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think like lions. Liberals think like
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Prologue




A long time ago, I read a book titled
Games People Play, by Eric Berne.
The book's premise was that
many of the behaviors which people engage in
while dealing with
 others are repetitions of behavioral patterns that they
engaged in as
children. In other words, they are behavioral responses which
their
 brains were conditioned to engage in, in a Pavlovian fashion, when
presented with various stimuli during early developmental periods. As
such,
these behaviors were related to their childhood environment and
psychology, and would often seem unrelated to the logical adult
environment in which they were evoked.

At the time, the ideas that book
contained seemed far too revolutionary for
my teenaged thinking.
Though I read it from cover to cover, and in so doing
committed its
contents to memory, I dismissed its theories as applying only
to an
 extremely small, mentally damaged portion of the population. The
vast
 majority of people had to be logical, and most behaviors had to be
simple logical responses to the unique circumstances which
 precipitated
them.

As the years and decades passed, and
experience intruded upon assumption,
I found myself perceiving
 patterns of behavior in the people around me,
which I recalled from
that book. In my youth, I had no compunction about
disregarding the
 experience of a trained, practicing psychiatrist with
decades of
experience, and substituting my assumptions. As I grew older, I
realized that there can be knowledge anywhere, even when you can't
see it
at all. Sometimes those wholly immersed in a discipline will
 see an
underlying mechanism which will appear highly implausible to
the novice.

Though I do not now ascribe to all of
Dr. Berne's work, Games People Play
could have advanced my
understanding of human behavior much faster, had
I only taken the
book more seriously at the time. The benefits of hindsight.



I don't ask that you finish this book,
 and ascribe to this theory. As Dr.
Berne's work was to me, the ideas
this theory is founded upon are likely far
too advanced for you to
 absorb them completely from just one work,
especially if you are not
a scientist. Rather, as I did with Dr. Berne's work, I
only ask that
 you remember what you read. Perhaps with time, as Dr
Berne's work
grew on me, so too, will this theory grow upon you.



On Religion, Morality, and Free Will




There will be those who will take
 issue with this work, due to religious
beliefs, or over concerns
about the implications of this work upon the free
will of man. It is
unpleasant to view a conscious man as merely a slave to
some
clockwork mechanism of the mind, and even worse, I believe such a
view is incorrect as well. Therefore, I would like to address these
concerns
regarding this work prior to delving into the subject matter
of this book.

In addressing the religious issue, I
myself believe in God. I see no conflict
between my faith and my love
 of God, and this work. God created an
incredible world. He created
 this world such that all of the best attributes
mankind can embody
would spontaneously emerge within the nature of our
species. I cannot
help but find His mechanism fascinating.

I also recognize the power of free
will, as does this work. This theory is not
a scientific theory that
explains exactly why every person behaves as they
do. It does not
 diminish man's free will, or the greatness of virtue. Walk
through
this world, and human unpredictability will always surprise you.

This work is a theory of group
interactions, which explains how two groups
within our population
came to hold two divergent intellectual philosophies.

Just as the certainty of Newtonian
physics breaks down into unpredictable
chaos at the quantum level, so
 too will this theory offer a poor
characterization of a specific
 individual's philosophy or psychology. This
theory accurately
 describes how two different groups of thought came to
exist, and even
 offers insights into their practical origins, as well as how
historical events would affect them. But it cannot specifically
describe the
elusive and unique motives which will underlie each
 individual's personal
choices.



As for concerns regarding the
implications of this theory upon morality and
one's responsibility
for their actions, the urges described herein are merely
urges.
 Humans are unique, in that we may process complex information,
draw
conclusions from that information, and then choose to change who we
are. In so doing, we can actually consciously alter the very
neurobiological
structures which make us what we are. Whether an
individual simply allows
their nature to be molded by fate and
 immediate desires, or whether they
take the initiative, and define
who they are themselves, according to their
own recognition of
morality and decency is solely the province of free will.

Those who blindly cede to their urges,
 absent any respect for others, and
absent any intellectual analysis
 of themselves and their actions, bear the
sole responsibility for the
evil they engage in. This theory is not an excuse
for those who
 oppress, nor does it absolve anyone of any moral
responsibility for
assailing the freedoms of others.

Rather, it is hoped that this work will, in elucidating
 the origins of our
political urges, make the embrace of freedom an
ever more cherished virtue,
and see to it that we all feel
responsible for respecting each other's choices
and protecting each
other's freedoms.



Chapter One


The
Theory of this Book




This is a
book for those ideologues who find themselves puzzled by
their
political opposition. If you are one of those individuals who sees
their
own political ideology as wholly logical, and you cannot
possibly fathom
why there exists an opposition party, let alone why
its ranks should be, in
part, filled with individuals just as
 intellectually capable as you, then this
book will answer a lot of
 questions you have posed to yourself over the
years.

John Jost,
 who studies the different characteristics of political
ideologues at
 NYU, once said, “I think it's a truly fascinating
 possibility
that the left-right distinction, which emerged over 200
 years ago in
response to the French Revolution and continues to be
the single best way
of understanding ideological differences today,
 may be rooted in
fundamental human needs for stability vs. change,
 order vs. complexity,
familiarity vs. novelty, conformity vs.
creativity, and loyalty vs. rebellion....It
may be that conflicting
tendencies in human nature play themselves out in
the political
sphere as the struggle between right and left.”1

This book
 will explain why unique evolutionary circumstances
evolved these two
different psychological tendencies within our species. It
will
 explain where these tendencies can be seen in other, more primitive
species in nature. It will even explain how these psychological
 tendencies
convey survival and reproductive advantage on those
 organisms which
adopt them, both in other species, and in humans. By
the end of this book,
you will understand why political ideologies
 link such disparate issues as
mating strategies and
 conflict-tendencies, why populations will trend
leftward and
rightward over time, how this occurs, and what it tells us about
the
future of our own civilization.



As we begin
 this journey, we will first provide an overview of the
theory which
 this book will attempt to explain. On the coming pages you
will see
 strange names for brain structures, complex personality
assessments,
 and other scientific terms and technical concepts. You will
find
 yourself thrust headlong into detailed analyses of current scientific
understandings and debates, within a myriad of fields. As each piece
 of
evidence is placed on those which came before it, a crisp picture
of just how
and why political ideologies arose within our species
will emerge.

Unfortunately,
 such a massive quantity of information, presented
piecemeal, in such
a coldly technical fashion, may fail to clearly convey the
essence of
the theory behind this work. The underlying premise of this book
will
be buried beneath the mountains of evidence supporting it before you
ever gain a chance to see the theory clearly, in its totality. This
would be a
shame, because the premise of this book has real potential
to alter not just
how we govern ourselves, but to alter the very
destiny of our species and its
individuals. It is for that reason
that this work will begin with a very short,
clear explanation of the
theory behind this book, absent evidentiary support.

The theory
of this book is that there is a simple explanation for the
origins of
 political ideology. Put most simply, our two main political
ideologies are merely intellectual outgrowths of the two main
reproductive
strategies that have been described in the field of
Evolutionary Biology for
decades.

Biologists
have long recognized that two different psychologies exist
in nature.
 These two psychologies each guide the organisms which hold
them to
 pursue a behavioral strategy which will be most likely to yield
effective survival and reproduction. They are referred to as
 reproductive
strategies, but they are really deeply imbued
psychologies. They frame how
an organism views the world, how it
views its peers, and how it behaves as
it moves through life.

The study of
 these psychologies is often described using the
shorthand “r/K
 Selection Theory.” Both the “r-strategy” and the
 “K-
strategy,” as they are referred to within the field,
 are psychologies which



yield behavior that is custom tailored to a
specific environment. In humans,
as in nature, the r-psychology is
primarily an adaptation to the presence of
copious resources. This is
 a condition which reduces the advantages of
producing fit offspring,
 in turn favoring raw numerical reproduction. By
contrast, the
 K-psychology is an adaptation to a relative scarcity of
resources.
 This produces an increased selective pressure favoring the
survival
of more advanced and fit specimens. It also reduces the advantages
of
producing copious numbers of less fit offspring.

Although the
 presence or absence of resources may vary within a
population over
the short term, over the long term these two environmental
conditions
 will usually accompany either the presence or absence of a
constant,
 high mortality, most frequently predation. Predation lowers
population numbers and prevents overcrowding, thereby increasing the
per-
capita resources available to each individual. This prevents the
 onset of
resource shortage due to overpopulation.

It is for
this reason that the r-strategy, which is the evolutionary origin
of
liberalism, is most often seen in nature within prey species, while
the K-
strategy, which underlies conservatism, is most often seen in
species which
are not preyed upon. This is, in fact, the biological
underpinning of the oft
heard maxim, “Conservatives think
 like lions, liberals think like lambs.”
Lions are a
K-selected species which exists sans predation. As a result, each
new
 Lion must compete with its peers to acquire a share of the limited
resources available to the population. As a result, lions evolved to
exhibit a
K-type, competitive/aggressive psychology to match this.

Sheep, by
contrast, are a more r-selected prey species, surrounded by
fields of
grass they will rarely, if ever, fully consume. This is reflected in
their less belligerent, more pacifistic, more freely promiscuous
nature.

One species
exhibits a psychology which is belligerent, competitive,
and sexually
 restricted, so as to compete for limited resources. The other
exists
as the exact opposite, simply trying to turn resources into offspring
as
quickly as possible, regardless of fitness. Each is perfectly
 designed to
compete with peers in their respective environment.



The
 r-strategy entails five main psychological traits. Each trait is
designed to help an organism out-compete peers in the r-selected
environment of free resource availability. This psychology exhibits a
psychological aversion to both, competition with peers and the
competitive
environment. It also exhibits a tolerance for, or embrace
 of, promiscuity,
low-investment single-parenting, and early onset
 sexual behavior among
offspring. It will also tend to not exhibit any
group-centric urges, such as
loyalty to in-group, or hostility to
out-group.

Of these
 five traits, (competition aversion, promiscuity, single
parenting,
 early onset sexuality, and aversion to group-
centrism/ethnocentrism),
 political leftists exhibit a tolerance of, or an
embrace of, all
 five. Indeed, as we will show, these five urges explain the
entire
liberal platform of issue positions.

Liberalism
 seeks to quash competitions between men (from
capitalism, to war, to
 citizens killing criminal attackers with privately
owned firearms).
 Liberalism also adopts a lax attitude towards rampant
promiscuity, if
it is not actively embracing it. Liberals tend to support single
parenting, such as was seen in the debate over the TV show Murphy
Brown's glorification of single motherhood. Liberalism exhibits a
tolerance
for, or an embrace of, ever earlier sexual education for
children as well as
an ever more sexualized media environment, to
which children are exposed.
Liberals tend to reject ethnocentrism,
 and view any tendency towards a
pack mentality as an odd and foolish
evolutionary throwback.

On top of
 all of this, at the heart of most liberal policy, is a
fundamental
perception that resources exist in limitless quantities, and that
any
 shortage is not inherent to the finite nature of the world. Rather,
 any
shortage must be due to some specific individual's greed altering
the world's
natural state of plenty, which would otherwise be able to
 easily provision
everyone with a comfortably high level of resources.
This is a psychology,
designed to avoid danger, and focus the
individual on reproducing as fast as
possible. In our ancient
evolutionary environment, absent birth control and
abortion, this
would produce large number of offspring, beginning early in



life, and
 it would be perfectly adapted to conditions of free resource
availability.

The
 K-strategy entails an embrace of five opposite psychological
traits.
 K-selection favors an aggressive embrace of competition and the
competitive environment, where some individuals succeed, and others
fail,
based on their inherent abilities and merits. It tends to
reject promiscuity in
favor of sexual selectivity and monogamy, and
it will strongly favor high-
investment, two-parent offspring-rearing.
 The K-strategy also favors
delaying sexual activity among offspring
until later in life, when maximally
fit. Finally, in its most evolved
 form, K-selection will tend to imbue
individuals with a fierce
 loyalty to their in-group, to facilitate success in
group-competitions. Danger, shortage, and conflict are the
 evolutionary
origins of the pack mentality, and they are ever present
 in the extreme K-
selected environment.

Clearly,
conservatives favor competition, from capitalism, to war, to
armed
 citizens fighting off criminals with personally owned firearms.
Conservatives accept that such competitions will produce disparate
outcomes which will be based on inherent ability and effort.
Conservatives
favor a culture of monogamy over promiscuity, and they
 tend to desire a
culture which favors high-investment, two-parent
 child-rearing, as
evidenced by the conservative uproar over Murphy
Brown, as well as the
growing debate over “family values”
within our culture. Conservatives also
tend to want to see children
protected from sexually stimulating themes or
sexual education until
later in life, so they will be more likely to delay the
onset of
sexual activity until they are mature. Of course, conservatives have
always viewed liberals as exhibiting diminished loyalty to their
nation and
its people, because to a conservative, patriotism, and
 support for “one’s
own,” is a vital moral quality
in peers, and its expression can never be too
exaggerated.

Again, this
 is a psychology, designed to house one’s genes in
carefully
chosen, highly fit, competitive machines. It is perfectly adapted to
confront conditions of resource limitation, where one’s only
 means of



acquiring resources is to be better at competition than your
peers, and do
whatever it takes to not be the individual who failed
to succeed.

Why do the r
 and K reproductive strategies exist? How does each
strategy offer
 advantage to the individual who exhibits it? Suppose you
have a
field, and it produces enough grass to support 100 r-selected
rabbits.
A group of owls moves in however, and keeps the rabbit
population at only
20 rabbits, in a field which produces enough food
to support 100.

Now this
 environment offers specific advantages and disadvantages
to each
 rabbit. The owls will shorten each rabbit's average lifespan. As a
result, Darwinian selection will favor rabbits which reproduce fast
 and
early. If a rabbit waits to mate, it will be eaten, and that
 sexually
procrastinating trait will be culled. As a result, those
 rabbits that produce
the next generation will have no compunction
 about mating as early as
possible. In this environment, “teenagers”
and “children” mating is simply
normal, as anyone who
feels otherwise is eaten prior to reproducing. Mating
earlier also
offers a numerical advantage in offspring production, which is
advantageous when the competition is about producing as many
offspring
as possible.

Competition's
 risks will serve no purpose, since each rabbit already
has vastly
more food than it can eat. Those who compete will waste time
and
 energy fighting for something which is already freely available
elsewhere. Those who fight will risk injury and death, while those
who do
not fight will enjoy the same freely available food, absent
any risk, simply
by fleeing to another green pasture. The fighters
 and competitors will
produce fewer offspring than those who avoid
competition's risk, and focus
all of their time solely on
reproducing. As a result, the competitive will find
themselves
 numerically out-reproduced by the more prolific individuals
who avoid
conflict and competition.

Under
r-selection, monogamy is disadvantageous, since to impregnate
only
one mate, and then see the few offspring you have with her eaten, is
to
see yourself fail, in Darwinian terms. Monogamy will also limit
 the total
numbers of offspring produced, as a single female can only
 produce so



many young. Thus, in this environment, one is best served
by producing as
many offspring as possible, by as many mates as
 possible, beginning as
early as possible. In that way, it becomes
 likely statistically that some of
your numerous children will survive
 to reproduce. Since under conditions
of r-selection, these are the
traits Darwin rewards, these are the traits which
will emerge within
a species placed within an r-selecting environment.

Since
 producing high numbers of offspring is the goal, it is also
advantageous to not waste too much time on rearing any one offspring.
The
goal in r-selection is mass production, as early and as often as
 possible.
Those who produce more offspring out-compete those who do
 not. As a
result, high-investment parenting for extended periods will
 give way to
investing as little as possible in each offspring’s
 rearing, so one may
dedicate oneself to the actual act of
 reproduction. This will allow the
individual to most effectively take
 advantage of the surplus resources
available by producing as many
offspring as possible. Since resources are
freely available, and
aggression and competition are rare, offspring do not
require much
education or protection anyway, and they may be turned out
of the
home relatively early to fend for themselves. Males will of course,
abandon females with offspring so as to pursue their highly
 promiscuous
mating strategy.

Here too,
 you will notice, since there is no competition there is no
need to
ally with anyone else, to compete for resources. As a result, these
rabbits will not evolve any group-centric urges, or emotional
connections to
their peers. Indeed, the very notion of in-group or
 out-group would be
puzzling to them, if you could communicate the
concept.

As a result
of all of this, in this environment a population will evolve
to avoid
conflict and competition, mate with as many partners as possible,
mate early, and not invest highly in any one child. The emphasis, as
 so
many biology textbooks will assert, is to produce quantity over
 quality
when producing offspring in an r-selective environment.

Now suppose
we zoom out from the field, and zoom in to a nearby
forest. There,
 several packs of K-selected wolves exist in harmonious



balance with a
deer herd. Once these wolves reproduce, there will not be
enough food
 to support the entire population of wolves, so some wolves
will die
due to starvation. This creates a different selective pressure
entirely.
Here, to survive, a wolf must aggressively compete with his
 peers, for a
share of the limited food available. Those who avoid
 conflict and
competition, in hopes of stumbling on non-existent food
elsewhere, will die
from starvation. The wolves who survive, will be
 those who go after any
food they see, even if they have to try and
 take it from another wolf by
force of violence. Thus, such a K-type
psychology will evolve to exhibit a
more aggressive, competitive
nature, more accepting of violence, as well as
inevitable disparities
in competitive outcomes between individuals.

Of course, a
wolf's success, in Darwinian terms, will revolve not just
around
 surviving and mating, but also around producing offspring who
survive
 and reproduce themselves. From a Darwinian perspective, if a
parent
survives and mates, but all of their offspring die due to competitive
failure, the parent might as well have not bothered reproducing at
all. As a
result, K-selected wolves will evolve a psychology designed
 to invest
heavily in a few, highly competitive offspring. This will
 produce a small
number of offspring that are likely to outcompete
their peers, rather than a
larger number of lower quality,
competitively incompetent offspring. Those
wolves who mate randomly
and often, with any mate they happen across,
will see their numerous
 haphazardly produced offspring killed off by the
fitter offspring of
 those parents who carefully sought out the fittest mate
possible, and
 then competitively monopolized their mate's genetic fitness
through
monogamy. As a result, this K-trait of careful mate selection, and
competitive monopolization, will emerge spontaneously, as Darwin
works
his magic.

Young wolves
will evolve to wait before entering the competition for
a mate, so as
to make sure they are as competitive as possible, and are not
simply
 killed by their older competition due to their immaturity. Parents
will also evolve to discourage such early sexual precociousness in
 their
young, so their young will be maximally mature (and maximally
attractive
to highly fit mates) when pursuing their own mate.
Likewise, parents will
evolve towards high investment, two-parent (or
even pack) rearing, so as to



better protect their offspring until
 they are ready to compete, and to
carefully prepare them for the
rigorous competition with peers which awaits
them.

Intense
 K-selection often evolves into groups of individuals
competing with
other groups, since this is a more effective way to acquire
limited
 resources than working alone. As a result, K-type organisms will
tend
to evolve into groups of individuals who exhibit pro-social traits,
such
as loyalty to in-group and disregard for out-group interests.
This is why K-
selection produces packs of wolves, herds of elephants,
 pods of dolphins,
and prides of lions, all of whom care deeply for
 each other, while mice,
antelope, deer, rabbits, and any other
r-selected species will not exhibit any
sadness should one of their
ranks fall prey to a predator.

Since
 rabbits exist at the bottom of the food pyramid in nature, and
are
preyed upon fairly consistently by a wide range of predators (from
owls,
to hawks, to foxes), rabbits never truly experience the
 K-selected
environment for any extended period. As a result of eons
of fairly consistent
r-selection pressures, they express a
 consistently r-type psychology
throughout their species. Other
species, which have existed for long periods
under conditions of
 limited resources, will be highly K-selected in their
psychology and
behavior. Still other species can exhibit a mix of r and K-
type
 psychologies, due to a variety of unique environmental conditions,
among them having a history of living in varying environments with
periodic resource abundances and resource shortages.

These are
 the two environments that conservatives and liberals are
perfectly
 adapted to function within. It is almost beyond imagination to
think
that exposure to these environments in our past is not what produced
our two political psychologies today. In truth, I am still stunned as
I look at
this to think nobody has ever proposed this concept before.

This theory
 will be highly controversial within the biological
sciences, and our
 political debates. Biologists have long viewed r-type
organisms as
somewhat inferior to K-type organisms, for a few reasons. To
begin
with, humans are highly K-selected, and thus have not evolved to be



morally tolerant of r-type behavior, as a whole. Promiscuity, child
abandonment, instinctual cowardice in the face of threat, lack of
loyalty to
in-group, and the sexualization of children all clash with
 the K-selected
mores and values of our species, and thus are rejected
as morally inferior by
most humans (Even as liberal intellectuals
 present these behaviors to the
populace as marks of liberalism’s
 superiority, modernity, and
sophistication).

Moreover,
 due to the r-strategy’s abandonment of sexual selectivity,
in
favor of a more random mate assortment that is less concerned with
mate
fitness, r-selected organisms usually exist as far less evolved
 organisms.
Absent the fierce evolutionary force of competitive
 selection or the
breeding of the fittest with the fittest, r-type
organisms become less capable,
less intelligent, and less impressive
 as specimens as their r-selection goes
on.

Pure
 r-selection will tend to devolve those species which adopt it,
through the abandonment of this competitive selection - producing
quantity
over quality is not without cost evolutionarily. The quality
of the product
will decline, if there is no competitive test of
 fitness prior to mating. The
fact that r-selected species will often
 be prey species, their evolutionary
development trapped helplessly at
the whim of a more impressive predator
does not help. Liberals will
 most assuredly not like this work, despite its
clearly apparent
veracity. It should be expected that few liberals will look at
this
work objectively, and assess it on its merits. Much more likely,
 those
who do address this work will try to curtly portray it as
unworthy of debate,
thus allowing them to avoid debating any of its
merits entirely.

Regardless
of how anyone might oppose the conclusions of this work,
there is no
denying that anyone who opposes it must run head-on into the
fact
 that r/K Selection Theory revolves around five issues of behavior,
while political ideology revolves around the exact same five issues,
arranged in the exact same way. These five issues - attitudes towards
 free
competition/aggression, promiscuity/monogamy, high or
 low-investment
child-rearing, age of exposure to sexual activity, and
 loyalty to in-group -
are the intellectual bedrock of both. No matter
 what argument opponents



might make, no matter how they may try to
dismiss this insight, not a one
will confront those simple five
 traits, or their presence in both ideologies
and reproductive
 strategies. Even worse, they must confront that each
ideology will
 arise in a society under the respective conditions it was
designed to
 confront. Provide copious resources, and a high degree of
success,
 and a society will trend liberal. Restrict resources, and watch as
confrontational, aggressive psychologies emerge, and liberalism
 retreats
into the shadows.

Of course,
 we will go further in our support of this work. We will
present
evidence that in humans there is a gene which is documented to be
involved in producing a more r-selected behavioral strategy. We will
show
how this gene has been shown to be involved in the adoption of a
 liberal
political ideology, and we will even show where a researcher
 examining
this gene's behavioral effects (outside of the political
realm) describes how
it would naturally enjoy advantage in an
environment of r-selection. To any
reasonable reader's eye, it will
be impossible to deny the relation between
the well documented r/K
Selection Theory, the well documented natures of
political
 ideologues, and the substantial scientific evidence for this theory
contained herein.

In nature,
populations can exist as almost solely r-selected organisms,
almost
solely K-selected organisms, as mixtures of strategies, or even as a
bifurcated population, with sub-populations of each psychology.

We maintain
that this r/K bifurcation in humans likely has its earliest
origins
 in our worldwide migration. When we first evolved we acquired
critical mutations, such as the loss of body hair, which allowed us
 to
function well in the heat of an African day. This allowed us
access to furred
prey which was more adapted to the cold of the
African night. During the
day as we hunted, our furry prey was unable
to flee or resist our predation,
due to its inability to move about
 in the heat. As we pursued such prey, it
would quickly experience
heat stroke due to its warm fur coat, allowing us
to kill it and
acquire its meat with ease.



As time went
on and we enjoyed this free resource availability, our
populations
multiplied. As they did, resources became diminished relative
to
 population levels, competition began, and the environment turned
 K-
selective. One group of humans stayed put, formed groups, and
battled for
the limited resources remaining. In return, they
 experienced the selective
pressure of a K-selective environment. As a
 result, they evolved our
tendencies towards
 competitiveness/aggression, monogamy, high
investment parenting, and
sexual chastity until monogamous maturity. They
also evolved an
intense loyalty to in-group, and a preference for familiarity.

Another
 group fled the violence, and landed in a new untapped,
uninhabited
environment, filled with freely available resources. As this new
environment became competitive, the descendants of these migrators
 fled
again. This evolved into a strategy of avoiding competition by
fleeing to a
new environment of freely available resources. This
 group became the r-
selected cohort of our species, prone to docility
 and anticompetitiveness,
promiscuity, low-investment parenting, and
 early age at first intercourse.
They also evolved further traits to
motivate their exodus, such as reduced
loyalty to in-group, and
 preferences for change and novel environments.
(Even the gene
 associated with liberalism is also associated with both
novelty-seeking and migration.)

Over time,
we colonized the globe, as these migrators spread out and
multiplied
 with the ferocity of an r-selected, invasive species. Closely
behind
 them, as each new environment turned competitive due to
overpopulation, would follow the K-selected psychology, which would
then
quickly advance the evolution and adaptation of these new
populations. As
time went on, variable resource availability in the
environment likely began
to favor individuals who could adapt their
 strategy on the fly, to present
environmental circumstances. Now, not
 only were individuals innately
predisposed to a strategy, they were
also able to adapt their strategy in real
time.

In this
 book, we will present evidence that will demonstrate that in
such
bifurcated populations in nature, where different strategies live
side by
side, the r-selected males adopt non-threatening, feminine
appearances as a



means of conflict and competition avoidance.
Meanwhile their K-selected
counterparts exhibit large, macho displays
 of aggression, as a means of
promoting the conflict and competition
 they so readily engage in. In such
populations, r-selected organisms
are wholly pacifistic and violence averse,
even as their K-selected
counterparts fight violently, just feet away.

We will go
 on to examine how this K-selected/r-selected
competitor/anticompetitor model of evolution has evolved within
humans.
We will first examine how the primitive r/K urges have been
modified by
group selection processes, how this group selection model
 molded our
modern sense of morality and fair play, and how all of
this has produced our
modern political ideologies. We will even
 explain why both psychologies
exist within our species together, and
why our species has not evolved to
exhibit solely one or the other.

We will then
lay out all of the evidence which presently supports this
theory. We
will begin by citing examples of how these behavioral models in
other
 species mirror those of our human ideologues. We will go on to
examine research into the brain structures of ideologues, and show
how the
brain structures involved in ideology govern exactly the same
traits that r/K
Selection Theory governs. We will even examine
experiments in monkeys
in which ideology-related brain structures
were damaged, and show how the
monkeys then adopted every facet of
 the r-selected organism's behavioral
tendencies, from docility, to
hyper-sexuality, to promiscuity, to the adoption
of low-investment
child-rearing strategies.

We will go
on to study the genetic origins of political ideology, and
show how a
 gene involved in ideological predisposition codes for a
neurotransmitter receptor which is involved in both, r/K
 psychological
drives and the function of brain structures associated
with ideologies. We
will even show that the liberal-associated form
of this gene is found in large
numbers in migratory populations, and
 associated with an r-selected
reproductive strategy in humans. We
 will examine research in the social
sciences, and show how the
 psychological traits of ideologues correlate
with documented human
r-type and K-type psychologies. We will examine
how early childhood
 experiences likely modify the adoption of r/K



strategies in both
humans and animals, and how this mechanism is related
to the same
gene that is associated with the adoption of a political ideology.
We
will even examine a pathogen which alters the function of the
signaling
system produced by the “political” gene, and
 show how this pathogen's
disruption of this signaling system, and its
 physical alteration of the
associated ideology-related brain
structures, produces many of the traits of
both, the r-type
strategist and the modern liberal.

We will
 finally discuss how this analysis can explain many of the
more subtle
 aspects of our modern political battles. We will show how
evolution
has not yet managed to catch up with the more modern selection
pressures of today, such as birth control, democracy, and modern
governance. We will even show how this theory may explain some
important historical events in our species' history. By briefly
examining the
periods preceding historical events in the context of r
 or K-type selection
pressures, we will show how the imposition of
either r or K-selection on a
populace has altered the psychology of
entire populations and the course of
history - sometimes just one
 generation hence. Finally, we will examine
what all of this may mean
for the future of our species' evolution, as well as
what this
evolutionary model may tell us about future historical events yet
to
come.

Unfortunately,
this book will, in the next few chapters, be somewhat
basic and
 repetitive, especially in light of your having read the overall
theory of this book. This is necessary, since this work must serve as
 the
intellectual foundation of this concept. For that reason, it is
first necessary
to define ideology itself, as the literature defines
 it, define r/K Theory,
compare them, and examine challenges to the
 idea that specialists in the
fields might raise. If you have even a
passing interest in politics, you may
find yourself wondering, 'Why
are we wasting time on this?'' You will be
correct. None of this is
necessary for the layman to waste time on, so if you
do not
 specialize in Political Ideology or the study of Life History and
Reproductive Strategy, you may safely skip ahead to chapter six, and
you
will not miss much.



This
research has the power to indelibly alter our populace's view of
our
 political debate. It is our fervent hope that by the end of this
 book,
history, politics, and the structure of your government will
 appear much
different to you. If so, for the good of our
civilization, please help share this
new perspective with others, by
sharing this theory with them. Knowledge
is power.



Chapter Two

Political Ideology Defined




There has
 been considerable energy devoted to defining political
ideology.
 Absent an understanding of the biological origins of ideology,
researchers have generally accumulated observations and analyses of
partisans on each side of the spectrum. This has been an attempt to
characterize what positions ideologues take on issues, in the hopes
 some
underlying theme might spontaneously emerge from the
 information,
explaining the logical or psychological associations
between various issue
positions.

The accuracy
 of such studies has been frequently questioned by
ideologues, who
have often leveled accusations of unconscious bias at the
researchers. Some have indicated that leftward inclinations on the
 part of
researchers have led to conservatism being pathologized as
 some sort of
disease of thought. As a result, the studies imply that
conservatism should
only be handled in an intellectual glovebox by
 appropriately vaccinated
liberal intellectuals.

If we are to
undertake this work, however, it pays to examine what
these
 researchers have asserted. Even if biased in presentation, these
analyses will offer an independent assertion of an issue position’s
association with an ideology. Indeed, even in cases where clearly
 biased,
such as Altemeyer’s work, the very fact that the
 (left-wing) researcher
focuses on some issue as a delineation (for
example, traditional marriage as
defined by God vs. non-traditional,
 less restrictive sexual roles), indicates
that an ideologue from the
 opposite point of view perceives such a
perceptual difference as
 significant. Often they will have even amassed
some quantity of data
in support of such. That is significant in and of itself,
regardless
 of any questions regarding the research. So if one wishes to



examine
 ideology in any meaningful way, this prior art will have to serve
our
purposes here well enough.

In general,
political ideology is perceived to exist on a spectrum. On
the right
of the spectrum is a group that today is referred to in America as
conservative, and which advocates on behalf of the political ideology
known as conservatism. On the left is a group which advocates for
exactly
the opposite social and political order. Within America
 members of this
group are most often referred to as liberals and the
ideology they espouse is
called liberalism.

Throughout
 the world and in the United States particularly, each of
these
political movements would appear to have randomly aggregated many
different positions on many different, seemingly unrelated issues,
with each
position almost completely opposite to the other
 philosophy's position.
Conservatives have been noted as favoring
private gun ownership, favoring
war in response to threat, desiring
 low taxes and smaller government,
desiring an environment where
 individuals accrue unequal rewards based
on unequal ability, and they
 seek a more sexually restricted society
revolving around the
 traditional monogamous heterosexual marriage and
family.

1,
2,
3,
4
 In issues of governmental authority, conservatives generally
place
emphasis on the freedom of the individual over the guaranteed well
being of every individual citizen, they demand loyalty to a nation’s
authority, and in issues of personal behavior, sexuality, and
morality, they
emphasize the need for those in society to abide by
certain behavioral rules.

Conversely,
liberals tend to favor stricter restrictions on the bearing of
arms,
favor appeasement and negotiation in matters of conflict, favor
higher
taxes on the wealthy and more generous social programs to
 redistribute
wealth, and favor a more sexually liberated society,
 where individuals
sexually assort as they please, even in
traditionally unusual sexual unions.
In matters of governmental
authority, they place emphasis on the need for
government to provide
for the safety and security of each citizen over the
freedom of the
individual, while in issues of personal behavior and morality
they
emphasize a freer, less restrictive society.



The panoply
of issues which divide the two ideologies, though related
by
political inclination, have seemed unrelated psychologically, and
unable
to be characterized as deriving from any single base urge. A
 desire for
freedom would predict a conservative's desire to support
concealed carry of
firearms for personal defense or their desire to
limit governmental authority.
Yet it would not predict their desire
 to see a more conformist, socially
conservative society, whose
behavior is restricted so as to abide by socially
conservative mores
 and values with respect to sexuality, morality, and
family structure.
 Nor would it account for the conservative’s desire that
others
 abide by the group’s authority, while engaging in ethnocentric
competitions with opposing groups of individuals.

A desire for
 freedom would predict a liberal's desire to see citizens
free to
engage in all manner of sexual conduct between consenting adults
and
 the assiduous safeguarding of all individuals against any deleterious
effects from discrimination or competitive resource denial. Yet it
would not
predict the liberal's desire for higher personal income
taxes for the wealthy,
or restrictions on firearms ownership and
 carry. Religious affiliation also
apparently fails to merit
consideration as a psychological delineation, given
the relatively
 common agnostic or atheistic conservative, or the religious
liberal.

Each side of
the political divide would seem to have its own unique
perception of
ideal human behavior, restricted in certain areas, liberated in
others, and each exactly the opposite of the ideal espoused by its
contrary
ideology. To date, no single underlying motive force has
 been perceived
which might account for the aggregation of these
 diverse positions on
seemingly unrelated issues.

This theory
 will explain, from an impartial, non-partisan, biological
perspective, why such a psychological bifurcation would inevitably
develop
within our society. It will also explain why each specific
 issue position
should coalesce as it does with its complementary
 issue positions within
each political ideology.



Next we will
examine r/K selection theory in greater detail. Then we
will show
where these psychological drives exist in other species. We will
then
 go on to explain how it would be inevitable that on attaining a
sufficient level of evolutionary advancement, two political
 philosophies
would inevitably develop within our species, and they
would appear exactly
as these two ideologies do.

This
 information will produce the inevitable conclusion that the
psychology underlying each political ideology is an evolutionarily
 imbued
behavioral program. Each program is designed to lead the
 individual who
holds it to pursue a specific behavioral strategy that
 is designed to confer
maximal survival advantage on them, in a
specific environment.



Chapter Three

r/K
Selection Theory




No
 individual can truly understand the intellectual battles that occur
between political ideologies without understanding the study of r/K
Selection Theory within Evolutionary Biology.

It has long
 been noted in the study of Evolutionary Biology that a
species will
adapt its reproductive strategy to the selective pressures placed
on
 it by its environment. Out of the study of Evolutionary Biology, two
main forms of reproductive strategies emerged, and the study of them
has
been termed r/K Selection Theory.

1,
2

It must be
noted that r/K Selection Theory has of late been supplanted
by more
 case-specific theories within the study of reproductive strategies
and life history traits (indeed the whole field of study of Life
History traits
has become an immensely complex discipline).3
This has been due to the
necessity of addressing differences between
competing selective pressures,
and their unique effects within each
unique population and environment.

For example,
 diminished age at mortality, free resource availability,
environmental instability, diminished population density, and the
degree to
which competitive stresses are absent within a species may
all function as r-
selective stresses. All such pressures will usually
 favor increasing
reproductive rates. However, it is possible that
unique factors may change
this. If population densities are
diminished due to predation, this will likely
speak to an r-type
strategy. However, if population densities are diminished
due to
resource shortage, this may speak to a more K-selective stress. If a
species is preyed on by a predator whose predation is random in its
application, this will likely produce an r-stress. However, if the
 predation
favors some form of complex, energy-intensive adaptation,
 this may



produce a K-strategy. Likewise, these pressures may all
 differently affect
such specific factors of reproductive strategy as
brood size, mating strategy,
or sex-specific parental investments.

Additionally,
other pressures may affect a specific species' tendency
to adopt a
purely r-type or K-type strategy further eroding the utility of a
one
size fits all theory which tries to pigeon-hole all reproductive
strategies
into the relatively simplistic r/K paradigm. So although
 r/K may not be a
useful one-size-fits-all paradigm for every species,
 specific aspects of a
reproductive strategy can still be
 characterized as r or K, based on their
purpose.

