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FISCAL ISSUES:   
 
We face a crushing national debt which is created by irresponsible annual deficit 
spending.  You can’t chip away at the debt while you are adding to it every year with 
deficit spending, so the first order of business is to stop the deficit spending. 
 
Currently, the annual deficit has three main components or causes.  One is that the 
economy is underperforming, which has depressed tax collections and increased 
benefits paid out.  Two is excessive discretionary spending.  Three is excessive 
mandatory spending (this last one is the most difficult to tame).  Fortunately, Congress 
somehow passed the “sequester” which addresses the discretionary spending part.  The 
economy will eventually get better, so that part will take care of itself in time.  So we 
need to fix the mandatory spending and then we will be 90% of the way home.  We need 
to make real, substantial cuts in federal spending, not just slow the growth of that 
spending.  Here are some key tenets of my approach: 
 

1. We need a balanced budget amendment that requires a balanced budget in non-
recessionary years and permits substantial deficit spending during recessions 
(personally, I don’t believe you can spend your way out of a recession/depression, 
but I recognize that some economists think otherwise, so let’s leave the 
government with the ability to try).   The “balanced budget” during non-
recessionary years could even be a very slight deficit limited to 50% of the rate 
that the economy is growing.  So if the economy is growing at 3%, the budget 
deficit cannot exceed 1.5%, which means that in the coming period tax rolls 
should increase by about 3%, making the small deficit manageable.  Personally, I 
prefer a truly balanced budget during the good years, but I can support a 
balanced budget amendment that limits the deficit to half the growth rate. 
 

2. We need a continuation of the sequestration worked out between President 
Obama and the GOP, as the sequestration is significantly reducing government 
spending while doing little harm.  The politicians thought this would be so 
terrible that no one would ever let it come to pass.  But it turned out to be not so 
terrible after all.  Let’s keep it going! 

 
3. We need to pursue further financial reforms outlined in the bi-partisan 

commission report from Bowles-Simpson.  If Bowles-Simpson were put to a vote, 
I would vote “YES”. 

 
4. We need significant entitlement reforms of numerous sorts: 

 
a. Social Security:  phase in an increase in the eligibility age to 70 to 

control costs over time, while protecting those who are so close to the 
retirement age that there is insufficient time for prudent retirement 
planning.  Existing retirees would be unaffected.  The Social Security 
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system was designed, from an actuarial standpoint, to assist people when 
they reached 65 years old at a time when the average life expectancy was 
about 65.  Now people are expected to live into their 80s, but the system is 
still kicking in during one’s 60’s.  We need to reform this eligibility age to 
reflect the modern reality and to ensure the long-term viability of Social 
Security. 
 

b. Medicare:  phase in an increase in the eligibility age to 70 to control costs 
over time, while protecting those who are so close to the eligibility age that 
there is insufficient time for prudent planning.  The same shift in life 
expectancy is at work here. 

 
c. Medicare:  elimination of Medicare Part D (we can’t afford this).  We 

simply bit off more than we can chew with this program. 
 

d. Medicare: implement a means test so folks who don’t need Medicare 
benefits are not using up benefits that are truly needed by those less 
fortunate. 

 
e. Medicare/Medicaid and “end of life care”:  End of life care is 

consuming a huge portion of our government’s medical expenditures.  
Something like 25% of all such Medicare occurs over the last month or so 
of the person’s life.  Should my 90-year-old grandmother be subjected to 
difficult, invasive, expensive surgery?  Sure, if she were 60 maybe she 
could survive the operation.  But at 90 the operation itself is likely to kill 
her so the expensive operation seems ill-advised with little long-term 
benefit for her.  The cost to the public for such practices is enormous.  
Should we really be spending such vast sums of the collective resources on 
procedures that don’t improve one’s life or extend one’s life in a 
meaningful way?  We as a society need to take a hard look at this and find 
rational, humane approaches for how to make such difficult decisions.  I 
don’t have any ready answers to this, but we need to start looking at the 
question. 

