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* 

 

If you, like myself, harbor a secret hatred of introductions and  roll your 

eyes wearily at opening credits, sneer at “thesis statements” & wave your hands 

disparagingly at all “explanatory framing” then please, please skip over the following 

long summary paragraph.  It will recur, conclusion-like, at the end of this whole 

document... 

 

Socially, philosophically & personally we all need to get past the inflamed divisions that              

unproductively partition our cultural field. Who could disagree with that? The current            

set-up and mindset leads to self-perpetuating patterns of dysfunctional imbalance and the            

cringeworthy stagnation of our authentic attempts to create broadly satisfying human           

development. We end up trapped in a shared atmosfear of futility, danger and conflict.              

Of course much of the solution lies in the implementation of smarter, more agile and               

more streamlined legal, economic and technological procedures. No one disputes that --            

but it cannot happen in isolation from a revolution of our shared mood. We need to feel                 

more together in order get anything done. The ancient method of creating a unifying              

spirit was to heap mythic propaganda on top of a clearly defined War. In this absence of a                  



spirit-building conflict (thank God!) it is hard to achieve non-suppressive harmony.           

Perhaps a religious revival could achieve this necessary goal but the recent history of              

traditional faiths and new religious movements is starkly underwhelming when it comes            

to the production of a general, health-orientated, cultural apotheosis. And meanwhile           

politics is certainly not going away. We might personally fall back upon the tactical              

selection of the lesser evil in popular elections and devote the rest of our political energy                

to supporting individuals and causes that seem to move forward into a higher glory. But               

nonetheless we are painfully aware that the conventional political machinery plays an            

enormous role in the navigation of nations and the future spiritual conditions of             

humanity. We behold this arena of the mediate business of politics with great horror.              

Privately and collectively we feel, despite our differences, that we face a situation in which               

polarization has become extreme and dangerous. Our remedial goal, therefore, is           

integrative -- a moral and pragmatic strategy for working with the major value-blocs.             

Such an approach much replace the naive notion of waging the war of our sentiments               

against all others. Our attempt to grow past this standoff leads first to the ambidextrous               

appreciation of Left & Right as a constructive pair. Maybe we conceive these ancient foes               

as the two necessary wings of the same bird. Or maybe we imagine they represent               

different cultural operating systems anchored in different historical conditions. Either          

way we will rapidly discover that our two-faced strategy is too blunt a tool. Real political                

forces respond to this mutual affirmation of dialectical positions with either hollow, hasty             

approval leading nowhere or else a deep ideological scoffing. So we cannot hold in this               

position. We dig deeper into the notion that a left/right lives within each of the Left &                 

Right. It is a kind of wisdom to say that 4 basic values must deepen and secure themselves                  

into a convergent future... rather than pretending they will first adapt to an appreciation              

of their rival’s concerns. No doubt this approach will lead forward into still more complex               

analyses. However we must be aware that all these moments of strategy exhibit a peculiar               

risk. A trojan horse risk. They all tend to treat the popularly perceived and expertly               

articulated values as the real values. Is that true? The answer cannot be a perfect yes or                 

no. Instead it must be a living spectrum moving from lesser to greater capacity -- the                

capacity (and willingness) to coherently discern one’s own motives, one’s actual           

worldview, and then to communicate it in honest, self-consistent terms to other people             

who do not share one’s instinctive sensibility. Some phases of culture will be much better               

at this and others may have no interest in it at all. If we imagine that Modernity is the city                    

of Try then we can fancifully suppose that Premodern values are smuggled inside of a               

modern analysis by pretending to be what they are not. The happy modern requirements              

of coherent, consistency and factuality may only be a form of temporary camouflage used              

by pre-modern consciousness. Those whose values undermine or predate “true positions”           

cannot be taken at face value when they express their concerns. They dearest dogmas              

might only be temporary methods of signalling each other and not at all a compendium of                

their true beliefs. An integrate embrace of their positions cannot be based upon the same               

type of self-reporting that is used by rationalists and post-rationalists. If integration is             

our goal then we cannot afford to overlook or diminish the significance of seemingly              

irrational politics. The whole field that appears as hypocrisy, astonishment,          

performative contradiction, irony, cynicism, flipfloppery, open deception, cognitive        

dissonance & wanton nonseriousness cannot be blithely dismissed as a failed domain            

that falls outside of political analysis. This “bad behavior” and “inadequate           

communication” forms a very large part of the core territory of any premodern political              

approach. Today, particularly, it is highly relevant for any practical understanding and            

integration of the rural-urban alliance of symbolic patriots that is called Amber (Integral             

Theory), Blue (Spiral Dynamics), Mythic-Membership (Gebser) and which I might very           

simply call “traditionalists”. We MUST NOT be perpetually astonished by their use of             



astonishing claims. We must not be put off by their willingness to accept the apparent               

opposite of their positions. Rather we must understand the ways in which these are              

predictable and functional aspects of the orthodoxy of human culture. These irrational            

mechanism must be investigated, anticipated and embraced by integral hearts and           

integrative proposals or we will continue to be thwarted by uncanny shadow politics --              

insects stuck in the Amber.  

 

Thank goodness that’s over!  I’m deeply ambivalent about introductions.  So let us 

leave the unpleasantness far behind and begin our fruitful sojourn through the 

diverse critical elements of non-critical politics by journeying back to the final years 

of the late, great 20th century.... 

 

 

* 

 

MY OWN EARLIEST POLITICAL MEMORY is watching the endless 1990s 

TV news coverage of a very strange moment in the career of that comically exuberant 

American president:  William Jefferson Clinton.  

 

In that crazy moment, “Bubba” blew the minds of his friends and enemies alike.  He 

walked away, with typically exaggerated innocence, from the corrupt political 

inquisition about his sexual habits & public statements.  How he did this is a bit 

mysterious but his brilliantly audacious coup de grace seemed to have revolved 

tightly around his astonishing declaration, under legal oath, that he did not know the 

meaning of the most basic English word: 

  

 "It depends upon what the meaning of the word 'is' is...” 

 - Bill Clinton to Grand Jury (c. 1999). 

 

It blew, at least, my own mind.  

 

Full disclosure: my mind was ready to blown.  I was an eager, young surrealist radical 

and my private religious epiphanies were intricately connected to the sacred sign of 

“?!” -- so that I was exquisitely attuned to the possibility of blown minds.  The 

expansive edge of transrationality hovered frequently before my eyes. 

 

Looking back with a rational eye we can, of course,  appreciate Mr. Clinton’s 

intellectual nuances.  And there is a very real, legalistic need to parse official terms so 

that they are not freighted with hidden meanings meant to undermine us during 

official maneuvers.  Be that as it may, and despite whatever rationale we apply to the 

situation, there remains a cryptic residue around his statement itself.  There is a 

lingering surplus impression of wild Zen shock & semantic apocalypse.  



 

Did the President really just say that?  The PRESIDENT??? 

 

I could not believe my usually very trustworthy ears.  Truly the Great Kali Yuga was 

upon us (as the ancient sages had foretold).  Were all our minds soon to be mere 

hollow voids on the 

unthinkable 

skull-necklace of the 

Hindu Goddess of 

Dark Time?  

 

You understand that I say all these things in order to give a you small taste of my 

psychology at that moment and also to begin opening a door to the analysis of 

nonlinear, pre-rational and highly peculiar elements in our ongoing political culture. 

 

This queer presidential incident belongs among those many strange, initial moments 

on my long, slow path to understanding the role of borderline irrationality & public 

astonishment as they operate among the normative mechanisms of social shamanism 

and political leadership.  Politics is not as straightforward as either the idealists or 

conspiracy theorists would like us to believe.  It is often much weirder that our 

models would like to suppose.  It often speaks a language whose words consist of the 

thwarting of our best linear models.  

 

These “shamanic” or “perplexing” dimensions of social psychology are not confined 

to a distant tribal dreamtime.  They are constantly reborn into the present world and 

into the underbelly of our own consciousness.  These a-rational patterns live in the 

present where they must either be understood, integrated, exploited -- or else 

ignored, denounced and left to breed anarchically in the darkness.  

 

In their non-integrated form they risk undermining every sane impulse toward our 

Dionysian goal of full spectrum planetary wisdom-civilization.  So we cannot afford 

to ignore them or misread them as we attempt to build a more integrated and deeper 

political culture. 

 

* 

 

Most of us accept that a “leader” should be inspirational.  Even though we harbor 

many fears about the influence of charismatic characters, we nonetheless want 

leaders to speak for our shared values with enormous clarity and force.  We know 

that change requires a certain mood & willingness & confidence.  We also want our 

leaders to make good strategic and managerial use of our common resources, 



drawing upon the capacities of the people while simultaneously empowering and 

liberating individual human hearts and minds upon their own sacred paths.  All these 

things are marvelously easy to get broad agreement upon.  Who would disagree that 

such qualities befit leaders of all kinds?  We could be quite happy if this were the end 

of the story... but it is not. 

 

Our leaders also have another and stranger function.  One that is seldom explored 

with sensitive thinking because it is, at once, so explosive, so polarizing and so 

frequently assumed to be the essential foe of logic, trust and civility.  

 

It is a function that thwarts and evades our normal cognitive constraints.  It works 

through communication channels that are not adequately expressed by their 

recurrent value-claims or self-explanations and which frequently lead commentators 

to ignore them as perverse, ignorant, conniving or sick.  But how can take such a 

study seriously?  And how can we assimilate nonsense?  

 

In fact we are highly divided on whether we should, or even can, make any 

quasi-Machiavellian usage of perplexity, fervor and public nonsense.  Assuming it is 

even possible, do we not succumb to the same flaws by trying to integrate this 

madness?  Do we not fail if we cease to stand for rational consistency against the 

irrational masses?  Don’t we become hypocrites and anti-intellectuals?  

