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Introduction


On May 18, 2018, the President of the United States announced that he was withdrawing from the 2015 Iran Nuclear Deal, an agreement that took two years to make, and signed by the six most powerful countries in the world. The P5+1 (permanent members of the U.N. Security Council and Germany) had been negotiating with Iran for several years prior, but Iran’s election of a “reformist” President seeking relief from international economic sanctions brought the actors together. The goal was to prevent, or at least delay Iran from developing nuclear weapons. “Many experts say that if all parties adhered to their pledges, the deal almost certainly could have achieved that goal for longer than a decade.”1 During this time of assumed adherence, additional inroads could perhaps have been made. The withdrawal was the culmination of a campaign promise made by the President, two years earlier, reflecting the harsh opposition from the party that he was seeking the nomination from. The announcement of the withdrawal strongly suggested—with its laundry list of cease this, end that, and stop everything else—there was no intention of pursuing any form of compromise with this geo-ideological enemy.

Regardless of one’s personal politics, this episode provides a useful example of the increasing levels of polarization and confirmation bias amongst our decision makers; as well as the apparent lack of desire for learning practical knowledge on how the world works and why humans do the things they do. The names and blames here are irrelevant for the time being, as the U.S. electorate will ultimately bear the responsibility, not to mention the consequences. Going back to the major differences between Hamilton and Jefferson on the future direction of this country, there have always been disagreements over policy. But a confluence of factors worth examining appears to have put us in the unprecedented position of not just being incapable, but belligerently uninterested in the challenging exercise of compromise. This book will not be a manual on sitting at a conference table and working out the details of an agreement with people who disagree with you. Never having run for office, this author represents a reasonably well-informed outsider looking in. This will be a long-term big-picture perspective on the historical importance of compromise, how it has declined, and why it would be useful to renew an appreciation for it. It also appears that a decline in the priority of education—particularly for society-at-large—may be correlated with this. Therefore, it would be worth considering efforts for restoring the value of learning, particularly with respect to its influence on tolerance, cooperation, and the search for common ground among opposing factions.

The Iran Deal undoing is one of many examples of increasing partisanism in the U.S., where one party is uniformly opposed to a policy primarily because the other party produced it while in power. Interestingly, when this opposing party gets back in power, they would ultimately make similar concessions in order to get something incrementally useful accomplished (assuming there is any attempt at an agreement). This hypocrisy is particularly susceptible to foreign policy, where it may be more difficult to fashion a consensus, or fit into a selective platform where everyone’s national interest is at stake, or where it would be subject to patriotic appeals for isolationism or protectionism. But as to Iran, when it comes to practicalities, which sub-ideology of liberalism2 would be supportive of any authoritarian theocracy developing weapons of mass destruction? This suggests that the two parties of Congress could find ample common ground of their own, upon which to present to the foreign actors in pursuit of an acceptable, or at least tolerable, agreement. The ability and desire to find this common ground in its various forms and combinations is the focus of this work. This is done through the unpleasant process of compromising, potentially giving up something to achieve that evolutionary vital non-zero-sum outcome.3

First we have to acknowledge that the word compromise itself has conflicting definitions. The noun version describes “an endangering of reputation or integrity,” and the verb form is “to expose or make vulnerable to danger or suspicion, or to jeopardize.” One could argue that it is these descriptions that tend to prevail when the term is ever brought up in conversation. It is often equated with “giving in,” spinelessly sacrificing your beliefs or principles, avoiding conflict in a shameless display of cowardice. Or, it is often equated with the term “appeasement,” which has been assigned a negative connotation, particularly since the 1938 Munich Agreement, when Britain and France let Hitler occupy part of Czechoslovakia; more on that later. The definition that will be focused on throughout this work is a “settlement of differences through mutual concessions,” reaching an agreement through an adjustment of opposing claims, by reciprocal modification of demands. To anyone who is loyally ironclad to their beliefs, this does not sound like something they would be interested in doing.

