobby for pas-
sage of a bill would be the elected official who agreed 
to sponsor that bill and other elected officials who have 
signed on to co-sponsor that bill. All special interest lob-
byists would be allowed to present their personal views on 
any bill they want to be introduced in a legislative body to 
our elected officials in writing only, not in person. Those 
written presentations must be made public at the same 
time, the perspective bill is presented to an elected official 
asking for their sponsorship. Special interests’ lobbyists 
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would no longer have the right or freedom to roam the 
halls of our Congressional offices to promote their per-
sonal bills or other agendas. No officeholder would be 
allowed to meet privately with a lobbyist to discuss any 
bill that has already been introduced in a legislative body. 
Everything a lobbyist wants our elected officials to know 
should be written in the legislative bill they want to be 
submitted to the Bill Introduction Committee.

All members of the Bill Introduction Committee 
must-read, word for word, the entire bill being presented 
to them to ensure no bill gets passed on to any legisla-
tive body that has not been thoroughly reviewed. All bills 
passed on to a legislative body must be discussed pub-
licly on a legislative floor and voted on within ninety days 
of that bill’s introduction. A bill may be sent back to the 
bill’s initiator for more clarification. When a legislative 
body rejects a bill, that same bill with some corrections 
may be reintroduced to a legislative body one more time 
if it is again approved by the Bill Introduction Committee. 
Other rules would be adopted that prevent the stonewall-
ing or the hiding of any bill that passes through the Bill 
Introduction Committee.

The Benefits of Establishing a  
Bill Introduction Committee.

(1) Works perfectly with the One bill- One vote 
system.
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(2) Screens out the special interest lobbyists-initiated 
junk bills from being introduced in our legislative 
bodies.

(3) Creates transparency with all lobbyist activities.
(4) No more personal special interest lobbying in the 

halls of Congress.
(5) Allows for proper bills to have a full and transpar-

ent discussion and a possible vote in our legislative 
bodies.

(6) It makes it much easier for our elected officials to 
deal with their legislative agendas.

(7) It makes it much harder for dangerous or unpop-
ular special interest bills to reach our legislative 
bodies.

(8) Makes sure all bills being introduced to the 
Bill Introduction Committee become public 
knowledge.

(9) It gives the people, organizations, and businesses a 
clear and defined avenue for introducing bills.

(10) And creates a better way to manage our govern-
ment by freeing our elected officials from being 
bothered by the special interest lobbyist all day 
every day. 

(11) Forces our elected officials to read the bills they 
vote on, which would be a new concept.
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UPGRADING OUR POLITICALLY 
PARTISAN SUPREME COURT.

Figuring what to do with our Supreme Court was a 
unique challenge for me because, ever since that awful 
Citizens United ruling, it became apparent our Supreme 
Court is nothing more than a political arm of the corpo-
rate-owned private political parties. The recent Judge 
Cavanaugh debacle proved again that the private politi-
cal parties would do anything to get their preferred judges 
appointed to the Supreme Court. The reason is apparent: to 
create a partisan judicial arm for a political party.

Therefore, if I ran for President, I would propose 
that we, the American people, owners of our government 
and Supreme Court, make changes to our Supreme Court 
system. I would recommend increasing the number of 
Supreme Court Justices from the present nine politically 
appointed and politically partisan judges to a term-limited, 
fifty-one judge Supreme Court elected by the American 
people for eight-year terms. There is no constitutional 
limit for how many Supreme Court Judges can be on our 
Supreme Court. The typical way to manage a Supreme 
Court is to make the Supreme Court always accountable 
to the people’s Constitution and Bill of Rights, not behold-
ing to the preferences of private political parties. What has 
happened to our Supreme Court over the years is another 
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example of the political power our private political par-
ties now yield while also contributing to the decline of 
our democracy.

I would propose that our newly designed Supreme 
Court be made up of one Supreme Court Judge elected by 
the people from each state and one Supreme Court Judge 
chosen by the people living in the District of Columbia. 
All Supreme Court Judges would now hold a temporary 
elected position serving eight-year terms. During elec-
tions, each state and the District of Columbia would be 
allowed to place a minimum of three qualified judge can-
didates on a ballot who would campaign for that state or 
district Supreme Court Judge position. A qualified judge 
must have at least a Ph.D. in Constitutional Law and have 
served at least eight years as the sitting judge in a state or 
federal district or appellate court.

All Supreme Court Judge candidates must provide a 
personal biography of their life, including their case rul-
ings from the previous courts they served on. These biog-
raphies must be made public, allowing the voters to get to 
know who they might vote for. A sitting Supreme Court 
Judge from any state or the District of Columbia would 
have the first right to be automatically placed back on a 
ballot if they choose to run again for a second or third 
eight-year term.

State and District of Columbia voters would vote for 
one Supreme Court Judge candidate from their state or 
District of Columbia, and the winner of that election would 
assume that Supreme Court Judge position. All qualified 



104

candidates running for a Supreme Court Judge position 
would be placed on a ballot without any indication of 
their personal political ideology preference or political 
party affiliation. Any Supreme Court Judge that became 
too politically partisan or politically compromised can be 
removed from the court during the next election if the vot-
ers choose to not reelect them. This new Supreme Court 
set up eliminates the need for our presidents to nominate 
Supreme Court Judges and keeps the approval process out 
of the hands of our private political party influenced legis-
lative bodies.

All fifty-one of the newly elected Supreme Court 
Judges would be placed into a pool of judges and drawn 
out randomly to hear cases. All Supreme Court cases would 
be tried by either seven or nine judges, depending on the 
importance or constitutional impact of the case. There 
would be a small committee of Supreme Court Judges 
appointed that would determine what cases are accepted 
for trial in our Supreme Court. When a case is completed, 
the judges from that case would return to the pool of 
judges and wait to be randomly selected for another case. 
The overall benefit of this new Supreme Court format is 
the fact the Supreme Court Judges would now only need 
to deal with one case at a time. Because of having multiple 
judges available, all cases would be heard faster, eliminat-
ing the existing years-long backlog of cases.

My plans for the federal appellate court and district 
court judges are in the early stages and may need revi-
sion. Today, those judges are appointed by the dominant 
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political party in our legislative bodies attempting to slant 
the courts in their political ideology favor. This means 
that federal judges are appointed primarily due to partisan 
political ideology, meaning there should be an equal num-
ber of conservative and liberal federal judges appointed 
to ensure equal representation in our federal courts. To 
avoid political, ideological corruption and conflict with 
the appointment of all federal judges in the new, equal 
representative legislative system, I believe the American 
people must elect all of their federal district and appellate 
court judges for eight-year terms.

The Benefits of Expanding the Supreme Court.

(1) All Supreme Court Judges would be working with 
different judges in each case. 

(2) More time available for the judges to study each 
case.

(3) Judges would no longer be appointed due to their 
partisan political views.

(4) More differences of opinion in our Supreme Court.
(5) It provides more opportunities for more diverse 

and younger judges.
(6) More efficient Supreme Court.
(7) No lifetime judges unless continuously re-elected.
(8) Much faster for those people with cases waiting to 

be heard by the Supreme Court.
(9) Eliminates the political party or big money influ-

ences when selecting Supreme Court Judges. 
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(10) Frees up the President and our elected officials 
from being politically involved with selecting 
Supreme Court Judges.

ENSURING EVERY U.S. CITIZEN’S 
RIGHT TO VOTE WITHOUT PREJUDICE.

If I ran for president, I would propose that we, the 
American people, owners of our government, upgrade our 
current voting system to make it more efficient and eas-
ier to connect the American people with their government 
officials by using today’s modern communications tech-
nologies. I would be proposing that our government build 
and incorporate a new secure federal and state electronic 
voting system where voters would be allowed to vote from 
anywhere using their electronic devices. Voters without 
access to electronic devices would still be able to go to a 
local polling place to cast their votes using a paper or elec-
tronic ballot or use mail-in absentee ballots.

The requirements for secure absentee voting would 
become standardized nationally using the same federal 
rules for all states. Each eligible voter would have a secure 
private voting account established for them, allowing them 
to vote electronically. (Think something like a social secu-
rity account for voters) I am sure there is enough techni-
cal talent available that could develop a secure electronic 
voting system. Banks, our government, the stock market, 
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retailers, and others all use computerized systems to do 
their business. Electronic voting could be built to provide 
an e-mail or text receipt sent back to the voter after voting 
to verify their votes were received and counted. Creating 
an automated voting system is not rocket science.

I would propose adopting a seventy-two-hour voting 
period for all federal, state, and local elections. All legal 
residents of the United States and registered in their state 
district of residence, and eighteen years old or older would 
be allowed to vote in all elections. Each person’s voting 
records and personal information would be protected 
and remain private. When established, access to the new 
electronic voting system member information and voting 
records would be off-limits for our elected officials who 
may want to use that information to advance their political 
positions. When a vote is validated, and a winner is cho-
sen without challenge, the voting records on each voter’s 
account would be deleted.

The Electronic Voting Benefits.

(1) It gives people the option to vote from their home 
or anywhere if equipped to do so and makes it eas-
ier for voters to vote.

(2) It allows people more time to vote and has more 
ways and places to vote.

(3) Streamlines our voting system by bringing it up to 
date with today’s technologies. 
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ESTABLISHING MANDATORY VOTING.

If I ran for president, I would propose that we, the 
American people, adopt a mandatory voting law. That 
mandatory voting law would legally require all eligible 
and qualified U.S. citizens to vote in all federal, state, and 
local elections. The primary reason for compulsory voting 
would be to ensure that all candidates and elected offi-
cials always take every American citizen seriously during 
elections and represent every American citizen equally 
while in office. I believe if the American people want to 
have constitutionally guaranteed equal representation, 
then mandatory voting becomes the equally represented 
voice of all citizens. Voting is the people’s loudest voice, 
and every citizen’s way to express their opinions on can-
didates, policies, and ideologies. Mandatory voting is the 
best democratic way to gauge what the American people 
are thinking and want from their government.

Traditionally, more than forty percent of all eligible 
and qualified American citizens do not vote during our 
election’s meaning that our representative government is 
not fully representative. With mandatory voting, all candi-
dates running for office must be aware that every citizen 
in their voting district or country would be either voting 
for them or against them. I believe it is time that our poli-
ticians were forced to look at every American citizen as a 
serious voter and treat them that way.
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There are very few justified reasons why a capable 
and eligible U.S. citizen should not or cannot vote within 
the new seventy-two-hour voting period, especially with 
a new electronic voting system, open poll locations, and 
absentee ballots being available. I would be proposing that 
a $200 fine for any capable, qualified, and eligible person 
who does not vote, with one half of that money going to the 
federal government’s campaign finance fund and the other 
half going to their state’s campaign finance fund. There 
would be an “I choose not to vote” button on all ballots. 
When a voter pushes this, I choose not to vote, button on 
their ballot, it would count as a vote, and the voter would 
not be required to pay any penalty. Also, there would be a 
button on all ballots that state “unable to vote” that forgives 
any person with a legitimate doctor or court-approved rea-
sons for not voting. Citizens that are mentally ill, develop-
mentally disabled, comatose, or incapacitated patients, or 
unable to vote for any justified reason, would be excused 
from the mandatory voting requirements. If a person does 
not vote and refuses to pay the fine, their wages, bank 
accounts, or tax returns may be used to collect the money 
with an additional twenty percent collection fee added.

I feel election days should be every citizen’s day of 
civic obligation, pride, and contribution when all eligible 
voters contribute either a vote or make a monetary donation 
to their government. I believe there is no justified reason 
why any qualified and eligible voters can’t find the short 
time necessary to do their civic duty for fifteen minutes 
every other year. Also, with the elimination of political 
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primaries, we would have made our overall voting respon-
sibilities much easier and much more straightforward.

The Benefits of Mandatory Voting.

(1) As equal owners of their government, mandatory 
voting fulfills a citizen’s obligation to participate in 
their government in some way.

(2) It creates greater national unity and awareness.
(3) Forces our elected officials to appeal to all voters 

and represent the concerns of all citizens.
(4) Forces people who are campaigning for public 

office to listen to the voices of all citizens.
(5) Eliminates the segment of non-voting citizens that 

are always forgotten.

ELIMINATING THE 
ELECTORAL COLLEGE.

If I ran for president, I would propose that we, the 
American people, owners of our government, do away 
with the easy-to-rig Electoral College. I believe that the 
votes of the American people must always be the single 
highest determining factor in all elections. If there is a 
highly unlikely exact tie for any election, there would be a 
recount, then if necessary, a re-vote where the exact tie 
took place. Eliminating the Electoral College would also 
reduce the need for partisan gerrymandering.
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Intentional partisan gerrymandering is done to favor 
a political party in its efforts to gain Electoral College del-
egates, which is a violation of our constitution and consti-
tutional right for maintaining equal representation. Some 
states have hand-picked politically partisan committees 
that select their own partisan Electoral College delegates, 
which is also a conflict of the people’s public trust. History 
shows there has never been an exact tie in the citizen cast 
votes for President. Therefore, there should never be a 
secondary private political party voting system that can 
supersede the votes of the American people.

The Benefits of Eliminating the Electoral College.

(1) Eliminates the political process of partisan political 
driven delegates from making decisions that could 
override the will of the voting people during presi-
dential elections.

(2) Guarantees our presidents are elected directly by 
the votes of the people.

(3) Forces all candidates running for president to win 
the popular vote. 

(4) Eliminates the need for partisan gerrymandering 
intentionally designed to gain Electoral College 
delegates.

(5) There would be no more presidential elections 
where the Electoral College circumvents the popu-
lar votes of the people.
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HOLDING THE MEDIA  
ACCOUNTABLE FOR THE TRUTH.

Another major flaw in our democratic society is the 
media’s ability to shape the political thinking and behav-
ior of the American people. If I ran for president, I would 
propose studying the idea of making any public discussion 
about our government, government policies, officehold-
ers, or candidates a politically sacred subject that must 
meet the new federal FCC standards for truth and nonpar-
tisanship. Each American carries a constitutional respon-
sibility to protect, defend, and preserve their democracy 
and require the same duties from all their officeholders 
and employees. With that politically sacred responsibility, 
the people must always know the truth about issues that 
are needed to make informed decisions, especially when 
voting. I would propose that all public media outlets also 
be legally required to carry that patriotic constitutional 
responsibility to protect, defend, and preserve our consti-
tution and democracy. Media outlets should never be per-
mitted to use their unchecked public voice to influence and 
direct the course of our elections, politics, or country.