 
f. Agricultural welfare: eliminate all “farm aid” other than to households 

with an income of less than $250K per year, thus continuing to assist 
small family farms while eliminating subsidies and direct payments to 
wealthy farmers.  Larger farms and large corporate farming operations can 
buy their own crop insurance, for example, without a government subsidy.  
End the “corn-to-ethanol” subsidy as wasteful and harmful.  Besides, corn 
is best used as a food, not fuel.  Food prices worldwide shouldn’t be 
artificially higher due to corn being diverted from food to fuel, so let’s end 
this poorly-conceived government handout now.  End the sugar subsidies 
that transfer large amounts of money to a handful of extremely wealthy 



	  

 4 

families.  In short, let’s stop giving welfare to wealthy farmers, but 
continue to support the small farmer. 

 
g. Reform social welfare programs to help them become a true “leg up” for 

the less fortunate, instead of a ball and chain that helps the less fortunate 
stay so indefinitely.  Social welfare should be a helping hand, not a career 
choice. 

 
h. Reform corporate welfare (primarily through simplifying the tax code) to 

eliminate special tax breaks for groups that are more effective at lobbying 
for tax breaks than others.  Taxes should be more uniformly applied in 
order to be fair. 

 
 
TAXES:   
 
Speaking of taxes, the tax system is awful.  It unfairly gives ridiculous benefits to many 
who don’t need them.  Our tax system needs to be more transparent, more uniformly 
applied, simpler to understand, and easier to collect.  25% is enough! In the short run, 
we need to reduce the top marginal income tax rate to 25% (the progressive rates up to 
the top marginal rate would adjusted downwardly also), combined with a reduction or 
elimination of most deductions and credits.  The reduction/elimination of deductions 
would be calculated to be revenue-neutral, so some deductions will survive (for example, 
home interest on a first residence with a loan balance of up to $500,000).  By lowering 
the rates and eliminating most of the deductions/credits while keeping collections the 
same, we can greatly simplify tax computation and collection.  Plus, by lowering the 
rates, we reduce the reward/risk ratio for tax cheating, making it less attractive to cheat 
on one's taxes, which should slightly increase collections without raising taxes on those 
who pay their fair share.  
 
In the long run, we need to reform the tax system.  Here are my thoughts on that 
reform: Most people would agree that our current tax system is badly flawed, if not 
completely broken. Most people would also agree that it is unfair to lots of people, in 
large part because the tax burdens are not evenly attributed.  But what are the 
alternatives? What should our tax system look like?  Many push for the so-called “Fair 
Tax", which in my view is unworkable. Before deciding on what changes should be made 
in the tax system, it is helpful first to figure out what are the fundamental attributes of 
tax fairness. In other words, what would be a fair way to tax people? 
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PRINCIPLES OF A FAIR AND EQUITABLE TAX SYSTEM  
 
• Everyone pays a fair share of tax. 

 
• Everyone pays at least a little tax so that they have some “skin in the game” of 

government spending. 
 

• No one avoids taxes by “working off the books”. 
 

• No one avoids paying tax by superior knowledge of how to work the system. 
 

• No one pays more or less based on how they earn their income – income is 
income. 
 

• The tax should be somewhat progressive as incomes rise (lower income people 
pay a lower top rate of tax than high income people). 
 

• The tax rate should be low enough to minimize any incentive to dodge or cheat on 
one’s taxes so as to maximize participation and tax collections. 
 

• The tax should be simple to understand, administer and collect. If we can 
eliminate deductions we can move to a straight percentage of income system 
(even if graduated somewhat).  That would allow more or less automatic 
withholding to very closely match actual tax bills and minimize the effort, time, 
and expense of preparing tax returns.  The IRS could then be downsized and its 
potential for mischief minimized. 
 

• Any taxes should be transparent—no hidden taxes (like the matching payroll tax 
paid by employers on employees’ behalf).  Concealing the true amount of a tax 
enables a government to tax more without people complaining, so this practice 
should be avoided at all costs. 
 

• There should be no tax breaks for special special-interest groups, such as 
achieved by lobbying. 
 

• Finally, and most importantly, the taxpayer should keep the lion’s share of the 
income earned and the government should get what is left over, not the other way 
around. Thus, the person or company earning income should keep most of it and 
the government should get well less than half.   

