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I ntroduction

This book will attempt to explain how Political Sheepdog.com, a new internet policy
market, designed to drive legislation through legislatures, could invigorate democracy,
and could protect us from an impending financial disaster, resulting from high Federa
budget deficits, Social Security deficits and trade deficits with high consumer debt in a
new era with expensive oil, with increasing international competition and with an aging
population, which will make it difficult to service that debt. This book will challenge
conventional assumptions about money in politics, about ways to stop corruption, and
about intellectual property for public policy. Providing new insights into policy markets,
corruption, intellectual property, rationality, and money in politics should make this book
controversial. The purpose of this book is to serve as both a theoretical and practical
user’s guide and sales tool to promote Political Sheepdog.com and other future policy
markets.

The book should explain to educated, lay persons how we can use markets to correct
current failings in our politico-economic system. This book should also explain to the lay
person and political activists the theory behind policy markets and how to use policy
markets like Political Sheepdog.com. This book should also be interesting to members of
the press, to policy entrepreneurs, to students, to talk show hosts, to academics, to
intellectual property professionals, and to anyone who is concerned about corruption, the
direction of their country and distribution of wealth.

The structure of this book is more like a manual than alogically ordered book. The
earlier chapters give a general overview of the entire system and the status quo that
would probably interest most readers. The later chapters are for the more serious readers
and for readers who might want to use various aspects of the system. As aresult, in
addition to a summary at the beginning of each chapter, the author provides comments
about which readers might find the chapter interesting. The later chapters are for specific
users, because all readers don’t need to understand the entire system in order to benefit
from it. Users only need to understand how to participate in the parts of
Political Sheepdog.com, which they can use. While the initial summary and the overview
chapters will explain a portion of PoliticalSheepdog.com, they will help the reader
determine whether or not she or he wantsto read further.

As mentioned, the first chapter is a summary of the entire book for the lay reader.
The second chapter “A Simplified Example of the Process: The Credit Card Industry and
Political Sheepdog.com,” is a simplified example of the Political Sheepdog process, which
explains how Palitical Sheepdog might counter excesses in the credit card industry. The
chapter starts with the first registration of a description of the policy concept with the
U.S. Copyright Office and proceeds to the enactment of a policy that would protect
consumers and the payment of everyone, who helped with the creation and passage of the
policy.

The third chapter, “The Status Quo and Fixing It,” discusses the current state of the
United States and the problems like corruption and our deficits, which
Political Sheepdog.com could correct. Then, the fourth chapter, entitled “History of
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Political Sheepdog.com,” describe the development of Political Sheepdog.com and the
motivations behind that devel opment.

The next seven chapters deal with theory. While written for the interested lay reader,
these chapters would be more interesting to the specialists like economists, politicians,
policy entrepreneurs, etc. The fifth chapter, entitled “Policy Markets and Corruption,”
explains the causes of corruption and why markets are the best approach to fight
corruption. The sixth chapter, entitled “Basic Economic Theory,” reviews supply and
demand curves and develops a standard of fairness from those curves. The seventh
chapter, “Quick Review of Welfare Economics,” explains when markets can produce
suboptimal results. The eighth theoretical chapter, “Intellectual Property Theory,”
explains why intellectual property is necessary and uses the fairness concepts from “The
Basic Economics” chapter to develop a new theory of intellectual property. The ninth
chapter, “Psychological Market Failure” explains rationality, how psychological states of
mind result in suboptimal purchasing, and why businesses must prey on the
psychologica weaknesses of consumers. The tenth chapter, “Government Failure,”
explains how governments cause suboptimal purchasing. The eleventh chapter,
“Justification, Synthesis and Promise,” attempts to weave the theories together to explain
why Political Sheepdog.com is necessary.

The twelfth chapter, “Innovators, activist/organizers. Political Sheepdog.com
Entrepreneurs,” explains the different types of policy entrepreneurs and their appropriate
compensation. The thirteenth chapter, entitled “Chronological Example: HIV and the
Political Sheepdog.com Process,” explains the Political Sheepdog.com process in still
greater detail than in Chapter 2. It describes the bidding phase of the auction, which was
neglected in Chapter 2, and then summarizes the other graphs used in the lobbying and
final phases of the auction. It usesthe fight against HIV as an example to explain how to
use Political Sheepdog process.

The fourteenth chapter, “Session Level, Primary Election, General Election,
Sponsorship and Cascading Auctions. General Descriptions,” explains various types of
auctions and they can work together like a waterfall cascade to pass legislation. The
fifteenth chapter, Primary Election, General Election, and Sponsorship Auctions. A
Detailed Description, explains the various auctions in more detail. The sixteenth chapter,
“Preserving Integrity,” explains the structure of a foundation that would be necessary to
maintain the integrity of Political Sheepdog.com. The seventeenth chapter, “Savings for
Debt” explains how the Political Sheepdog.com can provide the savings to reduce our
current debt. Chapter 18 is another summary.

Without the help of many people, this book could never have been written. | would
like to thank Dr. Linda Mahin, who taught me to write and who proofread most of the
manuscript. | would like to thank Dr. Tom Zak, who taught me welfare economics. |
would especialy like to thank Dr. John Leonard, who guided me through economics and
helped me with research in rationality and helped me develop the concept of
psychological market failure and a new intellectual property theory. | would like to thank
Joni Prinjinski, who contributed to the website descriptions and created the logo for
Political Sheepdog.com. In addition, | would like to thank my mother, who supported the
development of Political Sheepdog.com. | would like to thank my wife, Elizabeth, for her
tolerance of my obsession. | would like to thank Ken Fischer of ClickforHelp.com,
whose organization programmed the Political Sheepdog.com system. Finally, | would like
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to thank Steve Jobs and Steve Wozniak for their efforts to development and to popularize
the personal computer, which alowed a dyslexic to write this book and allowed such a
system to exist.

| apologize to economists for any mistakes that | have made and any
oversimplifications to provide the average reader with an understanding of the basic
arguments for policy markets.
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Chapter 1

Brief Summary

Why did Elvis become wealthy, but teachers don’t become wealthy even though
teachers appear to create more value? How can the United States create the savings
necessary to pay off our high trade, Federal, Social Security and consumer deficits,
when greater competition from more market driven economies like China and India,
when an aging population, and when expensive oil will make servicing those debts
more difficult? How can the United States create a system that prevents disasters like
Katrina? If we made the prevention of drug addiction, acoholism, HIV, etc.
profitable, wouldn’t we have less disease and better health? Why have previous
attempts to stop corruption like Campaign Finance Reform failed? This book will try
to answer these questions and explain the PoliticalSheepdog.com system.
Political Sheepdog.com is a non-partisan internet market, intellectual property system
for policies that provide a net long term savings for consumers and constituent
lobbying system, designed to drive those policies through legidatures. Its goals are:

e to provide health and financia savings for consumers and to make
countries more efficient and healthy through efficient public policy

e to provide constituents, who successfully lobby for legislation that
provides greater financial and health efficiency for consumers with fair
financial compensation.

e toincrease the interest of constituents in legislation and, thereby, improve
transparency

e toimprove the creativity of all people to create better laws

e toimprove the agility and quality of government

e to invigorate democracy and to decrease corruption with stronger
relationships between constituents and legiglators.

