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                   Chapter 3: Structure of Government
                                       
                     Articles 3.1: Structure of Government
                                       
                                       
_3.1.a Government Intention
 The Government decisions are the accurate representation of the
 present will of the People. The task of the elected Government is to 
 find out and carry out the will of the People. The elected delegates
 together attempt to steer the Government Majority into accordance 
 with the will of the People, and avoid going against the present
 will of the People.
.
.  Reasoning. A Government which acts against the wishes of the
.  people, is apparently a limited club of no real significance, that
.  infringes on the right to self determination of the People.
.  But if all delegates attempt to speak for the majority, new
.  opinions are lost. The delegates have a level of authority 
.  granted to them by being elected, this should stimulate debate.
.  Such debates can function as part of augmenting public opinion
.  (see Article 3.1.a-1, Declare opinion), after which the opinion
.  of the People is consulted (see Article 3.1.e, Public Consultancy),
.  after which a decision is reached by Government Majority. This
.  decision can then be contested in Referendum by the People (see
.  Article 3.1.b, Referendum).

                                       
                                       
    _3.1.a-1 Declare opinion
     The elected delegates express their personal opinions of the moment
     regarding issues the Government is concerning itself with, or the area
     they concern themselves with in particular.
.
.      Reasoning. Elected delegates are in a position to know a large
.      number of details, if for no other reason than that they create
.      these details, and work with them. The elected delegates follow the
.      will of the People, but the People need information and new ideas
.      from any and all sources, including present Government. When the
.      elected delegates communicate in this way with the People, give
.      opinion and then find out opinions to later make a decision, both
.      the will of the Government and the will of the People is absorbed
.      in the process. The People have the right and need to know what their
.      elected delegates are thinking, about any subject.
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    _3.1.a-2 Task Accountability
     If a delegate or a representative elected to Government by the
     delegates, does not perform a clear and specific task it claimed
     to carry out after being elected, then the court of Justice will
     appoint someone most willing and sufficiently able to carry out
     the task in its place, using the same authority as the replaced
     representative.
.
.      Reasoning. Representatives have a grand history of broken promises
.      to the public. That is undermining the essence of democracy. To 
.      make honesty pay, dishonesty has to be punished immediately. If
.      someone says it will carry out a certain task, then this task is
.      to be carried out to the degree the representative has the power
.      to carry it out, whether that representative later changes its
.      mind or not. The representative can not be allowed to change its
.      mind on its promises because of the time and effort invested in
.      the election process. However, the carrying out of the promised
.      task should not become an procedural obligation under the law, 
.      because at times situations might really have changed. Therefore
.      the task is to be taken over by someone else, which presumes
.      there is a someone else willing and able. The court will have to
.      decide when a representative has broken a promise, which presumes
.      there is a will to make something into a court case. It might
.      be more beautiful to go back to the people, but constantly going
.      back to the people is too much work. The people have already
.      spoken, so now its mandate is to be carried out to the degree
.      possible.
.      
.      When the task was merely to vote a certain way, a vote could
.      have happened before a court decision can replace a representative.
.      The vote result can be recomputed with the changed representative.
.      Any court cases should result in more detailed common laws about when
.      something is a `clear promise', etc.
                                       
                                       
_3.1.b Referendum
 The People make direct decisions by way of referendum, voting of
 all willing people individually and directly.
 
 The number of abstentions is divided by the number of representatives
 in the body concerned with the referendum, each representative is
 allowed to add that number of votes to the option of its choice.
 The abstentions-adjusted result determines fractions with which options
 won votes in the total of votes. Decisions are made by majority
 of the votes that want at least a certain minimum decision, the greatest
 common denominator. Representatives can continuously change how their
 abstentions have voted. New representatives take over the power of
 representatives that have left the governing body when determining what 
 abstentions have voted. 
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 Exception: see Article 3.1.c-1.1.1, Electoral Committee, mandate eject.
 Exception: see Article 1.2.a-1, New Territory.
.
.  Reasoning. The majority of people is the moral and actual force
.  of a country, to formalize the rule of the majority prevents
.  unneeded armed conflict.
.  
.  The `abstention adding' trick diffuses the power of referendums for
.  which few people show to vote, then power reverts proportionally
.  to the representatives. This means that referendums are a way of
.  inter-mixing representative and direct democracy, proportionally
.  to the degree of abstentions. This process does not have the
.  potential group proxy-voting of the consultation-process, it is
.  more direct and has therefore more power.  See also Article
.  3.1.e-2, Public Consultancy, abstentions. The "at least a certain
.  minimum decision" means that for instance 30% of people want `A', 30%
.  wants `more A', and 40% wants B, that the decision should be `A', since
.  "60% wants at least  A" (protection against divide-and-conquer). Such
.  things require some fair interpretation of results, this may eventually
.  need help from the Court of Justice.
.
.  For power of referendum into the future, see Article 3.1.b-7.1, 
.  Vote Decay.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.b-1 Initiative Referendum
     The People can take the initiative to have a referendum, by
     showing signatures on a Petition for a percentage of the People.
     A percentage of local people for a local Referendum if the issue
     is local, a National percentage is the issue is National.

     The minimum percentage on a Petition to have a Referendum: ..[10%]. 
.
.      Reasoning. If the People can't take the initiative, a referendum
.      is a useless instrument when it is most useful: when Government
.      tries to go against the will of the People.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.b-2 Scope Referendum, particular
     When a referendum on a particular issue breaks laws, the
     scope of the result of the referendum is limited to the decision 
     made.
.
.      Reasoning. When the People decide on a particular issue that
.      is not a law, no such law should be extrapolated from the
.      People's decision and be assumed to have been enacted by the
.      referendum. The People can make a particular exception to laws.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.b-3 Scope Referendum, law
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     When a referendum explicitly sets a new law, the new law can 
     not be curtailed by any other non-Constitutional law or Government
     decisions.
.
.      Reasoning. The People in the present are the ultimate source
.      of Power. Artificially limiting their power can only lead to
.      confusion and breakdown/distrust of Government.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.b-4 Transparency
     All referendums are to be announced clearly in the same location,
     in generally understandable and sufficiently short language.
.
.      Reasoning. When a referendum is to be held, all people must be
.      able to know about it.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.b-5 Decision Repealed
     All decisions of Government can be repealed by the People
     at any and all times, about any and all decisions.
.
.      Reasoning. If Government can make decisions that the People can
.      not undo, the People are not in power. In fact, the People always
.      have the power to undo decisions, this just formalizes their
.      inherent capability and moral right.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.b-6 Representatives Repealed
     All members of Government, elected delegates and employees, can
     be ejected from their post any moment by the People using a
     Referendum. The People or in their absence the majority of elected
     delegates appoint a replacement. When it concerns a delegate, a
     replacement remains in its position at the pleasure of the People
     or in their absence the Government, until the next elections for the
     Government body it concerns. Voters thus deprived of representation
     remain deprived until the next elections.
.
.      Reasoning. Government delegates and representatives have a tendency
.      to have a will of their own, contrary to either the will of the
.      People, and their earlier statements. This causes an interesting
.      situation: individuals which win the minimum number of votes to
.      become a delegate, can then be ejected nevertheless by the majority.
.      This way the People can rid themselves of certain influences, 
.      without having to continuously watch every move certain delegates
.      make. With freedom of speech, the opinions of the removed delegates
.      are still available, debate is not stifled. The vote-block can not
.      rotate the replacement out of its position, this rule makes an
.      exception to such rules.
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    _3.1.b-7 Authority
     The outcome of a referendum containing two thirds (2/3) of the
     People's - not abstention adjusted (see Article 3.1.b, Referendum) -
     vote for a particular choice, has the highest Authority, but it does
     not circumvent Constitutional duties required to change the 
     Constitution (see Article 1.1.a, Power.) 
.
.      Reasoning. With two thirds, any war can be won. Prior decisions,
.      laws and otherwise, must be able to have a practical repealing
.      procedure. If a majority of 99% has been reached once, this should
.      not lock the future in place. This seems to present a conflict with
.      how the Constitution is to be changed, which requires a government
.      mandate length waiting period to protect the People from Government
.      manipulations on the Constitution. Solution would be that the
.      Referendum that wants to change the constitution can not even be
.      held within 4 years of it being announced, so that it would neither
.      be able to achieve a 2/3 majority. On the one hand this curtails
.      immediate power of the people, even if 2/3. This would leave the
.      people only a vague recourse through article Article 1.1.a, Power,
.      which would involve suspension of the entire Constitution by
.      overwhelming (2/3?) majority revolutionary direct action. After such
.      action the entire constitution plus change could be re-enacted. It
.      is highly doubtful such activity would be merited if one only has
.      to wait a mandate period for referendum. The waiting period ensures
.      that people can rest assured that the Constitution can't be suddenly
.      changed during a holiday, not even by 2/3 majority referendum.
.
.      It can happen in theory that a referendum being held on whatever
.      issue, unexpectedly yields an explicit change of Constitutional law
.      with a 2/3 majority, while it was not such advertised and had no
.      waiting period, hence being invalid for Constitutional change. In 
.      such case it is probably smart to try to explain within reason the
.      Constitution in such a way as to come closer to the referendum 
.      result, and to alter policy and execution of the law to come closer
.      to the referendum result to the extend there is no conflict with the
.      Constitution. Then the formalities for proper Constitutional change
.      can be set in motion.
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.b-7.1 Vote Decay
         Referendums follow a rule of decay in time, so that their power
         eventually becomes nothing, but has a clearly defined power in
         the near future.
.
.          Reasoning. When a referendum takes place and a decision is
.          reached, what if a smaller referendum shortly after results 
.          in the opposite, and what is the relation of power between
.          referendum and representatives. This appears to be a formal
.          problem: how to count multiple mandates of power. Does a shortly
.          later referendum always count, or does a (much?) larger count. 
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.          How long do representatives have to wait until a referendum

.          decision can be changed: never, immediately ? Because

.          representatives can continuously change how the abstentions have

.          voted and the vote is continuously decaying, power over the

.          concerning subject will slowly revert back in time to the

.          representative body completely, unless a larger referendum is

.          again held. See Article 3.1.b, Referendum.

.          This way the formality of where power is, is clear, it can

.          (in theory) be computed, at least gives a principle for how

.          to decide. The rule-of-decay is specified in article Article

.          3.1.b-7.1.1, Vote Decay, speed.
                                       
                                       
            _3.1.b-7.1.1 Vote Decay, speed
             Referendums lose present-day power with the same speed
             that people on average die.
.
.              Reasoning. When people die, their power is gone.
.              Decisions made in referendum will not have infinite
.              power into the future, although they would have a precisely
.              defined power in the near future, always becoming less.
                                       
                                       
            _3.1.b-7.1.2 Vote Decay, addition
             Referendums on the same issue but different in time have
             their numbers not added together, but the largest decay
             adjusted count of people in favor of a certain choice,
             retains the monopoly of the present-day count, the lesser
             absolute count majority being ignored, unless the condition
             of article Article 3.1.b-7, Authority has been met.
.
.              Reasoning. If a large referendum has a certain outcome,
.              many small new referendums in obscurity are not to eventually
.              degrade it. If a referendum at some point reaches a 70%
.              majority vote on something, while shortly previous there was
.              a 100% majority vote on a related issue, then the 70% takes
.              precedence as if it were a referendum on a new subject, because
.              it has reached the 2/3rd majority. This makes sure that it is
.              still possible to make necessary changes/adjustments, even
.              if extremely large majorities have been reached. Such violent
.              changes in public opinion may be due to dramatically changed
.              circumstances, or because the subject and/or decision was not
.              contradictory with the previous decision, or on the same
.              subject, it might only appear that it was. Once a 2/3
.              majority for a certain option (not total turn-out, but total
.              for one minimum choice) has been reached, numerical comparison
.              with other referendums is not necessary anymore.
                                       
                                       
_3.1.c Electing Government
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 Delegates are elected every ..[5]. years.
.
.  Reasoning. If the Government can be repealed by the People, directly,
.  indirectly, or if it crosses the consultancy process too often, 
.  individually or in whole, it may not be too problematic to have a
.  Government in power for some years. They will have a hard time to
.  go against the People already, every step of the way.
.  See also Article 3.1.c-5 Delegate Compensation
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.c-1 Electoral Committee
     Elections are ordered to occur at a date set by the Electoral 
     Committee.
.
.      Reasoning. The Government may not wish to go, it would be better
.      if a group can order elections who are outside the Government
.      hierarchy, and can act independently. The Government can be a
.      group with a strong entrenched interests when it comes to
.      re-elections. To give the Electoral Committee a little muscle
.      flexing which it may need in time of crisis, it orders every
.      Election, whether the People or the Government ask for it.
.      The Electoral Committee is not involved in the proceedings, in
.      order to keep its task as clean and limited as possible.
.      Anyone should be able to be in the Electoral Committee.
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.c-1.1 Electoral Committee, mandate
         The Electoral Committee is always elected in whole, unless
         a two third majority Referendum as defined in Article 3.1.b-7,
         Authority overrides this rule to replace selected members.
         
         Each voter votes for one person. Each person who gathers votes,
         but is not in the top 10, has the opportunity to award all its
         votes to one person in the top 10; these votes can not be sold
         or bought. The person who then has most votes in the Electoral
         Committee is allowed to award the votes that it has in excess
         of a majority over the person who has second most votes, to anyone,
         whether already standing in the Electoral Committee elections, or
         not; these votes can not be sold or bought. After this, the 10 
         persons with most votes comprise the Electoral Committee.
         
         The number of members is minimum 6 and normally 10. The Electoral
         Committee reaches its normal strength at least once every 30 years,
         through elections. When it has less then 6 members, there are-
         immediate Electoral Committee elections. See Article 3.1.c-1.1.1,
         Electoral Committee, mandate eject, for re-election before
         the mandate period is over.
.
.          Reasoning. In order for the Electoral Committee to order new
.          elections, potentially in defiance of the elected Government,



Chapter 3 law reasoning    8  /  F

.          it needs its own direct mandate from the People. To relief the

.          burden of electing this routine body, it is only elected when

.          needed. Officials can always be ejected through Referendum,

.          2/3rd in this case though, or re-election of the whole EC.

.          The body can have a normal strength of 10. If however someone

.          resigns, the body would suddenly become inoperable if it

.          has to to have 10 members. This can be a problem in itself,

.          or require quick new elections. If the strength of the body

.          can fall, electing new Committee members can take place at a

.          later convenient time, such as during other elections

.          (more efficient). By electing the Electoral Committee as

.          one group, there is less chance of electing someone who

.          is "entertaining" in stead of voting for someone who is

.          "capable" in the position of King Elect, see Article 

.          3.1.c-1.8, King Elect.

.

.          The reason to only have elections to replenish the EC only after

.          30 years after its number drops from 10, is not to shake the

.          EC unnecessarily. There really is no good reason to have EC

.          elections, until the principle of the EC is starting to degrade

.          itself.

.              

.          If an older then the King person is number 8 in the EC elections,

.          and the King has 30% votes in excess above number 2, while the

.          persons number 8, 9 and 10 combined have total 5%, the King is in

.          a position to choose (more then) 3 other people in the EC with its

.          30% excess. This also means that if there is a neck to neck race

.          for first place, the winner may only have 1% leverage left, and is

.          unable to change the outcome much. When 2 struggle head to head,

.          a third may win. That is a good mechanism, reducing resentment

.          between large sections. In the end they could be together again,

.          in their mutual loss, good for stability. The excess-vote power

.          of the winner is to not make a campaign needlessly complicated,

.          with math to determine how many younger applicants you need to

.          support without losing your top position, in order to maximize

.          your chance of becoming King. Another interesting point with this

.          election system is that if someone young wins the election and has

.          more excess votes over number 2 then the person with least votes

.          in the EC, the winner can appoint a King by awarding its excess 

.          votes to someone who would become oldest in the EC.