 
 
 
 



	  

 6 

LEGISLATIVE BI-PARTISANSHIP AND “STALEMATE”:   
 
I promise to seek bi-partisanship wherever possible.  The alternative, trying to get all 
three parts of the law-making government (House, Senate, President) under one party's 
control and then ram home one's own version as a fix is the wrong way to govern.  We 
need bi-partisanship and compromise, not absolute rule by one party or the other.  The 
parties need to work together to pass legislation that is in the best interests of the 
country.  The stalemate and government shut-down is attributable to the failed policy of 
no-compromise and the people are sick of it.  In short, you don’t solve problems by 
standing in front of a TV camera and calling your opponent names.  You solve tough 
problems by sitting down with your opponent behind closed doors and working it out.  I 
promise to work it out. 
 
 
 
THE POLITICAL CLASS HAS FAILED US:   
 
As is evident from the political gridlock in Washington and the government shutdown 
and debt ceiling crisis of October 2013, the existing political class has failed the 
American people.  In large measure this is due to putting one’s political career or party 
goals ahead of the common interests of the American people.  It is also a result of 
embracing the “no compromise” approach to politics.  This failed approach stems from a 
lack of term limits and highly concentrated demographic patterns (the parties have 
redrawn the district maps to ensure that conservatives dominate in some districts and 
liberals in other districts, which tends to accentuate polarization of the parties).  It is 
time to reject the failed policies of polarized politics and return to traditional political 
deal-making, of the sort that Ronald Reagan did with a liberal Speaker of the House (Tip 
O’Neill). 
 
 
 
HEALTHCARE AND “OBAMACARE”:   

 
a. ObamaCare: ObamaCare is a mess.  It is, at best, a terrible attempt to 

improve health care in America.  But trying to change health care in 
America is a huge undertaking.  Health care is so large of a system that 
changing it requires careful thought and concerted, bi-partisan effort.  
Unfortunately, ObamaCare was rammed through the Congress on a 
straight party-line vote.  No previous major legislation of the last 100 years 
has been passed this way.  The New Deal, the Voting Rights Act, the 
Environmental Protection Act, all such major pieces of legislation had 
substantial bi-partisan input and support.  Since ObamaCare was forced 
down the GOP’s throat, with hardly any opportunity for consideration or 
debate (recall Nancy Pelosi’s famous words that we need to pass the bill 
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before reading it), it is little wonder that it is so reviled by the GOP and 
much of America.  Many Americans understandably consider that this is a 
temporary measure and that once the opposition has enough votes, the 
law will simply be undone.  Such would never have happened if the Obama 
administration had worked to find common ground on health care.  The 
passage of ObamaCare is the epitome of partisan politics run amok.  So I 
am in favor of efforts to undo ObamaCare and to find a solution that all of 
America can get behind.  But until the GOP has enough votes to actually 
undo ObamaCare and replace it with a different solution, the efforts to 
stop it are largely symbolic. 
 

b. Why does it cost so much?: Health care costs increase much faster 
than inflation, year after year.  This is due to several factors:  
overconsumption of health care due to the disconnect between the person 
consuming and the person paying (consumers don’t pay for much of it, 
someone else is paying, so what the heck?); the steady march of 
technology enables us to treat an ever-growing range of problems with 
ever more expensive machines, procedures, and drugs; and the artificially 
high cost of prescription medicines in the U.S. compared to the rest of the 
world.  We need to ensure that whatever system we end up with, in the end 
the consumer has some “skin in the game”.  The consumers (you and me) 
must have some financial stake in the transactions in order to ensure that 
we don’t over-consume and overpay. 

 
c. Lower Prescription Drug Prices for Americans: I have long 

considered it terribly wrong that we pay a free market price for 
prescription medicines in the U.S., while in most other G8 countries the 
government sharply controls the maximum price that the pharma 
companies can charge.  This causes consumers in the U.S. to pay much, 
much more for the same drugs as compared to other countries (see the 
cottage industry of folks driving across the Mexican and Canadian borders 
to buy cheaper prescription drugs).  This problem is caused by the 
interplay of patent laws and pharma price regulation.  The net result is 
that the U.S. consumer is paying more than he/she ought to and the 
foreign consumer is paying less than he/she ought to.  So in effect, the U.S. 
consumer is subsidizing low drug costs for foreigners.  We need to fix this. 
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TERM LIMITS:   
 
I am very much for term limits.  I am in favor of a constitutional amendment for a two-
term limit for Senators and a six-term limit for Congressmen.  For me, I prefer to serve 
only one term, but would seek a second term if my goals are not met in the first term.  I 
promise not to seek a third term. 
 
