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INTRODUCTION

This work does two things. It describes an original political theory, and it
a pplies that theory both to the structurally indu ced probl ems of the Ameri-
can government and the continuing probl ems caused by the way political cam-
paigns are financed in this country. Rather naturally for a political scientist, I
have always been concerned with what citizens think about politics and why
they believe what they do. I have also been concerned with the degree to which
citizens, at various levels of political interest, have been able to encase their
beliefs in something of a theoretical framework. Influenced in my early aca-
demic yearsby the Yale political scientist Robert Lane’s insisten ce that avera ge
citizens did have political ideologies, I have also tried to find to what degree
such citizens understand why they believe what they do.!

Generally, most citizens conscious political identifications are cen tered
around their objective groupings. That is, citizens typically place themselves
within the political arena as members of economic, ethnic, racial, gender, re-
liglous, sexualorientations, and the like. Frequently they find more thanone
such objective identity to be politically important for them. Such identifica-
tions are significant and will continue to be significant.

But I am a theorist. For years I have worked on the development of a sub-
jectively— that is psychologcally based—politcal philosophy. We have
known for some time that citi zens’ psychological orientations impact their po-
litical attitudes. What I try to do here is build a full-blown political philoso-
phy on the bedrock of human psychology.

This work does four things. First, the work bri efly assimilates what has until
now been available only in separate, earlier writings that began my work to-
ward a psychologically based political philosophy. Second, it adds substantial
new material to the theory, essentially completing the broadphilosophical out-
line. Third, it applies the theory to a specific area of public concern, that of
campaignfinance reform. Fourth, it intersperses the theoretical writingswith
brief descriptions of my own political experiences. I hope that these experi-
ences, and the lessons I drew from them, furtherilluminate the theory by
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xiv INTRODUCTION

demonstrating how the kinds of thingsI have been involved in within the real
political world reflect a new framework for political understanding.

Th oughnot a mem ber of the Green Party, then or now, I sat in on the final
meeting of the Illinois Greens convention during the summer of 2000 in
Chicago. The thirty to thirty-five people there were of different ages and oc-
cupations, and very different pers onal histories. The session seemed to be a
wrap-up, revi ewing what had been talked about and decided on in earliercon-
feren ce meetings. The participants ease of speech with each other and the
group as a whole bespoke a harmony that I found inviting. These were peo-
ple at peace with themselves.

What was only a little troubling, but disturbing nonetheless, was what so
many of the participants said con cerning their own theoretical orientations.
In a session wherein indivi duals spoke frankly abo ut specific concerns and
uniquepolitical histories, allof themwere stretching, I thought, to find a the-
oretical grounding for their current, in many cases still evolving, political be-
liefs. In the main, they seemed to be wrestling with how their new political
identifications may or may not square with earlier theoretical orientations.
Cognitive maps die hard. It is so much easier, particulary when one is well
into adulthood, to make an adjustment or two to what one has built up over
many years than it is to tear down the old model entirely and begin anew.

Many of the convention participants spoke of their former party affilia-
tions, and I particularly remember one youngish man who described his ex-
periences with the syndicalist Socialist Labor Party. The early syndicalists, in-
flu en ced by the teachings of Daniel De Leon in this country, believed in a kind
of cooperative orientation toward production, rather than a state socialism.
They advocated worker ownership and worker management. Sitting there, I
recalled that my late brother had gone to Socialist Labor Party meetings in
Chicago and liked the people he met there. If you think of early syndicalism
as being terriblyradical, thinkagain. United Aidines, America’s second-largest
air carrier in spite of its recent troubles, and the Chicago and Northwestern
Railway, now part of the Union Pacific aggregation but on ce America’s sev-
enth largestrailroad, were both foundedon syndicalist principles. You can still
see the faint “Employee Owned” medallion on the old, yellow CNW boxcars
that haven’t been repainted. And you can see the shame on the faces of a self-
ish management, and even on those of the selfish pilots and madinists
unions, who after September 11, 2001, bro u ght United to mu ch of its current
difficulty.