If the media outlets want to be a legitimate player in 
our political system, they need to have rules and laws that 
regulate what they can and can’t broadcast. If I were elected 
president, I would create a law that requires all media out-
lets to take an oath of obligation to always protect, defend, 
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and preserve our democracy, tell the truth, and do no harm 
to our democracy or democratic process. Gaining an FCC 
license would be contingent on taking that oath of obliga-
tion to our democracy. The first rule must be that all media 
outlets always adhere to the facts and truth. Secondly, the 
FCC must have the power to determine whether the media 
outlet’s potential broadcast either enhances or harms our 
democracy. Any possible partisan political types of broad-
casts that intentionally do harm to our democracy or dem-
ocratic process would be illegal to broadcasts. Third, the 
media outlet’s political opinion shows would need to 
ensure they do not intentionally distort the facts or truth to 
influence people’s political thinking or actions.

We must realize that the media outlets have captive 
audiences of people seeking some honest guidance on how 
they view our politics and government. What the media 
outlets broadcast generally shapes the political thinking 
and beliefs of the voters. Unregulated media outlets have 
the power to destroy our democracy by convincing peo-
ple to mistrust or even hate our officeholders, government, 
or political system. This kind of political influence power 
cannot go unchecked. The FCC’s job must be to ensure that 
the public media’s role is to report and inform, not confuse 
and deceive. The reason for telling lies or for deceiving 
people is to gain something that cannot be achieved by 
telling the truth.

Free speech does have some limits. It is against the 
law to create panic by yelling fire in a theater. In other 
words, it is against the law for anyone to intentionally 
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cause panic, fear, or distress without a legally justified rea-
son. Think about this common political party statement, 
“the government is going to take away your guns.” This 
public statement broadcast by the media has caused panic 
and paranoia among the avid second amendment and gun 
advocates causing them to become more radicalized against 
our government and to go out and buy more guns. Making 
this public statement is an intentional form of deception 
spread by the media that’s never backed up by any factual 
evidence. I believe it should be against the law for an indi-
vidual or media outlet to intentionally cause panic, fear, or 
distress by giving deceptive opinions or propaganda that 
are either personal speculations or intentional lies. I don’t 
believe our right to free speech provides us with a right 
to intentionally deceive people for a defined purpose. If I 
were elected president, I would call for a full legal review 
on the meaning and limitations of free speech.

Natural law indicates there is only one truth to every 
story and many ways to lie and subvert the actual facts 
of any story. When the public media outlets try to make 
it appear like there are two or more truths to any story, 
they are intentionally leading the people away from the 
real truth of that story. Not everyone likes or benefits from 
knowing the truth, and those whom the truth hurts would 
naturally attempt to find ways to subvert that painful truth. 
Lies, or the subversion of the truth, in any story is easy to 
spot in our media because of the instant conflict the story 
creates. The truth is what creates the story, lies, or decep-
tion is what expands and confuses the story. A truthful 
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story only needs to be told once, whereas a story challeng-
ing the truth takes many different confusing directions.

No voter should ever have to walk into a voting booth 
confused about what the truth is about who or what they 
are going to vote for because of what they learned from 
some deceptive media outlets. Media outlets know that 
lie-based controversy creates viewership interest and that 
interest attracts paying sponsors. It is a total shame that 
media outlets would intentionally create lie-based dis-
cussion at the expense of the truth, our political system, 
and the voters just to make money. The lie-based political 
controversy created by our media outlets has divided our 
country and political system, causing hatred and violence 
throughout our country. The intentional lies or deceptions 
coming from our public media outlets must become illegal 
to give the American people an honest, truth-based, per-
spective of the workings of their political system.

How much have the media lies and deceptions con-
tributed to the decline of our democracy? Can the American 
people save their democracy and build a new, equally 
representative governmental system without holding the 
media outlets legally accountable for the truth? There can 
be no such thing as the free press if there is no such thing 
as truth in our media. Without knowing the truth, how can 
our country survive as a constitutionally guided represen-
tative democratic society?
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The Benefits of Adopting a Truth in Media Policy.

(1) It creates a properly informed public.
(2) It makes truth the cornerstone of the media’s job.
(3) Forces the media to influence people with the truth, 

not deceptive partisan speculations designed to 
confuse or sway the voters.

(4) It makes the media legally accountable for creat-
ing social divisions and hatred in our society.

(5) The truth would make the media non-partisan with 
any political ideology.

(6) Keeps the wealthy and powerful media owners 
from using their media businesses to influence our 
elections, elected officials, and the public.

(7) Eliminates the fake news claims when someone 
does not like the truth being reported about them.

ADOPTING A NATIONAL 
REFERENDUM PROCESS.

As a presidential candidate, I would be proposing 
that we, the American people, owners of our government, 
adopt a “National Referendum” process. The national ref-
erendum process allows the American people to overturn 
unpopular harmful laws or policies made by Congress 
against the will of the majority. A national referendum pro-
cess, according to the United Nations, should be a primary 
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requirement for all democracies. The people, owners of 
their government, should always have the right, freedom, 
and ability to repeal bad laws or recall elected officials 
for their violations of our traditional and constitutional 
laws, insubordination, or for promoting anti-democratic 
agendas. 

To initiate a national referendum, petitions from 
each state and the District of Columbia must be signed 
and approved by a (to be determined) percentage of vot-
ers from each state who support calling for a referendum 
vote. A, yet to be determined, a number of people in each 
state would need to sign a petition before a state can be 
eligible to participate in the national referendum process. 
A sixty-six percent majority of all fifty states must approve 
of holding a national referendum before one can be held. 

If the referendum to reverse an unpopular or harmful 
law or laws is approved by the people, the law or laws the 
referendum referred to would automatically be overturned. 
If a referendum is initiated to recall an elected official and 
it passes, that elected official must step down immediately. 
The petition signing process can be done electronically 
using the new proposed electronic voting system.

ADOPTING THE 28TH AMENDMENT.

If I ran for president, I would propose that we, the 
American People, owners of our government adopt the 
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long overdue 28th amendment to our constitution, which 
states that; “Congress shall make no laws that apply to the 
citizens of the United States that do not apply equally to our 
Senators and Representatives, and Congress shall make no 
laws that apply to our Senators and Representatives that 
does not apply equally to the citizens of the United States.”

The 28th Amendment has been turned down by our 
elected officials each time it has been brought up for a 
vote. As owners of our government and in the name of fair-
ness and equality, it is time to add this 28th Amendment to 
our Constitution.

GOVERNMENT OWNERSHIP.

Let’s start with an appropriate quote from Abraham 
Lincoln, “We the People are the rightful masters of both 
Congress and the Courts, not to overthrow the Constitution, 
but to overthrow the men who pervert the Constitution.” 
Now, if we could recognize the men that are perverting 
our Constitution today, we could save our democracy and 
clean up the corruption in our government.

If I ran for president, I would remind the American peo-
ple about the enormous constitutional powers, authorities, 
and obligations they possess as sole owners of their gov-
ernment. Yes, the American people own their Constitution, 
their Bill of Rights, their Congress, their Courts, their 
votes and collective voting powers, their three branches 
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of government and their sub-branches, their military, their 
national debt, all law enforcement entities, all government 
buildings, infrastructure, parks, their tax revenues, and 
their constitutional obligations to protect, defend, and pre-
serve their constitution and democracy. The most powerful 
constitutionally-guaranteed tool the American people own 
is their single vote and their freedom to vote collectively. 
United voting makes the American people a very potent 
political force within their country, especially when uni-
fied for a national common cause like saving their democ-
racy. We, the American people, should realize that by the 
entitlement of citizenship, we are over two hundred fifty 
million eligible voters strong who have the collective vot-
ing powers to preserve and advance our democracy when 
called upon. No one should assume otherwise. The rich 
and powerful have no way to defeat voters who would 
be voting to save their democracy. It makes no difference 
how much money a person has because each person only 
has one equal vote. Therefore, the united American voters 
cannot lose the fight to save their democracy and the gov-
ernment they own.

Those constitutional voting rights and powers were 
given to us, the American people, by our founding fathers 
for the sole purpose of protecting, defending, and pre-
serving our self-rule, representative democratic system of 
government any time the people’s democracy came under 
attack by any “foreign or domestic enemies.” When our 
elected officials ignore or refuse to honor their solemn 
sworn oath of office or refuse to enforce the rule of law 
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for any reason, it then becomes the owners of our gov-
ernments’ constitutional duty to step in and take care of 
that problem. It was the American people who have built 
and faithfully maintained our democracy, and it will be the 
American people who must save their dying democracy.

That constitutionally-given voting power allows the 
American people the privilege and right to hire/elect peo-
ple to manage their government for them within the guide-
lines of the people’s Constitution and Bill of Rights. That 
is what’s called a representative democracy. The American 
people, through their acceptance and faith in “Public 
Trust,” willingly grant their elected officials the legal right 
and authority to manage their government’s affairs for 
them. To be given that legal authority to manage our gov-
ernment, our elected officials are required by law to take 
and abide by that sworn oath of office. That sworn oath of 
office our elected officials take is essentially the same as 
making a promise to the American people that they will, in 
good faith, protect, defend, and preserve our constitution 
and democracy above all else.

If I ran for president, I would need to make sure 
the American people fully understood that the people 
they hire/elect are simply their paid employees. I would 
encourage the American people to adopt and exercise their 
rightful government ownership mentality and use their 
constitutional authority to clean up their corrupt govern-
ment. It would benefit each American citizen to read their 
Declaration of Independence and study their Constitution 
to learn about their constitutional powers, rights, and 
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obligations. It is not very complicated. The American peo-
ple are constitutionally obligated to cast off their failing, 
corrupt government when it no longer represents the peo-
ple as a constitutionally guided representative democracy. 
The Declaration of Independence and our Constitution 
also gives the American people the legal right and author-
ity to re-establish a new and advanced representative 
democratic governmental system that would again meet 
the constitutional requirements of a self-rule representa-
tive democracy.

If I ran for president, this is the fight I would be bring-
ing to the American people. There are two sides in this war 
against our democracy being fought between the one per-
cent, big money brokers, and the American people’s votes. 
The big money side is sneaky, well planned out, and has 
been very persistent, persuasive, and successful in their 
attacks on our democracy. The people’s vote side has been 
confused, divided, and seems oblivious to the fact that their 
democracy is slowly being taken away from them. The 
sad thing is, the enormous collective voting powers of the 
American people can and will, when united, easily defeat 
the big money brokers in this war against our democracy.

My presidential campaign, if I ran, would also 
emphasize what real patriotism is and what it means. The 
definition of patriotism is: “love for or devotion to one’s 
country.” Therefore, a real patriot is a person who gives to 
and sacrifices for his country, fights to protect, defend, and 
preserve its constitution and democracy and the freedoms 
and equal rights those things provide for all Americans. A 
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patriot is a person that recognizes and honors the hundreds 
of thousands of Americans who have throughout history 
fought, died, and sacrificed to build and defend their and 
our constitution and democracy; and is a present-day per-
son who is willing to do those same things when necessary. 
A patriot is not a person who supports his chosen private, 
non-governmental political party as political parties are 
private entities, not governments with constitutions. The 
U.S. flag represents the whole of our democracy, not the 
whole of any single private political party. A person can be 
loyal to a private political party but not be patriotic.

The American people need to understand that it is 
their sole constitutional responsibility to provide their 
elected officials, and unelected employees, with a defined, 
workable, voter-approved, and structured legislative body 
operating system that meets the requirements of our con-
stitution. Just as it is an employer’s responsibility to pro-
vide its employees with a defined working structure and 
management system with instructions on how they want 
their business run. We government owners, employers 
of our elected officials, have the constitutional right and 
authority to determine what upgrades to our legislative 
bodies are needed to reestablish and improve the func-
tioning principles of our constitutional guided representa-
tive democracy.
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SETTING A CLEAR DIRECTION FOR 
OUR COUNTRY

I have always wondered why our country needed a 
split system of government whose stark ideological dif-
ferences and divisions takes our country down two differ-
ent conflicting paths depending on the political ideologies 
of the people holding dominance in our legislative bodies 
and executive office. The further our two political party 
ideologies pull away from each other, the more conflict, 
chaos, and division is created within our government and 
country, as can be witnessed within today’s divided gov-
ernment. Neither of the shifting conservative or liberal 
ideological directions our country takes from time to time 
will ever fully satisfy all Americans, thus ensuring that 
those permanent ideological political divisions and con-
flicts in our country will remain in effect.

Logically, a fulltime Conservative-run government 
would be a disaster for the people, and a fulltime Liberal-
run government would be somewhat of a lesser disaster 
for the people’s enterprises. Inevitably, a successful and 
sustainable democracy must be about the people’s conser-
vative and liberal ideologies working closely together on 
a people mandated, agreeable, and a defined direction for 
our country to follow. The plans for upgrading our federal 
and state legislative bodies and voting system I would be 
proposing if I ran for president were designed to bring our 
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conservative and liberal ideologies closer together, allow-
ing for a new workable direction for our country.

That direction should be one that is mandated by 
the responsible owners of our government, the American 
people, not the divided and partisan politicians who are 
beholden to their special interests’ donors. Any govern-
ment without a defined direction will continually be in 
internal conflict. Any government will become stagnate, 
ineffective, confused, and lost when it has no set path or 
purpose. The upgrading of our federal and state legisla-
tive body and voting systems that I would be proposing in 
my presidential campaign, if I ran, is designed to give our 
country a people approved and mandated straight forward 
direction for our legislative bodies to follow.

FINDING A SAVIOR

Generally, the American people look to their next 
president to be their savior when unsatisfied with their 
present leaders. The significant advantage I would have if 
I ran for president is that I am a liberal-leaning, indepen-
dent free thinker. I have not been, for the lack of a better 
word, politically brainwashed by our partisan, compet-
ing, dividing, private political parties and the controlling 
media outlets to the mental level where I can only see, 
think, and act with either a conservative brain or liberal 
brain. I would have no party line I am required to follow. I 
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am fortunate to have the rare ability to think and act inde-
pendently with an open-minded, “Country First” brain that 
allows me to see our country’s problems from an overall, 
big-picture perspective. I am free to understand the sad 
fact that the rapid decline of our democracy is happening 
while our elected officials from both the Republican and 
Democratic parties are and have been in charge of running 
our government.