.

.          This complicated elect system should make the EC elections and

.          therefore King elections an interesting business. It does reflect

.          popularity, but it also reflects seniority. In potentially

.          punishes a close rivalry for most popular position, reducing

.          leverage to push out senior candidates for King, while you

.          can also get into the EC by winning a 2/3rd referendum. But

.          even then you still need seniority in the EC before you can be

.          King. Since it is so subtle and dependent, it is more likely

.          that people will say "alas, he/she won, he/she is King!, those
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.          are the rules of the game," and stop bickering over popularity

.          contests and what might and who deceived who, etc. It could be

.          exciting to see the election of the EC and therefore Kingship.

.          Even the tiniest minority stands a chance with its candidate:

.          if it has seniority, many votes are tied up in other candidates,

.          and if numbers one and two are very close. Then in theory a

.          person could be King based on one vote and seniority (theoretical

.          possibility). It can also be King by being appointed in the

.          EC by the election winner, and having seniority. In any case,

.          changes can still be made through 2/3rd ejection referendum

.          later. Because the EC election may tip any way, it is hard to

.          predict. It seems likely there will be old persons in the EC,

.          because they would like to get seniority and be King, or be

.          second in line and such.

.

.          Rules for electing the EC and King are probably the most complicated

.          rules in this Constitution. If it is too complicated or does not

.          work well, you could switch to the most popular in the EC 

.          elections, or `the most popular aged over 30, 40, 50, ...' etc.

.          Another interesting one is a lottery between the 10 EC members,

.          however there may always be doubts as to whether such a lottery

.          was done honestly, or if it was rigged; that would be hard to

.          determine for almost everyone.
                                       
                                       
            _3.1.c-1.1.1 Electoral Committee, mandate eject
             To eject one or more members of the Electoral Committee, a
             Referendum to eject, replace, or re-elect has to have more
             votes for change which are not compensated by votes against
             ejection, replacement or re-election, then the time adjusted
             - time adjusted as defined in Article 3.1.b-7.1, Vote Decay -
             value of the total of votes for all currently elected members
             of the Electoral Committee. It also has to have more votes
             then a previous such Referendum (time ajdusted.) When this
             condition is met, the entire Electoral Committee is re-elected,
             unless the condition of Article 3.1.b-7, Authority has also been 
             met, in which case the outcome of the Referendum is to be
             carried out. The Government has no vote in the Electoral
             Committee re-election Referendum, it does not fill the
             abstentions, an exception to Article 3.1.b, Referendum. See
             also Article 3.1.c-1.1, Electoral Committee, mandate.
.
.              Reasoning. These rules are starting to get a little
.              complicated. The idea is that the Electoral Committee (EC) is
.              usually elected in whole. When there are 60% of `A' people,
.              20% `B', 10% `C' and 5% `D', electing/replacing each member
.              individually means that the entire EC will only have `A'
.              people, since they always have the majority. When electing
.              them all together, you have a high chance that there will be
.              `B', `C' and `D' (etc) people as well, which means the EC is
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.              has more connections to different parts of society.  The `A'

.              people, if they play it smart, can still get 3 members

.              elected if they spread their numbers, but sooner or later

.              their leverage runs out, giving someone else a chance to be

.              represented in the EC.  Since there is no time-table for EC

.              elections, they are either spontaneous through Referendum,

.              or when someone steps down or drops out for some reason.

.              The election threshold is for similar reasons as the normal

.              Referendum threshold: to prevent small groups from making

.              trouble, prevent them the capability of forcing the majority

.              to mobilize again.

.              

.              Since re-election is always an immediate possibility, the

.              King has an interest to maintain some kind of popularity

.              all the time, and one EC member can step down to force

.              re-election of the King as well; see Article 3.1.c-1.8, King

.              Elect.  The 2/3rd majority can force election of a

.              King, by replacing someone in the EC with someone who

.              would be oldest (who is removed?). The EC members are not

.              necessarily called "delegate," articles about "delegates"

.              do not necessarily hold for them, such as that "delegates"

.              can be replaced by their "voter block."
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.c-1.2 Electoral Committee, vote
         The Electoral Committee decides by majority vote, always a majority
         of 10. At least 6 members must support the decision. When no
         majority can be reached, new elections are assumed to have been
         ordered. The vote is public.
.
.          Reasoning. A 10 headed body should be enough. It is little use
.          to elect people if you don't know what they are voting.
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.c-1.3 Electoral Committee, sovereign
         The Electoral Committee does not order new elections if neither
         the Government nor the People seem to want it. Its decision
         to order new elections can not be repealed however, neither by the
         Government or the People, and not by removing the Electoral
         Committee members from their position. When in doubt on the wishes
         of the People, the Electoral Committee calls for new Elections.
.
.          Reasoning. If the Government is breaking into the means with
.          which the People express their opinion, it may become impossible
.          to rely on Referendum or other means to get the opinion of
.          the People. Therefore the Electoral Committee has the right to
.          ignore all input, and order new elections. The worst that can
.          happen is some wasted energy and a new mandated Government,
.          perhaps along with a new Electoral Committee. If, however, the
.          People want a new Government but can't get one because of
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.          procedures not in their control (meaning it would need a full

.          scale revolution), such a Government can do a lot of damage,

.          far greater then the cost of a premature election. Premature

.          election can't do much real damage.
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.c-1.4 Electoral Committee, free
         Electoral Committee members have no other obligations to the
         Government, are not employed by the Government.

         Exception: Article 3.1.c-1.8, King Elect.
.
.          Reasoning. Electoral Committee must operate independently from
.          Government. Therefore the members can not have jobs with the
.          Government.
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.c-1.5 Electoral Committee, salary
         Electoral Committee members receive one month median salary per
        year.

         Exception: Article 3.1.c-1.8, King Elect.
.
.          Reasoning. In order to be independent from Government (see Article
.          3.1.c-1.4, Electoral Committee, free, the salary has to be defined
.          elsewhere. A salary also means the members have one more reason
.          to be on the Committee, and hence please voters to not eject them.
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.c-1.6 Electoral Committee, immunity
         The members of the Electoral Committee can not be interfered
         with in performing their Electoral Committee duty by the Government,
         the Police, the Justice system, or other Government agencies, etc.
.
.          Reasoning. Protecting the Electoral Committee from rude 
.          Government tactics. Even if Electoral Committee members are
.          in jail for real or false reasons, they still must be able
.          to attend meeting of the E.C., and vote freely.
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.c-1.7 Police Loyalty
         Every individual policeman is directly Loyal to the Electoral
         Committee when it can concern the duties for which the Electoral
         Committee exists: such as ordering elections, changing Government 
         through elections.
.
.          Reasoning. Saying the government must go is one thing, having it
.          removed could on occasion be another. No doubt some excuse would
.          be in play. In case such a problem comes up, it will be good if
.          the police know where to put their loyalty, if they want to serve
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.          the People. The worst that can happen is a premature election. It

.          doesn't begin to compare with the damage a Government is able

.          to inflict. With strong and explicit language in place, Government

.          is more likely not to even attempt frustrating the Electoral

.          Committee.
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.c-1.8 King Elect
         The oldest electoral Committee member is crowned after three
         months the King or Queen, Head of State. The day of a new King is
         a National Holiday when only emergency workers work.

         See also Article 1.4.a, King Rule.
.          
.          Reasoning. In the interest of practicality, it may just be
.          too difficult to have a nation that does not have one personal
.          focal point. Politicians may work together, but are also
.          each others adversaries. Where does one go if a matter is not
.          judicial, but one feels it to be of the highest importance ?
.          Where does the nation look when things are falling apart ?
.          If politicians are bickering between them, it can be helpful to
.          have at least one system that all pull on but that can not be
.          divided because it is one person, a person that has a personal
.          stake in the functioning of the nation because of its income
.          (level) is depending on it. If this person is already as rich as
.          possible, it makes no point for this person to seek more wealth.
.          It could be interested in seeking a properly functioning society
.          so that this wealth is maintained into the future. This is how
.          wealth based kingship works. Therefore the wealth of the King
.          follows the average-wealth, so that how hard the nation in
.          total is working is directly reflected in the income of the
.          King. This means the King has an interest in that everyone
.          work and is as productive as possible.
.          
.          The King / Queen can talk to the People using its wealth, and
.          can use its wealth to employ.  The King is constraint by the
.          possibility of losing its position to someone else, therefore it
.          is not necessary to force the King into some kind of function by
.          law. Since the King is the oldest of ten, there is less chance the
.          King will be someone who the people see as entertaining rather
.          then capable.  Someone who is older is more likely to have some
.          capabilities. The King is an emergency system, in principle it does
.          nothing, but if it has to it does everything that the Government
.          normally does. It has the power to do certain inspections, but
.          it is not required to do them at all. A well functioning system
.          of society would never need Royal Inspection, and the King may
.          very well spend its days in quiet luxury. This is not in the
.          slightest a problem for a country, because the King is but one
.          person. Wealth and `the rich' are only a big problem, when there
.          are so many of them. When 5% of the people is seriously rich,
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.          the other 95% have to support all that, and it is a large burden.

.          In the past Kings may have gathered to themselves palaces and

.          the rich, making the total burden also quite high, and unchecked.

.          This King here has a defined wealth of, taking a Capital maximum

.          per person of 30 times average, 160 (4 x 30 + 30 + 30 / 3) times

.          (see Article 8.2.a-8, Capital Monopoly), the wealth of an average 

.          person.  Added to that 100 persons for defense, so that would

.          make at maximum 260 times average. That is practically nothing

.          when spread out amongst the shoulders of an entire nation. In

.          a nation of 30 million people, every person supports the

.          King 260/30*10^6 = 0.00087% of average wealth, and the rich

.          pay most of that because of progressive taxes Article 8.2.a-2,

.          Equality of happiness. On a yearly income of 15.000 units,

.          0.00087% means 13 cents per year. If 1% of the people had 30 times

.          average wealth (more then 8 times less then this King), then the

.          total burden would be 1% = 300.000 persons times 30 times average =

.          9 Million times average wealth. Spreading 9 Million times average

.          over 30 Million people = 30% per person. For 15.000 units, that

.          means 4500 units, more then 3 month' wages. That is a lot more

.          expensive then the 13 cents for one much richer King. In the past

.          the King might have taxed everyone, and supported a rich layer

.          with that money. This King does not have such powers, at least

.          not normally when democracy functions (see Article 1.4.a, King 

.          Rule). Conclusion: the wealth of this King is irrelevant on

.          a National scale, as long as there is only one King, and there

.          is only one.

.          

.          It's actions and what it can do for the Nation may not be

.          irrelevant, the King may reduce corruption and safe the Nation

.          from disintegration if that threatens. The profit in that, if

.          done right, might be the total of the economy, and many lives

.          saved. Why does the King need wealth at all: to give it a strong

.          reason to keep the Country in order, when too few other people

.          are so bothered. To give it some level of independence, to make

.          it less vulnerable to being corrupted, to make it grateful for

.          the Nation so that it will be there like the Nation has been

.          there for the King.

.          

.          The King is allowed to own more then any other, and it will control

.          more immediately, then any rich person in the Country. This is

.          to humble the rich, and put the King above them all. The oldest

.          EC member is not immediately King or Queen, the People have a

.          3 months period to elect another King or Queen. If they don't,

.          they accept the situation by default.  The day of a new King is a

.          National Holiday, to make it known there is a King to everyone,

.          and to rehearse the conditions of `King Rule,' since on the

.          National Holiday everyone is in a way falling in line for the

.          King for one time. Making it an obligation by Law to not work,

.          means everyone can safely stop and not worry the competition

.          gets ahead in the mean time. It can also be a form of discipline,
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.          this time on the Country and People.  Maybe the emergency people

.          can get a free dinner and an extra free days later, to thank

.          them. Becoming King is probably work for the King too, and the

.          King is an emergency worker.

.

.          It might be feasible to have a Nation without a King or head

.          of state. This could be attempted, it would not undermine the

.          Constitution in principle. I just don't think it is feasible,

.          but maybe it is, or maybe one day it would be. One could of

.          course always add or remove the office of King.
                                       
                                       
            _3.1.c-1.8.1 Duty of the King
             The King or Queen will write with the hand, in the morning,
             one Law of the Constitution, such as this Law `Duty of the
             King,' until one full copy of this Constitution is completed.
             Then, when the evening comes, the King or Queen will write
             their version of the Law of the Constitution that they
             wrote in the morning, at least different in words, but
             optionally different in meaning as well. The King may choose
             one day in the week for resting.
.
.              Reasoning. I think it is an excellent idea to have the
.              King copy the essential Law. It makes the King know the
.              law, it makes sure the Law is every so often closely
.              inspected - every time a new King is elected. With essential
.              knowledge of Law, the King or Queen can better fulfill its
.              inspection if it decides to, without being bothered too
.              much with common law. This way the King may uphold the
.              Constitution above the common law, and may alert the nation
.              about problems within the Constitution, or suggest better
.              ways of formulation. The copying of the law would certainly
.              give the King some idea what the country is about, where his
.              income and power comes from. It may give the new King something
.              to hold on to, some discipline, when all other duties suddenly
.              disappear. The people may be pleased to know that their high
.              payed King is doing something. The King would only need to
.              copy the Articles themselves, not the commentary. (This
.              idea originates from the Books of Moses: 5.17:14-20.) The
.              King or Queen is to write in the morning, before noon when
.              the mind is fresh and an entire day remains in which the
.              King may (or may not) think about the article copied. This
.              also should give the King a sense of satisfaction for the
.              rest of the day.
.
.              The King will then write near the evening a law, regarding
.              the similar issue, but their version of it. This version
.              would be creative, and when someone is creative it can 
.              become quite clear what kind of person he or she is. This
.              way nobody can hide themselves. At the same time, it gives
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.              a way for the King to suggest changes to the Constitution,

.              assuming the King has already some thoughts on the subject,

.              perhaps during the day. The King could also decide certain

.              laws should be scrapped, or if entire chapters should be

.              added. All the different copies of the Constitution could be

.              interesting study material whenever disputes on the 

.              Constitution arise, since when a King Elect writes a rule,

.              it has some democratic merit, whatever it is, some material

.              to discuss. The copying preserves meaning against the drift 

.              in word meaning that occurs in most languages over time.
                                       
                                       
            _3.1.c-1.8.2 Sovereign Inspector
             The Elected King or Queen has total and immediate access to
             all Government and Private Company places and information,
             from the time the King has completed its hand written copy of
             the Constitution, to the time a new King or Queen has been 
             Elected.

             The King receives the Insignia of Sovereign Inspector after
             completing its Constitution copies, see Article 3.1.c-1.8.1,
             Duty of the King.

             The King exalts Emissaries Of The King by allowing to carry
             the Insignia of Emissary Of The King.