At the Greens’ meeting, virtually all who spoke included mention of their
prior affiliations with the “Old Left” of the 1930s and 1940s or, as frequently,
the “New Left” of the 1960s and 1970s. They all seemed to be bending those
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orientatiors now, at least partially, because of con cerns over contem porary is-
sues, such as the environment, international human rights, and indu s trial and
postindustrial worker justice. At the same time, they maintained strong ties
to past orientations, particulary those orientations that surrounded the al-
ways-knotty issue of the very justness of the political system itself.

So many of those who spoke that night incanted almost religiously about
such things as the air and the water, the excesses of logging and mining com-
panies, developers, and other ecological problems. But they also talked about
larger inequities, the worker who does not receive her just due, civil rights
protections not being enforced, and of course the problems of an American
government that they saw as increasingly distant from them and ever doser
to the large private corporations. Both as reminiscences and as statements of
contemporary con cern, their statem ents were powerful, almost in the sense
of that wonderful Norman Rockwell painting of the young man speaking at a
public meeting, which was on display at that time in the Chicago Historical
Society, two miles away on Clark Street.

But, again, I found a troubling side to their heartfelt message. It was trou-
bling because in spite of their struggle there was a disconnection, a failure of
linkage really, between the grand, if now dated political theories that each of
them may have held for a long time and the pattern of con cerns that currently
bedeviled them. Each speaker felt strongly abo ut worthwhile things, but all
seemed to fail at the task of fitting those concerns into their old political the-
ories or creating a new theoretical understanding. Some realized it, speaking
almost sadly of “what I used to believe” or “when I was a ” What was
going on was not so mu ch a matter of old wine in new bottles, but more a
matter of grapes and bottles, with no wine in between. I felt their need for a
new theoretical map.

Indeed, in political meetings of all stripes that I have attended, and in in-
dividual discussions with citizens who are troubledby Am erica’s campaign fi-
nance scandals, the prostitution of our government by large private interests,
and the increasing apathy of citizens as reflected by the decline in voting per-
centages, the absence of a theoretical framework always strikes me. Thus, what
I of fer here is a new theory, one that is based on who we are, not what we are.
We have come to that time in history, I think, when we are entitled not only
to know a great deal more about our own psychologies, but also to have our
psychologies be much part of ourpolitical orientations. Ultimately, those psy-
chologies should serve as the underpinning of an entirely new political phi-
losophy. This is what I offer.

Please do not misunderstand. I know the risk of giving the poli tical left one
more theory to argue over. Anyone with the slightest knowledge of the left’s
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history understands that ideologically based disputes have far too often crip-
pled the efforts of those who meant to do much good. At most, I write what
I do because I believe an inaeasingly com plex twenty-first- century worl d
needs a new left-of-center political philosophy. At a minimum, I believe the
left needs at least a skel etal statem ent of n ovel theoretical principles thathel p s
to reestablish basic equities within the United States, and within the increas-
ingly interdependent human family.

What I have created, then, is an original political philosophy, a philosophy
that I have struggled with over the years and that I fervently hope will be use-
ful to what I have come to call the “Psychological Left” or, prefera bly, the “Nat-
ural Left”. Partly to demonstrate how the theoretical insights I share grew
within me, and partly to demonstra te how thenece ssary dialectic bet ween the
real world and the world of the mind works, at least for me, I will be inter-
spersing my description of this political philosophy with brief remembrances
of my own political activities. I have been involved in the real world of poli-
tics for a long time. My running for office and my being a part of other po-
litcal activities, have been instructive for me. I hope the inclusion of such
events will help illuminate my theoretical perspective.

I am concerned about the deep imbalances that have grown up recently in
the Am erican constitutional order. I am concerned, forexample, that so much
of the Billof Rights is now misunders tood, perhaps del i bera tely, by those who
see it as containing solely indivi dual rights. The Bill of Rights contains far
more than that, it being the foundation for the aggregated, small “d” demo-
craticpolitical activi ty of a free people. It is my hope that the sectoral and cog-
nitive analysis I lend to constitutional interpretation, couched in the original
political philosophy that I describe herein, will make clear what the Bill of
Rights is really all about, and why the campaign finance reform denying case
of Buckley v. Valeo (1976) is tragically wrong.