 

For many of our most sensitive souls, it seems like the very definition of integrity is 

to reject the classical history of populist demagoguery and misstatements in politics. 

 

Yet despite the difficulties posed to progressives by the possibility of working with 

a-rational content, we continue to see a lot of very prominent public support for the 

notion that a real leader must amaze, astonish, pander and vex us.  We may say, 

diplomatically, that we want to incorporate the values of every major bloc of the 

population into some organic, transpartisan, super-system but we too often tend to 

assume that this is a strategy that is starkly in opposition to unreasonable, uncivil 

and “out in left field” movements.  

 

However these movements are not going away.  We cannot just reject the people who 

are chronically misleading about their values & concerns, who vote opposed to their 

own welfare, who prefer that a contrarian provocateur, or mind-blower, should hold 

sway over the “magical arena” of the collective soul.  This aspect is a very hard one to 

consider integrating.  Yet it fills up our political sphere constantly. 

 

Who could believe their sensible ears when Richard M. Nixon said, solemnly, on his 

first official visit to the Great Wall of China: “This is, indeed, a Great Wall.”  

 



Was that some kind of joke???  

 

A few years later, that cowboy actor from Bedtime for Bonzo was elected to the 

American Whitehouse.  What???  Cognitive dissonance rippled rapidly across the 

whole world when this famously faux-folksy fellow called the Soviet Union “the evil 

empire” and promised to stop them with his “Star Wars program”! 

 

Again: what??? 

 

The so-called Leader of the Free World, whatever his other personal virtues and 

vices, irrespective of the systematic virtues and vices of the American system, and 

independently of whether people liked or disliked the effect -- was demonstrating his 

viability for the ‘throne’ by extending his utterances into zone of borderline 

preposterosity.  This sounds a little silly but that is exactly the point. 

 

 

 

Need more examples of the trans-ethical, a-intelligent, political viability of the 

shamanic clown routine?   In a prominent 2012 Republican debate in South Carolina, 

the (widely disliked) Newt 

Gingrich rose to temporary 

frontrunner status among “the 

conservative base” after a 

so-called judo move in which he 

addressed the very first question 

of the debate with a totally 

unexpected and difficult to believe attack on the debate’s moderator -- to the 

uproarious applause of the crowd.  In that same election, frontrunner status was 

temporarily held by (“Aww shucky ducky! 9-9-9-!) Pizza magnate Herman Cain.  He 

was playing in the same political party that had previously selected Sarah Palin as 

their vice-champion. But the American people did not choose her.  Instead they 



astonished themselves by electing the black guy named Hussein.  Obama replaced a 

former cocaine addict and alcoholic who famously said in Nashville in 2002, 

 

I know it's in Texas, probably in Tennessee, that says, 'Fool me once, 

shame on ... uh... shame on you.  Fool me...uh... You CAN’T get fooled 

again!' 

  - President George Bush II 

 

Ought we to be astonished by this P.T. Barnum circus?  

 

Actually, all this stuff is predictable.  Much of the world considers it very American 

but their countries are doing it as well.  It certainly very contemporary (a la 

McLuhan’s theory of media) but also very classical (imagine what Cosimo de Medici 

or Napoleon would have said on Youtube!).  It so continuous and ancient that we 

may be not be out of line when it call it: traditionalism. 

 

The naive, linear mentality of many well-meaning social progressives is constantly 

crashing into all this stuff and becoming impotently horrified and astounded.  That 

is, in a sense, one important purpose of this behavior.  Not that it has this as the goal 

of  a conscious strategy but rather than political Darwinism favors the empowering 

effects of this mood in disconcerting one’s rational rivals while exciting the unmet 

needs of pre-rational individuals and parts-of-individuals. 

 

It is good to survey leaders who have vexed & perplexed.  We can see the curious way 

that the Public Spirit (and not merely the 

avaricious immoral technological media) 

gives tacit encouragement to these people’s 

most astounding moments -- both by 

acclaiming and denouncing these 

moments. 

 

We have a great deal to learn about how 

“mythic-irrational” populations (and the 

mythic irrational layer in ourselves) 

operate --  and will continue to operate -- 

as a large, important piece of human 

politics.  It is dismissed, ignored and 

demeaned only at our peril.  

 

Here’s Gary Busey endorsing Donald Trump in 2012 (!): 

 



“I am campaigning for him now and I will continue to campaign for him 

and that’s the truth and it’s a good thing, the word ‘Trump’ T.R.U.M.P -- I 

created a Buseyism for his last name T.R.U.M.P. stands for Taking 

Redirection Understanding Massive Power.” (slams desk.) 

-G. Busey 

 

That remark is not even trying to be professional, consistent or reasonable.  Yet that 

does not mean it is doing nothing.  But what other thing is there to do? 

 

* 

Gary Busey is a famously nonlinear communicator.  He appeared on Trump’s TV 

show “Celebrity Apprentice” where he and the Donald mutually appreciated each 

other.  Busey is not suggesting that Trump is a great leader-manager but that he is a 

wild, assertive figure whose craziness is allied to Busey’s own. This issue of craziness 

is significant.  

 

We are already ready to integrate the values of anyone who isn’t crazy!  That is the 

easy part.  Craziness, however, is too readily dismissed by modern rationalists (as 

biased, non-evidential cognition) and postmodern sensitives (as being on the wrong 

side of history) alike.  

 

The eruption of public craziness is not adequately described by “economic anger” and 

“electronic media effects”.  Those are exacerbating conditions but not sources.  And, 

indeed, they do not also account for other forms of pro-craziness that emerge with 

different feelings tones and content.  Crazes for surrealism, psychedelic music, etc. 

are seldom linked to outbursts of protofascist nationalism but we should consider 

that they may be linked by the notion of popular-disposition-toward-craziness.  

 

Racism and wanton ignorance 

(favorite emotional epithets 

wielded by the progressive left) are 

as likely to be symptoms as causes, 

as likely to be side-effects as they 

are explanations.  Which one is it?  We simply won’t know unless we start taking the 

a-rational seriously as a functional element of political situations.   When people 

reach for explanatory causes they begin to probe the large prerational blocs.  Good. 

But because these blocs are prerational, or only partly rational, they must be treated 

as structures of unreason to some unknown degree.  How can unreason by analysed? 

And is craziness as problematic as it seems?  Could it be doing things for us that we 

do not comprehend?  Essentially this is the very claim made by seemingly regressive 

political agents.  

 



Is crazy a normal organ in the body politic? 

 

* 

Early tribal human life seems to have prominently featured an “uncanny buffoon 

character” who worked the public spirit with theatricality, astonishment and 

nonlinear proposals.  A political shaman.  

 

This figure has not departed and it cannot be comfortably dismissed as a relic of 

pre-enlightenment nonsense.  Mr. Nonsense is constantly re-arriving onto the 

contemporary political scene to menace all systems in which he is not honored and 

understood. Whatever other medicinal and spiritual services may have been provided 

by the great diversity of shamans we know they were, in genral, uncanny characters 

-- provocative, disorienting, mind-blowing.  

 

Here is a man wearing a deer’s head overtop his own head, smeared with graveyard 

ash, speaking in the gibberish tongues, addressing non-present entities and eating 

the crazy plants!  Surely his claims about Jews, women, the future, etc. will be just as 

wild as his assertion that an insane Green Man took him through a time-vortex deep 

in the jungle to the place where the plants can talk.  There is not a unbridgeable gap 

between the ethnobotanical spirit-worker and the anarchic political buffoon.  They 

are at least cousins.  

 

The chieftains of the villages hordes and clans did not, as a rule, rule alone.  The 

matriarchs were legitimate centers of power and influence.  So were the shamans. 

Often the chief -- perceived as sober, capable, serious, technical, strategic -- is 

depicted as having a semi-comprehensible shapeshifter for a brother.  Both history 

and mythology convey this pattern in countless ways. 

 

On May 9th 2016 the influential political satirist Jon Stewart told David Axelrod (on 

“The Axe Files”) that the Trump candidacy is “the first season of Survivor”.  

 

Well, I watched the first season of that famous Reality TV show: Survivor.  The crafty, 

willfully provocative, gay nudist and tax-dodger Richard Hatch (assumed by 

conventional TV aficionados to be the ‘villain’) dominated the game and took home 

$1 000 000 after facing down tropic storms, befriending homophobes, grabbing 

venomous snakes and astonishing everyone with his selfish and often 

counterintuitive methods of victory.  He knew, before almost anyone, what Reality 

TV is and what it requires -- a special kind of astonishing and inflationary 

“half-and-half” existence which offer authenticity while embracing total put-on. 

Richard Hatch was the morally ambiguous tropical shaman of TV island.  

 



It means very little to point out that he is a world away from the idealistic, 

psychedelic-therapeutic ideals of progressive neo-shamanic New Age enthusiasts. 

Negative comparisons are precisely what do not help us to understand the lingering 

resonances of the archaic buffoon as an avatar of the electronically amplified psyche 

of mass irrational “mythic hearts”. 

 

It is fashionable to deride Reality TV shows as fake, crass avatars of the decline of 

civilization but they are precisely what Marshall McLuhan’s theory of media & 

culture predicted.  Once, McLuhan said, you launch telecommunication satellites 

into earth orbit you have literally converted all the world into a stage.  The line 

between everyday life and tragic-comedy will dissolve as quickly as our secure sense 

of an unthreatened national identity. 

   

The situation resembles (as many philosophers have said) a resurrection of Greek 

theatre festivals in which pseudo-sincerity, half-actorship, partial celebrity & ironic 

conviction characterize entertainment and real life simultaneously.  