             The Emissaries of the King exercise the access of the King on
             its behalf. Any economic damage that might have occurred because
             of an inspection by the King or its Emissaries is reimbursed
             by the Government.
.
.              Reasoning. It seems useful to allow both the nation some
.              time to adjust to a possible inspection by a new person.
.              During that time the King or Queen can prove it is worthy
.              of the privilege (whether it is being used or not) by 
.              becoming knowledgeable in the Law, and it can become aware
.              of what it is to do with the privilege, if anything. The
.              people can vote a new King or Queen into power when they
.              lose confidence, before the King or Queen would have gained
.              significant privilege. The King or Queen can be the eyes of
.              the People, able to see everything, without significant danger
.              to damaging privacy or other relevant secrecy. The King or
.              Queen has no executive power, therefore it poses no threat
.              itself, in contrast to historical Kings and Queens, who
.              concentrated many kinds of power within themselves: inspection,
.              law making, law enforcement, management, etc. This King or
.              Queen is more of a safeguard against tyranny. The King
.              can inspect the Government but not private businesses or
.              individual homes. Rather then inspecting the People, he is the
.              magical commoner's friend, keeping an eye on Government
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.              (if it wants to, that is, there is absolutely no obligation).

.              Since the King is one person, the People are in a position

.              to keep track of the King, so while the Government inspects

.              the People, and the Government (and economy) are inspected by

.              the King, the People see what the King or Queen does; the

.              circle is complete and should function.

.

.              The King should have some kind of `magic access key,' so

.              that it can open anything and can be identified, even if

.              just symbolically (see figure). As a security measure, so 

.              that not just anyone can be mistaken for the rightful

.              King. Certainly anything can be copied, but that has always

.              been the case, symbols can be updated to stay ahead of the

.              counterfeits.  Bracelets seem less old fashioned then crowns,

.              and are a nice depiction of access while maintaining both

.              hands ready for inspection and tossing whatever needed. The

.              King could also carry its hand-written Constitution, to prove

.              his identity further, and to be able to check the laws of the

.              Nation if there is a need for it. Presumably only the present

.              King has access to the Symbols and that Constitution copy. I

.              think it is a nice thing for a King to wear these bracelets

.              when on inspection or otherwise in function, because it

.              signals that it is not just some person who got its hand on

.              some privileges. It means it is a person in function as part

.              of the system of the Constitution and society. Problems in

.              behavior or the rules themselves aren't to be directed to this

.              person, but to its function. The bracelets are there to protect

.              the King as a person, to absorb the discontent and possible

.              jealousy or other such issues. It is the King (on inspection),

.              accept it with grace, all other issues are subordinate and

.              you can take it up with the Constitution or the People later,

.              not with the King itself. This issue is related to the dress

.              of the Judges. No dress code exists for delegates, as they

.              are subjective and personally popular, they are personally

.              responsible. I suggest to make the Symbols beautiful, with

.              lots of detail: harder to forge and nicer to wear. Not some

.              sawn of pipe of aluminum with the name of the country scratched

.              into it. It got to have a little beauty and work to it, so as

.              not to reflect badly on the office of King.  Whether the King

.              wants to wear a Crown or sit on an actual throne instead of

.              wearing bracelets or a necklace etc, or all at once, this can

.              be decided per Country or per King. The King is obviously free

.              not to wear Symbols, it is the King so it does what it wants.

.

.              The Emissaries are a necessary component to the power of

.              the King, because it would be impossible to single

.              handedly inspect an entire nation even if one wanted to

.              and had swift and complete access to everything; because

.              it is safer for the King to be able to send others, which

.              means the inspections may be carried out with less regard

file:///home/joshb/Downloads/insigniaexample.jpg
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.              for personal safety; because multiplying the King means

.              criminals can not track and evade the King as effectively.

.              It says that "the King exalts," which states a possible

.              procedure. The King may use its Emissary power, for instance,

.              in a case where corruption has come to light, or where someone

.              is alerting the authorities or the King of corruption. The

.              King could exalt this person as Emissary, giving it total

.              and immediate access to obtain any and all information.

.              Whether this turns out right in a particular case, ultimately

.              reflects on the King. The King may also send another 

.              Emissary, and invite a whistle blower as an adviser, or do

.              it itself.

.

.              It is relevant not to reward the King or Queen too much or 

.              at all for becoming Sovereign Inspector, because if one

.              rewards significantly, this would be a distraction when

.              writing the Law. It will be impossible to think clearly

.              and freely about the law, when you know that afterwards

.              you are rewarded with wealth or luxury privilege. The

.              3 month delay for becoming King is there to make sure the

.              right person becomes King, but once the King is King, it

.              better have all the privileges that can count as luxury.

.              The privilege of `Sovereign Inspector' is not a luxury

.              privilege, using it means working and doing good. This

.              would therefore not be a negative distraction when writing

.              the Law, but a positive distraction.
                                       
                                       
            _3.1.c-1.8.3 Speaking to the King
             No person speaks to the King bearing Insignia, without the
             permission of the King. No person denies the King bearing
             insignia, its rightful immediate access.

             Whomsoever insults the King in either of these two ways,
             has attacked the Nation. Such as who get in the way of the
             pleasure of the King, are thrown in jail on tasteless food and
             water for one month.
.
.              Reasoning. The King is one person, the King is to be
.              protected with all possible might. There is no reasonable way
.              how a single person can inspect an entire nation, without
.              there being strong laws that protect behavior toward the
.              King. What should happen otherwise, when the King wants to
.              inspect something for reasons only known to the King perhaps,
.              and people dare start dragging their feet, even threatening
.              the inspector ? It is better to have people tremble in fear
.              of jail if they utter one wrong word, since the King has an
.              entire nation to inspect and no time to play games. There is
.              only one King, and hence behaving well for once should not
.              be too hard or too much of a burden.  The only reason that
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.              the punishment is not crushing the scoundrel on the spot is

.              that this crosses other principles, and the only reason the

.              punishment is not eternal banishment from the Country, is

.              that such severe punishment could come back to threaten the

.              King again. One month on bread and water is enough to make

.              a person regret its act and be out of the way of inspection

.              for long enough, but should not be enough to build up a

.              lasting grudge or be seen as some kind of extreme punishment.

.              

.              What should the punishment be if someone burns the files

.              of all delegates of the Country Council ? A slap on the 

.              wrist ? No. What is the punishment for preventing the Police

.              to catch a criminal ?  Making the work of the King more

.              difficult then it should be is similar, it prevents the

.              King from inspecting as much, and therefore finding what

.              it is designed to find.  Whatever it then misses, that is

.              the extend of the crime in principle. Making the King feel

.              threatened, makes the King potentially miss even more. The

.              point is not that the King would always find something,

.              the point is that it on occasion might and always could,

.              its effectiveness is also to scare would be criminals,

.              who are otherwise quite hard to control, as they are the

.              control element in society themselves. This effectiveness

.              also depends on its speed.  To re-iterate though: the King

.              has no duty to inspect. But it could have been part of the

.              platform on which it is elected. If the King puts down its

.              insignia, it can get back to normal life, giving it more

.              freedom. Remember that the King is the only person in the

.              system, who represents as one person, one entire branch of

.              the system. It is like all Judges or all delegates.

.

.              Presumably the Emissaries are similarly protected, although

.              perhaps a little less harsh and more explicitly when `access'

.              is being denied or hampered more significantly.
                                       
                                       
            _3.1.c-1.8.4 Protect the Throne
             The present King may buy out a person standing for
             Electoral Committee membership election. Once that person
             has accepted the sale, this person will not stand in that 
             election.
.
.              Reasoning. People who can be bought may not be good
.              anyway, so why bother. It seems useful to make the rule 
.              explicit, since it otherwise is too much like a bribe,
.              and would probably be interpreted as corruption.
                                       
                                       
            _3.1.c-1.8.5 Protect the King
             The King or Queen may choose up to 100 persons, either
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             willing or from the army, that will protect the King,
             wherever it is or needs to be.
.
.              Reasoning. It is all well and good to have laws that
.              say the King may do this and that. But when it comes to
.              it, and the King knocks on the door, it will be more
.              efficient if there are 100 persons heavily armed and 
.              trained, to effectuate whatever rules there are, immediately.
.              This may protect people who think they can defy the King,
.              since while trembling with fear they will think twice
.              before making themselves guilty of a crime. Let them
.              tremble in fear for their King, let them know that they
.              can not defy their King as far as its lawful activities
.              are concerned, that is more efficient. The inspection 
.              activities of the King are particularly targeted to that 
.              which can not (apparently) inspect itself, such as 
.              malfunctioning government or internal-police corruption. 
.              When the King is up against state corruption itself, it is
.              useful that it has at least some fire power at its disposal.
.              Protection of the King extends to the emissaries, since 
.              the protection is meant especially for inspecting, and the 
.              Emissaries are there to make that job safer for the King.
.              These 100 persons are additional to the wealth awarded to
.              the King.
                                       
                                       
            _3.1.c-1.8.6 End of Reign
             The King's office can be removed by a Two Third Referendum
             majority. If in 130 years, the King has not needed to come into
             action to save the Nation, the last King will complete its
             reign and then the office of King will become dormant.
.
.              Reasoning. When it is not needed, why keep it. What
.              exactly `dormant' means is unspecified, perhaps it just
.              means removal of privileges and duties, but would still
.              technically be head of state, or perhaps not even that.
.              One reason to have the country without a King, is that
.              if it works, it would give a greater sense of freedom.
.              When the King is removed, the democracy would become
.              fully bottom-up with nothing to hold on to, no stationary
.              light to coordinate and navigate by. The Nation would
.              be held up only by a network of powers invested in varies
.              people. If in 130 years the King has not needed to do
.              something significant, there is a good chance it works.
.              The People/Government could certainly invest the inspection 
.              power of the King somewhere else, or re-invest it in the 
.              oldest EC member, through common law.
                                       
                                       
            _3.1.c-1.8.7 Start of Reign
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             A Referendum majority can start up the King's office.
.
.              Reasoning. When it is needed, start it. Now the
.              Constitution can be set in either without King or with
.              King mode when it is first being used. Referendum as in
.              how it is run normally, so with abstentions filled in,
.              see Article 3.1.b, Referendum.
                                       
                                       
            _3.1.c-1.8.8 King Income
             The Head of State, King or Queen, receives a monthly income an
             equal amount of times the average monthly income as the amount
             of times for maximum wealth in Article 8.2.a-8, Capital 
             Monopoly. It is also awarded the use of wealth no less then
             four (4) times the Constitutional maximum, payed for by the 
             Government, which is not counted as personal wealth. The King or 
             Queen may privately own one third more then allowed for non 
             Royalty, until its death and regardless of Royal status.
.
.              Reasoning. See Article 3.1.c-1.8, King Elect.
                                       
                                       
            _3.1.c-1.8.9 King Election, fraud
             From the start of the day of a new King, any procedural errors 
             or fraud in electing the Electoral Committee are only punishable 
             to the perpetrators, and do no longer influence in any way the 
             authority of the result.

             Persons who intentionally claim to have a significantly 
             different age then their true age are retired from the Electoral 
             Committee.
.
.              Reasoning. Is meant to undermine attempts by (cunning)
.              people, who intentionally commit fraud and then let this be
.              known, in an effort to undermine the authority of the King.
.              I suggest such people be punished severely, for instance
.              putting them on tasteless food for one year, and taking from
.              them all their possessions except the legal minimum everyone 
.              has, potentially banishing them from the Nation. This show of
.              outrage would help the authority of the King despite a
.              questionable procedure. In this case: there is no way of
.              knowing for absolutely certain what other voters would have 
.              done, had there been no fraud; things may very well have gone
.              different, with the same end result. The law here says: we
.              should assume that things would have gone differently with
.              the same result, because if not, we're undermining the
.              King stability, which is very bad because the King is meant
.              to provide it. It has to be taken out on the perpetrators,
.              assuming that's not the King or EC members themselves, to
.              compensate that it can't be taken out on the idea that another
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.              person might have been King or EC members. Severe punishment

.              would in turn deter potential fraud. This fraud classifies

.              as an attack on the King, and therefore on the Nation, which

.              makes banishment a fitting kind of punishment (after the year

.              on water and dry bread - health permitting). If the King itself

.              or EC members themselves have committed fraud, it will be a

.              problematic case for the supreme law court. In such a case,

.              if proven beyond doubt, there can be no question that the

.              King and EC members have to be removed from office, so as not

.              to tarnish the office of King. A guilty King is even worse then 

.              a tarnished King, the office of King being above the King:

.              because the Law creates the office, and the Constitutional Law

.              is above the King. However, given a grand demand for King rule

.              of that particular King, the will of the People may even go

.              above the Law, because that is the Law per the first article:

.              see Article 1.1.a, Power. This is to protect the People 

.              from a detached judiciary, conspiring against the particular

.              King. It is this kind of potentially problematic decisions that

.              means the supreme Law Court (see Article 3.2.a-3.5, Supreme Law

.              Court) will probably assume jurisdiction in the case. Above

.              that jurisdiction stands, predictably, the actions of the

.              Majority of the People, which are conditions beyond any

.              law, though legalized under this Constitution, even if it

.              is not capable of making it illegal. ``Punishable to the

.              perpetrators'' gives room to demote a EC member or King, as

.              that would be a punishment. This would also conform to the

.              rule that liars are retired from Government: see Article

.              3.1.c-3, Public Government.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.c-2 Decisions
     The elected Government comprises delegates who decide by majority,
     unless the condition of Article 1.4.a, King Rule has been met.  
.
.      Reasoning. The Government can have all kinds of forms, but it
.      should not be `winner takes all' because this has proven to be
.      a system that breeds a closed government controlled by only
.      one centrist party, preventing new groups from entering.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.c-3 Public Government
     All proceedings of Government are public. Elected officials who keep
     secrets from the Public are guilty of treason and are retired from
     Government.
.     
.      Reasoning. If they are not public, the Government is not democratic,
.      but acts as a club of privileged people pretending to form a
.      government. Secret Government is hard to defeat, it should therefore
.      carry heavy penalties.
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        _3.1.c-3.1 Public Government, finance
         All movements of money and the reasoning for that movement by
         financial service groups (see Article 8.2.a-5, Investment service 
         group) are published and readily accessible to the public,
         including the amount, the recipient and the origin.
.  
.          Reasoning. The public needs casual and continual updated information
.          about all financial acts of the government, unless the amount of
.          money is not significant and would therefore needlessly harm a
.          person's privacy. Seeing these financial acts and their reasoning
.          provides the public with a way to verify what the government is
.          doing. The information needs to be published continuously, so that
.          interested researchers can look into the acts of government without
.          the government knowing whether someone is investigating. The
.          "movements of money" regarding housekeeping of the service group
.          itself (coffee/tea, etc) does not need to be published. These
.          payments can be routed through the Government housekeeping system,
.          and therefore not be regarded as by the finance service group.
.          This also establishes a wall between these types of payments.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.c-4 Structure
     The elected delegates elect a smaller Council from between them,
     if their number is impractically large. That smaller Council
     does not again elect a yet smaller group of leaders.
.
.      Reasoning. To elect many delegates means the delegates can have
.      close ties with their constituency, but means that the size of
.      the Government can become impractically large. For practical reasons
.      it will have to be trimmed. However once a group of practical size
.      has been reached, they can make decisions through debate and voting,
.      overseen by their housekeeper who maintains discipline. That is 
.      enough, it should work. The person who chairs the meeting fulfills
.      the role of the single focus already, there is no need to contract
.      government into yet fewer persons for discipline and coherency.
.      The danger is that a few people may try to pull in all the power in
.      the council, by suggesting they are to become the official leaders.
.      Instead the best suggestions are to be the leaders, and if someone
.      is very capable, then its proposals would simply make it more often
.      then those of others. If delegates choose not to show up at meetings,
.      the council would become smaller. That is not the same thing as 
.      electing leaders in the council, if delegates are not interested
.      then let them stay away. This way the Council would react dynamically
.      to the degree it is needed to make decisions. When there is little
.      need, though the Council may have 50 members, perhaps only 5 do the
.      day to day work when nobody else shows up. When there is a lot of
.      work and interest, most could show up. Presumably the people who
.      do not show up are ignored during votes, they could still show up
.      later and in case of disagreement with previous decisions undo them.