Regardless,
 r/K Selection Theory is still a useful, well established
heuristic,
commonly used within the study of life history traits, reproductive
strategies, and even in the field of human behavioral ecology.4
It is for that
reason that we use it here to describe the different
 behavioral strategies
which are employed by humans in interpersonal
 interactions. Although its
utility within biology may have grown
 limited, within our theory, the r/K
paradigm is perfect for our
purposes. This is because, as we will show, the
two main ideologies
each embody relatively pure forms of their respective r
or K-selected
reproductive strategy.

For the
purposes of our thesis, we will now define the most relevant
aspects
of the theory here.

r/K
selection theory draws its name from the terms r and K, which are
variables used in many different algebraic formulas designed to
characterize
population dynamics (how population numbers will change
over time). The
variable r references maximal reproductive rate per
 individual, while the
variable K represents the carrying capacity of
 the environment in these
equations.

One example
 of this is the following equation, which attempts to
mathematically
 describe how a population will balance its size based on
maximal
 reproduction rates, and the limits of the environmental resources
available to support a population.










In this
 equation, P represents the population size, r represents the
maximum
 reproductive rate per individual, and K represents the carrying
capacity of the environment. The small “d”s can be read
as referencing the
change which will occur in the variable it
precedes.

In other
words, dP/dt is just the change in population per change in
time. rP
 represents the maximal reproduction possible per individual (r)
multiplied by the total number of individuals (P). That product will
 give
you the maximum number of offspring produced by the population
under
ideal conditions.

(1-P/K)
 represents the real population number P, divided by the
maximum
population the environment can support, K, all subtracted from
the
number one. It is a factor designed to replicate how an environment
of
limited resources would act to kill off the excess organisms
 produced,
beyond that which the environment can support.

As you can
see, if the population is equal to the carrying capacity of
the
environment (P = K), the last part of the equation (1-P/K) will
become
(1-(1/1)) which equals zero. That zero, when multiplied by rP,
will give a
change in population of zero. Thus population growth
 will equal zero,
regardless of how many offspring a species can
produce. This is as would
be expected of a population which did not
 have sufficient environmental
resources to expand.

If there is
room to grow into an environment, P will be less than K.
That
 fraction, subtracted from the number one will produce a positive
fraction. As a result, the population's maximal potential growth (rP)
will be
multiplied by a fractional sum greater than zero, and the
 resulting figure
will represent the maximal growth rate of the
population, moderated by a



fraction representing the limits of its
 environment. In such a case, the
population will gradually spread
 into its environment's full carrying
capacity over time, until P is
eventually equal to K.

Research has
found that populations over a certain density often will
tend to
 exhibit either a low (P/K) ratio (ie. exist well below the carrying
capacity of their environment), combined with a high r (high maximal
reproductive rate), or a low r (maximal reproductive rate, combined
with a
high (P/K) ratio (ie. exist at or near the carrying capacity
 of their
environment, but reproduce slowly).

In other
words, a population will either exist in numbers which are a
fraction
 of what its environment could support, and it will multiply as
rapidly as possible to try and fill the void, or a population will
hover near
the carrying capacity of its environment, and reproduce
very slowly.

Each of
 these two strategies is recognized as a unique, evolved
reproductive
strategy. Each strategy is designed to help that species which
adopts
 it, to best use the environmental resources available for
reproduction, and best confront the unique environmental
 circumstances
which face it. These two strategies have been labeled
with the shorthand of
r and K strategies, based on one's use of a
large maximal reproductive rate
(r), and the other's maintenance of a
 population at or near the carrying
capacity of its environment (K).
They are referred to respectively, as an r-
selected Reproductive
Strategy and a K-selected Reproductive Strategy, and
those who follow
them are referred to as r-strategists and K-strategists.

An
 r-selected species is one whose members have been selected for
their
 exhibition of a large r, or high maximal reproductive rate.
 r-selected
organisms will adopt a high r as a means of exploiting an
 environment
which freely offers a surplus of resources to all
 individuals. This
circumstance most commonly presents in response to
 a high relatively
unselective mortality, such as aggressive
predation. This predation reduces
the population well below the
 carrying capacity of the environment. As a
result of this mortality,
the total resources available to the population will be
split among
fewer individuals, increasing the resources available to each.



Due to this
 surplus in per-capita resources, each individual will not
need to
fight or compete to acquire some of the copious resources. Here, an
aggressive, competitive disposition becomes disadvantageous.
 Individuals,
who fight and compete, will acquire the same level of
 resources as those
who flee such dangers, since resources are
 everywhere. However the
aggressive specimen will shoulder a risk
 which will over time, prove
disadvantageous and cull his ranks. As a
result, in this environment relative
fitness is not a necessary
requirement, nor is aggression or competitiveness
advantageous. Here,
Darwinian success will be based primarily on avoiding
danger while
out-reproducing peers with large numbers of offspring, each
of which
simply meets the base criteria of being able to reproduce quickly
themselves.

As a species
 is exposed to these conditions, individuals will also be
best served
by mating as often as possible, with as many different mates as
possible, beginning as early as possible in life. To mature later,
and wait to
reproduce, is to risk being killed before reproducing,
and by extension, to
fail from a Darwinian perspective. To mate
rarely, or with a single mate, is
to be out-reproduced by
 faster-multiplying peers, and simultaneously risk
that one's few
offspring themselves may fail to reproduce. (Promiscuity also
offers
advantages with regards to producing diverse offspring, referred to
as
risk-spreading/bet-hedging.) This environment will also favor
 lower-
investment single-parenting, as a way of maximizing offspring
production,
by minimizing the rearing effort invested per-offspring.

Finally,
 since r-selected organisms tend to avoid direct competition
for
resources, any more advanced group competitions will tend to not
arise
within their populations. As a result, r-strategists generally
will not exhibit
any sort of group-centric, pack mentality or loyalty
 to in-group. Similarly,
they will also not exhibit perceptions of
in-group or out-group.

Under
 r-selection, those offspring who contribute to the next
generation in
the largest numbers will do so by exaggerating these qualities
as
 much as possible. As time goes on, and a species is exposed to
 r-
selection pressures, these traits will become ever more
 exaggerated, and
ever more prevalent within the species.



Of greatest
 import to our treatise here, r-selected organisms will
exhibit a
psychology that is programmed with five primary traits. They will
be
driven to avoid all competitions and conflicts, and to be as
comfortable
as possible within an environment devoid of any
intra-species competitive
stresses. They will be programmed to mate
promiscuously, as early in life
as possible, as often as possible,
and with as many mates as possible. The r-
psychology will be
programmed to embrace low-investment child-rearing,
such as single
 parenting, and lack concern for the competitiveness of the
children
reared under such schemes. Such a psychology will also exhibit a
simultaneous tolerance for early sexualization of offspring. Finally,
 it will
also exhibit a reduced perception of in-group and out-group,
 as well as a
reduced perception of any conflict between such groups.

A good
 example of this strategy in nature is the innate psychology
exhibited
 by the rabbit, which exists in fields of grass it will never fully
consume. Rabbits are docile, prone to flee from danger, they mate
promiscuously, mothers raise offspring alone, they lack any sexual
mores,
and they exhibit no loyalty or interpersonal bonds with peers.
A highly r-
selected species, rabbits have evolved to exhibit all of
the r-traits strongly,
and exhibit little flexibility in their
 expression. As such, the rabbit is
perfectly designed
psychologically, to enter an environment of free resource
availability and reproduce as quickly and efficiently as possible.

The
 K-selected species is one whose members have been culled by
the
 limitations of the carrying capacity of their environment (K). If
 one's
species exists at the carrying capacity of their environment,
 each new
individual born will have to compete for a share of the
limited resources to
survive, killing off a less competitive specimen
 elsewhere within the
species, even if only through a competitive
denial of resources.

This
selective pressure will produce a distinctly different reproductive
strategy (and psychology) from the r-strategist, for whom resources
are ever
present, competition is disadvantageous, and fast
reproduction is the path to
competitive advantage.



The
K-selected organism will eschew the strategy of mass producing
offspring regardless of fitness. In K-selection, less fit offspring
 will be
rapidly culled by the fierce competition for resources. In
this environment,
anyone who does not carefully focus on producing
 the fittest offspring
possible will see their genes eventually die
out.

Instead,
 K-selected organisms will favor a slower, more careful
production of
 only the highest quality offspring possible, with the hopes
that
those few offspring will outcompete their peers, and in doing so,
pass
their genes forward to future generations.

Since to
 survive and reproduce, one must be capable of competing
successfully,
 K-selected organisms will evolve a drive to compete
aggressively with
peers. They will also evolve to produce offspring that are
as capable
 in competition as possible. To see one’s genes persist for
generations in K-selection, one must produce offspring which are as
capable of carrying their genes forward, to future generations, as
possible.

This
produces a psychology which is fundamentally driven to engage
others
 in aggressive, fitness-based competitions, and to seek to succeed in
such competitions, acquiring the resources necessary to survive. Such
 a
psychology will not tend to be programmed to concern itself unduly
with
the possibility of failures which occur in the competition.
 Rather, failure
will be viewed (if it even is) as a consequence of
life, and a motivator to try
again.

In order to
 produce offspring that are as genetically fit and
competitive as
possible, K-selected organisms will seek to carefully assess
mate-worthiness and fitness, and seek out mates that are as fit as
possible.
Having found the fittest mate possible, such a K-selected
 individual will
seek to competitively monopolize their mate's fit
genes through monogamy.
Monogamous mating will prevent any other
outside individuals from using
a highly fit mate’s genes to
produce fitter offspring. Since the competition is
to see one’s
 offspring succeed, and carry the familial genes forward,
monogamy is
a potent advantage for one’s offspring, if one finds a highly
fit
mate.



K-selected
 organisms will also seek to engage in high-investment
child-rearing,
where both parents help provision and raise offspring. In this
way,
 K-selected organisms protect their immature offspring from the
fiercely competitive environment, while carefully nurturing them, and
helping them to develop their competitive abilities as much as
 possible.
Here, single parenting may result in offspring enduring the
disadvantages of
malnutrition, poor development, and lack of
protection.

Offspring
 will also be discouraged from early mating, so that they
may attain
their maximal level of fitness and mate-value, before seeking to
acquire the fittest mate they can, for their own monogamous
 relationship.
Since the goal is to produce as genetically competent
 an offspring as
possible, those who wait to pair bond will see their
 genes housed in
offspring with superior genes, from superior mates,
 and this trait will be
favored. Bonding and mating with a less
genetically competent mate, when
immature and less maximally
attractive, will only offer a detriment which
could easily be avoided
by waiting.

Finally,
 during K-selection group competition can emerge from the
individual
 competitions for resources (probably due to specific
environmental
 factors favoring it, such as resource densities, benefits of
territoriality, etc.).

When it is
 able to arise, it will arise quite simply. As K-selected
individual
 competitions rage, at some point, some individuals group
together
 against lone individuals, only to see the strategy rewarded with
success. As time goes on, ever more sociable organisms find
 themselves
enjoying favor. In such cases, K-selection will also tend
 to produce
individuals who will exhibit a pack mentality, consisting
of loyalty to the
interests of their in-group, and a hostility
towards any out-groups. As a part
of this, such individuals will come
to view group members as extensions of
themselves, given their shared
 fates. This will produce strong emotional
attachments to peers, which
one will not tend to see in r-selected species.

Inherent to
this psychology will again, be five distinct traits. Among
these will
 be an inherently competitive psychology, more tolerant of the



competitive failures of others. K-selected organisms will tend to be
averse
to promiscuity, and supportive of monogamy. Such individuals
 will also
exhibit a drive to see high-investment, two-parent rearing
normalized, and
avoid other low-investment forms of
 offspring-rearing, not solely focused
on the success of offspring.
K-selected organisms will also seek to prevent
their offspring from
 mating too early, and risking violence in the mating
market before
 they are mature enough to fend for themselves. Finally, in
group-centric species, there will be a deep, innate drive to exhibit
loyalty to
in-group, and hostility to out-groups.

The best
example of this psychology in nature is the wolf. Wolves are
aggressive and competitive. They are highly sexually selective and
monopolize mates. They invest heavily in offspring, discourage their
young
from mating until maximally mature, and compete in packs, where
 each
individual exhibits a profound emotional attachment to its
pack-mates. The
idea of not exhibiting loyalty to in-group, not
 disregarding out-group
interests, or the perception that all wolves
are members of the same global
wolf collective would be completely
unimaginable to them. As such they
are perfectly designed
psychologically to compete for limited resources, in
an environment
 in which someone will lose out. They are also perfectly
designed to
 produce offspring capable of functioning in such an
environment and
carrying their genes forward to future generations as well.

This
strategy is highly effective for the K-selected organism because
in
 the competitive K-selected environment, ability will determine
survivability and reproduction, and therefore, Darwinian success. In
 K-
selection, a single, highly fit offspring will easily out-compete
 multiple
inferior offspring from another family, through the
competitive denial of the
limited resources available. Over time, as
 K-selection kills back the less
competitive competition, this is the
 psychology which will emerge
spontaneously.

Interestingly,
 in each case, neither the rabbit nor the wolf has any
logical reason
to arrive at the perceptions they carry. To the rabbit, fighting
is
something which should not be done. To the wolf, if you need to
 fight,
you do it - as violently and ruthlessly as possible. To the
 rabbit, mating



promiscuously makes sense. To the wolf, there is a
 different way to do
things, and those who do not abide by the rules
 will make everyone
uncomfortable. Neither thinks about any of these
 drives, but rather just
satisfies a behavioral drive which feels
right, according to their psychology.

It will be
 the position of this text that in humans, r-type selection
pressures
will primarily result from a transient plethora of resources making
competition relatively unnecessary, beyond demonstrating a simple
ability
to mate and produce young. Here, in the resource-rich
 environment of r-
selection, Darwinian success is defined (however
 temporarily) by the
simple ability to produce more offspring than
one's peers.

This r-type
adaptation may have acquired an early advantage from our
migration
 outward. As individuals fled competitions in overpopulated
territories behind them, they landed in new, unpopulated territories.
These
new territories were just like those that they had fled, except
 the new
territory was filled with untapped resources and limited
competition. This r-
type migrator likely developed their psychology
into an actual strategy, as
the new territories became more populous,
 and more migration became
necessary for the r-type trait's
persistence.

For the
 purposes of this text, it will also be maintained that K-type
selection pressures in humans result from simple resource scarcity,
and the
associated need for humans to compete with each other for
 limited
resources. For this reason, we will ignore other factors
 which may affect
this balance in nature, such as environmental
 instability, early age of
mortality, etc. Although these may play
 some role in other species, here
their role is minimal, and
therefore, ancillary to our thesis.

As time went
 on, and resource availability fluctuated, both r and K
would have
 enjoyed periodic advantages. The r-selection of seashells and
seafood
gave way to the K-selected clashes of overpopulation, just as the
boom of agriculture gave way to the bane of climate change, bad
weather,
and famine. As these cycles played out, this may have
 produced an
adaptability in some individuals. Those who could
 optimally exploit both
excess and scarcity would prove optimally
 adapted to an environment



which contained alternating periods of
both. This adaptability allowed them
to adapt their strategy to the
environment, so as to seize maximal advantage
at any given moment. We
will discuss this in greater detail later in the text.

So in
 summation, nature postulates that there are two optimum
psychologies
 which will naturally arise within dense populations. Each
psychology
 will aggregate different behavioral drives, into a cohesive
strategy,
custom designed for its respective environment.

One strategy
 is averse to conflict and competition, promiscuous,
prone to
 low-investment single-parent child-rearing, prone to perceive
mating
promiscuously as early as possible in life as normal, and lacking in
any in-group-centric urges. The other strategy will be
aggressive/competitive, monogamous, prone to two-parent rearing,
prone to
later age of sexualization of young, and in more advanced
 specimens,
strongly group-centric and group-competitive.

The r or
K-nature of individuals within a population will exist on a
continuum, at each end of which will lay slightly more r and K
 oriented
strategies. The variation in strategies will depend on how
extreme and long-
lasting the r or K-selecting conditions that the
population was exposed to
were, over time. Some species will
overwhelmingly adopt r-type strategies,
while others will
overwhelmingly adopt more K-type natures, depending on
environmental
 conditions. Other species may harbor a balance of each
strategy, due
to each finding a niche within the species which allows for its
perpetuation.

The overall
nature of the species will be determined by the balance of
strategies
 exhibited by the individuals within it. As environmental
conditions
 change, Darwinian selection can act on a population, and each
strategy's prevalence may wax and wane in response. This will both,
change
the nature of the species, and help the species to adapt to
 its changing
environment, by allowing it to effortlessly slip into a
 Darwinian
reproductive strategy which is customized to its
 environment. Since most
species have experienced fairly consistent
 environmental conditions over



their histories, most do not exhibit
much change in their natures over time.
However in humans, this may
work somewhat differently, as we will show.

 



Chapter Four

A Further Note on r/K Theory




Some will
take issue with the characterizations of r/K Theory within
this work,
or its use to describe human reproductive behaviors. Some may
try to
make the case that r and K are separated by vast gulfs of behavioral
differences and reproductive rates not seen in humans. Humans are all
K, or
r/K only applies to species, or in nature r and K traits can
 mix, are all
common refrains. Others will assert that r/K, as
previously characterized, is
almost solely genetic in origin. Thus,
 presumably, they are asserting it
would be impossible for any
organism to eventually evolve an adaptability
in strategy based on
environmental conditions.

r and K have
 long been, both variable and relative. Among r-
strategists one will
 find both mice and oysters. There are vast differences
between the
 two in parental investment, numbers of offspring, and even
direct,
 competitive aggression. Although it is tempting to use terms like
differential or relative in this text to describe such relative
variations, that
would be confusing, and only render a fascinatingly
simple insight obtuse
to the layman. This is after all, a political
 book offering a window into
Evolutionary Biology, and not vice versa.
The field we are trying to change
perceptions in is Political
Science.

If one human
 strategy accepts single-parent rearing as normal, and
one favors
 two-parent rearing in a family, if one favors abstinence until
monogamy, and the other favors promiscuity, if one is conflict-prone,
and
one is conflict-averse, it is easier and clearer to simply
describe them using
the analogous terms r and K, while noting
 somewhere (here), that the
difference is relative. These terms are
 used to simplify the description of
aggregated behaviors and
psychologies which served reproductive purposes
in our species’
evolutionary past. If viewed in that context, they will serve
us well
here.



In debating
with others, it seems that some, of limited knowledge in
the art, may
try to imply that r/K Theory has somehow fallen out of favor of
late,
or even been rendered obsolete, and that impacts this work. They may
often cite the current research focus on the study of each species'
 specific
life history traits and reproductive strategies.

First, to
 paraphrase Mark Twain, r/K’s death has been greatly
exaggerated. r/K was challenged decades ago, shortly after it was
 first
proposed, as all new theories are likely to be. Of course you
 can find a
citation from several decades ago saying it is not a
 legitimate area of
inquiry, and should be abandoned.

r/K has
 survived the challenges quite well, and today is included in
the most
 respected of current textbooks,1
 and taught in most, if not all,
major university biology programs. I
personally studied it decades after it
was characterized, and there
was no debate over it in class. It is even still
actively published
 on and referenced in respected journals,2
 even in the
field of human behavior. One study we cite from 20103
will note within it,
that a gene associated with the formation of a
 liberal ideology in humans,
produces behaviors which would offer
advantage under conditions favoring
an r-strategy. It is still used,
 because it is an efficient shorthand for
describing the different
purposes of reproductive strategies - ie. producing
quality in
offspring or producing quantity of offspring. r-strategists seek the
latter, but sometimes nature will make the former necessary.

The
 intensity of interest in r/K has passed on as the concept has
matured. Its broad generalizations about the purposes of various
behaviors,
has given way to characterizing the exact patterns of life
history traits and
reproductive strategies for individual species.
 Where r/K offered a broad
brush to grossly describe what you would
 see as you examined most
species, that focus has now shifted to
settling down, and characterizing how
each trait is adaptive in each
 individual circumstance. r/K is not gone
however, or rejected. It is
 still taught to every student studying biology
because of the solid
 foundational understanding of reproductive behavior
that it offers.
 Just as “f = ma” in physics is not rendered incorrect by
friction, so too is r/K not rendered incorrect by the fact some
species have



special environment circumstances which need to be
 described to gain a
fuller picture of why they adopt the exact traits
they adopt.

Nevertheless,
 whether one wishes to reference r/K when examining
this work, or
whether one wishes to characterize the specific differences in
behavioral and environmental preferences between liberals and
conservatives as differences in life history traits and reproductive
strategies,
it is of no matter. The psychological differences, their
 reproductive
significance, and their adaptation to specific
environments, is what is truly
of interest in this work, far more
than any r/K theoretical framework used to
present them. If one looks
closely however, they will note that every r-trait
and every K-trait
 have separated cleanly in humans, creating two
ideological/behavioral
 poles in our populations. That, in and of itself, is
noteworthy and
makes the r/K heuristic particularly useful in describing this
complex area to the novice in Evolutionary Biology. That this
 heuristic
serves to preserve the copy fidelity of this r/K political
meme, as it moves
out into the population, only heightens its value
 in explaining these
concepts.

Also, it is
worth noting, many basic texts will portray the r-strategy as
more of
a defensive reproductive strategy. It is often said to be designed to
counteract the high mortality foisted on any population which is
confronted
with an unstable environment. Under this theory, an
organism, beset by high
mortality, produces numerous offspring, in a
defensive attempt to overcome
the likelihood that many of their
offspring will die. This is an incomplete
portrayal.

It must be
 recognized that the r-strategy is actually a strategy
designed to
 exploit a competition-free environment of relatively limitless
resources. Such an environment commonly follows instability and
mortality, but it can exist absent such harshness as well.

After a
period of high mortality, one will find an environment where
resources are more freely available to the remaining individuals. As
a result,
there is reduced competition necessary to acquire them,
 because the
population will have dropped well below the carrying
 capacity of the



environment. As a result, in such an environment,
evolving some complex
competitive advantage over peers is a waste of
 energy, as there is no
competition for resources.

Within that
 uncompetitive environment, quantity of offspring will
beat quality of
 offspring in the Darwinian battle to dominate a species
numerically.
Thus, it is vital to recognize that r-selection does not require
instability or mortality. These are just the means by which nature
provides
periods of relatively limitless resources to individuals
 (within a world of
inherently limited resources). It should be
 understood, the r-strategy is
really an adaptation to exploit the
absence of competition for resources that
this instability and
mortality produces. r-selection does not require mortality
or
instability in its environment to occur.

Many
bacteria (Bacillus Calmette-Guérin comes to mind, as do many
lab strains of E. coli), will devolve their genome to shed unneeded
 traits
once they are placed within an environment of limitless
 resources. Once
availed of free nutrients, any competitions to
 survive, or any related
selective pressures, are removed. As a
 result, these domesticated bacteria
will adapt to minimize all
 non-reproductive energy expenditures, so that
they may focus all of
their energy on reproducing faster.

In such a
 case, that bacterium is being exposed to r-selective
pressures, not
 through placement in an unstable environment of high
mortality, but
 rather through placement within an ideal environment of
limitless
 resources and no competitive selective pressure. That is an
environment one could accurately term as being exceedingly stable,
 and
even devoid of significant mortality.

In such an
 environment, those few cells which evolve to minimize
their
non-reproductive energy expenditures, and focus all of their energy
on
reproduction, will reproduce faster than their peers and will
gradually come
to dominate the population. As a result one will see a
 shift in the
reproductive strategy of the individuals within the
 population. They will
adapt to maximize the maximal reproductive rate
(r) of their line.



By contrast,
 the more complex, original, wild-type strain of
Mycobacterium bovis
(from which Bacillus Calmette-Guérin evolved) had
developed a
 high degree of complexity within the hostile and unstable
environment
of a living host. This strain was confronted with a relentless
immune
assault It was forced to evolve complex adaptations to allow it to
maintain its presence within the host, as well as a myriad of means
 by
which to counter the immune attacks it faced.

Within the
 host, undoubtedly some individual bacteria attempted to
seek
 reproductive shortcuts to speed their reproduction, at the expense of
the complex adaptations which provided them with the ability to
 persist
within a host. They were rapidly culled by the host
 environment. Those
bacteria which persisted (and came to define the
 wild-type strain), were
those microbes who outcompeted their peers in
the competition to subvert
host defenses, and maintain their presence
 within the host environment.
Here, we see an unarguably harsh and
unstable environment of mortality,
and yet it yields an undeniable
K-selection pressure, favoring advancement
and adaptation over
reproduction. Due to the presence of competition with
peers (even if
indirect), and a harsh environment with copious mortality, we
see a
 bacteria shun enlarging its r in favor of producing a myriad of
complex adaptations which take time and energy to produce and
maintain.

It is for
 this reason that this work maintains that the main
environmental
selection pressure which produces r-selection is actually an
absence
of the need to compete with peers (either directly or indirectly), or
demonstrate any form of relative fitness or ability to persist within
 its
environment. This may occur under conditions of rampant,
 unselective
mortality, or merely an environment of safety combined
 with copious
quantities of freely available resources, and the
associated absence of peer
on peer competition which this produces.

Conversely,
 K-selection is not produced by environmental stability
(though that
 can produce it, if the population grows until resources are
limited).
Rather K-selection is produced by the presence of a competitive
stress which aggressively favors the survival and reproduction of
only the
more advanced and competitive individuals with more complex,
 energy-



consuming adaptations. Only when an environment favors
 complex,
energy-expending adaptations can the organism which exhibits
 them out-
compete the more blindly fecund r-strategists within their
ranks.

Such
 conditions may result from simple resource scarcity and the
resultant
 peer competition, or an environment with a high amount of
selective
mortality favoring the reproduction of those individuals who are
substantially fitter than their peers.

r-selection
 is literally about producing quantity over quality, in an
environment
where quality offers no advantage. In such an environment, the
effort
 to produce quality is actually a disadvantage statistically, due to
 the
absence of competitive stresses which would favor it, and the
presence of
the real numerical advantages of copious reproduction
that will be seized by
other individuals.

In response
 to such r-selecting circumstances, r-selection will
gradually degrade
 all of a population's complex adaptations, so as to
maximize r. In so
doing, it will relentlessly devolve a species' greatness and
abilities.

Here, within
this work, this concept will be crucial to understanding
politics, to
 understanding many events within our history, and most
importantly,
to understanding what this theory tells us about what the future
holds for our species and our civilization.

 



Chapter Five

The Relationship Between Ideology and r/K
Selection Theory




Clearly,
if one performs a cursory examination of political ideologies
and the
psychological traits associated with r/K Selection Theory, one will
be struck by the similarities. Some research has even touched on the
similarities between the environments which ideologues are
psychologically
designed to confront, and the conditions which
produce r and K-selection,
though the authors did not seem to notice
 the specific connection to r/K
Selection Theory.1

The
 r-selected organism is designed to function in an environment
where
 merit-based competition is disadvantageous. Such an organism is
psychologically designed to presume that resources will be freely
available
to all in unlimited quantities. They are also predisposed
 to accept
promiscuity, will be more tolerant of children being
 exposed to sex at as
early an age as possible, and they will either
 tolerate or embrace low-
investment child-rearing, such as single
 parenting. Finally, since they
exhibit a reduced drive to compete,
 r-selected organisms tend not to form
groups for the purpose of group
 competition with others. As a result, r-
selected organisms tend to
 lack any perception of in-group or out-group,
and tend not to exhibit
traits such as loyalty to in-group, or hostility to out-
group. This
is much more of an individualistic, hedonistic psychology.

Likewise,
 liberal policy is generally averse to all free, merit-based
competitions among men, from capitalism to war. It operates with a
presumption that resources are freely available in quantities that
 should
allow all to enjoy a similar lifestyle equally, even using the
 catchphrases
“Equality” and “Inequality.”



Liberals
 seem to operate with an innate perception that scarcity of
resources
 is not due to a lack of resources, but rather is due to
 over-
consumption by “greedy,” over-consuming individuals.
 Any implication
that resources are naturally scarce, that
 interpersonal competitions for
resources should be allowed, or that
 their outcomes should have
reproductive repercussions is derided with
 the term “Social Darwinism.”
This is a subconscious
 reference to the liberal's abhorrence of the
competitive, K-selected,
 Darwinian environment that naturally occurs
within any population
 that has reached the carrying capacity of its
environment.

Liberalism
 is also tolerant of promiscuity, and tolerant of early
exposure of
 children to sexual behavior and information (even proposing
early
 sexual education of children as young as five). Liberals are also
embracing of such low-investment child-rearing strategies as single
parenting, or other unconventional (ie. non-K-type) styles of
 parenting –
even when they are not solely designed to produce
competitive ability in the
children being raised. For liberals, the
 emphasis is more on the right of
individuals to be parents, rather
than the rights of children to be raised in as
optimal a fashion as
possible. Liberals also tend to reject the concept of in-
group or
out-group, as well as the potential righteousness of any inter-group
conflict that such perceptions might produce.

By contrast,
the K-selected organism is designed for an environment
where
 resources are scarce, and competition, often in groups, is merely a
fact of life. For this reason, K-strategists tend to be aggressive
 and
territorial. K-strategists favor monogamous relationships with
mates, high-
investment, two-parent child-rearing, and they favor
 children taking
extended periods to mature, prior to entering the
competition for mates and
reproducing sexually. Those K-selected
 groups which tend to compete in
groups will also tend to exhibit a
group-centric, pack mentality, with strong
emotional bonding between
pack members. This will also produce loyalty
to in-group, and an
instinctual disregard for out-group interests.

Likewise,
 conservatism operates with an innate perception that
resources are
scarce, and that absent an effective demonstration of ability,



determination, and effort, one should not expect to acquire
 sufficient
resources to live comfortably, or reproduce. As a result,
conservatism also
accepts the necessity of Darwin-esque,
 fitness-based competitions among
men. Conservatives support the
 concept of war's utility in conflict
resolution. They support
 economic competitions such as capitalism. They
support competitions
between nations for regional hegemony, or economic
dominance. They
even support the ability of a citizen to engage a criminal
in violent
Darwinian competition with a firearm.

Conservatism
also exhibits a relative intolerance for promiscuity, as
well as an
 intolerance for the early sexualization of children, be it
 sex-
education or simply the exposure of children to graphically
sexual content
in media and culture. They oppose the early onset of
sexual precociousness
in children, as well as any action supportive
of early sexual behavior, such
as the provisioning of birth-control
 to teenagers. Conservatives also detest
low-investment styles of
 child-rearing, such as single-parenting, or other
non-traditional
 rearing styles that are not designed expressly to produce
highly
 competitive children. In many ways, the traditionalism of
conservatism is really the desire to retain K-selected environmental
conditions in a society which is progressing toward a more
r-psychology (a
phenomenon often due to a culture’s success
 producing copious resource
availability, which shunts the
population’s psychology towards r, as we will
discuss later).

Conservatism
 seeks to see these behaviors replaced with a more K-
type social
 attitude, shielding children from all sexualizing stimuli, and
promoting abstinence until monogamy. Sexual behavior should solely be
for the purpose of facilitating high-investment, two-parent
 child-rearing
within a monogamous relationship. All child-rearing
 must be designed
expressly to produce as chaste and competitive a
 child as possible, in an
environment it terms as being infused with
“Family Values.”

Finally,
 conservatives also tend to exhibit high loyalty to in-group,
and
 disregard for out-group interests, fostering a belligerence that
 seems
confusing to the left. From issues of war, to international
 economic
competition, to national sovereignty, conservatives approach
the world with



a jaundiced eye, always seeking to see “their
 own” win the competition
with any outsiders.

Additionally,
just as the r/K selection strategies exist on a continuum
in nature,
with extreme adherents on each end of the spectrum, and others
spread
 out on the continuum somewhere in between, political ideology
follows
a similar pattern. Hardcore ideologues exist on both ends of the
left-
right political spectrum, with other individuals spread out
between them as
well. Just as with r/K, as you zoom out, you see two
 distinct primary
patterns of behavior emerge, as most individuals
 coalesce around one
ideology or the other.

Interestingly,
 in nature there is a third strategy of sorts, identified in
r/K
Theory. Though this involves delving into unsupported speculation, it
is
probably worth briefly examining here. r/K Theory is density
 dependent.
That is, many of its traits require that individuals be
packed closely enough
together that they interact regularly (such as
 to either favor conflict and
competition with each other, or favor
 avoidance of conflict and
competition).

As
 population densities drop, and individuals encounter each other
more
rarely, r/K breaks down. If there are not enough resources in an area
to
support a densely packed group, individuals can end up roaming
 vast
territories alone, and to them, no matter how scarce the
resources, the idea
of a group-centric aggression will seem
 illogical. If there are not enough
resources to support a family
 within a territory, fathers may evolve to
abandon mothers after
mating, so as to not deplete foodstocks in the area
around their
offspring. They can still remain territorial, and aggressive and
competitive, it is just that low population densities are known to
unbind the
traits of r and K, allowing them to mix more freely, as
 environmental
conditions dictate.

It is
possible that during our spread, r-strategists moved outward into
similar resource-rich environments, like water spreading through the
 low
points of a valley. As they built up in numbers, and
K-Strategists began to
emerge within their territory, a separate
strategy may have moved outward



(or up the valley wall, to use our
 stream analogy), colonizing harsher
environments, where population
 densities were kept more sparse by the
harshness and/or resource
scarcity. Although this allowed these colonizers
to escape the
competition, it would also offer its own challenges.

If it
 occurred, this might have produced a strategy similar to the
modern
Libertarian, who seems to desire to live his life entirely free from
the legal and social constraints normally demanded by both the left
 and
right (both of which are means by which to compete within high
population
densities).

If the
Libertarian psychology was designed to live in low population
densities, where they ran into other's less frequently, then the idea
of others,
seeking behavioral or legal constraints levied on them,
would seem odd and
baffling. Likewise, they would have little urge to
 try and constrain the
behaviors of others, either to force
competition aversion, or make the group
more cohesive and
competitive. Similarly baffling to them would be the fact
that others
would not aspire to live the life they desire, viewing all external
control and constraint by strangers as aberrant and foreign. This
might also
unhitch any sexual mores from their strategy, making them
 less prone to
judge (ie. interact with) others.

It would not
 be surprising if many Libertarians today would relish
moving to more
 rural areas with lower population densities, especially if
that
 entailed fewer interactions with peers, such as governmental
restrictions placed on their behavior by neighbors and countrymen.
That is
how in a state of nature, an imbued reproductive strategy can
 craft an
individual's life path, and their strategy to survive and
pass on their genes.

Of course,
due to the nature of the low population densities they were
designed
 for, such a Libertarian strategy would be a minority strategy
within
 our species, numerically. This might make sense of the fact, that
while Libertarianism always seems a perfect compromise in a world of
left
and right, it can never garner enough support to be a realistic
 political
option. r and K are just too deeply embedded within the
 nature of most
citizens within our populations for that battle to
ever be abandoned.



Whether
 Libertarianism is a practical strategy today, or merely a
vestigial
psychology designed for environments we long ago conquered is
unknown. But much like conservatism and liberalism, it is a
 psychology
which would prove adaptive to certain environments in our
past.

Returning to
our narrative, the vast majority of policy positions of the
two main
 political ideologies align closely with the psychological
tendencies
 of the r-selected and K-selected Darwinian reproductive
strategies.
It should be noted that this theory is the only theory extant which
would explain the nature of the unusual aggregation of specific moral
and
governmental policy positions inherent to the two main modern
 political
ideologies. As a result, it is difficult to not view modern
political ideology
as merely an intellectual manifestation of the
primitive urges which guide
organisms to pursue either an r or
 K-selected reproductive strategy in
nature.

As we
 continue, and examine how resource availability affects
societal
 perceptions of the ideologies, this theory’s apparent veracity
 will
only grow.



Chapter Six

The Evolution of Competitiveness and
Anticompetitiveness




As organisms
find themselves forced to compete under conditions of
K-selection, a
 quality we will refer to as K-selected competitiveness will
emerge as
 a distinct trait within the species, as will its polar opposite,
 r-
selected anticompetitiveness. Driven by each individual's drive to
 survive
and procreate, it is here that these two strategies cease to
 be merely
passively adaptive strategies by which to confront
 environmental
circumstances, and become distinct traits, interacting
with, and adapting to
each other within populations.

Indeed, in
many species, these two strategies would appear to exist in
competition with each other. In this competition, each strategy is
seeking to
out-compete its opposite, to gain prominence within its
 population and
species. In one such species, (to be described
shortly), we show how a K-
selected organism has evolved the
 competitive urge, to the point that it
instinctually engages in a
 ritualized, fitness-based competition prior to
reproduction. In other
words, it is not just driven to compete to survive. It
has evolved
the urge to compete, for competition’s sake alone.