The key component to this system is an internet market for constituents and an
intellectual property system for policies that provide net savings for consumers. Please
note that these savings can include monetized savings of lives and health, so they are not
your accountant’s savings or efficiency. The savings can create either government
savings or consumer savings that could be taxed to pay constituents and entrepreneurs,
who can profit from fighting support the efficient public policy or fight corrupting special
interest groups. These profits could aso provide an incentive to produce savings to
protect the United States from an impending financial disaster, which will result from
high Federal budget, Socia Security and trade deficits with high consumer debt,
expensive oil and increasing international competition.

There are several basic assumptions and concepts behind internet policy markets.
First, if someone does something good, then we ought to reward that person, because
such rewards are ethical and because we want to send a signa to everyone that doing
good and creating wealth is important and worth their investment of money, time, and
energy. Creating a system in which the person who does the most good also makes the
most money should improve the well-being of society, because it is ethical and because
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the system would send the right message. As a result, people; who create, develop, and
help legislate good public policy; ought to have compensation for their efforts too.

Second, competition in an internet market would ensure lowest costs.

Third, having an open system like a market is important, because, if we have more
people innovate and help legislate good public policy, we will have more transparency
and better policies.

Fourth, government in its many formsis an invention to organize society. Asaresult,
government is a technology and should have greater treatment as a technology.

Fifth, we need to have a measurable, relatively non-partisan definition of what is a
“good.” One way to measure good of a government policy is to use net dynamic savings
for consumers resulting from that policy (See Chapter 7 for a more detailed discussion).
Net applies to the difference between the costs and benefits with and without the policy,
including the costs to administer the policy and to monitor its savings. The word
“dynamic” can have two meanings in this book. It can mean al of the net savings over
the life of the legidation, asit does here, or it can apply to the ability to deal with an ever
changing environment. “Dynamic” in the term, “net dynamic savings,” applies to all of
the consequences over years, as opposed to “static,” which applies to temporary benefits
or costs. For example, patents theoretically have static costs for consumers from their
monopoly premium for patent holders, but dynamic benefits from the incentive for
inventors to invent more products.

Net dynamic savings for consumers has several advantages. First, net dynamic
savings for consumers is a relatively non-partisan way to measure “good government,”
because everyone is a consumer. Second, these savings are more measurable than
equality, for which economists have failed to reach a consensus on techniques to measure
its value. Net dynamic savings for consumers is also more measurable than changes in
the total improvements in welfare. Third, savings could help pay down the debt from our
high Federal, consumer, trade and Social Security deficits and protect us from financial
disaster. Fourth, since corruption causes costs, Political Sheepdog system could use net
dynamic savings to fund the fight against corruption. Fifth, savings can provide a source
of funds with which to pay people who create the “good” policy. For example, let us
assume that an inventor develops a patented process that could save a manufacturer $1
million. Let us also assume that the manufacturer could use the process, if the
manufacturer paid the inventor $500,000 after the manufacturer saved the $1 million.
Then, the manufacturer would accept the deal, because the manufacturer would still save
$500,000 after paying the inventor and because the manufacturer would want would want
to send a signal to potential inventors to reduce his costs in similar ways. Now, if paying
some of the savings to inventors, who provided savings for manufactures, would be
advantageous for manufacturers, then why wouldn’t paying some of the savings to
inventors of public policy that provided savings for consumers also be benefit the
consumers? Clearly thereisapotential for awin-win situation here.

If compensation for inventors is good for manufacturers, then why shouldn’t it be
good for consumers? If an inventor creates a policy that creates savings for consumers,
then why shouldn’t consumers pay a share of their savings to the inventor, when inventor
develops policies that protect consumers? In addition, why shouldn’t consumers also pay
a share of their savings to others, who help the inventor drive those policies through
legidatures? Since the system pays its participants from the savings, taxes and fees on
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the direct and indirect beneficiaries of those savings should be the source of funds to pay
the participants in the system. The actual system of funding should change with each
policy, because policies are different and have different beneficiaries.

Sixth, if the system requires that the payments can only come from the total savings
generated from that a policy, these limits ensure that the consumers always benefit. Since
consumers aways benefit and since corruption increases costs to consumers, limits set by
total savings would prevent costs that would be corrupt.

Seventh, net dynamic savings in a changing economy could provide arapid signal for
a more dynamic, nimbler entrepreneurial public policy development and implementation.
This rapidity will make the United States a more efficient international competitor. Since
the PoliticalSheepdog system would evaluate al policies for net dynamic savings for
consumers and would only run its auctions systems for those policies that provide net
dynamic savings for consumers, Political Sheepdog.com should be able to provide the
above advantages to consumers.

Finaly, since the term dynamic implies long term and the term saving includes
potential health and mortality costs in net dynamic savings, efficiencies for citizens
implies protection of rights of ethnic and religious minority groups, because destruction
of health could increase costs and destruction of protection of one group can result in the
destruction of the rights for the next group until everyone is threatened, which can create
severe inefficiencies for consumers throughout a nation. As a result,
Political Sheepdog.com could be used to protect the right of consumers.

While many people have told the author that markets for public policy will never
happen, given the large deficits in the United States, the United States must utilize a
system that can promote savings on a massive scale or risk a financial disaster. Since
Political Sheepdog.com could promote savings throughout the economy in all
jurisdictions and in both the consumer and public sectors of the economy, which are
probably the least efficient sectors, and since is, therefore, probably the only system that
can promote massive savings, the United States will probably have to accept the
Political Sheepdog system as the only choice to prevent financial disaster for the nation.