I find it odd that neither the Republican or Democratic 
political parties will claim or can rightfully claim that they 
are “Country First” parties. Sadly, we have two oppo-
site, dominant, private, non-governmental political par-
ties running our government whose political ideologies 
do not include any strict “Country First” policies that are 
explicitly designed to protect and preserve our democ-
racy. In fact, neither of our private political parties have 
a defined line they won’t cross because crossing that line 
would cause damage to our democracy. There is not even 
a “Country First” political party in our country that’s ded-
icated to preserving our democracy and constitution. I, as 
president, would not be handcuffed or prejudiced by any 
particular political party ideology because fighting to save 
our democracy must be a nationwide, common cause, and 
all-inclusive endeavor that includes both conservatism 
and liberalism.

I believe it is foolish for the American people to believe 
that either one of our two main political parties would sud-
denly step up and do what is constitutionally right or nec-
essary to save our democracy from total failure. I can see 
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so clearly that the solutions for saving our democracy will 
not come from within our embattled government or from 
within our private political parties. I am now convinced 
that the real solutions needed to save our democracy must 
come from the innovative thinking, will, determination, 
and united efforts of the American people, owners of their 
government. I can say that because today, neither of our 
two major political parties ever show any serious concerns 
about the decline of our democracy or say anything about 
what they are doing to honor and preserve our constitution 
and dying democracy. The political parties only view our 
country through the eyes of their own political party ideol-
ogy, not through any “Country First” eyes.

Primarily, our presidential campaigns are held 
between the Republican and Democratic parties. My early 
thinking was, what would happen if an unknown, inde-
pendent presidential candidate, like me, ran for president 
on a national, common cause “Country First” campaign 
platform focused strictly on “Saving our Democracy?” If 
I ran for president using that national “Country First-Save 
our Democracy” campaign platform, I would be offering 
the American voters an innovative, essential, and legiti-
mate independent presidential candidate to vote for. My 
campaign for president would positively affect and benefit 
every person living in the United States. The campaigns of 
the private political party candidates are centered around 
their own political ideologies that do not positively impact 
every person in our country equally.
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If I ran, I would bring an exciting new element to 
our presidential campaigns. The American voters would 
now have a choice between voting for a presidential can-
didate who is running to save their democracy and clean 
up their corrupt government, or voting for candidates run-
ning to serve and advance their own private political party 
agendas that are destroying our democracy. The prob-
lem my “Country First-Save our Democracy” campaign 
would cause for the American people is their having to 
answer the crucial question of: should I vote to “Save my 
Democracy?” Would the America people gain more by 
voting to save their democracy and place themselves in 
the politically powerful position needed to clean up their 
corrupt government, or would they gain more by voting 
for their private political party candidates and hope things 
don’t get worse?

My presidential campaign, if I ran, would throw a 
big political wrench into the gears of the standard two-
party, two primary presidential candidate campaigns. The 
presidential campaigns of the two main political parties, 
including Donald Trump’s re-election dreams, could not 
justifiably oppose, discredit, attack, or openly campaign 
against my constitutionally required, patriotic “Country 
First-Save our Democracy” campaign without exposing 
themselves as being undemocratic and unpatriotic. Who 
is going to publicly argue against the idea of “Saving 
our Democracy?”

I am positive my well-planned, innovative, and 
unconventional campaign for president would definitely 
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become Donald Trump’s worst nightmare. How would 
Trump or his Republican lackeys attack me and my 
“Country First- Save our Democracy” presidential cam-
paign without openly admitting that they are against the 
American people living in constitutional guided law and 
order democratic society? I am sure Trump would call me 
a loser without knowing who I am. I am also sure that 
Trump and the Republicans would try to claim that my 
proposed changes to our government’s legislative bodies 
and voting system that I have laid out are unconstitutional. 
Still, they would quickly lose that weak argument. How 
could Trump and the Republicans attack my presidential 
campaign when it is mine, theirs, and every American cit-
izen’s primary constitutional duty to defend, protect, and 
preserve our democracy? I would need to remind Trump 
and the Republicans that even they swore an oath of 
office to do precisely what my “Country First-Save our 
Democracy” campaign would be doing. When the future 
of our democracy is at stake, there are no specific rules or 
laws for what methods can be used by the American peo-
ple when fighting to preserve their democracy.

My “Country First-Save our Democracy’ campaign 
would actually be about making America’s “Democracy” 
great again. Therefore, I would be free to vigorously expose 
Trump, McConnell, Barr, and others for their intentional 
and unintentional contributions to the destruction of our 
democracy, and there is not a thing they can do about it. 
There should never be any criticism or attacks against any 
U.S. citizen for doing their patriotic, constitutional duty 
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while trying to protect and preserve their dying democ-
racy and making their government and country better 
for all people. That is what our constitution requires of 
all citizens.

If I ran, my campaign for president would draw a very 
distinct line between those people and entities who would 
be publicly identified as supporting my save our democ-
racy campaign and those people and entities who would 
be publicly identified as not supporting the idea of sav-
ing our democracy. One side of that line would be about 
promoting unity for the greater good, and the other side 
would be about promoting divisions that enhance indi-
vidual agendas and powers. One side of that line would 
be where the real American patriots would reside, and 
the other side of the line would be where the self-serving 
unpatriotic Americans would reside. Each American citi-
zen would have the right to choose what side of the line 
they want to stand on. Drawing that line would be a call-
out to all Americans, their politicians, their businesses and 
corporations, their private and governmental institutions, 
and their religions to identify what side of the public, save 
our democracy line they stand on. No other candidate 
campaigning for president or public office can draw that 
line because they would be campaigning within the guide-
lines of their individual political party agendas, not for the 
greater good of all Americans.

If I ran for president, I would be playing a much dif-
ferent campaign game than the traditional private political 
party campaign games. I would be the first and the only 
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person that ever ran for president who would be campaign-
ing to “Save our Dying Democracy” for every person in 
our country without exception. Meanwhile, the presiden-
tial campaigns of our two main political parties are car-
rying out their regular campaign business as usual while 
acting as if nothing was wrong with our dying democracy.

It has become so crucial for the private political par-
ties to win elections that they would do just about anything 
to win, even sacrificing their personal dignity, patriotism, 
and our democracy. The political party’s all-out, all-con-
suming efforts to win elections has become a primary con-
tributor to the destruction of our democracy. Because of the 
intense political party wars over political power, our gov-
ernment has, for all practical purposes, stopped working 
as a responsible democratic representative government. 
Strangely, the political parties campaign so hard to gain 
political power in our legislative bodies, yet when they do 
achieve that dominate political power, they do nothing to 
strengthen and preserve our democracy.

Naturally, uniting together as patriotic Americans 
to fight the necessary common cause battle to “Save our 
Democracy” above every other domestic issue would yield 
enormous benefits for the American people. The American 
people cannot lose that common cause fight to “Save their 
Democracy” because there would be no organized anti-de-
mocracy opposition to contend with. Unlike all other two-
sided domestic issues, the common cause for saving our 
democracy would be a totally one-sided issue that cannot 
fail if the American people vote to save their democracy.
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When the American people do unite together and win 
that can’t lose “Save their Democracy,” movement, they 
would have put themselves in a dominant political posi-
tion to settle all of their other domestic issues. My theory 
is to win the more significant save our democracy fight 
first. Then, after securing a stronger position of political 
power after winning that big battle, the little battles would 
easily be won, especially with the newly structured legis-
lative bodies. That is how things are designed to work in 
our constitutional democracy.

If the American people voted for me, that would put 
an end to Trump’s democracy-destroying administration. 
Our elected officials and I would then be mandated by the 
people to clean out our Congress, the Justice Department, 
and other government institutions of those anti-democ-
racy elected and appointed officials who have violated 
their oath of office by willingly co-conspired with Trump 
to undermine our democracy. I would take great pleasure 
with being the person responsible for cleaning out that real 
anti-democracy political swamp, so to speak. Of course, I 
would assume all of the voters who voted for me would 
have also voted to remove those unpatriotic and anti-de-
mocracy Republicans and others in our Congress that have 
been enabling Trump to undermine our democracy.

Naturally, if I were elected president, I would consider 
that honor as being a clear mandate from the American 
people to address all of the domestic issues that have been 
ignored or fought over for so long. In fact, if I were elected 
president, you can bet that, with a clear mandate from the 
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American people, all of our newly elected and remaining 
elected officials would suddenly be scrambling to address 
all of those forgotten critical domestic issues. Obviously, 
they would have awakened to the point as to why they were 
elected and who elected them to office in the first place.

I believe it is time for someone new to step into the 
political picture and offer the American people a new, pos-
itive, and hopeful direction for our country. That new direc-
tion would need to guide us, the American people, away 
from the downward trend that our country now faces. Also, 
my message to our younger generations would be to pay 
particular attention to the changes to our legislative bodies 
and voting system I would be proposing in my campaign. 
The government your generations will soon be in charge of 
running would be the type of government you inherit. You 
can either inherit the same mess of a government we now 
have, or you can start now by helping to build a much bet-
ter, equally balanced and equally representative, and more 
manageable legislative system to inherit in the future.

PRIVATE POLITICAL PARTIES

It is not the job of our privately-funded political par-
ties, government employees, or their wealthy donors to 
determine how the people’s federal and state legislative 
body and voting systems should be designed or managed. 
We cannot have a stable government when our private 
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political parties can change the rules of how our legisla-
tive bodies and voting systems (gerrymandering) function 
to meet their power-grabbing goals. When our present 
legislative body systems have no legal way to regulate or 
control how the privately-owned political parties operate 
within our government, then the political parties become 
free to run the government that we, the people own, with 
their own rules and without any serious oversight. The pri-
vate political parties have put themselves in a privileged 
position where they do all oversight on themselves. It is no 
wonder our democracy is failing.

Today, seating advantage in our legislative bodies is 
so vital to the private political parties that they would spend 
any amount of money, say anything, and do anything to 
dominate the workings of our legislative bodies, thus our 
government. The private political parties are clever with 
their subversion of our voting system. The political par-
ties know their rich, power-grabbing donors cannot afford 
to pay each individual voter to vote for their preferred 
candidates or their agendas. So instead, the wealthy pow-
er-seekers simply buy the elected officials the people have 
voted into an office while using the corrupt private politi-
cal party system they control.

Our voting system has been reduced to the American 
people voting for who the elected person will be that’s 
bought and paid for by their rich and powerful con-
trolled private political party. The two main private polit-
ical parties have so much control of our government that 
they can even require our elected officials to spend most 
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of their taxpayer-paid time at work fundraising for their 
private political parties. The amount of financial support 
an incumbent running for reelection receives from their 
political party is directly related to the amount of money 
that incumbents raised for their political party. At best, we 
are now living in a fake democracy that still allows the 
American people to elect the people that would serve their 
big money run private political parties.

AM I CALLING FOR A PEACEFUL 
SOCIAL REVOLUTION? YOU DECIDE.

Some friends have asked me if I was attempting to 
start a revolution with the content of my book. I, like every 
other U.S. citizen, am a single share-owner of my democ-
racy, constitution, and government. As a single share-
owner of my democracy, I have grown tired of remaining 
silent during the obvious and intentional dismantling of 
my democracy. I know that my single share ownership 
of my democracy gives me a constitutional obligation 
to always protect, defend, and preserve my constitution 
and democracy.

My thought is, since I own one small share of my 
constitutionally representative democratic government, 
I cannot revolt against myself or the government I own. 
Technically, doing what my constitution requires to pre-
serve my democracy cannot be called a revolution. 
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However, if fighting against those entities that are cur-
rently destroying my democracy is called a revolution, 
then hell yes, I want to start that type of revolution. I am 
more haunted each day, thinking about what kind of loyal 
and patriotic government owner would I be if I did nothing 
to stop the destruction of my democracy.

Definitions; (Revolution): A popular process of initi-
ating fundamental change seeking reversal of deteriorat-
ing conditions. (Democracy): government by the people, 
especially: the rule of the majority. A government in which 
the supreme power is vested in the people and exercised by 
them directly or indirectly through a system of represen-
tation usually involving periodically held free elections. 
(Democratic Option): The people’s constitutional right to 
revolt when the overwhelming majority of American cit-
izens feel strongly that changes within their government 
are needed. (Government Ownership): When each citizen 
owns one equal share of their democracy and government; 
are responsible for financing all aspects of their govern-
ment; have the voting rights to select and remove all of 
their elected officials, and have the Constitutional duty 
and legal authority to determine how they want their gov-
ernment to function.

Thomas Jefferson wrote that sometimes, a little rev-
olution is a good thing and necessary to maintain a strong 
democracy. The truth is, a social revolution by the owners 
of our government is required, justified, and authorized 
under our constitution. So, my thinking with my “Country 
First-Save our Democracy” presidential campaign is in 
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line with what our constitution requires. A democracy is 
only as strong as the people that participate in that democ-
racy. If the American people do not stand up to defend their 
democracy when their elected officials fail to do so, that 
undefended democracy is ripe for a take-over. Ultimately, 
if our democracy fails, it would be the people’s fault.

My call for a peaceful social revolution is about all 
Americans reaffirming their commitment to their coun-
try, to their constitution, and to the rule of law by plac-
ing an unrelenting commitment to defending, protecting, 
and preserving their country and democratic principles 
above any commitment to a self-serving, non-govern-
mental private political party. It’s called patriotism. It’s 
about rising above the self-imposed limitations the own-
ers of our government, American people, have placed on 
themselves when dealing with the government they own. 
Those self-imposed limitations are the common belief that 
only our government can solve our problems for us. No 
owner of a private business would ever put themselves in a 
position where they have no control over their employees 
or business.

Using the word revolution scares some people. Still, 
there are innovative forms of peaceful revolutions that 
are more intelligent and effective than the old hardcore, 
street marching, violent type of revolutions. Today, there 
are many great social media tools available for a perfect, 
powerful, persistent, and peaceful stay-at-home revolution 
to easily take place. The advantage of using a social media 
platform to host a rebellion is the fact that a “Country 
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First-Save our Democracy” revolution can be the type 
of revolution that stays fully engaged continually while 
dealing with any issues that threaten that social revolu-
tion. Avoiding the street marching type of revolution 
ensures there would be no physical or violent confronta-
tions that would give the revolution a bad name. A vital 
advantage of a social media-driven stay at home, revolu-
tion is the fact that it only takes a few minutes each day for 
everyone to stay engaged.