 

Internets amplify this effect by turning you and everyone else into a constantly 

uploaded half-TV show, blurring the always dubious line between performance and 

life in a nonlinear echo chamber of mythic resonance and paradoxical juxtapositions 

of half-flippant, half-too-serious “memes” that flare up and vanish like the rippling 

splashes of stones tossed into the dark pool of liquid digital-acoustic consciousness.  

 

In his infamous analysis of Wagner, Nietzsche said that that the great composer (who 

he admired and loved until the end) was first sign of what is to come -- that everyone 

will be an actor.  

 

Warhol’s 15 minutes of fame extends now over whole lives & whole cultures.  Sober 

people, trained on the cultural and psychological habits of print media, will naturally 

bemoan the death of critical journalism, fear the overt divergence of the general 

public sentiment from the university expertise, etc. but the great mass of 

electronically modified citizens, regardless of their “well-informed hipness,” will 

increasingly have the instincts of Reality TV, youtubery, selfies, chat rooms, twitter 

wars, snapchapts, mobile swarms, and 24 hour news cycles.  Progressive and 

regressive elements are both affected. 

 



When asked, at a major televised Republican debate, about his failure to denounce 

racists when asked to do so (by another tv reporter), Trump simply shrugged and 

said he had already expressed a very different opinion on Twitter.  The subtextual 

message seemed to be: Who thinks TV is even relevant any more??? 

 

“All I know is what’s on the internet.”  

- Donald J. Trump, March 13 2015, NBC’s Meet the Press 

 

Which shifts in logic are suggested by these kinds of technological changes?  

 

What aspects of popular spirit are suppressed, exaggerated, created or recalled into 

new life by these new informational situations that determine the new trends in our 

brains?  These are McLuhan’s questions.  Electronic culture, he suggests, will 

progressively unfold as re-Medievalism and other forms of archaic, oral & gestural 

norms.  Pre-literate sensibility rises and mixes freely with the attainments of literate 

modernity.  Irrationality (or a-rationality) is no longer in the basement.  We are more 

tactile (point, click, touch, swipe, poke) and acoustic (ambient, chatter, “heard it” 

online, echochamber).  

 

We are becoming somewhat less linear, less uni-perspectival, less oriented “to a 

point” -- as Gebser was trying to tell us.  The age of realistic Renaissance painting is 

over.  What does that do to our politics?  

 

What does that do to the self-expression and need-for-integration among 

populations who are already only partially rational and “concrete operational” in 

their thinking and, more importantly, their feelings.  

 

The magic of primitive communication never went away but its significance has 

returned under new communication conditions as a norm, a method, a spectre:  A 

spectre is haunting the internet age the spectre of liberating irrationality.  

 

People seem to view this dishonesty and theatrical hucksterism as a 

new kind of authenticity! 
 - An astonished Sam Harris  

episode  #804 The Joe Rogan Experience 

 

The figure of the shaman, the circus master, the magic buffoon is thrown back up as a 

necessity in the reality that makes Reality TV so attractive.  Either we embrace it or 

we suffer its absence.  And if we do not accept it on its own terms then we are at great 

risk of misunderstanding certain key elements of our political situation. 

 



 

 

In his fascinating 2007 book “The Assault on Reason,” former Vice-President Al Gore 

(famously robbed of an election while being perceived as boring) criticizes the 

one-way medium of television as a passive, disenfranchising communication 

channel.  Gore compares the constant switching of imagery on television to his 

boyhood habit of hypnotizing of chickens.  This is done through a neuro-physical 

mechanism called the “Orienting Effect”.  We constantly reset.  This observation is 

good but the more interactive digital tools like internet and mobile computer phones 

create an environment in which another kind of hypnosis can flourish -- the response 

to perplexity.  

 

We are stunned, pleasantly and edifyingly, by many things.  Sunsets.  Storms.  The 

behavior of insects.  Nature blows our minds.  We evolved in tandem with 

mind-blowing events.  This function is already present and waiting to amplified, 

harnessed, etc.  It is never far from the public arena.  We are reset by our awe in the 

face of humans who behave with apparently liberated confidence and free our 

instincts, whatever they may be, by dismissed the great multitude of unresolved 

concerns and nuances that face us collectively.  

 

Incredulity is a natural and often positive state.  

 

Awe and  sublimity, just as much as mediated political vexation, are forms of 

incredulity.   In studies referred to by Dacher Keltner (“Why do we Feel Awe?”) and 

the Greater Good in Action (GGIA) society, building on his 1999 paper with Jonathan 



Haidt (“Approaching awe: a moral, spiritual, and aesthetic emotion”), it was found 

that awe plays an important role in social cohesion and cultural participation.  People 

are more likely to pick up trash after experiencing awe.  They are more likely to get 

involved and feel good about supporting projects.  This has been severely critiqued 

by atheists, inter alia, because the 

overwhelming status of God and the 

awe-ful trappings of authority may 

encourage people to ignore decency 

and self-interest in order to conform 

with dastardly schemes -- but the 

same mechanism also mobilizes positive civic participation.  So it is no surprise that 

we turn out to vote for those who surprise us.  It is no surprise that large population, 

especially those who are already only partly interested in logical outcomes, feel a 

tremendous patriotic affinity for wild card figures who shrug off the accepted 

limitations of geopolitics.  

 

Do we not love that homicidal madman Alexander the Great for the way he 

nonchalantly sliced the ancient Gordian knot?  He solved it unfairly.  So casually and 

shockingly unfair that it has been impressed upon human history.  And what are the 

tales of brave Ulysses except a litany of unfair and self-enthusiastic solutions?  

 

Our ancestors spoke a truth about themselves in the form of these fables. 

 

Although the words sublime and awe seduce us toward a fantasy of positive 

psychology in the age of neurospiritual well-being we should not ignore the many 

ways that this blurs into the functional applicability of confusion, vexation and 

astonishment wielded by those who can relax into this method and intellectual 

assure themselves -- as Trump/Drumpf has -- that inconsistency, improvised 

spectacle and superficial associations are normal, reliable and viable tools of public 

engagement.  

 

“We have to be unpredictable; and we have to be unpredictable NOW.” 

 - Trump Foreign policy speech, April 27 2016 

 

This way of thinking is quite painful for for most educated intellectuals.  It is virtually 

incomprehensible to serious, well-meaning people who expect progressive 

sensitivities to inevitably define the future.  This makes such people, often the best 

among us, disturbingly fragile to attacks from The Astonisher who (as they say of 

Hannibal Lecter in “Silence of the Lambs”) only condescends to logic.  

 

But this is not new and it is not even particularly tied to the so-called cultural 

standoff between traditionalists & progressives.  It goes way back...  



 

* 

Imagine the first hominids teaching each other the use of complex verbal-semantic 

words.  How did they feel about that?  

 

Feelings must have been mixed.  Some proto-humans were more likely to start 

treating words seriously while others retained a cynical identification with their 

pre-verbal emotional and physical habits.  The former (the hominid left) expected to 

have the popular associations of their words taken seriously; the latter (hominid 

right) make gruding use of symbols, treating them as lies, “bullshit” or various 

attempts to deploy tools for older purposes.  A cynical stance perhaps.  Also a very 

natural one.  

 

Should we take the content of words seriously or treat them as gestural utterances? 

The very choice means that people will lean in either direction along a mixed 

spectrum.  We differ in how we hold the relationship between words and facts. 

 

It is clear to [evangelical christians] that he is just miming the 

language or impersonating a person of faith but... they don't care 

really... as long as he does it. 

-Sam Harris, episode #804 The Joe Rogan Experience 

 

Meditation advocates have long described our basic internal option.  We can be 

“identified” OR “accepting/watching”.  This is primarily discussed in relationship to 

our stream of thoughts.  When my personal story comes up in the mind I can go with 

it, as a fixed aspect of my identity, or balance myself in a position of functional 

engagement with flexible detachment.  This latter option is presumed to be superior.  

 

Now we can see that a similar choice exists in our definitions of thoughts.  We can 

“identify” them as having a verified meaning or remain flexibly “skeptical” about the 

identity we are exploring.  A large gap 

exists between deciding that this plant 

IS a hyacinth... or saying simply that 

“Around here we call this a hyacinth.” 

The size of the gap varies.  These 

closely related phrases reveal a 

considerable semantic cleft.  It 

separates those who take the popular meaning and signification as built-in to the 

word... and those who hesitate, return to the local context, invoking what the body 

does.  If we focus on the mental content we say that it IS the category of popular 

mind.  But if we focus on bodies then we may mostly notice that they “say this name” 



when they are “around here”.  That position resembles but is not the same as 

believing that the name is a fixed, meaningful identity.  And if a local asks you to 

agree that it is a Hyacinth... you might be proceeding down the wrong track if you 

check the encyclopedia of flowers.  They are quite possibly asking you about 

something very different.  Like what?  Like your temporary fidelity to the bodies of 

people who live in this locality.  Etc. 

 

The tempo of symbol usage, and the degree of fixing between signifier and signified, 

is highly flexible and allows for a wide range of additional bracketed concerns.  In the 

pause or gap we access other streams of information that may not be presented in 

our declarations: 

 

“Oh, is that your boyfriend?” Judy asked. 

“Well,” said Sarah, slightly wary of the term, “You could say that...” 

 

Additional factors, nuanced concerns or simply “other” issues, are more prominent 

or more potentially accessible when the tempo is slower and a greater skeptical 

distance is provided.  The ironic gap between the advanced thinker or meditator and 

his/her world-labels is similar to the cynical gap between the traditionalist and the 

meanings of modern words.  

 

Neurological studies that reveal hidden biases in our more primitive conceptual 

operating systems work by measuring microsecond latency in how well we associate, 

e.g. the picture of a foreign skin color with a positively associated word. 