Chapter 3 law reasoning    23  /  F

                                       
                                       
        _3.1.c-4.1 New Government
         The elected delegates can elect a new Government at any moment.
.
.          Reasoning. The Government has to remain in line with the
.          elected delegates. If it isn't and the time for re-election
.          hasn't come, the problem can be solved by electing a new
.          Government.
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.c-4.2 New Government, limit
         The elected delegates can only elect a new Government .[3].. times,
         if they want to elect yet another Government after said number
         of times, a general election electing new delegates is called for.
.
.          Reasoning. Since the Government can fall so easily, it is more
.          efficient if the elected delegates can re-elect a new Government
.          quickly. The Government can fall quickly, re-electing by the
.          delegates alone for a fixed maximum amount of times means that
.          the Government is punished, without causing too much cost to
.          society by forcing complete re-election. It is like a two stage
.          break, Government can be slowed or halted. See Article 3.1.e-3,
.          Public Consultancy, Government limit.
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.c-4.3 New Government, delegates
         Delegates that have been elected by a limited group can be
         replaced at any moment by this limited group through valid voting
         procedure.
.
.          Reasoning. When a voting procedure is set up so that defined
.          groups such as territories, companies, trades or self organized
.          groups elect their delegate, such a procedure awards close
.          contact between delegate and actual individual people. To make
.          best use of this in enhancing democracy, the delegate is to be
.          subjected to the pressure of casual replacement at any
.          moment. When a delegate can only be replaced every so many
.          years, past mistakes tend not to be punished and a delegate tends
.          to "play nice" shortly before election. This stimulates the wrong
.          kind of people to hold on to power. When delegates get elected
.          into `further' bodies, they are both elected by their voters
.          block, and a voters block of delegates. Both groups can replace
.          their delegate at will, which means dual liability for further
.          body representatives. More power, more liability. Should be 
.          noted that high profile politicians will tend to find a new
.          block of voters or delegates that want to elect them, which
.          reflects their popularity and therefore is justified. When
.          multiple people want to be delegates, they can propose they
.          are on a rotation list with their voters block, so that the
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.          voters elect every so many time the next on the list. This may

.          just be done because it is fun to do, so why not, it makes the

.          link between People and Government closer, and a solution for

.          competition for delegate position in a voter block: time sharing.
                                       
        _3.1.c-4.4 New Government, deputies
         A Voter Group (see Article 3.1.d, People Government) may have one 
         Deputy Delegate, who may participate in Councils on behalf of and
         under direction by the Delegate. Only that Deputy Delegate can
         be additionally elected as a Deputy Delegate to a further Council
         by the same voters whom elected that Delegate to that Council. 
.
.          Reasoning. See: Amendment 26: Deputy Delegate, "The loss of
.          local representation by further council election" in
.          240+ Constitution The deputies seem important to the stability
.          of the system, also during the starting phases. Therefore this
.          amendment has been pulled into the "239 Constitution," for earlier
.          use in the Ratification process.
                                         

    _3.1.c-5 Delegate Compensation
     From no to reasonable Compensation for once elected Delegates is
     decided upon by Referendum (see Article 3.1.b, Referendum). 

     Further Councils may receive money for personal compensation to their
     elected Delegates, if described in law (see 3.1.d-3 Further Government Body). 
.
.          Reasoning. (Sat Mar  4 05:36:35 UTC 2017)
.          The logic of this law is to take away the power to award money
.          to themselves. The once elected Delegates their income, if any,
.          is decided upon by the People at large, although still
.          abstention adjusted (Referendum 3.1.b). This is meant in a way
.          that it can be a detailed law that is being ratified, rather
.          then merely a number. The reason to do it this way is that the
.          experiences may vary. Some once elected Councils might be
.          fairly casual requiring no compensation, while others might
.          be working so many hours that it cannot be maintained unless
.          they are being fully compensated. A larger workload is more
.          likely if there are fewer voters in the population. The word
.          'reasonable' allows for a court case against excesses that may
.          have occured, also where it concerns the danger that the
.          Delegates manage to pass a law that is unreasonably compensating

http://www.law4.org/constitution.html#further.government.body
http://www.law4.org/constitution.html#further.government.body
http://www.law4.org/constitution.html#3.1.d-3
http://www.law4.org/constitution.html#referendum
http://www.law4.org/law-extended.html#amendment_deputy-delegate
http://www.law4.org/constitution.html#people.government
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.          them, despite it being a Referendum ratified decision. If 

.          compensation where to be determined by Constitutional law, to

.          adjust it would take at least 5 years. If there are problems,

.          that time period seems to be too long for something as critical

.          as the Government.

.          

.          Since the overwhelming amount of Delegates are of the once

.          elected voluntary type, they have the overwhelming power

.          relative to the twice elected further Council type of Delegate

.          to ratify or reject a law describing the Compensation for the

.          twice elected Delegates, see 3.1.d-2.2 Council Law Making

.

.          See amendment 13              

                                       
        _3.1.c-5.1 Delegate Compensation, Council
         All Councils may receive money to spend on the cost of
         maintaining the Council itself in similar comfort as generally
         enjoyed, as described in law.  
.      
.          Reasoning. Generally enjoyed refers to the people as a
.          whole, something like what the bulk (median if you prefer) of
.          the people are enjoying in terms of creature comforts. This
.          refers to things such as: proper buildings and seating
.          arrangements, a drink on the table, but can under current (2016)
.          conditions easily extend to a lunch and/or dinner in case a
.          lot of hours of work have been put in by the Delegates. The
.          reason to describe it in law is because corruption is always
.          around the corner, and there is a sliding scale between would
.          could be adequate, more then adequate, and unacceptable, which
.          is difficult to guess when one is in the situation to award
.          oneself luxuries out of the public moneys. Is a repaired
.          bike fair, if the tire ran flat while doing Council work
.          ? Perhaps so, but how about a new bike ? How about a new car,
.          or a private helicopter at the ready ? It seems wise to have
.          a public discussion and mince an agreement somewhere. Then
.          those who are overly stringent with themselves can also enjoy
.          things that they have a right to.
.
.          Note that the law describes a flow of money to the Council by
.          name, more or less implying that this money is named and
.          earmarked for the purpose. It suggests a Council cannot

http://www.law4.org/law-extended.html#amendment_salary-budget
http://www.law4.org/constitution.html#council.law.making
http://www.law4.org/constitution.html#3.1.d-2.2
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.          take money out of its budget for public spending for its

.          own personal pleasure. It does not seem excessive to roughly

.          define these things in a Constitution, because a Constitution

.          is a law that the People in General levy against the Government,

.          and it cannot be expected that when an authority may favor itself

.          with its own authority that they will freely refrain from doing so.

.          Indeed the history on this topic speaks for itself. The Delegates

.          already have perhaps too much of a say under these laws about

.          their own incomes and comforts, however this topic is overall

.          complicated and susceptable to regional and era differences.

.          To describe everything in the necessary detail is unfit for a

.          Constitution.

.

.          See amendment 13 
                                  

                                       
                                       
_3.1.d People Government
 One group of adults assemble out of their own initiative.
 Once they have chosen from between them a vote block housekeeper
 that is responsible for correct voter registration and verification, 
 they are allowed to have one representative, which can be anyone in
 or out of that block, except their vote block housekeeper. The People
 or in their  absence the Country Council decide on the minimum size of
 a voter group.

 The minimum size for a voter group is: ..50 persons.
. 
.  Reasoning. This system of Government is meant to put Government and
.  the People so close together that they become indistinguishable.
.  When voters vote per quite small block, everyone, however humble
.  of nature, has a real chance to be selected for representative.
.  This would be completely out of the question in case of a national
.  ballot and career politicians. The main problem with government
.  is corruption and it becoming a separate class, the problem is not
.  that making decisions is in any way difficult or unattainable with
.  sufficient advice. Making decisions is a prerequisite for learning,
.  therefore making decisions should be given to the people, particularly
.  the ones having a tendency to make mistakes. Such mistakes will not
.  happen easily anyway, because of the systems that glue popular
.  opinion to what the Government can do. A mistake will be carried by
.  the majority.
.
.  This set-up may seem difficult at first, where as a simple human
.  being does one gather up another 99 to vote someone in power ? In
.  practice there are already numerous kinds of organizations in society,

http://www.law4.org/law-extended.html#amendment_salary-budget
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.  if for no other reason then that we'd all starve to dead if we didn't

.  cooperate. These organizations easily assemble several tens of people

.  with similar interests, who can then join up with other such people

.  to elect someone to look out for their interests and stability of

.  society in general. From the political side, a political will is not

.  expressed only as a political party, but it can also be expressed as

.  joining together as many groups of 100 people as possible, so as to

.  improve political power for that group. When things go wrong, people

.  start being interested in solving a problem, they start organizing

.  voter groups. Also, when an individual wants power, he may lobby

.  people to form a group, and others to follow its lead to form yet

.  more groups to vote for representatives that agree with this person.

.  Political power would depend on the ability to bring people together

.  (for good or bad, though), which does sound rather nice doesn't

.  it. Since bringing together people would be based on affinity since

.  these would vote for a certain representative or common interest, it

.  is likely the political system would bring the same kind of people,

.  who might then share between them more then just voting.

.

.  During an enactment of the Constitution: when it is enacted by a

.  formed Country Council, it can be said that the People are at first

.  absent, or that their support is not specific yet to every detail.

.  This should leave some room to play with the group size until it

.  works during the beginning time. Later, and if support remains,

.  or if there is a formal ratification vote from the People, then

.  the number here probably represents the People. Alternatively: if

.  it is felt better to have this or any other variables under the

.  power of the Government, the Constitution can be enacted without

.  these numbers. These numbers can then be filled back in by Government

.  decision, and changed at any moment. The number could then say:

.  `to be determined, see there/there for current value.'

.

.. Updated (ammended) wo jan 25 12:09:54 UTC 2012:

.  Housekeeper and delegate of a voter-group: same person or not

.  

.  It is probably in general better that the housekeeper of a

.  voter-block, and its delegate are not the same person. That way

.  power in the voter-block is spread around more, the housekeeper acts

.  as an anker inside the voter-block away from the political issues,

.  as a bulwark against the possible rethoric (demagoguery) from the

.  delegate when in debate with its own voter-block. Another problem is

.  that a delegate who is also the housekeeper of its voter-block can

.  become intoxicated with its own power, and therefore may develop a

.  tendency to behave less decently in the councils, causing unneccesary

.  frictions. The voters in that block may on the other hand cower from

.  the delegate, turning the power relations between the voter block

.  and delegate upside down (the voter-block should rule the delegate.)

.  The proposed law however says: (see above).

.  

.  They can elect "anyone in or out of that block," hence this also
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.  includes the housekeeper. This problem is probably an oversight, I

.  did mean it as two different persons. On the other hand one may ask:

.  what right does any law have to minutely detail what a relatively

.  small group of only 50 persons do, how they want to organize

.  themselves ?  Perhaps this should stay a recommendation in that case.

.  

.  Propose to add to this law 3.1.d: "The housekeeper and the delegate

.  of the voter-block are not the same person." To prevent people first

.  selecting a house-keeper and then electing that houskeeper also as

.  delegate, arguing that from that point on it has lost its housekeeper

.  role - which seems a reasonable interpretation of the law in that case,

.  it is changed by adding: ", except their vote block housekeeper."

.  That should add a neutrality to the housekeeper during the voting 

.  procedure, it secures it more firmly into its role as servicing the

.  voter block, and in its role as a contra-balance to the chosen delegate.

.. End ammendment.
                                                    
                                       
    _3.1.d-1 Government Body, minimum size
     The minimum size for a Government body is 50 delegates. 49 Delegates
     or more, and 1 delegate elected council housekeeper by the council.
.
.      Reasoning. It is important that representative bodies maintain
.      an element of mass, so to ensure a reasonable copy of the make
.      up of the people and their will. Larger size makes it more
.      difficult to make secret policy.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.d-2 Closest Government Body
     The delegates assemble into groups determined by their own majority.
     They are to mutually accept a joining with delegates who are unable to
     form a legal council because of lack of delegates, see Article
     3.1.d-1, Government Body, minimum size.

     They choose from between them a council housekeeper that is chairing
     meetings, is responsible for information distribution, overseeing
     the vote block housekeepers that elect delegates, but has no vote right
     in the council. They then takes a vote on whether the Council is with
     too many, and if so how to deal with it.
     
     After the size problem - if any - is resolved, and the Council has
     determined a name for itself by agreeing that a majority has been
     reached for a certain name, it can make decisions in that name, by
     majority, within the context of the Constitution. Then the agenda is
     set, conforming to Article 3.1.d-2.1, Council Agenda.
.
.      Reasoning. The housekeeper is necessary to maintain stability,
.      and it must not itself become all powerful therefore it loses
.      its vote right. The geographical nature is practical, otherwise
.      chaos would result quickly from impossibility to determine
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.      jurisdiction, and cooperation tends to be simpler when people are

.      close enough to see each other regularly. The `context of the

.      Constitution' part, is to point at certain rules that limit the

.      power of Government and that places certain demands on Government.

.      Such as that it can not change the Constitution by vote, that it

.      must consult the People, respect referendums, comply with certain

.      war/peace protocols, etc.

.  

.      In case interest in partaking in Government is very low, the Government

.      would be sparse in its number of delegates, with few and far between

.      councils. In principle this is not a problem. The minimum of 50

.      council members would make every council stretch its influence over

.      a larger and larger area. It is not the case that the councils are

.      based on clumps of houses such as villages or cities, they're based

.      primarily on assembling 50 delegates or more. If in a city there

.      are only 30 delegates because only 3000 people united for voting,

.      they'd not have a 30 delegate Government body, but would need to

.      join up with neighboring towns until reaching 50 delegates, and rule

.      over the combined geographic area. If a rural area feels oppressed by

.      cities, they could form groups until reaching 50 delegates, and have

.      their completely rural councils. In case this isolates a group with

.      too few voters to form a council, the council would be forced into

.      other councils, where it presumably could form a minority, hence the

.      accepting councils should not be bothered extremely. This will make it

.      not unlikely that the existence of councils and Government would change

.      in time dynamically, as it is depending on how many people partake

.      in voting, and also on how the delegates assemble themselves in

.      groups. This certainly ensures there is always some Government,

.      unless in the entire country there are less then 5000 voters, in which

.      case there is no legal Government under this Constitution. Presumably

.      by the time there are that few voters, there is no clear need for

.      a Government, and having none is what the people want. At any moment

.      a working Government could come into being, though, to determine an

.      issue, since voting and support for the Constitution are different

.      issues.

.

.      The reasons for demanding a name for the Council itself is besides

.      practical, to give the Council a sense of responsibility for keeping

.      this name in good standing. The council determined its own name,

.      hence the existence of this council is their mutual work, for which

.      performance (in the public eye) they become personally responsible.