Meanwhile,
 the r-selected anticompetitor in this species has evolved
behavioral
 strategies to avoid this direct competition with the K-selected
competitors. Their whole objective is to acquire mates without
meeting the
K-selected competitor in direct competition. To this end,
 they have
developed instinctual deceptive behavioral ploys designed
 to facilitate
mating, without engaging in any competitions which
 would test their
relative fitness.

In this
 further evolution of the r and K-type psychologies, each
psychology
 will see their distinct trait succeed, and advance within the



population at the expense of the other trait. However, for all of
 their
adaptations and tricks, it would appear that there is little
 that can alter the
balance of strategies as much as a plethora of
 per-capita resources to
attenuate competitive selection effects, or a
sudden scarcity of resources to
enhance them. These strategies are
 more about persisting through
conditions which do not favor their
trait.

The
 assertion that r-selected anticompetitiveness and K-selected
competitiveness (as well as the liberalism and conservatism which
 have
evolved from them) exist as distinct traits, in Darwinian
competition with
each other is bound to be controversial. Inherent to
 this assertion is an
assumption that all of the disparate behaviors
inherent to these reproductive
strategies, from interpersonal
 interactions to sexual predispositions and
parenting styles, are
joined into a single trait, or at least a closely grouped
suite of
 traits which tend to travel closely together on the genome. This
implies that there is perhaps some link between these differing
 behaviors
and a single, heritable gene, or a suite of genes which
 likewise, travel
together.

We will
 present evidence later that, in fact, there exists at least one
gene
 in humans which is associated with optimism, competitiveness,
aggression, promiscuity/monogamy, sex drive, high or low investment
parenting strategy, and even loyalty, through its inter-relationship
 with an
“ethnocentric” peptide. When this gene exists in
 a specific form it is
associated with all of the K-selected versions
of these traits together. When
it is mutated and rendered less
 effective, it is associated with the exact
opposite suite of
behaviors.

Thus
 evidence indicates that the expression of the traits of K-type
competitiveness and r-type anticompetitiveness are likely affected,
at least
in part, by allelic variation within at least one known
gene. For this reason,
the strategy of K-selected competitiveness and
 the strategy of r-selected
anticompetitiveness should both be viewed
as strategies for increasing the
prevalence of their respective
genetic alleles within a population.



K-selected
competitiveness would appear to have evolved to exploit a
more
 complex Darwinian strategy than it’s opposite, r-selected
anticompetitiveness. As a psychological trait controlling behavior,
competitiveness can control its carrier's actions. We maintain that
this trait
uses this control to actively mold the genome of the
individuals who carry
it, so as to create a better specimen, more
 capable of carrying the
competitive trait forth.

By driving
 individuals who carry the competitive trait to compete
with each
other in instinctual, merit-based competitions for fitness prior to
mating, regardless of resource availability, competitiveness actually
motivates the individuals who carry the trait to select the fittest
 carriers
among them. These specimens are then utilized as the
 progenitors of the
next generation. Through this process, the
carriers of the competitive trait
will gradually evolve to be fitter
 than those uncompetitive, less forcefully
evolved individuals who
 lack the trait. The advantage this offers during
times of plentiful
 resources is limited by comparison to the raw
reproductive potential
 of the r-selected anticompetitor. However when
resources grow scarce,
and competing is necessary to survive, there will be
a rapid shift in
 the balance of a population's strategies, as the K-selected
competitors rapidly eliminate their competition through
 fitness-mediated
denial of limited resources.

As time goes
on, competitiveness would appear to become ritualized
among those who
carry the trait. This would often appear to occur in such a
way as to
maximize the effects of the competitive selections for fitness that
it produces. This can be seen in examples ranging from a male
peacock's
bearing of an unwieldy, attention-grabbing tail to attract
 a female, to a
Bighorn Sheep knocking heads with other Bighorns, to
see who will prove
to be the fittest specimen possible.

Since
 competitiveness will reduce the maximal reproductive rate of
its
carriers, it will come with a competitive disadvantage, relative to
the r-
type anticompetitive strategy, which can reproduce faster, but
will produce
less fit and capable specimens.



As long as a
 species' environment is such that there are not enough
resources for
 all individuals to survive, competition with fitter K-type
competitors will cull the inferior r-type anticompetitors
 preferentially,
giving the advantage to the K-type competitor. If,
 however, a species'
environment is prone to vacillate between
 resource scarcity and copious
resource availability, r-selected
 individuals will be able to exploit the
absence of competitive
 selection during times of plenty to reproduce
quickly, and rise in
 numbers, relative to K-selected organisms. This will
create a
situation where the r-trait will generate massive diversity in traits
during an r-period, only to see that diversity massively culled for
adaptations during K-selection. Under such conditions, those
 r-strategists
who best persist during the K-selection will likely
 have some adaptation
which facilitated their persistence, and this
 will be added to the suite of
anticompetitive traits. Such traits
 could range from outright deception to
more complex emotional
manipulation.

One of the more
disturbing things that those who contemplate this
will realize, is
that because the r-conditions disfavor competition, it will
likely
not solely evolve r-individuals to avoid conflict and competition.
Eventually an r-strategist will emerge who not only avoids conflict
and
competition, but who actively seeks to mire his peers in it, as
he avoids it.
By actively saddling his peers with the competitive
disadvantage of conflict
and competition, while avoiding it himself,
he will enjoy great relative
advantage, and become the de-facto model
of the strategy.

We see this
today, as we watch r-strategists insist on importing
foreigners from
less civilized parts of the world in ever greater numbers,
and
discourage their assimilation into our culture, as Americans. Even as
radical Islamists call for jihad against the west, we are told that
to bar entry
to people from these regions and groups would be
intolerant, and that would
be deeply, morally wrong. We witnessed the
same phenomenon in the fall
of Rome, where the same foreign
barbarians that Romans legionaries
formerly fought off, were imported
into the military, and eventually
encouraged to occupy high office in
the government.



We see this urge
today in the constant attempt by r-strategists to
encourage
“diversity,” even as they themselves seek out ever less
diverse
enclaves to inhabit themselves. We see it in the
r-strategists who seek to
own firearms themselves, or see themselves
protected by armed guards,
while also seeking to disarm their
countrymen, and free criminals with lax
sentencing. We see it in
r-strategists who send our troops into battle for
foreign interests,
only to hamper their ability to fight with restrictive rules
of
engagement. We even see it in the form of r-strategists who seek to
make
America a multi-lingual country, where not everyone can even
communicate with each other, in the same language.

No matter what
the r-strategist will tell you, all of these are behavioral
drives
which will promote conflicts among the rest of the citizenry -
conflicts which the r-strategist is designed, by their nature, to
studiously
avoid. It is evolutionary, and a predictable quality which
you will see arise
among the r-strategists, as a society descends
into r.

As we
 examine this next chapter, we will see how an r-strategist
within a
 primitive species can first begin to evolve to exploit a strategy
using deception to get K-strategists fighting. It is a fascinating
example.



Chapter Seven

Competitiveness and Anticompetitiveness - The
Cuttlefish Model




On
 the ocean floor off Whyalla, on the western shores of Australia,
thousands of Australian Giant Cuttlefish (Sepia apama) gather to mate
every year between May and June. These fat, squid-like organisms mass
by
the thousands to reproduce. Large males, some as long as five
 feet, with
long flowing tentacles, seek out the best caverns on the
ocean floor to serve
as egg chambers. Females, with short stubby
tentacles, seek out such males,
and pair with them to gain access to
their egg chambers, knowing that the
biggest and most impressive
 males hold the key to the most secure egg
chambers.1

Over
 time, other large males arrive, and due to males outnumbering
females
 by as much as 11:1, the males all begin to compete for the
affections
of the waiting females, in a fascinating mating ritual with several
different phases. From displaying flashing and undulating patterns of
color
on their skin at each other, to charging each other
 threateningly, to actual
wrestling matches, the males test each other
 repeatedly, to see which one
will prove the fittest, and lay claim to
the waiting female below.

This
species was selected for this text because the Cuttlefish's skin is
an amazingly complex organ, which required an amazingly intense
evolutionary process to develop, much as human intelligence and
physical
development would also have required. For this reason, the
 mechanisms
involved in Cuttlefish skin evolution can be viewed as
being similar to the
mechanisms involved in the evolution of the
 myriad of highly advanced,
complex traits which make humans so
amazing.



Within
Cuttlefish skin, there is a deep layer of reflective cells. These
cells, called iridophores and leucophores reflect ambient light up,
 through
the skin cells above. Pigmented cells of various colors,
 called
chromatophores, reside above this base reflective layer.
Attached to muscles
around their periphery, different cells are
 filled with pigments of different
colors such as yellow, red, and
brown. Each individual cell can be stretched
flat by contracting the
 muscle fibers around it, so as to filter the light
through its
pigment. This will cause the area of the skin above the cell to
adopt
 the color of whichever pigmented cell is stretched by the muscles
surrounding it.

Alternately,
these pigment cells can be allowed to contract back into
small balls,
removing the pigment from the light's path. Multiple cells can
be
 stretched simultaneously, filtering the light through their combined
pigments and producing almost any color imaginable, from blueish
white,
to bright orange, to jet black. The end result is a skin made
up of millions of
“pixels” of pigmented skin cells, any
pixel of which can produce a myriad
of colors, with each individual
 pixel's color and brightness under the
neurological and muscular
control of the Cuttlefish's brain.

The
level of this control is truly astounding. In laboratories,
Cuttlefish
have been placed in an aquarium with a black and white
 checkerboard
pattern on the floor, and they rapidly produce an almost
 matching
checkerboard pattern on their skin, so when viewed from
 above, they
appear translucent. It is unimaginable how complex their
 brain structures
must be to control the neurons which innervate the
20-60 muscles attached
to each of the pigment cells. Simply to
perceive the surroundings through
their eyes, and process it into raw
data amenable to reproduction on their
skin, would require immense
 brain power, but to control each of the
130,000 pigment cells (each
 with 20-60 individual muscles attached to
them) per square inch of
skin (on a five foot long cuttlefish, mind you), and
to match what
they see with their skin's pattern is unfathomable.

During
 the mating ritual they engage in, males flash aggressive
“masculine”
color patterns at each other, using vividly colored, undulating
tiger-striped patterns that appear to ride over their skin, like
waves traveling



on the water's surface. Males have evolved to be
 intimidated by such
patterns if they are impressive enough, and often
 this simple show is
enough to settle the competition. When it is not,
 charging each other, or
even physical wrestling matches are used to
 settle the issue of whom the
female below will mate with.

To
our human eye, this is merely a mating ritual. In other words it is
something done to secure a mate. In truth, this ritual, as well as
 the fear,
daring, and other emotions which drive it, is all part of a
mechanism these
organisms evolved. The purpose of this evolved
mechanism was to increase
the speed with which the members of their
species evolved.

Cuttlefish
depend on their skin to camouflage them. The world is a
dangerous
 place for a Cuttlefish. They are preyed on by dolphins, seals,
fish,
and even other Cuttlefish, at times. Lacking a shell, or other
protective
mechanism, their best defense is to adopt the appearance
 of their
surroundings, and render themselves invisible to their
predators.

These
 Cuttlefish, by competing with each other and using these
flashing
 patterns, are actually testing each other, and enhancing their
species' development of this ability. These males are seeing who has
 the
greatest degree of neurological control over their skin patterns,
and the most
ability to produce vivid and controlled patterns of
color. They are seeing if
any individual has a mutational defect
 which has rendered an iridophore,
chromatophore, or a leukophore
 non-functional, and should therefore be
prevented from breeding.

Of
course, if one Cuttlefish has secured that golden ring of nature, a
mutation which allows him to actually improve the ability of the
species to
control the colors on their skin, he will easily defeat
the other males in this
stage of competition. Males have evolved a
 fear of such vibrant displays,
because such a fear aided the
 functionality of these competitions, and
enhanced the evolutionary
 advancement which they produce. Cuttlefish
skin is as amazingly
 evolved as it is, because males compete in every
breeding cycle, to
 see whose skin is the most impressive, and those who



lose such
 competitions are programmed to accept their fate, so that those
who
won might create the next generation in their magnificent image.

Having
 resolved who has the requisite chameleon-like skills, the
remaining
 males then compete by charging each other, and testing their
daring
and courage. The final competition consists of fighting, testing each
other's physical strength, muscular endurance, and vitality. The
winner then
acquires the right to pair with the waiting female, and
 pass his genes
forward to future generations.

In
 short, the Cuttlefish's competitive mating battle is designed to
improve the next generation's ability to deal with the rigors of a
 harsh
underwater world, filled with predatory organisms which kill
Cuttlefish.

These
 mating rituals evolved because over the eons, Cuttlefish that
did not
engage in them gradually failed to compete with the groups that did.
The marvelous displays we see today, are what is left of the species
after
millions of years of natural selection preferentially killed
 those groups
which failed to compete in such competitions and
 subsequently, failed to
evolve fast enough. We shall refer to those
K-selected individuals within the
species who are driven to embrace
such competitions as “competitors.”

(Note,
 we will discuss later how the trait of competitiveness is not
altruistic. For now, understand that where competitors compete in
 K-
selected environments, although an individual may sacrifice his own
personal reproductive advantage, the trait of competitiveness (and
 the
genetic allele(s) underlying it) does not sacrifice its own
 survival or
advantage. Rather, competitiveness selfishly arranges the
 parentage of
future competitors, such that the carriers of the trait
 will be as fit as
possible.)

Now
 here is where this subject becomes interesting. Occasionally,
smaller, weaker Cuttlefish males, who would otherwise have no chance
in
battle among the larger stronger males, hover nearby as the
 battles rage.
Normally, these small males would stand no chance in
competition with the



larger, stronger males who are fighting. However
these smaller males have
a different strategy.

They
 draw in their long flowing masculine tentacles, making them
look
short and stubby - like a female's. They then display the bland color
pattern of a female on their skin, and glide in past the unsuspecting
 large
males, who just assume this transvestite male is a female
passing by. As the
battles rage above, these cross dressing males
 mate with the female, all
without fighting for her. They, in essence,
pretend to be a female in order to
avoid a conflict with the larger,
more aggressive males - a conflict which
they would likely lose.
Clearly, this anti-competitive behavior, embracing of
promiscuity,
and rejecting of merit-based competitions, is an outgrowth of
the
more primitive r-selected psychology.

In
 this species, the K-selected males have evolved the trait of
competitiveness to the point that they have ritualized its
application in the
search for a mate. Simultaneously, the r-selected
 males have evolved to
exploit this ritualization by masquerading as
 females, breaking the K-
selected competitor's rules of competition,
 and simply mating as often as
possible with as many mates as
possible.

As
we will show, human liberals have been shown to be prone to rule
violations, while conservatives were shown to be prone to strict rule
adherence.2
 Here, in its purest form, is why rule adherence and rule
breaking
evolved as a delineation between the r and K-strategies.

Within
the study of cuttlefish, these r-selected, transvestite males have
been referred to as “sneakers,” but we will call them
“anticompetitors,” as
their goal is to subvert their
 species' evolutionary advancement through
their subversion of the
competitor's competitions.

This
 situation, where strong aggressive males do honest battle for
females
of high standing, while a smaller, weaker male affects a harmless,
feminine personae in order to avoid his embarrassing defeat at the
hands of
a larger stronger male, may seem familiar to you. Clearly,
 the effete,



competition averse, liberal intellectual, who seeks
 Darwinian success
through deception, is a motif we have seen before.

It
 is an interesting evolutionary model. The progeny of the larger,
stronger competitive males, through their father's success in
 competition,
possess the obvious selective advantage of vitality, as
 well as enhanced
camouflage ability, and even the daring of the
 courageous. Such progeny
are strong, brave, and better suited to a
life spent fighting for survival in a
harsh state of nature. Females
who fertilize their eggs with the sperm from
such males will have
more capable children, which are more likely to return
to the reef,
and carry those genes forward to the next generation.3

However,
 the smaller weaker anticompetitive male, though less well
suited to
 actual survival, also possesses competitive advantages. He does
not
 have to fight before mating, and he can impregnate more than one
female. Though his progeny will not be as healthy, strong, or capable
 of
camouflage, and likely will not survive in as great a number as
 the
competitor male's, the few who do return to the reef will be able
to easily
acquire a female with very little risk, and thus his
anticompetitive trait will
persist within the population.

Again,
 the parallel between the highly-adapted K-type organism,
which
produces smaller numbers of highly fit offspring meant to confront a
selective environment, and the competitor cuttlefish should be
 obvious.
This is the reproductive strategy of quality over quantity,
only it has been
taken to the next evolutionary level.

Likewise,
 the parallel between the more-fecund and less-complexly
adapted
 r-type organism and the anticompetitive cuttlefish should be
obvious
 as well. Both exhibit inferior levels of adaptive fitness, both are
less capable of functioning in a highly selective, fitness-favoring
environment, and both attempt to make up for these shortcomings
through
the increased reproductive rates of promiscuity. This is a
 strategy of
quantity over quality, only here it has been expressly
 evolved to not only
function passively within an environment, but to
actually compete with an
opposing trait.



Similar
 divisions within populations, between those K-type
psychologies which
embrace competitive selections for fitness, and those r-
type
psychologies which avoid such competitions, can be found throughout
other species in nature, from fish to monkeys.4,
5,
6,
7,
8,
9,
10,
11,
12,
13

Such
strategies of competition avoidance have been shown to thwart
sexual
selection,14
 which has long been known to serve as a competitive
selection
designed to enhance the fitness of the species.15

Obviously,
 a reproductive strategy, designed to either embrace
competition,
monogamy, and concern with offspring competitiveness or to
reject
 them all, is a compelling possible origin to the psychological
bifurcation of our populations which has yielded the modern political
debate. Here, we see further evolutions of both r and K-type
psychologies
existing, and competing, within the same species, side
 by side. As they
compete, they develop actual behavioral strategies
to try and overcome their
opposing reproductive strategy. Clearly,
 the parallels between this model
and our modern ideological divide
 are fascinating. As this text continues,
they should only become more
so.



Chapter Eight

Warfare and Group Competition

It has been
said that war is merely politics, by other means. In truth, it
is
much more likely the reverse is true. Clearly, we had war, long
before we
had politics.

Being
K-selected overall, our species has long engaged in all forms of
group competitions, from the earliest battles between tribes for food
 and
territory, to capitalist economic competitions, to simple
 sporting
competitions among groups of individuals. The selection
pressures offered
by these competitions have molded our psychology
and behaviors for eons.
For this reason, a quick study of these group
competitions is vital if one is
to understand the final component of
 the evolution of our political
ideologies.

Having been
civilized for only a short period, evolutionarily speaking,
primitive
 clan warfare would have been a prominent selection pressure
molding
our behavior, so it pays to examine how our more primitive r and
K-selected ancestors would have responded to the first instance of a
hostile
group of individuals, seeking to seize survival advantage by
force.

It is the
 K-selected psychology which would exhibit the truculence
and
competitiveness which would seem to drive group competitions among
men. Indeed, those within our society who are accepting of war's
utility as a
tool in conflict resolution will tend to be
 conservatives,1
 likely a
psychology descended from the K-selected, and competitive
psychology.

These
 martially oriented conservatives will also tend to support
individual
competitions such as capitalism, tend to oppose early childhood
sexual precociousness, and they will favor an environment of monogamy
and high investment child-rearing, with an emphasis on “family
 values.”



This indicates that a predisposition toward engaging
in group conflict arose
from the K-strategy.

Conversely,
 it would seem that an r-selected individual, with their
strategies'
emphasis on reproduction as well as competition avoidance and
mortality avoidance, would tend to eschew the mortality and
competition of
group warfare. Indeed, the most anti-war groups today
 are composed of
leftward leaning liberals. Their members are unclear
 as to how anyone
could possibly support the application of deadly
 martial force in national
conflicts, or countenance killing another
human being for one’s group. To
such liberals, exhibiting any
 type of ethnocentrism or group-centric
truculence is seen as so
illogical that its propriety is derided out of hand, as
some sort of
 primitive evolutionary throwback and mark of diminished
intellectual
 development. Just as with the conservatives above, those who
tend
toward such left-wing pacifism will also tend to be embracing of the
r-
strategy traits of supporting early onset promiscuity, being less
supportive
of free market economic principles, and favoring such
 low-investment
child-rearing strategies as single parenting. All of
 these are r-selected
psychological traits.

Obviously,
 not all liberals and conservatives are easily shoehorned
into one
 group or the other. However r/K is not a clean divide in nature
either. As with r/K however, as one zooms out from the individual,
one does
find two groups that individuals gravitate towards, with two
different views
on ethnocentric, group-conflict. In broad strokes,
the marks of r and K are
unmistakable.

As we will
 show later in our analysis of the personality traits of
political
 ideology, many of the psychological and personality traits of
liberals and conservatives are more easily understood when viewed as
r and
K-type adaptations to group competitions. For example,
conservatives have
been shown to exhibit greater loyalty to their
group and less tolerance for
out-group interests, while liberals have
 been shown to exhibit greater
openness to satisfying out-group
interests, while also exhibiting less loyalty
to in-group.



These urges
 make little sense in the context of individual
competitions, where
everyone should be at everyone else's throats equally,
and equally
self absorbed. But if one realizes that the group competitor has
one
path to their K-type alleles' successes, then one will quickly
realize that
the group anticompetitor's drive is to thwart the
competitor. In so doing, the
anticompetitor can easily stifle the
competitor's success, and even bring him
and his alleles to death.

If viewed
 through a prism of group competition, two strategies,
designed
specifically to confront the dangers of group competitions such as
warfare will appear to emerge, and each will appear to be a natural
outgrowth of their more primitive r and K-type psychologies. Very
shortly,
we will detail these two strategies, before delving into the
current scientific
knowledge which would support the theory presented
herein.

However
first, we must address the elephant in the room, namely the
current
debate within Evolutionary Biology over group selection, and how
it
 relates to this theory. The next chapter is important to avoid
 confusion
regarding this theory. Absent a temporary digression into
 the group
selection debate, this theory might risk being rejected by
those skilled in the
art, based on debates already hashed out, ad
 infinitum, within that
community. For that reason, the coming chapter
needed to be included here.

It will
 focus more on substantiating than explaining, and will
probably be of
little use to the average student of political science, who is
merely
interested in understanding the theory being presented herein. If one
is not familiar with the work of John Maynard Smith or the current
debate
over group selection, this chapter will likely prove of little
 use in further
understanding the essence of this work, and it may be
safely passed over.



Chapter Nine

Altruism and Group Selection




There has
 been considerable debate over the nature and effect of
group
 selection on the evolution of social traits within the field of
Evolutionary Biology. A cursory examination of this debate is
necessary for
a proper and thorough understanding of this theory, so
we will attempt to
quickly present such a summary here.

This is
presented here, since in the preceding chapters we presented a
theory
which entailed competitors enduring risk in competition, both for the
good of their group of individual competitors and for the good of
 their
competitive groups in group competitions. This is technically
 defined as
altruism, or individuals accepting disadvantage for the
good of their group.

To those
 unacquainted with the debate over altruism and group
selection within
 Evolutionary Psychology, suffice it to say that group
selection and
altruism have been enormously controversial. Endless debates
have
raged over it, and they continue to this day, with many saying group
selection effects do not have any significant role in the evolution
 of
altruism. Some have speculated that political inclinations of the
participants
have affected the debate,1,
 2


 though it would seem to many that the true
origin of the debate's
immortality is an endless war over trifles.

The debate
 began with Darwin's speculation that competitions
between groups
 could yield advantage to a population whose individuals
were imbued
 with the ability to function well as part of a civilized,
cooperative
group. As groups competed and groups died, these pro-social,
altruistic traits would lend advantage to groups which possessed
them, and
doom those groups which did not possess them to extinction.



He
hypothesized that this competition between groups might explain
man's
 social nature, his tendency towards morality, and his embrace of
societal organization.3
In short, this theory postulated that man had evolved
as a part of
one group, competing with other groups, and man had won.

This theory
 of group selection experienced a resurgence in the last
century. As
 the debate began, the complex suite of psychological traits
required
to function well within a civilization was condensed into a single
trait for simplicity. It was referred to as altruism, and defined as
a willing
sacrifice of reproductive advantage by an individual, for
 the good of a
group's success. Thus group selection theory was
 discussed as groups of
men succeeding against other groups of men
because individuals within the
winning group exhibited the trait of
 altruism. This group grew, and
produced a species composed of
altruistic men.

A
foundational error which was integrated into the early debate was
that groups of individuals were viewed as similar to biological
organisms,
composed of individual cells. Those who were members of a
 group were
viewed as stable parts of the group, much as cells of an
organism are not
routinely ejected from the organism arbitrarily. It
 was also assumed that
individuals were not routinely absorbed into
 groups, just as individual
foreign cells that an organism encounters
 in an environment do not find
themselves spontaneously integrated
 into the organism. Thus the
fundamental mistake which rendered the
 group selection debate
meaningless was in assuming groups to exhibit
 an organic stasis in their
membership, punctuated at most by
occasional random re-assortment.4

As a result
 of this misconception, on one side of the debate
individuals argued
on behalf of group selection by maintaining that groups
filled with
altruists would grow faster, and outcompete groups composed of
selfish individuals. As the selfish groups failed, what would be left
 were
groups of altruists.

On the other
side, the argument was made that even if a group made
primarily of
altruists eradicated all other selfish groups, within the altruistic
group would inevitably be some selfish individuals. Those selfish



individuals would reproduce faster than the altruists, and eventually
 take
over the group, producing an overwhelming advantage to
selfishness.5

Thus even if
a group predominantly composed of altruists destroyed
every other
group of selfish individuals, the few selfish individuals within
their group would proliferate faster than the altruists. Eventually,
the group
would become predominantly selfish, and collapse into an
orgy of selfish
hedonism. (By now the similarity between the fast
 reproducing selfish
individual, concerned only with reproduction, and
 the r-strategy, and the
slower reproducing, rule-following altruist
 and the K-type strategy should
be apparent.)

As time has
 gone on, it has been shown that altruism can enjoy an
advantage
 within group selection of organically static groups, through a
variety of mechanisms. For example, David Sloan Wilson proposed that
trait groups would allow for group selection processes to confer
advantage
on altruists.6

Also, if one
factors in what is referred to as the three R's, reputation,
reciprocity, and retribution, altruism will also offer advantage in
 such
groups.

7,
 8

 In essence, if one factors in that others will exchange altruistic

acts, based on reputation and reciprocity, and that selfishness will
 be
punished with retribution, the disadvantages conferred on
 selfishness will
yield an overall advantage to altruism.

Of course,
 an even better, and likely more accurate case could be
made that much
of that debate is pointless, and bears little relation to how
human
 group competitions actually function. Basically, it should be
considered that human groups do not begin in existence. Rather, they
form
from scratch as like-minded individuals find each other and
aggregate.

Obviously,
as Lord of the Flies portrayed, humans are, by nature, far
more
 fickle creatures, innately programmed to self assemble into groups,
and once assembled, isolate and ostracize any individuals who do not
“fit
in.” Nor is this fickle trait limited to its
expression in childhood. Today our
society feels no compunction with
 regards to locking excessively selfish



people in cages, through
 decree of our judicial system, to remove them
from our populations.
Occasionally in history, humans have even ganged up
on such
 individuals and killed them wantonly, as any posse of our past
would
demonstrate.

Conversely,
humans are also capable of respecting select individuals
from outside
their group, and will welcome alliance with such individuals,
if they
exhibit qualities the group can agree are respectable and worthy.

In truth,
much of life consists of solitary individuals setting out and
entering the competitive world of adulthood all alone, and then
seeking to
be vetted for membership into a group of likeminded peers.

It may be a
small business, or a multinational corporation. Young men
examine the
military, and choose a specific unit which they believe to be
superior, and then seek membership in it. Young athletes idolize
professional sports teams, and then seek to join them as adults, if
merely as
fans. Even Darwin undertook his travels, and accomplished
his objectives
following several periods of self-assortment into
 functional groups with
strangers, as he organized his transportation,
 purchased his supplies, and
submitted his manuscripts to others in
 the scientific community, seeking
their imprimatur.

Of course,
 one can also be ejected from such groups, should one
exhibit traits
which fail to conform to the expected traits the group desires
in its
members. From a dishonorable discharge, to being fired, such groups
will expel individuals quickly and easily, if they exhibit any
 selfishness
which conflicts with the group's stated competitive
objectives.

Such
 self-assembling of competitive groups within the world, and
their
policing of their members, and ejection of those who lose the favor
of
the group, would produce an environment where groups compete, and
are
selected through competitive selection processes. This would
yield a moral,
altruistic man, designed for group competition, with
 highly functional
groups being rewarded for their functionality.



However in
this self-assorting environment, where individuals formed
into groups
spontaneously through self assortment, it is the individual's full
suite of psychological traits which are selected for. It is the
individual who
either succeeds wildly, through successfully
 self-assembling with others
into a winning group of similar
 individuals, or fails completely, through
failing to successfully
self-assemble with other like-minded individuals into
a successful
group. Such failing individuals could fail any number of ways,
from
 associating with a dysfunctional group, to not gaining entrance to a
group, and being forced to compete alone, against committed groups of
violent individuals. In each case, lacking a single facet of the
 group
competitive psychology will doom one to Darwinian failure. Only
 those
with the full complement of psychological traits necessary to
assemble into
a group, and function within it, will survive this
selective pressure.

Individuals
exhibiting the group-competitive psychology produced by
this scheme
will exhibit several facets to their psychology. They would first
need to accurately assess groups they encountered. Individuals who
sought
to associate with unfit, selfish, or unmotivated groups would
enhance their
risk of being culled, along with the entirety of their
 failure-prone group.
This would produce a natural tendency to respect
successful individuals and
successful groups, combined with a wish to
associate one's self with those
successful groups of individuals.

Having
 selected a successful group, individuals would then need to
exhibit
 beneficial and altruistic traits themselves, in an effort to lead the
group to agree to select them for membership. From the sports team to
the
multinational corporation, to the small business, to the
 military, all
competitive groups vet prospective members for
indications of traits which
will enhance the group's success, and
 look for warning signs that an
individual may exhibit a psychology
 that is incompatible with successful
group competition.

Since groups
composed of altruists would tend to be more successful,
individuals
 will seek to join with successful groups of altruists, so as to
enjoy
 success themselves. Since such altruistic groups would see their
success increase if all members exhibited altruism, such a group's
members



will evolve to limit admittance to their group, allowing
entry only to those
they deem sufficiently altruistic, and expelling
anyone who exhibited selfish
behavior.

This model
 offers an excellent means by which to preserve the
concept of
individual selection, while eliminating the practical weaknesses
in
 traditional group selection theories. Additionally, it does this
 while
simultaneously explaining the origin of research showing both,
 that group
altruism and cooperativeness are variable traits produced
 by genetic
influences,9
 and that in-group favoritism is a genetic trait, which leads an
individual to process various salient cues, such as shared beliefs
 and
ancestry, so as to produce better group cohesion and
functionality.10

There can be
 only one reason individuals would evolve a variable
ability to form
 into, and function well within, cooperative groups. Some
individuals
evolved a suite of psychological traits, driving them to join into
groups of like-minded individuals, and work together with these
groups to
attain goals, while others evolved a more individualistic,
personally selfish,
Darwinian strategy.

Obviously,
 this exercise points out a flaw in the current arguments
regarding
group selection theories, which ignore this individualized aspect
of
 group selection. There is another flaw however, which has mired the
current debate over altruism, and group selection. This flaw is that
 such
debate has been based on the concept of altruism as selflessness
 for the
good of a group, with no personal advantage for the entity
which exhibits it,
beyond the advantage they reap from the group's
success.

Suppose
there are two traits in a population. We will call them r and
K. The
r trait tries to reproduce faster than the K-trait. The K-trait tries
 to
make each of its offspring as fit as possible, using competitions
 to sort
mates, pairing the fittest with the fittest, and removing the
less fit.

When
 resource excess gives way to resource scarcity, the K’s will
have an innate survival advantage. Although the individuals who cede
their
personal mating opportunities to others, according to
competitive rules, do



endure a self-inflicted, altruistic
disadvantage, this is not altruism from the
perspective of the
K-trait.

From the
perspective of the K-trait, it has taken control of the minds
of all
 of its carriers, and led them to engage in a ritual which will confer
massive advantage on the trait, when resource availability falls.
This trait
actually leads its carriers to create the fittest vessel
 for carrying the trait
forward, by imbuing carriers with a psychology
 intolerant of diminished
fitness. This is actually incredibly
 selfish, from the perspective of the K-
trait.

In short, I
 would view the willingness to accept defeat, based on
honor, not as
 altruism for a group, but as a “fitness trait,” designed
 to
produce individuals who are capable of destroying any other
individual who
does not carry the trait. Given that resources
 inevitably diminish in
availability, this trait is a
 long-view-strategy trait, enduring the mild
disadvantage of
 temporarily diminished reproductive rates during resource
excess, in
 order to acquire the potent advantage of extraordinarily high
fitness
levels when times inevitably turn bad.

Now imagine
this fitness producing trait combined with the complete
suite of
 group-competitive psychological traits. Add in affiliation drives,
including a desire to display one’s success in open individual
competition,
drives to join a successful group and surround oneself
 with peers of like
mind. Add in policing drives, designed to police
 one’s group, and expel
those who are not altruistically
committed to group success. On top of that,
sprinkle in an aggressive
 intolerance for outsiders who do not exhibit the
traits above.

In humans,
 these traits are all combined to create a maximally fit
individual,
 prone to actively develop and evolve the vessel housing the
competitive trait. It will also render the individual maximally
 capable of
associating with a successful group, operating
successfully within it so as to
provide the group with advantage, and
helping to police the group of any
selfish individuals looking to
 exploit the group without sacrificing on its
behalf.



As groups
 form, and individuals stratify into groups which vary by
altruism of
 individuals, willingness to compete honestly and honor
outcomes,
ability, rate of policing, and discrimination between prospective
members, those who best embody all of the traits within this model,
 form
the most capable groups. If resources are sufficiently limited,
it is the most
functional groups which are left standing at the
 conclusion of the
competition. Although inefficient, and prone to
error, nature is in no rush.
Over enough time, and with an entire
 planet of organisms throwing
themselves into the evolutionary breach,
we are the inevitable outcome.

This is
 congruent with Realistic Conflict Theory,11
 which explores
how limited resources foster group conflict in humans.
 It also comports
with evidence indicating that the trait of human
 cooperation enjoys great
advantage in lethal group competitions12
 as well as the fact that altruism
would appear to also have a genetic
link which is related to pro-sociality in
group interactions.13
 Additionally, our assertion that K-type traits are
associated with
 altruistic cooperation is further supported by research
showing that
 sexual selectiveness and monogamy (which are fundamental
to the
K-strategy) are associated with the type of altruistic
cooperativeness
which produces cooperative societies, and that
promiscuity (an r-type trait)
is associated with an absence of such
cooperation.14

Indeed, the
 inevitable results of this process are what we see in
modern humans,
where group warfare and competition are a normal part of
our history
 and psychology, and are well accepted as having molded our
psychological evolution.15

There is
 even evidence that warfare's demand for effective
interactions has
 produced the moral, altruistic, and social psychology we
exhibit
today. It is believed that this occurred through warfare's Darwinian
favoritism of those who exhibited such a pro-social psychology, and
 its
vicious punishment of those who did not.

16,
17,
18

Thus in
 humans, group selection should be viewed as a process
designed to
confer competitive advantage to a specific evolution of the K-



trait.
As Darwin selects individuals who best embody this trait, the trait
sees
its advantage over its competition increase, as its next
iteration emerges.

Of course,
the r-trait is not going to passively sit by, and allow itself
to be
 driven extinct. If the anticompetitor was to survive within a well
vetted group of loyal K-strategists, the r-selected anticompetitor
 had to
evolve to exploit the competitor's Greenbeard effect,19
in such a way as to
appear to be a contributing and loyal part of the
 group. (Indeed, today's
liberal, “Dissent is Patriotic”
 movement, which repeats this mantra while
opposing national success
 in international competitions with enemies, is a
demonstration of
 this Greenbeard exploiting adaptation being expressed,
while pursuing
interests adverse to those of the group.)

This
 camouflaging adaptation however, would only offer the group
anticompetitor the option to survive within the populace. If the
 r-selected
anticompetitor was to gain an advantage in this
environment, it had but one
choice. Use the circumstances of the
 competitor's group competitions for
personal survival advantage in
some way.

