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Disclaimer

This book is designed to provide information about
the subject matter covered. It is sold with the understanding that
the publisher and authors are not engaged in rendering legal or
other professional services. If legal or other expert assistance is
required, the services of a competent professional should be
sought.

It is not the purpose of this book to reprint all
the information that is otherwise available but to provide novel
assertions that complement, amplify and supplement other books,
journals, etc. Check with Reference experts for more information on
these subjects.

The purpose of this book is to educate and
entertain. The author and MoDaus Publishing shall have neither
liability nor responsibility to any person or entity with respect
to any loss or damage caused or alleged to be caused directly or
indirectly by the information contained in this book.

If you do not wish to be bound by the above, you may
return this book to the publisher for a full refund.
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A Word from the Author

Understanding all the biological, psychological and
social aspects of life has always been a professional passion of
mine. As a first generation Mexican-American, I have been forced to
blend very conflicting traditions for living and dying and to
submit to inexplicable politics. These struggles have led to a
journey of learning and thinking and have culminated in the premise
of this book—living is about moral values and politics.

I grew up in a South Texas town where for decades
the vast majority of the population was Mexican-American and the
socio-political hierarchy, including the mayor, was “Anglo” (i.e.,
white). I never returned to live there because of this perversity.
So, why was it like that? What kept me (and many others like me)
from returning? What kept the white minority in power? Basically,
the political tribes in South Texas did.

So, politics and tribes control all aspects of our
lives. Thus, in order to examine one’s life, one needs to
understand how politics is determined and tribes relate.

This book is my story about the totality of the
interrelationships of life, i.e., politics and how moral
philosophies govern them. As a story it seeks to make sense of what
is and, as philosophy, it is not rooted in fact.

Time will tell if the assertions in this book prove
correct. In the meantime, I hope you will profit from the lessons I
have learned.


Warnings

What we all have in common is that we are
unique!

As a branch of philosophy, ethics has no (none,
zero, zilch) established facts. Therefore, each individual must
determine and ultimately be responsible for the moral philosophy
that he or she uses to make decisions that determine his or her own
actions.

It would be a gross misrepresentation to claim that
individuals or groups are alike in all aspects, especially in
values. Individuals that aggregate into socio-political groups may
do so for differing reasons arising from either the same or
differing values.

In fact, one’s personal intrinsic values will never
completely match those of any other person or socio-political group
to which one belongs. Since each of us is unique, each of us has a
unique set of personal intrinsic values. This uniqueness sometimes
results in individuals participating in seemingly incongruent
groups. Thus, it is up to each of us to reconcile for ourselves our
own associations and participations in socio-political groups.

Nevertheless, this work addresses obvious
socio-political group similarities and purposely does not address
individual variations. It paints the big picture. It is
impossible to address the myriad of individual intrinsic values
variations in one book.

In the study of the theory of intrinsic values,
i.e., axiology, there are two traditional methods to analyze
values—absolutism and relativism. Absolutism considers values as if
human beings did not exist. In this way, these values are not
tainted by human existence. Overtly, it would seem that humans
studying values as if humans do not exist, i.e., absolutism, is
self-refuting. Relativism studies values as if human beings do
exist. Values are viewed in relation to human beings.

This work considers only moral relativism
since it addresses the relationships between “Moral Values,
Politics & You.” Consequently, the author is not completely
unbiased. Nevertheless, the author is no more or less biased than
his present or future critics.

Finally, the examples provided in this book are
predominately from the US where the author has the vast majority of
his experiences. Nevertheless, the situations and tribes described
have their counterparts in the rest of the world. For example, the
Asian Japanese, Malaysian and Chinese Male Capitalists Tribes are
counterparts to the While Male Capitalists Tribes. Nonetheless,
there are unique tribes in parts of the world with few if any
counterparts in other parts, such as the Arab Oil Tribes and
certain indigenous tribes of the remotest areas of earth.


Introduction

Most of us don’t like to think about the politics of
our everyday lives. Work, community, school, volunteer
organizations, friends and even family political interactions
frequently leave us feeling exasperated and unsatisfied. And, to
boot, the politics of these interactions usually doesn’t get us
what we want!

If everyday politics wasn’t bad enough, community,
school, county, state and national politics are so frustrating that
almost half of us don’t bother to vote.

Necessary or not, politics is distasteful, sickening
and/or demoralizing for most of us. Many believe that if they could
just live life without politics, they would be much happier.
However, as you will see, a life without politics is a life not
lived.

Wait! Don’t despair. It is possible to understand
the nature of politics. And, with this understanding, it may be
possible to interrelate better or, at a minimum, improve our
understandings of our interrelations and their underlying political
agendas.

By understanding our own and others’ politics, life
may be lived more fully. Whether this understanding will result in
a happier and more fulfilled life will depend on each individual
and their circumstances. Let’s not forget that, at times, ignorance
is bliss.

All politics starts personal! Its basis is rooted in
our personal intrinsic values. From these values, we develop
personal political agendas. These agendas then lead us to join or
stay in socio-political groups (“tribes”) that support these
political agendas. It is expected that these tribes will advance
or, at a minimum, maintain the values that led to these
agendas.

Thus, your intrinsic values are your politics and
they are irrevocably linked. And just as you can’t live a life
without values, you cannot live a life without politics. If this is
so, then what is politics?


Defining Politics

The following is the primary premise of this
book:

All politics is based on personal intrinsic
(including moral) values and permeates the fabric of every human
interaction. Politics touches every aspect of everyone's lives all
the time. Every interaction concerning self, family, business,
community, state, nation and the world involves politics. In fact,
politics played and continues to play a fundamental role in the
survival of the human species.

Yet, few of us recognize politics' pivotal role in
our personal, social, local, national and global lives. This lack
of acknowledgment continues to cause significant personal and
social strife locally, regionally, nationally and globally. And, it
is threatening the survival of our human species.

Our understanding of politics is not helped by
published definitions. For example, politics has been defined
as:

1) The theory and practice of forming and running
organizations connected with government;

2) Activity within a political party or organization
that is concerned with debate and the creation and carrying out of
distinctive policies rather than merely the administration of the
state;

3) The totality of interrelationships in a
particular area of life involving power, authority, or influence,
capable of manipulation;

4) The use of tactics and strategy to gain power in
a group or organization; or

5) Political life as a profession

(Encarta® World English Dictionary © 1999 Microsoft
Corporation.)

None of the above definitions do justice to the
nature of politics in our personal and social lives. The definition
closest to describing the true nature of politics is as
follows:

Fundamentally, politics involves the
totality of interrelationships of life (including an individual’s
relationship with his or her self!).

This means everything we experience is political
! Whether we get
out of bed in the morning, shower, and go to work or school, all
decisions are political decisions. How we interact with our bosses,
teachers, colleagues and subordinates are all political
interactions. How, where and on what we spend our money are
political decisions. This totality of interrelationship includes
those with non-human animals and property since our politics
governs how we treat them.

Everything we do or do not do is political!
If this is true, then one can begin to see where the issues of
“political correctness” (right or wrong) arise.

If the totality of interrelationships of life is
political, on what is this definition of politics based?


The Roots of Politics

Politics have their roots in personal intrinsic
values that include moral values. In other words, your personal,
intrinsic and moral values determine how you interrelate and thus
your politics!

Regrettably, most of us are unaware of the
intricacies of our intrinsic and moral values, our values'
hierarchy and the unacknowledged role they have in all our
decisions and interactions. Understanding one’s own intrinsic and
moral values organization is necessary to examining one’s life and
to understanding one’s own and others’ politics.

Once an individual consciously or unconsciously
determines his or her intrinsic and moral values, a hierarchical
ranking of these values spontaneously develops since some values
produce conflicting results. This hierarchy is required since
higher ranked value decisions take precedence over lower ranked and
contradictory value decisions. For example, most people value
increased wealth but most are not willing to steal to increase his
or her wealth. Not stealing is a higher value than increased wealth
in this example.