Another benefit of the American people’s coun-
try’s first social revolution that’s intended to save their 
democracy is it would pull the rug out from under Donald 
Trump’s and Vladimir Putin’s plans to destabilize our 
democracy. If I were Putin, I would like nothing more than 
to see the United States government destabilized and in 
constant political chaos. By his own words and actions, it 
appears that Trump is doing precisely what Putin, his best 
friend, and idol asked him to do. A “Country First” social 
media-driven, “Save our Democracy,” revolution would 
put an end to Donald Trump’s mythical dream of becom-
ing a lifetime beloved dictator. A social media-driven save 
our democracy revolution would also make all of the bil-
lions of dollars invested by the wealthy Koch brothers and 
others like them working to undermine our governmental 
system and democracy a waste of their money that they 
would never recover.

A unified “Country First” social media-driven “Save 
our Democracy” revolution would give the American 
people, owners of their government, a very politically 
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powerful voice whose message would surely be noticed by 
all elected officials. Naturally, with a social media-driven 
revolution, it would become apparent that the people par-
ticipating are all serious voters. The best thing about car-
rying out a social media-driven revolution is that as the 
revolution grows, our elected officials and even candidates 
who are running for office would be forced to publicly 
face and address that revolution if they want to get elected 
or reelected. The politicians’ political futures would be 
determined by how they treat the people’s “Country First-
Save our Democracy” social media revolution.

When our political parties and our elected officials 
crossed the line and started to allow our democracy to 
fail, they opened the Constitutional justification door for 
the American people to rise up, rebel, and take back full 
control of their government. There are no rules or laws 
that restrict the American people, owners of their govern-
ment, from doing their Constitutional duty when the sur-
vival of their democracy is at stake. There is no excuse the 
American people can use that exonerates them from doing 
their Constitutional duty when their democratic freedoms 
are being taken from them.

MY CAMPAIGN, IF I RAN.

With my running an innovative and unconventional 
independent campaign for president, if I did run, I would 



139

need to start my promotional campaign by bringing it 
directly to the social media outlets (Facebook, Twitter, 
Instagram, and others). I would ask every American cit-
izen who wants to continue living in a democracy to sup-
port my campaign for president by posting the message, 
“Save our Democracy,” “SOD tag,” on all of their social 
media communications. I would ask the supporters of my 
campaign to send this same message to their friends, their 
elected officials, and the local and national media outlets 
letting them know where they stand on our failing democ-
racy issue. Following these steps on social media would 
surely bring national attention to my presidential cam-
paign. That attention would start consuming the national 
television and radio time slots with daily discussions about 
the critical “country first” issue of saving our democracy.

I am positive that a patriotic driven, well-supported, 
public save our democracy movement would immediately 
impact the national media narrative. My campaign would 
create public controversy by shining the spotlight directly 
on our elected government officials as being the primary 
reason why our democracy is failing. I am positive doing 
that would surely start plenty of media discussions because 
media outlets love to cover political controversies. I would 
be putting particular emphasis on the failure of our elected 
officials to honor their sworn oath of office to preserve 
our constitution, thus our democracy. There are many of 
our elected officials today who need to be reminded about 
their oath of office, and my campaign would surely do 
that. Our elected officials need to be told that they cannot 
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put our democracy aside while attempting to enhance their 
single-party rule agendas.

A well supported “Country First-Save our Democracy” 
campaign would have the political ability to leverage the 
overwhelming collective voting powers of the patriotic 
American people. Leveraging the voting powers of the 
American people would ensure that only the supporters 
of my country first, save our democracy campaign who 
are running for public office, would be elected. I would 
encourage every candidate, conservative or liberal, run-
ning for any federal or state legislative office to join, sup-
port, and be part of my save our democracy campaign. 
Doing this gives any candidate running for office a great 
advantage over other candidates who are not campaigning 
to save our democracy if there are any. By constitutional 
design, unified voting is the only way for us, the American 
people, to fill our legislative bodies with elected officials 
willing to make the changes necessary to our federal and 
state legislative bodies that would preserve and strengthen 
our democracy.

By constitutional design, the intentional downgrad-
ing of our democracy by our elected officials and private 
political parties effectively provides the American people, 
owners of their government, with a legitimate, constitu-
tionally justified, common cause, call to action reason 
for supporting my “Country First-Save our Democracy” 
presidential campaign if I ran. I realize that any call for 
the American people to unite together as a unified country 
needs to have a constitutionally legitimate, country first, 
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democracy saving common cause to rally around. That 
united cause must have a defined, single-purpose goal to 
achieve that benefits all of the American people equally. 
Any unified U.S. citizen-supported save our democracy 
campaign would be very politically powerful, virtually 
unopposable, unstoppable, and easily winnable. I believe 
that no patriotic U.S. citizen would ever willingly vote to 
dismantle their democracy for any reason. The only peo-
ple that benefit from dismantling our democracy are the 
wealthy, power mongers. The ordinary citizens would pay 
a hefty price when their democracy is gone.

ONE MORE TIME

I know if I did run for President with my innova-
tive and patriotic “Country First-Save our Democracy” 
campaign, I would easily be elected President by a wide 
margin. First, I would have no real, justifiable political 
opposition. Where would the anti-democracy forces that 
may oppose my presidential campaign come from, and 
how politically powerful would they be? In fact, what citi-
zen in our democratic country wants to be publicly known 
as being anti-democratic and unpatriotic? Are the Trump 
supporters going to launch an anti-democracy campaign to 
re-elect Trump? What a spectacle that would be.

Second, the private political party candidates can-
not afford to be identified as being anti-democratic or 
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unpatriotic if they have any hope to be elected. Third, to 
save face, every patriotic elected official and government 
appointee, corporate leader, religious leader, news outlet, 
and celebrity would want to be seen publicly supporting 
my democracy saving campaign. I hope I don’t have to call 
them out and publicly challenged any of them to help save 
our democracy. Fourth, what side of my campaign to pre-
serve our democracy are the media outlets going to take? 
Can any of our country’s media outlets survive or prosper 
if they willingly promoted any anti-democratic and unpa-
triotic special interests’ propaganda about my campaign?

The bottom line is, there is only one logical answer to 
the question, “Do you want to “Save your Democracy?” 
Of course, that is a loaded question, and the primary rea-
son why my presidential campaign would not fail. My 
unique type of presidential campaign would seem strange 
at first because it deals with a very crucial one-sided polit-
ical issue that should logically be supported by all patri-
otic Americans regardless of being conservative, liberal, 
or otherwise.

All other presidential campaigns are two-sided polit-
ical party affairs with conservatives running against liber-
als requiring the American people to take sides politically. 
My campaign would be a unifying nationwide campaign 
by bringing the American people, conservatives and lib-
erals, together for the sole purpose of saving our democ-
racy. Personally, I am neither a conservative nor liberal, I 
am a little bit of both like most Americans are. Therefore, 
I am a constitutional, democracy defending independent 
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American citizen working for the benefit of all Americans 
without discrimination. I am an American citizen, and I 
serve no private political party over my country.

SETTING BAD PRECEDENTS

Definition of Precedent. “An earlier event or action 
that is regarded as an example or guide to be considered in 
a subsequent similar circumstance.” If Trump can inten-
tionally lie and deceive people without repercussions, all 
other presidents would be free to do the same, as that would 
become an existing precedent. If a president can ignore 
congressional subpoenas without consequences, all pres-
idents would be open to ignore congressional subpoenas; 
that also would become an existing precedent. When our 
Republican Senators can ignore their sworn oath of office, 
or refuse to carry out their sworn checks and balances obli-
gations or approve unvetted, unqualified people to run high 
government agencies to degrade those agencies, or refuse 
to work with a Democratic House of Representatives on 
any legislation without repercussions, that is setting a 
precedent for future Senates. Setting these types of exam-
ples for the future is destroying our democracy today. The 
only way to undo these harmful precedents is to overhaul 
our legislative bodies as suggested, where there would be 
legal repercussions for anyone attempting to establish any 
constitution/democracy destroying criteria.
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CHALLENGING PRIVATE 
POLITICAL PARTIES.

If I ran for president, I would take my country first 
fight to save our democracy directly to our two main pri-
vate political parties, with the Republican party being the 
primary target. I would hope by now that most Americans 
knew that all political parties are privately funded, non-gov-
ernmental entities that have no constitutional given rights 
or powers to run our country as they see fit. Our founding 
fathers warned us about the dangers of permitting private 
political parties to become too powerful. Our political par-
ties would not go away when the American people vote to 
save their democracy. As mentioned earlier, the functions 
of our political parties would be restricted to doing what 
they were initially designed to do, representing the two 
political ideologies that drive our country.

Observing the functions of the Republican party over 
the last few years, it has become evident that they are the 
primary contributor to the failings of our democracy. The 
Republican party’s open and stated actions to rig our fed-
eral court system in their favor from the Supreme Court on 
down is a direct power-grabbing attack on our democracy. 
The Republican party stealing from our treasury through 
self-approved massive tax cuts for the wealthy is an attack 
on our democracy. The Republicans approved their mas-
sive tax cuts without any legitimate justification, or any 
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way to replace that lost tax revenue without taking it from 
the American people is an attack on our democracy. The 
Republican and Democratic parties’ intentional involve-
ment in partisan gerrymandering designed purposely to rig 
elections in their favor is a blatant violation of our consti-
tution and an attack on our democracy.

Further, the Republican party’s deliberate attempts 
to subvert our voting system is an attack on our democ-
racy. The Republican party’s approval of the dismantling 
of our critical environmental health and safety standards 
is an attack on the health and wellbeing of the American 
people and their democracy. The Republican party’s inhu-
mane and unethical immigrant child separation policy is 
an attack on humanity and our democracy. The Republican 
party’s approval of the degrading of our government insti-
tutions, particularly our State Department and cabinet 
positions, is an attack on our democracy. The fact that the 
Republican party stands by silently and allows President 
Trump to break the established laws of our country and run 
our country into the ground with no respect for our consti-
tution or the health and welfare of the American people is 
an intentional attack on our democracy.

It does not take much observation to figure out that 
the Republican party and their wealthy owners would do 
anything necessary to establish their preferred authoritar-
ian style of a single-party rule system of government. My 
interpretation of a single party rule system is when a private 
political party holds majority seating in both our House of 
Representatives and Senate along with having a president 



146

from the same political party. The fight to gain or main-
tain this type of Congressional superiority renews itself 
every two years. An authoritarian style of single-party rule 
or dictatorship happens when the constitution, the rule of 
law, and the principles of democracy no longer apply to 
the governing bodies of any country.

The Republican party is not, and has never been, a 
people-friendly political party or a party that cares about 
the health and welfare of the American people or their 
democracy. Our current Republican party is identified as 
being anti-healthcare, anti- Social Security, anti-Medicare, 
anti-education, anti-clean air, anti-clean water, anti-wom-
en’s rights, anti-gay rights, anti-nonwhite rights, anti-liv-
ing wage, anti-gun safety, anti-labor rights, anti-voting 
rights, anti-civil rights, or anti-anything else that bene-
fits the American people. Naturally, the Democratic party 
wants all Americans to have all of these things. I find it 
hard to understand why those poor working-class people 
who vote Republican actually do not want any of these 
things listed above and don’t want their fellow citizens to 
have them either. I could go on, but the point I am making 
is the Republican party has more intent to destroying our 
democracy for their own political power-grabbing gains 
than it has to preserve our democracy.

The Democratic party is not without its own faults in 
the decline of our democracy. Generally, Republicans are 
strong and aggressive, and Democrats are weak and pas-
sive. This is demonstrated during times of extreme gov-
ernment turmoil. Republicans would intentionally deceive 
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the people and skirt the law when necessary to further 
their power-grabbing agendas. Democrats would more 
than likely try to stay within the law to facilitate their own 
power-grabbing plans. The problem we have as a country 
today is the private political party’s primary goal of win-
ning elections has taken center stage in our political world, 
leaving behind the other critical problems our country 
faces. The continuous, nothing else matters, all-consuming 
political power war between our two main private political 
parties has been and is causing our democracy to fail.

When our political parties are so determined to fight 
against everything the other political party wants to accom-
plish, our government’s constitutional given responsibil-
ity to diligently act as the people’s legitimate protector of 
our democracy gets overlooked or even forgotten. If I ran 
for president, my campaign would provide the American 
people with the perfect opportunity to put an end to these 
endless, destructive political party wars. Believe me, if 
either one of our two private political parties is victorious 
in the political power war permanently, we would be liv-
ing in some sort of single party, single political ideology 
dictatorship that would keep our country in constant chaos 
and conflict.

I know if I did run for president, I would need to take 
on both of our private political parties because preserv-
ing our democracy is not at all about saving either one 
of the two private political parties. My “Country First” 
campaign for President would be about saving our democ-
racy from the destructive, nothing else matters political 
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power-grabbing agendas of our two main private political 
parties. Our constitutional, self-rule democratic govern-
mental system was never designed to become a short time 
or permanent authoritarian type of single political party 
ruled government. Isn’t that precisely what our current 
political party wars are trying to accomplish?

Without regard for the survival of their democracy, 
today, a conservative person has been led to believe and 
would love to see a full-time Conservative-run govern-
ment. A liberal person has been led to believe and would 
like to see a full-time liberal run government. Those con-
servative or liberal personal beliefs in a dominant, single 
political party ruled government are totally undemocratic, 
unconstitutional, unpatriotic, and un-American. We, as 
a democratic society, simply cannot afford to separate 
ourselves from our democracy to fulfill a more personal, 
self-severing private political party agenda.

I also believe that the majority of conservatives and 
liberals do not fully realize that they are supporting some-
one else’s distorted dream of establishing an authoritarian 
style single political party system of government while not 
realizing that they would need to give up their constitu-
tional democracy to achieve their preferred political par-
ty’s goal. I don’t believe the majority of conservatives and 
liberals really know who or what it is that’s leading them 
down this path of destroying their democracy or have 
even though it through enough to figure out who benefits 
and who does not. Anyone driving the people down the 
road to giving up their democracy surely must have some 
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secretive, non-democratic, power-seeking goals to reach 
that they cannot achieve within the established rules and 
laws of our constitutional democracy.