Furthermore, if politicians and the public fail to utilize Political Sheepdog.com, the
United States could become poorer and less powerful. If the United States must yield its
preeminence in power to countries like China, the world will be a riskier, more
oppressive place. As a result, politicians really don’t have a choice. Politicians must
alow experimentation with Political Sheepdog.com or risk financial disaster and risk
making the United States a poorer country at the mercy of other less ethical, less
democratic governments like China.



Political Sheepdog.com/Gamble 10

Chapter 2

A Simplified Example of the Process:
The Credit Card Industry and Political Sheepdog.com

Who should read: All readers.

Chapter summary: This chapter will describe how the credit card through legal “tricks
and traps” creates costs for consumers and the process by which Political Sheepdog.com
could eliminate those costs through legislation and produce savings for consumers.

One example where Political Sheepdog.com might provide a substantial savings to
consumers is the credit card industry. According to Elizabeth Warren', alaw professor at
Harvard, the credit card industry sets “tricks and traps” for consumers, which include
“universal default, default rates of interest, late fees, over-limit fees, fees for payment by
telephone, repeated changes in the dates bills are due, changes in the locations to which
bills should be mailed, making it hard to find the total amount due on the bill, moving
bill-reception centers to lengthen the time it takes a bill to arrive by mail, misleading
customers about grace periods, and double cycle billing.”® Furthermore, Professor
Warren notes that the terms of the credit card agreements are incomprehensible and that
the language would be difficult for lawyers to understand.®> The result can be a red
interest rates of 400% and higher.

Professor Warren notes that the credit card companies deliberately target the people,
who are most likely to be unable to pay their pay all of their balances and thereby need to
pay penalty fees. She also notesthat loansin the credit card operations of Citi bank were
8 times more profitable than loans from the combined rea estate mortgages, student
loans, and car loans p.7. The profits for their credit card operations were 6.17%, while
their margin for their real estate mortgages, student loans, and car loans is 0.79% with a
difference of 5.39%. If we assume that this 5.39% is a percentage difference holds true
of the entire credit card industry, then 5.39% of the $109 hillion® or $5.86 billion in
profits of the credit card industry result from “tricks and traps.”

These tricks and traps are the result of an asymmetry of information, because the
lawyers and marketing departments for the credit card industry have a much greater

! Warren, Elizabeth, Harvard Law School, Testimony of Elizabeth Warren, Leo Gottlieb Professor of Law,
Harvard Law School, before the Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the United States
Senate; Hearing:Examing the Billing, Marketing, and Disclosure Practices of the Credit Card Industry, and
Their Consumers.

2Warren, p. 3

3 Warren, p. 4

*Warren, p. 2
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understanding of the credit card agreements than the consumers. The result is a form of
market failure called an information failure (see Chapter 5).

If there were a legislation that would eliminate these tricks and traps, the legislation
could produce possible savings per year would be approximately $5 billion and a savings
over 20 years discounted at 7% would be approximately $50 billion. If the
Political Sheepdog provided the incentive to invent legislation, which could provide the
savings, and could provide the incentives for political support necessary to overcome the
credit card lobby or overcome the credit card companies before other political pressure
might have overtaken them, then Political Sheepdog.com might provide as much as $50
billion in savings to the consumer.

Let us assume now that a consumer advocate like Professor Warren invented a
feasible plan to eliminate the tricks and traps of the credit card industry, which could
provide a total conservative discounted savings to consumers of $25 billion over 20
years. They would first describe and copyright the policy description, which would
include a description of how to estimate its savings and an estimate of the savings. For
example, the plan could be that credit card companies must only charge a single interest
rate per customer and must compete on the basis of interest rates. Next, the consumer
advocate would register the policy innovation with Political Sheepdog.com and pay fees
to cover the cost of evaluations. The policy innovation would undergo an evaluation for
uniqueness, probably from a patent attorney. Then, the policy innovation would undergo
peer review by economist or accountants to ensure that the plan would probably provide
savings and that the savings could be estimated fairly precisely.

Political Sheepdog.com would first send the plan to a peer (or peers) for review to
determine whether or not the plan and its estimated savings were theoretically feasible. If
the peers felt that there were potential savings and that the savings could be estimated
reasonably, then the inventing consumer advocate would search for possible sponsoring
legidators, who understood the need for fair compensation for policy innovators, for
constituents to lobby for consumers in order to defeat the credit card lobbyists, and for
the Political Sheepdog.com system. Let us also assume for now that that the inventing
consumer advocate can find enough legislators to sponsor the legislation in the House
and the Senate and would agree to fair compensation to the consumer advocate, who
invented the policy, to constituents, who lobby to support the policy, and to
Political Sheepdog.com. Let us assume that the sponsors negotiate with the inventing
consumer advocate and Political Sheepdog.com agree on the fees or taxes necessary to
compensate Political Sheepdog.com, the inventing consumer advocate, and |obbying
congtituents. If finding sponsors is difficult, Political Sheepdog.com has auctions (which
we will discussin later chapters 14) that can encourage legislators to become sponsors of
legislation with the compensation for fair policy innovators and Political Sheepdog.com.

Now let us assume that a Congressional committee with seven members is going
to review the legislation and vote on the legidation. Political Sheepdog.com would
then start a separate auction for that committee.

Before we discuss the committee auction further, we need to cover the goals of the
auction. The Political Sheepdog.com auctions have three main goals.

e To provide health and financial savings for consumers and to make countries
more efficient and healthy through public policy.
e To encourage greater fidelity of legidatorsto their constituents.
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e To provide constituents who successfully lobby for legislation that provides
greater financial and hedlth efficiency for consumers with fair financial
compensation.

Centra to the auction system is an auction process that determines financial
compensation for the bidding constituents, when their lobbying efforts are successful.
Since legislation must go through committee votes and through votes in lower and upper
houses, there can be a separate auction for each committee vote and each house vote.
This process requires multiple auctions allowing constituents to actively participate in
several rounds of bidding. Each auction, however, has a similar basic format.

Each auction has two phases, a bidding phase and a lobbying phase. As aresult, you
can have a bidding phase and a lobbying phase for each committee vote and each floor
vote in alegidative house. The bids in bidding phase determine the order of lobbying in
the lobbying phase. Lower bids lobby earlier, because the goal of Political Sheepdog.com
isto keep costs low in order to provide savings and efficiency for consumers.
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When a constituent in the bidding phase of an auction bids on a policy that
Political Sheepdog.com supports, the PoliticalSheepdog program sorts the bid to the
congtituent's legidator. Next, it ranks all of the bids for the legidator's constituents,
including the new bid, according to size. The program places the smallest bid in the left
of a legislator’s column and the largest at the right, as can be seen in the zoom view
column (See below). The program inserts the new bid into its appropriate place in the
column. The right end of the column represents the total of all of the bids of the
legisator’s bidding constituents.