Readers
 should note, before dismissing this assertion, that some
research
 into the psychology of human altruism already indicates a
substantial
 subgroup expressing a “traitorous” behavioral strategy is
 a
natural outcome of a perceptible cooperative strategy among an
in-group.20

If
 expectation, reputation, and tribe is accepted as the tag which
renders the competitive altruist recognizable to other competitive
altruists,
this research indicates that a subgroup will inevitably
evolve to betray their
compatriots for personal advantage in
 competitions. If this loyalty-
exploitative cohort must exist, its
strategy would fit with both the r-selected
organism's tendencies
 towards using deception in competition to avoid
adverse outcomes, and
the out-group supportive qualities noted in research
on liberals that
has been aggregated by John Jost at NYU (to be discussed
later in the
analysis of personality traits of political ideologies).

If research
 indicates such a betraying strategy will arise, the only
question
 becomes, where is it? Clearly, we maintain that the r-selected



liberal ideologue is a prime candidate.

The
 psychological parallels between aggressive liberalism and a
strategy
of exploiting betrayal in group competition are difficult to ignore,
if
uncomfortable to confront. For the record, it should be noted,
such behavior
would not arise from a conscious desire to betray, so
 much as an innate
perceptual framework which renders betrayal a
perfectly logical and moral
conclusion to reach. Nature would almost
 certainly produce the behavior
absent a clear knowledge of its
origins or purposes.

Treason as a
 Darwinian strategy will be even more likely to arise
within the model
of group competition presented here because within every
group, the
r-selected anticompetitor has one primary Darwinian threat, and
that
 is the successful, K-selected, individual competitor within their
population.

Thus, as in
 the Counterculture example of Hippies spitting on
servicemen (to be
 presented later), the r-selected trait is in constant
competition
 with their population's own K-selected trait carriers. It is not
surprising that the r-selected trait should evolve a strategy
 expressly
designed to confer advantage on themselves, while providing
disadvantage
to the K-selected competitors within their population.

This desire
to manipulate the group’s behavior for individual gain can
play
a number of ways. Perhaps a group of outsiders begins to threaten
their
population's K-selected competitor humans with either death, or
 the
uniform oppression of an occupation. The r-selected contingent of
 the
populace will be presented with a clear opportunity. By
 cooperating with
the enemy, they can use a foreign force of
 K-competitors as a proxy, to
eliminate the Darwinian threat posed to
 the anticompetitors by their own
population's K-selected competitors.

We see this
in our own politics, where the use of overwhelming force
by our
military is never allowed. Rather, the left insists that we expose
our
troop to risk, and potential defeat, rather than taking the
 gloves off, and
eradicating our enemy by any means necessary. As one
goes more leftward,



one finds ever increasing sympathy for our
enemies, and disregard for our
own group’s interests. There are
even individuals who seek to release our
terrorist enemies in
Guantanamo into the US, and offer them reparations for
their
imprisonment.

Should the
anticompetitor be able to bring about their society's defeat,
they
will have used the foreign competitors to deal a blow to their
society's
competitive population. It will be a blow which the
 r-selected
anticompetitor could never have struck themselves, due to
 their innate
martial and competitive inferiority.

Future
chapters will cite examples of this r-type drive to bring about a
defeat of their own group. We will also cite liberal psychological
 drives
identified in the research literature which support this
 theory, from a
tendency to sympathize with out-group interests, to
 diminished adherence
to in-group authority during competition, to
diminished levels of loyalty to
in-group, to even the exhibition of
less conscientiousness.21,
22
All of these
liberal traits are psychological motivators designed to
 provoke an r-type
group-anticompetitive strategy, by which indigenous
 K-type competitors
are eradicated from the populace, using defeat by
 foreign K-type
competitors as proxies as a tool.

In closing,
 Maynard Smith was correct in his critiques of group
selection theory.
 If every group existed as a closed population of
individuals, then
 indeed, group selection models would favor the selfish
over the
altruists, and the r-selected humans over the K-selected.

However, if
 one factors in the easily observable fickle qualities of
human social
nature, allows for selection by the group as well as selection
of the
group, and considers the aggressive mortality possible under periods
of extreme K-selection stresses such as group warfare (and the
advantage a
high degree of fitness might afford a trait which
produced it), one will find
a model for the evolution of both
 altruism and our political ideologies. It
will prove wholly
 supportable, and will exactly mirror the very human
natures we find
 among both, the most successful warriors and the most
ardent leftists
of today.










Chapter Ten

The Warrior




As we have
discussed, war has been molding mankind's psychology
for eons. It
would have been inevitable, within a species where resources
were
 scarce and competition was fierce, that some individuals would join
together to outcompete other individuals.

From a trait
 perspective, the competitive trait gains its advantage
through the
 eradication of non-carriers, and acquisition of their resources
during periods of resource scarcity. Thus, individual competitors who
evolved to join together in groups, and eradicate less competitive,
 more
pacifistic non-carriers would quickly help the competitive trait
to dominate
the population during such times. Indeed, active
eradication of an unusually
fecund, competing phenotype could offer a
 radically effective strategy to
overcome the r-selected
 anticompetitor's increased maximal reproductive
capacity, even under
conditions of r-selection.

Once that
 war-waging Rubicon was crossed, the group competitor
would have
 quickly out-competed the individual competitors, especially
under
 conditions of K-selection. Group-oriented K-strategists would have
quickly become the predominant presentation of K-selected competitor
within the species. Suddenly, a warrior species would have been born.

As the
species became composed of many groups, all competing with
each
 other, evolution would have played its hand. Over time, an endless
stream of individuals would have spontaneously assembled into a
 nearly
infinite variety of groups, competed, and either continued on
to reproduce,
or been eradicated through the rigors of such open
 competition. There
would be collateral evolutionary damage, of
course. Good specimens might
die due to chance, and bad specimens
 might periodically persist through
luck.



But as the
 statistical probabilities played out over the eons, what
would
 inevitably emerge would be a population of individuals who were
designed psychologically to spontaneously produce as capable and
competitive a group as possible, and to actively seek out compatriots
 of
similar dispositions, to form this group with.

As we have
 written, individual competitiveness, favoring
competitions for
 competition's sake, is an evolutionary refinement of the
simple
contextual aggression of the K-selected psychology. Similarly, this
adaptation to group-competition would produce a further refinement of
the
competitive, K-selected psychology. Here, we will seek to better
characterize some of this psychology’s behavioral traits, and
 the
relationship it has assumed with respect to the subsequent
evolution of the
r-selected trait. For simplicity, we will refer to
 group-competitors as
warriors.

Several
 facets of this group-competitive psychology will naturally
tend to
 evolve, due to the advantages they will provide to groups whose
members embody them. They are:

1. Loyalty
 – This loyalty must be expressed by individuals in a
selective
 fashion. Individuals who pledge loyalty to the selfish will be
culled
when their group is defeated, or when they are betrayed. Thus loyalty
must be selectively extended, only to those who will extend it in
return.

2.
 Intolerance for disloyalty – As with retribution in games of
Prisoner, a drive to see disloyalty punished harshly will be
necessary. This
drive is why traitors are allowed to be executed on
the battlefield.

3.
Competitiveness – Warriors will be competitive, and want to
 see
their group succeed, even at the expense of other groups.

4.
 Intolerance and disregard for out-group interests – Warriors
 will
not overly concern themselves with the success of groups other
 than their
own. Under conditions of K-selection, the choices are live
or die, and those
who chose die do not pass their genes forward.
 Indeed, the warrior will



view the success of their own group at the
expense of outside groups as part
of a natural, healthy process, not
to be challenged or opposed.

5. Support
for leadership – As competitors, warriors will naturally fall
into a hierarchy based on the outcomes of individual competitions
 within
their group (a sort of spontaneous, merit/experience based
 hierarchy
stratification). Having established such a hierarchy,
 warriors will demand
adherence to, and support of the leadership
 while in group competition.
This urge will act in opposition to the
 individual competitor's desire to be
free from authority's oppression
 in individual competitions with others,
however. Thus in time of
group conflict, warriors will seek subservience of
all to their
 leadership. However, absent a group challenge, warriors will
revert
to their more basic, individually competitive psychology, demanding
freedom from any subservience to, or oppression by, any external
authority.
This will be especially true of any authority which
threatens to undermine
honestly won outcomes of individual
competitions.

6.
Traditionalism – Traditionalism offers a reason to fight (to
 avoid
changes to one's governing structure that might be imposed by
an enemy). It
also satisfies the warrior's drive towards adherence to
 our species'
traditional K-selected, competitive, warrior behavioral
standards. Since our
species evolved this far due to an overwhelming
adherence to K-selected,
competitive psychological drives,
traditionalism represents an adherence to
these traditional,
K-selected mores and virtues. This is likely also a natural
aversion
 to every strongly K-selected society's inevitable, gradual descent
into a more r-selected social structure, prone to failure and
collapse (as will
be discussed later).

7.
 Exhibition of pro-social, group unifying behaviors – It is the
warrior who evolved pro-social behaviors as a means of promoting
group
integrity, and by extension, group success. Kindness,
 politeness, unifying
patriotism, personal integrity, morality,
 altruism towards in-group, and
demands to conform to group-unifying
interpersonal behaviors all serve to
tighten the bonds which are
 required for a group to compete successfully.
From demanding
 patriotism from peers, to desiring a single culture and
language, the
warrior wants his in-group unified, and prepared to take on



the world
 as a team. It is also worth noting that although K-selection is
noted
 as favoring monogamy and mate guarding among more primitive
organisms, group competition is believed to favor monogamy even more,
through minimizing intra-group conflict, and fostering better
 cohesion
among group members.1

8.
 Intolerance for deviations from the warrior ethos – Warriors
 will
innately revile anyone who violates their behavioral drives,
 since such
behavior will, in a very real sense, risk Darwinian cost
 to the warrior
(through bringing about a defeat of his group which
could kill him). Those
groups of individual warriors who tolerate
 deviations from the warrior's
programming would inevitably be culled
 in the violent, war-torn, K-
selected environment of mankind's past.
 Just as Maynard Smith
hypothesized that an altruistic population
would always cede its nature to
that of the selfish within it, so too
 were those warriors who tolerated
betrayal within their ranks prone
 to be lost beneath the seas of Darwinian
selection.

In a highly
 competitive species, where the only means to have a
chance to survive
was to form groups and fight for resources, there would
be an endless
 parade of individuals which would form groups, and thrust
themselves
 into battle within their groups. Some would embody the full
suite of
warrior traits, and survive. Some would not.

As time
passed and these weaker groups were eradicated, eventually
Homo
 sapiens would come to predominantly produce individuals who
spontaneously vetted peers for adherence to the K-selected,
 competitive
warrior ideals while striving to proudly exhibit these
traits themselves.

This
 psychology would become the warrior ethos, and as we will
discuss, it
would affect the very evolution of our neurobiology, as well as
the
 abilities and tendencies it conferred on us. As we began to use our
intellects to formulate structures of government, this subtle
 psychological
programming would affect the fundamental precepts we
used to guide our
efforts. In so doing, it not only produced the very
 psychology which
underlies modern conservatism, and defined every
position on every issue



within it, it also molded the very history of
 our civilizations, and our
species.



Chapter Eleven

The
Appeaser




Thus far, we
 have shown how in a competitive, K-selected
environment, individuals
will compete for resources until some individuals
group together for
advantage. At this point group competition will become
unavoidable,
 due to the advantage groups will hold over individuals in
violent
 confrontations over resources. This will eventually lead to the
evolution of individuals who embody the warrior psychology - a
psychology best adapted to acquire resources in a K-selective, group
competitive environment.

The
 competitive advantage of the competitive trait requires that
warriors
 recognize each other, and expel those individuals who are not
committed to the group's success, and who do not hold the warrior
psychology. This recognition will depend on perceptive abilities such
as the
ability to read intent within others, and the ability to
 communicate such
data, such as the concept of reputation facilitates.

As we have
 discussed, Maynard Smith and others have pointed out
that a group
selection environment offers considerable advantage to selfish
individuals who can parasitize such a successful group's success.
 Such
individuals can enjoy the benefits of the altruism of others
 within their
group, while avoiding altruistic sacrifices themselves.
However to do this,
they must avoid detection and expulsion. If they
can avoid detection, as the
group succeeds, amasses resources, and
grows, the selfish individuals can
out-reproduce the altruistic
 individuals. Unhindered by consequence, such
selfish individuals will
 eventually out-compete the altruist through higher
proliferative
rates.

Given the
 risks warriors accept in group competition, and the
advantage selfish
organisms can potentially enjoy in such an environment,



it is not
 surprising that as in the cuttlefish example, the r-selected
anticompetitors would adapt their anticompetitive psychology to
exploit the
group-competitive environment for personal advantage.

Indeed, in
humans we see an r-type psychology, confronted with the
violent
 environment of limited resources and K-selected group warfare.
There,
 membership in a group was mandatory to acquire the resources
necessary to survive. To survive in such an environment, r-type
individuals
would need to fall back on a deceptive strategy to avoid
 the violence of
conflict. To deceptively don the mask of a
 compatriot, while selfishly
seeking to serve one's own reproductive
 interests would be remarkably
similar to the anticompetitive,
 transvestite cuttlefish's strategy of avoiding
competition through
the deception of peers.

For our
purposes, we will term the r-selected group anticompetitor the
appeaser. This appeasement strategy requires differentiation from the
simple r-selected psychology and the more evolved anticompetitive
psychology. This is because the environment of group warfare offers
unique
social characteristics which will tend to naturally evolve a
more complex r-
strategy, geared not only to the main r-traits, but
 also to maneuvering
through complex social terrain, so as to avoid
competition.

This
strategy will tend to thrive most in response to resource excess,
as
part of the r-selected strategy. As we will discuss in future
chapters, as
conditions turn K-selective, many humans will without
 conscious
awareness, adapt their strategy to a more K-selected,
 warrior strategy
through a mechanism we will describe. However, there
 will be more
hardcore r-ideologues, in which the appeasement strategy
will remain, for
whatever reason.

In those
 individuals, it will function as a means of attempting to
increase
 survival advantage. It will do this by manipulating social bonds
and
 tensions, so as to avoid the acceptance of personal risk, and
 increase
mortality among the K-strategists within the population.



We use the
term appeasement strategy, because this strategy will often
present
as a desire to appease an out-group, at the expense of the warriors
within one's own in-group. Often this will occur while promoting
circumstances likely to provoke conflict, such as increasing
proximity and
diversity simultaneously, or stoking tensions through
 demanding
concessions from their own group to any other groups with
differing racial,
religious, or class characteristics. It can even
manifest in importing hostile
out-groups, and insisting on their
acceptance, despite human history clearly
indicating that any such
 acceptance is likely to be temporary, and end in
violence.

This is a
complex strategy. It evolved from an embrace of the docility
of
 anticompetitiveness, combined with a tendency towards the r-type
psychology's opportunistic advantage taking. Here, they curry good
 will
with potential opponents, while engendering conditions prone to
 produce
conflict. The psychology which underlies this strategy will
 be most
advantageous to the r-type individual if it possesses several
 facets, which
are as follows.

1.
Underlying hostility to the warrior – The warrior is the
K-selected
success, who will dominate an individually competitive,
 K-selected
population. His competitive trait is in direct competitive
opposition to the
anticompetitive trait in the r-type individuals.
 Those who embody the r-
selected psychology will innately perceive the
warrior as their competition,
and will seek opportunities to control
him, oppress him, and gain advantage
over him, relentlessly. The most
obvious manifestation of this will occur in
the use of betrayal in
 group competition. This will manifest as a strategy
designed to use
 foreign K-selected warriors as a proxy force to eliminate
the
 K-selected warriors of the appeaser's own population. Other
presentations of this hostility to the in-group's warriors may
 include a
demand that warriors shoulder risk themselves in battle, to
save the lives of
foreigners - even foreigners who may be hostile to
 the appeaser's own in-
group and its warriors. All of this will arise
 from a sympathy with the
interests of out-groups that will evolve to
become so innate to this strategy
that the r-selected appeaser cannot
 even perceive how it molds their
perceptual framework or controls
their decision-making process.



2.
Diminished or absent loyalty to group – Exploitation of a
 group
competition for personal advantage may occur through several
 means,
whether it be openly aiding an enemy to eradicate the
 K-selected
competitors within your own population, or merely seeking
 to thwart the
warrior's victory in war, to prevent them from assuming
 a higher social
standing, such as would occur on returning home after
 the defeat of a
nation's enemies. All such strategies require a lack
of loyalty to in-group, or
a tendency to expand one's definition of
in-group to include all individuals
everywhere, thereby eliminating
 the notion of in-group loyalty entirely.
This concept is as innate to
 r-selected liberals, as the innate perception of
competitions and
in-groups is to the K-selected conservative.

3. Lack of
 competitiveness – An outgrowth of the docile r-type
psychology,
 which is designed to merely forage on the copious resources
present
under conditions of r-selection, while avoiding all competition and
conflict. Here, it will confer an actual advantage by delaying action
 in
confronting an enemy. This will forestall the appeaser's worst
 possible
outcome – successful K-selected warriors acting
decisively, and returning as
heroes to local high-value females,
after quickly and effectively dispatching
a hostile enemy force. This
 likely evolved out of an r-selected organism's
maladaptation to a
 fiercely competitive, violent environment. If an
environment shifts,
and becomes K-selective, it will not bode well for the
future of the
 r-selected, anticompetitive trait - unless the anticompetitors
can
 focus that violent environment on their K-selected competition while
avoiding it themselves. And this is exactly what they have evolved to
do.

4.
 Openness to the interests of out-groups – An openness to the
interests of out-groups will facilitate pursuing one's own interests,
 in
contravention of the objectives of one's own in-group. Thus it is
easier to
aid an enemy to overthrow one's own government, if one is
 capable of
viewing the enemy's cause as just. It is easier to support
the killing of one's
own warriors, if one innately believes that
their own warriors are behaving
immorally or wrongly. This trait will
 facilitate a pacifistic or treasonous
strategy, designed to forestall
the K-selected warrior's plans for success, as
well as to facilitate
the more obvious strategy of betrayal.



5.
Tendency to disregard leadership's authority – This again,
 allows
for the appeaser to pursue their own personal advantage in the
environment
of group competition. If they can easily disregard their
 leadership during
times of war, and ignore the will of their
 populace, which that leadership
represents, it will prove easier to
 pursue their own personal interests, or
even bring about
 circumstances which will cull their nation's K-selected
warriors.

6.
Rejection of Traditionalism –This anti-traditionalist urge
facilitates
selfishness in group competition, by leaving the appeaser
detached from the
past culture and history of their people, and
capable of embracing any form
of future, even one involving an
 adoption of a foreign enemy's culture,
mores, and nature, following a
 defeat. It is likely an outgrowth of the
novelty seeking which
motivated their ancestors to seek out new and novel
environments,
where resources were abundant and populations were low.

7.
 Ultimate rejection of pro-social, group unifying behaviors -
Warriors demand individuals behave politely and considerately, in
 such a
way as to foster tighter bonds within their in-group. The
 appeaser will
oppose this through support for indecency, vulgarity,
 and intra-group
conflict - though only so much as they can without
 alienating their
population or risking retribution. The appeaser is
 subconsciously
programmed to seek the defeat of their in-group in
 group competition.
Fracturing the in-group into competing cliques,
 fostering dissension, and
diminishing the loyalty individuals feel
towards the group will all serve to
further these goals. From attacks
 on the mindlessness of patriotism, to
supporting a fractured
multicultural society, to supporting multilingualism,
to supporting
indecency and impoliteness in culture, to demanding military
risks so
as to protect hostile foreigners from harm - the ultimate goal of all
of these actions is to foster a society's defeat, while maintaining a
plausible
deniability regarding the intents of their actions, so as
to prevent retribution,
and the Darwinian risk it presents.

8.
Deceptive nature – As we have emphasized, the appeaser seeks
to
persist in an environment where the K-selected individuals are
 killed by
group conflict. Their strategy is to persist through
 tricking one group into



granting them membership (or exploiting an
 existing membership), while
advancing personally through betraying
the K-type rules of the group. They
can only exist within a warrior
 society, as long as they can portray
themselves as fellow warriors.
 r-strategists have evolved a range of
techniques for doing this, from
simply proclaiming their patriotism publicly
(“dissent is
patriotic”), to viciously attacking anyone who would challenge
their patriotism as traitorous and opposed to values of the group, to
seeking
to live in populations which are as large as possible, as
diverse as possible,
and as fragmented as possible, so as to minimize
 the effects of reputation
and retribution.

Research has
 shown that altruists (warriors) find it easier to police
their ranks
 for the selfish non-altruist in small, cohesive, homogenous
groups
where everyone knows everyone, and both outsiders and the disloyal
are easily recognized and ostracized. It is no coincidence that
 liberals
congregate in large, population-dense cities, promote
multicultural diversity
within the cities, promote conflicts between
different elements of their in-
groups, oppose even the mandating of a
common language for their people,
and support the tossed salad model
of immigration instead of the melting
pot.

Such
 fragmenting of a large population is exactly opposite to the
conditions which foster effective policing of a small, single,
 homogenous
in-group's ranks by competitive altruists, who demand
 loyalty to group
before loyalty to self in group competition. Nor is
 it a coincidence that in
disputes between their in-groups and their
out-groups, liberals will side with
their out-group, reflexively.

It is not
surprising that within a species which is prone to form groups
and
violently battle, a Darwinian strategy would emerge which is designed
to exploit these group competitions for personal gain. This is a
remarkably
elegant means by which to provide the less fit, less
competitive r-selected
specimen personal advantage over the fitter,
 more violent, K-selected
warriors within the group warfare
environment.



As we have
 discussed, even simple games designed to simulate
cooperative
behavior have shown that the use of treason by individuals as a
competitive strategy is a natural outgrowth of group cooperation.1
So it is
not surprising to see this behavior occur in a cooperative,
 competitively
altruistic, K-selected, group-competitive species such
 as humans –
especially when one considers that had the r-type
psychology not found a
way to gain the protection of a group, such a
 lone individual would have
easily been culled in group competition.

It is
 similar to the anticompetitor in the Australian Giant Cuttlefish.
The
appeasement strategist relies on deception to avoid the consequences
of
their violations of the warrior's standards of altruistic,
 group-centric
behavior.

If an
anticompetitive male Cuttlefish were to be recognized as a male
while
attempting to mate, he would quickly be attacked by the fitter, more
violent competitors. Similarly, were the appeaser recognized as a
descendent of the r-selected human, were they recognized as pursuing
 a
selfish, inherently disloyal Darwinian strategy within a loyal,
 warrior
species, the appeaser's duplicity would mark him for
 ostracization within
the species, at best.

Thus the
appeaser will sympathize with out-group interests, and lobby
for the
 sacrifice of in-group interests for the good of outsiders, (such as
demanding increased military casualties among their soldiers to avoid
collateral damage among hostile foreign populations). They will also
oppose vigorously any actions which would enrich in-group at the
expense
of out-group (for example, seizure of oil interests from
 radical Islamist
enemy regimes in the mid-east after martial
victories).

Despite
every action being expressly designed to support hostile out-
groups,
 at the expense of their own loyal in-group, this will never be
allowed to be characterized as disloyal or unpatriotic. Indeed, they
 likely
cannot even fathom that such acts could be viewed by anyone as
disloyal.
They will maintain their own patriotism, even as the
 r-selected liberal
denigrates the very word “patriot” as
somehow tainted by a lack of intellect,



and views the very concept of
nationalistic fervor and national symbols as
dangerous, foolish, and
viscerally repugnant.

2,
3,
4

To some, the
characterizations in this book will appear biased towards
conservatism. However the difficulty in presenting this theory lies
 in the
fact that humans are innately biased themselves, through their
evolutionary
history. Humans are overall, a K-selected species,5
which further evolved to
be individually competitive, and then
further evolved to compete in group
competitions. This fiercely
 competitive evolutionary history is what has
produced the immense
evolutionary advancement we see in our species, and
even the
sophistication and complexity of our cultures and civilizations.

This
 evolutionary history has also psychologically predisposed
everyone, r
 and K-strategist alike, to recognize the superiority of the
 K-
strategy. Within our species, the r-selected psychology is a
minority and an
outcast, embodying psychological traits which are
directly opposed to the
psychological traits our species, as a whole,
evolved to be guided by. Yet to
confront this simple truth, is to
 exhibit bias – a K-selected bias imbued
within us by our
K-selected evolutionary history.

As examples
of this innate bias, our species tends to hold monogamy
as superior
 to promiscuity. It tends to hold competitiveness, ambition, and
taking responsibility for outcomes as superior to entitlement,
irresponsibility, and sloth. It tends to believe freedom in
 interactions and
earned success is superior to uniform outcomes
 dictated arbitrarily by an
outside party. We will view children
raised by two monogamous parents, in
an environment designed to defer
 their reproductive behaviors until
maturity, far more positively than
 we would view an environment where
children are raised by single
 parents, and exposed to stimuli designed to
provoke sexual
precociousness beginning as early in their life as possible.

We will
 always favor those who are loyal to our nation, over those
who
 sympathize with outsiders, and our populace will always innately
respect the most K-selected, competitive warriors in our society,
such as a
military member or Police Officer, far more than we will
respect the pacifist
or the hippie.



This innate
bias conferred on our species by our evolutionary history
makes truly
impartial characterizations of these urges difficult. If this work
is
 correct (and the evidence to be presented shortly would indicate that
 it
is), then any honest, accurate characterizations of these urges
will be biased
in favor of the K-selected competitive warrior, since
 that evolved
psychology is the basis for the very standard by which
we humans judge
“good” and “bad.”

Regardless
 of this difficulty, this text will describe these urges and
their
Darwinian purposes as clearly and as accurately as possible, and
leave
it to the reader to interpret the information in as unbiased a
 fashion as is
possible.








Chapter Twelve

Issues and Political Philosophy in the Context of
this
Theory




For ages,
 the political left and right have battled over what would
constitute
the ideal social and governmental structure. Here we will discuss
some of the current issues which the political left and right
 advocate on
behalf of, and show how every conflict within an issue
 will have as its
origin the inherent conflict between the r-selected,
 anticompetitive
psychology, or the K-selected, competitive
 psychology. Every issue will
come down to each side pursuing one the
five main r/K traits, and seeking
to create either an r or
K-selective environment.








Economics

In issues of
economics, conservatives favor a free market Capitalistic
system, in
 which every individual engages in volitional interactions with
others, as freely as possible, and then bears the outcomes of those
interactions, whether good or bad. This produces an environment where
businesses freely form and dissolve absent any external interference,
 their
fates determined by the results of free, Darwinesque economic
competitions.

In this
 scheme, individuals and business entities will enjoy varying
levels
 of success. Some will exhibit high levels of ability, determination,
and effort, and they will be rewarded with far more resources than
 are
required for simple sustenance. Others will prove less fit and
 capable in
these economic competitions, and they will endure the
rigors of poverty. In
acquiring excess resources, beyond what is
necessary for mere survival, the
successful individuals will gain
substantial competitive advantage over their
peers, and this will be
 reflected in superior rates of survival, superior
choices of mates,
and superior advantages for their offspring.

By contrast,
 the political left will prefer a far more controlled
economic scheme.
These left-leaning economic models will be designed to
forestall all
 free competitions between individuals, avert or rectify any
particular individual's failure in competition, and more evenly
 redistribute
any resources and advantages that have been unevenly
 allocated in free
competitions or interactions.

At the most
 extreme left, one finds Communism and Socialism.
There, all
 advantages acquired by individuals through effort or merit are
eliminated. Ideally, everyone will be provided with the exact same
advantage. This creates a social environment approximating the
 r-selected
environment, where resources are easily acquired without
 any need to
compete with peers.



As in the
 case of the anticompetitive Cuttlefish, this thwarting of
merit based
 competitions is also accompanied by the r-type Communist's
pursuit of
 personal advantages (through corruption), wherever possible.
This is
 as would be expected within a Darwinian strategy designed to
provide
personal, individual competitive advantage.

As one heads
towards the moderated left, these models only moderate
the
 limitations on freedom and competition, and the seizure and
redistribution of resources. So within the moderate left, even when
individuals succeed in limited free competition, the political
liberal will still
seek to use government to seize much of their
 earned resources, for
redistribution to others who were not as
 successful. In doing this, they
attenuate, to whatever degree is
 politically possible, the advantages
acquired by the successful and
ameliorate the disadvantages of those who
have not succeeded in free
competition with their peers.

Notice, the
 liberal does not seek to out-compete the successful, K-
selected
 individual, and then reapportion their own earned income to the
less
fortunate. Rather, the political leftist seeks to use force of
government
to reapportion the success of the successful competitor.
This ideology is a
competitive strategy, designed to increase one's
 own relative success,
through the diminution of another individual's
superior level of success.

Liberals are
 not averse to competition with peers, they are merely
averse to free,
fair, rule governed competitions designed to favor merit and
ability.
Competition is just fine with them, as long as it is rigged in their
favor, and does not reward ability, determination, or effort.








Social
Policies




The
political right will tend to pursue domestic social policies which
parallel the K-selected environment, and the reproductive strategies
 it
entails. In the view of conservatives, mating and reproduction
 should be
monogamous, and should occur later in life, after
 competitive
demonstrations of fitness. Child-rearing should be
 designed primarily to
raise as competitive a child as possible. One
father and one mother together,
rearing a child to mate monogamously,
and continue the cycle itself, is the
ideal. Any unorthodox rearing
styles, deviating from this ideal, which might
potentially yield
 sub-par outcomes for the child are frowned upon.
Programs or aspects
of the social environment which may facilitate children
pursuing a
more r-selected model of early promiscuity and single parenting
are
also frowned upon.

Aspects of
social policy which do not value children highly, or which
even
entail the killing of an unborn child before it is allowed to
compete,
such as abortion, will also be opposed. To a K-strategist,
the only means by
which one should ever fail in life is by failing in
 free competition with
others.

Institutions
 such as marriage, which are designed to sanctify the K-
selected model
of two-parent, high-investment child-rearing will be viewed
as
 unusually important, and efforts to diminish this importance will be
fought vigorously.

Within this
psychology, children are important, the proven traditional-
model of
family is necessary, and the rearing of children into highly fit,
K-
selected competitors, of impeccable morality and decency, is
paramount.

The
 political left will tend to pursue a less K-selective social
environment, more in line with r-selected values and mores. Mating
 and
reproduction may be promiscuous, and unselective, and any
 cultural



influence which promotes this (or which degrades more
 K-selected
institutions and mores as antiquated) will be seen as
 modern and
progressive, towards a better (more r-selected) society.

High-investment
child rearing, by two monogamously paired parents
will be seen as of
 little importance to a child’s ultimate maturation.
Programs
 which will facilitate or encourage children pursuing a more
 r-
selected strategy of early promiscuity, sexual indiscriminateness,
or single
parenting, such as early graphical sexual education,
generous single mother
welfare, or provision of condoms or
 birth-control, will be favored. An
educational environment which
 advances the concepts of sexual
promiscuity, diminished
 confrontational interactions, less loyalty to in-
group, less
 competitiveness, less patriotism, lower investment single-
parenting
 (or other non-traditional models of family), diminished
discrimination between good and bad, and less adherence to K-type
behavioral rules will be favored.

Within
 liberalism, the value of children, and their ideal rearing
environment, will be diminished considerably. This is consistent with
r-type
reproductive strategies which de-emphasize the importance
 accorded to
rearing individual offspring. In the ideal r-strategy,
parents surrender their
children to a government, which educates the
children to adhere to r-values,
en masse.

From support
 for abortion, to less concern for the effects of
unorthodox rearing
 styles, liberals will exhibit less concern for the ideal
rearing of
 the young of the species. In the most r-selected species, even
cannibalization of the young is accepted behavior, so it is not
surprising to
see the r-selected human denigrate the value of infants
by implying they are
not necessarily human beings (and by implication
are thus able to be killed
morally, at a weary parent's whim, for
some period after birth).1

Additionally,
 whether supporting medical schemes which devalue
older individuals
 and diminish their right to life, health, and medical
treatment based
on their age, or the liberal's support for abortion, the liberal
would almost seem to support any form of unselective mortality which



would diminish the population's ranks randomly, and thereby mimic an
 r-
selected environment.








Personal
Defense




Here,
 clearly the K-selected conservatives will embrace a more
competitive,
 K-selective environment where citizens are free to carry
firearms,
and engage criminals in Darwinian struggles. This will foster an
environment where individuals exhibit varying levels of competitive
ability.
Some individuals will exhibit greater levels of fitness in
this environment,
and will be less prone to victimization. Others,
 who elect to not arm
themselves, and who seek to follow a strategy of
 conflict avoidance and
appeasement of criminal threats, will exhibit
less fitness if confronted. They
will endure an associated
 competitive disadvantage. This will create an
environment of grossly
 obvious competitive disparity, where some
individuals are well
trained and well armed, while others are left helpless in
the face of
violence. To the K-selected psychology, such an environment is
natural, while to the r-type psychology, nothing could be more
 repugnant
and terrifying.

The r-type
 liberal will feel motivated to eliminate all fitness
disparities by
preventing anyone from possessing a means of engaging in
self
 defense, such as concealed firearms, knives, truncheons, or other
weapons. This will have the effect of preventing any segment of the
populace from exhibiting a superior level of fitness, and enjoying a
related
competitive advantage. One will see this in any major city,
where carrying
firearms for self defense is forbidden. In such
jurisdictions, BB-guns, many
common pocket knives, and even
 non-lethal defense weapons such as
pepper spray and stun-guns will
also be forbidden.

This leftist
 strategy is similar to the strategy liberals employ in
matters of
 capitalism and income redistribution. Here, those who would
have
exhibited inferior levels of fitness are able to raise their relative
level
of fitness by using government to force others to willingly
 diminish their
levels of fitness. This has the additional advantage
 of potentially stoking
confrontation between groups of K-selected
police, and K-selected citizens



who simply wish to defend themselves.
 No liberal will ever have the
courage to visit a gun-owner’s
house, and demand their firearm. However,
if you offer to send a cop
 to do it for them, they will rejoice at the
possibilities.

Even if
criminals continue to acquire weapons and victimize citizens,
at
least the liberal does not feel anyone else is more capable of
dealing with
the threat than they are. The liberal has thereby
stopped anyone else from
exhibiting a superior level of fitness, and
enjoying the advantages thereof.

Interestingly,
increased criminal victimization of the populace, absent
any ability
of highly fit individuals to defend themselves, would be a very
r-
type selection pressure, almost identical to the selective effects
produced by
the predation of prey species. It would diminish
 population numbers
unselectively, absent the ability of some
 individuals to use K-type
competitive aggression to gain competitive
advantage.

It is very
interesting that liberals are innately more comfortable in an
environment of increased criminal predation, as long as there are no
associated fitness-mediated disparities in the rates of predation.
 Offer to
arm citizens, even show how it will diminish crime, and the
liberal will still
choose the higher crime-rate of disarmament. There
 is nothing as
unacceptable to the liberal as a selective pressure
which offers advantage to
fitter, more K-selected individuals. We
 will discuss this psychological
quality more later.








Foreign
Policy

Issues of
foreign policy will mimic issues of domestic policy, though
here the
primary focus will be on the warrior/appeaser paradigm.

The
conservative seeks group competitions between nations at every
opportunity. They will innately perceive profound differences between
 in-
groups and out-groups. This will facilitate conflict, and these
conflicts will
play out at every level, from the economic, to the
martial.

Conservatives
will demand loyalty to their in-group, and once conflict
begins, they
 will also demand subservience to leadership, so long as the
leadership appears to be attempting to win the conflict or
competition, and
acting with their group's best interests at heart.

Liberals, by
 contrast will not be able to find comfort in such a
competitive
environment. Once exposed to it, the liberal will begin to adopt
positions designed to gain advantage within such a competitive
environment, without actually enduring risk, or partaking of the
competition. Liberals will seek to first stifle the competition, in
an effort to
prevent the onset of the competitive, K-selected
 environment. This is the
origin of liberal pacifism, and it is why no
matter how noxious, the enemy,
no matter the sins he has committed,
the liberal will tend to oppose any call
to war.

If that
attempt fails, liberals will seek to ally with the out-group while
denigrating their in-group's ability to win the competition. This
drive will
be present in all liberals, though the degree to which it
is openly exhibited
will depend on the intensity of the liberal's
 partisanship. Extreme liberals
will travel to the enemy's lands, and
 openly support him. Moderates will
seek to stymie the war effort more
 covertly from home, while still
maintaining their ties with their own
 people, by couching such efforts as
reasonable or compassionate.



These urges
 can be modified by practicality, as every r-selected
individual will
 support their own interests first and foremost. However
every r-type
 psychology will tend towards this model of behavior, when
confronted
with group selection processes.