.      Making a name for themselves is also the first test of procedure

.      in the Council. Since the first issue is more or less procedural,

.      any delegate partaking would lose its natural right to step out of

.      the Council during subsequent debates/votes and blame it on the

.      organization of the Council itself. The naming issue establishes

.      the housekeeper as in control, giving it precedent and experience

.      to handle more sensitive problems. The fact that there must be

.      agreement that a majority had been reached, and not just to declare

.      a name after the first majority ignoring the minority, means that
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.      everyone is ending the naming procedure positively, minorities may

.      lose a game but are not ignored in the mutual effort that is the body.

.      People who disagree with the establishment of the majority itself, are

.      in contradiction with the obvious procedures of the council itself.

.      There would be a vote on the name, and perhaps 60% votes for a name

.      and 40% for another name. When the 40% acknowledges the 60% majority,

.      the name is accepted by accepting majority rule procedure rules over

.      the minority, setting precedent for proper procedure.  If they do not

.      want to acknowledge the 60% majority, perhaps they have a valid reason

.      to doubt the count and have a right to demand a better procedure

.      for voting. If not, they may want to consider stepping out of the

.      Council before they implicate themselves in it, because it would be

.      their last opportunity not to assume responsibility for it. If they

.      do not step out after disagreeing with the majority rule procedure,

.      they have apparently accepted it.

.

.      After these things are done, the council is operable: it has an

.      experienced housekeeper, majority rule has precedence and acceptance,

.      it can sign its decisions with its name and be referred to by the

.      public, it has a place where it has convened. It became a council

.      when the delegates were capable of electing a housekeeper without

.      breaking up, this council past its exam to make decisions by making

.      a name for itself. When multiple councils pass their exam in one area,

.      all of which claim to speak over that same area, the councils either

.      merge, or retract themselves to different areas. That means there

.      needs to be no holding back when making councils, there is no

.      central coordination needed. Just make the councils and when someone

.      else also does so, there really is no conflict, but an opportunity

.      to work together. It is great if people take the responsibility to

.      create councils through proper procedure, standing fully in their

.      Constitutional rights. Councils can also be created when there is

.      already another Council known in the area, because once there is

.      valid voting procedure and enough delegates, they automatically have

.      the right to establish themselves over their area. The whole

.      council governance is dynamic, the governing bodies can really

.      change from hour to hour, and it would all be legal as long as

.      the votes were valid. To the degree this produces problems, the

.      courts settle legal disputes, and the country council settles

.      inter council problems, which by definition are not local problems

.      since they involve multiple local councils. They would then have

.      a certain right to say something about it, which can be enforced

.      through the courts who must uphold the Constitution, in which it

.      says the country council decides in country-wide problems.

.

.      See also: Article 3.4.a, Local Space, Article 3.4.b, National 

.      Space and Article 3.1.d-6, Ministries.

.

.      Dealing with over-crowding: split up into multiple area Councils,

.      the closest body elects a further body, a further body (see Article

.      3.1.d-3, Further Government Body), requests larger vote blocks of
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.      delegates in the closest body on which it is based.
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.d-2.1 Council Agenda
         Unless emergency, issues are set on the agenda at least 7
         days prior.
.
.          Reasoning. For this bottom-up democracy to work, transparency
.          and predictability are essential. Some delegates may only be
.          part-time delegates, having a week's notice means they don't
.          need to be in the council every day to keep an eye on things,
.          so that not suddenly something is discussed they would want to
.          be part of. The same is true for the public. With ample warning,
.          the quality of discussion could also improve, and people who
.          feel a need have time to give advice and prepare. If the
.          councils are run from moment to moment, pretty soon nobody
.          except a few professionals know what is really going on. That
.          would erode the standing of Government, and its mandate. Making
.          it Constitutional Law means people can rest assured that if
.          they look once a week on the Agenda, they know what is going
.          on, and can undo decisions that do not conform. Brings air and
.          relaxation.
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.d-2.2 Council Law Making
         Debates and decisions on new Law are set on the agenda at least 
         two months prior. A new Law comes into force not sooner then two
         months after it has been both voted into the Law, and the result has
         been published widely.

        Every law made by a further council, including the Country 
        Council, must be explicitly approved by a majority of the 
        delegates which are represented in that council by a public vote.
.
.          Reasoning. Changing the Law is an extremely serious 
.          business, it is as if one were to make an infinite decisions
.          all with one decision. Secondly, changing the Law changes
.          everything, so everyone will have to know what laws are
.          going to be discussed and have a realistic chance to find
.          out in time, and everyone will need to have plenty of warning
.          before a new law becomes effective. There must also be a time
.          frame large enough to nullify the decision, through one of
.          the control powers of the People. With adequate delay, there
.          is also time for court cases prior to something becoming
.          Law, and there is time for people to flee. The issue of
.          whether to discuss an issue of Law, new law, how the agenda
.          itself should be set, can obviously not be part of the
.          obligation, since that would mean no Law could ever be
.          discussed and voted upon. The issue of setting the agenda
.          will potentially involve some rudimentary discussion on
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.          the subject, to establish whether there is use for a debate.

.          This would have to be tolerated only to the degree it does

.          not deprive the people of their warning-time, to be present,

.          and only to the degree necessary to prove there is a need

.          for a point on the agenda..

.

..         Updated (ammended) Mon Oct  8 12:19:03 UTC 2012

.

.                           Separation of power: law maker

.

.          In this system as proposed the Country Council can make

.          laws under the Constitution, but can not change the

.          Constitution without having a public Referendum. There

.          is a longer waiting period for a law to come into effect,

.          which is hoped to mean that the system will have time to

.          block bad laws.

.          

.          It is easy however to separate the law making power from

.          the budgetting and ministerial powers of the Government

.          ('executive power') by simply adding a Constitutional

.          law saying:

.              

.            Every law made by a further council, including the Country

.            Council, must be explicitly approved by a majority of the

.            delegates which are represented in that council by a public vote.

.          

.          The benefit of this is that it becomes harder for

.          the councils to push through laws while 'the people'

.          in general are lazy or not interested.  It forces

.          the directly elected delegates to lend their name

.          to the law, to come out of any sleep they are in and

.          vote. Historically it has seemed to be a good idea to

.          separate the law maker from the executive branch, which

.          is something that is usually not contested. Because of the

.          proximity to the people of the directly elected delegates

.          in this system, and the seperation they therefore have

.          from the Country Council, such a Constitutional law

.          which demands the directly elected delegates to vote on

.          each proposal of law by the further councils (Country,

.          Provincial and other twice elected councils) would

.          probably mean that the law making power and the executive

.          power are more separated then they have usually been under

.          the parliamentary systems which have so far attempted to

.          separate the executive and law making powers. If there

.          is any good to expect from this separation of powers,

.          which there probably is despite earlier arguments here

.          to the contrary (claiming that a law is merely a more

.          powerful general decision and hence law making and general

.          budget and ministerial directives could be made by the

.          same group to be more in harmony that way), then they
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.          may come out better under this model of Government then

.          those of previous decades & centuries.

.          

.          Since caution is the greatest concern in relation to

.          Constitutions and their job of enslaving the Government

.          and constraining their members from abusing their power, I

.          would personally think (on second thought) that separating

.          these powers this way is probably a safer way to do it.

.          (It seems reasonable to simply add these new lines to the

.           above law.) The nation and supreme Judges will have to watch

.          out for games by a corrupting Government to the effect of 

.          re-labeling what effectively is 'law' to avoid this duty.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.d-3 Further Government Body
     The delegates can assemble out of their own initiative into at least
     10 blocks, each block allowed to send a representative that is already
      in their block. 

     Each delegate block elects a delegate block housekeeper, and may also 
      elect a Deputy representative from within their block.      

     The Further Government Body, a policy decision council, is organized in
     the same way as the Closest Government Body, see Article 3.1.d-2,
     Closest Government Body.
.
.      Reasoning. Closest bodies based on 1% of the people can get large
.      quickly, therefore it is practical that they elect a further body
.      and leave day-to-day matters to that body. The closest delegates
.      can then go back to other activities and only use their power in
.      a verification function, incidentally when things are going wrong.
.      The closest body has the true power, it gives it by proxy to a
.      group of more practical size. Council is an other word for Government
.      decision making body.
.
.      The set up proposed here only has a local Government and a national
.      Government, no explicit intermediate layers. The delegates can 
.      however decide to assemble over an area of any size larger then
.      minimum amount of delegates, they would simply elect a Further Body
.      if the size of the delegates group becomes too large. Hence the
.      local Government may rule local power over an area of a large
.      size. Then as a power of the local Government, it can establish
.      Ministries Article 3.1.d-6, Ministries, which can for instance
.      be given the task of local Government in some smaller area. These
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.      Ministries can have a locally elected Management again, turning them 

.      into a local representative Government which does not have to conform

.      to the rules of Councils. This would be a top-down approach to

.      area Government.

.

.      The reason not to demand mid-level management is because it

.      seems to get too confusing for bottom-up democracy. If there are

.      all kinds of layers, it gets confusing very quickly. Now there

.      are only two layers: local an national, but it is flexible enough

.      to create varies kinds of mid-level management dynamically, so

.      that when there is an actually good reason it can be created

.      dynamically.

.

.      Further body delegates can be ejected by their vote-block, but

.      can stand in another vote-block, which can then swap their

.      representative. When the again elected delegate finds a vote

.      block of closest council delegates that wishes to put that delegate

.      in the further body from which it was just removed, it would

.      again become a delegate in that further body. This means widely

.      popular delegates will have a significant chance to maintain

.      their position, independent of their original voter block. They

.      could boot-strap themselves to the same position, using a different

.      ladder. A delegate may decide it is under inappropriate pressure

.      from its vote-block, which is the good part of this. A delegate

.      may also be able to fool the general public but not its vote own

.      block for long, which can be the problem part.

.

.      It seems wise that the delegate block appoints one housekeeper,

.      because that gives it structure and stability. It is a point of

.      contact for the delegates. The same applies for the deputy delegate

.      as argued elsewhere. The overall structure of this is similar

.      to a voter-group, so that the familiarity increases the stability.                                      

                                       
    _3.1.d-4 Advice Council
     Council delegates can elect Advice Councils given specified
     issues to advice on. The Advice Council issues the same advice
     to Government and the People. Anyone can be elected into an Advice
     Council.
.
.      Reasoning. This is a way to get expert advice into Government,
.      without giving these experts any executive power. They can only
.      advice and hope for the best. They are forced to give Government
.      the same information and the People. When Government is overrun
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.      by people with best intentions but lack of understanding, the

.      advice council is a great way to get some rationality into

.      government decisions without that threatening the balance of

.      power. In theory an advice council could become powerful

.      if all its advice is followed, yet the moment it goes wrong it

.      only hangs on the string of good will and belief of the People's

.      Government. This precarious position would stimulate the advice

.      council to stay on course, and it would not be much of an

.      attractive place for corrupt people - there is no real power in it.

.      This set up can make it easier for the real experts to have the

.      influence (platform, funding) they deserve.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.d-5 Country Council
     All closest representative bodies divide into 50 geographic
     blocks of equal numbers of voters, each block sends one delegate
     to form the Country Council. 
 
     The Country Council is organized in the same way as the Closest
     Government Body, see Article 3.1.d-2, Closest Government Body.
.     
.      Reasoning. An efficient way. But one geography can not vote,
.      as it would give the housekeeper, without which there is no
.      country council. This should inspire the country council to
.      look beyond the needs of their region and to the needs of
.      the whole country. That is why they are there, to provide for
.      an overall view, not only to lobby just for their region. The
.      housekeeper position can be made to rotate if that seems useful.
.      It will be a good idea that one region is responsible for the
.      integrity of the country council itself, in a way the hand that
.      lifts the country council high enough so it can do its work.
.      A well functioning country council then reflects positively on
.      the area giving the housekeeper, the interest of that area
.      becoming the well functioning of the council itself. An 
.      interesting twist is to let the country council meet by
.      rotation in the different regions. It could for instance go
.      to the next region every year or 4 years, lottery deciding where 
.      to go next, thus giving more informed and equitable coverage to
.      the whole country.
.
.      The Country Council is the body which oversees the entire country,
.      territorially it is oversees the largest area. When the Country
.      Council wants a mid-level government layer, it can create
.      Ministries that focus on a specific area, just as the local
.      Government can also do. That would provide for a mid-level
.      Government flowing from the Country Council, applied where
.      needed. Such mid-level Government would have its authority
.      flowing from the Country Council, and hence have a legal
.      status accordingly, see Article 3.1.d-2, Closest Government Body,  
.      Article 3.1.d-6, Ministries, Article 3.4.a, Local Space and
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.      Article 3.4.b, National Space.
                                           
                                           
        _3.1.d-5.1 Country Council, Constitution
         The Country council maintains and repairs the Constitution.
.    
.          Reasoning. The coherency of a country relies on its law. If
.          local Governments wish to implement novel contra-Constitution
.          laws, they may wish to consider breaking away and forming
.          their own sovereignty. When local Governments want to go their
.          own way, then do it for real and not create some kind of 
.          chaotic and diffuse law situation; do it, or don't. This way
.          the People know what they have.
                                           
                                           
        _3.1.d-5.2 Country Council, Currency
         The Country Council maintains the currency of the country.
.    
.          Reasoning. The currency is a constant throughout the area 
.          assembled in the Country Council. The maintenance of the 
.          currency is a major power point in a country, its potential 
.          influence internal in the country is great. Making currency 
.          policy is what gives the Country Council a source of real power,
.          lifting it above a mere area advice council. In practical terms 
.          a currency defines a country. The article leaves open the 
.          possibility of currency union with other nations, but fixes 
.          the responsibility of such a union and the continuation of 
.          it in the Country Council. The Country Council can at any 
.          time step out of such a union..
.
..         Updated (ammended) wo jan 25 11:54:05 UTC 2012:
.          The above commentary on this law is incorrect: the article
.          does not allow a currency union because in a currency
.          union the Country Council is no longer maintaining the
.          currency. An international currency union also breaks other
.          laws of national Sovereignty in this system. Currency union
.          was never envisioned in this system, but the idea left
.          open to make this Constitution less defined and appealing
.          to people who want currency unions (in particular between
.          extremely small nations.) See also the sheet 1 "A better
.          Future ?" quote ''(not global) currency,'' which was
.          inspired on this thought also. No currency unions are
.          envisioned to work or exist in this system.
.
.          To future Imperialists:
.          Where greater union is desired: unite the nations outright 
.          - but why; Imperial lusts getting the better of the people again ?
.          Give up the lust for domination and menacing other nations,
.          so that you won't be pressed with your face in the dirt.
.          Empires (+- 60 million persons and more ?) seem doomed; perhaps
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.          even nations, but to a lesser extend. When a Kingdom (+- 5 to 27

.          million persons?) falls, it falls with less dire concequences

.          then an Empire, getting to their legs again easier. Trade over

.          the border fairly, and give up the domination obsession, which

.          is an obsession that leads to nothing. Isn't that why nations

.          unite: to menace, destroy and loot a third, and then a fourth ?