From Personal Politics to Political Action

Personal intrinsic and moral values usually lead to
personal political agendas. Since individuals by themselves rarely
have significant political impact, individuals typically aggregate
into groups, i.e., “tribes” that

have similar political agendas. These tribes are comprised of
like-minded family, friends, peers, colleagues and other advocates.
Tribes, either as a group or through their members, are involved in
all local, regional, national, global and organizational politics.
This involvement ranges from implicit support to explicit
participation and contributions to political parties or
organizations with political agendas.



This Book’s Organization

The primary premise

of this book is supported by a series of assertions. In turn, the
arguments supporting each assertion will be presented. As
philosophy, this book’s premise and
supporting assertions comprise this work. Arguments supporting each
assertion should be sufficient to legitimize the assertion. The
multitudes of exceptions and counterarguments to these assertions
are not presented in this edition.

This book is in divided into six parts.

Part I—“All Politics Starts
 Personal” deals with
:

1) Personal intrinsic and moral values;

2) How they develop into a moral philosophy and
ethics; and

3) How they influence all personal and, thus, all
political interactions.

Also discussed is
how the inverse ranking of two irreconcilable moral values results
in divergent and opposing moral philosophies and politics. How this
results in irreconcilable political views and the identification of
the two major socio-political blocs is also discussed.

Part II—“All Politics Are Tribal”
describes the major tribal types in detail and their roles through
social ties and in political actions. It is here that two major
archetypal
 tribes
and their underlying ethical structures are detailed.

Part III—“Local, Regional,
National and Global Governmental Politics
” describes
how each archetypal tribe manages or attempts to manage politics at
the local, regional, national and global levels.

Part IV—“Essays Involving Values,
Morals and Politics” consists of a number of essays that directly
or indirectly deal with the interplay of personal intrinsic values
and politics. These essays will help elucidate

the ways values, morals and politics frame every aspect of our
lives and will help delineate the historical context to this
work.

Part V—“Living Free in a World of
Diverse Moral Values & Politics” tries to delineate the
tensions generated by differing moral philosophies and their
divergent politics and how these issues must be put into
perspective.

Part VI—“Essays On Morality, Laws
and Capitalism: Gambling, Sex, Arms and Substances” discusses how
these issues must dealt with right and not wrong in spite of their
moral ambiguity.



Part I

All Politics Starts
Personal

Life is being good in the world
.




Assertion I

Personal Intrinsic Values Determine

Morals and Moral Philosophies/Ethics

Personal intrinsic values are the core beliefs,
principles, ideology, doctrine or standards by which a person lives
and makes all decisions. Personal intrinsic values determine a
person’s character.

Example I-A: Common Intrinsic
Values

Pleasure maximization and pain avoidance are
instinctive and probably universal intrinsic values. This assertion
is not negated even when masochists combine these values, i.e.,
hold pain as pleasure. Nor do those for whom suffering has its
gains; therefore, there is a kind of pleasure found in
suffering.

Prohibitions against incest and murder are almost
universal personal intrinsic valuesPlacing high value on family and
patriotism

are also ubiquitous personal intrinsic values.

Intrinsic values include economic issues. For
example, personal wealth accumulation and expenditure practices
result from economic intrinsic values. Personal grooming, style in
dress and the model car driven all stem from these intrinsic
values.

All your interactions and decisions are consciously
or unconsciously compliant with your values or they are made to be
compliant with the most highly ranked or “most valued” intrinsic
value. Consequently, all interactions and decisions are based on
intrinsic values.

Everyone acquires their intrinsic values from their
family
,
village, peers, school, work, church, mass media and public and
private organizations. These institutions have well-established
mechanisms to indoctrinate their members and their young and new
recruits with their intrinsic values. Thus, as we will see, there
is a blurred line separating personal intrinsic values from
institutional values in many of these groups.

Personal intrinsic values give rise to morals, i.e.,
the discernment of good and evil. These morals then develop into a
personal moral philosophy, i.e., personal ethics
.

When many individuals acquire their intrinsic values
from the same or very similar institutions, their moral
philosophies and ethics are largely shared. These communal
intrinsic and moral values are the foundations on which tribes are
formed.

Example I-B: Communal Morals
Tribes


Islam has fiercely adherent followers that are
broken up into many tribes. Each tribe has definable communal
values. These tribes include the Shiites,
Sunnis, Kurds, Sufis, Kahrijities, Wahhabis, Nizari and Zaidis
among many others. Some of these tribes co-inhabit one country or
spill over to many other countries, causing interrelationship
(“political”) problems.

Christianity in the US has three major tribes: Roman
Catholic, Protestant and Evangelical (“White Christian
Fundamentalists”). As will be discussed, these tribes differ in
their levels of moral proselytizing and desire for moral
hegemony.

In the US, Labor Unions and Capitalists are examples
of non-religious tribes that have definable, communal values. The
union card and MBA degree are symbols of member indoctrination.

Finally, the Hmong Tribe
scattered throughout the US and the Cuban Community in southern
Florida are examples of ethnic-based tribes, each with definable
communal values.


Assertion I-1

An Organization’s Members

Determine Its Intrinsic Values & Ethics

Since individuals define their own values, morals
and ethics, organizations recapitulate an individual’s formation of
those personal intrinsic values, morals and ethics
.

Yet, organizational values, morals and ethics
usually differ from their individual member’s values, morals and
ethics. Instead, organizational ethics are a compendium of the
values of past and present members and are usually passed down in
written form. These values are incorporated into vision, mission
and strategy statements. Yet, the resultant organizational morals
and ethics are not fixed and they can be altered with various
degrees of difficulty.

Even though organizational ethics are shared
throughout the organization’s members, a small group of
organizational leaders such as the President, CEO, Chairman and
Board of Governance are ultimately responsible for them—both
morally and legally.

Example I-1-A: Corporate
Leadership Scandals

Most organizational immorality arises from members
who have turned their backs on the organization’s values, morals
and ethics. The actions at Enron, Arthur Anderson
,
WorldCom, HealthSouth, Tyco, and Adelphia are examples of
leadership not adhering to company values and morals and allowing
other values and morals to determine their actions. In most of
these situations, the immorality percolated down (or up depending
on who you believe) the managerial chain leading to their immoral
and illegal actions.


Assertion II

There Are Innumerable Moral

Philosophies & Ethics

During the “Modern Era” (circa the 1940s & 1950s
),
it was believed that a single, universal morality would prevail.
White men with very similar personal intrinsic and moral values
economically and politically dominated almost all institutions at
that time. They proclaimed this Modern Era and believed it to be
universal.

In the 1960s, the civil rights and women’s
movements, laws legitimizing individual rights (values!) and the
federal courts striking down laws that invaded privacy (the
impositions of others’ values!) shattered the Modern Era’s
supporters’ delusion of a universal morality and ushered in a
Postmodern Era of moral diverity.

Example II-A: Modern Era
Redux?

Since the 1980s, the White Christian Fundamentalists
has been trying to re-establish a universal morality. They want to
restore the Modern Era’s universal values dream based on their
moral values. These efforts are directed at:

1) Revoking individual rights gained from the past
and present revocation of laws that violate the right to
privacy;

2) Imposing their values on all through laws that
cannot be voided by the courts; and

3) Annulling the constitutional separation of church
and state and officially establishing the US as a “Christian
Nation.” This is seen as a necessary step to make their moral
values permanent and not subject to a backlash in the future.

Hence, there are many competing morals, moral
philosophies and ethics in this Postmodern Era. Still, many
(usually white men) still use the term "moral values" as if a
single set of moral values is universal. Nothing is further from
the truth.

When anyone refers to “moral values” or “ethics,”
unless they specify otherwise, they are referring to their own
moral values and ethics. These are, at worst, unique and, at
best, compatible with a large socio-political group.