By pursuing
 a strategy of allying with the out-group while covertly
betraying
 their in-group, the r-selected appeaser will not just diminish the
success of their in-group's K-selected warriors. In our evolutionary
history,
the r-selected appeaser could actually defeat their
 in-group's warriors
outright, through the use of a proxy force
 composed of their out-group's
competitive warriors.

We will show
 cases in history later, where this behavioral drive is
quite apparent
in the most ardent of leftists during the most group-selective
environments. We will show that the existence of this strategy is
completely
inarguable. The behavioral tendency towards disloyalty
underlying it is also
documented by such researchers as John Jost
(himself a liberal), who points
out that diminished levels of loyalty
to in-group, as well as a desire to rebel
against their own, are a
hallmark of the liberal psychology.

Thus to a
liberal, disparities in national economic fitness will require
that
 their own nation sacrifice resources to more primitive and violent
nations. During wars, the liberal's own nation must endure
disadvantages, to
appease hostile outsiders. Such disadvantages will
 range from enduring
military casualties, so as to avoid killing
 foreigners who oppose their
nation, to providing resources to
individuals who hate their nation simply to
avoid appearing greedy,
 to accepting defeat before stooping to ruthless
eradication of their
 nation's enemies. Treaties will be opportunities to
generate good
 will with enemies and competitors by sacrificing national
interests
 to these outsiders, and economic agreements will be designed to
appease those who least favor their nation, in the hopes of
generating good
will for the leftist.

This
strategy, executed most effectively, does demand that individuals
pursuing it maintain a plausible deniability as to their motives, so
 as to
prevent an expulsion from their in-group. This will come
naturally to the r-



type psychology because the motivational force
producing these behaviors
is not consciously treasonous to the
 liberal. Rather, the r-type psychology
engenders a perceptual
 framework which leads honest individuals to be
predisposed to seeing
 their own people as evil, wrong, or unfair, while
seeing enemies as
 inherently more noble, justified, and moral. This leads
the liberal
to honestly sympathize with their enemies over their in-group out
of
an honest moral conviction, based on their altered perceptions.

However,
 from the betrayal of our allies, such as Israel, to the
demands that
our society endure civilian casualties rather than perform the
torture of terrorists, to limitations on other forms of extreme
violence on our
enemies to safeguard our own, the r-selected,
 anticompetitive liberal
appeaser's subconscious, unwitting goal is to
simultaneously gain the favor
of our enemies while limiting our own
 ability to successfully win the
conflicts we engage in.

It is the
firm position of this text that this is an evolved psychological
adaptation to group competition, and it underlies what researcher
John Jost
spoke of as the conservative's “underlying
 psychological need” for
“loyalty” to their group,
and the liberal's “underlying psychological need”
for
“rebellion” against their group.2








Governmental Size and Scope




There will
always be a debate over governmental size and scope, due
to the
differing views each psychology will hold over the role government
plays in the lives of citizens.

In the view
of K-selected conservatives, all citizens seek to compete
in freedom
in our competitive, K-selected environment, and they are willing
to
 endure the consequence of bad decisions. In this environment,
 citizens
are as free as possible to interact with each other. As each
individual offers
value and services to other citizens, this will
 produce an individual
competition to accrue resources, based on one's
 ability, effort, and
determination. As a result, each citizen will
end up indirectly competing in
rule governed, competitive measures of
relative fitness and ability. Ideally,
in the view of K-type
conservatives, this will occur absent any meddling by
outside
parties, and the outcomes will be accurate measures of the relative
fitness and ability of the entities competing.

Due to this
 view, in the eyes of a K-type conservative, the role of
government is
to foster as efficient a competitive environment as possible.
Under
 this model, government should perform services designed to
facilitate
 free interactions, such as protecting each individual's freedom to
interact with others as they see fit, enforcing rules of fairness and
morality
in interactions, providing a means by which to exchange
value (currency),
facilitating business through aiding transportation
 and financial
infrastructure, and safeguarding the earned property of
 individuals from
seizure by others, either through laws against
theft, or oversight of financial
institutions. The purpose of all of
 this is to promote institutional stability
and trust, so free
competition may flourish.

This will
result in a generalized perception that government should be
minimal
in its size and scope, and merely facilitate, rather than interfere,
in
personal interactions between citizens.



To those on
 the leftward side of the political spectrum, however,
every citizen
 desires to live in the r-selected environment - with freely
available
 resources and absent any competition between individuals or
disparities in competitive outcomes. To these individuals, this state
 of
affairs is forestalled by a few greedy individuals who horde
wealth unfairly.
To the liberal, government is a tool by which to
enforce a safe and secure r-
selected environment on a populace. This
leftist will believe that unless so
controlled, a population would
 revert to primitive and evil urges to strive
and compete with each
 other. These primitive urges to compete,
uncontrolled, would rapidly
 spiral out of control, resulting in disparate
apportionment of
resources among individuals, and the creation of winners
and losers
in the society.

Thus, as one
 heads increasingly towards the left of the political
spectrum, the
job of government is to stifle all competition, and reapportion
any
 resources which accrue disproportionately. In its most pure form,
 this
urge will present as an effort to provide equal levels of
 resources to
everyone, regardless of ability or effort, exactly as
one would see resources
apportioned in the r-selected environment.
The farther leftward one travels
on the spectrum, the more one will
 see these desires manifest. Of course,
even the moderate leftist
 still seeks the redistribution of wealth and
suppression of free
 competition, to ameliorate such disparities in ability.
They merely
temper their urges out of practicality.

The
 K-selected urge for freedom and free competition exists in the
majority of our citizens. Since r-selected liberalism requires a
government
that is capable of oppressing the natural urges of all of
 those citizens, the
leftist will see a need for a government which is
 as large, powerful, and
controlling of all individuals as possible.
The more leftward their political
leanings, the larger they will seek
to see the government grow, and the more
power and regulatory
 authority they will seek to bestow on it. That, of
course is exactly
where leftism, unrestrained, leads.








Environmentalism

Environmentalism
 is an area where the liberal clearly strives to
produce an r-selected
 environment. Consumption of all available
environmental resources, to
 the point of inducing scarcity, is one of the
hallmarks of the
K-selected environment.

Here, the
 r-selected, anticompetitive liberal seems to perceive, on a
very
primal level, that high levels of consumption by individuals can
bring
about a more K-selected environment, and that this Malthusian
 outcome
would be a bad thing for the liberal. As a result, liberals
 tend to be in
support of sustainable environmental initiatives, such
as recycling, energy
conservation, and other forms of diminished
 personal consumption, all of
which would forestall the onset of the
 restricted environmental resources
which will foster a more fiercely
competitive, K-selected environment.

By contrast,
 conservatives exhibit far less concern regarding the
effects of their
own personal consumption, and do not exhibit the aggressive
phobia of
 resource scarcity or environmental exhaustion that one sees in
liberals. Nor does the conservative fear environmental change.
Rather, the
conservative views any adverse environmental circumstance
 merely as a
challenge to demonstrate their worthiness, similar to how
 the K-selected
organism would view any adverse environmental
 conditions they
encountered.








National
Sovereignty




Liberals
 will oppose national sovereignty, and support ceding
authority over
 their nation's affairs to outside bodies such as the United
Nations,
 the World Court, or some form of international treaty obligation.
This is an urge likely borne of a desire to avoid group conflict and
competition. It is also a desire to cede authority to an outside
force which
will uniformly control and oppress everyone, and a desire
 to perpetuate a
more pacifistic, r-selected environment within the
international arena.

By contrast,
conservatives will strongly oppose any infringement on
national
 sovereignty, and will fully support engaging in the conflicts and
international competitions such a strategy may lead to. To the K-type
warrior psychology, one acts autonomously with principle, and lets
 the
chips fall where they may, based on merit based assessments of
 relative
ability, effort, and determination.

The
 difference between the desire to act autonomously and endure
any
outcome, or to see everyone's innate urges controlled and oppressed
by
authority in return for some measure of security, is the
 fundamental
difference between both of our political ideologies. If
one understands the r
and K-type origins of these two psychologies,
it is not hard to see why this
is.








Discriminations Between Good and Bad




Under the
 tenets of this theory, liberalism descended from the r-
selected
 psychology. Designed to maximize reproductive rates, the liberal
psychology is designed to focus behavior primarily on mating and
reproduction, while simultaneously avoiding any direct, open conflict
 or
competition with peers. We maintain that this history has produced
within
the liberal an aversion to moral judgment and discrimination
between good
and bad (an aversion which we will show later has a very
clear neurological
root).

This
 aversion to a judgmental environment exists partly because
liberal
urges inherently clash with our species' K-selected moral drives. As
a result, any such discrimination between good and bad will force the
liberal to confront the fact that they espouse mores and values which
 run
counter to our species' normative K-type mores and values.

Liberals
 will also be averse to the judgmental environment because
retribution
by groups (in the form of discrimination) is the primary means
by
which altruistic groups punish non-altruists. Discrimination against
those
who would support an enemy in time of war is a very real threat
to liberal
competitive advantage, as well as to the persistence of
 the r-selected,
anticompetitive trait within the population.

Most
importantly, such discriminations can form the basis of conflict
and
competition. As a result of the liberal being programmed to avoid
both
competition and conflict, they are inherently designed to avoid
making such
judgments, and to try and dissuade others from doing so
as well.

By contrast,
 the conservative, having descended from the K-selected
psychology,
will find themselves strongly driven by the moral urges that are
normative to our species. As a result, they will be more inclined to
render



judgments of other individuals based on their adherence to
such K-mores,
and more likely to spot deviations from such mores and
values in others.

Additionally,
the K-selected psychology is programmed to engage in
conflict and
 competition. As a result, the rendering of such verdicts can
initiate
 the very conflicts and competitions that K-type conservatives are
programmed to engage in.

Finally,
 retribution offers a vital advantage to the altruist in group
competition. As a result, the altruistic competitive warrior trait
 will be
immensely advantaged in an environment where those who are
 not
selflessly loyal to group and its success are judged, and either
discriminated
against within the group, punished outright, or
expelled entirely.

Thus, this
theory would predict that the liberal would be instinctually
averse
to a society rendering judgments and engendering conflict, while the
conservative would be driven to constantly render judgments between
good
and bad, draw distinctions between liked and disliked,
differentiate between
in-group and out-group, and discriminate
 against members of their own
group who have violated our species'
traditionally K-type moral virtues.

The
r-selected psychology needs an environment where any disparity
in
individual ability is meaningless, where the population makes no
fitness
affecting judgments between good and bad, where no individual
 can be
discriminated against by the group for any reason, and where
the measure
of success is merely the degree to which one can mate
promiscuously, and
abandon one's offspring without consequence.

In light of
 this, the liberal drive to eradicate all forms of
discrimination
 between good and bad would have the effect of being
beneficial to a
 selfish Darwinian strategy, less concerned with group
success than
 personal success. Conversely, the conservative drive to
discriminate
 between good and bad, and punish those deemed bad would
tend to be
the mark of a more altruistic strategy. And indeed, that is exactly
the case made within this work.










Political
Correctness

The drive
towards political correctness is another example of how the
liberal
 seeks to recreate the anticompetitive environment of the r-selected
organism.

An outgrowth
 of the drive to eliminate discrimination, political
correctness is an
overt attempt to create an environment where any stimulus
indicating
potential conflict and competition, is eliminated. This is done by
forcing all individuals to assiduously avoid any form of personal
interaction
which could be construed as offensive, and which might
therefore provoke
conflict.

If no one
says anything which could possibly be considered offensive,
and no
individual acknowledges any competition between any groups, then
there will be no aggressive stimuli that could provoke conflict. As
liberals
become accustomed to this hyper-pacifistic environment, any
 violation of
this unwritten behavioral rule will be perceived as an
 exceedingly
unpleasant behavioral faux pas.

K-selected
competitor men, by contrast, will tend to be more “macho”
and brash in their personal countenances, instinctually rejecting the
 tenets
of political correctness. These more confrontational
behavioral traits will be
commonly found among aggressive K-type
 males throughout the species.
Brashness provokes conflict, and drives
those who fear it either into passive
submission, or away from the
 group. Those who regularly engage in K-
selected endeavors, such as
 warfare, will often be found to be brash and
confrontational, by the
standards of the politically correct, r-selected liberal.

Among
 warriors, friendly insults and jibes build rapport, through
individuals demonstrating their comfort in a confrontational,
 K-selected
group, and their refusal to take umbrage at anything said
by an ally. Such
insults, however, will make more r-selected
 individuals uncomfortable, as



they might herald the onset of a more
 competitive, and selective
environment.

Tendencies
towards brashness will be portrayed as anti-intellectual by
r-strategists, while tendencies towards political correctness will be
portrayed as weak and cowardly by K-selected humans. In reality, each
 is
merely an attempt to recreate the environment one's Darwinian
strategy was
evolved for, as the r and K-type traits seek to enhance
the chances of their
advance into the species' genome.








Public
Health Policy




Death is an
 ever present consequence to our choices in life. If you
smoke, eat
 fatty foods, over indulge in sugar, or just do something
dangerous
like skydiving, death may result.

This creates
 a competitive environment, where some people will
make good choices,
some will make bad choices, and as a result some will
die, and some
will prosper.

The
K-selected environment is inherently competitive, and as a result,
K-selected competitors have a comfort within that competitive
environment
of free choice. K-selected individuals are also more
tolerant of competitive
mortality within their population, since
 rapid population growth is not an
imperative to the K-strategy
(K-selected individuals will have greater issues
with any unselective
mortality, or mortality targeted randomly against their
in-group).

As with
 K-selected individuals, conservatives are also tolerant of
mortality
 arising from competitive selections. For example, if individuals
choose to not wear motorcycle helmets, and die in accidents, the
K-selected
psychology will not see that as a pressing problem in need
 of a
governmental intervention. Similarly, conservatives will not see
 deaths
from obesity, smoking, or firearms violence as requiring
 increased control
of the populace to remedy. From eating fatty foods,
 to not carrying health
insurance, to smoking, conservatives seek to
allow all people to weigh the
individual aspects of their
circumstances, and then do as they wish. If there
are adverse
outcomes to these decisions, it is the conservative's position that
one should bear the burden of the responsibilities for the decisions
made,
and that this is fair, just, and respectful of everyone's
freedom.

By contrast,
 r-selected organisms have evolved specifically to feel
averse to any
 competitive environment. Indeed, when competitive



selections begin
 within a previously r-selected environment, it does not
bode well for
the future of the r-selected organisms within that population.
Just
as the K-selected organism is tolerant of competitive mortality, the
 r-
selected organism is intolerant of any mortality within their
environment, if
it results from competitive selection due to personal
 decisions. For the r-
strategist, if individuals choose to eat fatty
 foods, and subsequently die of
obesity, that is a problem which must
be remedied with an application of
government control of the populace
to force dietary changes on everyone.

For this
 reason, the K-selected individual will always exhibit a
comfort
within a competitive environment, where individuals are free to do
as
they like, and their decisions and actions regarding their personal
health
have consequences. Likewise, the r-selected organism will seek
 an
environment absent any competition, where everyone is forced, by
 any
means necessary, to avoid any adverse health outcome that is a
 result of
competitive failure.

Within the
 debate over public health policy, we see this dichotomy
manifest,
 just as one would expect, were they to assume liberalism and
conservatism are outgrowths of the more primitive r and K-selected
strategies.



Immigration




Within the
immigration debate, we see two positions. One holds that
America has
 plentiful resources, and there is no reason to prevent fellow
citizens of the world from coming here, and helping themselves to our
bounty. To this psychology, resources will always be freely
 available,
conflict or denial of resources to anyone else is wrong,
and there is no real
out-group or in-group to either show loyalty to,
or withhold loyalty from.

Additionally,
 in seeking to give the foreigners the right to elect
leaders who will
dictate policy to our native citizens, this strategy also sets
the
stage for conflict between individuals who are conflict-predisposed,
 in
the future. If r and K are traits, then the r-strategy is setting
the stage for K-
trait carriers (both domestic and foreign) to become
 embroiled in a
depopulating fight, which the r-strategists will try
 to avoid and hide from,
instinctually. This would be a brilliant
 competitive strategy for a conflict-
averse trait to engage in.

The other
psychology sees American prosperity as limited in nature.
It
perceives foreigners as an out-group, to whom we owe nothing - and
who
should be fought if they feel otherwise. Any out-group we allow
 to
immigrate is seen as potentially consuming limited domestic
 resources
which should be reserved solely for our in-group, out of
 loyalty. This
psychology is innately programmed to see a world of
limited resources, and
group competition.

One
 psychology sees a world of limitless resources, where
competition is
 wrong and immoral. The other sees a world of limited
resources, and
 groups which need to be fought off to secure them. If
conditions turn
 K-selective, there is no doubt which psychology would
quickly
dominate the scene.




















Conclusions




In closing,
 every issue of politics will come down to issues of
embracing or
 rejecting free competition, (and the strategies best suited to
each,
 either group or individual), or adoption of r or K-selected mating
strategies. In all of these issues, the positions of the conservative
and liberal
political ideologies will be able to be predicted by
examining the issue in
light of r/K selection theory, and the pursuit
 of success of the group in
group selection processes, or the pursuit
 of failure of the group (either
through outright defeat, or failure
to dominate) in group selection processes.

r-selected
psychologies will always tend towards using governmental
control of
the populace to suppress our innate drives to strive and compete,
while seeking to curry favor with enemies in group competition. By
contrast, K-type psychologies will tend towards minimally intrusive
forms
of government, since their goal is to allow the citizenry to
 abide by their
natural urges to strive and compete with each other.
 In matters of group
competitions, K-type psychologies will favor the
ruthless pursuit of group
success over enemies, while r-selected
 psychologies will pursue a much
more murky strategy.

If this is
 understood, politics ceases to be a debate over logic and
morality,
and becomes more of a competition, to see which strategy should
determine the future of our nation and the course of our species. It
 is an
assumption of this work that as this theory inevitably works
its way through
the sciences, it will fundamentally alter the nature
of our political debates.

What effects
this will have on our debates, remains to be seen.



Chapter Thirteen

The
Scientific Evidence




In the
coming pages we will examine further evidence which supports
the
theory we have presented thus far, and which will hopefully
illuminate
the mechanisms within individuals by which nature has
 imbued these
strategies.

Drawn from a
 wide range of disciplines, this evidence will offer a
compelling case
that two psychologies exist within our species. These two
psychologies revolve around issues of individual and group
 competition,
they are produced primarily by two different brain
 structures, they are
associated with a variation in a specific gene,
their expression is associated
with early life rearing experiences,
they begin to manifest very early in life,
and they may be profoundly
 affected by the neurochemical affects of
resource availability, or
 lack thereof. Combined with an understanding of
the material
previously presented on r/K Selection Theory, the conclusions
are
inescapable.

Hopefully,
the reader will find the following information compelling,
but not
fail to see the need for further research on this topic, as a means
of
more fully understanding ourselves, and our species.

Finally,
 biology is not destiny, any more than ignorance is actually
bliss.
 Every individual acquires information, and makes decisions
themselves. What will be described here are cognitive filters, which
skew
the perceptions of information, and mold the nature of
decisions.

Every action
we take creates the person we are. Every piece of data
we acquire
 adapts our own informational filters and alters our decision-
making
processes, affecting those actions. Used properly, to better help us
understand ourselves and the decisions we come to, this information
can aid



us to make better individual decisions, improve the effects
they will have on
our civilization, as well as help us control how
 those decisions mold the
very nature of who we are.

It is my
hope that everyone who reads this material and examines the
mechanisms of ideology will recognize this, and open themselves to
 the
concept that right or wrong, their decisions may be affected by
 the
following mechanisms. Only in accepting that possibility, can
 they truly
unhitch themselves from their instincts, and enjoy free
will.

Knowledge is
 power, and it can be useful in leading people to do
good. Open
yourself to your own innate urge to be free, and make your own
destiny by your own hand. Perceive the beauty of loyalty, and the joy
of the
common cause. Then recognize that others will wish to be
 afforded the
same luxury of determining their own fate, within a
loyal nation.



Chapter Fourteen

Liberal vs. Conservative Brain Structures




Dr. Ryota
 Kanai of the Institute for Cognitive Neuroscience,
University
College, London led a team which did some fascinating research
into
 the brain structures of political ideologues. In their 2011 study,1
 Dr
Kanai's team examined MRIs of the brains of ideologues on the left
 and
right, and found that there were two main structural differences
between the
brains of liberals and the brains of conservatives. This
 research further
supported earlier work examining differences between
 the cognitive
processes of partisans.2

In short,
Dr. Kanai and his team found that liberals possess a smaller
right
 amygdala volume and a larger anterior cingulate cortex (ACC) than
their conservative counterparts. This is consistent with other work
 which
has linked amygdala function with political affiliation.3

The amygdala
is a brain structure most commonly described as being
responsible for
 the generation of fear. This definition is incomplete,
however. The
 amygdala is primarily responsible for assigning emotional
significance to encountered perceptions.4
 What that means, is that the
amygdala essentially scans all incoming
 information and flags the
information that it deems as important.
Likely due to this, it is also strongly
associated with the ability
to perceive threat, and it is this which leads many
to say that it is
responsible for the production of fear.

The
amygdala, in this light, is best viewed as akin to the character of
Captain Kirk, on the old Star-Trek TV Series, with the entire brain
viewed
as the Starship Enterprise. Captain Kirk sits on the bridge of
the Enterprise,
with all the big TV screens before him, flooding his
awareness with quick
flashes of data. Like the amygdala, Captain Kirk
 cursorily examines the



wide range of data, and chooses what to flag
as significant, and focus upon,
usually based upon the threat a
 stimulus poses. Then he will focus the
Enterprise's (brain's)
relevant resources on the flagged subject. Imagine on
one screen, a
ghost starship, floating lifeless and fully infested with tribbles,
glides by and off into space, while on another screen, a heavily
 armed
Klingon attack ship approaches rapidly, while charging their
ship's weapons
to fire. A well developed amygdala will scan those
 threats, and quickly
determine what is most important, just as
Captain Kirk would. Immediately
the ship would be focused on the
Klingon threat.

Like the
 amygdala, Captain Kirk does not personally do all the
functions
 performed in the course of the Enterprise's (brain's) operations.
He
 has medical specialists, communications specialists, engineering
specialists, security teams, and even a logic specialist, in the form
of Spock.
They all report their observations to him, advise him of
 their analyses of
them, and he decides what must be focused upon, and
what decision will
maximally reduce the potential for future
negativity to the ship and its crew.
Likewise, the amygdala is widely
 wired in to vast areas of the brain.
Imagine realizing that you
 forgot to take care of some job at work, and
combine it with having
overheard another employee say that layoffs begin
next week and those
 who under-produce will be the first to go. As the
logical realization
 hits that not doing that job could cost you your
employment, your
amygdala will flag all of that as significant, even though
it didn't
 do the auditory processing of sound waves to words, or the
processing
of words to thoughts, or thoughts to logical outcomes. All of the
data was reported to the amygdala. When you quickly finish that job
 the
next day, it will be because the Captain Kirk of your brain
issued orders to
do it immediately, and the rest of your brain
 followed those orders, to
minimize the aversive stimulus that your
 amygdala would have inflicted,
had they not.

Like the
amygdala, a Starship Captain's ability is based on skill and
experience. If your Captain is well-trained, and highly experienced,
 then
when a Klingon-attack vessel approaches, like Kirk, he calmly
 sits back,
and barks orders to the various parts of the ship, to
defend and counter the
Klingon attack.



Just like a
 poorly developed amygdala, shielded from consequence
and never
developed, if a Captain isn't well trained, you end up with Nathan
Lane's character from Birdcage on the bridge of the Enterprise,
jumping up
and down on his seat, neurotically waving his arms and
 frantically crying
for somebody to do something to save him. Using
 his ACC mediated
cognitive model, he will focus unduly on each trauma
 the ship endures,
panic immeasurably, and fail to predict how best to
 avoid future traumas.
That emotional freakout, and the fear of it, is
what will motivate all sorts of
strange policy proposals, from asking
 terrorists, who just killed thousands
of our countrymen what it was
that we did to make them angry, to banning
children from having
pop-tarts at lunch that have been bitten into the shape
of a gun.

To describe
 amygdala function in a more simple and technical
manner, when one
 encounters a perception of their environment, and that
perception is
 followed by a negative event, the amygdala will record that
the
perception preceded a negative event, and attach emotional
significance
to it. This will mark that specific perception for
future recognition. Should
the perception be encountered in the
future, the amygdala will immediately
recognize it, even before it is
consciously registered, and warn the brain that
a negative event is
likely to follow, so that one may prepare for it.

The most
 commonly described example would be an event which
preceded an attack
 by a predator. Suppose, for example, one heard grass
rustle a short
distance away, a stick broke, and then a lion jumped out and
attempted to attack you. If you escaped, your amygdala would assign
significance to the sound of grass rustling, followed by a breaking
 stick.
The next time you heard grass rustling, followed by a breaking
stick, you
would immediately experience panic, and prepare for a lion
attack mentally,
without the intervention of logical thought.

Due to the
amygdala's interconnectedness with other structures within
the brain,
 this response operates on a very primal, physical level. One
individual, known to one of the authors, fell through the ice on a
pond. He
was entertaining a friend's dare to go out on the ice, when
it suddenly broke
apart beneath him. Immediately preceding the
plunge, he reported that he



remembered the feel of the ice cracking
subtly under his feet for a second or
so, before it gave way.

For years
afterward, he would watch his step carefully in the spring.
Small,
 thin puddles on asphalt, frozen solid during the night, would find
themselves in sunlight in the morning. The sunlight would warm the
black
asphalt, and melt the ice where it met the ground. The melted
 ice would
drain into the asphalt, while a thin sheet of solid ice
above remained frozen,
due to the cold air temperatures. As a result,
the top of the puddle would be
a frozen sheet of ice, unsupported by
any ice beneath. When stepped upon,
these four or five inch diameter
puddles would produce a crushing sensation
under the feet.

This
 individual would carefully watch his step in the spring, never
stepping on these puddles. Even the small cracking of this
 unsupported
sheet of ice under his feet, would send a physical wave
of fearful shock up
the center of his abdomen. His amygdala was
warning him of that stimulus's
significance by simulating the
sensation of his sudden plunge into ice cold
water. So deep was his
amygdala's response to that single negative incident,
that years
 later he found it easier to watch where he stepped, than to
intellectually disregard the stimulus as a neurological false alarm.

The amygdala
also assigns significance to less fear-related stimuli. In
several
studies, the amygdala has been found to be involved in the reading
of
 emotion in facial expressions, the judgment of threats presented by
others, and the analysis of the intentions of others.

5,
6,
7,
8
The amygdala is
therefore crucial to the perception of threat
presented by other individuals,
likely through attaching significance
 to, and drawing attention to, subtle
indicators of threat in other's
countenances.

Reduced
 amygdala function is assumed to reflect diminished
development, and
reduced functionality.9
Interestingly humans exhibit a fair
degree of variability in amygdala
volume, even accounting for differences
in measuring criteria.10



In an
 experiment, monkeys with damage specifically to their
amygdalae, were
found to be unable to read social cues, or respond to threat
stimuli.
As a result, they were described in the research as, “retarded
 in
their ability to foresee and avoid dangerous confrontations.”11
To anyone
who is not a leftist, the similarity is obvious.

Some have
 reported that the inability of those with amygdala
deficiency to
judge other's intentions is a result of a strong tendency of such
individuals to avoid eye contact. In avoiding eye contact, such
individuals
subconsciously deprive themselves of perceiving emotional
 cues which
manifest in the area surrounding the eyes of peers.

Oddly
 enough, such individuals only avoid examining the area
surrounding
 the eyes on images which contain a recognizable face. In
images of
inverted faces, such individuals examine the eye area freely, and
do
not exhibit any tendency to avert their eyes.12
Of course such instinctual
aversion to eye contact would correlate
with the hypothesis that liberalism
is an anticompetitive strategy
 designed to help less physically competent
specimens seek Darwinian
success while avoiding any direct competition or
conflict with peers.
 The avoidance of eye contact would be a highly
effective means of
avoiding conflict.

The thesis
 that diminished amygdala development represents a
diminished ability
 to perceive and gauge threat, and that this is a
neurological
 correlate of liberalism, is also consistent with the fact that
conservatism predominates among members of the military,13,
14


a vocation
which requires the perception and prioritization of
 threat, as well as the
rapid confrontation of it - an occupation this
theorem would predict would
be likely to exhibit the increased
 amygdala development of K-selected
conservatism.

The real
 significance of this is that the amygdala is a structure
designed to
help us perceive, remember, and respond to the realities of our
environment – particularly the negative ones. If K-selection is
 an
environment of potential negative outcomes, which must be
navigated and
avoided, it would be expected that a K-selected
 amygdala would be



unusually well developed. It would have to acquire
 a large degree of
experience perceiving impending negative outcomes,
 flagging them for
significance, recalling where they were seen in the
past, and then guiding an
individual to pursue a path which negates
 any possibility of enduring the
negative outcome. That would all
require amygdala development.

By contrast,
in the r-selected environment, negative outcomes are rare
and easily
 avoidable by fleeing the conflict. There are rarely two bad
choices,
such as fight or starve. Nor does it require complex planning, such
as strategy and tactics, where experience would play a critical role.
Those
are the realm of K. In such a pleasure-producing environment of
 free
resource availability as r, one would expect to see the amygdala
 atrophy,
since it would rarely be called on to help one navigate a
 dangerous,
complex, competitive environment.

There is
further research into amygdala function which would support
the
 notion that liberalism is associated with the r-type psychology of
diminished competitiveness, early mating, promiscuity, and low
investment
parenting.

The amygdala
has been found to be responsible for the expression of
aggression, or
lack thereof. In one early experiment,15
the temporal lobe of
the brain (which contains the amygdala) was
removed in monkeys. One of
the two monkeys so treated was described
thusly:

“Prior
to the operations he was very wild and even fierce, assaulting
any
 person who teased or tried to handle him. Now he voluntarily
approaches all persons indifferently, allows himself to be handled,
or even
to be teased or slapped, without making any attempt at
 retaliation or
endeavouring to escape....”

“Every
object with which he comes in contact, even those with which
he was
previously most familiar, appears strange and is investigated with
curiosity. Everything he endeavours to feel, taste, and smell, and to
carefully examine from every point of view.... His food is devoured
greedily,
the head being dipped into the dish, instead of the food
being conveyed to



the mouth by the hands in the way usual with
 Monkeys. He appears no
longer to discriminate between the different
 kinds of food ; e.g., he no
longer picks out the currants from a dish
of food, but devours everything
just as it happens to come...”

“About
this time a strange Monkey, wild and savage, was put into the
common
 cage. Our Monkey immediately began to investigate the new
comer in
 the way described, but his attentions were repulsed, and a fight
resulted, in which he was being considerably worsted. The animals
 were,
however, separated and tied up away from one another, but our
 Monkey
soon managed to free himself, and at once proceeded, without
any signs of
fear or suspicion, again to investigate the stranger,
 having apparently
already entirely forgotten the result of his former
investigation.

Of the other
monkey who had her amygdala removed, the researcher
wrote :

“But
 the creature shows the same change of disposition that was
manifest
 in Monkey No. 6 [the previous case above]. She appears to have
lost,
in great measure, intelligence and memory. She investigates all
objects,
even the most familiar, as if they were entirely unknown,
tasting, smelling,
and feeling all over everything she comes across.
She is tame, and exhibits
no fear of mankind, but shows
uncontrollable passion on the approach of
other Monkeys, so that it
 is now necessary to shut her up in a cage by
herself. Like Monkey No.
6, she now invariably devours her food by putting
her head down to
the platter, instead of employing the hands to convey it to
her
 mouth. Moreover, her appetite is insatiable, and she crams until her
cheekpouches can hold no more.”

It is
 interesting that both monkeys displayed a combination of
docility,
intense curiosity and analysis of even that which they were already
familiar with, desire to explore the novel, and a voracious appetite.

Combined,
 these traits would produce an individual which avoided
confrontations, searched out that which was novel, investigated
everything
they came in contact with, and was desperately driven to
consume whatever



resources could be acquired whenever they became
available, regardless of
palatability.

This would
 result in a psychology programmed to avoid
confrontation, migrate to
new environments, and be intellectually willing to
explore creative
 new sources of resources (which would aid in conflict
avoidance),
 rather than continue to aggressively battle for the same
resources
everyone else is seeking.

This
 willingness to explore new sources of resources would also
correlate
with research showing that the specific allele of the DRD4 gene
(the
 7R allele) which is associated with a predisposition to ideological
conditioning towards liberalism16
 (and which will be discussed later), is
associated with novelty
 seeking,

17,
 18,
 19,
 20

 and is highly elevated within

migratory populations.21

Thus, the
liberal's desire to explore an issue from every possible angle
may
likely be derived from a deeper, base urge to seek out and explore
the
novel, so as to identify means by which to avoid confrontation.
 Such a
novelty seeking, exploratory urge, would be designed to aid an
 r-selected
individual identify new and unique resource streams in an
environment they
are already familiar with, or to seek out a newer,
less crowded environment.
All of these traits would be immensely
advantageous to an anticompetitive,
r-selected psychology that was
 suddenly confronted with a resource
depleted, K-selected environment.

Kluver Bucy
Syndrome is a psychological illness in humans produced
by deficient
amygdala function.22
It is associated with docility (an absence
of aggression) and
 hyper-sexuality (frequent mating with inappropriate
objects or
 partners), demonstrating a linkage between the amygdala and
tendencies towards promiscuity, as well as conflict-aversive
behavior, such
as docility.

Amygdala
 lesions that diminish function are also associated with
diminished
 investments in child rearing.23
 Together, tendencies towards
docility, promiscuity, and low
 investment parenting are three of the four



individual elements of the
 r-selected psychology in humans. Among the
individual r-traits, only
early childhood mating is missing, and it could be
argued that those
who exhibit hyper-sexuality would also likely exhibit an
earlier age
at first intercourse than peers. After that, all that is missing from
a group-competitive perspective is diminished in-group loyalty. As we
are
about to show, even that r-selected behavioral trait is
facilitated by deficient
amygdala function.

Since the
amygdala is involved in perceiving the emotional states of
others, as
well as providing a behavior-controlling, aversive stimulus, this
would indicate that an amygdala deficiency would impair the
production of
empathy, by impairing the perception of
 empathy-eliciting cues. Indeed,
diminished amygdala activation is
highly associated with a lack of empathy
expression,24
 and volume deficits have been associated with such
unempathetic
 psychologies as Antisocial Personality Disorder25
 and other
forms of psychopathy, most likely due to the resultant
 deficiency in
aversive stimulus failing to motivate one to constrain
 behavior within
appropriate societal norms.26
Thus deficient amygdala function does appear
to be involved in the
 exhibition of more selfish, less altruistic behavioral
drives, partly
due to a diminution of perceptions which produce empathy,
and partly
due to a lack of behavioral constraint by aversive stimuli. Indeed,
deficient morality and moral judgment,27
 deficient moral emotions,28

deficiencies in guilt,29
 and deficient empathy,30
 all are associated with
reduced amygdala function, reduced activity
 levels or reduced volume.
Psychopathy specifically, is associated
 with reduced overall amygdala
volume,31
 with slightly greater reduction in the right amygdala.32
 This
reduction in volume is assumed to signal a deficit in
 functionality of the
structure.

Callousness
and Unemotional traits (CU traits) are an important core
feature of
the psychopath.33,
34


These traits entail a lack of empathy, and are
correlate with
diminished amygdala functioning in functional neuroimaging
tests.35,
36,
37
If one accepts previous evidence that the amygdala is required
to “flag” the signals of emotions in other people,38
 those with deficient



amygdala function likely find themselves simply
 unable to discern subtle
emotional cues indicating distress in peers.

Other
research shows that reduced amygdala responsiveness underlies
the
 reduced cooperation seen in psychopathy.39
 Research has also found
that those who better read emotional cues in
 peers (and therefore likely
exhibit larger amygdala development, and
 therefore likely tend
conservative) exhibit more pro-social
behaviors.40
Given the 260+ million
who have been murdered by leftist revolutions
 throughout history,41
 this
should make any citizen look twice before supporting a leftist,
and should
bring into question the genuineness (or practical utility)
of any leftist claim
of empathy.

Liberals
 would also seemingly display impaired fearfulness in the
approach
 behavior they demonstrate towards threats, be they terrorists or
criminals. No matter the obvious danger, or the conservative calls to
confront it and dispatch it, liberals insist that any perceived
threat is a result
of irrational fear, and should be disregarded.
 Similarly, in monkeys with
amygdala damage, the absence of any
fearful stimulus produces the docility
and pacifism which marks the
r-strategy. Impaired fearfulness is also a trait
commonly associated
 with personality disorders such as psychopathy,42

with some theorizing that the absence of this fear stimulus is what
unburdens the psychopathic conscience, and facilitates the
 psychopath's
immorality and rule-breaking,43
 (a trait John Jost has strongly assimilated
with those who hold a
liberal ideology).