..         End ammendment.         
                                           
                                           
        _3.1.d-5.3 Country Council, Core
         The Country Council is the core Government of a country. It 
         does not submit itself to the rule of other bodies, neither 
         internal in the country, neither external from other countries,
         and neither external rising from a coalition of some or all 
         other countries. The Country Council denies its own resources 
         to come under direction of management bodies in whole or
         partially external to the Country. It retains direct executive
         control over its own resources, which do not include independent
         companies, within the context of the Constitution.
.    
.          Reasoning. This is already implicit in that the assembly 
.          can not exceed a set number of people, see Article 1.2.a,
.          Territory, and in that the country is and remains sovereign.
.          However it seems useful to spell it out in bold detail, so as
.          to deny international scheming, plotting by politicians seeking
.          to attain new levels of power. The government can neither submit
.          itself, nor parts of the country, to international management
.          bodies. If there are international cooperative efforts, the
.          Government has to maintain a direct line of command to its own
.          resources. Independent companies are excluded from the rule, the
.          point is not to put everything under Government direction, but to
.          maintain the Government as sovereign in its territory.
                                           
                                           
        _3.1.d-5.4 Country Council, Local Law
         The Country Council determines by Law the bounds for creating
         Local Law by Local Authorities.
.
.          Reasoning. The Country Council is responsible for the
.          coherency of the Country. If it can decide by executive order
.          which law is or is not - at its pleasure - permissible locally,
.          it would practically take over local Governments. If it has
.          to create Laws, which afford some additional time constraints,
.          there exist a pressure to be (more) equitable about these bounds.
.          If the Country Council does not set any bounds at all, then
.          the Local Government may explore how far it can go, which is
.          presumably up to the limits of the Constitutional obligations.
.          This may produce high differences in Law between regions. That
.          is in itself not necessarily a problem, however it could make
.          the country incoherent and unworkable. The Country Council is
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.          responsible for the nation-level problems, however local law

.          is in principle a local issue. This article gives the CC the

.          leverage to maintain a coherent Country. It could say that Local

.          Governments have zero room to make Local Law, or that it could

.          make any Law compatible with the Constitution.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.d-6 Ministries
     Policy decision Councils form Ministries - subordinate organizations
     that handle Government tasks - when needed. The ministries can be
     organized along the lines of a Monopoly Sector Service Group, see
     subarticles under Article 5.1.c, Service Group.
.
.      Reasoning. Point being the Council makes the ministries and
.      administers them, the Council does not first elect a yet further
.      and minute top body or top Leader, who then appoints ministers
.      to oversee ministries subordinate first to the Leader and then
.      controlled by the Council. In such a set up the executive power
.      would be concentrated yet one step further, above the Council.
.      The set up here proposed keeps the Council in the highest position
.      above the ministries, it handles executive power directly. The
.      control function that a Council that first elects a leader has,
.      is in this proposal fulfilled by the closest Government body and/or
.      the People. The Council is the executive. When there is disagreement
.      between Council members, majority rules, if there are continued
.      disagreement that somehow can't be solved: go to Justice. Ministries
.      do not only exist on the National level, local Governments would
.      create local Ministries to handle their tasks.
                                       
                                       
        _3.1.d-6.1 Ministries, Distributed
         Ministries are distributed throughout the area of Governance.
.
.          Reasoning. The Government concentrates income from taxes
.          from the entire are of Governance, it is only fair that the
.          additional employment this brings is distributed back into all 
.          communities. Distribution of Ministries would also mean 
.          distribution of Power to different areas, so they can all get
.          hold of a part of Government. The distance between councils
.          and Ministries should make Government a more formal business,
.          more transparent for the Public, more structured by rules and
.          less `smoky back room' policy making. When there is a
.          distance between varies important Ministries, Communications
.          should be more formal, this could reduce corruption.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.d-7 Immediate representation
     Whenever a representation becomes legal at the moment of assembly
     of voters in a new block electing a delegate, or whenever a
     representation becomes illegal at the disintegration of an assembly
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     of voters, the legal status of affected body and representative is
     changed before the next day.
     
     When a delegate is not informed by its voter block or someone else of
     changes about the legal status of the delegate, the delegate retains
     voting rights in the council(s) it is in, provided it does not actively
     evade such information.
     
     When a voter block housekeeper steps down, the voter block retains
     all rights to representation for the duration of one month, after which
     it disintegrates if it does not elect a new housekeeper.
.
.      Reasoning. When a lot of people don't care about government because
.      all is going fine, but suddenly the Government acts up strangely,
.      the People must be able to immediately group into otherwise redundant
.      voter blocks, send their delegates in, and have them vote for changes
.      that will make Government conform to the will of the People. There
.      can not be any doubt that delegates can be moved in or out in one
.      day notice or sooner, so that Government can not claim a imaginary
.      loophole that says it remains static up to the next elections, claim
.      bureaucratic time delays, or some other flight of fancy to retain
.      power as before and force its decisions. Since the Government is in a
.      position to force its opinion using arms and police, it is important
.      to leave no room for doubt. The reason for the change to be effective
.      before the next day and not at the instance of change, is so
.      that delegates can at least be sure of their power until the next
.      day or until they actually hear about a status change, and their
.      work is not retroactively powerless. Having to constantly wonder
.      whether one still has had power the last few hours and whether one
.      actually was allowed to work does not produce good work on the part
.      of the delegates. If they are not evasive to their voter block, their
.      work is legal regardless of what happens with the voter block. Because
.      the voter blocks are a loose and low intensity kind of organization,
.      the vote blocks have a lapse of one month to refill their housekeeper
.      obligation, assuming that the work of the house keeper remains valid
.      throughout the coming month which is probably reasonable, even on the
.      short side. There is no such delay for council housekeepers: if they
.      are gone the council stops existing and re-emerges when it re-elects
.      a new housekeeper. Since the work of the vote block housekeepers is
.      overseen by the council housekeepers, the vote blocks are usually never
.      without some housekeeping oversight.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.d-8 Discipline Day
     Every year the delegates present themselves in total to the general
     public in the area they are elected to govern.
.
.      Reasoning. A common problem with bottom-up Democracy is a certain
.      amount of confusion of who is who, the discipline day is to take
.      away such confusion. It is to show the delegates who really is
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.      boss, and who really needs to be disciplined. By making this a

.      constitutional obligation, it is not a toy for the Governments,

.      the obligation goes over their heads, just as the power of the

.      people goes over their heads. Whether the King or electoral Committee

.      count as delegates is undefined here, it may be useful to have

.      the King or Queen and the electoral committee present themselves

.      at least once a year as well, to prevent any possible confusion,

.      and to confirm them in their role.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.d-9 No Bribes
     Government delegates are prohibited from accepting gifts of 
     a value greater then one day work against average salary. Delegates
     keep a public record of the gifts which have a value larger then the
     average income for one hour of work.
.
.      Reasoning. Obviously rich people must always be prevented to simply
.      buy up the Government, or parts. At the same time the rule shouldn't
.      be so strict as to prohibit delegates to accept a bouquet of flowers,
.      a book. Since the delegates keep a public list, they can wash their
.      hands clean when accepting gifts, even if such gifts seem questionable
.      at the moment of them being received. The issue can later be dealt
.      with. Since it is arbitrary to set a boundary for gifts, the
.      constitution sets an arbitrary boundary for the sake of clarity.
.      If the delegate receives a cookie or a flower, the delegate shouldn't
.      have to take out a notebook in order to conform with the Constitution,
.      such extreme demands would only erode the law, since few would
.      keep them.
                                       
                                       
_3.1.e Public Consultancy
 The Government routinely consults on all decisions all people who wish
 to be consulted.
.
.  Reasoning. the government must have a formal way to know what the
.  People want, even though not all people may want to be bothered about
.  everything and/or all the time. In the absence of complete involvement
.  of all people, routinely involving all interested people is the next
.  best solution. The People can explicitly take the initiative, because
.  Government should not pretend a limited or non existent consultation
.  to have fulfilled its obligations. People and/or organizations of
.  people can register themselves for the Consultation process, and
.  start voting on issues they want to vote on. The Government is in
.  the position to verify the validity of subscriptions of people to
.  the Consultation process, since a group claiming to speak for many
.  people or an individual claiming not to have registered already, can
.  be asked to surrender proof of their assertions before being taken
.  serious. Hence the Government would only need to verify what is already
.  present, which is primarily that there are no false voters paraded
.  into the process. Since consultation is a Government obligation,



Chapter 3 law reasoning    41  /  F

.  the infrastructure and bureaucracy to count votes and verify claims

.  would fall to the Government, but the Government does not need to

.  do everything, such as go by people's doors to ask whether they want

.  to participate. The public initiates, the Government facilitates and

.  verifies, this should keep cost down on the Government, and make sure

.  the process isn't overused by people not that interested anyway.

.  

.  One interesting aspect of Consultation is that it brings a level of

.  formality to every Government decision, since even if it is just a

.  formality - which it not necessarily is, since there are potential

.  consequences - it is still something that needs to be done. The

.  decision has to be presented, it has to be voted on by outside parties,

.  so the reading material has to be prepared with some quality and

.  understandability in mind. The publication means transparency as well,

.  since people can not vote if they do not know. On the other hand,

.  the Public assumes responsibility for the decision, and delegates with

.  ulterior motives could win a case by citing different arguments that

.  the public agrees with anyway, more or less clearing such a delegate

.  of possible guilt of deception.

.  

.  A reasonable set-up is to debate an issue in delegate council

.  until it has a majority, and then present a more abstract decision

.  for ratification procedure, involving the Consultancy. During the

.  Consultancy some ideas might come up, which can be added without

.  altering the Consultancy success vote, if that success vote did not

.  involve a decision with too much detail. Doing it this way would

.  really involve the Consulting public, but not bog down Government

.  too extremely in procedures. It will always be the case that there

.  are main issues and detail issues, you can not ask every single

.  detail issue. One can ask if somewhere a building should be build,

.  one should not ask what the color of the coffee cups is going to be

.  in that building. The public will be able to steer the process in

.  great detail by electing certain delegates and ultimately use the

.  Referendum. Because the public has other means to force a decision,

.  policy making routines should assume a level of breathing room when

.  dealing with details, which is warranted. If walking a dog without

.  a leash, one might need to grab it in the neck. But when it is on a

.  leash, it can and should decide where it wants to walk, both dog and

.  walker would feel fine as the leash is there to set the boundary when

.  necessary. The word `decision' hence does not involve every minute

.  detail, which is how the word is usually used as well.

.  

.  Example: some talk about a building and how and what in the council,

.  a plan results; the Consultancy is asked `do you want a building,

.  for instance such as this plan suggests'; then the Consultancy comes

.  up with some votes and comments, which either move against the whole

.  plan, or result that it shouldn't be a building but a bridge meaning

.  a new plan and new Consultancy are needed, or it results in minor

.  modifications such as 3 stories instead of 4, which means the plan

.  could be modified if delegates wish to go along, without having
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.  to again issue a Consultation, or the delegates go forward with 4

.  stories anyway without having another Consultation, since the question

.  ``building yes/no'' was confirmed, in this 3 or 4 stories are not

.  significant. If the Consultancy results ``no building if it is 4

.  stories,'' then going forward with 4 stories is going against the

.  Consultancy. Hence it matters a lot what exactly is asked and what

.  exactly comes out of the Consultancy, which presumably is not just a

.  multiple-choice procedure rigged by delegates. Being confused about the

.  limits is not a problem, the public has its means to get its way, and

.  a major issue has been achieved: the Government has taken in the will

.  of the interested public. That is relevant, since the Government has

.  the obligation to do the will of the Public - it is just a matter of

.  determining it which can be a point of contention (is it the delegates,

.  is it the Consultation, is it the referendum, ...).
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.e-1 Public Consultancy, Practicality
     The Government condenses and formulates decisions in such a way that
     the practical application of Article 3.1.e, Public Consultancy, is
     helped as much as possible, from the perspective of Government but
     especially from the perspective of the People.
.
.      Reasoning. The Government could discourage the involvement
.      of the People by issuing consultation about masses of details,
.      obtuse wording and other tactics. This must be made illegal
.      in order to prevent the Government the ability to practically
.      sever communications with the People.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.e-2 Public Consultancy, abstentions
     The number of abstentions is divided by the number of representatives
     in the body concerned with the consultancy, each representative is
     allowed to add that number of votes to the option of its choice.
     The abstentions-adjusted result determines fractions with which
     options won votes in the total of votes.
.
.      Reasoning. This provides a convenient way to deal with the meaning
.      of high and low numbers of voters. The fewer voters means more
.      conceding power to any mandate already in force, more voters
.      means more wish to force a decision despite what representatives
.      want. People who do not vote are diverting power to representatives.
.      The votes/abstentions fraction in the people is not to be changed
.      by this procedure. This abstention-adjusting means that the
.      consultation process can be turned into an empty shell by the
.      people if they in majority don't register (or register explicitly
.      as abstentions). Such abstentions give up some potential
.      influence and detract from the power of what they could have
.      influence with, which is fair. See also Article 3.1.b, Referendum.
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    _3.1.e-3 Public Consultancy, Government Limit
     The People or in their absence the Government set a maximum number
     of times that the elected Government can move ahead with their own
     decision and disregard the Consultation result, as defined in
     Article 3.1.e-2, Public Consultancy, abstentions. If the number is 
     exceeded, new elections are held for that Government body by the
     persons that directly elected it: A Further Government body is to be
     re-elected by the elected delegates who elect it (see Article
     3.1.d-3, Further Government Body), a Closest Government body is to 
     be re-elected by its voters (see Article 3.1.d-2, Closest Government
     Body.)

     Maximum number of times different Consultation result can be
     ignored without forced re-election: .[12]..
.
.      Reasoning. `Consultation' isn't a continues form of referendum
.      Government, because this could become distracting, people
.      having to watch Government's every move, while there is always
.      the referendum to force it to adhere. Allowing Government not
.      to contradict endlessly the consultancy process means it does
.      not become a futile process. See also Article 3.1.c-4.2, New 
.      Government, limit. The idea is that the Consultation would
.      sometimes result in an answer after abstention-adjustment that
.      is different from what the delegates voting alone results in,
.      that this should have some defined impact. It already has a vaguely 
.      defined impact, see Article 3.1.a, Government Intention, which
.      leaves doubt as to whether the People's opinion is reflected
.      in either the choosing of the present delegates, or through the
.      consultation. The delegates are pushed a little by this article,
.      not to ignore the consultation discrepancy outright, not too
.      often. The People can proceed with a Referendum: as long as enough
.      people show up to vote, the Referendum abstention votes amount to an
.      insignificant force for the delegates, and therefore would override
.      the Government. The People can also choose to elect different
.      delegates.
.
.      The re-election is by the people directly electing the body, is to
.      not have everyone bothered by people who are highly interested in
.      politics and with the Consultation process.
                                       
                                       
    _3.1.e-4 Public Consultancy, Registration
     People can forward their personal act of consultant to someone else,
     who will service their consultations for them.
.
.      Reasoning. To prevent the consultation process to become
.      monopolized by obscure groups or professionals, people who
.      have no time to continuously watch government must be able
.      to forward their voice to a proxy.
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    _3.1.e-5 Public Consultancy, Public Proxy
     People who are proxies for more then one other person, vote publicly,
     by hand-raising or similar.
.     
.      Reasoning. The danger exists that consultancy becomes a
.      strange bureaucratic process, where large block votes
.      from mysterious sources decide everything.
                                        
                                       
    _3.1.e-6 Public Consultancy, Demonstration
     People who demonstrate (march while carrying clear messages)
     have their number counted to the consultation process, as long as
     their number is above a minimum limit.
     