@ BIDDING PHASE (ZOOM VIEW)

The zoom view shows the bids of each bidder.

Bids in Dollars

R HEIT] 100 4110 $125  $135 4150 $170 $210 #3720

The sum of the bids for a legislator’s bidding constituents in an auction.

The zoom view shows how the Politicaltheepdog program ranks and sorts the bids of the
constituent of a legislator into a column with the lowest bid on the left and the largest bid on

the right.

Copyright & 2004 PoliticalSheepdog.com Inc. &ll rights reserved.
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In addition to the zoom view, screens will usually show another view, the simple

view, which only shows the position of the viewing bidder and not the positions of
the other bidders.

BIDDING PHASE

Zoom View and Simple View

Bids in Dollars

(Mo HEL s 00 4110 4125 4135 4150 $170 | 4210 $320

ZoomView

Bid‘pﬁﬁe viewing constituent

Legislator

Simple ¥ew

The length from the left end of the column to the right end of the viewing constituent's box
represents the sum ofthe bids of the viewing constituent and the bids of the bidding
constituents with the same legislator and with smaller hids.

B The zoom view shows the bids of each bidder, while the simple view shows the hids
of the same constituents. The zoom view shows the individual contributions to the sum,

wehile the simple view anly shows the sum of the bids of 3 legislator's
hidding constituents.

B The hid afthe bidder, wha is viewing the auction on her personalized screen.

Copyright & 2004 PoliticalSheepdog.com Inc. &ll rights reserved.




Political Sheepdog.com/Gamble 15

Once the auction is underway, constituents logging on to bid will be able to view their
bids in relation to other bidding constituents. Their bid will appear as a block on the
Political Sheepdog personalized screen that the Political Sheepdog program sends to every
viewing constituent (See below). On the screen below, the viewing constituent’s bid of
$170 has a specia box with a pattern and/or color representing his or her bid. The left
border of the column to the right side of the bidding viewer’s box (See below) represents
the sum of the viewer’s bid and all of the inferior bids relative to the viewer for the
viewing bidder’s legidator.

&

BIDDING PHASE

Zoom View and Simple View

Bids in Dollars

Legislator

£100 £110 | £125 | £135 | $150 4170 $210  $320

ZoomView

Simple ¥ew -

Biq’pﬁﬁe viewing constituent

The length from the left end of the column to the right end of the viewing constituent's box
represents the sum ofthe bids of the viewing constituent and the bids of the bidding
constituents with the same legislator and with smaller hids.

B The zoom view shows the bids of each bidder, while the simple view shows the hids
of the same constituents. The zoom view shiows the individual contributions to the sum,
while the simple view only shows the sum of the bids of 3 legislator's
hidding constituents.

I The hid ofthe bidder, wha is viewing the auction on her persaonalized screen.

Copyright & 2004 PoliticalSheepdog.com Inc. All rights reserved.

In the bidding phase, constituents bid

e toganfinancial rewards from a share of the policy savings,

e to support legislation on moral grounds or

e tobid dueto perceived financial or business benefits.
Bidding constituents compete for lower bids, because lower bids receive an earlier
opportunity to lobby legidators, thus increasing their chances of winning. The
constituents must try to moderate their desires for financial rewards with the competitive
necessity to keep their bids low to compete with other bidders. As aresult, greed versus
competition will produce afair market level of compensation.
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Participating constituents can also change their bid as many times as they desire
in asingle auction during its bidding phase and can participate in any of the auctions for
which they qualify. The bidding phase terminates with enough estimated time for the
constituents to lobby their respective legislators during the lobbying phase of the auction.

At the beginning of the lobbying phase, the lowest bidding constituent of each
legidator (See below) is the first to lobby their legislator (See below). Lobbying
constituents encourage their legidator to click the "Support" button. There is no box for
the viewing constituent, because this screen will go to legislators and not constituents.

@ LOBBYING PHASE - FIRST ROUND

Beginning of the Lobbying Phase-Legislator's view- First round of constituent lobbying

Legislators in a committee Bids in Dollars

e a4 4100 | Waiting to Lobby

Oconnell SR Waiting to Lobby

Dulaney g3 klI] Waiting to Lobby

Mikulski Waiting to Loblyy

Cardin ERLHNELTOL Waiting to Lobby

BLIEY 4570 Lobhying Waiting to Lobby

QEWGT  $260 Lobhying Waiting to Lobby

ﬂ Support

M First loblwing constituents
B Waiting to loblw: Constituents, who have not lobbied.

The lobbying constituents encourage their legislator to click the ‘Support’ button

Copyright @ 2004 PoliticalSheepdog.com Inc. All rights reserved.
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The legidator will choose the “Support™ button for several possible reasons.

The legidlator approves of the legidation.

The legidator aspires for reelection.

Each bidding constituent actively participates and encourages several other voters
participate in the democratic process.

The lobbying constituent may be a campaign contributor.

The legislator will want to protect the financial interests of her constituents.

The legislator wants to end the lobbying by her constituents. Stopping the process
allows the legislator to control whether their constituents, who lobbied, receive
any possible compensation.

Since the purpose of Political Sheepdog.com is to produce savings for consumers,
lower expenses can be maintained, if rewards are limited to...

Constituents, who lobbied for alegislator.
Constituents, whose legislator supported the legislation.
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In an effort to provide more savings for consumers, the Political Sheepdog system
eliminates constituent compensation for constituents of some supporting legislators, when
the number of supporting legisators are larger than the minimum necessary for a
majority, because the legidative protocol only requires a minimum majority. For
example, if acommittee has 7 members, only 4 committee members are necessary to pass
the legidation. As a result, the Political Sheepdog system would reward the 4 lowest
bidding groups of constituents, who lobbied and whose legislator voted for the
legidation, even if 5 or 6 legislators voted for the legislation.

[ The legislators supported the legislation and their constituents, who lobbied, had low
enough hids to become winners.

[ The legislators supported the legislation, but their constituents, who lohbied, bid too high
towin the auction. As a result, the gray legislators have constituents, who are losers.