I don’t know precisely who (probably the rich and 
powerful) or what is behind the driving force of our two 
main political parties fight for political party domination. 
However, I am smart enough to realize it is not the poor or 
working-class people who are going to benefit in the end. 
If you are a poor person in our present democracy today, 
you would definitely be a much poorer person while living 
in an authoritarian style, single-party ruled government. If 
anyone is willing to destroy our democracy, they are not 
doing it to benefit the people.

I am sure most people would say, if I ran for president, 
that I would be absolutely nuts for taking on the two very 
powerful private political parties. I don’t agree because my 
campaign for president would be all about doing my consti-
tutional duty to protect, defend, and preserve my constitu-
tional democracy. Therefore, the purpose of my “Country 
First-Save our Democracy” campaign would be to take on 
those individuals or entities that are directly responsible 
for the decline of my democracy, no matter how powerful 
they may be. There are no constitutional directives that 
require private political parties to establish a single party 
run government. What the political parties are attempting 
to accomplish is outside of our constitution’s jurisdiction 
and not part of any theory of democracy. Therefore, the 
private political party campaign goals of seeking either 
temporary or permanent single-party domination of our 
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government are unconstitutional and undemocratic. There 
is also nothing in our constitution stating that our elected 
officials must work full time for their preferred private 
political party.

If I did run for president, the strength of my campaign 
would be my constitutional right and duty to challenge my 
fellow American s to do their patriotic, constitutionally-re-
quired responsibility to preserve their democracy. In other 
words, my campaign would be about me challenging the 
American people to choose between saving their democ-
racy or giving up their democracy in favor of a dictator-
ship-type of single political party ruled government. In 
particular, I want to openly challenge the “make America 
great again” Trump voters who somehow believe that our 
country can simply go back in time to when we were once 
great, whenever that was.

The word “again” is the defining word in Trump’s 
make America great again slogan. The term “again” refers 
to something in our past. Our country can’t move forward 
with the Trump voters wanting to retreat back to some 
imaginary, more fabulous mythical time. Trump does not 
articulate when that time of greatness was and how we 
are going to get back there. I am sure not one of Trump’s 
supporters can either. Believing in returning to some kind 
of wonderful mythical times of the past demonstrates the 
characteristics of distorted cult-like thinking that refuse 
to accept the reality of our present times. Having faith in 
Trump is like having faith in the unknown. I would also 
like to ask the Trump supporters if they really did believe 
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that the Mexican government was going to pay for Trump’s 
stupid border wall.

The advantage my “Country First-Save our 
Democracy” campaign has is that Trump and the 
Republican party would be forced to either accept my 
democracy preserving campaign or remain silent. Again, 
they would have no justified way or reason to attack or 
discredit my campaign without further exposing their 
anti-democratic, single-party rule agendas. Another advan-
tage my campaign for president would have if I ran is that 
I can demonstrate the undisputable, visual evidence that 
the actions of Trump and his Republican lackey’s inside 
and outside of Congress are currently harming our democ-
racy. What credible evidence can Trump or the Republican 
party provide that proves fighting to Save our Democracy 
would be harmful to our country?

Obviously, the political parties cannot run their pres-
idential campaigns using two opposing theories by sud-
denly stating that they also want to preserve our democracy 
while also continuing to establish their desired dominant 
single-party rule system of government. Because of my 
campaign for president, the political parties, and their ded-
icated followers would be self-pressured to either accept 
and support my “Country First-Save our Democracy” 
campaign or continue to move forward with their standard 
un-democratic single-party rule agendas. Every American 
citizen would win by working together to preserve their 
democracy. Still, only the top people in charge of the 
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private political parties would win in a single political 
party ruled governmental system.

Another problem my save our democracy campaign 
creates for the private political parties is, how are they 
going to hold on to all of their dedicated voters if they 
realize that their patriotism requires them to vote to pre-
serve their democracy? What are the private political par-
ties going to tell their supporters to convince them to give 
up their democracy in favor of their political party’s dream 
of establishing a single party rule system of government? 
My “Country First-Save our Democracy” campaign for 
president would be operating at a higher level nationally 
than the private political parties can because my campaign 
would be working for the betterment of all Americans 
regardless of their political ideologies.

All Americans will win if my “Country First-Save 
our Democracy” campaign wins the presidential election. 
Only about one-half of the American people would feel 
they are winners, and one half would feel they are los-
ers when one of the private political party candidates wins 
the 2020 presidential election. I believe it is time for the 
American people to stop playing these eternal winners 
and loser political party games wherein the end, no one 
really wins.

You may conclude that I have been and would be very 
hard on those private political parties. It is not my intent to 
eliminate our political parties. I intend to keep our political 
parties from eliminating our democracy. Our political par-
ties would play a vital role in our new, rebuilt legislative 
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system but would never again be in a political power posi-
tion to dominate and control our legislative body system. 
In my design for a new democratic governmental system, 
no private organizations, including political parties, would 
never be in a position to dominate or control the govern-
ment the American people own.

SOLVING OUR COUNTRIES URGENT 
IMMIGRATION PROBLEM.

At the start of writing this book, the immigration issue 
was dominating our news cycles. I addressed the immi-
gration issue with more details than necessary because I 
cannot believe that five hundred and thirty-five elected 
officials and thousands of involved people cannot figure 
out how to solve our immigration problem. A friend asked 
me what I would do to solve the immigration problem this 
country faces. I explained that I believe most hardworking 
and honest immigrants coming to this country are seeking 
work to support their families. Most immigrants are sim-
ply looking to fill the low paying jobs that most Americans 
won’t take. Therefore, I believe that our government needs 
to treat the immigration issue as an employment prob-
lem. I would propose that my country establish a new 
“International Employment Agency” modeled after our 
state employment agencies.
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An international employment agency would work like 
this. The U.S. government would determine the number of 
international employment agency offices that were needed 
in our border states. This new international employment 
agency is where all vetted and qualified migrant workers 
from all countries who are seeking work in the United States 
can easily and freely sign up for any unfilled, available 
jobs not taken by American workers. All U.S. employers 
would become legally required to hire any and all migrant 
workers only through this new international employment 
agency. U.S. employers must first post any new job open-
ings they have available with their state’s employment 
agencies seeking American workers for those unfulfilled 
jobs. After two weeks, any of those posted job openings 
not filled by American workers would then be displayed 
at the international employment agency making those jobs 
available to vetted and qualified migrant workers.

During a six-month grace period, all migrant work-
ers currently holding jobs in the United States would 
be required to sign-up for and receive a migrant worker 
employment referral document for the job they are pres-
ently holding. Any U.S. employer not abiding by this 
straightforward and fair migrant worker sign-up procedure 
with the international employment agency would face 
severe fines. Any un-referred illegal worker still work-
ing for a U.S. employer after the six-month grace period 
would be arrested, deported, and become ineligible to ever 
apply for work in this country again. It would be vital for 
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all migrant workers to ensure they are legally registered 
with the new international employment agency.

It would be illegal for any migrant worker applying 
for work in this country to provide wrong, bogus, or mis-
information on their identity. Any migrant worker caught 
providing false information would be arrested and prose-
cuted in this country. It would then become illegal for any 
migrant seeking work to independently enter this country 
to seek work without being referred by the international 
employment agency. That also includes workers working 
under the H2B visa program.

During that six-month signup grace period, all U.S. 
employers must report all migrant workers they presently 
have employed, legal or illegal, to the international employ-
ment agency. If qualified, all of those workers would receive 
a migrant work referral document. After this six-month 
sign-up grace period, it then becomes the employer’s legal 
responsibility to ensure that all of his workers are either 
American citizens or carry a legal migrant work referral 
document. It would become illegal for any employer in the 
United States to hire a migrant worker who has not been 
processed through the international employment agency. 
This requirement would include individual persons hiring 
migrant workers to do home care jobs.

After the six-month sign-up grace period, any migrant 
worker caught in this country illegally without proper 
employment referral documentation would be detained 
and possibly deported and would never again be eligible 
for employment or travel in this country. When an illegal 
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migrant worker is arrested, that migrant workers would 
have a legal right to a court hearing where they can state 
their case and settle any issues about why they were in 
this country without proper authorization. Legal migrant 
workers would be allowed to travel back and forth to their 
home countries as long as they can show proof of their 
ongoing employment in this country.

All migrant workers would be entitled to the U.S. 
standard federal minimum wage, with all worker rights 
under U.S. labor laws. Naturally, it would be acceptable 
for migrant workers to earn wages above the federal min-
imum wage. All migrant workers working in the U.S. 
would be eligible for a government-managed migrant 
worker unemployment compensation when laid off from 
their job if they qualify under U.S. law. All U.S. compa-
nies employing migrant workers would pay into a migrant 
worker unemployment compensation fund. The amount 
of unemployment money paid to a qualified unemployed 
migrant worker would be determined by how much the 
employer pays into the migrant worker unemployment 
fund and the hours worked by the migrant worker. That 
formula for calculating the amount of migrant worker’s 
unemployment benefits may be different than the method 
used to determine the American worker’s unemployment. 
The rate of migrant worker unemployment compensa-
tion would be determined primarily by ensuring a livable 
unemployment benefit for migrant workers calculated by 
the cost of living in their home country.
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No migrant worker would be eligible for unemploy-
ment compensation until they have worked the required 
hours to qualify and be actively signed up, available, and 
seeking another job through the international employ-
ment agency. Any unemployed migrant worker refusing 
to accept a referred job from the international employment 
agency would lose his unemployment benefits unless that 
job requires a particular work skill they do not have. The 
exception will be granted if a migrant worker has an agree-
ment to return to work with their previous U.S. employer, 
such as working on seasonal jobs.

All migrant workers referred for employment in the 
U.S. would be given a migrant worker Social Security 
identification number. Migrant worker Social Security 
retirement payments would be taken out of all migrant 
workers’ paychecks at a determined percentage of income. 
If a migrant worker becomes a U.S. citizen, they would 
then become eligible for regular Social Security retire-
ment benefits at the age determined by the Social Security 
Administration. If a migrant worker reaches retirement age 
and has not become a U.S. citizen, they would receive a one-
time retirement payment check from the migrant division 
of the Social Security Administration for the total amount 
they paid in, with interest. There would be no other Social 
Security welfare benefits paid to migrant workers or their 
families. There would be a Social Security migrant worker 
provision that limits all migrant Social Security retirement 
benefits to be used strictly for migrant worker retirement.
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All employers of migrant workers would be required 
to provide primary matching style healthcare coverage by 
contributing to a new migrant worker healthcare insurance 
pool. No employed migrant/non-citizen worker would be 
eligible for any U.S. government provided healthcare cov-
erages while being a member of good standing within the 
migrant healthcare insurance pool.

When a migrant worker accepts a work referral from 
the international employment agency, they must report to 
that referred job within a stated amount of time. The U.S. 
employer must report back to the international employ-
ment agency to verify that the migrant worker did actu-
ally show up for work and had been hired. If an employer 
does not accept a migrant worker when they show up for 
work, the employer must compensate that rejected migrant 
worker with two days of standard pay and send them back 
to the international employment agency office. That dis-
missed migrant worker would become eligible to sign-up 
for and accept another job with another employer.

All U.S. employers of migrant workers must state if 
the job opening, they posted are temporary/seasonal type 
or permanent jobs. If the job is temporary, the employer 
must provide an estimated length of time for that job as 
best as they can. When the temporary job is completed, 
the migrant worker must be laid off by their employer. 
They would be required to report back to the international 
employment agency to inform them of their availabil-
ity status, sign up for another job, and sign up for their 
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migrant worker unemployment benefits before returning 
to their home country.

Any U.S. employer of temporary migrant workers 
would have the right to request to rehire the same migrant 
workers that have worked for them previously. That laid-
off migrant worker must re-sign with the international 
employment agency and asked permission to return to 
their previous employer. Any U.S. employer of temporary 
workers would have the right to stay in contact with their 
migrant workers and notify them ahead of time when they 
would be returning back to work. When any U.S. employer 
of temporary, seasonal migrant workers calls back their 
unemployed migrant workers, they must first inform the 
international employment agency that they would recall 
their previous workers before the international employ-
ment agency would issue a new migrant worker job refer-
ral document for that job. A laid-off temporary migrant 
worker may refuse any other job when they can show writ-
ten proof that they would be returning to their previous 
employer when recalled.

Any migrant worker may quit a job and resign up at 
the international employment agency for another job for 
personal reasons. However, they would not be eligible for 
unemployment benefits unless they can show proof that 
the job they were doing violated the U.S labor laws or 
jeopardized their life or health. An investigation of work 
rule violations must take place and substantiate the work-
er’s claims before receiving any unemployment benefits. 
A full-time job would be known as a continuous forty 
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hour per week job lasting more than one year. Workers 
laid off from a full-time job must report back to the inter-
national employment agency and sign up for a new job to 
become eligible to collect their unemployment benefits. 
The international employment agency must employ agents 
that regularly visit job sites in the United States that hire 
migrant workers to ensure all migrant workers have the 
proper migrant worker referral papers. Those agents must 
also make sure the work conditions continue to meet the 
standards of U.S. labor rights and safety laws.

Any migrant worker that commits a crime while work-
ing in this country would be fired, deported, and become 
ineligible to work in this country again. There would be a 
migrant worker’s rights agency available within the inter-
national employment agency where migrant workers can 
freely, without repercussion, report violations of the U.S. 
worker’s rights and safety laws. Migrant workers would 
have the right to belong to labor organizations if they 
freely choose to do so. No migrant worker can be forced to 
join a labor organization or be penalized for not doing so.

There are many benefits of using this type of migrant 
worker employment system.
(1) It allows the United States to have documentation 

for all migrant workers working in this country.
(2) It would create many good-paying American jobs 

to manage this type of international employment 
agency
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(3) It finally allows the U.S. government to settle its 
migration problem in a standardized and fair way 
that works for everyone.

(4) It would enable this country to have a better idea 
of who is in our country and why they are here.