There have been numerous examples in the world where the distasteful concession of compromise was not an option at that particular time, perhaps proudly so. Spurred by the cry “Give me liberty or give death!” the American colonists, for example, would accept nothing short of complete independence. Later, the Native Americans refused—not as a centralized nation but tribe by tribe—to assimilate with the European Expansionists to the point of near-extinction; noting that the new Americans refused to accept anything less than conversion to Christianity. In the run-up to the Civil War, southern States were determined to secede rather than give up slavery. These broad perceptions certainly do not describe the whole story. Nevertheless, from the “loser’s” perspective in hindsight, some form of compromise would have been preferable in almost every case. And the “loser” does not necessarily have to be the measurably weaker entity, as measured by amount of resources, size of military, level of development, or political stability.

In this world inhabited by imperfect, groupish, emotion-driven humans, there may always be something that is rationally perceived to be worth killing over. One would be the resistance to being “dominated” by a group different from our own group, typically the result of one group’s desire to dominate the other. It’s important to note that with respect to current events, this work will not focus on winning wars; the point is to avoid them. The most important thing that politically stable societies have learned—and hopefully will remember—is the ineffectiveness of death and destruction as a method for solving problems or resolving issues. We can convince ourselves of the benefits achieved as a result of war, but we could also be persuading each other that by now, we are smarter than that. But before we get into a description of the goals for this work, let’s preview a few of the examples mentioned, where conflict was not avoided.


Give Me Liberty, or Give Me a Deal!

In Common Sense (1776), Thomas Paine is adamant that there can be no reconciliation between Britain and America, yet acknowledges that he’d never met with a man in either country “who hath not confessed his opinion that a separation between the countries would take place one time or another.”4 His point being that this time was now. But if separation was so inevitable, could the same agreements reached in the Treaty of Paris—particularly for the allowance of U.S. western expansion—been made without a war? From the “loser’s” perspective, hindsight would clearly suggest that the war wasn’t worth the effort. Considering the U.S. was an ocean away, establishing a working relationship might have been preferable to the Brits, rather than the expensive struggle to expand their empire into the Americans’ backyard. At the time, this extended to the Mississippi River, beyond which the Brits would have had to deal with the Spanish anyway.

There are more than a few ironies associated with the war’s eventual outcome. For one, Americans were derivatives of British expansionists, occupying territory initially as explorers or settlers looking for resources and religious freedom. No doubt they would eventually want to run their own show! (That Australia, Canada, and India gained their independence without wars suggests that something may have been learned, albeit years later.) In addition, the British had already tasked the colonists to bear the burden, manpower-wise, in the French and Indian (Seven Years) War. Though William Pitt reimbursed the colonists for raising armies to knock back the French in North America, the war made George Washington a (rich5) hero and emboldened the colonists’ sense of autonomy. It also created a debt that led to various taxation acts that increased the colonists’ desire for independence. Another twist to this is that the French would later join forces with the new Americans in their revolution. The British could have predicted the colonists would be formidable belligerents. A recent biography and historical review suggests that Samuel Adams in particular was single-mindedly determined to provoke a rebellion through an on-going campaign of righteous mischief. “The contest was never for him less than a spiritual struggle. It is impossible with Adams to determine where piety ended and politics began; the watermark of Puritanism shines through everything he wrote.”6 By 1775, the time for reconciliation had passed.

As for that western expansion, the 1803 Louisiana Purchase (from France) was one of the best deals in history, at about 3 cents per acre.7 The United States territory was almost doubled without conflict, conveniently catching France in the midst of military and economic difficulties. In our increasingly capitalistic world, it seems odd that we have not discovered (or predicted) that purchasing something, even at an outrageously exorbitant cost, would still be a fraction of the cost of going to war over it. Particularly when those costs include the repair of extensive avoidable damage, as well as the social costs of animosity and mistrust for generations. If such costs were truly estimated—prevented in part by our “optimism bias”8—no price would theoretically be too high to pay for what you wanted in the first place. And it’s likely that everyone has a price at which they can be bought. In a world where the political-economic value of global public goods starts to exceed the net worth of multi-national corporations, this may not be as impractical as it seems.