     Minimum for demonstration to be a factor: .[1%]..
     or: .[10.000].. (whichever is less).
.     
.      Reasoning. People who demonstrate show strong will toward
.      a certain goal, which suggests a larger force. If they 
.      participate in both consultation and demonstration, this
.      force is reflected. A clear and non bureaucratic alternative 
.      to a consultation process, open and free for all.
                                       
                     Articles 3.2: Law enforcement
                                       
                                       
_3.2.a System of Justice
 The people or in its absence the Government set up a system of Justice,
 which only adheres to the abstract laws set for it, to uphold the law
 of the nation. The system of Justice decides based on argument, in
 fairness and transparency. The Judges behave honorably and exemplary 
under
 the law at all time.
.
.  Reasoning. The laws set by the People or their proxy Government
.  have to be enforced, or there would be no structure at all in
.  society. When there is no structure at all and too many individuals
.  act too much in their short-term self interest, the resulting
.  chaos can be worse to bear for most, then a structure of laws.
.  judges must behave exemplary, or else they neither have the moral
.  authority, nor the belief in the law, nor the apparent fortitude
.  to speak Justice. This means that Judges risk losing their job over
.  the smallest of infractions of Law, which in turn would give Judges
.  an intimate idea about the severity of the total Law pressure in
.  the country, which could have a positive effect on how they judge
.  others.
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    _3.2.a-1 Courts of Justice
     The Country establishes courts to the amount necessary,
     which handle legal disputes.
.
.      Reasoning. It is useful to have legal disputes be solved,
.      solving the problem of merit in practical cases. If there is
.      no such body, disputes would presumably have to be settled
.      through violence. The legal disputes can be between individuals,
.      companies and individuals, companies and companies, the government
.      and non-government parties, parts of government and other parts
.      of government, even governments and other governments, etc.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.a-1.1 Courts of Justice, Judges
         The People or in their absence the majority of delegates
         in the area install Judges for the local Court of Justice.
.
.          Reasoning. It seems useful to derive the power of
.          a judge from the delegates (since the People would probably
.          be absent most of the time), as a judge can have a strong
.          influence. Basing it more closely on democratic power, means
.          its judgements are likely supported by a great many people
.          in the area. This should give the judge more authority.
                                       
                                       
    _3.2.a-2 Judge Court
     The Country establishes local appeal courts to the amount necessary,
     which handle complaints about cases held in the courts of Justice in
     their area.
.
.      Reasoning. It could happen that justice is not done in the
.      normal courts, an appeal Court reduces some of the power of the
.      normal courts.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.a-2.1 Judge Court, Judges
         The People or in their absence the majority of delegates
         in the area of Jurisdiction of the Judge Court install the
         Judges for the Judge Court in that area.

         Judge Court Judges are older then 40 years, each has served
         as a Judge in other courts a minimum of 15 years.
.
.          Reasoning. The election system is the same as for the
.          normal courts, but these judges must have significant
.          experience.
                                       
                                       
    _3.2.a-3 Law Court
     The Country has one Court deciding over disputes of law itself.
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.

.      Reasoning. There can be contradictions or seeming contradictions

.      in law, it can not be the task of the Government to hear such cases

.      and determine what should be done, since that would be too much of

.      a burden for a Government body.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.a-3.1 Law Court, Judges
         Law Court Judges are approved by the People or in their absence
         the Country Council, see Article 3.1.d-5, Country Council. 
         
         Law Court Judges are older then 40 years, each has served
         as a Judge in other courts a minimum of 20 years.
    
        The by the Country Council once approved Law Court Judge(s)
        only become Law Court Judges when there has been one general
        general election of delegates in the nation, and the
        approval is upheld by that new Country Council.
.
.          Reasoning. Naturally the people have the right to select their
.          Law Court Judges, but nevertheless they need to be older then 40
.          years with 20 years experience. Since the people don't need to
.          be involved with details like this, it will typically be the
.          country council that accepts judges into the Law Court. With
.          `The People' is meant the People's referendum, adjusted for
.          abstentions by the country council in this case, see Article
.          3.1.b, Referendum.
.
..         Updated (ammended) wo jan 25 11:30:25 UTC 2012:
.
.          The problem with this is that the Country Council might
.          want to install judges to the law court, and that way
.          influence cases that are between the law court and the CC,
.          which is what many cases may be about because they involve
.          legislation from the councils.
.          
.          It may be better to add a qualification that a judge its
.          approval only becomes effective after the next general
.          election of delegates. The court is then shielded from
.          the influence of the current delegates, who may be the
.          ones in court contesting a case.
.          
.          One could say "but the People are not absent" when there
.          is already judges, but that is too vague, especially
.          because the judges are likely already routinely installed
.          by the CC. Added: The by the Country (...) is upheld by 
.          that new Country Council.
.
.          This ratifies the addition to the Law Court through
.          the general elections back to the People, causing it
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.          to have a better mandate.  The demand to have it twice

.          approved by the CC is then only in case when 'the People

.          in their absence' do not do it. How do the People install

.          a Judge: for example by Referendum. Since Referendum

.          is not mentioned, and the People is contrasted with the

.          CC here, and the CC can be an indicted party, it seems

.          that the more reasonable mechanism would be that it is

.          a Referendum without the CC filling in the abstentions,

.          but where a large majority of the people wants to install

.          the new judge. However now we get into the usual problems

.          with Referendums again: 'what is a functional majority' and

.          'what about is an amount of voters that is enough' ? Then

.          we would be back with the 3.1.b Referendum, which the

.          People can also use. One could say: the 3.1.b Referendum is

.          still good as a way of representing the will of the people,

.          because in the time when the Referendum is coming about

.          the People have the chance to change their delegates.

.          

.          The above addition at least prevents a CC to add new

.          judges to the law court. I'd say this is a mistake in the

.          Constitution as presented before, this way the problem

.          might be corrected.

.          

.          Another solution for a 3.1.b nation wide Referendum where

.          the People want to install a law court judge, is that not

.          the CC fills the abstentions, but all the delegates in

.          the nation.

..         End ammendment.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.a-3.2 Law Court, Discipline
         The Law Court Judges will wear the same dress, selected by
         the majority of all Law Court Judges. All Judges under the
         Constitution follow the dress of the Law Court of the Nation.
.
.          Reasoning. I think it is important that the Law Judges
.          present themselves in an objective way since they are not
.          a political/subjective body. This deflects the idea of 
.          personality and personal political ideas. It shows a level
.          of self discipline and order which should count as credit for 
.          a body which is to enforce discipline under the law from others.
.          Having a bunch of different looking people may quickly give
.          rise to the idea: why is anyone listening to these people,
.          how are they like as individuals, whom does claimants like
.          most and who decided what, to whom should claimants feel
.          a personal grudge (friend/foe), etc. By removing subjective
.          appearance, the Court would be an objective unity, shoulder
.          to shoulder against chaos. What it is does not matter, and 
.          neither would matter things like earrings or bracelets, 
.          within reason. Since they have to wear it, they can choose
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.          and update it. Their choice will propagate to all other

.          judges, which reflects that their choice of Law interpretation

.          propagates to all other judges as well. The Law Court Judges

.          may also feel responsible (which they are to some degree) for

.          those that they allow to wear their dress, which is a good thing.

.          In order to keep the standing of all Judges high, all Judges need

.          to be OK since they can't be distinguished easily. Judges can't

.          work that easily for their own individual credibility if they

.          are not easily distinguishable in dress in the public eye. If

.          they can't work individually, presumably they must act for the

.          collective credibility harder, and bring misbehaving Judges to

.          trial to clean their collective image. Such a trial against

.          another Judge would then again reflect on all Judges as positive,

.          while if one Judge acted against another and the trial failed

.          to produce for that Judge, it would be negative for that individual

.          Judge. If it fails for an anonymous Judge, it would still count

.          as credit for all Judges, because they apparently zealously attack

.          their own to maintain obedience to the Law. The dress is probably

.          nowhere as important as for the Judiciary. The Judiciary may want

.          to select their dress wisely, so as not to reflect a bias toward

.          whatever group in society, since dress often portrays social

.          allegiance. The public on the other hand could gain some insight

.          in the Judiciary from its dress, and complain/applaud accordingly,

.          so the responsibility lies ultimately with the People in reaction

.          to all Judges.

.          

.          Talking so much about the dress of Judges may seem over the

.          top, however without Judges all Law is useless, there would be

.          no recognizable society and probably total chaos and famine. The

.          authority and qualities of Judges is essential, even details can

.          matter a lot. If there is no reason to regulate the Judiciary in

.          detail, then presumably there is no reason for Law in the first 

.          place. These things have always remained important, while dress

.          for other groups has faded in relevance, for good reason. As

.          a matter of fact this system is quite liberal, allowing Judges

.          to change their dress code. Different dresses in different

.          nations may be useful, it denotes the legal system the Judge is

.          working under, establishes the Judicial territory of the Nation.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.a-3.3 Law Court, strength
         A regular Law Court case is heard by 7 Judges, who decide by
         majority.
.         
.          Reasoning. A reasonable size, not extremely large or small.
.          Decision could have far reaching consequences and lead to new
.          law making, so it is useful to have it not depend on a couple
.          of people. At the same time making the Court as large as 12
.          for example, might give it an independent group dynamic with
.          leaders and followers, leading to a loss of individual opinion.
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.          7 Judges means every single Judge will be heard, even if it

.          is silent. It is in theory conceivable that different Law Court

.          chambers rule seemingly contradictory on the same issue, there

.          is no solution for such cases and it should not even be a problem.

.          If it is a problem according to the other courts, new cases

.          would filter through to the law court, or the law court judges

.          may feel compelled to suggest the Government repairs the law

.          to make it less ambiguous.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.a-3.4 Law Court, removal
         Only the People through a Two Third majority Referendum in
         the area of Jurisdiction, or a Law Court Decision, can relieve
         a Judge from the Court of Justice, the Judge Court or the Law
         Court. A Law court Decision to remove another Law Court Judge
         requires the case to be brought before the Supreme Law Court,
         see Article 3.2.a-3.5, Supreme Law Court.
.
.          Reasoning. Once the judges are installed by the People or
.          Delegates, which is not a difficult procedure, they will speak
.          Justice and may in this cross the will of the present Government
.          or large parts of the People. Therefore their position has to
.          be independent enough, which is achieved by making removal hard.
.          Because Judges can only be relieved by the central Law Court -
.          there is only one Law Court but with any number of judges to the
.          degree necessary - the Court of Law will be able to maintain a
.          certain objectivity and similarity throughout the Country, and
.          Judges know what they are dealing with wherever they speak 
.          Justice in the Country. This set up will reduce the differences
.          between Justice in different areas. The Two Third majority of
.          Referendum will always have to be supported though, since that
.          is the executive power of the People. Having it in would mean
.          the local majority, while leaving it out might give room to
.          the interpretation it has to be national or is not a valid
.          procedure. By making removal hard, people may think harder about
.          who to appoint, to get it right the first time. There is some
.          credit to the idea that deciding over Law and Judges is the same
.          level of issue, therefore belonging to the same Court. The
.          `behave honorably and exemplary' in 3.2.a, is also to
.          give the Law Court the leverage needed in this matter.
.
.          The removal of the Law Court Judge involves all Law Court 
.          Judges, because: this way all Law Court Judges will gain
.          intimate knowledge about what they should not do in case
.          there is a relieving of duty. This is necessary to maintain
.          the credibility of the Law Court. The proceeding itself is
.          high profile, which means the Law Court Judges will not risk
.          lightly to be indicted, and hence behave themselves more
.          admirably. Because there is always the Referendum option for
.          the People, which does not require any additional legal
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.          justification for removal, the Law Court is not fixed in

.          its power, which might lead to corruption. Corruption in the

.          Law Court seems unlikely though, it is all rather abstract

.          and high profile, while bribery is more likely to happen in

.          the Court of Justice, because cases involve weighing truth

.          as well as Justice which makes them more complicated giving

.          room for Judge freedom, there is a higher volume of cases

.          meaning less scrutiny per case, and it is the natural first

.          contact between people who would bribe Judges and the Judicial

.          system. The Law Court is unlikely to become a problem.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.a-3.5 Supreme Law Court
         The Supreme Law Court is the assembly of all Law Court Judges,
         who rule by their own majority. It has jurisdiction over sensitive 
         cases concerning Constitutional Law, such as - but not limited to - 
         cases involving the Electoral Committee, the King, and the Country 
         Council.
.
.          Reasoning. When the Court has to decide on issues that are
.          of far reaching consequence, such as whether or not to annul the
.          declaration of a state of chaos by the Electoral Committee, it
.          is important that such decisions are widely supported by all
.          judges, and that the decision is not in fact decided by the
.          mechanism that appoints certain judges to certain cases. This
.          chamber gives Law Court judges a way out if they feel the issue
.          is over their heads. The Supreme Law Court may refer cases back
.          to the normal sized chambers of the Law Court, giving the Law
.          court judges the necessary confidence, if they were in doubt as
.          to their jurisdiction. There is no obligation in the Constitution
.          for the Law Court to follow its own previous interpretations,
.          although all other courts are required to follow them, and the
.          Law Court could dismiss a case if it had already ruled on the
.          issue and feels it will not change its position.
                                       
                                       
_3.2.b System of Police
 The People or in its absence the Government set up a Police force
 subservient only to the Law, which investigates crimes already committed, 
 verifies that the Laws of the Country are being followed, and brings
 people who have broken the law before the Court of Justice, while
 providing all gathered evidence to the Court of Justice.
 
 The Police is present in all areas requiring Law Enforcement.
.
.  Reasoning. See 3.2.a. The law is nothing without Judges, but
.  criminals won't normally go freely to the Judge to ask permission
.  to be punished. It usually takes someone to force them. The police
.  handles the entire task of Law enforcement, which means there is no
.  dependency on for instance the King and its privilege to knowledge



Chapter 3 law reasoning    51  /  F

.  see Article 3.1.c-1.8, King Elect. If the Police is present in every area 

.  of Law Enforcement, they will be primarily responsible for every

.  area and can not assume someone is taking over some area, even though

.  others may be working there as well. The Police could quickly adapt to

.  shifting crime, it gives the Police a better idea of the total of crime

.  they are up against, it gives the Police more knowledge and resources

.  to fight complex forms of crime.  It also means people can demand the

.  Police to look into any breach of the Law, whether it is accounting,

.  violent crime or littering the streets, if that is against a law. The

.  Police could never say `we do not do that type of crime,' if they

.  did they'd be liable for trial, and/or the delegates responsible.

.

.  The decisions of Councils are enforced or not like this: the Police

.  is obliged to uphold the Law. It is the Law that gives Councils a

.  defined Authority. When someone crosses the will of a Council, and

.  the Council stands in its right according the Law, the Police will

.  have to see this as crossing the Law. The Police will have to

.  oblige by the Law which ultimately means obliging to the requests of 

.  Justice (Judges), defined in the Law, and the Law directly - the

.  Police can also read the Law, as anyone can. It will then have to work 

.  to repair this breach of crossing the Council for the sake of the

.  Law. This is different from a Law enforced because the Council/Leaders

.  order it, even though it is in practice usually the Councils that

.  make the Laws. The Law forms everything, even itself.  That is what a 

.  Law state is, law is not a toy of the executive, but the executive is

.  a toy created and operated by the Law, who through it updates itself.

.  It is the subtle difference between absolute dictatorship and the rule

.  of Law. The Police would therefore always have to think when getting

.  requests from the Councils - can not call them orders - whether

.  the requests flow from the Law through the Council to the Police,

.  or whether they just originate in the Council. The Councils would 

.  hence always have to have a legal argument accompanying their

.  request, or supply one when asked on what Authority their request

.  is based. Ultimately a Judge would make a decision on the basis of

.  existing Law. The Police is neither a toy of the Council, it is a toy

.  created and operated by the Law, which ultimately answers to and is

.  created/supported by the People, and itself (coherency).

.