(5) It can create an acceptable path to citizenship.
(6) No one can complain about migrant workers when 

they enter this country under a legal system.
(7) It places the responsibility on the U. S. employ-

ers of migrant workers to ensure all their migrant 
workers are legally registered with the new inter-
national employment agency.

(8) No honest, well-meaning foreign worker wishing 
to get a job in the U.S would need to pay money to 
the cartels or risk their lives crossing our borders 
illegally to find a job.

Also, the employers of migrant workers would 
assume all of the responsibility for the migrant workers’ 
wages and benefits, taking that burden off the American 
taxpayer. Some people would argue that the cost of cheap 
products would go up slightly because of this migrant 
worker’s employment policy. We must realize that it now 
costs the American taxpayer and the U.S. government 
over three hundred billion dollars a year to maintain the 
current immigration policies. It is just a matter of how 
the American people want to pay for those not-so-cheap 
after all products. Is it smarter to have better control of 
migrant workers in exchange for a slight price increase 
for products at the checkout, or is it smarter to put the 
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cost for not having control of the migrant workers on our 
national debt?

Overall, we have all the technology and working 
knowledge to make an international employment agency 
like this work. Also, it would be popular with all honest 
people on both sides of the issue. Creating systems to 
solve problems is what governments should do, and this 
international employment agency system would work and 
be popular with most everyone. This country needs these 
willing, hardworking, and honest migrant workers in this 
country. We need to provide a legal process where quali-
fied migrant workers have a legal avenue to find work in 
this country while giving them some dignity, respect, and 
protection for their willingness to fill unwanted jobs the 
American workers do not want.

ADDRESSING GUNS, WITH A PLAN.

This is my personal opinion on how to control guns 
without infringing on the people’s second amendment 
right to own guns. I believe our second amendment rights 
to own guns should never, under any circumstance, hold 
a higher priority than a person’s constitutional and human 
right to life. Therefore, the people’s right to life must be 
the primary consideration when addressing our country’s 
gun control issues. I do accept the second amendment 
and believe all legal aged, sane, and responsible citizens 
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should have the right to own a gun or guns. However, I 
believe gun ownership itself should carry with it a very 
high level of legal responsibility. That new gun responsi-
bility act must be backed by new federal laws that make 
it a federal crime for a gun owner’s registered gun to be 
used by the registered gun owner, or by any other person, 
in any form of a life-threatening situation or crime other 
than provable self-defense.

A FEDERAL GUN OWNER’S 
RESPONSIBILITY LAW.

If I ran for president, I would propose we, the people, 
adopt a federal gun owner’s responsibility law. With the 
primary purpose of military-style guns being to intimidate, 
inflict harm, and kill living things, those types of firearms 
must become legally classified as hazardous weapons that 
can only be owned by legal aged, sane, and responsible 
citizens. All guns are designed to kill and need to be clas-
sified as dangerous weapons even though there are many 
different reasons why people want or need to own guns. A 
non-sane or mentally disturbed person would be a person 
who is or has been identified through a medical diagnosis 
or a court of law as being an imminent threat to themselves 
or society. A responsible person is a person who accepts 
the legal responsibilities set forth under a new Federal 
Gun Owner’s Responsibility Law.
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I believe a federal gun responsibility law needs to 
be adopted that makes it a federal felony crime for any 
person or business to own, sell, loan, or give away a gun 
or guns that are unregistered. The purpose of this law is 
to attach an ownership name to each gun in our country 
so to establish an identifiable responsibility trail for each 
gun in the United States. Adopting a Federal Gun Owner’s 
Responsibility Law would not affect the second amend-
ment in any way.

The Gun Owner’s Responsibility Law would use 
the same registration process used by the motor vehicle 
registration process that tracks vehicles as they are sold 
and resold from the manufacturer to the last owner. The 
owner of the vehicle is always responsible for the safe use 
of their vehicle and is insured against any unforeseen inci-
dents. Gun ownership responsibility should be no differ-
ent. Therefore, I would require all gun owners to carry a 
gun owner’s insurance policy and be willing to show that 
proof of insurance before they can purchase any gun. That 
gun owner’s insurance policy would cover the cost of any 
damage or personal harm relating to the gun owner’s gun 
or guns.

The penalty for any person or business violating the 
gun responsibility laws would be predetermined manda-
tory hefty fines and jail time while making the violator a 
federal felon and legally unable to possess or own a gun 
or guns for the rest of his/her life. Under the gun respon-
sibility law, all gun sales would require a thorough owner 
background check from all levels of gun dealers or from 
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any person-to-person sale or gifting of all guns. Mainly, 
no gun registration would be legal or complete without an 
approved background check and insurance policy.

The responsibility to ensure that all guns are legally 
registered would first start with the gun manufacturer that 
must disclose the serial numbers of all the guns they man-
ufacture with the federal government like they now do. 
The manufacturer would then be required to document the 
sale of each registered firearm to the recipient gun dis-
tributor, dealer or wholesaler. All gun wholesalers or gun 
dealers must be registered with the federal government. At 
this point, the gun manufacturer is no longer responsible 
for the guns they sold.

Second, upon purchase from the manufacturer, the 
licensed wholesaler or gun dealer accepts the full legal 
responsibility for the gun or guns they had purchased. The 
gun wholesaler or dealer can now be legally charged with 
a violation of the gun responsibility law if any gun they are 
now responsible for is used in a crime while under their 
responsibility. In this case, the wholesaler or gun dealer 
would be legally required to pay hefty fines and serve jail 
time while also losing their license to ever own or sell guns 
in their lifetime. The licensed wholesalers or gun dealers 
would also be required to carry gun insurance policies to 
cover any incidents caused by the guns they are responsi-
ble for under their ownership.

When a gun wholesaler or gun dealer sells a gun or 
guns to an individual person or organization, they would 
be passing along their legal responsibility for the guns they 
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sold only if provided with a gun owners insurance policy 
and an approved background check of the gun purchaser 
accompanies the gun or guns they sold. If a wholesaler or 
gun dealer sells guns to an individual without providing 
insurance policy and approved background check, they and 
the individual gun owner will share equal legal responsi-
bility for those guns. The purpose of providing background 
checks is for the wholesaler or gun dealer to pass on their 
full legal responsibility for the gun or guns they sold to the 
individual customer who would now become the legally 
responsible owner of that gun or guns. At this point, the 
individual owner of the gun or guns would become legally 
responsible for the gun or guns they purchased, insured, 
and now own.

At any level of gun responsibility, when a gun is used 
in any crime, the registered responsible owner of that gun 
would be legally charged for a crime or charged as an 
accomplice in that crime, prosecuted, and would automat-
ically lose their right to own, sell, or manufacture guns. 
Example 1, it would be a federal crime for any school-
aged child to take their parent’s gun to school or any other 
place. The legally responsible owner of that gun, the par-
ents, would be charged for that crime or as an accomplice 
in that crime, losing their right to own guns. Example 2, 
if a gun is used to threaten another person in any way, the 
legally responsible owner of that gun would be charged 
for that crime or as an accomplice in that crime while los-
ing their right to ever own guns again. Example 3, if a 
gun or guns are reported to authorities as being stolen, the 
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registered owner is not responsible for any crime commit-
ted with that gun.

Basically, the registered owner of any gun would 
carry a legal responsibility for all aspects of that gun. If 
an individual gun owner sells, loans, or gives away any 
firearms, they would be legally required to make sure that 
the gun or guns being sold, loaned, or given away are law-
fully registered to the receiver of the gun or guns including 
providing a gun insurance policy and an approved back-
ground check of the person who takes possession of the 
gun or guns. This is one way a gun owner can pass on their 
legal responsibility for that gun. An individual gun owner 
would have the right to turn in any gun or guns to a law 
enforcement agency to relinquish their responsibility for 
that gun or guns.

There would be a one-year grace period where all of 
the present unregistered guns of any kind can be legally 
registered without any questions asked. After the one-year 
grace period, any person in possession of an unregistered 
or uninsured gun would be considered in violation of the 
gun responsibility law and become a federal felon while 
losing the personal right to own guns in their lifetime. 
Starting after the one-year grace period, the gun respon-
sibility for any unregistered gun used in a crime would be 
held by the last person known to have owned or possessed 
that gun.

This gun responsibility act would not be designed to 
deprive any legal aged, sane, or responsible citizen from 
owning a gun; it merely places the total legal responsibility 
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for how a gun is used in the hands of the owner. Most gun 
owners today are responsible people who do take good 
care of their guns. Any sane or responsible gun owner 
should have no problem abiding by the rules of the gun 
responsibility law. Most responsible gun owners would 
want gun laws adopted that keep guns out of the hands of 
irresponsible people that do not secure their guns. Only 
irresponsible people would complain about a Federal Gun 
Responsibility Law.

Placing the legal responsibility for how guns are used 
in the hands of the gun owner creates a whole new legal 
element in gun ownership that many people would not 
want to deal with. When one misstep or mistake in gun 
ownership responsibility or gun sales can lead to a crimi-
nal indictment, it would make people think seriously about 
owning or selling a gun and make them ensure the guns 
they do own or sell are correctly registered, insured, and 
locked up in a secure place.

I also question why the taxpayers are responsible for 
paying for background checks and the criminal prosecu-
tions of gun-related crimes when the profits from the sale 
of guns go to the gun sellers. I would like to see a ten per-
cent tax placed on the sale of all firearms and munitions at 
all levels of purchase to supplement the cost of all back-
ground checks and criminal prosecutions of gun-related 
crimes. Its apparent gun owners have plenty of money to 
pay this tax.

Also, I think there should be an educational document 
provided with the sale of each gun that explains the legal 
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process it would take for any government body to take 
guns away from a licensed gun owner. This would edu-
cate the paranoid citizens who foolishly believe there is 
a secret, diabolical government plot or conspiracy to take 
guns away from the American people. This would allevi-
ate the constant fear that the mislead paranoid people feel 
that causes them to rush to the store to purchase more guns 
every time someone mentions that the government is out 
to confiscate their guns. These paranoid accusations about 
government gun confiscations are intended to increase gun 
sales. Never in the history of the United States has any 
public official taken a gun or guns away from a law-abid-
ing citizen.

This is my view of how guns can be better controlled 
and used. Again, I believe all legal aged, sane, and respon-
sible citizens should have the right to own guns. However, 
I do place a much higher value on the right to life for all 
people than I do on the rights of the few irresponsible peo-
ple to own guns.

Below are some briefs thoughts on where  
I stand on other issues.

Addressing Our Civil and Political Rights.

By definition, civil rights are the rights of citi-
zens to political and social freedom and equality. From 
Wikipedia, “Civil and political rights are a class of rights 
that protect an individual’s freedom from infringement by 
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governments, social organizations, and private individu-
als. Civil rights ensure one’s entitlement to participate in 
the civic and political life of the society and state without 
discrimination or repression.” I offer these definitions of 
civil and political rights in case any readers have forgotten 
what our civil and political rights are, and what they mean.

If I ran for president, I would be reminding people 
that if they want the protection of their civil and politi-
cal rights, they cannot deny or attempt to deny the same 
civil and political rights protections to any other citizen. 
In a society that has civil and political rights, there are 
no classes of privileged citizens that have more civil and 
political rights than any other citizen. Discrimination hap-
pens when someone or some group of people believe, for 
some reason, that they are privileged in some way. Feeling 
like you are more privileged than others is a self-assumed 
belief, not enforced by civil rights law. A civilized social 
society with civil and political rights laws cannot function 
properly or survive when segregated by class privilege.

If I were elected president, I would adopt a law that 
requires any citizen that discriminates against another cit-
izen or group to write a thousand-word essay explaining 
why they believe they are privileged and have the right to 
discriminate. This written essay would be made public on 
a government website for everyone to read. It is human 
nature for us to not want to intentionally embarrass our-
selves. It would naturally be embarrassing for any person 
to write an essay explaining why they believe they are 
privileged and are better than everybody else.
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Addressing Our Tax Structure.

If or when the American people rise up and “Save their 
Democracy” and take back control of their government, 
they would have put themselves in a position to review 
every function of their old government while also having 
the constitutional right to upgrade those critical functions. 
If I were elected president, one of the first things I would 
do is call for a total overhaul of our country’s tax structure. 
I don’t believe that the rich should pay fewer taxes than 
the poor. If we are going to base our government on equal 
representation, then we also need to have fair and equal 
taxation. Since our Supreme Court declared that corpora-
tions (Citizens United) are real people and can donate any 
amount of money to political campaigns, then we should 
consider taxing our corporations as corporate people.

If an average worker pays twenty percent of their 
income in taxes, then our new corporate people should 
also pay twenty percent of their gross revenue in taxes. I 
have always been a proponent of a flat income tax, mini-
mal deduction, system. A flat income tax system is the best 
way to ensure equal taxation. I am sure with some hard 
work, our current unbalanced, discriminatory tax system 
can be adjusted to incorporate an acceptable equal taxa-
tion format.

Addressing Ethics and Oversight.

If I ran for president, I would propose establishing 
independent ethics and oversight committees that are 
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managed through the Justice Department with FBI inves-
tigative powers, not managed by our elected officials in 
Congress. If we had independent ethics and oversight 
committees today, our government would not be in the 
constitutional mess it is now dealing with. The loss of 
the people’s public trust is directly related to the lack of 
ethics and oversight enforcement within our government. 
My reasoning for establishing independent ethics and 
oversight committees is based on the old but logical “Fox 
guarding the Henhouse” theory. The American people 
can no longer afford to have intergovernmental ethics and 
oversight committees that refuse to do that critical work 
because they may incriminate themselves or upset their 
political party.

The functions of our present ethics and oversight 
committees are dictated by political ideology depending 
upon which is the dominant political party in our legis-
lative bodies. It is impossible to preserve our democracy 
or to build a new democratic government without a valid, 
independent, nonpartisan system of oversight and ethics. I 
believe the American people must establish independent, 
non-governmental committees to do the oversight and 
enforcement of our intergovernmental ethics and laws. 
Doing this should be a no-brainer.
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Addressing our Constitutional Law and Order 
enforcement Shortcomings.