[ The legislator failed to suppart the legislation, so his constituents are losers.

Copyright @ 2004 PoliticalSheepdog.com Inc, All rights reserved,

If there are 401 legislators in the lower house of a legislature and 201 are
necessary for a working majority, but 250 legidators voted for the legidation, then
there will be 201 legidators with winning groups of lowest bidding constituent, who
will have winning constituents.
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Competitive lobbying among constituents of a legislator occurs within the horizontal
columns, while competitive bidding against the constituents lobbying other legidators
occurs between the columns. Legislators compete to allow their lobbying constituency to
remain among a number of legidator’s groups of lobbying constituents with lowest
bids. This number equals to the number for the minimum majority like the lowest bidding
4 groups in acommittee of 7.
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Since constituents must compete against the constituents of other legidators, the
program ranks the bids of all lowest bidding constituents, who lobbied, and arranges
columns from the top to the bottom to allow legisators to see how constituents are
competing. The column with the lowest bid is on the top and the column with the highest
bid is on the bottom (See below). Columns will attain random lengths, because each
legidator will have a different number of bidding constituents with different bids (See
below).

@ LOBBYING PHASE - FIRST ROUND

Beginning of the Lobbying Phase-Legislator's view- First round of constituent lobbying

Legislators in a committee Bids in Dollars

Frederick S [T T T RGH R0
Oconnell geEeEn] Waiting to Lobby

Dulaney

Mikulski

Cardin |

E Support

The lengths of the columns represent the sum ofthe hids of each legislator's constituents.
These have different lenoths hecause different legeslators will have difererent numbers
of bidding constituents with different bids. As a result, the columns should have random
lengths.

B The first lobbying constituents encourage their own legislator to click the "Support” button.,

B Waiting to loblw: Constituents, whao have not lobbied.

The first constituent to lobhy each legislator will have the lowest bid among his or her
legislator's hidding constituents. The program ranks the hids ofthe lowe st bidding constituents
of each legislator and arranges their columns fram the top to the bottom, such that the column
with the lowest hid of each legislators' lowest hidding constituents is on the top and the column
with the highest of each legislators' lowwe st bidding constituents is on the bottom.

Copyright @ 2004 PoliticalSheepdag.com Inc. &ll rights reserved.
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In the second round of the lobbying phase, the next to lowest bidding constituent of
each legidator is the next to lobby their legislator (See the blue box below). The second
lobbying constituent aso encourages her legislator to click the "Support” button (See
below). The program ranks the columns by the sum of the bids of the first and second
bidding/lobbying constituents from top to bottom, such that the column with the lowest
sum of lobbying constituent bidsis on thetop. (See below).

@ LOBBYING PHASE - SECOND ROUND

Beginning of the Lobbying Phase - Legislator's view - Second round of constituent lobbying

Legislators in a committee Bids in Dollars

Oconnell EERAL $130

Dulaney @Sk} $140

Frederick gELNi] %180

ot T wawoolowy |

Cardin

Dole

Hatch $260 $270+ 260 = 530

ﬂ Support

The sum of the bids ofthe first and second lobbyists. The program ranks the
columns by the sum of the hids of the first and second biddinoflobbying constituents
fram the top to the bottom, such that the column with the lowest sum of constituent
hids iz on the top, etc.

B Constituentwho lobbied

B The second lobbying constituent of each legislator and his ar her bid.
It the second round of the labbying phase, the nextto lowest bidding constituent of
each legislator is the second to lobby their legislataor.
B Waiting to lobby: Constituents, wha have not lobbied
The second lobbying constituents for each column encourage their
respective legislators to click the “Support™ button.

Copyright @ 2004 PoliticalSheepdog.com Inc. All rights reserved.
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The second round or later rounds of the lobbying phase may alter the ranks of the
sums of the bids by the constituents, who lobbied. These atered ranks will change the
order of the legidators. For example, the ranks of Oconnell, Dulaney and Frederick
changed in the second round of lobbying.

@ LOBBYING PHASE - SECOND ROUND

Beginning of the Lobbying Phase - Legislator's view - Second round of constituent lobbying

Legislators in a committee Bids in Dollars

) ) S The sum ofthe hids
Oconnell EEESET] $130 Waiting to Lobhby ofthe first and

'l I econd lobbyists,
Dulaney EEEIET $140 Waiting to Lobby

Frederick
Mikulski 4 Waiting to Lobby
Cardin Waiting to Lobby
Dole Waiting to Loblny
Hatch § $270+ 260 = 530 Wailing to

ﬂ Support |

The second lobbying constituent of each legislator and his or her bid.

Mote: Dconnell, Dulaney, and Frederick switched, hecause the sum ofthe hids of Fred-
erick's lobhying constituent increased due to the size ofthe bid of Frederick's second

hidder
B Constituentwha labhied
M The second lobbying constituent of each legizlatar and his or her bid.

B Waiting to lobby: Constituents, wha have not lobbied

Copyright @ 2004 PoliticalSheepdogicom Inc, All rights reserved,
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When the legidlator clicks on the "Support" button to stop the lobbying, the graph
reflects this action for other legislators with a change of pattern color in the portion of the
column representing the two constituents who lobbied and the constituents who are
waiting to lobby. In the graph below, Hatch clicked on the support button and the graph
changed the color to light blue and red.

@ LOBBYING PHASE - SECOND ROUND

Beginning of the Lobbying Phase -Legislator's view - second round of lobbying

Legislators in a committee Bids in Dollars
Oconnell EESE] $130 Waiting to Lobby
Dulaney IR $140 Waiting to Lobhy
Frederick YWaiting to Lobby
Mikulski 4 Waiting to Lobby
Cardin Waiting to Lobby
Dole Waiting to Loblny

E Support

B Constituent who lobbied
B The second lobbying constituent of each legislator and his or her bid.

B wWaiting to lobby: Constituents, who have naot labhied.

Il Can't lobby -losers: Since Hatch stopped the lobbying, these constituents can not
lobhy and can not become winners.

[] The legislator can click on the support button to stop the lobbying. Inthe graph
ahove, Hatch clicked an the support button, which the graph reflects in a change of
color forthe constituents who lobhied.

Copyright & 2004 PoliticalSheepdog.com Inc. &ll rights reserved.
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1. During the lobbying phase, a constituent, who bid, may want to view the relative
position of his bid in the auction. As a result the viewing constituent receives a
personalized screen. The example of a personalized screen below shows the viewing
constituent as the second bidder for Cardin and shows a green color to identify his
bid.