Of course we have the benefit of hindsight, but that is precisely the point. As will be discussed, effective compromising requires foresight, the ability to predict what could happen, to examine the “what-ifs” and worst-case-scenarios of counterfactuals through logic, probability, and understanding of human behavior and institutions. The most notable point worth making in this Revolutionary War example is that the U.S.—a loosely held “league of friendship” between sovereign states—would soon after be on the verge of breaking up, which led to one of the most important compromises in human history, the Constitution. It was the ability of a handful of framers to look beyond current personal interests, to project what the United States in its entirety had the potential to become, within a framework that could facilitate it happening.



And They’ll Know We Are Christians by Where We Go, in Sunday Clothes . . .

The plight of the Native American “Indians” in the U.S. is an example of how disproportionate power differential threatens the possibility of compromise. As we will discuss, a dominant entity can take the responsibility of ensuring a non-zero-sum agreement with a much weaker actor, if they are so inclined through education, and an understanding of soft power. However, at the time we were not yet so inclined. The aforementioned quest for religious freedom did not include the acceptance of non-Christian forms of spiritual nourishment. From the start, Christopher Columbus had considered himself a messenger chosen by God to bring Christianity to the New World.9

A half century later, the Spanish attempts to convert the Native Americans in the Florida colony to Christianity provided somewhat of a template of the racial interactions to follow. The perception of indigenous peoples was that they were aberrant in character, lacking in intellectual capacity, essentially heathens; their own faith typically viewed as unrestrained barbarism. Decades of attempts to convert Native Americans were generally met with resistance and occasional uprisings. The subsequent failure to Christianize the natives led the Spanish to conclude that they were an inferior race, and that military force was the only option for controlling them.10 A similar example of population interaction is documented from 1628, when a pastor arrived in New Amsterdam to establish the first Dutch Reformed Church in America. The religious zeal to Christianize the Indians and the difficulty in converting them led to their being characterized as wild savages, wicked, devilish, “and in cruelty they are altogether inhuman, more than barbarous, far exceeding the Africans.”11

The point of bringing up this dishonorable episode of American history is that we have learned considerably more since then, yet we remain susceptible to our loyalties. These are loyalties to our kin, our identity, our group, our religion, our party, our country . . . which continue to stymie the principal ingredients for compromise. Knowing what we know now, we can agree in a democratic political culture that we no longer treat other humans that way, yet racism—or some form of out-groupism—still lingers, and could rekindle in the wake of a decline in learning. Immigration to the U.S. continues to be a contentious issue and will be discussed in Part III. Language and cultural barriers remain, but are less of an issue with the advent of technology, education, and the assimilation required for economic interdependence. It is our inherent loyalty to a group identity, whether ethnic or ideological, that remains a most challenging obstacle.

The recurring divisor of religion will be addressed, considering it is a central bonding element for culturally homogeneous populations. Its influence in the U.S. has been in a significant decline. Polls have shown a steady decrease in the “share of adults that identify as Christian,” while the “religiously unaffiliated” has increased at almost the same pace. As recently as the early 1990s, about 90% of Americans identified as Christian, whereas now it is at two-thirds. Research shows that the religiously unaffiliated tend toward younger, college-educated, Democratic-leaning independents.12 One might therefore surmise that if loyalty to a religious doctrine is declining, then we should be more inclined to compromising, right?

Unfortunately, the decline of religious influence in the U.S. may be inspiring two things. First, it creates a void in what used to provide biblical lessons that supported our American collective values. The inherent human moral instinct needs to be nurtured and fed. Therefore, our typically groupish, belief-driven species may tend to shift our loyalty to an ideology, where the emphasis becomes less on what’s right and wrong, and more on who’s right or wrong. Second, those that continue to adhere to the religion may feel threatened to strengthen their faith still more. This could result in a “circling of the wagons” defensive strategy, hardening the bond of group identity, and potentially increasing segregation. This could also result in a proselytizing effect to fight back, reverse their decline, and recruit new members. As was seen with the rise of the “religious right,” this would ultimately have to encroach into politics, therefore adding more pressure on our foundational separation of church and state. Currently, this is manifesting itself through a rising interest in “Christian nationalism,” primarily by white evangelical Protestants wanting to restore their “promised land” dominance. A recent PRRI survey found that over half of Republicans considered themselves as adherents (21%) or sympathizers (33%).13



Well I Wish I Was in the Land Not Gotten . . .