Donald Trump has exposed the frailty of our con-
stitutional laws. The fact that our constitutional laws are 
now negotiable and enforced or not enforced according to 
the interpretations or the executive privilege of those who 
break the law is a joke. The first sign that our democracy is 
ripe for a takeover is the stupid opinion that a sitting presi-
dent cannot be indicted for breaking the law. With a person 
like Trump being a president, this non-inditement ruling 
has provided the perfect opportunity for Trump to run his 
criminal enterprise from the highest office in our country. 
The rule of law must apply to everyone equally, including 
the president, in a democracy. If not, we do not live in a 
true democracy. If I were elected president, I would have a 
review of our constitutional laws focused on that bogus no 
one is above the law ruling. We, as a democratic country, 
should never have any laws on any level, that can be used 
or abused to destroy our democracy. As mentioned earlier, 
I believe changes to our Supreme Court are necessary to 
make sure our constitutional laws are upheld without spe-
cial interests’ negotiation. Our constitutional laws must be 
immune from special interest’s interpretations and abuse.

Addressing Corporate Welfare.

If I were elected President, I would propose putting an 
end to all taxpayer-paid corporate welfare. The corporate 
welfare I am talking about is the taxpayer paid subsidies 
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like (healthcare, rent subsidies, food stamps, childcare, 
transportation, and so on) paid out to low wage, part-time 
workers who work for the mega-rich-corporations. To do 
that, I would propose taxing the mega-rich-corporations for 
the full amount of costs it takes for the American taxpay-
ers to subsidize those mega-rich corporations, low-income 
workers. Doing this would save taxpayers over 100 billion 
dollars a year and possibly change the way mega-rich-cor-
porations pay their employees. I find it difficult to justify 
the working-class American taxpayers subsidizing the 
mega-rich-corporations because many of those corpora-
tions make billions of dollars in profit each year, do not 
pay taxes, and pay their employees’ substandard wages. 
The money gained from the corporate tax would be used 
to help poor workers.

Addressing Jobs.

With that one hundred-billion-dollar saving coming 
from discontinuing the corporate welfare system, the fed-
eral government could afford to give each state millions or 
billions of dollars to invest in their crumbling infrastruc-
tures. Doing this would create hundreds of thousands of 
good-paying jobs and generate a large amount of tax rev-
enue. Combining this newfound extra money from ending 
corporate welfare with the already available federal infra-
structure funds, and each state’s infrastructure funds, our 
country could build the most exceptional infrastructure 
system in the world.



175

Another great way to create good-paying jobs is by 
passing a law that requires everything our federal, state, 
and local governments purchase must be made in the 
United States. The United States Government is the big-
gest spender of money in the world and needs to stop buy-
ing foreign products until unemployment is so low that 
there are no more willing American employees available 
to work. If it requires hiring migrant workers to build the 
products in this country that the U.S. government pur-
chases, then that is a good problem to have. Any govern-
ment-contracted job would be required to pay a minimum 
wage of twenty-five percent above the federal govern-
ment’s poverty level to start out with. What a person can 
earn on any government-contracted job would be deter-
mined by the skill level needed and by merit.

If I were elected president, I would sign a law that 
ensures any business or corporation that has offshore 
accounts in any configuration designed to avoid paying 
taxes would not be allowed to directly or indirectly bid 
on any government contracts or take part in any form of 
sub-contracting on a U.S government contract. To regain 
the opportunity to bid on government contracts, a business 
or corporation would need to bring back those offshore 
monies, they have stashed away and pay the full amount 
of taxes on that money. There would be no discrimination 
of any sort on all government-contracted jobs.



176

Addressing Climate Change.

Addressing the subject of climate change is a no 
brainer. Let me state, the death of our planet will happen 
because of someone’s profit. Someone makes a profit on 
every health-threatening pollutant that is produced and 
used. If I were elected President, I would, with the over-
whelming support of the American people, tax the crap 
out of every major corporation that is making a profit by 
jeopardizing the health of the human race and the planet. 
Every penny acquired from those taxes would be rein-
vested in establishing green energy resources that those 
corporations can use to reduce their carbon footprint. I 
believe an aggressive, forward-moving government-run 
plan to clean up our environment would be a better and 
more effective approach than leaving the environmental 
clean up to the foot-dragging ways of our politicians and 
corporations. The only way those polluting corporations 
could avoid being heavily taxed is by investing their prof-
its in installing approved methods to reduce their overall 
carbon footprint and reduce the pollutants that threaten 
the environment.

I would institute a government program that would 
require our government to build enough renewable energy 
systems (wind, solar, etc.) to produce the same amount 
of energy the federal and state governments use in all of 
their operations. There are enough or would be enough 
renewable energy companies available to build and main-
tain renewable energy systems. Eventually, the cost of the 
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energy it takes to run our government would be substan-
tially reduced, making every dollar the government spends 
on green energy well worth it.

Imagine the good-paying jobs that would be created 
by our government by turning to one hundred percent 
renewable energy. I would encourage all corporations to 
do the same, so the cost of their energy use is eventu-
ally reduced. I would also continue to make tax credits 
available for people who buy electric cars, solar and wind 
energy producing equipment, and other energy-saving 
products. Finally, I would require any producer of hazard-
ous or toxic chemicals to contribute back to the clean-up of 
the chemicals they produced, sold, and made a profit from.

Addressing our Healthcare Problem.

The failure of our healthcare system is the capital-
istic, conservative belief that someone needs to make 
a profit off of the pain and suffering of every person. I 
believe that we, as a country, cannot afford to incorpo-
rate the capitalistic, profit-producing approach into any of 
our social systems. Designing a healthcare system without 
capitalism points us to some form of universal healthcare 
in which all people are covered equally. There is no reason 
why we cannot study and learn from the successful uni-
versal healthcare systems of the other advanced industrial 
nations; then build a universal healthcare system for our 
country. Adopting a universal healthcare system is kind of 
a no-brainer.
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I believe the great advantage of having universal 
healthcare is the fact that all veterans would be fully cov-
ered without having to use the poorly run veteran’s health-
care system. In fact, I would propose that all veterans who 
have served in an active combat zone have lifetime pre-
mium universal healthcare that allows them and their fam-
ilies, to go to the front of the line for any healthcare needs. 
Also, I would provide that premium healthcare insurance 
to all first responders who have risked their lives to save 
others. As president, I would not be overly concerned that 
a few private insurance companies would lose money 
under a universal healthcare system. I will only be wor-
ried about if every American citizen has equal access to 
affordable healthcare.

Addressing Our Dysfunctional Education System.

Again, the failure of our educational system is directly 
related to the capitalistic approach of making a profit off 
of the education of our students. Our government’s public 
education system definitely needs to be fixed from the bot-
tom up. If I ran for president, I would propose the obvious: 
that government-mandated public, non-profit education be 
taxpayer-funded and private, for-profit schools would be 
financed by the private sector. We cannot have public edu-
cation going head to head with private education fighting 
over government funding. A truly private, for-profit capi-
talists’ school, is one that stands alone and either succeeds 
or fails on its own merit, without government funding.
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I would also propose a total review of our country’s 
public education system to determine what works and 
what does not work. I will review all of the successful 
education systems of other countries to see if there are any 
innovative ways we can implement in our schools to make 
our schools as successful. There is absolutely no reason 
why our country cannot have the best education system 
in the world. I would insist that the World, U.S. history, 
and civics classes be mandatory. A well-educated public 
would thwart the news media propaganda that influences 
our political thinking. I agree that it would take a very con-
certed effort by our government to bring our education up 
to the standards of the best in the world.

Addressing our Infrastructure Problem.

No doubt, our public infrastructure needs a lot of 
repairs. Fixing our infrastructure is both a federal and state 
problem. Clearly, there are enough gas taxes collected to 
fix our infrastructures because gas taxes provide a contin-
uous flow of money. The problem is the fact that the funds 
received from the federal and state gas taxes generally go 
into the federal and state general funds where the money 
is diverted for other non-infrastructure projects. If I ran for 
president, I would propose that all gas tax money collected 
by the federal and state governments be used strictly for 
building infrastructure, repair, and maintenance. I would 
suggest that all vehicle and license plate fees be spent solely 
on our transportation systems. That mandated continuous 
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flow of gas tax money would finance non-stop work on 
our infrastructures. I do not think that fixing our crumbling 
infrastructure is a problem that cannot be easily solved. 
I would also create what would be called a “specific tax 
law” where taxes collected for a particular purpose must 
be spent on that purpose. That specific tax law would mean 
gas taxes must be spent on roads, Social Security taxes 
must be spent only on Social Security related programs, 
Medicare taxes must be spent on Medicare, and so on.

Addressing the Donald Trump Problem.

I am assuming President Trump would still be hold-
ing office during the 2020 presidential elections. I am not a 
conspiracy theorist. I am somewhat of an analytical thinker 
and observer whose interest is observing people to learn 
about them from what they say and do. It is clear by now 
that Trump is famous for saying one thing and doing the 
opposite. I started observing the very weird Donald Trump 
before and after he was elected president. If anyone pays 
close attention, there is a recognizable pattern to Trump’s 
madness or genius, depending on how you feel about him. 
After spending time observing how Trump operates, I 
have concluded that Trump is a master of doing two things 
simultaneously. He has mastered the art of diversion, creat-
ing confusion and chaos, while quietly working diligently 
to expand his presidential authority and powers.

While piecing the words and actions of Donald 
Trump together, it is fair to conclude that he, along with 
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Mitch McConnell and his Republican counterparts, have 
done more damage to our democracy than any other single 
person and party in our country’s history. On inaugura-
tion day, Trump stood before the American people, put his 
hand on the Holy Bible, and took the solemn oath of office, 
swearing to always protect, defend, and preserve the con-
stitution of the United States. I now firmly believe that 
Trump had no real intention of honoring his sworn oath 
of office and does not give a damn what anybody thinks. 
Upon taking office, Trump immediately started signing 
executive orders designed to undermine our democracy 
and challenge our constitutional established rule of law. 
When Trump first stated that “our constitution is not fair 
to him and needs to be changed,” he proved he has not, 
nor ever has been, interested in or serious about abiding 
by our laws or constitution. Donald Trump only works for 
Donald Trump, his family, and his donors. He has no con-
cern or respect for human life, human suffering, the envi-
ronment, the constitutional rule of law, or his constituents, 
the American people.

As I see it now, Trump conned his way to becoming 
president through his intentional lies and bullying, believ-
ing that the job of being president would be the same as 
being a mob boss where nobody would be foolish enough 
to question his authority. If anyone does challenge Trump’s 
authority, he immediately responds by viciously trashing 
that person or group. This is the way a true egotistical 
narcissist reacts to people that challenge them. Even the 
members of the Republican party fear offending Trump 
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so much that they essentially kneel down before him with 
their overwhelming silence about his outright challenges 
to our constitution and disrespect for our democracy. The 
problem Trump created for himself by becoming presi-
dent is the fact that he has now boxed himself into a cor-
ner where he cannot afford to leave the protection of his 
presidential office. Trump knows that he and his family’s 
criminal enterprises are under investigation, and he and 
his family would be indicted as soon as he leaves the pres-
idential office.

What I have observed about the uncertain future of 
our democracy has alarmed me to the point that I feel it is 
time for me to explain one critical thing I have been observ-
ing regarding President Trump. Michael Cohen, Trump’s 
longtime personal fixer and lawyer, plainly stated during 
sworn congressional hearings that President Trump would 
not willingly step down from the presidency if he loses 
the 2020 election. Nancy Pelosi also mentioned the same 
thing suggesting that everyone expects a fight to get him 
removed if he loses. While observing how Trump oper-
ates, Michael Cohen’s statement flipped a switch that got 
me thinking about how Trump could stay in office even if 
he were to lose the 2020 election. If true, refusing to accept 
the results of a democratic election would be Trump’s ulti-
mate challenge to our constitution. Knowing how Trump 
operates, does anybody really believe he would suddenly 
become a graceful person for the first time in his life and 
give an honorable concession speech admitting he was 
defeated fairly by his enemies and willingly walk directly 
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into the arms of law enforcement if he loses the election? 
That’s not going to happen without a fight because that type 
of normal human interaction is not within Trump’s DNA.

When Trump fights for his survival, he becomes ruth-
less and has no mercy for anyone or anything, including 
the rule of law. Donald Trump lives in his own elaborate 
fantasy world where, if you don’t love, serve, and forgive 
him, you are his sworn enemy. Trump believes that he must 
exact revenge on anybody that offends him in any way. 
Donald Trump’s egotistical, narcissistic mental makeup 
would not allow him to lose at anything or accept the fact 
that he did anything wrong. Therefore, if Trump does lose 
the 2020 election, he would become mentally desperate 
to find a self-satisfying way to convince himself and his 
followers that the election was purposely rigged against 
him. So, I believe that Trump would do something desper-
ate to make it look like he is fighting back against those 
imaginary enemies that rigged the 2020 election against 
him. Let’s face it, the man simply cannot afford to leave 
the protection of his public office. Donald Trump never 
abides by our traditional or constitutional laws. When 
caught breaking the law, he assumes he can negotiate his 
way out of every law he violated without ever admitting 
to his guilt.

So, after some serious thought, I am now convinced 
that even if Donald Trump loses the 2020 presidential 
election, he will refuse to accept the results of the election 
under some contrived theory that the election was inten-
tionally rigged against him by his democratic enemies. 



184

Trump would claim the 2020 Presidential election was 
simply a failed coup attempt perpetrated by the Democratic 
Party to remove him from office. I can make that conclu-
sion because attempting to nullify the election results fits 
perfectly within Donald Trump’s modus operandi or his 
standard method of operation. Trump continually spews 
his paranoid theories about how the evil Democrats are 
out to get him. That message sticks in the minds of his far-
right cult-like supporters who would undoubtedly stand 
behind him even if he loses the election.

One scenario I see happening when Trump refuses 
to leave public office is even though Trump has no pow-
ers to validate or nullify any election, Congress holds that 
authority, just his refusal to accept the results of the 2020 
election would throw our country into a constitutional cri-
sis causing outrage, turmoil, and a possible revolution. 
When Trump starts claiming the 2020 election was rigged 
and announces he may refuse to step down, the American 
people would naturally take to social media and the streets 
to protest. The protesters would likely be met by Trump’s 
hardcore, cult-like supporters, possibly leading to riots 
and violence in our streets.