In theory, there could be as many moral philosophies
and ethics as there are people. However, everyone having his or her
own unique moral values and ethics would be politically untenable.
Fortuitously, due to ubiquitous institutions that lead to common
intrinsic values, there are significantly fewer communal moral
values and ethics than there are people. Nevertheless, globally
there are myriads of moral philosophies, too many to identify
here.

Yet, surprisingly, there are only a few dominant
communal moral philosophies/ethics processes that lead to
influential socio-political groups
.


Assertion III

Discerning Between

“GOOD vs. EVIL” and “Good vs. Evil”

The opposite of a Truth is another Truth.

Perfect human beings know they are
imperfect.

Imperfect human beings believe they are perfect.

Due to our human nature, human beings can never know
the transcendent and universal Truth of GOOD and EVIL. And, due to
the uniqueness of every human being, complete agreement on whether
GOOD and EVIL exists or can be known will never be possible. Thus,
what a person or group believes to be a universal “GOOD” is
actually only their personal or group “good,” and their beliefs on
universal “EVIL” are only their personal or group “evil.”

Even when these personal or group moral goods and
evils are believed by the multitudes, they are not the transcendent
and universal GOOD or EVIL. This is why there are no established
facts in ethics
.

As a result, when embroiled
 in conflict, each side believes
they are morally good and the other side is morally evil.
Therefore, conflicts involve one side’s moral good versus the other
side’s moral good!

Example III-A: “Good” Is

in the Values of the Beholder

One person’s terrorist is another person’s hero or
martyr. In 2001, flying airplanes into the World Trade Towers was
seen as “heroic” by the perpetrators and their sponsors. Not so by
the victims of these “terrorists
.”

One person’s invading and occupying foreign army is
another person’s army of liberation looking for weapons of mass
destruction. Based on differing values, different groups see the
2003 US-lead operations in Iraq as legitimate or illegitimate.

As you would expect, in any conflict, the victor’s
moral good prevails. Since the determination of moral good is
always subjective and not established in fact, supremacy in war,
treaties, laws, regulations, policies or other interrelationships
determines the victor and the moral good that dominates.

Yet, the Nuremberg trials that adjudicated Nazism's
atrocities of the 1930s and 1940s established that some personal
or group intrinsic values underlying a perceived moral good and
used for political actions are NOT valid. As a result of these
trials and the Helsinki Accords of 1975, personal and group
intrinsic values and perceived goods that violate certain basic
human rights are invalid goods and cannot be the basis for actions
against others.

Under international law, anyone, regardless of
capacity (even if official and legally sanctioned), taking
action based on these “invalid goods” is subject to trial for
crimes against humanity.

Example III-B: Former
Yugoslavian & Rwandan Atrocities

The trials by the World Court of Bosnian Serb
leaders for genocide in the 1990s are an example of these current
paradigms at work.

The genocidal activities by the Hutus against the
Tutsis in Rwanda are being investigated for crimes against
humanity.


Assertion III-1

Discerning Between “Good and Evil”

and “Right and Wrong”

Many incorrectly use the terms right and
wrong interchangeably with good and evil.
Discerning the dichotomy between these two pairs of opposites is
key to understanding good and evil.

It is possible to do moral good methodologically
“right” or methodologically “wrong.” Likewise, it is possible to do
moral evil methodologically “right” or methodologically “wrong.”
Thus, right and wrong are not substitutes for good and evil.

Example III-1-A: Doing Good and
Evil

Right and Wrong

The elimination of poverty is a generally accepted
moral good. In the US, both the Republications and Democrats hold
this as a good.

However, poverty can be eliminated in a right or
wrong manner. In the 1980s the Republicans championed a “trickle
down” approach that distributed more wealth to the wealthy. When
the wealthy spend this excess wealth, wealth would then percolate
down to the poverty-stricken, enriching their lot. Thus, poverty
would be eliminated.

The Republicans thought this was the “right” way to
eliminate poverty (a moral good) while the opposition argued it was
the “wrong” way to accomplish this same good. Thus, the argument
was whether a moral good was going to be done in a right or wrong
manner.

In contrast, genocide (a moral evil) was done

“right” by the German Nazis of the 1930s-1940s in their elimination
of millions of Jews. Right in this situation doesn’t mean it was
morally good but instead that the evil was well organized and
carried out efficiently. Unfortunately, immoral characters of all
kinds can do their work “right,” i.e., efficiently and
productively. As was shown, evil can be well organized!

Conversely, the genocide by the Hutus against the
Tutsis in Rwanda was done “wrong.” It was unorganized and
haphazard. It was neither efficient nor productive. In this
situation, a moral evil was done in a “wrong”way.

Finally, some see the death penalty as morally good
and others see it as morally evil. Still, they both agree that the
electric chair is a moral good or evil done wrong and that lethal
injection is a moral good or evil done right.

Thus, even though there cannot be agreement on
whether the death penalty is a moral good or evil, both sides can
agree on the right and wrong way to carry it out.

As will be seen, an agreement of the right and wrong

ways to handle issues is key to determining what needs to be done
when there is moral disagreement.


Assertion IV

The Intrinsic Values

Hierarchy and Hegemony—

“All for One” vs. “One for All”

It is believed that oppositional socio-political
bloc stances differ because of their differing morals and moral
philosophies. Paradoxically, these differences arise not from
having different intrinsic values but instead from the ranking of
two irreconcilable intrinsic values in inverse order.

In other words, even though both these oppositional
groups hold the same intrinsic values and morals, it is their
inverse order ranking of the primacy of two valid values that
causes their divergent moral philosophies and political
viewpoints.

The irreconcilable intrinsic value rankings are:

1) "Primacy of the Group Good" over the individual
good—the Pro-Group Factions ("one for all"); and

2) "Primacy of the Individual Good" over the group
good—the Pro-Individual Factions ("all for one").

Thus, in one moral philosophy hierarchy, the group's
valid good takes precedence over any individual’s personal good.
The group decides what is good and all in the group must abide by
it to remain members of the group. Even if an individual does not
value a particular group’s good, they may nevertheless stay in the
group as long as they do nothing to inhibit the advancement of
their group’s moral good.

In the other moral philosophy hierarchy, an
individual's valid good takes precedence over the group's good. It
is critical to note that one individual’s good does not trump
another individual’s good. So, the primacy of an individual’s good
is constrained by the effects it will have on another individual’s
good. Thus, it frequently takes “two consenting adults” to
determine individual good.

The single inverse ranking of this intrinsic value
is the origin of most political conflicts in the US and the
world.

The Primacy of the Group Good arises from
evolutionary pressures for survival. For example, herding and
schooling of animals led to an enhanced chance of survival of the
species by diluting the impact of predators. For humans, family and
community units developed to enhance survival from predators and
subsequently to improve hunting and gathering activities that were
required for the survival of the larger group.

The Primacy of the Individual Good is a more recent
phenomenon that arises from the pressures of different groups to
coexist. This trend started from the modern aggregation of diverse
tribes and the need to tolerate diverse values.

Example IV-A: The US’s Primacy
Evolution

In the US, the Primacy of the Group Good was
dominant until the mid-20th century. The “group” at this time was
like the founding fathers
,
i.e., White Male Capitalist Tribes (WMCTs). Since many of the
American colonies were founded on the basis of religious freedom,
religion was not a direct political participant (although it had
great influence) throughout the first 200 years of America’s
history due to the separation of church and state as a
constitutional stipulation.

There were two WMCTs for the first 200 years of
American history: the Northern/Business WMCT and the
Southern/Agricultural WMCT; they both adhered to the Primacy of
their Group Good. These tribes continued to dominate until the
mid-20th century.

At this time, the takeover of the agriculture sector
by the spreading Business WMCT and

the Supreme Court’s “one man—one vote” ruling led to significant
loss of power by the then Agricultural/Rancher WMCT. Nevertheless,
as demonstrated by the annual farm subsidies in US government
appropriations, this power is not all lost.

