Guide to a PRI-like Win-Win Solution for JUDICIARY REFORM
Purpose 
This essay shows how we can use the Win-Win principles behind the PRI solution to find a successful solution for Judiciary Reform.
Background
Judges primarily use the 14th Amendment to expand rights (and thereby impose costs or unwanted outcomes on us), claiming that the 14th applies the First Amendment to the States and that equal protection of the laws refers to the content of the law and means whatever people want it to mean.

Article III says that the judicial authority of the U.S. exists “with such exceptions, and under such regulations as the Congress shall make.”  Article II requires that the President “shall take care that the laws be faithfully executed.”
By exercising these two powers, our Executive and Legislative branches can reform the Judicial branch and restore our freedom and sovereignty, enabling us to actually solve many of these challenges.  Some specific examples follow.
Opportunity
The 14th Amendment does not apply the First Amendment to the States, it merely requires that “No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States.”  That doesn’t create any new privileges or immunities, it just says that whatever they are (defined elsewhere), they must be respected by the States.
Just taking freedom of speech as an example, we do not have a right to never be subject to any law abridging freedom of speech; the First Amendment says that Congress shall make no such law.  Thus, our privileges and immunities regarding freedom of speech are that we shall be free from laws made by Congress which abridge our freedom of speech.  The proper effect of the 14th Amendment is that no State could enforce such a law if Congress passed one.
So Congress could make a regulation for the judicial branch clarifying that a State is not Congress, a city is not Congress, a school is not Congress, etc., so U.S. judicial authority does not extend to any case alleging a violation of the First Amendment by any action other than a law made by Congress.  Whether a State Constitution offers similar protections is up to that State; but our federal First Amendment only prohibits Congress from making certain laws.
I acknowledge that this isn’t what judges say … and that’s the whole problem.  We citizens have to pay the bills for judges’ decisions, so we need to read the Constitution for ourselves and then use our Legislative and Executive branch powers to tell judges that the Constitution means what it plainly says and we are not their slaves.  They work for us, their job is to uphold the Constitution (the actual words that are actually in it, which is the only thing we ratified and therefore the only thing which has Consent of the Governed).  We didn’t ratify any law library mumbo-jumbo, and therefore such “penumbras and emanations” have no authority over us.  What we ratified, what has the Consent of the Governed, is the plain language of the actual words that are actually in the Constitution, and that is what we must make the judges uphold.
Equal protection is another area where law library mumbo-jumbo imposes unwanted outcomes on us.  Gay marriage is the clearest current example.  The homosexual lobby paints a picture of heterosexuals enjoying some ideal, unlimited right to marry and then argues they are being denied equal protection.  But our right to marry is not at all unlimited – I can think of five severe restrictions that I know of, plus at least three more that have been applied at different times.
The five are that a male cannot marry:  a minor (consummating that union would be statutory rape); someone who is already married (that would be bigamy); more than one person (again, that would be bigamy); an animal or object (I think this would be sodomy); or another male.  The three other restrictions that have been applied are waiting period, blood test and pre-marital counseling.  In short, the law severely restricts our right to marry.  It is not unlimited, we have the right to marry within the definition of marriage.

We all have that right, homosexuals included.  They already have equal protection of the law, meaning what the law actually says:  marriage is a union between one, unmarried, adult, male human and one, unmarried, adult, female human.  The homosexual lobby does not want equal protection of what the law actually says, they want to change the definition of marriage without our consent.

Their tactic is to get a judge to decree some law library mumbo-jumbo about equal protection.  But we cannot possibly have a right to equal protection of what we wish the law were … we’d have 300 million different definitions and thus no enforceable right at all.  The only thing that can be equally applied is what the law actually says.  There certainly are civil rights violations inherent in the gay marriage movement, they just go in the opposite direction from what the homosexual lobby asserts!

It is not we who seek to take away their rights – they remain perfectly free to choose to engage in homosexual behavior … just don’t force us to call it marriage.  That’s a violation of our freedom of speech – if we don’t want to call it marriage, we cannot be forced to do so.  They also take away our freedom and sovereignty by trying to force us to live under laws to which the Governed did not Consent.
They might fall into a trap here, exclaiming, “Aha!  The homosexuals don’t consent to the law’s current definition of marriage, therefore that law isn’t just.”  We need only answer that I, for example, do not consent to Joe Biden being Vice President.  That doesn’t disqualify him, they would surely retort, “He won the election and therefore a majority of the Governed did Consent to Joe Biden being Vice President.  If you don’t like it, tough.  That’s how we do things in America.”  Exactly.
The majority voted for the current definition of marriage, and therefore the Governed did Consent to this law.  If you don’t like it, tough.  That’s how we do things in America.  (
Congress could make a regulation for the judicial branch clarifying that equal protection of the laws means that whatever the law actually says, applies equally to everyone.  If someone wishes the law said something different, they must pursue their desired change in the legislative branch.
That takes care of enough specifics to show the way.  These are not take-it-or-leave-it examples, these are meant to demonstrate that We the People have tools at our disposal in the Constitution with which to rein in judges who defy us.  We must choose Representatives who will not allow us to become slaves of arrogant judges.  

You may have discerned that a key to our using such tools is that we must stand up to the inevitable charges of racism, sexism, homophobism, intolerance, theocracy, and so on that will surely be hurled at us.  For me, there are two keys to being able to stand up to such invective:  first, I know that I am not trying to take away anyone else’s freedom, just defend my own; second, I am not anyone’s slave and therefore need not be ashamed of resisting others’ attempts to enslave me.
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