@ LOBBYING PHASE - SECOND ROUND

Beginning of the Lobbying Phase - Viewing Constituent's view - second round of lobbying

Legislators in a committee Bids in Dollars
Oconnell EESE] $130 Waiting to Lobby
Dulaney EEIETI] $140 Waiting to Loblwy
Frederick Ml $180 Waiting to Lobhy
Mikulski 4 Waiting to Lobby
Cardin Waiting to Lobby

Dole Waiting to Loblny

B Bid of viewing bidder, who i5 also in the second round of hidders.
B cConstituent who lobbied
B The second lobbying constituent of each legislatar and his or her bid.

B wWaiting to lobby: Constituents, who have naot labhied.

Il Can't lobby -losers: Since Hatch stopped the lobbying, these constituents can not
lobhy and can not become winners.

[] The legislatar can click on the support button to stop the lobbying. |0 the graph
ahove, Hatch clicked an the support button, which the graph reflects in a change of
color forthe constituents who lobhied.

Copyright @ 2004 PoliticalSheepdog.cam Inc, all rights rezerved,

2. Thelobbying ends when either:

o All of thelegidators click the “Support™ button
e Theauction master stops the auction prior to afloor or committee vote, thus
completing the auction.
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At the end of the auction, groups of constituents may only become winners (See
below), if

e They havelobbied to bein their group,

e Their legidators voted for the legidlation,

e A constituent group’s sum of bids must be among a number of lowest sums of
lobbying constituent groups. That number must equal to the minimum number to
reach a majority as majority of 4 in committee of 7.

PERSONALIZE VIEW OF BIDDING CONSTITUENT

The end of an auction for a committee

Legislators Bids in Dollars

Frederick | Winners

Oconnell | Winnesrs

Dulaney

Mikulski

anked sum of bids ofthose constituents, who lobbied.

[] Winners: Since there are only 7 members of the committee, it only takes 4 legislators
to reach a minimum majority. Since the PoliticalSheepdog system seeks efficiency,
anly the minimum majority of 4 groups of constituents, who labbied, canwin. These
groups must also have the lowest sums of hids. As a result, only constituents inthe 4
shortest green columns are winners. In addition, the legislators of the winning constit-
Lents must have voted for the legislation.

B Losers: Losers hecause the sums of bids of constituents, whao lobbied, are too high.
[] Losers: Losers because the hids ofthe constituents were too high for the legislators
to allow constituents to okt

I Bid ofthe viewing bidder as a winner.

The rounds of lobbying persist until either all of the legislators clicked the support button
or the auction master stops the auction before a floor or committee vote.
Then, the auction is complete.

Copyright @ 2004 PoliticalSheepdog.com Inc. All rights reserved.
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The following graph shows a dlightly different situation. In this graph, Dulaney
voted against the legidlation. Thus, Dulaney has blue in his column, signifying a vote
against the legidation. The gray, green, and blue colors represent the sum of the bids of
the constituents who lobbied their respective legidators and the pink represents the
additional sums of the constituents, who had higher bids and did not have a chance to
lobby. The green represents the winners. The gray represents the losers, because the sum
of the bids of the lobbying constituents was too high. The dark green box in the Mikul ski
column represents the viewing constituent's bid on his or her personalized screen.

PERSONALIZE VIEW OF BIDDING CONSTITUENT

The end of an auction for a committee - Personalize view of bidding constituent

Legislators Bids in Dollars

Frederick | Winners

Oconnell

Winnels

Dulaney

Mikulski

] winners: Since there are anly ¥ members ofthis committee, since it anly takes 4
legislatars to reach a minimum majarity; anly the 4 groups of constituents, who lobbied,
whose legislators also voted for the legislation and whose sum of hids was among the
4 [owest sums of lobbying constituents, can become winners.

I Losers: Lozer-Sums of bids of lobbying constituents are are too high.

[] Losers: Losers because the hids of the constituents were too high for the legislators
to allow constituents to lakbby

B Losers: Loser- Legislator voted against hill.

[ Bid ofthe viewing hidder as a winner.

The rounds of lobbying persist until either all of the legislators clicked the support button or the auction
master stops the auction before a floor or committee vote. Then, the auction is complete.

Copyright @ 2004 PoliticalSheepdog.com Inc. All rights reserved.
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e Failure on the part of their legislator to support the bill (See the blue color below),

e The constituent’s bid was too high and the legislator clicked the “Support” button
before the constituent could lobby (See the pink color below),

e The auction master ended the auction before the constituent could lobby (See the
pink color below),

e The sum of the bids of the lobbying constituent's lobbying group was too high
(Seethe gray color).

3. Winning the auction is the initial step for constituents to win their bids as
compensation. There are three additional steps.

e The legislation must pass through all appropriate committees and all appropriate
house floor votes.

e An executive such as amayor, governor or President must enact the legidation.

e Theinventor of the legidation, Political Sheepdog.com, and the government must
determine and agree that enacted legislation created actual savings for consumers
and an estimate of those savings. For example, if the reduced profitability of the
credit card companies could be used to determine the savings created from
legislation designed to protect the credit consumer from predatory practices by the
credit card industry.

Monetary compensation for inventors of the policy, lobbying constituents, and
Political Sheepdog.com is based on fees or taxes connected with savings, such at taxes on
credit card interest charges, since these consumers would receive the most savings. Now
let us conservatively assume that the saved $2.5 billion per year from the consumer
advocate’s policy and let us assume that negotiations and possible arbitration between
innovators determines that the inventing consumer advocate was only 2 years ahead of
other researchers, who were likely to have developed the policy (See chapter 8 on
intellectual property). As a result, let us assume that the inventing consumer advocate
would receive 50% of the total savings for 2 years or $2.5 billion. (If, however, there
were several policy innovators with different policies that could produce the same effect,
their competition might result in far less compensation for them and the return for the
consumers would be greater.) Furthermore, let us assume that Political Sheepdog.com
receives 10% of the savings for 10 years of its patent or a discount $1.75 billion. Let us
also assume that it takes $100 million for the constituents, who bid and lobbied to support
the legislation and another $1 billion for the government, Political Sheepdog.com and the
inventing consumer advocate to collect the data and to negotiate and possibly arbitrate
reasonable estimates of yearly savings. In return, the consumers would receive
approximately $20-22 billion in savings or a virtually risk free return of almost 400%
more than the fees or taxes that the constituents would pay to support the system.