Beginning with the labor movement and continuing
with the women’s and civil rights movements, the rights (values!)
of groups other than the WMCTs were recognized through laws,
regulations and policies. From these measures, these diverse groups
obtained political power. These groups believed in the Primacy of
the Individual Good.

Concurrently, by using a “right of privacy” doctrine
,
the federal courts extended the rights of diverse groups down to
the individual by abolishing laws and regulations that imposed the
WMCTs group values on individuals.

Thus, what two consenting adult individuals did in
privacy became the individual’s (and not the group’s) issue. It was
determined that others’ moral values imposed through laws,
regulations and policies had no place and were an invasion of their
privacy. These court decisions re-enforced the Primacy of the
Individual Good as long as a group or any other individual was not
materially harmed.

These two irreconcilable intrinsic values expose the
underlying

consistency in oppositional socio-political stances. From these two
basic intrinsic values arise numbers of secondary values. These
values advance the group’s or the individual’s good.

Example IV-B: Pro-Group
Factions’ Secondary Values

In the US, the pro-life, pro-war, pro-death penalty,
anti-gun control, pro-business, anti-Title IX and anti-affirmative
action factions’ position their group goods over any individual's
good. These factions’
stances on these issues are all good for their group and not
necessarily good for all individuals in
 the group.

Thus, a Pro-Group Faction:

1) Maintains its size or gets bigger and subjugates
less valued women with the outlawing of abortions in its pro-life
stand;

2) Stands to gain power and wealth with its pro-war
stand;

3) Eliminates unwanted individuals and controls
individuals’ behaviors through deterrence with its pro-death
penalty stand;

4) Gives access to weapons for group defense and
offense with its anti-gun control stand;

5) Gives the group's members who own most businesses
advantages through its pro-business stance;

6) Is anti-Title IX since women have a lesser role
in most groups in this faction, and this program promotes women’s
equality with men; and

7) Is against affirmative action programs for which
this group's mostly white members almost never qualify.

Pro-Group Good Factions’ secondary values are not
good for every individual in a group since many individuals suffer
from them. Yet, these decisions are good for the group collectively
and thus supported by all in the group.

Pro-Group Faction individuals hope that other
individuals will suffer negative consequences from the group’s
value decisions and that they will reap the benefits from these
others’ sacrifices.

Thus, they believe that everyone must support the
group's values in order for the group to succeed in spite of the
fact that many individuals will suffer from the group's
decisions.

Example IV-C: Pro-Individual
Factions’

Secondary Values

In contrast, the pro-choice, anti-war, anti-death
penalty, pro-gun control, environmentalist, pro-Title IX and
pro-affirmative action factions rank the individual's good over any
group's good. These factions’ stances on these issues are for the
individual’s good.

Thus, a Pro-Individual Faction’s moral good
advocates are:

1) Neither pro- nor anti-abortion but are against
outlawing abortions since it limits an individual woman’s “good,”
i.e., a choice regarding whether to procreate or not, thus,
pro-choice;

2) Anti-war since individuals usually gain nothing
personally and risk life and limb in war;

3) Anti-death penalty since individuals usually do
not gain moral good
 through
death;

4) Pro-gun control since limits on access to arms
would limit individuals with arms killing other individuals;

5) Environmentalist since individuals and not the
group are harmed from polluted environments;

6) Pro-Title IX since it benefits women who are
individuals and should enjoy equality of opportunities with men;
and

7) Pro-affirmative action programs since individuals
who do not have the benefits of the dominant group qualify and
benefit from these programs.

Thus, any individual's personal valid moral
good is what the Pro-Individual Factions support. The
Pro-Individual Factions’ support for this stance is based on the
mutual belief that others will support each individual’s valid
moral goods.


Assertion V

One-Way Values Conflict

Individuals in a group hold the group's good as
having primacy over their own individual good
.
And a Pro-Individual Faction supports any individual's good whether
they are in the group or not. Thus, the Pro-Individual Faction
sometimes and paradoxically supports an individual of a group even
while opposing the group's moral good.

Example V-1: The Pro-Individual
Factions’ Support for Pro-Group Individuals

Pro-Individual Faction
advocates defended the Neo-Nazi group’s march in predominately
Jewish Skokie IL based on an individual’s freedoms doctrine.

Pro-Individual Faction advocates assisted the
Pro-Group Faction’s leader, Rush Limbaugh, in his quest to protect
his individual medical records.

In contrast, a Pro-Group Faction cannot support any
individual's good that is not also a group’s good. It is counter to
their intrinsic value hierarchy. Thus, a Pro-Group Faction never
supports any individual's differing moral good.

Instead the Pro-Group Faction readily attacks,
dismisses or demotes individuals out of the group if they do not
conform to or affirm the group’s moral good. There is no quicker
way to lose one’s hierarchical status and power in a group than to
not support the group’s good.

These circumstances result in a one-way values
conflict. A Pro-Individual Faction will support a Pro-Group
Faction’s individuals under certain circumstances. The reverse is
never true
.

So, irreconcilable intrinsic value rankings lead to
predictable and consistently oppositional socio-political stances.
The conundrum is: “Who are the factions that hold these
oppositional stances and comprise these socio-political
groups?”



Part II

All Politics Are Tribal

Your tribes reveal your value decisions.



Part II

Introduction

Tribes can be defined in two ways:

1) A society or division of a society whose members
have ancestry, customs, beliefs, and leadership in common; or

2) A group of people who have something in common
such as an occupation, social background or political
viewpoint.

(Encarta® World English Dictionary
© 1999 Microsoft Corporation.)

Example Part II-Intro: Tribe
Formation

In a study on ecosystems, it was found that the four
men and four women enclosed in a prolonged closed ecosystem
survival experiment split into two antagonistic tribes.

Thus, it appears that individuals’ participation in
tribes is innate.

These definitions can be used to delineate the two
common types of socio-political blocs. The Pro-Group Factions and
the Pro-Individual Factions are actually tribes!


Assertion VI

Defining

Primeval and Modern Tribes

The two major definitions of tribes can be used to
distinguish between the Pro-Group Factions and Pro-Individual
Factions.

First, Pro-Group Factions generally have common
ancestry, customs, beliefs and leadership and are referred to
hereafter as “Primeval Tribes” (primeval as first in time,
primordial). A Primeval Tribe's good is the prevailing moral good
that all tribal members must outwardly ascribe to. Primeval Tribes
usually do not band together but instead form tentative coalitions
to gain political influence and power over others.

Second, the Pro-Individual Factions are
conglomerates of smaller Primeval Tribes and affiliated individuals
that have occupations, social backgrounds or political viewpoints
in common and are referred to hereafter as “Modern Tribes.” These
tribes join together to gather enough resources to be politically
influential and gain political power.


Assertions VII

Primeval Tribes Were Formed First

and Continue to this Day

Archeological evidence on the origins of humankind
reveals many ancient Primeval Tribes. Many of these Primeval Tribes
are known only through this archeological evidence since they have
become non-existent or evolved over time.

Many current Primeval Tribes can be traced back to
their ancient Primeval Tribes. These are generally easily
identifiable and take (or are given) tribal names relative to their
location, ancestry or beliefs.

These types of tribes include Serbs, Bosnians,
Croats, Albanians, Russians, Cossacks, Welsh, Irish, Scots,
Shiites, Kurds, Sunnis, Hutus, Tutsis, Han Chinese, Mongolians,
Native Americans, Normans, and Zionists.

Example VII-A: American Primeval
Tribes

In the US, the only native Primeval Tribes are
Native American. Currently the nationally prominent Primeval Tribes
are not native. These are the White Christian Fundamentalists Tribe
(WCFT), the White Law and Order Tribe (WLOT) and the

White Male Capitalist Tribe (WMCT). Although their values overlap
significantly, they differ enough (e.g., in their stand on money,
affirmative action, diversity, separation of church and state) to
be deemed different Primeval Tribes. Together they comprise the
vast majority of the Republican party coalition.

The Democratic party coalition is comprised of
minority/ethnic Primeval Tribes, unions, groups and individuals
that believe in the primacy of the individual's good.