We maintain
 that one aspect of the r-strategy is a reduced drive to
engage in
group-centric pro-social and cooperative behaviors. Here we see
that
 psychopathic individuals with deficiency in the same structure which
liberals appear to exhibit deficiency in, exhibit this trait. It is
 also worth
noting that psychopathic personality traits have been
explicitly linked to an
r-type reproductive strategy (described as
 “an exploitive cheater
strategy”),44
 prone to pursue high numbers of short term mating
opportunities,
while eschewing longer term relationships.45



When
 examining the amygdala's role in political ideology, it is
important
 to understand this structure's purpose and operation. The
amygdala
 provides what is called an aversive stimulus. This is an
uncomfortable neurological sensation designed to both draw attention
 to
what precipitates it, and motivate one to take actions which will
shut it off
by addressing the precipitating stimulus.

In essence,
 the amygdala motivates a normal person to alter their
environment, in
 such a way that the amygdala no longer perceives the
offending
 stimulus. Once the environment has been altered to remove the
offending stimulus, the amygdala will lift the aversive stimulus, and
allow
you to proceed. To use the individual who fell through the ice
 as an
example, once his amygdala was trained to cue in on breaking
 ice, and
associate it will the agony of dropping into cold water, it
 motivated him
(with aversive stimulus) to never let ice break beneath
him again.

Activation
 of this aversive stimulus is conditioned, through being
exposed to an
 event, and then suffering a negative outcome immediately
following
it. The more sudden and negative (read traumatic) the outcome,
the
 more the amygdala will flag the preceding piece of information as
significant. If it is ever encountered again, you will pay attention
to it, and
prepare to deal with the negative event which follows it,
 because your
amygdala will apply a psychologically uncomfortable
 aversive stimulus
until you do.

In small
quantities, the aversive stimulus the amygdala provides can
simply
 flag incoming information, marking it as significant and drawing
attention to it. For example, in looking at another person's face,
 there is a
tremendous amount of information being presented to your
 brain. If you
notice that an individual makes a small sneer
expression, and then becomes
angry, your amygdala will flag the
sneering facial expression with a subtle
emotional sensation of what
 followed. Should you encounter it again,
within the flood of
information one receives in examining another person's
face, your
 amygdala will draw your attention to it, through a light
application
 of aversive stimulus. In response, you will notice the



expression,
and consider whether you need to take any action, though you
will not
experience anything explicitly uncomfortable.

In larger
 amounts however, aversive stimulus will provoke a
psychologically
uncomfortable state, akin to panic or anguish. Thus it can
regulate
 behavior, provoking behaviors which are not immediately
satisfying,
or which are even uncomfortable to perform. The amygdala will
accomplish this by making failure to perform them more uncomfortable
than simply performing them, through the application of aversive
stimulus.
Through this controlling mechanism, the amygdala can
provoke such non-
hedonistic behaviors as strenuous high investment
child rearing, personally
costly moral acts, costly acts of loyalty,
 and other unrewarding behaviors
which require the motivation of an
inner force. There is also evidence that
the amygdala may learn to
provide aversive stimulus at the thought of not
attaining a reward,
and thus motivate hard work and effort expenditure in
pursuit of
success.46

This
 behavior-controlling aversive stimulus which the amygdala
provides,
 can also make otherwise pleasurable, hedonistic activities
unpleasant, thus dissuading one from simply following their more base
urges to acquire pleasure. From dissuading selfishness and
 disloyalty, to
making one empathetically prevent potential harm to
 others, many of the
behaviors we engage in which are not personally
 advantageous (and are
even altruistic) have their root in the
amygdala.

As this book
maintains, it is the K-selected group-competitor who is
motivated by
Darwin to be the altruist within our species, and here we see
one
 mechanism by which this is made so. A more highly developed
amygdala
is able to more widely apply aversive stimuli to force the group
competitor to abide by costly, altruistic rules under a wider variety
 of
circumstances. Failing to place the interests of the group first
in K-selected
group competition will precipitate the aversive
 stimulus that arises, when
defeat is imminent. By contrast, a less
 developed, r-selected amygdala
would be expected to blindly pursue
 any personal advantage in an
environment of r-selection, regardless
of perceptions around them.



It is also
 interesting that the amygdala is designed to be developed
through the
experience of adverse outcomes. An individual living within a
K-selected environment would be exposed to frequent adverse outcomes,
as
they learned how to pursue competitive success, and how to avoid
competitive failure. Such an individual would be expected to show
greater
development of this structure, and indeed, would require it
to survive. Only
a well developed amydgala would be able to guide an
individual’s behavior,
by flagging potential adversity before
 it was experienced, and driving a
person to avoid it through the
application of aversive stimulus.

By contrast,
an individual living in an r-selected environment would
be expected
 to encounter adversity less, and thus experience less
development of
this structure. As this structure remained undeveloped, one
would
expect the individual to be less able to recognize adversity, or
route
any fear from perceived adversity into productive actions
designed to avoid
the adversity. If one’s undeveloped amygdala
was unable to route the fear of
a competitive environment into
productive, adversity-avoiding action, it is
easy to see how one
 might find eliminating the competitive environment
altogether an
effective amygdala-assuaging goal to pursue.

It is
 interesting, that not only is the brain structure designed to
function within the environment. The environment is also designed to
provoke the brain structure’s development. The significance of
 this will
become clearer later, as we discuss how societal chaos can
 produce a
psychology which will then create a successful society, and
 how a
successful society can then produce a psychology which will
 produce
societal chaos.

The other
 difference is brain structures Kanai identified was that
liberals
 exhibit a larger Anterior Cingulate Cortex (ACC). The ACC is
involved
in a wide variety of neurological tasks, though it is often described
as a neural alarm system. In this role, it signals when something is
wrong,
or some perceived stimulus requires more detailed analysis. If
the amygdala
identifies a reason to panic, the ACC is the button it
pushes which triggers
the panic.



The ACC has
 been noted as being activated very strongly during
periods of
 physical pain,47
 and is shown to be very strongly activated
during the psychological
 stress of social exclusion48,
 49,
 50


 (perhaps
explaining the liberal’s preoccupation with social
discrimination in society,
or their inability to perceive their own
in-group).

It is also
 activated by perceptions of unfairness,51
 a stimulus very
similar to social exclusion, at least to those of
narcissistic tendencies who
are socially excluded.

The ACC has
 also been noted as being highly active during the
production of envy,
when viewing others with access to superior quantities
of
“self-relevant resources.”52
If an r-selected individual, growing up within
a competitive,
 K-selected species often experienced such an envious
emotion when
out-competed as a child, that could explain how the structure
would
 come to be highly developed in an adult liberal. If this envy was
elicited often during critical developmental windows in childhood, it
could
profoundly alter the development of this structure, increasing
the ability to
perceive envious stimuli and increasing the sensations
 of envy evoked in
adulthood.

It is
interesting that liberals exhibit a larger “envy center”
within the
brain, given frequent left-wing calls to “tax the
 rich,” or engage in other
forms of what is referred to as
 “class warfare” and income redistribution
from successful
to unsuccessful.

More easily
 engendering a state of envy would also increase the
willingness of
such an individual to violate rules, and pursue a more direct,
less
 honor-driven path to competitive success. That individuals,
unsuccessful in the competitive environment of childhood play, would
tend
to be socially excluded, might explain this neurological linkage
 between
envy and the psychological pain of social exclusion.

Additionally,
one who had well developed their ACC (which appears
to create a
perception of social exclusion) in childhood, might tend to carry
an
underlying, constant, subtle perception of being socially excluded
from



their in-group as an adult, thereby diminishing their drive to
exhibit loyalty
to their in-group - a psychological trait of liberals
that is well documented
by John Jost.

Thus the
 r-selected liberal may carry a subtle sensation of being
socially
 excluded as well as exhibit a heightened predisposition towards
envy.
Combined with less aversive stimulus to constrain behavior, this all
would produce a more desperate psychology, willing to do what is
necessary to win personally, regardless of such notions as loyalty to
group,
honor among peers, fairness in competition, or justness of
 action. You
would have an individual who perceived their group as
hostile to them, felt
envious towards other successful members of the
group, and who was not
behaviorally constrained by the neurological
structure which promotes rule
adherence. This is a neurological
 recipe for an individual who would be
driven to ally with an
 out-group, against their in-group, for personal
advantage, or exploit
societal fissures for personal gain.

ACC
 activation is also seen during the exhibition of empathy,
probably
 due to it simulating the pain of others53
 Interestingly, given the
ACC's role in fostering feelings of empathy,
 and the amygdala's role in
detecting empathetic cues, and then
forcing one to behave in an empathetic
fashion, this may point to
 neither political psychology as being optimally
designed for the
 performance of unbridled, true, selfless empathy. This
would be
 consistent with the premise that all Darwinian strategies are
designed to be selfish, to some degree or another.

Conservatives
 will perceive the emotions and pain in others better,
allowing a
better perception of the appropriate time to be empathetic. Due
to
 their larger amygdalae, conservatives will also have a better
psychological force motivating them to act on empathetic feelings,
through
empathetic behaviors. However their smaller ACC will lead
 them to feel
less empathic sensations of psychic pain.

This will
 produce an individual capable of perceiving when to be
empathetic,
capable of enduring discomfort while performing the sacrifice
of
altruism, but less motivated by the emotional stimulus of empathic
pain.



This would be consistent with a psychology prone to compete
with others,
and view those who lose the competition as receiving of
a fate that is fair,
and necessary, in some fashion. Since under this
 theory, the primary drive
among conservatives towards altruism will
be specifically-directed loyalty
to peers, and not aimless empathy
 for everyone, this information is
consistent with this theory.

Liberals,
due to diminished amygdala volume, could be expected to
be less
 capable of correctly flagging cues and perceiving when to feel
empathy. They will also have less psychological force motivating the
personal sacrifices consistent with true empathetic behavior. Thus
 liberals
may support higher taxes in principle, yet seek to lower
their own personal
taxes, regardless of their stated stance. A
combination of strong feelings of
empathy for anyone, regardless of
merit, combined with a lack of aversive
stimulus driving them to
 sacrifice personally, would produce this conflict
between ideals and
behavior.

Envy,
combined with an overdeveloped empathy that is only triggered
by
extreme stimuli, would also produce an individual overwhelmed by the
sight of the very poor, but unable to sacrifice themselves personally
 to
assuage their empathetic drive. Simultaneously, they would be
 envious of
the rich, whom they wish were not so wealthy. Clearly,
heavily taxing the
rich to give money to the poor would be a perfect
solution to assuage such a
mixture of behavioral urges.

This is
 consistent with the observations that liberals engage in less
charity,54
 yet demand higher taxation on others so as to serve empathetic
ends.
As our society grows increasingly r-selected, it is no wonder that
half
of our nation pays no federal income taxes, while we are
continuing to hear
calls to raise the taxes on those remaining
productive citizens who do pay.

Deficits in
both the amygdala and ACC would appear to be involved
in Antisocial
 Personality Disorders,55
 where the individual neither feels
empathy nor abides by common
 social rules. In this case, the amygdala
deficit is hypothesized to
diminish the ability to perceive distress in others,
as well as
 diminish conditioning to abide by social rules. Meanwhile



diminished
ACC volume likely impairs such an individual's ability to feel
empathy. The result is an individual who cannot perceive distress in
others,
couldn't feel empathy if he did, and whose behavior is
unrestrained by any
aversive stimulus anyway. Combined, this produces
 a pronounced
personality disorder, distinct from the more nuanced
 (and accepted)
competitive Darwinian strategies one sees within both
 common political
ideologies.

Given that
altruism requires a certain willingness to endure personal
harm, it
 is interesting that volumetric measurements of the Anterior
Cingulate
 Cortex are also positively correlated with personal harm
avoidance.
 Thus a larger ACC might further deter liberals from both
displaying
altruistic, pro-social tendencies, and embracing the risk of harm
inherent to free competition with peers.56

Neither
 strategy will be purely psychopathic, however. In the
conservative,
 heightened awareness of other's emotional states combined
with the
 behavior-constraining aversive stimulus produced by the
amygdala,
will serve to prevent psychopathy. In the liberal, enlargement of
the
 ACC will increase feelings of empathy, likely also avoiding this
condition through the introduction of a conflicting urge to balance
their lack
of aversive stimulus.

It is
important to note that both conservative and liberal psychologies
will maintain an element of personal competitiveness, however. The
conservative will feel less empathy, while the liberal will perceive
 its
necessity less, and exhibit less willingness to sacrifice on its
behalf, due to
feeling less aversive stimulus when contemplating it,
 and more ACC-
mediated neural alarm when contemplating enduring it.
 That both
psychologies would maintain elements of personal
competitiveness is what
one would expect of individuals created in
the Darwinian environment, and
designed to pursue specific
competitive Darwinian strategies which would
advance their own
interests.

Finally,
note how a working knowledge of this information is capable
of
 explaining a wide range of political behaviors and inclinations. For



example, conservatives find one of the more vexing aspects of liberal
policy
to be the refusal to perform simple discriminations between
good and bad in
individuals. Liberals support criminals through
support for lax sentencing.
Liberals support terrorists through
 limitations on their detention and
rendition. Liberal's oppose
Airport Security performing targeted screening
based on perceptions
of threat. liberal's seek to eradicate human judgment
from punishment
through the imposition of zero tolerance laws.

The liberal
opposes the use of human judgment to access threats and
make
discriminations, maintaining that such judgment is inherently flawed,
and that such a flawed mechanism is highly prone to produce
injustice. As a
result, liberals propose hard and fast rules designed
 to supplant human
judgment by being applied uniformly, regardless of
 individual
circumstance.

It is
possible that liberals are correct in their assertions, at least from
their perspective. If the liberal actually lacks sufficient
 development of a
brain structure (the amygdala) that is necessary to
perceive and judge threat,
then it is possible that when the liberal
contemplates looking at others and
judging threat, they see a
mechanism which is, in their personal experience,
wholly flawed.

Thus unable
 to imagine what it would be like to perceive threat, the
liberal
 assumes everyone lacks such an ability. Therefore conservative
assertions of the threats posed by others must be wholly illogical
 and
flawed as well. To the liberal, the main difference between the
ideologies is
the conservative's inability to perceive their own
cognitive limitations, and
their cruel willingness to punish others
 based on flawed and erroneous
fantasies of omniscience resulting from
 intellectual inferiority. Liberals
reject such assessments simply
 because they are unable to perceive the
threats others present
themselves.

Perhaps, if
 everyone lacked an amygdala, then frisking old
grandmothers at the
airport, or creating litmus tests for punishments (to be
applied
 absent any personal judgment of the accused), or replacing all
personal discretion of Police Officers with procedures, would be the
most



logical courses of action. If threats could not be accurately
 judged or
discriminations made, then such random searches or
 litmus-test applied
rules would be preferable to a flawed system of
inaccurate targeting, prone
to randomly punish innocent people.

In
 summation, the amygdala is involved in the triggering of
aggression/competitiveness, sexual libido, and investments in child
rearing,
as well as driving altruistic behaviors, such as loyalty to
in-group. That it is
associated with the genesis of all of the
behavioral characteristics found in
both r/K selection strategies and
 political ideology is strongly suggestive
that political ideologies
 are related to these more primitive reproductive
strategies.

That the
 amygdala's level of development within humans is
associated with
 adoption of one ideology or the other, is further evidence
that our
 political ideologies and r/K selection strategies are at least
associated, if not exactly the same animal, simply viewed from
 different
perspectives.

A final note
of caution is in order. The brain is an amazingly complex
organ. The
 amygdala, for example, has discrete regions, with many
different
purposes, and many connections to other areas of the brain which
are
responsible for a vast array of processing functions. Although we
have
presented a very simplified argument here, which accurately
 summarizes
the current understanding of the neurological basis of
political ideologies,
this is merely a starting point for future
 research, based on the best
understandings to date.

In the
 future, it is reasonable to expect that the general picture
presented
 here will come into considerably clearer focus, especially as
functional neuroimaging comes into its own as a research tool, and is
applied to this issue. All readers should eagerly anticipate the
 revelations
that this will bring.








Chapter Fifteen

The Temporal Theory of Ideological Cognitive
Models




There is
 another facet to ideology which emerges as one views the
neurostructural underpinnings. The ACC's neural alarm functions are
deployed in response to stimuli indicating that unpleasantness is
present, in
the moment, whether that pain be present physical pain,
 ostracization, or
unfairness. In contrast, the amygdala issues calls
 for neural alarms in
response to stimuli indicating that
 unpleasantness is forthcoming in the
future, based on unemotional
 perceptions of present conditions,
extrapolated out logically to
their expected outcomes.

When viewed
in this sense, ideologies become about temporal focus.
Those reliant
 upon their ACC's are likely more focused upon present, in-
the-moment
 unpleasantness, and less focused on later outcomes arising
from
 in-the-moment conditions. This will drive one to reduce in-the-
moment
 pain, even at the expense of inflicting future pain (which their
weakened amygdala is less capable of perceiving). Meanwhile those who
are more amygdala-reliant will be more focused upon future
unpleasantness, and perhaps more willing to endure present
unpleasantness,
in order to minimize later unpleasantness.

This leads
 to a perception of ideologies as being akin to the
psychologies of
the grasshopper and the ant. One psychology lives their life
constantly avoiding present unpleasantness and maximizing present
pleasure, regardless of the cost to anyone, even themselves. They
live in the
moment, while the other psychology will spend their
present time enduring
whatever they must, to make the future
 optimally pleasant, and see their
own, specifically, succeed in life.



You see this
 throughout politics. Liberals focus unduly on the plight
of people
presently poor, leading to desires to raid government coffers, and
institute economic measures which, while designed to address that
present
unpleasantness most effectively, create much greater
 unpleasantness later
on – unpleasantness they seem to be
 totally unable to register cognitively.
Conservatives are more
 willing to endure that present unpleasantness,
because as they
 contemplate the Liberal's proposed solutions, their
amygdalae flag
 all sorts of negative future outcomes forthcoming, should
they accede
 to measures such as massive deficit spending, massive
increases in
 taxation, enlargements of governmental size, scope, and
authority,
 and any punishment of success and rewarding of sloth in the
populace.

Unfortunately,
 this would indicate that there can be little agreement
among
ideologues, and that those on opposite ends of the political spectrum
should ideally be separated in some fashion, if we are to maximize
 the
political happiness for all. Conservatives, in structuring
 matters so as to
minimize later unpleasantness (and the consequent
 amygdala-stimulation
produced) will maximally antagonize Liberal
 ACCs, by demanding that
present unpleasantness be endured. Liberals,
by contrast, in demanding that
later unpleasantness be created, so as
 to minimize present unpleasantness,
will maximally antagonize
 forward-looking Conservative amygdalae, as
they set the governing
 institutions they have influence over, on declining
trajectories,
heading towards the maximal unpleasantness of economic and
societal
collapse later on.

Viewed
in the context of r/K Theory however, each psychology will
make
perfect sense. r-strategists are about exploiting the bloom now,
while
it lasts, however best they can, with little regard for
later, and little regard
for their offspring, others, or even
themselves. That rabbit who minimizes
his reproductive output in some
 fashion, as he prepares for later or
sacrifices for a friend, will
 end up numerically outcompeted by other
rabbits, in a perpetually
 r-environment. That environment will inherently
favor those who seize
 food and mating opportunities now, and constantly
operate with an
 innate assumption that there will never be consequence,



because those
opportunities will always be there later. Thus over the eons,
Darwin
has imbued liberal r-strategists with this psychology.

Likewise,
 that K-strategist who seizes hedonistic bliss now, at the
expense of
 his group and his preparations for later, will find himself
eventually culled from the population, by an environmental selective
pressure which only favors those who endure what they must in the
moment, for their team and their own, in a never-failing quest to
 always
succeed in the end, when it matters. As a result, when nature
imbues a K-
strategy, inherent to it will be a desire to always temper
 present-moment
hedonism with an eye to the future and all potential
costs.

Of course
 one can argue that one psychology is better suited to
producing a
 long-lasting government which endures the test of time, and
that the
 other is likely to eventually produce the societal collapse and
economic ruin of any society which embraces it. With even a cursory
examination of history, that assessment is obviously correct. However
until
political ideologies are widely seen as outgrowths of r and K
 Selection
Strategies, those of us on the inside will have great
 difficulty turning the
tides of r-strategy produced by resource
production and availability.

This again
demonstrates how understanding ideology in the context of
r/K Theory,
 and it's neurostructural underpinnings, can facilitate a much
fuller
understanding of our ideological battles, and the ancient purposes
that
these psychologies are attempting to serve , as they mold the
nature of our
governance. At the grand, population-level, none of
 these changes to
society that we witness occur accidentally. At that
level, they all can be best
understood logically through their
 ancient evolutionary and reproductive
purposes.



Chapter Sixteen

The Genetic Aspects of Political Ideology




Environmental
 conditioning toward a liberal political ideology has
been noted to be
 facilitated by a specific variation in the gene for the D4
dopamine
 receptor (DRD4-7r),1
 which controls dopamine activity in the
brain.2

Widely
known as a neurochemical reward, proper dopamine function
is
 necessary for proper functioning of the prefrontal cortex (PFC).3
 The
PFC is responsible for both perceiving the nature of one's
environment and
organizing behavior in the pursuit of success.4

The
 PFC is also associated with suppressing amygdala activation,5
probably in response to perceiving positive circumstances in the
environment, indicating that goal attainment is likely. In this
model, stimuli
which indicate success is likely will stimulate a
normal PFC. The PFC will
then suppress the amygdala from producing
negative emotional sensations
that might dissuade one from continuing
their activities. Unencumbered by
aversive stimulus from the
 amygdala, one will experience an absence of
anxiety and depression,
and feel free to strive for success.

Given this,
 it is likely safe to assume that dysfunction in the
dopaminergic
 system (such as might arise from inheriting a less effective
receptor
 gene, like the 7r allele) would affect the PFC's engendering of
optimism. This failure to engender optimism would then produce
tendencies towards anxiety and depression, and a resultant aversion
 to
striving. Clearly, K-type competitors are programmed to strive in
competitions, despite risk, while r-type psychologies exhibit a clear
aversion to fair, fitness-mediated competitions between peers.



Allelic
 variations in the gene for the D4 dopamine receptor are
associated
 with anxiety, depression, and neuroticism.6
 Proper dopamine
function has also been shown to have a critical role
 in the production of
incentive salience (the desire to pursue a
 reward).7,
8


 Combined with the
necessity of dopamine signaling, at proper levels,
for proper function of the
PFC, and the PFC's role in suppressing the
 amygdala, one can see how a
slight variation in the product of the D4
 dopamine receptor gene that
reduced its function, such as is produced
 by the 7r allele associated with
liberalism, could have a role in
altering competitive drive. DRD4 is a single
gene which is capable of
 altering perceptions of optimism/pessimism,
anxiety/depression, and
 the desire for a reward> As we will show, it also
affects other
aspects of the r-selected psychology.

Allelic
variation in the DRD4 gene is responsible for derangements in
libido,9
earlier age at first intercourse,10
and promiscuity and infidelity11
(a
study where the paper even discussed how the 7r DRD4 allele
 associated
with a liberal predisposition, would enjoy favor in
r-selected environments,
due to its promotion of promiscuity).
Liberals have been shown to exhibit
increased depression,12,
13,
14
as well as increased libido,15
resulting in their
support for a less sexually restricted society.16

Thus, within
the D4 dopamine receptor gene, we see a single gene in
which long
 form allelic variation is responsible for the four behaviors
inherent
to the r-strategy. The allele associated produces lack of competitive
drive, promiscuity/infidelity, earlier age at first intercourse, and
 low
investment parenting (for now this may be inferred from
 infidelity's
tendency to produce single parenting). Indeed, at least
 one researcher has
even stated that this “political” gene
may produce an r-selected reproductive
strategy in humans.

Variations
in the DRD4 gene would serve as a simple means by which
to encode
 within the genome a predisposition towards one of two
Darwinian
 strategies. One strategy will pessimistically avoid the fear of a
competition that they feel destined to lose. The other strategy will
optimistically embrace the thrill of a competition that they feel
destined to
win. One strategy will depressively see defeat at hand,
while the other will



optimistically see victory within reach. One
 strategy will desperately
increase their sex drive and mate at every
 opportunity with anyone they
come across, while the other will
 patiently wait, to find the best possible
mate with whom to have
children, and rear them carefully.

It should
 not escape the readers notice that if the PFC's function is
diminished, and it is unable to curtail amygdala activity, a child
may find
themselves learning to reflexively avoid any circumstances
 which could
result in amygdala stimulation (such as free competition
 and the risk of
defeat it offers). One might also find such children
 developing cognitive
tricks to diminish amygdala activity, through
 intellectually altering their
perceptions of their environment and
themselves. They might even learn to
remove amygdala stimulating
 environmental cues through denial of the
threat they present, rather
 than taking affirmative action to alter their
environment.

Together,
 this defensive shielding of the amygdala from stimulation
would
 produce a much less developed structure, which would be easily
overwhelmed with the slightest stimulus, such as an intrusion of a
 reality
they might not want to face, and cannot ignore. This would
lead to an adult
liberal who viewed the behavior of a conservative
 confronting threats, as
being motivated by irrational fears, which
need not be confronted.17

Just
as issues of sexual behavior are interlinked with other issues of
political ideology, this political gene has been shown to be
associated with
sexual drive in humans. Likewise, sexual behavior is
 associated with the
drive to embrace or reject intra-species
competition in nature, through the
adoption of an r-selected or
K-selected psychology.18

Current
research into social behaviors and cognition in humans show
them to
be a product of multiple genetic influences,

19,
20

 and clearly this

should apply to the adoption of a political ideology
as well. Additionally,
adoption of, and adherence to political
ideologies, have long been believed
to be affected by experience.
 However the evidence does indicate that
DRD4 allelic variation plays
some role in the adoption of political ideology



in humans, and
 clearly it offers several possible biological avenues by
which to
exert such an effect.

That said,
 the role that genetics on political ideology is an
extraordinarily
 complex area of study. Many neurotransmitters play many
different
 roles within the body and mind. A single neurotransmitter will
have
several different receptors, each exerting differing effects on
different
structures and tissues within the body, and even within
different areas of the
brain. That this one gene appears to play a
role in adoption of r/K strategies
will not exclude others from also
exerting effects.

Indeed,
neurotransmitters do not even appear to be the sole means by
which to
 alter reproductive strategy in humans. Interestingly, it has been
found that a competitive environment increases testosterone levels.21
It has
long been known that competing and winning (which would
 produce an
acute release of dopamine-facilitated pleasure), will
 produce a surge in
testosterone for an extended period following the
victory. This is interesting
given that we assert our society is
 temporarily transitioning to a more “r”
model, with less
competitive stimuli.

This
would lead one to expect that testosterone levels would decrease
in
 our population, and indeed, scientist have noted drops in serum
testosterone in men,22
leading some to postulate that the manliness of men
is threatened by
 some heretofore unknown factor.23
 Given testosterone's
role in producing
 aggression and competitiveness, this would offer yet
another means by
which humans adapt their behavior and their reproductive
strategy to
resource availability and perceptions of competitive stimuli.

The main
purpose of this exercise however, is to point out that all of
the
 behaviors of the r-selected psychology (and of liberalism) can travel
together very closely on the genome, in effect often existing as a
 single,
heritable predisposition. Furthermore, these r-selected
 alleles could easily
be in direct competition with competing
 K-predispositioning alleles,
associated with conservatism.



Nevertheless,
it is worth noting that here in the DRD4 gene we seem
to see a gene
 which is associated with the behavior behind reproductive
strategies,
and which at least one researcher has postulated can produce an
actual r-selected mating strategy. This evidence also demonstrates
 the
potential of this work to unite the political and governmental
 aspects of
political ideology with the sexual and social aspects, all
 within a theory
which explains not only how all of these disparate
 issues are linked, but
exactly why evolution has chosen to link them
in the first place.



Chapter Seventeen

A Further Note on Dopamine and Oxytocin




As
originally envisioned, this work viewed ideology as produced by
genetic effects, epigenetic effects, early rearing and social
conditioning, and
finally by a logical filter which operated subject
 to the first three effects.
Then Reactionary Blogger Dennis Mangan
posted the transcript of a speech
he gave,1
and it brought to mind a critical facet to this work, without which
it would have been woefully incomplete.

In the
 speech, he discusses a phenomenon called Supernormal
Stimuli, and
points out that high levels of chronic dopamine exposure will
desensitize an individual to dopamine exposure in the future, through
 a
phenomenon known as the down-regulation of receptor transcription.

This
phenomenon is most commonly seen in individuals who abuse
anabolic
steroids. Steroids, just as dopamine does, bind to a receptor on a
cell's surface. The receptor is like a switch, which sends a signal
 along a
wire, to the inside of a cell. Once inside the cell, the
 signal activates
whatever internal process the dopamine or steroid
 elicits, while the
dopamine or steroid molecule remains outside the
cell. Old receptors on the
membrane surface are constantly being
degraded and consumed by the cell,
which replaces them with freshly
 produced receptors, keeping the system
highly functional.

In many
 cases, cells exhibit a feedback mechanism, whereby the
quantity of
“replacement” receptors produced is tied to the level of
signal
produced by the receptors. In the case of anabolic steroid
abuse, if the cell
senses a high level of anabolic steroid signal
inside the cell, that high signal
inside the cell also slows the
production of new receptors. As old receptors
are consumed, they are
 not replaced as quickly, leaving fewer receptor
“switches”
 on the cell's surface, to transmit signals to the cell’s
 interior,



where they have their effect. As a result, fewer receptors
will mean less of a
signal reaching the inside of the cell.

This
 feedback mechanism is designed to moderate critical signal
levels,
 and prevent any signal from going too far outside its standard
healthy levels. In the case of anabolic steroids, as a user floods
their system
with testosterone (an anabolic steroid), the
 testosterone binds to the
numerous receptors on a muscle cell's
surface. The numerous receptors, all
transmitting a signal to the
inside of the cell, create a massive signal inside
the cell that
 triggers massive amounts of muscle growth. However, this
massive
signal also shuts off the production of “replacement”
receptors.

As a result,
when the receptors on the cell's surface are degraded and
consumed,
they are not replaced. Gradually, the density of receptors on the
cell's surface will dwindle, and this will diminish the level of
 anabolic
steroid signal inside the cell, irrespective of how much
 testosterone is
outside the cell. Since there are fewer receptors to
 transmit the steroid
molecules' signals from outside the cell to
 inside, the cell receives less
signals inside, where they have their
effect, and the cell behaves as if there
is less steroid in the
blood.

When the
 signal reaches a lower level, receptor production will
resume, but to
 a lower level than would exist, absent steroid use. As a
result,
 individuals on anabolic steroids are forced to cycle their dosages
between high dosages and low dosages, since if they took steroids at
 a
consistently high level all the time, the steroids would eventually
lose their
effects.

In nature,
this feedback mechanism likely had many functions, among
them
 balancing out any endocrine problem that produced abnormally
aberrant
 signal levels. This would allow an organism with some problem
relating to signal production to still balance out the level of
signaling, and
continue to function.

This
 mechanism would operate similarly with dopamine. Flood an
individual's brain consistently with the pleasure molecule dopamine
 (such



as by placing them in an environment of constant free resource
availability,
and/or copious sexual activity), and the cell surface
 receptor density of
dopamine receptors would plummet, reducing the
 amount of dopamine
signals inside the cell that would elicit its
pleasurable effects.

If one
 wanted to imagine a real world example of such a
phenomenon, one
 might look to the drug addict. Cocaine is a dopamine
mimic (or
 agonist). If one takes copious quantities of cocaine, one will
desensitize the brain to dopamine by affecting receptor densities.
 Now,
when this individual goes off cocaine, they will seemingly have
lower than
normal levels of dopamine signaling, because they will
 have made their
brain less sensitive to dopamine.

Without the
cocaine, they will have a less pleasurable mood at rest,
than they
 had before the cocaine. If they take the cocaine regularly, they
will
find that they need to be on some level of cocaine all the time, just
to
feel normal. Of course, as an addict, this will manifest as an
addiction. They
will gradually find themselves ever more driven to
seek out the dopamine
rush they were partaking of.

If they were
in a state of nature, and the drug they were on was real
dopamine,
 elicited by consuming food freely, or mating more
promiscuously, they
 will begin to become addicted to those behaviors
(something which is
 actually adaptive under conditions of r-selection). If
mating
opportunities are everywhere, and food is freely available, that is
r-
selection. There is a reproductive strategy that is ideally suited
to function
within those conditions.

Interestingly,
 we discussed the linkage between the DRD4-7r gene
and the
predisposition to a liberal ideology. It is believed by researchers
that
the 7r allele codes for a dopamine receptor which is a poor
 transmitter of
the dopamine signal, producing a weaker signal inside
 the cell, per
activation.

This would
produce an individual whose baseline dopamine receptor
function was
similar to that of an individual with more functional receptors,



who
had used cocaine, or some other dopamine agonist. In short, by having
a less capable dopamine receptor system, the 7r carrier actually
begins with
a cell structure which exhibits a sort of pre-addicted
 receptor structure.
They will require a higher baseline level of
dopamine signaling to function
properly. Indeed, DRD4-7r has a long
linkage with addiction and substance
abuse.

In
summation, this insight by Dennis Mangan regarding Supernormal
Stimuli and the role of dopamine receptor down-regulation, explains
how a
society availed of free resource availability, and plentiful,
 pleasurable,
dopamine eliciting stimuli (from food, to sex, to video
 games, to smart
phones, to social media, to 3D movies like Avatar),
would quickly become
driven to become addicted to pleasure, averse to
 hardship, and toil, and
prone to the early and frequent mating
 strategy inherent to the r-selected
Reproductive Strategy.

This
cognitive difference, due to dopamine function, is highlighted by
a
study2
examining the brain function of those with high baseline dopamine
signaling (such as high receptor densities and a fully functional
 receptor
would facilitate on a continual basis), or low baseline
dopamine signaling
(such as low receptor densities or a less
 functional allele like DRD4-7r,
would facilitate).

In the
 study, individuals with increased dopamine activity better
tolerated
 hardships, such as cheating by opponents, in the midst of
competitions, were more rule oriented in competing, and made more use
of
brain structures associated with reward and motivation. They
 tended to
continue adhering to the rules of their competition, while
 trying harder to
win within the rules.

By contrast,
 those with lower dopamine function tended to exhibit
greater rule
 breaking, even acting out aggressively when confronted with
hardship
in the midst of competition. The areas of the brain they used most
were areas associated with self-awareness, and social behavior - as
in, “Can
I get away with this?” Much of liberal
 behavioral strategy is about using
social manipulation to break
 rules, and avoid direct, rule-based



competitions with peers. Don’t
 compete directly in a capitalistic
environment with someone. Rather,
 manipulate the social environment so
government agents will oppress
the other person, so they can’t do as well.
Don’t develop
 the ability to defend yourself. Rather have government
disarm
everyone else, so you aren’t as weak by comparison. Don’t
go to a
gun owner’s house and take their guns yourself. Rather,
 manipulate the
political system so a police officer will go in your
stead, and endure the risk
you fear enduring, and compete on your
behalf.

Indeed,
 reduced dopamine receptor sensitivity, produced by free
resource
availability, would explain yet another mechanism by which the
r-
strategy of liberalism could be produced by a nation's success. It
would also
offer a very fast way to adapt one's strategy to free
resource availability on
the fly, further refining the
 predispositions produced by genetic effects,
epigenetic effects, and
 early rearing experiences. It would offer a much
faster mechanism by
 which to hack the brain, and produce an immediate
shift towards the
r-strategy. It might even play a role in seasonal variations
in
mating behavior and resource consumption.

This does
 beg the question, however, what about lower rearing
investment,
monogamy, reduced nationalistic drive, and reduced loyalty to
in-group? How would these behaviors tie in with reduced dopamine
sensitivity and signal strength, be it genetic in origin, epigenetic
 in origin,
or feedback inhibited?

Here you
 will need to examine what is sometimes called the trust-
hormone,
 oxytocin. Liberal researchers had a brief love affair with
oxytocin,
because it exhibited several properties which might have made it
a
candidate for a modern day Soma, to pacify the masses. It briefly
held the
promise of turning everyone into good little automatons, who
would exhibit
high levels of trust and altruism for everyone, and
stop being so covetous
and prone to group conflict.