The fees and taxes must, however, be lower than estimated savings for the
congtituents to prevent corruption of the system. This requirement aways ensures
benefits for consumers. The Political Sheepdog system is a great deal for consumers.
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Chapter 3
The Status Quo and Fixing It

Who should read: every reader of this book.

Summary: This chapter will cover the challenges that the United States faces and
weakness in its current politico-economic system. It will also briefly attempt to explain
how the Political Sheepdog.com internet market, designed to drive legislation through
legidlatures, could invigorate democracy and protect the United States from an impending
financial disaster, resulting from high Federal budget, high Social Security and high trade
deficits with high consumer debt, with expensive oil, with an aging population and with
increasing international competition.

While paying the $80 gas bill a U-Haul truck at a Vermont corner store in June of
2006, the clerk, who was a tall, white haired New Englander said that he was scared just
to fill the tank of his car, when he filled it with $30 of gas. He ought to be scared. The
United Statesisin trouble.

The U.S. is like the frog in a folk warning that says, if you put a frog into boiling
water, the frog will try to escape, but, if you put afrog into lukewarm water and raise the
temperature slowly, the frog will cook. The U.S. is like the cooking frog, because we
face a slowly percolating “Perfect Storm,” consisting of high trade, high Federal budget,
high Social Security, and high consumer deficits. What makes this debt worse is that we
are entering in a new era with expensive oil, with an aging population, and with greater
competition due to the trend toward market driven economies in countries like India and
China, in which it will be harder to pay those debts. The U.S. isaso in trouble, because
special interest groups buy excessive influence in our representative democracy.

We have other costly problems. Illegal drugs cost their consumers in the United
States $65 hillion in 2004° If we add the medical and other indirect costs of drugs, the
costs were $114.2 in 1995 and probably more now®. Gambling costs consumers in the
United States $47.3 billion in 2005,

Alcohol revenues in the United States were $148.2 billion in 2006%. Of this
$148.2 billion, the top 5% of the drinkers drink are responsible for approximately 25-
27% of the total and the top 20% of the alcohol consumers drinker are responsible for

® Tandy, Karen. Money Laundering: Current Status of our Efforts to Coordinate and Combat Money

® Rice, Dorothy P., “Economic Costs of Substance Abuse, 1995,” Proceedings of the Association of
American Physicians, Vol. 111, No. 2, pp. 119-125

" Zimmerman, Kevin. “Global Casino Gaming Revenues to Top $100 billion by 2009.” The Hollywood
Reporter. 10/10/2005).

8 «Alcoholic Drinks in the United States™: Industry Profile, December, 2006, p. 7.


http://drugcaucus.senate.gov/moneylaundering04tandy.html
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about 87-89% of the total®. Asaresult, since 20% of the drinkers probably include most
alcoholics and most problem drinkers, approximately $100 billion of revenue from
alcohol is conservatively the result of alcohol abuse and alcoholism. If we add medical
and other indirect costs, drug and alcohol abuse cost U.S. consumers $245.7 hillion/ year
in 1992 with approximately $97.7 billion due to drugs and $114 billion due to alcohol *°.
The cost for acoholism are probably more now due to growth in alcohol sales'.

Cigarettes cost the consumers in the United States almost $77.2 billion in 2006™.
If we include medical and other indirect costs of tobacco, tobacco cost the United States
$138 billion in 1995%,

As a result, alcohol, drugs, cigarettes and gambling costs adjusted for inflation
probably cost consumers approximately $414 billion or approximately 4% of the GDP
each year. In addition, The War on Terrorism costs us approximately $200 billion/year™.
Katrina cost us more than $200 billion™. With only 6 problems, we have almost $800
billion in costs, equal to almost 8% of the GDP.

In addition to the above costs, the United State has had a total of $5.3 trillion in
negative current count balances since 1980 when our estimated GDP for 2006 should be
$13 trillion'” 2006. As aresult, Peter F. Drucker is concerned that this $5 trillion dollar
imbalance and continuing yearly imbalances will result in a loss of confidence and a
monetary crisis'®. Already, investors like Soros™ are selling the dollar short, expecting a
large decline. A rapid devaluation of the dollar could make foreign goods much more
expensive in the United States, increase inflation, and cause a decline in our standard of
living. As aresult, the trade deficit with the Social Security deficit, the Federal budget
deficit, the increasing price of oil and increasing international competition are threatening
a “Perfect Storm” of afinancia crisis.

° Greenfield, T.K. and Rogers, J.D. “Who Drinks Most of the Alcohol inthe U.S.? The
Policy Implications,” Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 60(1): 78-89, 1999

rmToSearch=10096312& ordinal pos=9& itool=EntrezSystem2.PEntrez.Pubmed.Pubm
ed ResultsPanel.Pubmed RVDocSum
19 Alcoholism National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism 1995 Drug Control Strategy, The White

1 «Alcoholic Drinksin the United States”: Industry Profile, December, 2006

12 «Tobacco in the United States”: Industry Profile, Datamonitor Plc. 12/2006, p.9

3 Rice, Dorothy P., “Economic Costs of Substance Abuse, 1995,” Proceedings of the Association of
American Physicians,Vol. 111, No. 2, pp. 119-125

14 Combine the evidence from Bilmes, Linda and Stiglitz, Joseph E. The Economic Costs of the Iraq War:
An Appraisal Three Years after the Beginning of the Conflict. | _

*http://www?2.gsb.columbia.edu/faculty/jstiglitz/cost of war in irag.pdf and Global War on Terrorism:
Observation on Funding Costs, Costs, and Future Commitments, GAO-06-885T,

thitp://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?d=10486,) 01/03/05
¥ David, Javier, Soros Selling Dollars, Hits US Policy and

http://www.global policy.org/socecon/crisis/2003/0520soros.htm Reuters, 5/20/03
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In addition to a monetary crisis and the above costs, if the United States can reach
$800 billion with only 6 examples, there are probably many other smaller costs at the
Federal, state and local levels throughout all sectors of the economy, which cumulatively
may cost the consumers hundreds of billions and possibly trillions of dollars. We have
these costs, because the political, socio-economic system has some intrinsic flaws like
undue influence of specia interest groups and consumer psychological weaknesses. |f
consumers and the political-economic system in the United States didn’t have flaws, then
how could United Statesget into such a mess?