Also, even though they overtly look the same,
Primeval Tribes separated geographically with little interaction
are usually different but not necessarily different enough to not
join their efforts.

Modern day telecommunications have obviated many of
the tribal differences due to geographic separation. In fact, these
telecommunication innovations have given rise to tribes that exist
predominately in cyberspace.


Assertion VII-1

The Primeval Tribes Origins and Names

Primeval Tribes began at the dawn of human time and
continue to the present. The first human beings joined together to
improve their chances of survival, and this grouping tendency led
to a common ancestry, customs, beliefs and leadership in the
formation of tribes. The basic unit of Primeval Tribes is the
family.

When the human population grew, became agrarian and
had little interaction among extended family groups, Primeval
Tribes generated new Primeval Tribes and each ruled supreme in
their area. During this time, many tribes identified themselves
separately and some are still recognized today.

Even when these Primeval Tribes interacted, they
used family through marriage as a means of binding themselves
together. Thus, ancestry, customs, beliefs, and leadership
hierarchy were still held in common.

Primeval Tribes members are out to do what's good
for their tribe to the exclusion of all others. There was and is
little to no tolerance for different ancestry, customs, beliefs and
leadership. Thus, tribal warfare for hegemony was and is the
norm.

Example VII-1-A Common American
Ancestry

Due to institutional training, the Founding Fathers
are seen as the common ancestors for all Americans including those
immigrants who have become naturalized Americans. Thus, American
political ancestry replaces all other ancestries in the US
.

Due to the limitations of control, resource
capacities, communications and intra-tribal rivalries, Primeval
Tribes are at most regional and only superficially connected to
their ancestor tribes. Thus, even though they may have the same
names, due to their geographic separation, they differ enough to
warrant being considered different tribes.

Example VII-1-B: Regional
Primeval Tribes

Regional tribes in the US include:

1) Rural South African-American Primeval Tribes vs.
Industrial North African-American Primeval Tribes;

2) Texan, Californian, New Mexican, Arizonan and
Northern US Mexican-American Primeval Tribes; and

3) Hmong tribes scattered throughout the US.

In Iraq, there are three major Primeval Tribes—the
Shiites, Sunnis and Kurds.

In the United Kingdom, the major Primeval Tribes are
English, Welsh, Scottish and Irish.

Primeval Tribes are ubiquitous. Yet, due to the
history of the victor determining modern day national boundaries,
Primeval Tribes are frequently spread out over more than one
nation, or more than one Primeval Tribe is incorporated into one
nation. This is especially true in areas that were once part of
empires.


Assertion VII-2

The Primeval Tribes’ Customs

Customs are what overtly identify Primeval Tribes.
They are generally well defined, accepted and followed consistently
within the tribe. They also serve as the social glue that joins
members together and thus distinguishes individual tribes from one
another.

Customs frequently develop around significant events
or leaders in tribal history. These customs are usually modified to
meet the tribe's current time and place. Nevertheless, they are
rarely totally eliminated. This is how new denominations of
religions arise.

Generally, mannerisms and gestures, dress codes,
language or dialects and idioms of speech, housing and decorating
styles, food preferences and cooking styles, religious beliefs and
holidays, rituals and other similar characteristics identify
Primeval Tribes.

A Primeval Tribe’s position among other Primeval
Tribes may be due to custom. This is exemplified by India’s caste
system where the “Untouchables” as a Primeval Tribe are always at
the bottom. This is an exception to the general rule that wealth
and power determine a Primeval Tribe’s position among tribes.


Assertion VII-3

The Primeval Tribes’ Beliefs

In order for groups to be able to bind individuals
into tribes, a strong and well-defined communal values/belief
system is required. Primeval Tribes’ beliefs generally rely upon
historical or concrete events and texts for legitimacy.

The Bible for Christianity, Koran for
Islam, and Torah for Judaism codify beliefs in historical
context and serve as the bedrock of beliefs for many Primeval
Tribes today. Nevertheless, it is important to note that there are
multiple interpretations of these books, and these differences
result in many different Primeval Tribes even though outwardly they
use the same texts for the source of their beliefs.

More recent examples of divergent interpretations
resulting in varying beliefs can be found in The Book of
Mormon from The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints,
Mrs. Eddy's Science and Health with Key to the Scriptures
for The Church of Christ, Scientist (Christian Scientist) and L.
Ron Hubbard's Scientology: A New Slant on Life for the
Church of Scientology.

Since these codified beliefs are absolutely critical
for Primeval Tribe identification and cohesion, they are
unquestioningly revered, defended and proselytized. These beliefs
are so integral that when Primeval Tribes dominate areas they
impose theocracies or some similar totalitarian system whenever
possible.

Example VII-3-A: US White Tribal
Beliefs

Since with property comes power, John Locke's “life,
liberty, and estate” mantra is the major theme for the US’s White
Tribes. This is why wealth and power generally go hand and hand in
Primeval Tribes, and the wealthy have special privileges.

Above all, Primeval Tribes are intolerant of any
determinations of moral good other than their own. Still, they are
able to form coalitions because, in a complementary fashion, they
each retain control of higher moral goods for themselves while
ceding control of lesser moral goods to coalition partners. Thus,
each sees their complementary higher good retained in these
coalitions.

Example VII-3-B: The Republican
Party Coalition

The Republican party in the US is comprised of the
coalition of the White Fundamentalists, White Law & Order and
White Male Capitalist Tribes. Nevertheless, these coalitions should
not be mistaken for tribal tolerance, but rather for what they
really are—political expediency.

The 2005 Harriet Miers nomination to the US Supreme
Court revealed these differences in beliefs. Since federal court
appointments are believed their bailiwick, the White Law &
Order Tribal members were not willing to accept a White Male
Capitalist choice (i.e., Ms. Miers) as a justice. Ironically, her
nomination didn’t even make it to the hearing stage.

Finally, certain internal Primeval Tribal beliefs
are required for the tribe to live and work cohesively. These
internal beliefs are:

Our Primeval Tribe is the only one that’s
legitimate;

Our Primeval Tribe’s beliefs are innately superior
to all other Primeval Tribes’ beliefs;

Our Primeval Tribe’s moral goods are inherently
better than all other Primeval Tribes’ moral goods;

Our Primeval Tribe is always right.

These internal beliefs are integral to every
Primeval Tribe's belief system and explain the "good vs. good"
paradox

seen in tribal conflicts.

Example VII-3-C: The Group’s
Good is Above the Law

The US Iran-Contra scandal of 1983-1988 is an
example of the group’s good (“beliefs”) being held above all else,
including the law!

During the Ronald Reagan regime, some believed the
conservative’s (group) value of helping the Nicaraguan Contras was
above a federal law that prohibited such activity. They engaged in
illegal activity based on the superiority of their group’s
good.

Colonel Oliver North, who was a principal in this
scandal, was never punished by conservatives and remains a
conservative hero. So, it appears the group’s good trumps federal
law, and individuals promoting the group’s good, even when their
actions are illegal, will be taken care of by the group.

Finally, capitalism is the preferred Primeval Tribe
economic philosophy. This is because it allows the use of tribal
wealth and position to control and exploit other tribes.


Assertion VII-4

The Primeval Tribes’ Leadership

Primeval leadership is based in evolutionary
psychology. When human beings were more prey than predator,
improved survival depended on having a single leader give commands.
Those groups without a single leader probably did not survive.

Thus, Primeval Tribe leadership is hierarchical (the
“Jacob’s Ladder” metaphor) and
founded on faith. This is why religious and charismatic leaders
wield so much political influence and power in Primeval Tribes.

Yet, whenever any leader falters, i.e., does not
maintain strict adherence to the tribe’s moral good, he is cast
aside rather than rehabilitated. Once faith is lost in a
hierarchical leader, his power is irrevocably lost. Faith (i.e.,
trust) in the leader is complete or none at all. Those next in line
are then each given their chance at the helm.