.  This means that a Council could order the Police to do its bidding

.  when there are Laws that make it so, though. On the other hand, the

.  Laws are designed to invalidate certain laws that go toward tyranny.

.  When there is a Council that passes a law that says the Police must

.  do anything for the Council, this Law or actions under it should not

.  hold up in Court because of (many) conflicting laws, that prohibit

.  all kinds of behavior. However eventually these safeguarding laws

.  could be eroded, since the Law can be changed. It is therefore very

.  important to maintain the Constitution in a self-coherent state,

.  maintain it as the supreme Law (as if that is not self-evident).

.  It should be noted that the Constitution does not allow for a state

.  of emergency suspension of the Constitution. Even so it would be
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.  important to make sure what exactly the Laws are concerning the Police

.  and the Power of the Councils, so as not to get unpleasant surprises.

.  An attempt at tyranny will likely cross the border of making the

.  Police a toy of some (pretense) executive force, by passing a rule

.  that makes it so, or by claiming some kind of suspension condition

.  war, calamity, or ... "public majority support". Since this

.  constitution is based on the support of the Majority, the Majority

.  would need to be careful in what it is exactly supporting in Majority,

.  as it may invalidate and put out of power the entire Constitution !

.  On the other hand, Majority power also validates the Constitution,

.  and invalidates changes that are not supported by the Majority.

.  This could be useful when prosecuting people afterwards.
                                       
                                       
    _3.2.b-1 Demonstration
     The Police may not prevent peaceful mass demonstration.
.
.      Reasoning. A mass demonstration is a way for the People to express
.      their opinion, no crime has been committed. If a Demonstration
.      comprises a majority, it also comprises a valid Referendum and
.      is therefore a sovereign force, able to lawfully depose government
.      and assume its authority. `Prevent' is a word wide enough so that
.      a demonstration could be steered so as not to be needlessly
.      disruptive.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.b-1.1 Demonstration, Government limit
         Governments may not order the Police to prevent mass demonstration.
.
.          Reasoning. Making it illegal for Government to give out certain
.          orders, making it easier to win legal cases since Police could
.          usually claim it had to follow its orders, no such obligation for
.          Government.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.b-1.2 Demonstration, size limit
         The People or in its absence Government set a numerical
         limit to when a demonstration is a "mass" demonstration (see
         Article 3.2.b-1, Demonstration).
    
         Size Limit: ..[50.000]. or ..[10%]., whichever is less.
.    
.          Reasoning. Not every group of 2 or 3 people should be able
.          to disrupt society and claim to be a "mass demonstration".
.          A percentage is also needed, because in small communities a
.          large number makes no sense.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.b-1.3 Demonstration, frequency limit
         The People or in its absence Government set a numerical
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         limit to how often a demonstration by the same people is allowed
         to march under "mass" demonstration protection (see Article 3.2.b-1,
         Demonstration).
    
         Time Limit: .[1 year]..
.    
.          Reasoning. It will be tiring to watch the exact same group
.          marching again and again, just trying to disrupt life in general.
                                       
                                       
    _3.2.b-2 Company occupation
     Governments may not order the Police to repel or prevent occupation
     of companies by a two thirds majority of its working people. 
.
.      Reasoning. When the majority of workers move against
.      a minority of the company, the group dynamic of the
.      company is acting. It is not for the Police to use
.      external weapons to force the will of a minority on
.      a majority, because moral and physical power lies
.      inherently with any majority. All involved can be
.      presumed to have an interest in keeping the output of
.      the company adequate, therefore this is not inherently
.      a state matter, much less a Police matter.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.b-2.1 Company occupation, limit
         The People or in its absence the Government set a 
         numerical limit above which a company is large enough be 
         protected under Article 3.2.b-2, Company Occupation.

         Limit: ..[30].
.
.          Reasoning. Some companies are small, tiny groups of
.          2 or 3 employees do not appear to be able to form a viable
.          democratic company.
                                       
                                       
    _3.2.b-3 Anti Pirate force
     The Police protects transportation and travel through international
     territories.
.   
.       Reasoning. The army shouldn't, because it is too aggressive and
.       essentially aimed at other Nations.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.b-3.1 Weapons Authorization
         When the Police maintains public, accurate and timely records,
         also for other Nations of the World, of how its weapons are being 
         used, then the Police is exempted from being restricted to 
         bring weapons across the border, but only to the extend of:
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         international territories, territories of other Nations that are
         explicitly agreeing to allow it. 

         When entering the territory of another Nation, the Police will
         submit to the law and Government of that Nation, and be liable
         under its law. 
.   
.          Reasoning. It may erode the Law or the flag protocol, if the
.          Government has to declare a state of War if it is going to sink
.          a pirate boat with heavy weapons. Then, when that happens often,
.          the People will stop seeing the war flag as being associated
.          with war, and secret Government may attempt to sneak in illicit
.          activity when the People assume a pirate is being attacked.
.          On the other hand, if the Police is allowed to without flying the
.          war flag, then the law is being eroded. Eroding the law may also
.          end with secret illicit actions, grouping them under the actions
.          supposedly allowed without the war flag.
.
.          The Police must obey the law of the other Nation, to respect that
.          Nation its sovereignty, such as this nation would like it as well.
.          Then things will be simply a matter of where you are, then that
.          law holds. Don't like the foreign law, then don't go there.
.          This does imply that if police enters a foreign territory, and
.          that Government orders our police to surrender its craft, then
.          the Police must obey: it would be our law to obey that. If the
.          Police rejects the foreign order, the foreign power could sue
.          in our courts. If it wins the case, foreign law and foreign
.          Government would hold over the Police officers and the vessel.
.          Presumably all would be extradited, to correct the situation.
.          This could be useful for international peaceful relations.
                                       
                                       
    _3.2.b-4 Police and Privacy
     The police is allowed to suspend temporarily and in individual
     cases the right to Privacy, see Article 2.1.e, Privacy, if doing
     so is vital to solving a crime.
.
.      Reasoning. The right to privacy conflicts with the necessity
.      to solve crimes, to deny criminals the ability to make their home
.      into a legal fortress against the Police. Both interests have to
.      be weighed.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.b-4.1 Police Privacy, oversight
         The right of the Police to search evidence and criminals by
         invading Privacy, is overseen case by case by Judges.

         For persons not having committed a crime of greed in the last 10
         years, two Judges will have to agree to the search. During the
         search a witness of the Court of Justice will be present, from
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         start to end.

         For persons having had committed a crime of greed not more then
         10 years ago, one Judge will have to agree to the search.

         For persons having been convicted to prison for a crime of greed
         more then 3 times in the last 10 years, no Judges will have to 
         agree to the search.
.
.          Reasoning. This progressive system for people having had
.          more contact with Justice and been convicted, is to make 
.          criminals carry more of the burden they create. The 10 year
.          limitation, which is presumably a long time for many criminals
.          not to carry out any crimes, is to prevent wrongful convictions
.          having legal consequences for an entire lifespan, and to make
.          sure that at some point the negative legal consequences end
.          (end of punishment). People who have changed their behavior,
.          will have a chance to be as good as new.
.
.          The witness of the Court, is to provide the potentially innocent
.          person with someone who can look out for its interest, re-assure
.          that person that the search is not happening in a legal vacuum.
.          Incidentally, the witness may be useful during a trial as a
.          witness, either for the defendant against overzealous prosecutors
.          and police-men (who did the search, and build the case), or
.          against the defendant who could otherwise perhaps argue his
.          record as upstanding citizen and attack the credibility of the
.          searching Police more successfully but still deceptively. By
.          doing a well done search, the damage from the crime is not
.          made more worse then need be for finding the criminal.
                                       
                                       
        _3.2.b-4.2 Police Privacy, Compensation
         The duration of Privacy invading activity, even if it - the
         subject - is not hindered in any way, is reimbursed at the average
         wage for one person, plus unreasonable damages.
.
.          Reasoning. This acts like a punishment on the Government,
.          the more persons privacy is being invaded, the more it costs,
.          the less money remains for other policy making, likely to
.          upset more Government politicians (who want money for their
.          activities). The `unreasonable damages' should be good enough
.          to pay for common breakages, but should exclude extreme damages
.          from unusual situations, or if the owner is standing by without
.          trying to prevent damage knowing it will occur and be unexpected
.          for the Police.  It will be a good idea to recover the funds if
.          the party is actually guilty. It may be interesting to recover
.          all search money from the guilty party, if it is eventually found,
.          as this law-enforcement cost is additional damage flowing from the
.          original crime. This would make hiding for longer potentially more
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.          costly for the criminal, it will make police less unwilling to give

.          the money if it can be recovered in total, and perhaps more 

.          motivated to find a guilty party, and to weigh the cost of

.          searching against its use and chance of eventual recovery.
                                       
                     Articles 3.3: Equality of Government
                                       
                                       
_3.3.a Inclusive
 The law strives to establish equality of power.
.
.  Reasoning. The government and society are not to be the rule of
.  a limited club, because this breeds injustice and corruption.
.  "Equality of initial chance" can deteriorate into the "freedom to 
.  deny freedom", where "chance" is often neither a fair game of
.  productivity, and neither proportional to the extend it is a
.  game of productivity. The end result being inequality in practice
.  both with respect to the law, and elsewhere, particularly economic.
                                       
                     Articles 3.4: Space
                                       
                                       
_3.4.a Local Space
 The local democratic Government concerns itself with local problems.
.
.  Reasoning. Obviously a government dealing with larger spaces has no
.  time to handle sufficiently small scale problems, and similarly a
.  government dealing with small spaces does not necessarily have the
.  need to handle large scale problems objectively.
                                       
                                       
    _3.4.a-1 Space protection
     The local democratic government is not evicted with force by a
     democratic government having authority over a larger area that includes
     the concerned local democratic government.
.
.      Reasoning. When there is a conflict between smaller and larger
.      space government, the local government is to have some level of
.      protection, or else it really is just an office of the larger
.      government. If a place decides it is going to go against a larger
.      area government, then this will have to be solved diplomatically.
.      Ultimately the larger government might eject a place from its
.      authority and work around the (for them) problem area. Even though
.      the National Government can't eject a local Government, the Courts
.      still could if the local Government violated the Law and the
.      National Government won a case in Court. Difference is that it
.      wouldn't be an executive Government decision. In other words,
.      the local Government could fight eviction in Court, and win that
.      case. The National Government could not proceed, or risk being
.      prosecuted and even thrown in jail by the Courts and Police for
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.      behaving criminally.
                                       
                                       
_3.4.b National Space
 The National democratic Government concerns itself with National problems
 and inter local Government problems. When an inter local Government
 problem can not be reduced to two problems solved differently, the
 National democratic Government will decide how the issue will be decided.
.
.  Reasoning.  When there are disputes between local Governments,
.  both have equal authority, so the issue can presumably not be
.  resolved. There might be a taxation problem for instance, where people
.  in one area decide to have fewer taxes, yet they go to a hospital
.  in another area funded by local taxes. The Council in the area with
.  hospital do not like to pay an unequal share, and the people in the
.  other area claim that they should then also reduce their taxes and
.  reduce service at the hospital. They continue to claim access into
.  the hospital for paying some, and the hospital refuses to refuse
.  people from a neighboring area. Hence the problem just sits there,
.  so now what. This would be a good issue to either try to resolve
.  through the courts if there are national laws about this, but if
.  there are no laws it could be referred to the country council to
.  make an executive decision.  Since it is inter-council and not local,
.  the national Government certainly has executive jurisdiction. It can
.  then determine the issue, and the decision can be enforced through the
.  courts under the rule that the National Government had precedence. Then
.  the police could force the issue if it isn't complied with. If the
.  decision was that the low-tax area has to pay its full sum, the police
.  could seize the necessary funds and procedure the offending delegates.
.  
.  On the other hand: if there is a area of nature apparently both in the
.  area of two local councils, and they disagree on its management, it may
.  well be possible to have different management in both areas, assuming
.  the nature area is compatible with that. If it isn't, it would again
.  be a National Government problem to determine. The Article says `how
.  it is solved,' which suggests the National Government could decide
.  the matter by for instance setting up a poll over the entire region.
.  If that seems to be `the will of the People,' there is some legal
.  pressure to go with that, see Article 3.1.a, Government Intention.
.  But the National Government could also determine the issue on its
.  own terms, determining that will be the method.
                                       
                     Articles 3.5: Money oversight
                                       
                                       
_3.5.a Money oversight
 The elected delegates elect a body of oversight and/or management with
 complete authority to know everything pertaining to the money system.
 The elected Money oversight committee handles the task in the area of
 authority of the electing delegates.
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.

.  Reasoning. Only the majority has a common interest at odds with

.  money manipulations behind the scenes. The fiat (non-commodity) money

.  system seems to be completely open-ended from the side of the banks,

.  what is stopping a bank or government employee from adding money or

.  taking money away from the "back" side of accounts: rules and oversight

.  flowing from the people. Changing to a commodity money such as gold

.  is another option, but a fiat system could work provided it is run

.  honestly. Money would be more of a "right to have a number of credit

.  points", instead of "owning a commodity which is widely used in swap

.  trade." If a commodity money such as gold is in practice also reduced

.  to abstract money (valueless coins, notes and bank-accounts), the practical

.  difference between a gold standard and a "judicial" standard could be

.  small. Whether a fiat-judicial standard works may depend on the honesty

.  of the people, since making gold from lead is more difficult then punching

.  numbers in a keyboard. In a system where money is controlled by 

.  wealthy people, the system could be kept in check because the richest

.  people can only be rich if others are poor, and hence they'd attempt to

.  stop the making of money by employees if it is not for themselves. How

.  much money can be extracted from the back-end-open banking system, may

.  just depend on the social struggle for better living conditions by the

.  People at large. Whether or not this is the situation in a not

.  democratically controlled fiat money, something has to replace that will

.  to reduce corrupt money creation by employees. Naturally the people

.  again, through voting procedure.

.

.  A fiat money works because:

.  1. The government forces you to pay taxes in money, so that somewhere

.     in the economic chain people (even a lot of people) have a need for

.     money to pay taxes to stay out of jail. Once something has value

.     for someone in the economy, it can be used as a medium for exchange

.     (money), because even if it has no value for someone, it can be

.     exchanged for goods/services with someone who is `looking to stay out

.     of jail with that money.' Once you know that `Jimmy' wants `a bag

.     of leaves', you can use `a bag of leaves' as a medium of exchange

.     with everyone who knows Jimmy, and knows that Jimmy will do something

.     for that bag. Transition of value, almost a form of speculation.

.  2. Shops are forced by law to accept money, and if shops are forced to

.     accept it, money automatically has value. On force of prison.

.  

.  You would need a complete government system to back a pure fiat

.  money up, and maintain it into the economy. But how do you justify

.  asking taxes, it can't just be the stick, that's not "nice" ... The

.  taxes pay for that government system, and in return the government

.  has to do useful things, that can not be done by the free markets

.  themselves, completing the circle. Such as provide Justice, Police,

.  and maintain money, work for the common good. If you want a pure fiat

.  money, you apparently need a government.

.  

.  If you want to have money without government, you are stuck with
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.  commodity money, such as gold, rice or "promise for an hour of work"

.  (which is too uncertain and would probably not work in larger groups

.  either). A fiat money is flexible for policy-making, but equally

.  flexible for the corrupt.

.

.  When needed, money-oversight committees on the local level are

.  elected to deal with local corruption, elected locally to prevent

.  top level corruption. The local committees will be a useful stomping

.  ground for potential future national oversight committee members.