 
 
GUN RIGHTS/2ND AMENDMENT: 
 
I am a strong proponent of gun ownership rights under the Second Amendment, as the 
Second Amendment is the ultimate check against tyranny.  Our existing gun laws are 
sufficiently strict enough.  We need to enforce the laws we have, not enact new laws 
restricting gun rights. 
 
 
 
GAY MARRIAGE: 
 
Essentially, the government shouldn’t try to restrict gays from marrying if they want to 
be married.  Gay Americans are Americans first, gay second.  As such, they have rights 
and I can’t agree to anything that would take away their rights simply because they are 
gay.  Moreover, I fail to see how two gay people marrying each other hurts anyone, so 
the government shouldn’t be banning it on moral or religious grounds. I have a strong 
and abiding faith, but my faith should not become the basis for law and the faith of 
others should not become law either.  These precepts cause me to believe that the 
government has no business outlawing gay civil marriage (although churches can do as 
they please and if they want to decline to marry two people, that is up to that church).  It 
should be noted that marriage is both a religious institution and a civil   institution.  The 
government has no business telling churches what is or isn’t marriage in a religious 
context.  Likewise, the government should not be persuaded by religious considerations 
to outlaw civil marriages.  Moreover, as a strong defender of personal liberty, I cannot 
condone government action to curb one’s personal liberty, even if some others find that 
person’s exercise of such liberty offensive. 
 
 
 
TRADITIONAL MARRIAGE:   
 
I myself am a rather traditional person and have been married to the same woman for 
over 32 years.  So I cherish and respect marriage.  To me, the biggest threat to 
traditional marriage is the welfare state, which strongly discourages poor men and 
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women from marrying.  Not only is this state-sponsored repression of marriage bad for 
the men and women themselves, it is bad for their children and society as a whole. 
 
 
 
REPRODUCTIVE RIGHTS AND ABORTION:   
 
The country is deeply split on this tough issue, with each side making strong arguments 
for their positions.  In fact, people of good conscience and people of faith on both sides 
of this issue present strong, principled arguments for their views.  In my view, it is 
highly unlikely that either side will become a strong majority anytime soon.  So we need 
to compromise on this issue and the best compromise on this very difficult question is to 
continue to permit abortions in the first trimester as mandated by the Supreme Court in 
Roe v Wade.  While I appreciate the heart-felt views of those who oppose any abortion, 
as a strong defender of personal liberty, I personally believe in a woman’s right to 
control her own body.  In essence, I say let’s leave things as they are.   
 
 
 
IMMIGRATION AND ILLEGAL ALIENS:  
 
We have millions of illegal aliens and it seems impractical to try to round them all up 
and deport them, as some would urge.  So the practical solution is to secure our borders 
first and then transition the current illegal aliens and others in the underground 
economy into the mainstream economy (become taxpayers, not just benefit 
recipients).   Citizenship would be granted only to those illegal aliens who serve for 5 
years in the military and earn an honorable discharge, while the others would get some 
sort of residency status.  We need to end the practice of considering births to illegal 
aliens in the U.S. as U.S. citizens.  They are more properly citizens of their parent’s 
home country.  Sneaking across the border (or overstaying one’s visa) and having a child 
here shouldn’t make your child a U.S. citizen. 
 