Oxytocin
began to gain notice because it was found that if you gave
an
 individual a dose of oxytocin, they would be more trusting of
others,3
and more generous.4
 Oxytocin also had other beneficial aspects. A



tremendous body of
work5
demonstrates that it is released by mothers, and
triggers bonding to
 their offspring,6
 presumably producing a higher
maternal investment. Although human
 evidence is lacking, it's release is
also associated with paternal
investment in some mammals.7
It's release has
also been associated with the behaviors and bonding
between mates which
produces monogamy.

8,
9,
10

Recently,
 however, discussion of it has carried a wary tone,
describing, “The
Two Faces of Oxytocin.”11
Another researcher cautioned,
“Oxytocin
is developing a reputation of being the sort of thing you'd want to
dump in someone's coffee in the morning to make them soft and nice
and
fuzzy and good to you... That's just not the case. oxytocin is
 much more
complex than that.”12

The
 shift occurred because it has been noted that oxytocin does
enhance
all of these positive behaviors, but it does it in relation to one's
in-
group, as a part of facilitating ethnocentrism, and increasing
loyalty to one's
own.13

This
 is all interesting because the function of oxytocin is closely
related to dopamine activity.14
 In rats, a pulse of dopamine signaling
triggers the release of
oxytocin in their brains.15
 It would stand to reason
that one who carried a less effective
dopamine receptor polymorphism, such
as the 7r allele, or whose
receptors had been diminished in number through
sustained exposure to
 dopamine-eliciting stimuli,
 would release less
baseline oxytocin, and thus exhibit a more
 r-strategy with regards to
parental investment, monogamy, and loyalty
 to in-group/ethnocentrism.
Picture a junkie, whose only concern is
his next fix, and to whom parental
investment, personal loyalty, and
honor are not overriding concerns.

Thus, when
 stressed, such as would be produced by the resource
limitation of
K-selection, humans may be programmed to group up, and ally
against
outsiders, both with friends, and family, to seek out powerful waves
of dopamine from success in competition. These waves of dopamine
likely
produce pulses of oxytocin, which facilitate bonding and
 loyalty to the
group, and more success.



By contrast,
when resources flow freely, and dopamine is everywhere,
humans may be
 programmed to not place as much emphasis on personal
bonds, or group
 affiliations, as a way of minimizing the likelihood of
conflict.

This
 perspective gives important insight into the mechanisms by
which a
population’s ideology might shift. It also adds a critical
element to
this body of work, supporting the concept of political
 ideology as a
reproductive strategy.



Chapter Eighteen

Social Science, Rearing, and r/K Psychologies




One
 interesting observation about r/K strategies is that many
organisms
 appear to be able to partially mold their psychological
reproductive
 strategy during childhood. During early developmental
periods, such
 organisms perform subconscious assessments of their
childhood
 environment. These assessments produce reflexive changes in
their
 biochemistry, which then produce changes in their neurological
development. These changes then more permanently alter their
psychology
(and their reproductive strategy) as adults.

Put simply,
 such organisms are subconsciously extrapolating out the
likely
resource availability and environmental harshness they will encounter
as adults, and adopting the best reproductive strategy possible to
confront
their specific environment. On maturation, they will then
 exhibit a
customized version of their innate r or K-selected
psychology, as a result of
these early environmental assessments.1

Thus in many
organisms, the adoption of an r or K psychology is not
wholly a
 product of genetic selection, nor is the psychological trait itself
solely imbued in the sequence of the genome. Rather, over time, the
genome has developed the ability to modulate the expression of the
strategy
individuals are genetically imbued with, should an early
assessment of the
environment indicate that such a change in tack
would be advantageous.

This would
 mean that such an individual may be genetically
programmed with genes
 prone to produce an r or K-selected psychology,
however their early
 rearing experiences can override their genes to some
degree,
 producing biochemical cues which will lead them to modify the



developmental path that their genetic predispositions would place
 them
upon.

Of course,
as the environment selected for the exhibition of a specific
reproductive strategy, one would inevitably see a rise in genetic
predispositions towards that reproductive strategy designed to
confront the
environment they are faced with. Regardless, evidence
 does indicate that
environmental cues presented in childhood do
 affect the degree to which
one exhibits an r or K-type strategy at
adulthood.

It is
 noteworthy that the primary cues which trigger this r/K
divergence of
psychology in mammals are believed to be presented to the
individual
 within the rearing environment. In rodents, the nature of
maternal
care is a specific motive force producing the divergence of relative
r/K psychologies in offspring.2
In these models, maternal care is presumed
to be determined by the
 environment the mother is confronted with. A
mother constantly
 stressed by fierce predation, will experience increased
stress, and
thereby offer a lower standard of care to her offspring, and they
will then tend to develop more r-selected reproductive strategies,
within the
bounds of genetic predispositions. If a mother provides
 strong and
consistent maternal nurturing (higher investment
 parenting), the same
genetic lines of rodents will trend towards more
K-selected psychological
tendencies.

Evidence
 generally indicates that the divergence towards an r-type
strategy in
 rats is due to a stress mediated, epigenetic effect,3
 designed to
produce a longer lasting, stress-mediated epigenetic
 modulation of the
expression of genes in the individual. In other
words, exposed to a stressful
early life period, portions of the
 individual's DNA will experience
temporary modifications, which will
not alter the code of the DNA (ie. what
it produces), but which will
 affect how capably the cell can read certain
parts of it, and execute
 their instructions (ie. how much it produces). This
effect on the
 expression of these genes will last for an extended period,
likely
lasting at least into adulthood.



The main
points to be considered here are that many organisms can
read their
 early childhood environment, adjusting their r/K status
accordingly
in response, and that early life stress is established as producing
an r-type shift in psychology.4

Having
 established that some mammals can adapt their r/K
psychological
 strategies in response to stress, it pays to examine whether
any
evidence exists which would indicate that this occurs in humans.

There has
 been considerable examination of the phenomenon of
father-absent
parenting and the resulting stressful home life this produces.
Research has focused specifically on the effect these conditions have
on the
psychologies of children reared under them.

5,
6,
7,
8,
9,
10,
11,
12

In their
seminal paper on the topic, Jay Belsky, Lawrence Steinburg,
and
Patricia Draper proposed a theory that the psychological traits
produced
in offspring by father-absent parenting could be viewed in
 terms of an
evolved survival strategy.13

Under their
 theory, the father absent environment and maternal
harshness could be
 viewed as some of the stimuli which a human child's
developing brain
 would encounter. These stimuli would be interpreted as
indicating
that the environment the child would encounter as an adult would
be
 one that their parents were having difficulty in. Maternal stress and
father absence might indicate that either the child's father had been
killed,
or more likely, their father had followed an r-strategy and
abandoned them,
due to the environment favoring such a strategy.

The stress
 hormones produced in a child by these stimuli, would
biochemically
 activate a developmental pathway which would mold the
child's brain
 structure. This developmental pathway would produce a
distinct
 behavioral strategy encompassing a tendency towards sexual
indiscriminateness and promiscuity, an aversion to monogamous
relationships, a denigration of males and masculinity, a hostility to
authority, antisocial behavior, and a male tendency to depersonalize
women.

14,
15,
16



It was
 hypothesized in their original work that, as with the r-type
strategy
in nature, this developmental pathway would include a mechanism
by
 which the age of sexual maturation would occur earlier in life.
Subsequent studies have borne this out, leading to an overall
acceptance of
this research within the Social Science community. In
short, it would seem
that if one's parents adopt an r-selected, low
 investment, single-parenting
style, then their child will be more
likely to adopt one at maturity, as well.

Thus today,
it is generally accepted that both father absent parenting
and
 maternal harshness are associated with increased rates of antisocial
behavior in children (involving both rule violations in social
interactions/competition, and diminished loyalty/altruism/empathy),
as well
as earlier onset in sexual activity, increased promiscuity,
and a psychology
that is more prone to lower-investment parenting.
 Together, this all
produces a more selfish, r-type psychology in
adulthood.

Interestingly,
 it is reported that children in families in which one
parent is
deceased do not show the same degree of r-type behavioral issues
as
those in whom the parents have willingly gone their separate ways
after
conception.17,
18
This would lend support to the belief that the stress of the
single
parent environment alone does not have as much effect on the child's
later psychology as either their inherited predispositions, or an
environment
of early psychosocial stress, such as that created by a
single parent which
exhibits a more selfish, r-type psychology
themselves.

Finally, it
 is likely that not all individuals are equally susceptible to
the
effects of early rearing experiences.19,
20,
21,
22


Some of early symptoms
in children of these environmentally mediated
r-type psychological changes
are most exacerbated in children who
exhibit the liberal-associated DRD4
7r allele.23,
24
It is also interesting to note that among those who have the 7r
allele of the DRD4 gene, not all become liberals, indicating a
moderating
environmental stimulus, as is seen here in the study of
rearing strategies and
r/K psychologies.25
 This link between childhood stress-mediated r-type
development and
 the DRD4 7r gene further emphasizes the link between
liberalism, and
the r-selected psychology from which it evolved. Thus, if a



child is
genetically susceptible to an r-type psychology father absence will
only exacerbate the condition, and this stimulus may also affect
 political
predispositions in a similar fashion.

The presence
 of two distinct psychologies in children is further
supported by
 research conducted by child psychology researcher Carol
Dweck, at
 Stanford University. Dr. Dweck has identified two distinct
psychologies, which children will adopt at a very early age, and
which will
govern the children's approach to challenges and
activities.26

One
psychology exhibits optimism, views defeat as a natural part of
the
 process of self-improvement, and holds a perception that they can
develop their abilities to whatever level they desire. Viewed within
 our
evolutionary paradigm, this psychology is willing to risk defeat
 in a
challenge such as free competition. It will not allow a
 potential defeat to
deter their pursuit of future success in
competition. These children possess
an imbued perception that their
 abilities will grow even after defeat, and
that their failures will
 ultimately increase their abilities, leading to future
success. Thus
 they will throw themselves headlong into challenges,
repeatedly, with
an optimistic view that defeat is meaningless, and they will
succeed
eventually, even if only by gaining experience.

The other
 psychology identified by Dweck is the exact opposite.
Children who
possess it do not have confidence in their own capability to
develop
 abilities through repeatedly pursuing challenges and hard work,
and
 they are strongly averse to failure. Viewed from an evolutionary
perspective, this psychology will avoid challenges which would either
require an investment of effort or a risk of defeat. Instead, they
will opt to
quickly seize opportunities for easy, certain success,
 wherever such
opportunities might present themselves.

Obviously,
 here again are two psychologies. One welcomes
challenge, accepts
competitive risk, and tolerates personal defeat, while the
other
 views their abilities as limited, is risk averse, is strongly averse
 to
failure, and thus will tend towards a strategy of opportunistic
 advantage
taking. Note, those afflicted with depression also exhibit
hypersensitivity to



any sense of failure or loss27,
 28

 as does the less challenge embracing

psychology identified by Dweck.
 The importance of this will become
clearer as we discuss the
 relationship between depression to
anticompetitiveness and liberalism
later.

To be clear,
 the presence of various environmental factors within a
child's early
environment do not determine a child's fate, or political destiny
with absolute certainty. Although these stresses are associated with
 the
psychologies they have been linked to, there is always the human
element.

Some
children, presented with the harshest circumstances, will never
break, and will grow up to embrace all of the K-selected virtues of
humanity. Others, wholly absent any such stresses, will all too
 readily
collapse and embrace the opportunistic advantage taking and
rule-breaking
selfishness of the r-selected psychology. Regardless of
 whether there is a
good parent, a genetic strength, or just an
 indomitable spirit, there will
always be an element of mystery to the
individual human's motivations and
psychology.

Our point in
 this chapter is not that we can identify a predictable
pathway by
 which political ideology is adopted. Nor are we seeking to
maintain
that one's ideology can be easily characterized by past experiences
alone. Rather we are primarily seeking to link the adoption of
 political
ideology with both the r/K reproductive strategies and
 their related life
history traits.



Chapter Nineteen

Depression, Infection, and Anticompetitiveness




Ideological
 liberals appear to exhibit increased rates of depressed
mood compared
 to conservatives.1,
 2,
 3


 Here, we will offer evidence
supporting the hypothesis that
 depression may be an evolutionary
adaptation designed to provoke an
anticompetitive, r-type psychology.

The evidence
we will present will support the thesis that depression
creates
 psychological changes that are designed to diminish incentive
salience (also known as the desire for a reward), and that it does
 this
preferentially in individuals who are best served by avoiding
competition.

One premise
of this text is that the r-selected psychologies will have
evolved to
 be competition-averse, simply due to the fact that r-selecting
environments will contain copious resources, making competition for
them
unnecessary.

The possible
 relation of a depressed mood to the r-selected,
anticompetitive
 psychology merits a quick examination of some other
research relating
to depression, in the context of this theory.

To be clear,
it is not the position of this book that Clinical Depression
is
synonymous with the r-strategy. It is clearly not. Although it is
possible
that Clinical Depression is some type of dysregulated form
 of the mild,
normal form of depression which we maintain produces an
r-strategy, that is
far beyond our scope here, and we are not
asserting such.

Rather, we
 are merely positing that the r-selected liberal likely
possesses a
 depressed mood relative to their peers which fundamentally
alters
 their world view (though they are likely not aware of this), and that
this mood tendency has a clear evolutionary purpose within this
theory.



Some
 evolutionary psychologists posit that depression may be an
evolved
 response designed to solve problems that were frequently
encountered
in our ancestral environment.4

One current
theory is the Behavioral Shutdown Model,5
which posits
that depression evolved to prevent an individual from
going forward into a
situation which would produce Darwinian
disadvantage. Under this model,
behavioral shutdown is triggered if
 an individual will not get a positive
Darwinian return on energy
 expended in pursuit of a specific course of
action.6

As
discussed, early rearing experiences likely play a key role in the
development of an anticompetitive psychology. Psychosocial stress,
such as
ostracization, competitive failure, or simply repetitively
 engendering envy
would condition depressive neurological tendencies,
 and thereby mold a
developing brain to experience a more depressive
mood, and pursue a more
anticompetitive psychology as an adult.

Were one of
 our ancient ancestors to have experienced such
developmental cues as
a child, indicating that they would be uncompetitive
with peers as an
 adult, they would have developed a Pavlovian
predisposition towards a
 depressed mood when confronted with
competition in adulthood.

This
 mechanism would have allowed a child to determine their
likelihood of
 exhibiting competitive ability during the protected safety of
childhood play. As an adult, when the consequences for failure would
have
been much more severe, this imbued conditioning towards
 depression
would have served as a means of curtailing any drive to
 engage in open
competition with peers, and potentially suffer
Darwinian defeat.

Obviously,
 this mechanism would operate within parameters set by
genetic
 predisposition, itself a result of ancestral experiences in testing
competitive drive against genetically transmitted physical ability.



Some
cognitive researchers liken the depressed to investors who lack
resources, and thus pursue a risk aversive investment strategy.7
 Here
researchers liken personal interactions with the world in the
context of an
economic competition to acquire resources. On the one
side are individuals
willing to risk capital in pursuit of gains. On
the other side are individuals
who will not risk capital, but rather
 will seek out easy opportunities for
certain gain, absent risk or
challenge.

This theory
 may speak to one's mood existing as an approach to
Darwinian
 competitions, making such metaphors particularly apropos. In
this
case, the r-strategist lacks the resources to compete in a higher
risk, K-
selected environment. As a result, they adopt a risk-averse
 strategy of
avoiding competition, while looking for the easy win (or
free resources).

Rank Theory
 posits that depression may be an evolved means by
which those of
 lower rank are psychologically guided to avoid openly
striving for
 dominance with powerful superiors in their social hierarchy
who are
 capable of defeating them.8,
 9,
 10,
 11


 Under this theory, when
powerful superiors are likely to defeat an
 individual, that individual will
adopt a strategy of diminished
striving, through the subconsciously forced
adoption of a depressive
psychology. Here, an uncompetitive individual will
exhibit an
aversion towards competition, as a Darwinian survival strategy –
a model of behavior which this text asserts would be typical for an
 r-
selected reproductive strategy.

Chronic
 inflammation is associated with a depressed mood,12
 as is
diminished social functioning,13
 as well as diminished socio-economic
position.14
In all three cases, individuals exhibit diminished competitiveness
and fitness, either due to diminished physical vitality, diminished
ability to
gain high social standing, or diminished earning
 potential. It is not
impossible that humans, presented with such
 conditions of impending
defeat, would have evolved a psychological
drive to pursue a risk averse,
anticompetitive strategy. It is even
more likely that humans which exhibited
such frailties, and who would
 have been likely to fare poorly in
competition, would have evolved to
seek a competitive advantage that did
not involve openly competing
with peers. It is a premise of this text that, as



in the transvestite
 cuttlefish, the advantage more advanced r-strategists
evolved was a
 psychological ability to break rules, cheat in any
competitions, and
perform opportunistic advantage taking.

When
confronted with the prospect of direct competition with peers,
competitiveness would not prove advantageous for such individuals. A
mildly depressive state might be a means by which to engender this
 r-
psychology.

Interestingly,
 neuroimaging studies of patients with depression have
shown atypical
 function in both the prefrontal cortex, as well as the
amygdala-hippocampal complex,

15,
 16

 both of which this theory predicts

would play a role in adoption of
an anticompetitive psychology through the
imposition of fear,
 anxiety, and a failure to perceive environmental
conditions
positively.

Finally,
although depression is often seen as a result of environmental
perceptions or disease pathology, it has been established that
 genetic
predisposition plays a significant role in its etiology.17
 One of the genes
which is associated with increased depression is an
 allele of the DRD4
dopamine receptor gene,18
 a gene which is also associated with
conditioning of a liberal
political ideology,19
sexual promiscuity,20
and the
adoption of r-type behavioral patterns in humans.

Together,
 this evidence is consistent with the theory of political
liberalism
 as an evolved anticompetitive Darwinian psychology, mediated
by a
 depressive mood, and designed to produce an aversion to the risk
associated with rule-governed competitive tests of fitness.



Chapter Twenty

Further Support of the Dopamine/Amygdala
Ideological
Nexus




Toxoplasma
 gondii is a protozoan parasite capable of infecting
several different
 species of mammals. Concentrating its cysts within the
brain, it
 alters neurological functioning, producing distinct changes in the
psychology of its hosts. Infection is associated with changes in a
range of
behavioral drives in both rat and human infections.1
Of interest here, is that
the psychological changes induced by T.
gondii infection are similar to the
psychological drives motivating
 the liberal ideology, and the r-selected
reproductive strategy. Even
more interesting, is how they are engendered.

T. gondii is
 probably best known for its ability to make one of its
natural hosts,
 the rat, approach predators such as cats, as if they pose no
threat.
In doing so, the parasite coerces the rat to carry it to its second
host,
the cat. The cat will then eat the rat, ingest the cysts, and
become infected
itself. The cat will, in turn, spread the parasite in
 feces which will infect
other rats, who will carry the parasite to
 other cats, continuing the host-
vector cycle.2

On infecting
 humans, T. gondii does produce many diverse
psychological traits,3
many of which are similar to the psychological drives
motivating both
liberalism, and the r-selected reproductive strategy.

T. gondii
 infection has been shown to be associated in men with
tendencies to
envy success and break rules,4
while infected women exhibit
greater levels of promiscuity.5
 Additionally, population-wide studies find
that populations with
 increased levels of T. gondii infections also tend to
exhibit
 increased levels of personal guilt-proneness (tend to be more
apprehensive, self-doubting, worried, guilt-prone, insecure, and
 self-



blaming), as well as exhibit increased tendencies towards
 uncertainty
avoidance, producing what one researcher termed a desire
 for a “rule
oriented society geared to
reduce uncertainty”.6

Uncertainty
 avoidance can a confusing term, as related to political
ideology,
 even as described by Hofstede and McCrae.7
 Under their
definition, it encompasses both the desire for increased
governmental laws
designed to limit unstructured interactions among
 individuals, such as
liberalism desires,8
as well as intolerance for novel ideas, such as exhibited
by
conservatism.9
What is described here, in T. gondii however, is a desire
to restrict
 individual interactions through rules, so as to eliminate
uncertainty
 in freely competitive outcomes. This work maintains that this
desire
 to increase governmental scope and authority, so as to limit the
disparity in freely obtained competitive outcomes between
individuals, is a
trait common to liberalism, and is borne of the
competition aversion of the
r-selected reproductive strategy.

Here in T.
 gondii, we do see many behavioral traits which would
appear to
 correlate with both liberalism and the r-selected organism. The
tendency towards promiscuity and away from monogamy has been well
documented as a delineation between political ideologies,10
as well as a trait
of the r-selected reproductive strategy.11

Envy of
established success implies a desire to change an outcome at
the
 conclusion of a competition which was lost. As we have discussed,
liberals show increased volume of their ACC, a structure strongly
associated with the production of envy. Envy can function as a
 powerful
motivator to upset established competitive outcomes, in
 violation of the
rules governing such outcomes. Those who can lose,
and possess no envy,
would be much better suited to accepting
 established outcomes of
competitions, in accordance with the rules
governing such outcomes.

Note that
the willingness to violate rules is a fundamental personality
trait
of the modern liberal, while a desire to abide by rules within
society
has been found to be a fundamental trait of the
conservative,12
and here we
see the same rule-violating trait identified in those
infected with T. gondii.



Finally,
those infected with T. gondii seek the imposition of rules on
others,
 designed to eliminate personal individual risk, such as those risks
which free competition will produce. Whether one is talking about the
political left's aversion to free market capitalism, or the
 r-selected
organism's aversion to risk in competing, this desire for
a secure guarantee
against failure is a hallmark of the r-psychology,
 and the desire to use
government to this end is a clear mark of the
liberal philosophy.

As in
liberalism, this desire to see one's fellow citizens limited in their
behavior by rules is combined with the personality trait of personal
 rule
breaking. The net effect of this is a subversive competitive
 strategy
entailing oppression of one's peers by governmental rules
 and authority.
This is combined with personal opportunistic advantage
taking, performed
freely, absent the constraints of the rules one has
imposed on others.

This is a
 strategy in direct opposition to the K-selected competitor's
drive to
 engage in free, open competitions, designed to honestly confer
advantage on the more fit individual, regardless of the outcome.
Despite all
of the selfless rhetoric of liberals, just as
 conservatism is personally
competitive, so is liberalism. It is the
psychology of a personally ambitious,
selfish, competitive (even if
subversively so), Darwinian strategy. The only
difference between the
 two lies in the willingness to see differences in
fitness, ability,
and determination honestly rewarded.

Since the
mechanism by which T. gondii alters human personality has
been
roughly characterized, a brief study of it may shed further light on
the
underlying neurobiological mechanisms behind the adoption of
 either the
K-selected or r-selected psychologies.

Current
 research indicates that T. gondii's mode of action is to alter
dopamine signaling,13
 while concentrating its infective cysts in the
amygdala14
and, to a lesser degree, the cortex.15

The
 prefrontal cortex (PFC), and particularly the left prefrontal
cortex,
is involved in engendering a state of optimism, by perceiving good



in
the environment.16
Studies of depression have found that one coincident
occurrence
during depression is a power failure in the left PFC.17

T. gondii
 does produce a depressed mood,18,
 19,
 20
 less able to
perceive good or engender optimism. As we have
discussed, such a mood
would diminish one's willingness to face a
challenge such as competition,
and embrace the uncertainty in outcome
 it offers. Clearly, an optimistic
individual, prone to see success,
will engage in competition far more often
than a depressed pessimist,
prone to only see potential failure.

Also, T.
 gondii affects the activity of the neurotransmitter
dopamine,21
 which is responsible for the healthy functioning of the
prefrontal
cortex,22
as well as incentive salience, or “want” for a reward.23,
24

As
discussed, there is ample evidence that depression and depressed
mood
occurs at a higher rate among liberals compared to conservatives, and
mutations in the DRD4 dopamine receptor gene are associated with both
political liberalism and depression. Together, all of this offers
 potent
evidence of a genetic and neurochemical nexus between a
 Darwinian
strategy of depressed competition avoidance, and a
 countervailing
optimistic psychological state which would embrace
competition.

Rodents are
 designed to fear the cat, however as their amygdala
function is
 altered by the infectious cysts of T gondii,25
 they cease to
perceive the threat presented by the cat, and will
approach it willingly.26
As
with the studies of monkeys and amygdala damage, this further
supports the
contention that the liberal's preference for negotiation
 and appeasement
over conflict when confronted by threat, is related
to anomalies in amygdala
function which alter threat perception.
Here, the cat, whose only desire is to
kill and eat the rat, is
transformed into a friend, waiting to be approached,
entirely through
small alterations in the function of the amygdala.

If one's
 amygdala is incapable of perceiving threat, even the most
menacing
and evil enemies, wholly bent on killing you, will seem wholly
trustworthy and deserving of unreserved friendship and trust.
Compounding



this problem would be a lifetime spent observing one's
own deficiencies in
threat perception, which would produce an
unwillingness to trust one's own
instincts. This would naturally lead
 to an unwillingness to believe that
others could perform accurate
threat assessments, as well. As a result, such
an individual would be
prone to reject, out of hand, the threat assessments
of
conservatives, due to an honest ignorance of the cognitive and
perceptual
capabilities generated by a fully functioning amygdala.

As we have
discussed, the concept of diminished amygdala function
as responsible
 for diminished liberal threat perception is supported by
research
showing that humans with amygdala lesions will show diminished
ability to judge the trustworthiness of individuals, and will tend to
 judge
those who mean them harm as approachable.

27,
 28,
 29,
 30

 It is further

supported by the evidence that liberals exhibit
 diminished amygdala
volume, as would be expected of atrophy or
developmental failure.

In closing,
both the liberal, and the individual infected with T. gondii
exhibit
increased levels of depression, altered dopamine signaling activity,
a
willingness to approach and trust threats, a desire to live in a
 strict rule-
governed society to perform competitive risk avoidance,
 an envy which
might offer the justification to not abide by rules of
competition, a tendency
towards rule breaking, and a tendency towards
 promiscuity. Additionally,
we can show where similar brain structure
anomalies and neurotransmitter
functional derangements are present in
both cases.

This work is
not making the case that T. gondii causes liberalism. We
are merely
asserting that an infection which alters dopamine signaling and
amygdala function may also induce some behavioral characteristics of
liberalism. For this reason, this analysis is presented here to help
elucidate
the mechanism by which evolution created the ideological
divide within our
species.



Chapter Twenty One

Liberals, Homosexuality, and the r-selected
Reversal in
Sex-Specific Traits




In r-selected species that have parental
responsibilities, there is often
a reversal of sexual dimorphism, and
 sex-specific behavioral drives,
compared to the K-selected organism.
 In K-selected species, males are
expendable, and tend to endure risk
 and danger to provision and protect
their family and offspring.
Meanwhile nurturing and feminine females, who
are bonded to their
male partner, will tend to guide offspring away from the
dangers that
the male confronts for the family.

In r-selected species, males abandon females after
 mating, so the
responsibility to provision and protect young will
 fall to the female. As a
consequence, such independent females will
evolve to be more aggressive
and traditionally (from a K-selected
 perspective) masculine, so as to be
better able to provision and
 protect the offspring they raise alone. The
flight-prone males, by
 contrast, evolve to exhibit the diminutive size and
fleeing-behavior
traditionally ascribed to K-selected females. Referred to as
a
 reversal of sexual dimorphism and sex-specific behaviors, this
 polarity
reversal in sexual traits produces individuals perfectly
 adapted to the
changing roles of genders in the r-selective
 environment, where females
take on the roles of provision and
protection, and males avoid responsibility
assiduously.

If human r/K strategies are adaptable to resource
 availability, this
would lead to a prediction of a possible reversal
of sexual dimorphism and
behavioral drives in males and females, as a
 civilization experiences
copious resource availability, and its
 inhabitants transition to an r-strategy.
Men would become
 increasingly feminine and competition-averse, while



females would
transition from the sweet, feminine K-selected model, to an
aggressive/competitive/domineering, masculine model.

Interestingly, this would be accompanied by a reversal
of the physical
traits that individuals of each sex would seek out in
 mates. If an
environment is r-selective, one would expect females to
 begin to prefer
males who exhibit superior adaptive traits to the
 r-selective environment.
This would mean females would begin to
 express a sexual preference for
more feminine traits when assessing
potential (male) partners.

Likewise, males would begin to favor more
(traditionally, K-selected)
masculine physical traits in their
potential mates, so as to find mothers who
would best be able to
 provision and protect the offspring the male would
produce with her,
and then abandon her with.

This would raise the question, might homosexuality in
humans, where
females prefer feminine physical traits to the point of
 preferring female
partners, and males prefer masculine traits to the
point of preferring male
partners, have any relation to the r/K
adaptability in our species? There is
certainly enough interesting
evidence to raise the question.

To begin with, male homosexuals do show reduced physical
aggression,1
 as well as increased promiscuity and reduced relationship
duration2,
 3.
 Liberal males also exhibit a more traditionally feminine
physicality,
with diminished physical development and upper body strength,
implying a reproductive strategy focused less on competitive
ability.4,
5

Then there is what is called the Balancing Selection
 Hypothesis of
Homosexuality. The concept states that homosexuality
may be the result of
a gene. The gene would produce reproductive
 behaviors in some
heterosexual carriers which would increase the
numbers of offspring they
produce. This increased reproduction
 balances out the fact that the
homosexual carriers do not reproduce.
A quote from one study says:

“Our analysis showed that both mothers and
 maternal aunts of
homosexual men show increased fecundity compared
 with corresponding



maternal female relatives of heterosexual men…
 analysis…showed that
mothers and maternal aunts of homosexual
men (i) had fewer gynecological
disorders; (ii) had fewer complicated
pregnancies; (iii) had less interest in
having children; (iv) placed
less emphasis on romantic love within couples;
(v) placed less
importance on their social life; (vi) showed reduced family
stability; (vii) were more extraverted; and (viii) had divorced or
separated
from their spouses more frequently.”6

What is of interest here, is that there may be a gene
which produces
women who are more fecund, want to deal with children
 less, exhibit
diminished emotional bonding with mates, and are more
prone to divorce or
separate. At the same time it makes men prefer
more masculine qualities in
female mates, as well as be less
aggressive, and more promiscuous.

One study implicated the long form DRD4-7r polymorphism
 that is
associated with development of a liberal ideology, with a
 predisposition
towards homosexuality. In the research, the author
wrote:

“About half of the subjects with the long gene
(ed note: the DRD4 7r
allele) had ever had a male sexual
partner…” (among self-identified male
heterosexuals).7

He went on to note that this gene appeared to be
 promoting not
homosexuality per se, but rather, merely an increased
 drive to experience
sexual novelty. (Risk spreading/bet hedging
 through mating with
genetically diverse partners, to produce genetic
 diversity in offspring, is
also a commonly seen mating strategy among
 r-strategists. Where raw
offspring fitness is not as high a priority,
 producing diversity in offspring
can be an advantage with little
risk.)

As we maintain with r/K variability in mammals,
homosexuality also
shows evidence of an epigenetic role in its
biological genesis, such as might
arise from maternal stress. Studies
 have either offered potential linkages
between homosexuality and
 epigenetic alterations to DNA,8
 or they have
linked homosexuality to X chromosome inactivation,9
 itself a common
byproduct of methylation,10
a mechanism common to epigenetic effects.



Finally, homosexuality does show indications that it can
be induced
by high sustained exposure to dopamine, at least in the
 fruit fly.11
 High
dopamine exposure would approximate the r-selective environment
of free
resource availability, while reducing the density of cell
 surface receptors,
likely approximating the diminished signaling
 effects of inheriting a less
effective, long form receptor gene such
 as the DRD4-7r polymorphism.
Although data in humans is sparse, there
is at least one anecdotal case of a
heterosexual father of two who
 took a dopamine agonist (mimicking
compound) for a medical condition,
and after an extended period ended up
pursuing gay sex compulsively,
until his medication was changed.12

It is also interesting to examine the link between
political affiliation
and amygdala development. Interestingly enough,
 one study of the
neurobiology underlying homosexuality stated:

“Homosexual subjects also showed sex-atypical
 amygdala
connections. In (Homosexual Males), as in (Heterosexual
 Women), the
connections were more widespread from the left amygdala…
 The results
cannot be primarily ascribed to learned effects, and they
suggest a linkage
to neurobiological entities.”13

Similarly, Kanai's study of the brain structures of
 ideologues found
that, “We found that … greater
conservatism was associated with increased
volume of the right
 amygdala. These results were replicated in an
independent
sample of additional participants.”14

So here, homosexual males exhibited greater relative
 numbers of
connections to the left side of the amygdala, while
 political liberals
exhibited greater relative volume in the left side
of the amygdala. Although
increased connections does not
 definitively equate with statistically
increased volume, it does
raise the question of whether these are the same
changes, measured
differently, yielding in both cases, a more traditionally
feminized,
conflict-averse r-strategy which merely differs in degree.

Interestingly, homosexual females showed more widespread
connections to the right amygdala, compared to heterosexual females.
This



would indicate a more masculinized brain structure (when viewed
 from a
K-perspective). Given that the r-selected female is designed
 to fill the K-
male's roles of provision and protection of offspring,
 and would need to
exhibit a more masculinized, aggressive, and
confrontational attitude, this is
not surprising.

Again, the amygdala emerges as the seat of both the
behaviors of r/K
and the seat of ideology. We even find a structural
 alteration that is
associated with homosexuality, and which is very
similar to, if not the same
as, that seen with both the liberal
ideology and the r-strategy. We even see
the reversal in sexual
dimorphism and sex-specific behaviors that you see in
r/K. We even
 see these traits emerging in our society, exactly as it trends
leftward, all during an extended period of free resource availability
courtesy
of governmental deficit spending. Finally, yet again, the
 DRD4-7r allele
appears, linking traits we already see linked in r/K,
with ideological traits,
and homosexuality.

Given the sum of the evidence, one cannot help but
 wonder if
homosexuality is the result of a periodic overshoot of the
r-selected mark in
both men and women. As the society goes r,
 r-selected men become more
effete, promiscuous,15
 and hedonistic16
 while r-selected women become
more aggressive, masculine,17
 promiscuous, and competitive. Since r-
strategists are better adapted
 under these conditions, r-females are
programmed to seek more
 effeminate mates, as r-men seek more
masculinzed mates. As they do, a
 simple mechanism, designed to shift
behavior towards a more
 r-strategy, periodically over-expresses itself for
reasons unknown,
 producing a complete reversal of mating behavior and
sexual tastes.
However, that small number of self-sterilizing overshoots fails
to
 negate the reproductive advantage of the remainder of the more
moderated r-specimens.

Here, we see yet another area of our society in which
 the traits and
characteristics of the r/K dichotomy present
themselves. With just a simple
understanding of r/K, mystifying
changes we see in our successful societies
suddenly fall into context
 as distinct adaptations, with clear purposes and
reproductive
advantages.



Chapter Twenty Two

The Games Ideologues Play




In the book
Games People Play,1
Dr. Eric Berne postulated that many
behavioral actions are merely
 pre-programmed responses to emotional
stimuli, which humans developed
during their childhoods. For example, if a
child were to crave an
emotionally distant mother's attention, he might one
day, misbehave
accidentally. His mother chastises him, he apologizes, and
they then
share a tender embrace, as all is forgiven. If this child craved that
tender embrace, he might subconsciously feel rewarded following his
misbehavior.

Later on,
after numerous attempts to reacquire that embrace through
more direct
 approaches failed, he might spontaneously act out, get
chastised,
apologize, and acquire his embrace yet again.

According to
 Dr. Berne, if this occurred often enough, the child
would develop a
subconscious urge to misbehave, which he would become
accustomed to
 satiating, so as to acquire his mother’s attentions. As an
adult, his wife might one day find him making her angry for no
apparent
reason, and in the light of his adult environment, his
 motivations would
seem illogical. However, by then he would have
 become conditioned,
programmed with a desire to act out, even though
 his mother’s hug no
longer awaited him after his misbehavior.
He called this behavior a game.

Dr. Berne
observed numerous cases of different games, as he referred
to them,
 and spent a career attempting to characterize the phenomenon.
When I
 first read Dr. Berne' book in my teen years, I disregarded it as an
unlikely hypothesis, at best limited to a select few instances within
society.

Later in
life, I came to know an individual whose entire life was spent
satiating various urges that were obviously created in his childhood,
 and



which had no relevance to the adult environment he traveled
through. It was
bizarre, and extreme enough that I began to see these
 games present in
others around me, albeit to far lesser degrees and
 limited to much more
specific areas of their lives. I suddenly
realized that I was entirely wrong to
dismiss Dr. Berne's work.