The Civil War is more delicate to address as to its justification, considering what was abolished as a result. The compromises over slavery will be examined in Chapter 2. The war between the states certainly could have been avoided had the slave owners not been so blindly on the wrong side of history when it was already history! It’s perplexing as to how they were unable to accept what had been determined more than two centuries before, during the decline of feudalism: that paying a day’s wage was more efficient and economically productive (i.e., market capitalism) than housing, clothing, and feeding people in return for working the land.14 We have to consider how such knowledge could have avoided the deaths of three-quarters of a million Americans; not to mention that forty years later the Civil War Pension Fund would be one of the highest expenditures of federal government.15

In his 1860 pre-election address at Cooper Union, Lincoln noted that “Wrong as we think slavery is, we can yet afford to let it alone where it is, because that much is due to the necessity arising from its actual presence in the nation.”16 After his election, in a December 22 letter to his former fellow Congressman Alexander Stephens of Georgia, he wrote: “Do the people of the South really entertain fears that a Republican administration would, directly or indirectly, interfere with their slaves, or with them, about their slaves? If they do, I wish to assure you, as once a friend, and still, I hope, not an enemy, that there is no cause for such fears.”17 There is evidence that the southern States had something to work with, without seceding from the Union. There is no Constitutional provision for secession, nor did Lincoln think they had a right to secede, thus he would not remove soldiers from South Carolina. The Confederates attack on Fort Sumter provided the incentive to “suppress Insurrections” (Art. I, Sec. 8), initiating the struggle to keep the United States intact.

The intent here is not to take a revisionist view of the wars that have shaped not only America’s identity, but the world’s defense of democracy. The last resort of a “just” war for self-defense or humanitarian reasons will remain in a world of sovereign states. At the time of this writing, the Ukrainians have no intention of negotiating with Putin for anything short of retaining all their territory, including Crimea. Clearly it is unreasonable to expect an invaded “lesser” power—the victim of a delusional authoritarian with no checks and balances—to be forced into making concessions in the interest of stopping the death and destruction. The point is to avoid such a worst case scenario, and Ukraine still has to deal with its own internal civil conflict. It’s likely that Putin, through his proxies, was an instigator of that, nevertheless resolving that issue might have reduced Putin’s incentives for military intervention. As with many other states grappling with domestic divides between ethnic identities unable to coexist, the art of compromise revolves around an understanding of democratic institutions. Whether it is a federal system, with each region granted some amount of autonomy; or a representative system, where each identity group has a proportionate say in the direction of the state, some form of cooperative structure has shown more long-term benefits than a potentially endless desire for separatism. The continuing evolution of a global democratic political culture will be a central theme in this work.



Summing Up the Central Themes

There is substantial evidence that political polarization is increasing in the U.S. For example, 70% of Americans say the U.S. has become so polarized that it can no longer solve its most pressing issues;18 75% disapprove of how Congress does its work;19 and 70% feel that people in government do not care about them.20 Perhaps contributing to this is an increase in conspiratorial beliefs. While there could be some amount of pranksters in a YouGov poll, there showed to be 40% who believe real power lies in a secret cabal calling the shots behind the scenes,21 a portion of those being Satan-worshipping pedophiles.22 A February 2020 Gallup poll stated that “the 87 point gap between Republican and Democratic approval . . . is the largest Gallup has measured in any Gallup poll to date.”23 Gallup has been polling since 1935, which covers quite a bit of territory where there have been major disagreements over policy.