 

A larger gap is not identical to being “on the right” although it is characteristic of 

many social patterns associated with an orthodox or rural mentality.  Yet this 

difference can operate at a variety of scales of cognition. 

 



 

 

Our inner ‘grammar cop’ seizes with fanatical zeal upon misspelling, improper 

apostrophes -- almostly completely bypassing the fact that we know very well what 

the message says (and that it is thereby good and effective communication).  

 

Our excessively agitated “faux-pas detectors” tend to over-concretize the superficial 

appearance of language while, ironically, ignoring its function as expressing and 

communication.  This kind of reactionary symbol-vigilance is appropriate to the 

situation of the medieval courtier but we often accept it as “advanced”.  

 

Political Correctness is frequently derided as a newfangled mood of postmodern 

sensitivity.  This explanation means that identify the phenomenon with the kinds of 

concepts and concerns found in the content of its statements.  But if we look past the 

content to the forms of the action of speech, we will find in most cases that the 

offensive element of PC is precisely that same regressive element which seeks to 

avoid giving offensive in the royal court.  The orthodox court was the historical zone 

in which literacy, social fads of concern and vigilance about upsetting fragile persons 

was normal.  

 

You see that this analysis itself employs a large gap between articulation & meaning 

(i.e. my remarks about PC have teased it apart from its own content).  This can be 

challenged by moral feelings.  Ethically focused folks may consider all of this to be 

quite trivial in comparison to the “real suffering” that has gone on in areas that are 

popularly associated with this or that phrasing.  

 

Trigger words cause them to leap immediately past the wording to what it “obviously 

represents” in the encyclopedia of the modern consensus.  Despite their own 

reactivity, it is often conservatives who take exception to the plague of political 

correctness.  Not because they are not reactive but because it is extra obvious to 

them that there can be a big gap between the public associations of  word and the 

purpose of saying a word.  Their tendency to be rooted in traditionalism helps them 

to detect the potential non-functionality of the content of words.  



 

“Racist is what you DO -- not what you say.”  

-Alan Alda’s conservative “Uncle Pete”  

(in Louis CK’s webshow ‘Horace and Pete’).  

 

Clearly a division exists. Not just between personal values and the words we use but 

within word use itself.  That is admittedly a somewhat abstract notion.  Its 

vagueness, I hope, justifies my roaming back and forth of this territory trying to get a 

sense of the invisible topology.  Here’s one thing that has helped me to think about it: 

 

Faux-naissance is an idiosyncratic French hybrid term that I invented to signify 

both falsely born & not-knowing.  

 

My ground zero example is the driver muttering “What the fuck?!” and availing 

himself of aggressively confused gestures when an old lady walks across the street in 

front of him.  He is NOT confused.  There is no mystery nor any hidden component 

to the situation.  All that has happened is that his momentum was thwarted in a very 

simple and common manner.  Yet his deeply instinctive response is to perform 

astonished ignorance.  

 

 

One abandons the rational pose of the informed person (presumed to correctly 

anticipate behavior and meaning based on past general knowledge) and slips, 

through the physical aggravation, into a more basic mode characterized by feigned 

incomprehension.  There is no real mystery but we nonetheless switch into a mode in 

which incredulity is the basic premise of communication.  The level-reciprocity 

between the part of ourself that “pretends astonishment” and the part that is 

politically swayed by the performance of the Astonisher should be investigated.  

 

How far back does all this go?  

 

When dealing with traditionalists we are addressing something that makes us reach 

for pre-modern notions but not aboriginal notions even if the former inherits 

something of the latter.  

 



* 

The tendency toward cynical orthodoxy in verbal gestures is a hallmark of that broad 

and diverse form of human history that evolves roughly between the rise of 

agricultural kingdoms ruled bureaucratically from city-states until or except where 

“enlightened individual reason” or “worldiness” or “better machines” force a 

mutation that we associate with the rise of modernity.  Amber.  Blue.  Whatever. 

 

During this great phase, or under the corresponding contemporary conditions, we 

have cultures that may be pagan or monotheist, patriarchal or egalitarian, wise or 

unwise, naturalist or anti-naturalist but there are common recurrent trends 

including the need to profess public allegiance to symbolic authority that does not 

reside in local tribal customs.  

 

In fact, this cultural operating system is produced by tribal cultures (that we might 

describe non-pejoratively as barbarian) that start to operate meta-tribally.  That 

means they deploy their typical means across & against the tribal universe. 

 

Force, repetition and theatrics are used to interfere with deep rooted tribal 

allegiances.  How do we learn to leave the farm and fight in wars that the city has 

elected to fight?  How do we learn to bow to the king rather than the local laird? 

How is patriotism transferred from totem to the broad claims and images of the 

race?   Much stress and suppression and seduction is employed often in very crude 

ways.  

 

One is required “by the nation” to demonstrate fealty and alignment (harmony they 

call it) irrespective of natural custom.  This is typical done by verbal gesture.  A 

striking example comes in the form of what we now call Inquisitions.  A person about 

whom something heretical has been said is called forth to declaim, deny, recant and 

affirm the established group dogma.  Performative speech.  Not speech based on 

accurate description of oneself or the world.  Role-speech.  

 

It rankles the instinct of the modern and postmodern soul to think that they would 

publicly confess to what is untrue and counter to their personal beliefs.  But is it not a 

matter of personal belief.  It is a gesture of fealty.  In the next kingdom over a wholly 

different public claim is being asserted under precisely the same kind of 

circumstances and in accordance with the same worldview and value-system.  A 

worldview and value-system that is not especially revealed by the content of the 

asserted claim but rather in the invisible background of motives and presuppositions 

that empower and contextualize the claim.  

 



Here we come to an important factor in this very text you are reading now.  I am 

describing a realm organized by the specific content of public belief claims and 

gestures but I am describing it from a very contemporary viewpoint as a matter of 

context and presuppositions and worldviews.  This is essential.  If I were to treat 

these kingdom-people (or let us say “the folk”) as if they were characterized in their 

values by the contents of their belief assertions then I would be operating with them, 

at their level, so to speak, and performing my analysis in such a fashion.  But Einstein 

famous says the problem cannot be resolved at its own level.  We cannot address 

pre-rational verbal gestures at face value.  They must be enfolded into other levels of 

meaning. 

 

The physics of General Relativity are needed in order to explain the physics of Isaac 

Newton.  Clearly we need a supra-traditional understanding of traditionalism. 
Without scaffolding our concepts around the worldsystem of orthodoxy we are liable 

to miss the forest for the trees and be severely constrained in our analysis by the the 

obscuration of important patterns and the exaggeration of the features that remain.  

 

There is a kind of millennial joke about the American Republican party: 

 

It takes the form of thinking that the harshest Anti-Gay Senator is probably secretly 

homosexual.  One finds the anti-drug crusader snorting cocaine across the tracks and 

the puritan priest shacked up with a transgender prostitute in hidden dalliances. 

There is a germ of truth in these comical caricatures.  The germ is this: that their 

values are not fundamentally being expressed by their public verbal claims.  He is 

clearly NOT anti-gay, anti-drug, anti-prostitution, etc.  The gestures are gestures -- 

not conveyances of facts or values.  

 

Now in the post-Freudian era we are liable to resolve this for ourselves through the 

image of inner conflict and psychological complexity.  Part of him believes X but 

another part believes Y.  Fair enough but that does not relieve us of he question about 

what constitutes an actual belief.  

 

We do not normally say, I BELIEVE THE SUN WILL COME UP but we do, in a 

sense, believe this to be true.  An observer of our behavior would see us act in a 

manner corresponding to such a presumption.We are not screaming in terror of 

falling so we must believe the ground will hold us up.  However we would not dream 

of putting this on a form asking for our beliefs.  



 

Such forms -- print literacy -- are well known to be a request for our metaphysical 

speculations or group allegiances or political stances.  They asks us for the kinds of 

things we are likely to say when metaphysical or political or allegiance conversations 

take place.  But ARE these our beliefs and values? 

 

Do I believe, for example, that Jesus Christ is Lord?  Or do I believe I must say that? 

That is it important to make the gesture of the assertion?  Here we come again to the 

subtle schism between content and articulation. 

 

Lacan referred to the subject of enunciation and the enunciating subject.  Ken Wilber 

invokes a similar ‘proximal’ and ‘distal’ self.  Which self speaks the beliefs?  Which 

self is being described by another self as the believer?  Thorny questions.  

 

People who might be classed philosophically and instinctively as post-pluralists 

neo-classicals or evolutionaries or integralites or metamoderns, et al, are known to 

critique naive pluralists for the their performative contractions.  The absolute 

relativist speaks of having no absolutes but performs the gesture of having an 

absolute.  

 

The relativist is entirely free in the content of her assertion but still equally 

structured and biased in the form and act of the assertion.  Taking such a critique 

seriously means that, in general, we must also be attentive to the performance of 

beliefs (rather than the claim of beliefs) among all types of people.  

 

Our consensual social trance places us inside a shared world in which our subjectivity 

and intersubjective is strongly linked to popular signifiers but more complex level of 

analysis operate wholly or partially outside of this realm.  An alien anthropologist 

from the future, so to say, would not necessarily assume that we are limited to 

external behaviors but would nonetheless be radically dissociated from what we 

think our words mean and much more inclined to observe the implied consciousness 

associated with acts.  

 

Are we not trying to know ourselves?  Do we not constantly observe with pleasant or 

distressing surprise that we feel X... or think Y?  Children typically are gullible in the 

face of their own claims (i.e. they think they mean what they say even when their 

actions show they clearly do not) but adult maturity is frequently associated with the 



sense of slowly acquiring data about our subjective situation often in defiance of our 

ready claims about values, beliefs and knowledge and then learning to constrain it 

into the coherence of Reason.  The natural state is typically ambivalent toward 

performative contradiction and this is frequently ignored or spurned by rational 

analysis because it is the very thing from which the effort of Reason is trying to free 

itself. 

