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 And so it begins... 

 

 The jet planes flew over today in a 

synchronized rhythm; one after another... the rich 

were making their escape. 

 The rest of us were ordered to shelter in place 

– they say two weeks, but really they mean for the 

foreseeable future. We are never safer than we are 

right now and that’s diminishing exponentially. 

 Another private jet passes over, maybe off to 

the bunker – one of those silos in the desert – no 

place we are told is safe, except perhaps for the 

wilderness – and the window is closing upon us very 

quickly. Now is the moment to go, if you’re going to 

go, if it’s not already too late... all the while I can still 

hear the jet engines overhead, only slightly obscured 

by the sound of the gardener trimming the neighbor’s 

hedge. 

 The appearances of normal must be 

maintained – even during quarantine. 

 But there’s no going back to normal – 

everyone realizes that by now – though we’re still at 

the stage of denial. 

 There are no tests available... and even if there 

were, from what they tell us on television, that 

doesn’t mean you can’t catch it the very next day. So 

we’re all just a fourteen day incubation period away 

from knowing if anyone of us is next. 

 And right on cue, another millionaire makes 

his escape. 

 The bravest of us – those helping everyone get 

through are grocery workers, as they single handedly 

navigate us through panic buying and empty 

shelves, while maintaining a bedside manner that’d 

make Florence Nightingale jealous, yet somehow they 

still don’t even merit a living wage. 
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 Beyond this there is a tried and tested 

precedent that most people have never even heard of, 

designed specifically to release entire nations from 

debt.  

 Originating in the doctrine formalized in a 

1927 treatise by Alexander Nahum Sack, based upon 

19th century precedents, including Mexico’s 

repudiation of debts incurred by Emperor 

Maximilian’s regime, and the denial by the United 

States of Cuban debt incurred by the Spanish 

colonial regime, the concept of forgiving “odious 

debt,” also known as illegitimate debt, entered into 

International Law, holding that the national debt 

incurred by a regime for purposes that do not serve 

the best interests of the nation should not be 

enforceable. Such debts are thus considered by this 

doctrine to be personal debts of the regime that 

incurred them and not debts of the state. 

 Quoting Sack: “When a despotic regime 

contracts a debt, not for the needs or in the interests 

of the state, but rather to strengthen itself, to 

suppress a popular insurrection, etc, this debt is 

odious for the people of the entire state. This debt 

does not bind the nation; it is a debt of the regime, a 

personal debt contracted by the ruler, and 

consequently it falls with the demise of the regime. 

The reason why these odious debts cannot attach to 

the territory of the state is that they do not fulfill one 

of the conditions determining the lawfulness of State 

debts, namely that State debts must be incurred, 

and the proceeds used, for the needs and in the 

interests of the State. Odious debts, contracted and 
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utilized for purposes which, to the lenders’ 

knowledge, are contrary to the needs and the 

interests of the nation, are not binding on the nation 

– when it succeeds in overthrowing the government 

that contracted them – unless the debt is within the 

limits of real advantages that these debts might have 

afforded. The lenders have committed a hostile act 

against the people; they cannot expect a nation 

which has freed itself of a despotic regime to assume 

these odious debts, which are the personal debts of 

the ruler.” 

 To this doctrine, it may also be argued that 

debt coerced upon a nation, in a time of fear and 

duress, to lead that nation into war, (such as what 

we witnessed in 2001, 2003, and beyond) is by 

definition “odious debt” and therefore also invalid. 

Likewise, debt incurred by a nation – intended for 

the benefit of the people of that nation – as 

exemplified by the $1.6 trillion bank bailout for 

mortgage debt of 2008/9 – which was then used by 

the lenders (who happened to also be the recipients 

of the money) to enrich themselves, instead of 

providing the relief that was intended for the 

struggling homeowners, is also vacant as odious 

debt. 

 Most recently, in that same period of 2008, 

Ecuador’s president, Rafael Correa, successfully 

reduced his nation’s debt, declaring it illegitimate 

odious debt, based on the argument that it was 

contracted by corrupt and despotic prior regimes. 

Such an argument could rightfully be made for debt 

relief here in the United States as well.   
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 To that, may I suggest that we need to move 

away from a system of Representative Democracy 

and to one of Direct Democracy, where all the people 

truly have a say in the way that their government is 

run, while maintaining a structure that is still 

manageable to properly govern our society. 

 What we are faced with is not necessarily a 

problem of the structure of government, whether that 

be parliamentary, congressional, council, or any 

number of existing formations seen in “democratic” 

countries around the world, but a question of how, 

and for how long, those seats are filled. The solution 

to this, may I propose, is quite simple. 

 In order to ensure the widest range of voices – 

and therefore the potential for the best ideas to rise 

to the top and be heard – have the opportunity to 

help craft the policies that shape our society, while 

freeing ourselves from the stranglehold the political 

parties and ruling elite have on our governments, we 

need to actually abolish elections altogether and 

move to a lottery based system whereby, like a draft, 

everyone of a certain age would be registered for 

government service. 

 Office holders, for all decision making seats in 

government, would be selected at random, from a 

pool of potential candidates, to serve for a fixed one-

term period, with no special benefits and only the 

median salary of the area from which they reside, 

after which period they would then return to their 

civilian life, without the possibility of holding office 

again. 
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 This would ensure the widest possibility of 

public participation in our governing processes and 

that these officials, once leaving office, would hold no 

pension or special privileges and must, like the rest 

of society, live with the consequences of the decisions 

they make. 

 The only addendum that I would offer to this 

is that any person may opt-out of holding political 

office, if they so choose, and that all selectees would 

be given a mandatory psychological evaluation, in 

order to ensure that they are psychologically fit for 

the office which they would hold. 

 Such a check on potential abuse was recently 

passed in Iceland, banning sociopaths from holding 

jobs in the government, right dubbed The Anti-Trump 

Decree, covering both elected and non-elected 

offices.††† 

 Their psychological evaluation now looks for 

the following seven traits: 

1. Doesn’t respect social norms or laws. They 

consistently break laws or overstep social 

boundaries. 

2. Lies, deceives others, uses false identities or 

nicknames, and uses others for personal gain. 

3. Doesn’t make any long-term plans. They also 

often behave without thinking of 

consequences. 

4. Shows aggressive or aggravated behavior. 

They consistently get into fights or physically 

harm others. 

5. Doesn’t consider their own safety or the safety 

of others. 
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6. Doesn’t follow up on personal or professional 

responsibilities. This can include repeatedly 

being late to work or not paying bills on time. 

7. Doesn’t feel guilt or remorse for having 

harmed or mistreated others. 

 Now, the detractors to this type of 

reorganization would most likely say that the average 

person is too stupid to be put into positions of 

decision making in public office, however, that I 

would counter by two lines of reasoning.  

 First, it is true that our educational system is 

a mess, far too many people are being left behind 

than are being prepared to be active participants in 

society, this I believe this is generally recognized. So, 

imagine a world where any one of us, at any point in 

our lives, could be called up to perform the most 

important public service there is, helping to craft 

policy and decide the most important issues of our 

time.  

 Overnight, our entire educational system, 

across the country, would become fully funded and 

transformed to be the best and highest quality of 

anywhere on this planet. If everyone had a real and 

equal possibility of being called up, we would be 

forced to provide a proper education to everyone and 

not just those from the right backgrounds, zip-codes 

or those who could afford it, because we as a society, 

not wanting stupid people running our government, 

would demand it. Suddenly, ethics, empathy and the 

responsibility of civil service would be taught in the 

classroom, as it should be.  
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