Example VII-4-A Attack the
Person Not the Position

Due to tribal structure, the person and leadership
position are one and the same within Primeval Tribes. In order to
topple a leader or prevent someone from becoming one, the person is
attacked and that person’s fitness to lead is called into question.
The leadership position itself is always venerated.

Republican party cronies who supported George W.
Bush used this tactic against John McCain in 2000 and John Kerry in
2004.

A tribal leader’s defense against personal attack is
to allege that the position or office is being attacked. For
example, criticism of the office holder is depicted as criticism of
the office. Since criticism of the office is not tolerated in
Primeval Tribes, the office holder hopes to repel the attack on his
person.

Since Primeval Tribes’ leaders and their regimes
define and defend their tribe’s moral good, they rule without the
input of the larger tribal membership. Thus, public opinion polls
mean nothing, and only the leader and his regime have authority.
The only exceptions are public opinion polls concerning the
leader's approval rating within the tribe. The reasons for this
exception are self-explanatory.

Paradoxically, it is in tribal leadership that
individuals are given individual opportunities. This leadership
could be in the business, governance and/or religious arenas. Thus,
the leadership hierarchy determines each individual’s value to the
group.

Due to the nature of childbearing and nurturing,
religious beliefs, political traditions and laws, education and
economics, women usually do not achieve equal status with men in
Primeval Tribes. If they do, their power, influence, fame and
fortune are usually not equivalent to that of the men of the
tribe.

Ironically, hierarchical leadership means that some
individuals are more valued than others in the tribe. Yet, it is
not the individual leader that is valued but rather their rank or
position. That is why it is so easy to discard leaders who do not
adhere to the tribe’s good.

Higher rank in the hierarchy usually means more
personal gain for the person, family and friends. This gain may be
power, influence, fame, fortune and usually all four.

Leadership in Primeval Tribes is associated with
personal wealth. Generally, these leaders have significantly more
property (i.e., personal and family wealth) than others. The wealth
of a Primeval Tribe leader (and family) is a result of his
leadership, or his leadership may be a result of his wealth. Either
way, leadership and wealth are connected. Also, an unofficial and
usually secret cabal of wealthy tribal members (“kingmakers”)
determines the hierarchy and leadership succession.

Leadership in Primeval Tribes is associated with a
great increase in personal, family and friends' wealth and in
tribal wealth in general. This result is expected, and if it does
not happen, it is probable that the Primeval Tribe will lose faith
in their leadership and the family/friends will remove him from the
lead position.

This leadership-derived personal wealth is routinely
accumulated through influence peddling, accepting gifts/bribes,
granting and accepting favors and the like. Nepotism, cronyism,
etc., which are routine for Primeval Tribes, are seen as illegal in
many egalitarian countries.

Example VII-4-A: Routine Tribal
Favoritism

The Primeval Tribe leadership’s practice of
nepotism, cronyism, influence peddling and bribes toward family and
friends and the tribe in general were once common in the US. Many
of the business and governmental scandals of the last century were
related to these practices. The outlawing of the practices was
related to the recent Modern Tribe’s egalitarian influence.

These practices remain common practice in many parts
of the world where Modern Tribes do not exist or where they do not
have significant influence. Thus, Primeval Tribe hegemony is
critical for these practices to continue.

In some countries, minority Primeval Tribes must
either form Modern Tribes or remain downtrodden in perpetuity.
Examples again include the “Untouchables” in India and similar
poverty-stricken groups throughout the world.

In the US, current Primeval Tribe increases in
wealth have evolved from the above practices to legislative
advantages. These more subtle wealth creation methods include
congressional tax cuts predominately for the wealthy that are
members of the Primeval Tribe coalition of the Republican party.
This practice increases future debt that ironically will be borne
by the growing non-Republican groups.

Primeval Tribal members judge their Tribe's success
by how the best of them is doing and how they increase the tribe’s
wealth. That is, the highest ranked person, whether with political
power, wealth, fame or some combination of these gifts, determines
the success of the whole Primeval Tribe since the tribe is expected
to benefit (through “trickle down”) from this high ranking
leader.

Everyone in the tribe is led or wishes to believe
that they could become that leader at the pinnacle of the tribal
hierarchy. Just one member achieving this high status leads the
tribe to celebrate tribal success. No member achieving any high
status leads to Primeval Tribe shame and remorse.

Example VII-4-C: The Primeval
Tribes’ Leadership

In Iran, an Ayatollah rules supreme in religious and
national matters. Even though there is nominal separation of
religion and state, the religious leadership has hegemony over all
state matters.

In the USSR—Stalin, in China—Mao and in
Iran—Hussein, all had their likenesses reverentially displayed
throughout their reigns, and they ruled supreme as the leaders of
their Primeval Tribes. When in power, the leader and leadership
position are seen as one and the same.

Since Turkmenistan became independent in 1991, its
first president remains the supreme decision maker. In December
1999, the first president’s term was extended indefinitely by a
parliament that was elected from candidates hand-picked by the
president. No other candidates were considered. This leader renamed
the weekdays after members of his family and wrote the new national
anthem-oath himself. Thus is expressed the supreme power of
Primeval Tribal leaders.

In the US, the Republican party/Primeval Tribe
reveres Ronald Reagan as the prototypical tribal leader. Even
though more than 100 of his administration's top appointees were
convicted of felonies, faith was never lost in his leadership
persona. In fact, in order for his leadership persona to remain
untarnished, his last years of life with Alzheimer's disease were
hidden from the tribe and public. Republicans are still naming
public projects after this revered leader.

In contrast, Newt Gingrich was toppled as Speaker of
the House of Representatives when he slipped, even though just
months before he was revered for his lead in the Republicans’
gaining of the House majority in 1994.


Assertion VIII

Modern Tribes

The Pro-Individual Faction forms loosely knit tribes
since the idea of a tribe of individuals seems overtly nonsensical.
Modern Tribes are amalgams of minority Primeval Tribes,
occupation-based Primeval Tribes (e.g., unions, guilds) and
citizens who hold the political viewpoint that an individual's good
has primacy over any group's good (i.e., liberals). The basic unit
of Modern Tribes is the individual.

It would seem paradoxical that Modern Tribes include
Primeval Tribes. These usually minority Primeval Tribes join Modern
Tribes to gain enough political strength to protect their tribes’
values. These Primeval Tribes must then value tolerance in order
for their values to be tolerated in kind. Tolerance is the basis
upon which coalitions form and stay together. This tolerance of
other Primeval Tribes is the essence of Modern Tribes.

Examples VIII-A: America’s
Current Modern Tribe

In the US, the current Modern Tribe is comprised of
coalitions of regional Primeval Tribes of common social backgrounds
(ethnic or racial minorities), occupations (e.g., unions) and
political viewpoints (e.g., liberals). These groups comprise the
majority of the Democratic party.

These coalitions are necessary since none of these
minority Primeval Tribes, unions or politically invested groups can
gain national authority alone. These groups join to gain and react
to the reigning national authority. They are willing and able to
put aside ancestry, beliefs, customs and leadership in order to
gain this political influence. Thus, there is a measure of
tolerance within the group.

Examples VIII-B: America’s
Founding Modern Tribe

America’s Founding Fathers formed a Modern Tribe
made up of two Primeval Tribes. These were the Northern
Business/Capitalists and the Southern Agriculture/Capitalists. Even
though they were both Capitalists, their specific intrinsic values
differ enough to warrant their being called different Primeval
Tribes.

That only Capitalists were involved in our country's
founding explains the separation of church and state doctrine. It
also explains the allowance of slavery in the South since in the
end the Northern Capitalists were unwilling to deprive the Southern
Capitalists of their property and primary means of deriving
capital, i.e., slaves.


Assertion VIII-1

The Modern Tribes’ Origins and Names

Modern Tribes have their origins in more recent
(thus, “modern”) times in Greece. Since Greece is an island nation,
Primeval Tribes developed around city-states on the major islands.
The unification of Greece led to governance by unified Primeval
City-State Tribes, and these evolved into the first Modern
Tribes.