 

The philosopher Sloterdijk reminds us of what every post-Nietzschean or 

pre-Platonist ought to realize -- that philosophy is a praxis not a set of views.  The 

philosophical student exercises themselves for personal or cultural advantage 

through various practices whose occasional side-effect is the production of ideas, 

articulated worldviews, etc.  These are not irrelevant but there are, in this approach, 

secondary.  Such secondary materials are quite predictably emphasized through the 

academic teaching of the “library of the philosophers” especially when reinforced by 

the old and notoriously unhealthy doctrine that ideas come first and embodiment is a 

prison or lower realm. Let us be Sloterdijkians or pre-Platonists of politics and see 

what we find...  

 

 

 

 

The immediate discovery is, as I have 

been saying, a semantic schism that is concealed by the treatment of self-identifying 

claims.  A schism between the “content of value-doctrines” and the “performative 

values implied by action and context”. 

 

Does it puzzle our pundits that millennial American Republicans (largely an alliance 

liberal nationalists with a few conservative intellectuals) tend to increased spending 

and exaggerate the national debt when they are in power?  Such a puzzle exists only 

when we conform to the notion that policy statements and rhetoric are key indicators 

of position, value and idea.  If we look at Federal Republican action we would simply 

say:  the Republican position is to increase spending and deepen the debt.  

 

Of course they would not say that of themselves insofar as it sounds negative.  But 

both our media and our political analysis tends to err on the side of grouping people 

by the content of their claims even when this is repeatedly demonstrated as 

irrelevant to their value-based behaviors. 

 

Similarly, studies on human happiness are regularly hamstrung by their reliance on 

verbal self-description.  Are the citizens of Bhutan and the members of religious sects 

really happier or does “I am so happy” typically mean “I am loyal to a group that 

promises happiness and all good things”.  At the very least we must supplement 



verbal confessions of well-being with neurochemical data and other modes of 

analysis.  Are they doing happiness?  Or are they claiming happiness?  Likewise are 

they doing the valuing of freedom or making the claim that they value freedom?  Or 

prosperity?  Or peace?  

 

 

To non-exclusively privilege behavioral analysis is not therefore to engage in 

behaviourist reduction.  We remain entirely open (or at least agnostic) about the 

validity of subjective and intersubjective dimensions of being but that does not 

therefore imply that popular speech acts and belief-assertions are the primary and 

reliable description of those dimensions.  

 

If we take the traditional or orthodox cultural operating systems as roughed out 

earlier in this text to be what Gebser called “mythic-membership” we see 

immediately that these folks (sic) view the world as a battleground in which your 

membership in a group is defined by your willingness to make public belief 

assertions that resonant with the mass and the bureaucratic-oligarchy authorities (or 

their monarchical representative).  Here we say that whales are fish. Everyone says 

so!  They live in the sea and swim.  But modernity immediately expands to realize 

this as error.  We translate them into the category mammals because their inner 

structure and function is divergent from fish and more closely related to hippos. 

Modern or ultra-modern analysis must expand beyond the typical traditionalist 

activity of pretending that groups are defined by membership in belief-claims or 

shared public artications.  That is prej-scientific analysis.  

 

Person A: (I’ll bullshit you to get power for my team, just like you are 

doing...) That does not agree with my traditional values! 

 

Person B: (I’m committed to rationally improving the world 

according to my values, which I assume you are also doing) You seem 

hypocritical!  How can you believe those things??? 

 

How often does that kind of useless snag occur in conventional discourse about 

overcoming inflamed partisanship in our political systems? 

 



A transtrational appreciation is needed.  One we have noted the performative 

contradiction in absolute relativism we must integrally embrace performative 

dimensions everywhere. 

 

* 

Suppose you had a country that established its identity in the 1700’s during the 

“revolutionary enlightenment”.  Do we know any countries like that? 

 

Flash forward several centuries and you will find that this noble pedigree is defended 

by two predictable groups -- the irrational-speech performatists & the 

rational-speech conformists.  This is what we would expect. They form a positive 

“presence” polarity (like male/female, not like hot/cold): 

 

 

A party devoted to re-establishing the 

social customs of the 1700s -- for good 

or ill -- expressing this in their symbolic 

support for Big Words. 

A party devoted to the progressive 

unfoldment of the verbal and 

conceptual ideals of 18th century 

speakers under new conditions. 

 

 

Both will fervently declare their allegiance to our founding principles and values. 

And both will be correct.  But how can they be more productively synchronized while 

the relationship to verbal claims is a hidden divider within all their engagements? 

How can they (or any tranpartisan analyst) handle their needs without addressing 

this difficulty?  

 

* 

What are the needs of Amber Traditionalism?  What does it frequently say and what 

does it frequently mean apart from its statements?  Since it is world of roles and 

caricatures should we not use simple caricatures to decipher it?  Perhaps.  Certainly 

one hears it often like an over-taxed liver: 

 

“Too much already!  Too much!  Too much!”  

 

Nietzsche once wrote, in his prophetic anticipations of fascist Germany, that the 

germanic people were not inherently racist but rather had a weak digestion.  They 

had taken in more Jews and Slavs than they had the strength to integrate... and as a 

result they were violently sick and trying to throw up.  I am simplifying his 

observation in order to highly the sense of a pre-ideological reaction to perceived 

excess and the inability to cultivate an empowering cultural harmony out of diversely 



appearing types of people.  I wish to suggest that the overt beliefs expressed may 

conceal as much as they reveal of the needs that the people are demanding get met 

politically. 

 

Traditionalists are, today, always striving to assimilate the technological and 

semantic changes but too much comes too fast now.  The old system (“physics 

progresses one funeral at a time”) is too slow to prevent global disasters and its social 

equivalents are too slow to prevent political disasters.  But we cannot exactly ask 

them all to speed up their ancient processing tempo.  Some other solution is needed.  

 

The assertion of patriotism may veil a dearth of patriotism.  The so-called patriots 

(the self-proclaimed patriots but, as I have said, this claim is a pre-scientific method 

of identifying them) are suffering a lack of patriotism.  They do not have ENOUGH to 

share.  

 

There is only enough for their family and local team.  They cannot, as America has 

done when it was strong, extend this cultural life-blood to new and more types.  They 

hear about these types and their rights... but that is not, according to their instinct, 

the method by which the patriotism grows.  How does patriotism grow?  What is the 

real request?  Here is a snippet of the script from an episode of Twin Peaks that will 

show us one of the ways that patriotism is cultivated through non-idealistic 

tolerance, semantic side-stepping and integration into self-serving structures: 

 

 

Wrestling coach, BUCK WINGATE, lectures his assembled squad who stare 

at NADINE HURLEY and MIKE NELSON standing next to one another in 

wrestling gear on the mat. 

 

WINGATE 

Boys, there's a story about a great football coach whose 

name escapes me at the time who was dead set against 

having black players on his team until the day they 

brought him the most fantastic black halfback anyone 

had ever seen. When what's his name watched him run 

fifty yards and no one laid a hand on him, he shouted, 

"Look at that Indian go!" 

 

It is not entirely unreasonable to think that people upset in their assertion of 

patriotism are upset that their culture is insufficiently deploying ancient, indirect 

methods of cultivating patriotism. 

 

This indirectness shows up in Clint Eastwood’s masterpiece film Gran Torino.  It 

conc a veteran soldier who insists on calling southeast Asians “gooks” but who 

nonetheless shares pleasure and food and help with them.  In a pinch he is the only 



person they can rely upon.  The deed is separate from the wording.  We could call this 

social progress (and the expansion of patriotic loyalties to absorb diversity) but it 

happens in the normal Amber mode.  It occurs in the shape of a performance/symbol 

gap just as it did with the “fast Indian” on the Twin Peaks football team.  

 

 

* 

The traditionalist band of cultural consciousness cannot, from any post-traditional 

perspective, be taken with full seriousness relative to its overt value-claims and 

worldview assertions.  It is pre-rational in the conventional sense.  All analysis must 

therefore engage a tightrope balance between the risk of dismissing people’s personal 

claims about their own beliefs and taking those claims too seriously as evidence of 

actual beliefs. 

 

One very obvious example is that the “folk” of patriotic mythic-membership 

communities have frequently asserted their allegiance to classical, golden age or even 

eternal opinions even though historical analysis shows their attitudes changes 

frequently over the decades.  This drift and adaptation happens more slowly than for 

those involving emotionally updating themselves to accommodate new social & 

technological consensus facts.  It may take a couple generations (Grandparent 

Norms) but it is nonetheless constantly changing and being reinvented under the 

guise of “enforcing ancient tradition.”  

 

In the early 21st century we observe struggles over “transgender” segregation of 

bathrooms by Americans who swear they are not racist against blacks.  However only 

a few decades earlier their were engaged in similar bathroom wars based on 

segregation by skin-tone.  This transformation is usually unacknowledged in 

discussions about Returning to Glory Days.  The common elements are this notion of 

Mythic Return and the desire to discriminate against SOMEBODY on the bases of 

their physiology.  So when we try to understand their values we should be cautious 

and ask ourselves whether the current claims (whose constant modifications are 

ignored or disguised), or the persistent patterns involved in various kinds of claims, 

ought to be the locus of our “appreciation” of their positions and needs.  



 

Keeping this time-scale of orthodox change in mind, we must apply the word 

ostensible to the public depiction of their values.  We may also discern their pattern 

of adaptation by assimilation of symbols and value-slogans from other social types. 