During that lame-duck period of turmoil in our coun-
try, Trump would still be our president and will have the 
executive authority to invoke Martial Law and call in the 
military to control the people rioting in the streets and to 
stabilize the country. To be clear, under Martial Law, the 
people’s constitutional rights to speak freely and assem-
ble would be suspended and would be enforced through 
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the authoritarian power Trump would now have. Under 
Martial Law, Trump has the right to use our country’s mil-
itary forces if there are massive riots and violence on our 
streets. Just a small confrontation in our streets would be 
considered an enormous uprising by Trump and be enough 
proof in his mind to declare Martial Law.

Meanwhile, during that lame-duck period, with 
Trump staying in office until inauguration day in January 
2021, Trump would have time to test his supporters to see 
if they would stand behind him on his claim that the elec-
tion was rigged against him. Trump would be able to hold 
the country in limbo until inauguration day before he must 
decide if he would step down or not. During that lame-
duck period, the courts would be reviewing Trump’s pos-
sible actions deciding what to do if Trump refuses to step 
down. No doubt, Trump and his White House using its 
executive powers would file charges against our Congress 
for validating the election without a full investigation into 
his rigged election claims.

If Congress does not investigate Trump’s rigged elec-
tion claims, Trump would claim that he was discriminated 
against because he did not receive a full investigation or a 
fair trial, so to speak, from the Congress, further infuriat-
ing his radical supporters. So much could happen between 
election day and inauguration day that would be out of the 
hands of our government, and that it is a scary thought. 
Trump would have over two months to raise hell before he 
has to step down or fight the fight to stay in office. Would 
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Trump push the button and start a nuclear war? Who knows 
what a rat will do when pushed into a corner?

Refusing to honor the results of free democratic held 
elections, causing riots in our streets, threatening nuclear 
war, and invoking Martial Law would seem like the per-
fectly natural route for Trump to take. I believe Trump, the 
very desperate man, would have no problem trying to pull 
this scenario off to save or delay losing his presidency. 
Taking Michael Cohen’s statement seriously, we should 
now realize that Trump is making some sort of plans to 
stay in office if he loses the election.

One question I have about Trump’s plan to stay in 
office after the 2020 election, win or lose is, would our mili-
tary leaders actually go along with Trump’s plan for invok-
ing Martial Law? Trump would still be the Commander in 
Chief of our military forces, and with the riots, he caused 
happening on our streets nationwide, Trump would still 
have the constitutional authority to invoke Martial Law if 
he wants too. However, by refusing to step down after los-
ing the election, Trump would naturally be violating our 
constitution and his own sworn oath of office by causing 
the riots in the first place. All military personnel, including 
the president, take the same sworn oath of office swear-
ing to protect, defend, and preserve our Constitution, thus 
our democracy. Would our military commanders choose to 
abide by Trumps’ Martial Law orders and support Trump’s 
right to remain in office, or would they honor their oath 
of office and preserve our constitution by protecting the 
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American people from the unconstitutional takeover of 
our government by Trump?

I have no doubt that the Republican party, the Justice 
Department, and possibly the Supreme Court would stand 
with Trump during this time of chaos. Logically, before 
carrying out Trumps’ Martial Law orders, the military 
would need to seek a ruling from our Supreme Court as to 
whether they should abide by Trumps’ Martial Law orders 
or not. At this point, Trump has appointed two Supreme 
Court judges who may feel they owe him a favor.

Looking at the Trump situation using another sce-
nario, Trump might just get away with refusing to leave 
the presidential office and secure himself as the first life-
time President of the United States. When Trump claims 
the 2020 election was rigged, he would also argue that all 
other elections results were also rigged, keeping the pres-
ent Republican-led U.S. Senate in place during that time 
of turmoil. This would be assuming that the Democrats 
actually won enough controlling seats in the U.S. Senate to 
own the Senate. By keeping the present Republican Senate 
intact, Trump would ensure he cannot easily be impeached.

In the impeachment process, the House of 
Representatives becomes the prosecutor. It has “sole 
power” to bring impeachment charges against Trump 
for crimes of treason, bribery, or other high crimes and 
misdemeanors. During the impeachment process, the 
U.S. Senate has the “sole power” to set the rules for the 
impeachment trial. Also, the Senate acts as the judge and 
jury that must determine, by a two-thirds majority vote, 



188

whether Trump is guilty or innocent. I am skeptical, with 
today’s almost useless Republican-led Senate, would ever 
find Trump guilty of any crimes because they would bene-
fit big time if Trump remains in office. Mitch McConnell, 
the leader of the Senate and an ass-kissing Trump lack-
ey’s, could simply refuse to hear the House’s impeachment 
case in the Senate. If there is massive public outrage over 
the Senate’s refusal to hear Trump’s impeachment case, 
the Senate could schedule the impeachment hearings for 
months or even years down the line. Under this scenario, 
it looks to me like Trump is in a pretty good position of not 
being impeached or being forced out of office after losing 
the 2020 election.

If there is anyone in this country that’s on a pow-
er-grabbing mission, it is President Trump and his dedi-
cated lackeys in the Republican party. Traditionally, the 
U.S. Senate and House of Representatives are charged 
with maintaining the proper checks and balances nec-
essary to keep any of our three branches of government 
from becoming corrupt or too powerful. Yet, during the 
first three years of Trump’s presidency, the Republican 
lead Senate and House stood by silently with blinders on 
allowing Trump a free hand to destroy every part of our 
government and democracy without any congressional 
challenge. The problem with carrying out the checks and 
balances obligation is the fact that doing so is strictly vol-
untary. When one side of the checks and balances over-
sight refuses to be involved in the process, there would be 
no checks and balances.
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Granted, things have slowed down a little bit for 
Trump since his mortal enemies, the Democrats, have taken 
control of the House of Representatives. However, Trump 
has not slowed down in his efforts to subvert our laws and 
constitution for his own benefit. Without any congressio-
nal oversight, there are no civil or constitutional laws that 
can’t be broken, challenged, or ignored, giving Trump a 
free hand to do what he wishes. That is already happening 
today. Without congressional oversight, we cannot claim 
to be a law and order society, which opens the door for 
Trump to realize his lifetime dictatorship dream. I find it 
odd and also convenient that the Justice Department, by 
itself, has determined that a sitting president is above the 
law and cannot be indicted for crimes while in office. I 
would assume it would take a constitutional amendment to 
change the “no one is above the law” proclamation.

Right now, the Democrats are assuming they are going 
to easily win the 2020 presidential election, and that might 
be their biggest mistake. I believe the final Democratic 
candidate running for President must win the election by 
a large enough margin (eight to ten million votes) to keep 
Trump from claiming the election was rigged against him. 
However, if the 2020 election results are close, that opens 
the door for Trump to declare the election was rigged 
against him.

The Democrats must also remember that there are 
still a lot of gerrymandered voting districts in this country 
that mostly all favor Republican candidates. The Electoral 
College would still be there during the 2020 election. Also, 
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as usual, there would be some intentional voting shenani-
gans that are designed to favor the Republican candidates. 
Don’t forget about all of the foreign help Trump would 
receive during the 2020 election.

The surest way to lose an election is to assume you 
are going to win that election like Hillary Clinton did. 
Democrats need to remember that they would be running 
against a very desperate Donald Trump who would use 
every dirty trick in the book, and find some new ones, to 
stay in office. At the present time, the Democrats seem 
pretty smug and giddy, assuming that another strong blue 
wave would allow them to easily win the presidency and 
the U.S. Senate. Every democrat that ever wanted to be 
president is now jumping on the bandwagon, believing 
whoever gets nominated would automatically win the 
election. The split Democratic Party doesn’t even know 
who they are or what their core priorities are. I have yet 
heard any Democratic candidate mention anything serious 
about the state of our dying democracy.

All I hear from the Democratic candidates is how 
they are going to address every domestic problem that 
everyone wants to be solved. A couple of Democratic can-
didates are providing precise details on their own plans to 
fix some domestic issues the people want to be addressed 
and resolved. If things don’t change for the Democrats, 
I believe they are going to have a rude awakening when 
they lose again to Donald Trump in 2020. I do think the 
Democrats need to get their act together and concentrate 
on a few of the vital core issues they know they can fix 
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instead of making so many vague, unspecified promises 
for every domestic issue the people are concerned about.

WILL I REALLY RUN FOR PRESIDENT?

The main reason I am even contemplating the idea of 
running for president is the fact that I believe the divided 
and confused Democrats are not capable of winning the 
2020 elections. I will be observing the Democrats and 
how they are doing during the campaign, and that would 
help me decide if I would run for President or not. Also, 
I know that if Donald Trump is re-elected, that would be 
the end of our constitutional democracy. Honestly, I have 
no real desire to be President of the United States, but I do 
know that I have the best chance of winning the election 
with my stand-alone “Country First-Save our Democracy” 
campaign platform.

I have one other risky option available that I have 
been considering lately. I could approach the Democrats 
and ask them to adopt my Save our Democracy cam-
paign’s platform and use it to ensure Trump does not ever 
get re-elected. However, I am not sure the Democrats 
would be willing to give up their goal of establishing a 
temporary or even a permanent single-party rule system 
of government.

If I were to share my ideas with the Democrats, I 
am not sure that the Democrats would be willing to share 
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equal political power in our legislative bodies with the 
Republicans. I am sure if my ideas for establishing equally 
balanced legislative bodies came from the Democrats, 
the Republicans would fight vigorously against that idea. 
The Republicans would never want to share equal legis-
lative power with the Democrats because sharing politi-
cal power with anyone is not in their DNA. The wealthy 
Republicans have never wanted to share anything with the 
common people.

I feel that by sharing my ideas with the Democrats, I 
would be adding fuel to the private political party wars. I 
have my doubts that either of our two main political par-
ties is willing to call their political party conflicts a draw 
and settle their differences by agreeing to share political 
power in our legislative bodies. I firmly believe that the 
time in our history has arrived when the corruption in our 
constitutionally representative democratic government 
needs to be cleaned up, and the functions of our legislative 
bodies need to be upgraded to end that corruption. It is my 
opinion that there are no other forms of government in this 
world that are better than the basic principles of our self-
rule system of constitutional guided democracy.

If I have to go it alone, I will, and I am sure I would 
be successful. For me, it is all about taking that next step 
into the political world for which I have no real desire to 
do. If I have this book published and put it on the market, 
that would be a pretty good sign that I may enter the presi-
dential race. If that time arrives when I do actually run for 
president, I, with the help of others, would do everything 
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I can to promote my save our democracy plans. If my 
save our democracy message starts to resonate with the 
American people, I would ask them to support my cam-
paign through their social media outlets. I would need that 
social media support to build up a large core group of sup-
porters. If that happens, I am sure the press would want to 
tell my unique save our democracy story.

Obviously, I would be running a new type of noncon-
ventional, independent presidential campaign that would 
surely create a lot of curiosity nationwide. Without hav-
ing a traditional campaign organization, I would need the 
people that support me and my “Country First-Save our 
Democracy” campaign to draft me as a write-in candidate. 
To qualify to be a write-in candidate, I would need my 
supporters to help me get listed on the presidential ballots 
in all fifty states. If I do enter the presidential campaign 
as a write-in candidate, I will do whatever is necessary to 
get my campaign rolling. From there, my campaign would 
just have to take its natural course.

My campaign for president, if I ran, would also have a 
human-interest element to it because my campaign would 
be seeking to answer the old question: Can an ordinary, 
independent citizen become president without all of the 
advantages of belonging to a political party or having any 
big-money donors? I would, by far, be the poorest person 
to ever run for president, and I don’t even have a Twitter 
account! Some people would ask if I am qualified to be 
president. No person can claim that I am not politically 
qualified to be president when all they have to do is look 
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at the people now running our government. I am smart 
enough to hire the best people available for each and every 
open political position.

If, or when, I do enter that political world to run for 
president, I am sure my biggest adversary would be Donald 
Trump due to his desperate need to hold on to his presi-
dency. My advantage when dealing with Trump is the fact 
that I would have nothing to lose by running for president. 
Trump has everything to lose if I run. Therefore, Trump 
would need to be very careful about how to attack me and 
my campaign. Trump would make a total fool of himself 
if he spoke out against democracy, not that making a com-
plete fool out of himself bothers Trump. Trump would find 
it very hard to attack me personally because he does not 
know me. On the other hand, I know and have studied how 
Trump the president operates. I would have many ways to 
attack, discredit, and humiliate Trump.

One thing I would do if I got in a verbal debate with 
Trump is expose what I believe would be his attempt to 
challenge the results of the 2020 presidential election if 
he loses. I know I would just be speculating on what I 
think Trump might do if he loses the election. I would be 
taking a trick out of Trump’s book by planting seeds that 
may or may not be valid. Naturally, I would do this pri-
marily because doing so would expose any plans Trump 
may have to remain in office if he loses the 2020 election. 
Once Trump’s hypothetical plan to claim the 2020 election 
was rigged against him is exposed, he undoubtedly would 
defend himself by claiming that I am lying. If so, Trump 



195

would be forced to state publicly that he has no plans to 
discredit the election results if he happens to lose.

Also, I am a veteran, and Trump is not. I would have 
a field day calling him a cowardly draft dodger and make 
him eat his words about discrediting and chastising former 
Senator John McCain for his heroic military and lifelong 
public service. I know Trump would come up with a slan-
derous nickname for me. My nickname for Trump would 
be “Stupid Little Donnie.” Referring to his low IQ. If I run 
for president, Trump would quickly learn that I do not back 
down, and I can be a bigger bully then him. If Stupid Little 
Donnie does not want to be called a “stupid coward,” then 
all he has to do is provide his medical records that show he 
really did have those now-famous bone spurs. I would ask 
for the medical records that show he had those bone spurs 
removed or the medical records that show he still has his 
bone spurs. I would bet no medical records are available, 
showing Trump had or still has bone spurs. I would be 
fighting hard to preserve our democracy, and there would 
be no self-imposed nice guy rules on my part. No law says 
I have to be nice to anyone that is not nice to me.

So, am I serious about running for President? I don’t 
want too, but if I was drafted by the people, this book 
explains how I would do it. Let’s see what happens.

Finally, I leave my readers with a great quote from 
Frederic Bastiat, French Economist. “When Plunder 
becomes a way of life for a group of men in society, over 
the course of time they create for themselves a legal sys-
tem that authorizes it and a moral code that glorifies it.”
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