A potential causal factor—or at least correlation—to the polarization and misinformation in the U.S. is a decline in the priority of education. There are numerous reports of decreasing aggregate scores in math and reading over the past few decades. This may not mean a decline among all demographic groups or income quintiles, as aggregates need to be broken up and examined. In addition, this does not necessarily suggest a general decrease in the cognitive ability to learn the material at a high school or undergraduate college level. Based on experience and observation, this appears to associate with a general decrease in the level of effort required to complete the coursework. This includes failing to meet attendance requirements, missing tests, not participating in exercises, not completing assignments, and failing to turn in course papers.24 There is no argument that learning requires an unnatural effort, as it is responsible for humans advancing beyond their instincts. Therefore, whenever the term “dumbing down” is used to suggest its inverse correlation to compromise, it will be modified as “dumbing/diligence down,” as a reminder of this relationship.

Nevertheless, any sort of a decline or stagnation in the basics also suggests that we could be losing an appreciation for scientific inquiry, critical thinking, objective analysis, logic and probability, costs versus benefit analysis, rational discourse, intellectual curiosity, and moral philosophy. These are much the same vital ingredients that Adam Smith described—in his landmark Wealth of Nations—as essential to a civilized, educated society; as well as a healthy democracy per John Stuart Mill. These would also be useful in reviving the art of compromise as it will be defined here: finding common ground for getting to the root of the problem, in the incremental pursuit of long-term-big-picture unifying solutions to national and global issues. Granted, the word “unifying” is a stretch, but preferable to “co-existing” as to long range goals.

The intent here is not to espouse some theory of “educational determinism.” We got smarter over time because we chose to, primarily to pursue our rational group interests. But the benefits of education became obvious nonetheless, and getting smarter at co-existing and cooperating began to show more benefits than getting smarter at dominating and killing. The concern now is that we may be thinking we have gotten smart enough and can just let things ride. History and human nature have shown it doesn’t work that way. Throughout this work there will be examples suggesting that being intelligent is not the same as being smart. What does this mean, beyond the obvious “evil genius” out to conquer the world, or the clever sociopath out to bilk you of your savings? Simply put, it’s using our intelligence to solve problems rather than increase polarization. This could serve to understand rather than opinionate; to balance long-term benefits to society-at-large with short-term self-interests; to pursue cooperation rather than conflict; to promote good will rather than animosity; to inspire healing rather than revenge. We are little more than primates who have developed conscious awareness of our mortality, yet we know which of those choices would be “better” in the long run. Being smart might also include our ability to understand why making those choices continues to remain difficult for us, as we are driven by our emotions, beliefs, and the allegiances they inspire.

Unfortunately, trust is just another emotion that can potentially stymie compromise in a world of sovereign states. We will have to assume some amount of trust if either party is willing to sit down at the table and sacrifice something. Yes, sanctions may have gotten them to the table in the first place and they have something to gain by agreeing to anything. But removing some sanctions, for example, could provide a test of this trust; violating that would then warrant a reinstatement of the penalties. It would be an incremental process of proving credibility rather than an incentive for conflict. Rather than assume they just can’t be trusted, it might be useful to understand why they can’t maintain the agreement (or why they can’t trust us) and adjust accordingly.

The Iran example at the beginning of the chapter demonstrates how a lack of trust can be used to disguise what was more likely a hostile, all-or-nothing aversion to any sort of compromise with a Muslim state. This is counterproductive signaling,25 even when looking at international relations from the Realist perspective, which theorizes that states are driven by their self-interests to maximize their power and influence. This power serves as a deterrence, where peace and stability can be achieved through a balance of this power, which could be one state balanced with all the rest (hegemonic stability theory). Comparatively, the Institutionalist perspective suggests that states are also interdependent, pursuing the mutual benefits of cooperation, delegating tasks to international organizations when the costs are less than the benefits. One could argue that trust cannot really be assumed until these institutions are established. To bridge the gap between realism and institutionalism, this work proposes more of a Pragmatist, or Constructivist26 perspective that is simply open to finding common ground.