Nationalistic team-consciousness appears loyally obliged to apply to itself all positive 

and persistent cultural values.  OUR PEOPLE possess all the popular virtues (once 

they have hung around for a while).  OUR RIVALS exhibit all negative versions of the 

same symbolic quantities.  

 

For example, once the legal embrace of negro populations had been extended and 

roughly stabilized over a period of decades in the United States, accompanied by a 

common social discourse against the evils of racism, we are not surprised to find that 

nationalists are now assuming (in their vocalizations) that they are the uniquely fair 

& non-racist element of the greater community.  Conversely their rivals, including 

progressive and even the races in question, are denounced as “the real racists”.  The 

notion of “reverse racism” is improvised to handle much of this complaint.  

 

We do not assume that mythic nationalists have fundamentally changed their 

worldview but we can follow them trying to absorb all populist positive signifiers as 

THEIRS.  And, in truth, we could consider the popular domain as precisely the 

“mass” out of which their social methodology has anciently emerged.  

 

Another pertinent example involves extended public praise for Reason, as happened 

historically under periods of “scientific enlightenment.”  Such a situation will 

predictably be followed (with a slight lag time) by patriotic movements of 

irrationalists who describe themselves as the solely rational citizenry in a debauched 

nation of madness.  

 

A famous problem erupts from the example I just mentioned.  A famous 

“Amber-Orange” (to use the Integral Theory terminology) interface problem -- 

although by no means the only such trouble.  It is the issue of the production of 

fundamentalism through the collision of the The People 

with Modernity.  

 

Scientific demands for facticity and intensified verification 

(by the Cartesian means of physical evidence or 

mathematical logic) are assimilated by mythic patriots. 

What will be the predictable result?  Popular mythic symbolism will now be 



passionately asserted AS FACT.  This is fundamentalism.  Such dangerous facets of 

culture are not without precedent in normative traditionalist society but these old 

trends are characteristically exaggerated by assimilation of the modern concern for 

fact, cosmology, “hard” science.  And the converse will also happen.  Scientific 

facticity will be challenged by as unscientific (“... evolution is just a theory”). 

 

Modernity itself is the personal and historical threshold at which value-assertions 

begin (incompletely, of course) to mean what they say.  Rationality is the individual 

and public use of double-verification in our mental processes.  It prunes the 

contradictions and challenges us to more universal categories of consistency.  Such 

efforts are not normal for traditionalists and consequently their self-expression, even 

in the most crucial topics, must be taken with a grain of salt. 

 

Jonathan Haidt, in “The Righteous Mind,” describes a principle by which liberal 

cosmopolitans might better understand the conservative urban-ruralist orthodoxy: 

You can’t help the bees by wrecking the hive. 

 

The type of person (and type within persons) that we are calling Traditionalists have 

a sacred duty and emotional-physiological necessity to check first for the 

consolidation, loyal affirmation and superlative status of Our People and Our Land. 

Only then may they hear critique, advice, subtle values or new strategies.  This is 

analogous to the “true blue” policemen operating in a dangerous city.  Securing 

physical compliance must proceed before evaluation of the situation or reception of 

input from individuals.  This is not always ideal and can result in downright horrific 

outcomes in which people are beaten to death under escalating friction in which they 

try to make themselves understood by officers who are primed to get physical 

compliance first.  

 

First thing, first?  

 

Haidt notes the same trend in regards to political communication about 

environmental topics.  The very same people who denounce environmental activists 

as unrealistic (at best) or even borderline terrorists will often agree with ecologically 

driven proposals following the assertion that “We are greatest nation on Earth with 

the Greatest Land and it is our duty to look after it...” 

 

Was it not repeated observed in the United States that staunch, even violent, 

opponents of Obamacare frequently agreed with virtually all the separate provisions 



contained within that Affordable Care Act?  If we dismiss them as ignorant or 

“poisoned” by political propaganda we miss their concern for the Whole Thing first. 
 

This apparent irrationality does not trouble them.  

 

The rational adversaries of Donald J. Trump have been astonished that, generally 

speaking, the obvious contradictions, deceptions and openly offensive and misguided 

statements he makes have helped rather than harmed his political rise.  This is not 

mysterious -- it is predictable.  The soul of the folk is largely disinterested in fact and 

consistency.  Trump, in a very real sense, has been responsive to their emotional and 

psychological needs.  Demagoguery, when hastily dismissed, forecloses our capacity 

to resonate with this group that is crucially in need of better cultural integration.  

 

If they say, for example, repeatedly, that they are concerned about border security 

from a concrete-mythological perspective then this irrationality might be honored by 

affirmation a cartoonish BORDER WALL.  One need not actually build it.  It is the 

symbolic assertion that counts in their hearts.  Again, these are the people who might 

trust the patriotism of a “flag pin” over a factual account of heroic deeds in war.  They 

are symbolic to a very profound degree.  And they vote.  

 

I sometimes like to say: the family dog barks at friend & foe alike.  It recognizes, 

with a high degree of instinctive accuracy, that SOMEONE or SOMETHING is “at the 

door”.  Despite their keen noses and hearing they seldom seem to care whether this is 

a helpful or suspicious present.  And in all their clamor we can not discern much of a 

reasonable plan of action.  Suppose you wanted to deepen the cultural integration of 

people who excelled in this more basic dimension of their human and animal 

spirituality?  You may have to listen to them about the nature of the issue (Someone’s 

at the door!  The door!  The door!) but not necessarily about the evaluation and 

strategy to be applied.  Here is a massively oversimplified version of a rule of thumb: 

Let conservatives tell you what the most serious issues are and get liberals to tell 

you what to do about those issues. 

 

Possible heuristics of this kind should be borne in mind as we grope our way 

experimentally toward transpartisan society.  We are not centrist compromisers -- 



for reasons already well elaborated by Lakoff & by Overton -- but rather people 

seeking to empower and functionally integrate enhanced versions of each of the 

seemingly extreme positions for the purpose of generally improved well-being.  

 

You know why people don’t like liberals? Because they lose. 

-Jeff Daniels as Will McAvoy in TV’s “Newsroom”. 

 

Winning.  Do not underestimate its importance to The Folk -- remembering of course 

that symbolic and selfish victory is accepted just as readily as virtuous and true.  The 

slogan was made famous by Charlie Sheen’s short duration cultural supernova a few 

years back.  He launched from the top rated conservative sitcom by telling everyone 

off, claiming to posses “tiger’s blood” and boasting of his drug and prostitute 

indulgences while touring the country.  The difference between breakdown and 

breakthrough was hazy.  We loved something about it... 

 

Good Morning America: Are you bipolar? 

Sheen:  I’m bi-WINNING! 

 

This populist momentum toward victory, even if only claimed, merely symbolic, is 

highly noteworthy.  It should not be blithely dismissed as the relic of ignorant and a 

lack of spiritual development. 

 

Perhaps the moment in which Obama most directly touched the American Soul (in 

the sense we are discussing) was when he announced the killing of Osama bin Laden. 

Conservative adversaries of Trump started lining up behind him after he defeated his 

rivals even though they would have preferred almost literally anyone else.  And what 

was the traditional “divine right of kings” except a belief (a social organization 

feeling) that whoever can seize and hold the throne is thereby progressively 

sanctified and reliable in their decision making.  It is not uncommon for patriotic 

American loyalists to express admiration for irrational Russian leaders or to say, 

“Well, at least Hitler got some things DONE!” 

 

It should transfix us as a key piece of insight into this value system that patriots will 

side with the country’s enemies.  This is NOT inconsistent to them.  No accusation of 

hypocrisy or contradiction is meaningful in this sense.  

 

Comedian-pundit Bill Maher, a frequent critic of both extreme conservative and 

progressive views (and therefore, like South Park, an potential site of some relevant 

transpartisan data) once suggested that Republicans were successful despite not 

expressing the values of most Americans because they understand what democrats 

did not -- that the masses do not behave like an individual.  The mob has the 

intelligence of a dog.  Therefore you must be simplistic, repetitive, gesture and clearly 

http://ec.tynt.com/b/rf?id=bX5kn417er5iQ1acwqm_6l&u=stevencrowderofficial


indicate an almost infantile polarization of good and bad while saying you key lines 

over and over and over again.  This is an obviously insufficient analysis but it 

represents an insight from a cultural media expert and resonates with the notion that 

“group intelligence” is not the same as “personal intelligence”.  

 

An advanced approach must liberate itself from all perplexity and consternation in 

the face of pre-rational politics.  The pettiness of accusing pre-rationals of not being 

rational in their ethical pronouncement may serve some function in “preaching to the 

choir” but it is highly self-limiting and closed to the true value-blocs in the culture. 

Their values are NOT reflected straightforwardly in the content of their assertions.  It 

does not need to be endlessly rediscovered or puzzled over.  

 

Traditional values are NOT the specific value claims of traditionalists.  Traditional 

values are those which articulate the common behavior of traditionalists in diverse 

cultures and epochs. 

 

Here is a partial list of (possible) traditional values separated from the usual, local, 

tactical content: 

 

● Admiration for & transference upon victors 

● Appreciation of simplistic and forthright positions 

● Willingness to sacrifice personal advantages 

● Desire to dutifully suppress sub-cultures (rebellious tribes!) 

● Enthusiasm for antagonistic posturing relative to rivals and cousin-nations 

● Production of races and national spirit 

● Loyalty 

● Praise for the team; damnation of rivals 

● Happiness with superficial choices (“I voted for him because he was 

handsome...”) 