Modern Tribes began to spread through Alexander the
Great’s conquests of Persia, Egypt and other areas where the Greeks
maintained an unusual tolerance of local beliefs, customs and
retention of the native government officials. Before Alexander’s
conquests, tribal leaderships were normally replaced by conquering
leaders and the tribal members were assimilated, annihilated or
enslaved. Alexander instead allowed the tribal leadership and
tribal members to carry on while exercising military hegemony.
Thus, Alexander the Great’s Greek tribe became a Modern Tribe by
maintaining an Empire of Primeval Tribes.

The first truly Modern Tribe, however, ruled the
Roman Empire. While exercising their authority to tax and retain
military hegemony, the Roman Modern Tribe tolerated the local
Primeval Tribes they conquered. They allowed their ancestry,
customs, beliefs, and local leadership to persist. Thus, Primeval
Tribes were left largely untouched by the Roman Empire Modern Tribe
as long as the Primeval Tribes did not try to get out from under
the control of the Roman Tribe and paid their taxes. The subsequent
Ottoman, Hapsburg and British Empires followed similar
practices.

Rome tolerated most conquered Primeval Tribes and
allowed their continued existence. Many members from these tribes
went to the city of Rome for a multitude of reasons, giving rise to
the first diverse, cosmopolitan city. Tolerance and diversity
progressed to the point that non-Romans even became Roman
Emperors.

More recently, Modern Tribes have included
coalitions of minority Primeval Tribes, occupations (e.g., unions),
those who cannot accept their Primeval Tribe’s good (e.g.,
homosexuals, women who believe they are equal to men) and, finally,
liberals, who believe in the Primacy of the Individual Good.

Present day Modern Tribes include the tribes of most
current democratic countries. By definition, democracy goes hand in
hand with Modern Tribes due to their tolerance of all others’ good.
In contrast, Primeval Tribes tend not to be democratic.

Example VIII-1: Modern Tribe
Countries

Modern Tribes govern the United Kingdom, France,
Canada, Greece, Turkey and South Africa. Many quasi-democratic
countries such as G. W. Bush’s United States, Mexico, Egypt, and
Pakistan have Primeval Tribe oligarchies or coalitions; thus, they
are not governed by Modern Tribes.

In Iraq, after the US’s invasion, the new government
is trying to form a Modern Tribe. The Shiites, who are the majority
Primeval Tribe and have never before had authority, won their
country’s first election. The Sunnis, a minority Primeval Tribe,
have always had authority and did not participate in the elections
because they could not regain hegemony. The Kurdish Primeval Tribe
gained enough power to be a determining factor.

Thus, the machinations after the elections have
revolved around defining a Modern Tribe that can form a government
from three Primeval Tribes. Tolerance is a major stumbling block to
the Iraqi Modern Tribe’s formation. If a constitution and
government instituting Modern Tribal tolerance is not developed,
inter-Primeval Tribal (“civil”) war will most likely ensue.

Yet, this is not to say once a Modern Tribe
democracy always a Modern Tribe democracy. The current domination
of the US government by the Republicans (a White Christian
Fundamentalist Tribe, White Law & Order Tribe and White Male
Capitalist Tribes coalition) threatens to end the legal
Pro-Individual Faction’s tolerances gained over the last
half-century.

The White Male Capitalist Tribe has garnered
gigantic tax benefits for themselves while the White Law &
Order Tribe has advanced the death penalty, mandated minimum
sentences and prevented any kind of gun control.

The White Christian Fundamentalists are even talking
about ending the separation of church and state imposed by our
Founding Fathers and making the United Sates a “Christian Nation.”
Paradoxically, many of the first colonists in North American came
to escape the religious hegemony now being attempted by these White
Christian Fundamentalists.

All these actions are imposing these groups’ values
on everyone else.

Modern Tribes usually get their names from their
countries or from the political parties they form.


Assertion VIII-2

The Modern Tribes’ Customs

The Modern Tribes’ primary custom is to tolerate
every individual’s valid customs. Thus, a mishmash of customs
exists. Cultural diversity, where it exists, is to be tolerated, if
not celebrated.

VIII-2-A: Modern Tribe
Holidays

In the US, there are Primeval Tribal holidays. These
include President’s Days for the WMCT, the Fourth of July and
Memorial Day for the WLOT, and several Christian holidays and every
Sunday (the Christian Sabbath) for the WCFT.

There are also several Modern Tribal holidays. These
include Martin Luther King Day for minority Primeval Tribal members
of the Modern Tribe and Labor Day for unions.

Modern Tribal members are secularizing many of the
Christian holidays. Some are even adding alternative holidays
relevant to their Primeval Tribal origins, such as Cinco de Mayo,
Juneteenth, and Kwanzaa.

Modern Tribes’ meetings are like United Nations
meetings when such diversity is present. Thus, Modern Tribes do not
have mannerisms and gestures, dress codes, language or dialects and
idioms of speech, housing and decorating styles, food preferences
and cooking styles, religious beliefs and holidays, rituals and
other similar characteristics in common.

Modern Tribes do not tolerate Primeval Tribes
forcing their values on individuals (against their will), even when
it is their own Primeval Tribe members who are attempting to do
so.

Example VIII-2-B: Tribal
Rituals

Many countries with Modern Tribes are opposed to
Primeval Tribe rituals that have lasting physical consequences on
children. Female circumcision or female genital mutilation
(depending whether it is seen as a moral good or evil) is one such
Primeval vs. Modern Tribes controversy.


Assertion VIII-3

The Modern Tribes’ Beliefs

The Modern Tribes’ beliefs are codified in the
Postmodern Era’s understandings of England's Magna Carter and in
the US’s Declaration of Independence and Constitution.

Example VIII-3-A: Evolving
Modern Tribes

The US’s Declaration of Independence and
Constitution were developed by an embryonic Modern Tribe in the US,
i.e., the White Male Northern/Business and Southern/Agricultural
Capitalists Primeval Tribes. It was a Modern Tribe nevertheless
because of the tolerance of Northern Business vs. Southern
Agricultural values that had to be accommodated in order to write
these documents.

In recent times as agriculture became big business
the White Business Capitalist Tribe acquired the White Agricultural
Capitalist Tribe. Thus, these two opposing Primeval Tribes have
become one for the most part. This development and the legislative
and court rulings giving rise to the Primacy of the Individual Good
led to the realignment of the US political landscape.

The current and tenuous US democracy is one that
supports the individual's good. It remains to be seen if the WMCT,
WLOT and WCFT will be able to gain hegemony over the US’s moral
philosophies and impose their values on all others.

The rights to life, liberty and the pursuit of
happiness (but not property) are the mantras of Modern Tribes. They
believe these are “unalienable” human rights.

By leaving property out of their mantras, Modern
Tribes stripped the wealthy of their power base. Thus, Modern
Tribes do not believe in the impositions of intrinsic values on
others or that property or wealth carries special privileges.


Assertion VIII-4

The Modern Tribes’ Leadership

Leaders in Modern Tribes rule by consensus and are
allowed flaws. Thus, a leader can falter and still rule as long as
all individuals’ valid moral goods are upheld.

Example VIII-4-A: President
Clinton’s Impeachment & Acquittal

To the Republican House in 1998, then President
Clinton’s private (and morally evil) sexual acts with a White House
intern and subsequent evasive statements were an open and shut case
for his removal. These private acts violated Republican (especially
WCFT and WLOT) beliefs and values and were sufficient reason for
impeachment. Some in the WMCT had grown very wealthy through the
investigations of the Clintons.

Yet, trials are about laws and an individual’s (not
a group’s) values. The Senate was unable to remove President
Clinton based on Republican beliefs and values since his actions
did not merit his legal removal. The Senate’s acquittal befuddled
the Republican Primeval Tribe as much as his impeachment befuddled
the Democratic Modern Tribe.