A focus of this book will be how “neo-polarization”27 and a potential dumbing/diligence-down has hurt the perception and pursuit of compromise in the political and social arena. It is not surprising that elected legislators vote primarily in bloc, but partisan loyalty may be taking precedence over solving problems that affect humans in general. Certainly there are many conscientious, reasonable lawmakers trying to get something out the door, and we can examine some of what drives the legislators themselves. But here we will need to get to the heart of the dilemma: Why is the U.S. electorate (which is little more than half of its voting age population) becoming more easily influenced by belief-driven ideologues, opportunists, and conspiracy theorists? Why are they putting more anti-government provocateurs into important decision-making positions? When re-election and party majority are the priorities, these can have a contagious effect on the decision-makers. Even when these officials deny that such labels apply to them, they are clearly less interested in compromising.

A central challenge to this book would be that of constructing a theory, or a philosophy, of what makes a “good” or successful compromise, as opposed to a bad one. As we will see with numerous historical examples and current scenarios, the point is that we won’t know, and that it doesn’t necessarily matter. Essentially all compromises are incremental and subject to repair; and “bad” ones will need attention sooner. That there is one at all has set a precedent for common ground, thus the likelihood of fixing it is significant. The idea here is to restore the appreciation for trying, particularly when doing nothing could result in death and destruction. The challenge is knowing when doing nothing is an acceptable option, or that “if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.” But the increasing polarization and lack of productivity of our own U.S. Congress28 suggests that doing nothing or avoiding compromise is dangerous to democracy, particularly with the number of issues worth addressing. The philosophy examined here in this work is focused on the historical development of a democratic political culture, not so much on post-modern theories of deliberation or achieving consensus. This author being a math tutor, he would have loved to toss in some game theory, but with each chapter the need to examine the practical importance of compromise prevailed. We have seen the benefits of pursuing non-zero-sum outcomes, as well as the damages from wars, not just to property but to relationships, where hostility lingers for generations. The “theory” here is that humans have learned from this and that it would be logical to continue to do so. By definition, theories can be disproven, and belief-driven humans could decide that group identity and loyalty outweigh learning, and are worth fighting for. Note however, that Part II will end with a recommendation for a new moral philosophy, built on tolerance and understanding rather than religion and ideology, and a realization that survival might include compromising over immoral issues.



Organization of the Book

Part I will review the devolution of compromise in the U.S., from the landmark Constitution, through some historical examples that demonstrate how necessary compromise is, while simultaneously showing how, without learning, insufficient it eventually becomes. Thus it might be useful to reframe the process as an ongoing, incremental effort, if for nothing else to at least avoid the worst-case scenario. Part II will explore the reasons for the increasing polarization and misinformation in the U.S. This will include examinations on the rise of identity politics, the pull of fringe elements, the falling priority of education, the threat to democratic institutions, and the need for informational literacy. The pursuit of problem-solving technology as a public good could increase cooperation in the face of increasing complexity. Part III will look specifically at some current contentious issues at the national level that are ripe for compromise. There could be policies that serve to unite the states on issues that are increasingly falling along partisan lines for little other reason than devotion to an identity. The approach will be through a scientific method of logic and probability that co-exists with our moral instincts of compassion and reciprocity, as well as our natural instincts of self-interest and competition. Various combinations of common ground will be examined through a critical analysis of social costs vs. collective benefits. This will require being put in an uncomfortable position of either calling out or confronting our willful ignorance.