● Love the land 

● Need to hear that our Kingdom is superior (exceptionalism) 

● Need to discriminate physically (e.g. skin color, gender or whatever) 

● Need feelings of liberation from “big city norms” and “sensitive concerns” 

● Need to hear bodies affirmed and speech devalued 

● Readiness to fight 

● Need for mythic solutions 

● Statements are emotional-game pieces, not facts (conspiracy of cynics) 

● Freedom to be hypocritical (just like mom & dad are) 

● Assertion of Freedoms common in Folk Times 

● Need for a People’s Champion 

● Shock & Awe (shamanic methods) 

● The world is as old as Official Records and our Great Cycle ends in Apocalypse 



● Return to the Golden Age 

● Some things are inherent (anchoring, e.g. caste, gender,) 

● Some roles must be affirmed officially 

 

In the political philosophy of George Santayana we find an interesting definition of a 

Tyrant.  How is a Tyrant different than a “legitimate king”?   He arises and switches 

the bloodline in order to accommodate the kingdom to historical changes that may 

not be apparent to the current ruler.  He is, essentially, just another king but one who 

is needed (at least as an attempt) to re-secure the well-being of the kingdom.  The 

tyrant is the king deprived of the notion of continuity... the necessary for the adaptive 

ruler who extends the kingdom.  Do loyalists despise the Tyrant?  Of course.  They 

denounce Tyranny in all its forms.  But, if Santayana is to be believed, this 

antagonism conceals a deeper need to preserve the realm in which they are loyally 

embedded.  So when is the accusation of Tyranny actually a... request for tyranny?  

 

It is hard to say and may vary over many instances.  The important point is that, 

again, we we must open our thinking to the possibility that the charged political 

claim is not what it seems to be when dealing with the “folk of the kingdom”.  

 

* 

“Scratch any cynic and you will find a disappointed idealist.”  

― George Carlin 

What Carlin could have gone on to add is the reciprocal point: Scratch any idealist 

and you will find an enthusiastic cynic. 

 

 

http://www.goodreads.com/author/show/22782.George_Carlin


Carlin also famously said on stage: 

 

the American people like their bullshit right out front where they 

can get a good strong whiff of it. [Bill] Clinton might be full of shit 

but at least he lets you know it. 

 

Is it “funny because it’s true?”  

 

The built-in verification device of the modern, rational, humanitarian individualist is 

triggered by bullshit.  It evolves, perhaps, as a defense mechanism against the hollow 

(unverified, non-individualist, non-humanitarian) roles, habits and assertions of 

orthodox culture.  It may be a natural part of establishing their personalities apart 

from that culture.  However, when we take a broad multi-stage view of value systems 

and worldviews, we find that it is not simply the case that what Modern souls reject 

about Tradition is “bad” or “derogatory”.  It may be quite normal and useful still for 

Traditional Souls.  And there are lots of them. They may even live on unconscious 

within the Modernist soul. 

 

But what does it take to appreciate “bullshit” if that is a necessary element in 

correctly integrating or non-reactively handling the cultural operating system of a 

great many people?  Have we been, using the term very loosely, racist against 

bullshit? 

 

Bullshit and demagoguery are not (or ought not in an integrative transpartisan 

universe) be understood as pejorative concepts.  Primitivism is pathology only when 

it is not integrated. 

 

Even Stephen Hawking (icon of rational intelligence) says he’s baffled. The 

theoretical physicist and noted smart person told ITV’s Good Morning Britain 

(reported by Edward Helmore, The Guardian May 31 2016) that he doesn’t 

understand the widening appeal of presumptive Republican presidential nominee 

Donald Trump in the U.S. Despite his seminal work on black holes, quantum 

mechanics, space, and stars, Hawking said he just doesn’t get it: 

 

 “I can’t [explain it]. He’s a demagogue who seems to appeal to the 

lowest common denominator.”  

- Professor Stephen Hawking 



 

It is really so mysterious that the lowest common denominator is popular? And can 

we blithely say that it ought not to be?  At the very least we are, in that act, separating 

ourselves from the more complex political integration of a great majority of folks. 

 

On June 2 2016 Michael Moynahan (dailybeast.com) wrote:  

 

During an appearance on Real Time with Bill Maher last week, I made the 

uncontroversial point that Americans believe many stupid things and that it was 

necessary to challenge those stupidities. This provoked a barely coherent 

Trump-supporter named Wayne Allyn Root to suggest that my “elitism” betrayed a 

disconnect with those in real America. 

Moynahan’s barely concealed tone of dismissal and broad denouncement in the rest 

of his article surely suggest an attitude that may well have been detected by Mr. Root 

-- no matter how foolish the beliefs of the said Mr. Root.  Here was a classic situation 

in which it clearly recognized that the mass of national people have an overt affinity 

for cognitively dissonant, self-contradictory and factually unsubstantiated notions 

and public characters.  However it is treated as  

 

(a) failure  

(b) disreputable  

(c) unjustified when it points to the attitude of those who condemn it. 

 

This is one side of the Modern-Traditional interface problem.  We might say it is 

unfair to place the issue onto the shoulders of the more rational people -- but who 

else can we expect to be helpful under these conditions.  Surely it is more likely that 

we can help rational people to stop irrationally demonizing the irrational than to 

expect that irrational people will start being rational? 

 

It is a typical move of transpartisans to advocate for the mutual appreciation of 

value-claims made by “the sides”.  If we take sides as code for levels or perhaps for a 

mixture of levels and wings, we still run the very grave risk of trying to balance “those 

who express their values in their statements of value” and “those who hide their 

values by their statements of value”.  We cannot pass into utter skepticism about 

value claims nor can we blithely presume that integration can rely upon the 

conventional articulations of large groups.  

 

Value is itself highly dubious.  When Nietzsche set out to explore values looking for 

the quality that makes valuable valuable and using that to adjudicate the relative 

healthy, intensity and human utility of various “values” -- moving toward a stronger, 

healthier and more universal value standard -- he was taken to be the avatar of 

merely subjective and relativistic values.  Einstein, who sought to overcome 

relativistic values in physics with the invariance of the velocity of light is still hailed 



as the father of Relativity.  Heisenberg dramatically increased our certainty about 

subatomic behavior but is recalled as the agent of the Uncertainty Principle.  There Is 

something about our age that simply, stubbornly and collective presumes that 

value-relativism is being foisted upon us.  

 

If we look at the American political map prior to the Civil Rights Act (1964) we see 

basically Democrats winning the South and Republicans holding the Coasts.  As 

Johnson said the act would cost Democrats the South for generations.  But we see a 

period of flux that settles down into Values Voters whereby the South and Central 

axis leans Republican and the Two Coasts are Democratic.  Arguably the Civil Rights 

Act was only one profound ripple of the newly emerging mass of “pluralists” 

associated with the 1960s.  

 

In this new age of reaction toward or away from the Emergence we get “progressives” 

and “values conservatives” both being manipulated by corporate backers.  We get an 

interesting situation where Democrats has a pretty consistent albeit low evaluation of 

the integrity and competence of government while Republicans dramatically affirm 

governance when they control it and dramatically spurn it when they do not.  

 

Observe that since the early 1970s the degree of variability has differed dramatically 

for Republicans depending on who is in power and remained considerably more 

“level”for Democrats: 

 

 



This suggests that a large mass of people, associated with but not identical to the 

Republican party, are considerably less honest in their opinions concerning their 

views of government.  Dishonesty could also be read as “secretly answering a 

different question”.  But again we find an area of extreme verbal and superficial 

variability among traditionalists which is more locked down, self-consistent and 

self-communicative among progressives.  

 

Jonathan Haidt (mentioned earlier) has identified 5 inherited moral impulses:  

 

● Harm/care,  

● Fairness/Reciprocity,  

● Ingroup/Loyalty,  

● Authority/Respect,  

● Purity/Sanctity.  

 

His research suggest that Liberals tend to focus on the first two but that 

Conservatives have more intense reactions to all 5.  They are all present, in varying 

degrees, in other complex animals and must therefore be taken into account and 

presumed to have developed a high degree of efficiency in pre-rational environments. 

What is a Liberalism that cares about all 5?  What are higher and lower versions of 

each?  Are some of them natural and others pathological?  

 

Note that ingroup loyalty and respect for authority are assumed by progressives, in 

many cases, to be immoral and proof of deficient thinking.  

 

Dr. Wilhelm Reich suggested in his initial bio-psychological analysis of fascism, 

rootin in the domestic practices, that “purity” is almost inevitably a code word for a 

self-destructive impulse.  If the Nazi goal had been to create a master race through 

racial and cultural mixing we might look back on them in a very different manner -- 

but purity, psychoanalytically speaking, is usually the opposite of what health 

requires.  The need for clean water and good meat is transposed into mystical goals 

which, by pursuing them, we eradicate ourselves and our kind.  

 

Political correctness might be seen as a more socially complex version of the purity 

concern.  

 

Haidt’s work is great and much of his social mobilization centers around the desire to 

create “civility” as the precondition for constructive disagreement.  This is hard to 

disagree with and yet it persists in throwing up its hands about profound uncivil 

movements and figures (e.g. Trump) whose people are especially attracted to the 

aggressive, simplifying and liberating ethos of incivility (under various names such as 

“tells it like it is” or “authenticity” or “not afraid” etc).  Our question must not only 



center around how to get a better class of discourse between conservatives and 

liberals of various stripes but also how to make sense of nonsense, integrate the 

wantonly divergent, reason about the irrational, etc.  

 

George Lakoff believes that our brain is cultivated by metaphorical frames, triggered 

by anchoring words, that evoke -- on any given topic -- either our domestically 

inherited sympathy for authoritarian family organization or egalitarian family 

organization.   His suggestion for progressives is to avoid “centrism” and do what the 

Right does -- just keep trying to click people into your preferred metaphorical frame 

of morality.  This may indeed be a recipe for balancing progressive and conservative 

propaganda machines but it seems like it underestimates the complexity of people 

who enjoy and honor both tendencies on many topics without seeking to select one 

and rather allowing the perturbation to seek a higher attractor.  It also does not 

explore the tendency for people on both the left & right (at least at the traditionalist 

“level”) to resonate in the incredulity gap between statements and intentions. 