In addition, Common Cause, a honprofit, nonpartisan citizen's lobbying organization
promoting open, honest and accountable government has been around for amost 40 years
and we still have corrupt legidation. If their assumptions behind their and their fellow
“good” government foundations were valid, special interest groups would probably have
less influence. The basic flaw of Common Cause and other similar “good” government
organizations is the assumption that we can get good government for free, that donations,
which allow free riders, will be adequate to fight corruption and/or that we can trust our
politicians to do the right thing. These assumptions are so naive and so obviously absurd
that they are both humorous and tragic.

These absurd assumptions are chalenged by PoliticalSheepdog.com.  The
Political Sheepdog.com assumption is that you can not get good government for free.
Political Sheepdog.com assumes that we need competitive markets to find the lowest fair
price to pay for the best policies and the best government. These markets can reduce
costs for the consumer and signal what types of policies we need a help prioritize
legidation.

Since costs of waste and lost savings for consumers may be in the trillions of dollars,
these costs can create tens and possibly hundreds of billions of dollars in opportunities for
policy innovators and constituents in a similar way as the previous example with the
inventor, who could save the manufacturer $1 million in return for a share of the savings.
For example, if we made prevention of alcoholism profitable, we might save $114 hillion,
while providing opportunities to entrepreneurs and constituents. If
Political Sheepdog.com, its associates, and policy inventors provide net dynamic savings
for the consumers in exchange for a share of the savings, then we have a win-win
situation for the policy inventors, PoliticalSheepdog.com, its associates, and the
consumer. This win-win situation is even better, because it sends a signal to future
inventors that savings for consumers is important, which will increase competition and
lower costs. Everybody becomes wealthier through less waste and greater efficiency.
This efficiency could apply to every jurisdiction, because Political Sheepdog.com could
operate in every jurisdiction and in all sectors of the economy, because policy can apply
to all sectors of the economy. In addition, if there were greater efficiency, efficiency
improvements can protect the environment.

If United States and its consumers could decrease the above costs and increase the
efficiency of the entire country by 10%, we can create savings to pay debts. The United
States could also increase the competitiveness of the entire country.

Before the United States can take advantage of these opportunities, the leaders in a
state must provide courageous leadership and be the first state to recognize the need for
policy markets and for intellectual property protection to inventors of public policy that
provides net dynamic savings for consumer in order to prove the potential of these
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systems. The first state that recognizes PoliticaSheepdog.com as a market and
intellectual property system would not only have risks. It will also have enormous first
mover advantages. Firgt, the earliest state, whose officials developed new policies and
who accepted Political Sheegpdog.com, could sell policies to other states and have
royalties from those policies. These royalties could reduce taxes.

Second, policy inventorsin the first state would have property rights and profits from
other states for the easiest and most obvious innovations, whatever they will be. Third,
the state that has the first policy inventors would be relatively more competitive than
other states due to its greater efficiency, because the Political Sheepdog.com promotes
savings and efficiency. Fourth, their citizens would reap the benefits of better, less
corrupt government, because corruption creates costs for consumers. Since
Political Sheepdog.com promotes savings and decreases costs, it would act to reduce
corruption, which would provide greater savings for its citizens. Fifth, the state that has
the first policy inventors would have a priority claim to support a policy “patent” office
for the Federal government in their state. This policy “patent” office would provide jobs
in their state, because the first state would have the citizens, who had experience working
with the Political Sheepdog.com intellectual property system. Asaresult, states are really
in arace to be the first to embrace the Political Sheepdog.com system.

Not only would states benefit, but individuals would benefit. Once the nation
embraces the need for a market and intellectual property system for public policy,
hundreds of billions and possibly trillions of dollars in opportunities will be available to
anyone with access to the internet. These opportunities can be taken by entrepreneurs,
who can develop new efficient policies more quickly. These efficiencies will enable the
United States to compete more effectively against other nations.

Since Political Shegpdog.com system promotes savings for consumersin all aspects of
our economy, Political Sheepdog.com is probably the only single concept able to provide
the savings to calm the financial “Perfect Storm.” In addition, when we have a system
with profit that encourages more constituents to participate and contribute to campaigns,
their greater interest will result in greater transparency, greater accountability and less
corruption by special interest groups.
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Chapter 4
History of Political Sheepdog.com

Who should read: Those who want to understand the history and the motivation
behind Political Sheepdog.com.

Summary: This chapter gives a short history of Political Sheepdog.com and what
motivated Dr. Gamble to develop it.

While in the seventh grade in 1961 and watching the sun set during the
intermission of a wonderful rendition of the musical, Oklahoma, at my Quaker high
school, the author wondered why Elvis Presley made so much money and why his private
middle school teachers did not, when teachers seemed to create more value. It seemed to
him that the person, who did the most good, should make the most money, but Elvis did
not appear to him to do as much good as his teachers, but Elvis made more money than
his teacher did. The result is a paradox, which the author calls, The Elvis-Educator
Paradox.

The author probably became concerned about the paradox, because his father, a
professor at Johns Hopkins Medical School, complained that teachers and other academic
professionals tended to make relatively less money than their counterparts in business.
The father’s complaints were the foundation of the author’s belief that the monetary
values of goods and services in our country frequently fail to signal the values necessary
to maximize the well-being of our country.

While in medical school in Miami in the early 1970s, the author took a course in
behavioral psychology with Dr. Pennypacker, in which he guided the author in research
in how to apply behaviora psychology to train medical students. In this course, the
author studied how psychologists train pigeons to peck levers based upon the frequency
and the immediacy of rewards after a behavior. While pondering the basic variables like
the type of reward and the timing of the rewards and walking past a Lumm’s, a fast food
franchise that sells beer, the answer to an Elvis-Educator paradox occurred to the author.
It occurred to him that the timing of the rewards (which will be discussed in much greater
detail in Chapter 9, entitled, “Psychological Market Failure”) was a major cause of the
paradox.

In order to try to develop an economic theory regarding the Elvis-Educator
paradox in the late 1970s, the author enlisted the help of an economist in Michigan
without success.

In the early 1980s, the author tried to patent a system of taxation based on the
timing of delivery of a purchased product, but the patent law prevented the tax at that
time, because it would be considered a way of doing business.

In the mid 1980s, author started working with Dr. Tom Zak of the U.S. Naval
Academy, who taught author welfare economics and helped him develop the basic
reasons, why psychological states like alcoholism encourage suboptima choices and