The act of compromise forces us to give up some of what drives us as human beings: our rational self-interest. Or in this case, our group-interest; the group being more rational than the individual. On the individual level, self-sacrifice can be a healthy exercise, such as when we work math problems when we don’t want to, or the give-and-take in a stable happy relationship. However, whatever we concede with respect to rational interests, we still have to guard against that other bloc that drives us as humans: our emotions, passions, beliefs, biases, perceptions, and prejudices. Humans are full of paradoxes that way, and it will be a continual struggle to learn how to do things that are contrary to what our “natural” instincts want us to do. As Freud noted, “It is impossible to overlook the extent to which civilization is built upon a renunciation of instinct.”29 It may be, as was suggested a generation ago, that our increasingly complicated, economically connected, informationally-available world is becoming more fragmented along tribal lines.30 It may also be that this information-fed tribalism is part of the grand cycle, a result of natural human desires that are necessarily destructive in order to culturally evolve to the next phase of non-zero-sum outcomes.31 Either way, an increasing tolerance of compromise would be vitally important, either for our survival in the former case, or our continuing evolution in the latter. It would certainly be argued that we could separate into progressively smaller identity groups, wall ourselves in, and co-exist comfortably by swapping products through the back door under the “Do Not Enter” sign. But history suggests that this is not only increasingly difficult to do, but counterproductive, more conducive to conflict, and contrary to the direction that educated, enlightened humans have generally looked toward.

The evidence suggests we are overdue for a renewed appreciation for the pursuit of large-scale compromise, no matter how incremental, regardless of how minimal the benefits may be. Despite how difficult they are to predict, the costs of not compromising—particularly when the result is a continued lack of action—would certainly be detrimental to the Constitutional concept of “a more perfect Union.” A continual lack of action could result in an increasing red-blue, rural-urban segregation of states being left to pursue their own agendas. Lack of action could result in a panel of five (out of nine) unelected partisan judges continuing to make national legislative policy decisions. Continued lack of action could result in an authoritarian opportunist taking charge because he can. Politics—the result of compromises—had once been defined as “the art of the possible, the attainable—the art of the next best.”32 Yes, there is an art to much of what is required for the give and take of making an agreement, perhaps some finesse that can’t be taught in universities. But what we may be resorting to in an age of polarization is blunt force demands, all or nothing ultimatums, and holding issues hostage, with the ultimate goal of having your faction stay in power. It might be worth rediscovering compromise as an art form, with a healthy dose of science.
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Part I

Decline of Compromise









Chapter 1

The “Greatest” Compromise

A historical recap of some landmark, perhaps infamous, compromises in U.S. history serves multiple purposes. Importantly, knowledge of our history—which polls indicate is severely lacking and perhaps declining1—helps us understand who we are, where we came from, how we got here, perhaps why we are in whatever predicament we may be in. It’s probably too much to ask for us to “learn” from history to avoid repeating similar mistakes, as conditions are always changing, and it may be in our nature to simply react to the right-now. But we can certainly be smarter when dealing with any problem confronting us, with our long history of human social/cultural evolution. A review of successful agreements demonstrates what we have been capable of accomplishing in order to move things to the next level of “progress,” whatever that is determined to be. As will be explained, our definition of “progress” will be relatively broad and simple in order to maximize the common ground. Re-examining not-so-successful compromises—discredited in hindsight for being in the “wrong” direction—demonstrates the importance of making any form of progress to incrementally soothe simmering divisions until the next step is needed. And that next step could be a retraction or a correction, or in a different direction of a previous step. We will never know, but the alternative to no compromise at all could have been dramatically worse, as our first example suggests.

It is fitting to examine the so-called “Great Compromise” primarily so that




Setting the Baseline: Avoiding the “Untied States from America”




“Wouldn’t it be nice if we could go to DeSantis (formerly Disney) World in Sunshine State without a passport, without being questioned as to our religious affiliation?”


“Wouldn’t it be great that when an attractive job opened up outside of Lone Star State (as if), I could work that without having to go through immigration, without being frowned upon as a red-neck foreigner that’s bringing down their standards?”


“Why is it, with our new currency, printed on our special paper made from hemp and cow-hide, our supply-demand market space is so small that our vendors charge higher prices than the country next door?”


“How come is it that we’re paying even more taxes now than we paid before we became the Untied State of Now Hampshire?”








Otherwise Not So “Great”?










It’s in Our Density
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Figure 1.1. States ranked in order of population density, 15 lowest and highest.







Shoring Up the Constitution









What Sets Apart the Compromisers
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