 

“[...] the tonic that keeps mass-man in his form is insincerity... 

all that haste, in every order of life, to adopt tragic, conclusive, 

final attitudes is mere appearance.  Men play at tragedy 

because they do not believe in the reality of the tragedy which is 

actually being staged in the civilized world... if anyone persists 

in believing that two and two make five, and there is no reason 

for supposing him insane, we must be certain that the does NOT 

believe it...” 

- The Revolt of the Masses, Jose Ortega y Gasset. 

 

We are looking for sites where irrationality enters into our modelling of politics.  

 

Daniel Kahneman has helped popularize a critical notion from the field of behavioral 

economics -- System 1 and System 2 thinking.  The first system is fast, efficient, 

associative, ancient and good for areas where have extensive experience with 

immediate feedback.  It might be called intuitive or instinctive but it also irrational 

and prone to many well-known biases.  The second system is slower, requires effort 

and allows us to understand statistics, logic, biases, etc.  We prefer the first system 

whenever possible but we know it mixes lies freely with the truth.  It is pre-rational in 

terms of its evolutionary development.  

 

A populist demagogue appeals to System 1 while a technocratic-managerial candidate 

appeals to people who pride themselves in their ability to switch into System 2. 

Notably this includes the “Democrat” tactic of leveraging the instinctive antagonism 

that more rational people feel toward ostensibly less rational people.  In a large 

percentage of modern, electronically mediated elections we find two candidates who 



start to assume the mantle of the Uninformed Instinctive & the Tedious Technocrat. 

With a spoiler role played by a “moral integrator” who promises to exceed them both 

but whose success varies depending upon the mood of the moment.  Only the gods 

can decide who will rule.  But isn’t it interesting that our internal functions might 

emerge onto the external stage? 

 

Nietzsche anticipated that “wars of philosophy” would accompany the creation of 

global culture.  Different types and grades of humanity would have their own 

philosophers and value articulations that defy the boundaries between national 

states.  This is not hard to understand after you become versed into the theories of 

emergent “vMemes” and developmental “epistemes” -- for might these 

commonalities start to replace traditional racial and ethnic divides in the degree to 

which electric civilization makes us feel and think nonlocally?  News floods into our 

minds just as fast from the far side of the world as it does down the street.  And 

Google Translate is evolving into a tool that allow high degrees of shared meaning 

and coordination between people who do not speak the same language. 

Temperament or other broadly shared internal functions may replaced traditional 

external categories as the magnetic lines along which we line up against each other in 

large teams.  

 

And why not? 

 

After all, our electronic technologies have revealed our insides (esp. our brain modes) 

to us with hitherto unknown clarity.  Previously we made war along the lines of skin 

color, location and gender because these are easy enough for us to collectively detect. 

But as it gets easier to see “systems 1 & 2” or “right/brain left brain” or “integrated vs, 

non-integrated brains” or “normal vs. psychopathic brains”... will we not start to use 

these are our means of physical division into subgroups? 

 

This is a fascinating line of thought into the future but at present it only serves to 

reinforce the argument that “irrationalism” may be a significant force that must be 

integrated into transpartisan politics without mistaking it for being a good reporter 

about its own beliefs and tendencies.  

 

Another way to explore the ir/rationality schism involves the kinds of developmental 

level distinctions popularized by Piaget as “concrete operational” and “formal 

operational” in children.  The notion of formal involves our capacity to make 

references to our references, treat systems as abstract processes with rules that do 



not necessarily apply to the real world, think objectively about hypothetical 

circumstances, etc.  Conversely the more primitive (and therefore more widespread 

and easier system... even operating underneath formal reasoning) layer of concrete 

operations thinks by generalizing its local examples.  I was bitten by a dog and 

therefore biting characterizes dogs in general.  

 

Typically one says that concrete thinkers understand that: 

 

If A=B & B=C then C=B & B=A 

 

But then tend to have troubling viscerally understanding that this mean: 

 

A=C 

 

That latter reasoning is too hollow and detached.  They are good with concretized 

concepts and even actively avoid “airy fair bullshit” or “thinking about nothing”.  As a 

result they necessarily find mythic solidity and specificity to be MORE 

REASONABLE than a logical overview of the complexities of systems.  Border 

trouble?  Then build a big fuckin’ wall... and spare us the “meaningless talk” about 

why that won’t possibly work! 

 

Okay, we’re coming to the end.  The point was to move back and forth over many of 

the places where incredulity, pre-rationalism and inconsistency play a potentially 

functional and nonobvious role in the organization of ancient orthodox elements in 

our political psychology.  

 

Does this sound familiar: 

 

*  

Socially, philosophically & personally we all need to get past the inflamed divisions             

that unproductively partition our cultural field. Who could disagree with that? The            

current set-up and mindset leads to self-perpetuating patterns of dysfunctional          

imbalance and the cringeworthy stagnation of our authentic attempts to create           

broadly satisfying human development. We end up trapped in a shared atmosfear of             

futility, danger and conflict. Of course much of the solution lies in the             

implementation of smarter, more agile and more streamlined legal, economic and           

technological procedures. No one disputes that -- but it cannot happen in isolation             

from a revolution of our shared mood. We need to feel more together in order get                

anything done. The ancient method of creating a unifying spirit was to heap mythic              

propaganda on top of a clearly defined War. In this absence of a spirit-building              

conflict (thank God!) it is hard to achieve non-suppressive harmony. Perhaps a            



religious revival could achieve this necessary goal but the recent history of traditional             

faiths and new religious movements is starkly underwhelming when it comes to the             

production of a general, health-orientated, cultural apotheosis. And meanwhile         

politics is certainly not going away. We might personally fall back upon the tactical              

selection of the lesser evil in popular elections and devote the rest of our political               

energy to supporting individuals and causes that seem to move forward into a higher              

glory. But nonetheless we are painfully aware that the conventional political           

machinery plays an enormous role in the navigation of nations and the future             

spiritual conditions of humanity. We behold this arena of the mediate business of             

politics with great horror. Privately and collectively we feel, despite our differences,            

that we face a situation in which polarization has become extreme and dangerous.             

Our remedial goal, therefore, is integrative -- a moral and pragmatic strategy for             

working with the major value-blocs. Such an approach much replace the naive notion             

of waging the war of our sentiments against all others. Our attempt to grow past this                

stand off leads first to the ambidextrous appreciation of Left & Right as a constructive               

pair. Maybe we conceive these ancient foes as the two necessary wings of the same               

bird. Or maybe we imagine they represent different cultural operating systems           

anchored in different historical conditions. Either way we will rapidly discover that            

our two-faced strategy is too blunt a tool. Real political forces respond to this mutual               

affirmation of dialectical positions with either hollow, hasty approval leading          

nowhere or else a deep ideological scoffing. So we cannot hold in this position. We               

dig deeper into the notion that a left/right lives within each of the Left & Right. It is a                   

kind of wisdom to say that 4 basic values must deepen and secure themselves into a                

convergent future... rather than pretending they will first adapt to an appreciation of             

their rival’s concerns. No doubt this approach will lead forward into still more             

complex analyses. However we must be aware that all these moments of strategy             

exhibit a peculiar risk. A trojan horse risk. They all tend to treat the popularly               

perceived and expertly articulated values as the real values. Is that true? The answer              

cannot be a perfect yes or no. Instead it must be a living spectrum moving from                

lesser to greater capacity -- the capacity (and willingness) to coherently discern one’s             

own motives, one’s actual worldview, and then to communicate it in honest,            

self-consistent terms to other people who do not share one’s instinctive sensibility.            

Some phases of culture will be much better at this and others may have no interest in                 

it at all. If we imagine that Modernity is the city of Try then we can fancifully suppose                  

that Premodern values are smuggled inside of a modern analysis by pretending to be              

what they are not. The happy modern requirements of coherent, consistency and            

factuality may only be a form of temporary camouflage used by pre-modern            

consciousness. Those whose values undermine or predate “true positions” cannot be           

taken at face value when they express their concerns. They dearest dogmas might             

only be temporary methods of signalling each other and not at all a compendium of               

their true beliefs. An integrate embrace of their positions cannot be based upon the              

same type of self-reporting that is used by rationalists and post-rationalists. If            



integration is our goal then we cannot afford to overlook or diminish the significance              

of seemingly irrational politics. The whole field that appears as hypocrisy,           

astonishment, performative contradiction, irony, cynicism, flipfloppery, open       

deception, cognitive dissonance & wanton nonseriousness cannot be blithely         

dismissed as a failed domain that falls outside of political analysis. This “bad             

behavior” and “inadequate communication” forms a very large part of the core            

territory of any premodern political approach. Today, particularly, it is highly           

relevant for any practical understanding and integration of the rural-urban alliance of            

symbolic patriots that is called Amber (Integral Theory), Blue (Spiral Dynamics),           

Mythic-Membership (Gebser) and which I might very simply call “traditionalists”.          

We MUST NOT be perpetually astonished by their use of astonishing claims. We             

must not be put off by their willingness to accept the apparent opposite of their               

positions. Rather we must understand the ways in which these are predictable and             

functional aspects of the orthodoxy of human culture. These irrational mechanism           

must be investigated, anticipated and embraced by integral hearts and integrative           

proposals or we will continue to be thwarted by uncanny shadow politics -- insects              

stuck in the Amber.  

 

But if that is what’s going on... it still depends on what the word “is” means... 