Part of the problem with our illegal immigration/border patrol policy is that there is a 
huge disparity between the economic climates of the U.S. and Mexico (and much of 
Central America).  There is also a big difference between the general security of the 
population in Mexico vs. the U.S.  A big part of that lack of security is the drug cartels 
that terrorize much of Mexico.  Of course, that drug trade feeds our own hunger for 
illegal drugs.  So our drug use destabilizes the economies and governments to our south, 
which tends to add to the flow of illegal aliens across our southern land border.  This is 
why former Mexican President Fox is campaigning to legalize marijuana in the U.S. 
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OUR FAILED WAR ON DRUGS:  
 
We need to consider whether to legalize marijuana, regulate it for safety, and tax it.  If 
we made such a change, it would take much of the wind out of the narco-traffickers’ sails 
(marijuana is the number one illegal drug imported from Mexico).  Not only would this 
help strengthen the Mexican government and blunt the reach of the cartels, it will slow 
the flow of illegal aliens over the long haul as Mexico will become a more attractive place 
for its own people to live and work.  This would also save lots of money presently wasted 
on incarcerating people for possession and sale of marijuana.  Those resources can be 
spent better on other things.  Untold numbers of people could continue to have the 
chance to participate and contribute to society, rather than having their human 
potential stripped away in some prison cell because of “pot”.   Right now I don’t know 
whether legalization is in our nation’s best interest or not, but since it bears on so many 
other issues, we should look closely at this. 
 
 
 
FOREIGN WARS:   
 
Lately, we have been too quick to go to war ill-advisedly or with poorly thought out 
objectives.  For example, there was little reason to invade Iraq the second time and there 
was no reason to completely wreck the place in the process.  We are less secure, not 
more so, for that effort.  We did so at substantial human and financial cost.  In my view, 
we need to be much more careful about jumping into wars in the future.  Regarding the 
Syrian conflict, we should stay out, as I have written online.  See,   
http://zpolitics.com/we-should-stay-out-of-syria/ 
 
 
 
FOREIGN AID:   
 
Many people are opposed to foreign aid, often on the basis that it is too expensive or 
that foreign countries or peoples don’t appreciate what we do for them.  I am okay with 
the levels of foreign aid we dole out.  In my view, we give such aid for two primary 
purposes.  One, is we genuinely want to help others, which in and of itself is a noble and 
sufficient reason for the aid.  Two, we give the aid to extract some measure of influence 
over the affairs of the foreign governments or peoples.  So the aid we give is given in 
significant part for our own self-interest.  On balance, we need to continue this well-
considered practice. 
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LOBBYING, PAC’s, and CITIZENS UNITED: 
 
One of the greatest disservices done to America by the Supreme Court was its decision 
to strike down the bi-partisan McCain-Feingold Act.  That act reformed election laws to 
try to keep big money interests from dominating U.S. political races.  By striking the 
law, the Supreme Court has paved the way for PAC’s and Super-PAC’s to dominate 
political races all over this land.  If you don’t like the idea of a few think tanks, large 
corporations, or a handful of very wealthy individuals controlling the public discourse in 
politics, join me in seeking a constitutional amendment to effectively revive the McCain-
Feingold Act. 
 
 
 
EXPANSION OF GOVERNMENT/EXPANSION OF 
GOVERNMENT POWER: 
 
The federal government is already too big, wields too much power, and is too involved in 
peoples’ lives and businesses.  First of all, the government for many years now has been 
engaged in activities exceeding its Constitutional limits.  Not every problem can be or 
should be addressed by governmental action.  The first question should always be does 
the Constitution permit the government to act in such an arena.  Just because there is a 
perceived problem doesn’t mean the government should step in, because that path 
eventually leads to total government control over peoples’ lives, one small step at a time. 
The government is supposed to only have those powers granted to it by the Constitution, 
not all powers not otherwise enumerated.  Our limited government seems to act as if it 
has no limits whatsoever.  Part of the resistance by many to the implementation of 
ObamaCare has its roots in this belief that the government is once again exceeding its 
proper limits. 
 
 
SPYING ON U.S. CITIZENS AT HOME:  
 
The government needs to tread lightly and respect the rights of Americans at home in its 
efforts to protect us all from terror threats.  What good does it do to preserve America if 
we lose American freedom?  Preserving physical security is important, but it is not the 
only thing worth preserving.  We should ask our government to be vigilant in protecting 
us, but at the same time we need to be vigilant in watching how the government goes 
about doing that so we don’t lose our freedoms in the process. 
 

 