Democrats, while not necessarily supporting his
private actions and value decisions, nevertheless saw President
Clinton as their consensus leader. They did not believe there was
any act committed that required his removal as a leader since his
private actions did not violate Modern Tribe values, i.e., support
of the individual’s (valid) good.

Since Modern Tribal leaderships rule by consensus,
public opinion polls on issues play a very important role in
governmental decisions; they provide a method for the leaders’
constituencies to let it be known what they want done.

Leadership thus follows a Sarah's Circle or Prince
Arthur's Round Table metaphor. Everyone is equal even though one is
the leader.

Since women in Modern Tribes are more likely to have
their individual good respected, they have achieved a more equal
status with men. This development has caused falling fertility
rates due to late marriages and the decline of patriarchy and the
two-parent nuclear family.

Disputes in Modern Tribes are about ideas, issues,
positions, actions, etc. and not about the person in leadership.
Thus, attacks on the person are much less common. Aspiring leaders
in Modern Tribes must address these matters rather than just attack
their opponents. Leadership in Modern Tribes carries more
responsibility than power.

Modern Tribes judge their success by how the least
of them is faring. So, no matter how much political power, wealth
or fame the tribal leaders have gained, complete success is not
celebrated unless everyone in the area governed by the tribe has
gained by some determined minimum.

That a Modern Tribe’s focus is on the least among
them is to be expected since it serves as a safety net for everyone
in these Modern Tribes. It also avoids disputes over hierarchal
rankings that are not part of the Modern Tribe’s structure.
Finally, this focus leads to egalitarianism.

The preferred economic philosophy for Modern Tribes
is socialism. But since Modern Tribes must coexist with Primeval
Tribes and their capitalist preferences, Modern Tribes have come to
tolerate a “tempered capitalism,” i.e., regulated capitalism with
entitlements.



Part III

Local, Regional, National and Global Governmental Politics

All tribes clash—inwardly and outwardly.





Part III

Introduction

National politics is a microcosm of regional
politics. And regional politics is an amalgamation of local
politics. In contrast, global politics has little to do with
national politics other than the fact that nations try to be
dominant globally.

International politics is also influenced by a
Primeval Tribe's distribution across national borders. The Modern
Tribes of the European Union and NATO are trying to increase their
size in order to garner more influence. This should increase their
global influence in many ways. The United Nations (UN) is
conceptually world Modern Tribe governance. Yet, the UN, at best,
is a very weak Modern Tribe system that Primeval Tribes exploit
only for their own particular tribe’s good.

Example Part III: UN Human
Rights Commission Farce

In 2005, the UN Human Rights Commission’s membership
was comprised of nations with at least dubious if not notorious
human rights violation records. They packed this commission to
prevent examination of their human rights practices. This served
their Primeval Tribe’s own good.

In the US, local, state and national politics were
dramatically changed by the 1962 Baker vs. Carr “one-man,
one-vote” Supreme Court ruling and subsequent voter registration
laws. This changed the balance of power from rural/agricultural to
urban/suburban and business.

For the most part, White Male Capitalists still run
most public and private organizations, and these organizations are
structured like Primeval Tribes. This explains the “glass ceiling”
effect, the lack of upper level management diversity and the common
lack of corporate egalitarianism.


Assertion IX

Local Politics Consist of

Tribal Hegemony or Tribal Conflicts

Local politics is dependent on the local tribes
present. Primeval Tribes that dominate an area will usually
dominate the local politics to the Primeval Tribes’ benefit. In
recent times, this domination has been kept in check by state and
national egalitarian laws.

Example IX-A: Segregation,
School Prayer & Pledge of Allegiance

Segregation was the result of local, regional and
national political domination by white Primeval Tribes. In the
1950s-1970s, with the rise of civil, women’s and individual rights,
national laws and policies were required to change regional and
local laws establishing segregation. Subsequently, national
interventions were required to force these changes since the local
and even regional governments dominated by Primeval Tribes refused
to enforce these egalitarian laws and policies.

More recently, White Christian Fundamentalists have
taken up the cause of prayer in the school even though this has
been ruled as illegal due to the constitutional separation of
church and state. Nevertheless, federal interventions are still
required to protect some individuals’ rights in areas where these
Fundamentalist Tribes dominate local politics.

Finally, the current Pledge of Allegiance had the
words “under God” added in the so-called Modern Era of the 1950s as
a reaction to the “Godless Communists.” The fact that Communism has
died and that this pledge violates individual rights is being
challenged in the federal courts. Again, it is an issue of values
(and beliefs) being imposed by the Primeval Tribes on other
citizens through laws. This local issue will most certainly reach
the US Supreme Court and it remains to be seen how they will
rule.

Local politics is unsystematic when no Primeval
Tribes predominate. In these situations, amalgamations of majority
and minority Primeval Tribes, occupation-based Modern Tribes and
citizens who hold the political viewpoints that individual good has
primacy over any group's moral good rule.

Modern Tribes arise almost uniformly in large urban
areas that struggle with the diversity of values and leadership
from the local Primeval and Modern Tribes. In these areas, politics
vary from truly tolerant Modern Tribes working together to help
everyone to that of still intolerant Primeval Tribe coalitions
vying to get the most for their particular tribes.

Example IX-B: It Takes a Village
vs.

It Takes a Family

The White Christian Fundamentalists Tribe took
umbrage with then First Lady and now Senator Hillary Rodham
Clinton’s book regarding the premise that It
Takes a Village (Simon & Schuster; 1 Touchstone
edition September 25, 1996) working together to raise a
child.

In contrast, the White Christian Fundamentalists
claim that it takes a family to raise a child. This retort was
finally published in a book by conservative Senator Rick Santorium
called It Takes a Family
(Intercollegiate Studies Institute July 4, 2005).

These differences characterize the differences in
local politics between Modern and Primeval Tribes.

The Modern Tribes believe local political units
(“village,” school district, town, city, etc.) need to work
together to provide all the resources required to raise all
children and do the necessary “public good” in an egalitarian
manner. This includes public safety, education and utilities.

This public good requires taxing the local political
unit's inhabitants to accomplish this good for all under its
jurisdiction. These local egalitarian Modern Tribes believe
everyone in the local political unit should be accorded the same
benefits and opportunities.

In contrast, Primeval Tribes only care about their
Primeval Tribe members. They want their (and others’!) resources
reserved for only Primeval Tribal members and not non-members.
Thus, they disdain taxes for the egalitarian public good since they
are not used only for their Primeval Tribe's benefits. They then
attempt to minimize this public good done by the local political
units since these diverse units tend to be egalitarian.

In diverse communities, the Primeval Tribe members
tend to home or church school their children. They use Primeval
Tribe resources to provide for the discretionary “private good” to
be given to their children only. They do not see their church and
private school units as villages. Nor do they see their tithes and
private school fees as taxes since that money only benefits their
local Primeval Tribe members.


Assertion X

Regional Politics and Tribes

State or provincial politics depends on the Primeval
Tribes in the region.

Example X-A: US’s Red vs. Blue
States

In the US presidential elections of 2004, states
that voted Republican were signified as “Red States,” and those
that voted Democratic were signified as “Blue States.” Although the
election was very close in 2004, there were more than three times
as many Red States as Blue States.

The vast majority of Red States have Primeval Tribes
or Primeval Tribal coalitions in power. For example, in Florida,
the conservative Cuban Primeval Tribe leadership cast their lot
with the Republicans, giving the Republican candidates the
state.

In spite of they’re being only a few Blue States,
the majority of the country's population lives in them. In these
states, constant conflict between Modern Tribes and Primeval Tribes
is the rule. For example, upper New York state's Republican-leaning
Primeval Tribes conflict and must compete with New York City's
Democratic-leaning Modern Tribes. Similar situations exist in
Illinois and California.

Regional politics are more about constituencies.
Thus, there are more urban vs. suburban vs. rural controversies
since different groups with differing values populate each
area.
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