As time went
 on, I came to realize that many of us, to varying
degrees, spend our
adulthood perceiving life through a prism crafted in our
childhood.
 Dr Berne’s finely honed perception of psychological nuances
had
 perceived something that my unrefined perceptual skills couldn't see,
even when it was directly pointed out to me by an expert, in an
entire book
that he devoted to the subject.

According to
the theory of this book, children develop an ideological
predisposition early in their life, and one of the main components of
 this
ideology is a perception of competition as either positive or
 negative in
nature.

We have
 already cited research indicating that those with a liberal
ideology
 exhibit a less capable and robust physical structure – The
researchers indicated that may have produced a more conflict-averse
psychology and liberal predisposition. Although more anecdotal, I
have also
heard it asserted several times, by different individuals,
that many strongly
ideological liberals in their social circles seem
to be athletically challenged.
If, as referenced earlier, liberals
suffer from a dopamine receptor mutation,
this might negatively
 affect dopamine signal transduction. Since proper
dopamine signaling
 is important to smooth, well coordinated motor
function, this could
 easily affect a liberal's physical coordination and
proficiency at
competitive athletic endeavors.

Derangements
 in dopamine function are well documented to affect
locomotion,
coordination and reaction times. Dopamine function is key to
the
etiology of the tremors of Parkinson's disease, and medications such
as
L-dopamine have long been known to have profound effects on
muscular
strength, reaction times, and physical coordination.



I point this
 out, as Dr. Berne's theory would indicate that physical
incompetence
 at childhood play would profoundly affect an individual's
perception
 of the competitive environment as an adult. If a child were to
routinely find themselves humiliated in childhood play, whether it be
roughhousing, pee-wee football, wrestling, or other competitive,
 physical,
rule-governed play, the child might come to dread the
conflict and challenge
of the competitive environment. They might
 also be conditioned to envy
those children who excelled in that
world.

Conversely,
 were a child to step out into that arena, and routinely
experience
the ecstasy of a touchdown, or the thrill of a victory, they might
find themselves conditioned to desire a rule-governed, conflict-laden
environment of competition as an adult.

It is often
 said that play within the animal kingdom is a means by
which the
young develop physical abilities, in preparation for the rigors of a
physical, competitive adulthood.

It is also
 possible however, that childhood play is a programmed
behavior,
 designed to help the young test their competence in free
competition
in a safe, non-threatening environment, during the final period
of
heightened neurological plasticity they undergo in childhood.

If they
prove competent relative to their peers, then they will grow up
conditioned to enjoy free competition and they will follow the path
of a K-
selected competitor. If, however the outcomes they endure
 indicate that
defeat will be likely in free, rule-governed
 competitions as adults, then
these children will grow up designed to
 pursue a different strategy. They
will be conditioned to avoid
direct, head to head competition, break rules,
violate loyalties, and
do whatever is required to survive and reproduce, as
quickly and as
early as possible.

There is
 other evidence which would support such a premise.
Dopamine, which we
have shown is intimately involved in adherence to a
political
ideology, is best known as a neurotransmitter designed to provide a
reward signal to the brain.2
Thus, children who were successful in social



activity and play would
 receive large pulses of it with each victory. In
children who failed
 in such endeavors, they would only receive it rarely,
when they
violated the rules of the endeavors - or if overly envious, stifled
the successes of those around them.

Activated
repeatedly by competitive successes during a period of high
developmental plasticity, a dopamine reward stimulus would have the
effect
of forming a highly malleable brain into a risk-taking,
 competitive,
dopamine-driven machine.

Neuroscientists
have linked dopamine activity to competitiveness and
incentive
salience (the want of a reward).3,
4
Children who find they get a
dopamine fix from setting out in
competition and succeeding, will find the
competitive environment
 more alluring due to its ability to satisfy their
addiction. By
contrast, those who found nothing but failure in competition
as
children will not be so rewarded, and thus they will be less inclined
 to
tolerate the risk of the competitive environment.

As
previously discussed, depression is associated with liberalism, is
associated with low dopamine function, and is a cognitive state which
could
be conditioned during critical developmental periods.
 Depression is also
associated with those who assume a lower social
 standing within a social
hierarchy, such as the hierarchy that
 success in play establishes among
children.

Additionally,
 liberals exhibit hypertrophy of the Anterior Cingulate
Cortex, a
brain structure highly associated with envy production in response
to
 perceptions of others with superior levels of self relevant
 resources.
Children forced to sit by and watch others effortlessly
 attain successes
which they can only dream of, would tend to exercise
those brain structures
associated with envy. This envy could then
offer the impetus to break rules,
such as in competitions - a
hallmark of the r-strategy, and a trait associated
with liberals by
researcher John Jost, as we will discuss shortly.

As
 discussed, the ACC is also activated widely during periods of
psychic
pain, especially the psychic pain of social exclusion, such as would



be experienced by a child who failed repeatedly in free competition,
 and
thus was excluded by peers. Combined with the ACC's role in envy,
 this
does offer a compelling example of a mechanism by which early
developmental experiences could adapt an individual's brain in ways
which
would predispose them to a particular political ideology later
in life.

Imagine a
child programmed by experience to view the world through
a prism of
envy, and prone to sympathize with the unsuccessful while not
empathizing with the desires of the successful, who defeat them
regularly.
They would tend to mature into an adult with a more
 leftward leaning
political inclination, unable to understand why
 anyone of modest means
would lean conservative. Additionally, such a
 child, socially excluded by
peers, would be conditioned to not
 perceive his peers as a part of his in-
group, and thus would exhibit
less loyalty to in-group as an adult.

In short,
early developmental experiences which occur outside of the
rearing
 environment, and which involve exposure to the competitive
environment among peers, should be given ample consideration as a
possible contributor to the adoption of our political ideologies.



Chapter Twenty Three

John Jost and the Personality Traits of Political
Ideologues




John T. Jost
of NYU has aggregated an extensive body of research on
the
personality traits of liberals and conservatives,1
and here we will devote
a chapter to some of his research, and how it
 relates to, and supports this
theory.

Jost has
 found that research indicates conservatives tend to be less
tolerant
towards out-groups, more prone to seek stability, order, familiarity,
conformity, and decisiveness. His work has also shown that
conservatives
are more prone to be motivated by fear-inducing and
 threatening stimuli,
more prone to abide by rules, more loyal to
their in-group, and less open to
out-group interests.

These are
all traits one would expect, were conservatives designed to
engage in
group competitions such as warfare for limited resources. Each
trait
 would be adaptive in seeking the success of their group, while also
engaging in individual, rule-governed competitions with in-group
 peers,
designed to select for fitness and reward it with reproductive
opportunities.

Stability,
order, conformity and decisiveness are all traits which will
produce
a successful group. As we have shown, evidence indicates that fear
motivates distrust, aggression, and conflict, while abiding by rules
 fosters
more successful competitions among peers, and can motivate
 altruistic
behaviors. Of course, increased loyalty to in-group, and
 less openness to
out-group interests is what one would expect from a
psychology designed to
engage in group competitions with an eye to
winning, and defeating their
out-group.



Liberals
tended to be less motivated by fearful or threatening stimuli,
less
prone to abide by rules, they exhibited more tolerance for ambiguity,
and exhibited more tolerance towards out-group interests. They also
sought
conditions with less stability, less order, less familiar
 circumstances, less
conformity, and they exhibited less loyalty
 toward their in-group. (Taken
together, that is a description
disturbingly similar to that of a psychopath,
thrust into a
 group-competitive environment, something consistent with
some
research which has shown increased psychopathology2
among those
on the left.)

These are
traits which would tend to produce an individual less prone
to
 perceive and respond to competitive challenges such as threat, both
individually, and at the group level.

Being less
motivated by fearful or threatening stimuli (just as those
with
 amygdala damage are unable to recognize threatening faces, and
experience fear in response), they would be less prone to recognize
 and
respond violently to threats, both individually, and at the group
 level. In
seeking conditions with less stability, less order, and
 less familiar
circumstances, liberals would be more tolerant of
 changes in governing
circumstances, such as the sudden seizure of
 governing authority by a
conquering force of outsiders.

By
exhibiting more tolerance for out-group interests, and less loyalty
to in-group, they would be more capable of breaking from the K-type
rules
and mores of warfare, such as loyalty to group, if it suited
 their interests.
They would also be more likely to sympathize with
the plight of an enemy
who would produce a change in a country's
leadership.

Given the
 lethality of engaging in warfare, feeling a freedom from
rules within
a society would be a potent Darwinian advantage during a time
when
 all other citizens find themselves reflexively conforming to
competitive behavioral patterns that lead them to risk death and
Darwinian
failure in battle. It would not be surprising to see such a
 strategy arise
within a belligerent species, given the advantages it
 would offer to the
individual capable of practicing it.



Combined,
 these traits could clearly facilitate a strategy of using
betrayal in
group competition, by creating a world view in which enemies
are
right, one's own people are wrong, and where blind loyalty is
foolhardy
and unintellectual. Indeed, the liberal's tendency to
 support out-group
interests while feeling less loyalty to in-group
 can be seen as expressly
designed to thwart the K-selected warrior's
 drive to pursue their group's
competitive success by disregarding
out-group interests, and showing blind
loyalty to in-group.

It is also
noteworthy that many of the personality traits noted by Jost
would
 seem to be more related to issues of group competition than
individual competition, indicating that perhaps group conflict has
 molded
our political psyches even more than individual conflict.

This would
not be surprising, given that under this theory, individual
competition would be more rule-governed, limited in tenor, and not as
prone to result in mass mortality. It would not be advantageous in a
warring
species to depopulate one's own tribe, through frequent
 lethal individual
competitions. By contrast, the mortality of war
would produce a far more
lasting Darwinian impact on a species'
nature.

It is also
not surprising that our political inclinations, directed as they
are
to the structuring of our social order, would have been molded by
group
competitions, which were so dependent on the proper functioning
 of that
social order.

That
political ideology is related to fear and threat perception, is also
consistent with research showing that amygdala stimulation is
 strongly
associated with political ideology. It is also consistent
 with our assertion
that this ideological divide is produced by the
liberal's diminished amygdala
function diminishing the liberal's
 ability to perceive threat, or drive the
embrace of personal
sacrifice that is needed to meet it.

Interestingly,
 it was noted by Jost that when fearful, mortal salience
stimuli was
 presented to adults (stimuli designed to provoke fear of
mortality,
such as the attacks of September 11th), it had the ability to shift



their ideological predisposition towards conservatism. This
ideological shift
did not just render them more conservative on the
issue of threat presented
to them. Rather, they espoused more
conservative ideology on other issues
unrelated to the threat
presented.3

It should
 not escape notice that such stimuli would become
increasingly
prevalent as a population reached the carrying capacity of its
environment, and conflicts began erupting over constantly limited
resources. As the free and easy plenty of the r-selected environment
shifted
to the scarcity and conflict of a K-selected environment, it
 would make
sense that the collective reproductive strategy of the
 populace would
perceive this change and shift itself, so as to
enhance competitiveness and
belligerence, as well as their
offspring's capability and survivability within
such an environment.

No contrary
stimuli were noted, which would precipitate a shift from
conservatism
 towards liberalism. This raises the question of whether
reception and
 acknowledgment of threat stimuli by individuals may yield
increased
amygdala functionality through stimulation-induced development
of the
structure. It also raises the question of whether such development
will
exhibit an increase in permanence that is not easily reversed.

This would
be consistent with research into amygdala function. Once
the amygdala
 is sensitized to a stimulus, deconditioning will not erase the
sensitization pathway, but rather will only suppress it.4
 As a result,
deconditioning of the amygdala to a stimulus will leave
 the sensitization
pathway intact, allowing for fast and easy
 reactivation of the conditioned
response. As a result, amygdala
 development and response is engendered
with far more ease than
atrophy. Jost may have been seeing this effect first
hand - finding
 that developing the amygdala and inducing K-selected
conservatism is
 far easier than atrophying the amygdala, and erasing the
development.

Finally, on
 the subject of formulating personality tests based on this
theory,
 one must understand that both the K-strategy and r-strategy are
competitive, in the sense that they both seek to compete and win.



The
 difference is that the K-strategist seeks to win within their
 in-
group, in rule-governed competitions that are designed to select
for fitness.
In seeking these individual, rule-governed competitions,
 the K-strategist is
driven to accept defeat, if that is what the
rules, (and the outcome of their
own ability and effort) dictate.

In group
competitions, the K-selected warrior is programmed to seek
the
success of their group over others, above all else. Thus, they will
exhibit
a blind adherence to traits such as loyalty, selflessness,
respect for authority,
and love of their group. They will always
desire the success of their group
at all costs, and the failure of
their group's enemies, at all costs.

By contrast,
 the r-strategist is driven in individual competitions to
succeed,
regardless of rules, or any merit based determination of their own
personal fitness. In group competition, this strategy is continued.
 The r-
strategist’s desire is to use the conflict for their own
 personal, individual
advantage. (Though this drive is wholly
 subconscious – they likely think
they are loyal, even as they
 castigate their own as wrong, their enemy as
right, and view blind
loyalty to their own as unintellectual foolishness).

As a result,
 the r-selected liberal will exhibit less loyalty to their in-
group,
 more sympathy towards out-groups, and a general inability to
perceive
threat, or respond to it aggressively. None of these traits implies
an
absence of competitive drive. In fact it is the r-strategist’s
more aggressive
competitive drive which will motivate him to turn his
 back on all of his
species' historic K-type mores and values, as he
desperately seeks his own
personal success, at any cost, regardless
of any “rules.”

Thus both
the r and K-type psychologies will prove competitive. The
main
differences in personality will be the K-strategist's desire to abide
by
rules that are designed to enhance the ability of their
competition to select
for fitness, and the K-strategist’s
 tolerance for ability-based disparities in
Darwinian outcomes, even
 when it results in personally disadvantageous
outcomes.



These rules
 and the disparities that they produce may prove
deleterious to the
K-strategist’s personal advantage, should they prove less
fit
than another K-strategist. However they will offer a distinct
advantage to
the K-trait, as they increase the evolutionary
advancement of the K-selected
cohort of humans as a whole. It is for
this reason that the K-strategist was
programmed by evolution to
accept them.

This will
 produce the one delineation of tremendous importance
between
ideologues - the r-strategist’s immense discomfort with
Darwinian
themes applied to social structures and human interactions.
 One example
will be the more capable enjoying freely acquired rewards
for their abilities
and effort, while the less fit languish in
 poverty due to their competitive
failure. By contrast, the
K-strategist will exhibit far less discomfort with the
concept of
Darwinian themes playing themselves out within a culture.

Again, the
 K-type psychology is designed for a competitive K-type
environment,
 where its purpose is to hone the biological vessels which
carry the
 competitive trait. The r-strategist pursues their own individual
advantage, and is designed for a non-competitive, r-selective
environment,
absent group competition.

Thus here,
 even in the study of the personality traits of political
ideologues,
 we see further support for the theory that our political
ideologies
 are simply intellectual manifestations of r and K-type
reproductive
 strategies, further adapted by the environment of group
competitive
pressures.



Chapter Twenty Four

Historical Events and r/K Selection




Under the
 tenets of this theory, the political psychologies of
populations
 should prove malleable beneath the force of environmental
conditions,
 just as a population's reproductive strategy should prove
malleable
by the conditions that the environment presents to it.

Indeed, in
examining history, we do see a tendency for the turmoil of
chaos,
 laden with individual competition and scarcity of resources, to
eventually give way to well structured societies, based on order and
freedom.

As these
 governments form and then continuously provide for all,
they allay
 the most aggressive forms of K-selective effects, in theory
offering
advantage to the r-type psychologies within them. As they do, we
then
see a tendency for such a government to gradually devolve into an
ever
more controlled and costly entity, until its size, scope, and
cost are so great
as to produce a collapse. At that point, the
 Darwinian environment of
competitive chaos returns to cull the
populace through K-selection, and the
cycle will begin again. This
 slowly declining path of societal r-selection
will also usually
involve concomitant reductions in societal unity, loyalty to
nation,
 morality, K-type parenting, personal shame and greatness. From
oxytocin, to dopamine, to amygdala development - by now the physical
mechanisms by which these changes arise, as well as the reasons they
evolved, should be apparent to you.

Here, in the
 following three sections, we will just take a moment to
examine how
 historical events can mold a population's psychology, and
craft the
nature of the history to come.





The Counterculture Movement of the 1960's






There
 is ample evidence of some means of transmissibility from
parent to
 child, of political ideologies. Many studies show that a familial
tendency towards a political ideology exists.1,
2,
3


 In a study on twins, it
was shown that both direction of political
leaning and strength of adherence
to ideology would appear to have a
genetic root.4
Other studies indicate that
a familial tendency towards a particular
social attitude, and the strength of
adherence to that attitude, are
heritable.5,
6,
7

If
 there is a transmissible component of political psychologies, then
historical events which favored the survival and/or reproduction of
 K-
strategists or r-strategists could be expected to skew their
 relative
proportions, just as populations can be either r or
 K-selected. This would
then be expected to alter the general
psychology of the affected generation,
relative to its culture's
baseline standards and mores. Under this theory, this
effect would
also alter the political ideologies of societies more generally.

This
 scenario would offer competitive advantage to groups (and the
individuals within them), as it would allow a rapid psychological
adaptation
to changing historical and evolutionary circumstances. For
example, the r-
strategy (which in group interactions is similar to,
 if not identical to, the
Stockholm Syndrome) would be beneficial
 under conditions of defeat in
war. If all of a society's K-selected
 warriors were killed in the battle, it
would be advantageous if that
 population's overall psychology adapted,
changing from a more
 belligerent, competitive, K-psychology, to a less
threatening, more
 pacifistic r-psychology, tolerant of being governed and
controlled by
hostile outsiders. In other words, were a population to lose a
war,
 it would be in the interest of that group to immediately adopt a
mentality and behavioral drive willing, or even desirous of ceding to
 the
wishes of the conquering force.



Thus,
under the tenets of this theory, should a selective pressure that
culls r-strategists or K-strategists ever be applied to a population
of humans,
their political ideologies should change radically.
 Furthermore, given that
we assert that group competitive processes
 have exerted an even stronger
role over our ideological evolution
 than mere r/K stresses, any selective
pressure which specifically
removed K-selected warriors from a population
should be expected to
 exert an even stronger force over the political
ideology of a
population than mere r or K-selecting environmental selection
pressures.

Indeed,
 when America deployed as many K-selected warriors as
possible during
 WWII, the sudden depletion of physically capable K-
strategist males
 which ensued could be construed as similar to the
conditions that
would occur under the r-selection of a population, such as
tremendously increased predation, or even defeat in war by foreign
forces.
Under the tenets of this work, this massive deployment of
force would have
had the effect of a clear r-selection pressure
within the US population.

Those
 who stayed behind during the war contributed heavily to the
gene pool
 of the generation born in the early to mid 1940's. These
individuals
 produced a generation whose psychology was so inclined
against the
 traditional American culture, that 20 years later, they were
referred
to as being the “counter-culture” revolution.8

The
counter-culture revolution did exhibit many thematic influences
similar to that which we maintain would accompany an r-selected
psychology. They sought a competition-free, commune-like social
structure.9
 They denigrated capitalism and economic ambition,10
 through
embrace of anti-materialism.11
 They adopted a radical form of sexual
promiscuity denigrating of
monogamy, and demanding that women provide
“free love,”
absent any careful fitness-based selection of potential mates.12

Finally, in an extreme form of out-group tolerance, they allied with
 a
foreign enemy (the NVA and
 Vietcong), and protested on this enemy's
behalf at the very moment
the United States was at war with this enemy.13

There even existed an animus between physically aggressive males who
embraced K-selecting Darwinian competitions, such as military members



and police officers, and members of this “counter-culture”
 r-strategist
generation.14
 Indeed, so great was this animus that these r-selected
counterculture
Hippies even spit on returning servicemen, and derided them
as baby
killers.15

There
 are some who have tried to assert that the Counterculture
revolution
was produced by the children of WWII vets. According to this
assertion, it was some aberrant aspect of the returning vet's
parenting styles,
perhaps produced by their traumatic exposure to
war, which produced the
modern Hippie. There are several aspects of
 this argument which conflict
with a simple factual analysis of the
era.

First,
 is the timing. The Hippie/Counterculture movement began in
the early
 sixties, often being cited as a direct outgrowth of the Beat
Generation of the late fifties. This Counterculture movement peaked
around
1967, and by 1969 the Hippie movement was well in decline,16
 with the
final “death knell for Hippies” being cited as
 the Hippie association with
the Sharon Tate Murders in 1969.17

This
 Counterculture period begins just over 20 years after the
beginning
 of American involvement in WWII. It ended just over twenty
years
 following the peak yearly birth rate of the baby boom (births from
1946 to 1964),18
in mid-1948.19
This would indicate that as the individuals
conceived at home during
 the US deployment reached around 20 years of
age (20 years and nine
months from conception), they created an r-selected
social movement,
which grew in strength with each subsequent year of r-
selected births
 added. As the offspring of returning veterans became
prominent 20
 years after their births in 1968 and 1969, this r-selected
movement
saw its ascension end. At that point, the twenty-something social
culture began a gradual return to more traditional K-selected mores
 and
values, and the counterculture Hippie once again became aberrant
 in our
species.

Second,
 one must confront the fact that the American period
surrounding World
War II had three distinct periods, consisting of a period
of peace
 preceding the War (when K-selected psychologies would have



reproduced
at a normal rate), a period of War involvement (during which
K-
selected American warriors were removed from the breeding pool
while r-
type psychologies enjoyed enormous favor), and a period of
 peace
following the war (when K-selected American warriors were
 allowed to
reproduce again, and did so in large numbers).

Likewise,
 America showed three distinct periods of political and
social
behavior in its twenty-something youth during this period, consisting
of a period of normative K-type conservative behavior during the
fifties, a
period of unusually r-type behavior during the early to
mid sixties, and a
following period consisting of a gradual return to
 more K-type behaviors
which began in the late sixties. These three
periods all occur a little over
twenty years after their
corresponding wartime periods, which consisted of
a normative
 K-favoring reproductive environment, an r-favoring
reproductive
environment during the war, and a final return to a K-favoring
environment. The individuals who comprised the social movements that
motivated these changes were themselves, all around twenty years of
age.

Of
course all of that ignores the following simple logical argument.
The
War effort removed all males who showed even the slightest loyalty to
their in-group. Those who refused to fight during WWII would have
shown
a highly diminished loyalty to in-group. Since lack of loyalty
 to in-group
(and even desire for rebellion) is associated with a
 liberal political
affiliation,20
which has been shown to have a heritable component,21,
22,
23,
24


 it could be expected that a period of selective breeding favoring
 those
who demonstrated diminished loyalty to in-group would have
 produced a
generation which embodied this trait. Indeed, this is what
 we see here.
Since lack of loyalty to in-group is associated with
 liberalism, one could
expect this less in-group-loyal generation to
 show increased levels of
liberalism, and likewise, we also see this.
Since this text makes the case that
liberalism is actually an
 intellectual manifestation
 of an r-selected
reproductive strategy, this work would predict an
 increase in r-type
behaviors. Here, we see an aggressive
 predisposition towards r-type
behaviors such as promiscuity and
 disloyalty, and a greatly diminished



respect for K-type behaviors
 such as competitiveness, monogamy, and
loyalty in the Counterculture
population.

Interestingly,
since diminished loyalty to in-group is associated with
liberalism,
 and the development of liberal ideology is associated with a
long-form polymorphism in the Variable Number Tandem Repeat (VNTR)
of
 the D4 dopamine receptor gene,25
 it could be expected that the Hippie
would also exhibit similar long
form VNTR polymorphisms in their DRD4
genes. This would lead to
 predictions of increased novelty seeking,26,
 27

promiscuity,28
 and drug abuse29,
 30

 in the Hippie population. Of course,

again, this prediction fits with
observations.

As
 a result, given the perfect timing, the aspects of the selective
pressures applied to the populace before, during, and after the war,
as well
as the behaviors and psychologies one finds in the
 populations before,
during and after the counterculture revolution,
it is extremely likely that the
counterculture revolution arose as a
 direct result of an r-trait favoring,
selective breeding of the
populace during WWII.

As
 the surge of young K-selected descendents of the war veterans
turned
 twenty in 1968 and 1969, they viewed the Hippie as an inferior
specimen. Feeling something more within them, they broke free of the
 r-
selected Counterculture of hedonism, disloyalty, and selfishness,
 and
instead followed their own K-selected path. In doing so, they
destroyed the
Counterculture Hippie movement, and preserved American
 greatness, all
without ever firing a shot.

This
 example does give excellent insight into how the r-strategist is
designed to navigate group competitions. Jost31
 said that one delineation
between political ideologies is loyalty vs.
 rebellion. In the counter-culture
model of the r-strategy emerges a
picture of a psychology prone to cultivate
positive relations with an
 enemy force which sought to destroy their
government, while being
 driven by subconscious, innate perceptions and
urges that were
designed to bring defeat to their own indigenous population.
These
 urges are complemented by a desire to implement a strict
anticompetitive economic and social structure on the populace, where
even



female mate choice was to be rendered uncompetitive. (In an
 r-selected
movement, “the position of women is prone.”)
It is the position of this work
that all of these urges are examples
of how the r-strategist will seek to use
rebellion and betrayal
 against their in-group, as one facet of a broader, r-
selected,
anticompetitive Darwinian strategy.

Here
 it helps to view liberalism in the context of the early
evolutionary
 environment which produced it. In ancient times, wars were
fought in
close geographic proximity. To bring about defeat of one's society,
while having acquired the favor of the conquering enemy, would have
been
a very effective Darwinian strategy for a less capable specimen,
seeking to
defeat the more capable indigenous K-strategists within
their society. If the
enemy chose to lay waste to one's society, they
 might spare such a
cooperative r-strategist, while eliminating the
 r-strategist's Darwinian
nemesis, the indigenous K-strategist. Were
 there an occupation, such an r-
strategist could even have been
 promoted to a position of authority,
overseeing some aspect of their
occupier's new domain, and in the process
gaining free access to
 copious resources, and numerous mating
opportunities.

Here,
 using a force of foreign K-selected warriors as a proxy to
subdue or
 eliminate local K-selected warriors would be an astonishingly
brilliant Darwinian strategy. Like the r-selected transvestite
cuttlefish, the r-
type liberal Hippie could defeat their K-type
 warrior nemesis in war,
without ever competing or risking Darwinian
 defeat themselves. All they
had to do was sit back, and let the enemy
 do their work for them. In
addition, an occupation would facilitate
 the imposition of an
anticompetitive societal environment, where men
were not free to compete
with each other, lest they outshine their
new occupiers. Nothing appeals to
political leftists like
government-mandated mediocrity.

In
 the Vietnam/counterculture example, had America been defeated
and
 occupied by NVA/Vietcong forces (as would have occurred in our
ancient evolutionary history), the counter-culture revolutionary
would have
been astonishingly well positioned to seize competitive
 advantage from
their fellow indigenous K-strategists - a group for
 whom they exhibited



open animus. While the few remaining
K-strategists resigned themselves to
the oppression of outsiders, the
r-strategists would have thrived on the favor
they curried with the
new occupying force, while benefiting as well from
the
anticompetitive environment an occupation would have brought.

It
 is this clash of Darwinian strategies that Jost identified as a
battle
between “loyalty vs rebellion,” and it is the
 purpose which the liberal's
increased levels of openness towards
 out-group interests likely serves.
Combine an urge towards rebellion
with an openness to out-group interests,
during time of war, and you
have an r-selected psychology designed to use
betrayal to gain
advantage during group competition.

It
 is likely that no member of the counter-culture was conscious of
how
 their innate perceptions and behavior would facilitate a seizure of
competitive advantage in this fashion, however. Indeed, in the newly
formed world of globalized warfare, where occupation was not so easy
due
to geographical constraints, this anticompetitive urge proved
maladapted to
that modern change in circumstances. However, such
r-selected individuals
in our distant evolutionary past, where wars
 were fought in close
geographic proximity, certainly would have been
well served to pursue such
an anticompetitive Darwinian strategy
 during group competitions such as
war.

Thus,
we maintain that the counterculture was unconsciously driven
by
ancient r-selected anticompetitive behavioral drives which had
evolved
in a very different time. Such individuals were completely
unaware of the
Darwinian strategy they were employing. Given the
 strongly r-selecting
genetic effects of the draft in WWII, it is
fascinating to see such a massive
ground-swell movement of r-selected
 psychologies arise, and then
disappear into the ether as the children
 of the K-type warriors of WWII
began to enter the population in the
70's and 80's.

The
theory contained within this text is the only theory extant which
would explain why a movement, so opposed to traditional American
culture
that it would be termed “counter-culture,” would
suddenly erupt within our
nation, dominate the political debate
within its generation for a short period,



and then disappear, just as
the children of WWII veterans came to dominate
the young-adult scene.

The
competitive nature of the competition between r and K, which is
inherent to the group-competitive aspect of this theory, would
 predict all
aspects of the counter-culture's political and social
 platforms. This theory
predicts their sympathy with the causes of
out-groups during group conflict,
their favoritism for less
 competition-driven economic models, and their
adoption of a mating
strategy entailing sexual promiscuity and monogamy
aversion. It
predicts their hostility to the military and police, as well as their
rejection of social rules designed to produce societal cohesion.

This
 is also the only theory extant which explains how each
anticompetitive aspect of their behavior would have conferred
 survival
advantage on them under similar conditions, in our
evolutionary past. This
theory shows where similar psychologies can
 be found in other species,
demonstrates how these psychologies pursue
 similar behavioral strategies,
and highlights that they would be
 produced under similar environmental
conditions. This theory also
explains the ephemeral nature of the counter-
culture movement, and
 why it disappeared, never to be seen in such
strength again.

No
 other theory to date can explain just why young men of
subsequent
generations did not continue to hop on the train of free and easy
sex, drugs, anti-Americanism, pretty colors, and no responsibilities
 -
thereby keeping the movement, and all of its hedonistic pleasures
alive and
well for decades to come.

One
 interesting aspect of this example is the fiercely strong
expression
 of the r-selected liberal psychology that was exhibited in the
counterculture. This ideological shift is only highlighted by the
 relatively
conservative nature expressed just one generation prior.
Although the period
of the fifties was highly prosperous, and would
 have afforded an
environment that provided numerous environmental
 cues indicating free
resource availability was forthcoming, such cues
 have not seemed to
produce such radical shifts in ideological
 predisposition elsewhere, by



themselves. Such a strong expression of
the r-strategy here may speak to the
effects of genetic selection
being extraordinarily potent on the expression of
a
political/reproductive strategy by a population.

Finally,
peer pressure influences likely played a considerable role in
the
evolution of the counter-culture movement. This will make it
difficult to
analyze each case of ideological divergence at the
 individual level.
However, it is still notable that enough of a shift
in the overall psychology
of a generation occurred to produce this
 dramatic, yet temporary, shift in
culture and political ideology.
That this temporary shift in psychology so
closely aligned with such
 a momentous occurrence as the temporary
deployment of American
 military might during WWII, and that it proved
reversible with the
 return of our military members at the end of the war,
lends further
 support to this thesis of political ideology as Darwinian
strategy.



The Renaissance






The
 Renaissance is attributed by some to an outbreak of disease
caused by
 the gram negative bacillus Yersinia pestis, which produced the
pandemic commonly referred to as the Black Death, or Black Plague.32

This
 pandemic ravaged European populations, killing 30 to 60
percent of
the population, with estimates of the mortality in certain regions
rising as high as 80%.33

Those
who describe an interrelationship between the plague and the
Renaissance claim that the ever present mortality made people think
about
death.34
This focus on mortality then altered the psychology of the afflicted
population, especially in Florence, and this new psychology then
 spread,
and led to the increased artistic and intellectual expression
 which
characterized the Renaissance period, between 1400 and 1700 AD.

This
 theory is consistent with John Jost’s finding that focusing on
mortally salient stimuli will produce a shift towards a more
 conservative
ideology, focused on success and pro-social traits
designed to unite groups
in pursuit of goals.

This
 theory ignores any selective effect by the pathogen, however.
When
the Black Plague arrived, food prices had already grown to all time
highs, due to both scarcity and increased demand for food. This had
begun
during the years 1315 to 1322, when there was a great famine,
 which
reduced the population by as much as 10%.35
Clearly, at the beginning of
the pandemic, conditions of K-selection
 had already begun. Given this
work, one would have already begun to
 predict an imminent rise in
intellect, ability, group-functionality,
and overall fitness in the population.



The
conditions of famine were as would be expected in an r-selected
population which had multiplied sans selective effect for some time
prior,
due in part to the Medieval Warm Period lading to bountiful
crops. As the
Medieval Warm Period came to a close, this produced a
population which
suddenly found an temporarily increased population,
 at or exceeding the
carrying capacity of its environment. Adding to
this difficulty would be an
enlarged r-selected contingent of the
population produced by the bountiful
harvest of years past. If
 today’s experiences are any guide, they would
likely fail to
 contribute sufficiently to production, would continue to
multiply at
 a high rate, and yet would simultaneously exhibit a sense of
entitlement to their society's produced resources.

Due
 to this food shortage, many of the lower castes exhibited
impaired
 immune function, and this elevated the mortality within their
cohort
 when confronted with Y. pestis exposure. Those of lesser means
would
likely have lived in more dense populations, and in closer proximity
to rodents, and this would also have facilitated infection more
 easily,
through the plague's primary vector, the flea.

Others,
 more affluent and more productive, would have been well
nourished.
They would have been of sufficient means to limit interactions
with
rodents, and even other humans during an outbreak. They would have
had a better chance of either never being exposed to the infection,
 or of
fighting it off if infected. Those who would have been most
malnourished
would have been the uncompetitive, less capable,
 unproductive, more
prolific, r-selected contingent of the populace.

Although
some hard-core ideological liberal leaders in America today
are
 affluent, their political support (and their effect on the society
 and
culture) arises from a much more substantial, lower income
 population
which congregates in cities, where rodent populations
thrive and people are
concentrated in high densities. It is safe to
assume that the same would have
been true of the r-selected
individuals during the Black Death.36

If
 this is accepted, then the period preceding the Renaissance would
have seen a massive culling of those who lacked resources, due to
 their



failure to produce products or services of sufficient value to
others.

If
one were to seek out this subset of our populace today, one would
find a group of individuals who do not produce value or earn
 sufficient
quantities to survive on their own, sans federal
assistance. These individuals
will also tend to demand welfare from
 the state in disproportionate
numbers, be over-represented in crime
 statistics, live in dense
concentrations to limit costs of living,
mate as frequently as possible, and
generally exhibit an r-selected,
leftist-supportive psychology politically.

Such
 individuals will favor enlargement of the state, increases in
resource redistribution from rich to poor, and elimination of any
discrimination by individuals between good/bad, right/wrong,
liked/unliked,
or moral/immoral (all according to our species'
K-selected standards).

Additionally,
the majority of these unproductive r-selected individuals
will likely
exhibit limited facility in science, mathematics, philosophy, and
other intellectual endeavors, such as flourished within the
 Renaissance.
Clearly, removal of these less productive traits from a
 population would
skew its nature more towards that of the Renaissance
man. Additionally, as
this r-selected cohort shrank in size, one
could expect the social structures
of the time to punish success
 less, and reward industriousness more. This
motivational force would
only enhance the productivity and greatness of the
resultant society.

It
 is for these reasons that this text will assert that the selective
mortality inflicted on the human populace by Yersinia pestis would
 have
preferentially culled the unproductive, unmotivated,
 uncompetitive
individuals within the human populace, thereby leaving
behind a more K-
selected population overall. The K-selected
 individual is the individual
most prone to strive for a standard of
 accomplishment that is superior to
that of their peers and most prone
to compete with peers for resources. They
are, therefore, most prone
 to produce products and services of substantial
advancement and
merit, as a means of economically competing with fellow
K-selected
individuals.



The
 K-selected individual is also the individual most likely to self
assort with other high-producing K-selected individuals, so as to
 form a
group with superior functional abilities, and superior
accomplishment. They
are also most prone to abide by rules, and
 therefore produce functional
societies, designed to incubate
 industriousness and greatness through its
reward.

As
a result, the K-selected human will also be more prone to adopt
pro-social thought processes and behaviors such as adherence to
morals and
honor in interpersonal interactions, acceptance of
 outcomes in free
competition, and a generalized willingness to behave
 in an altruistic
fashion, on behalf of peers, so as to promote
societal cohesion among their
group. Additionally, enhanced amygdala
 function allows the K-type
individual to discern more effectively,
 which, combined with K-type
tendencies to aggressively discern
between “good” and “bad,” would likely
have
had a sizable effect on the quality of everything, from moral virtue,
to
the artwork of the time. Looking at the period, this is exactly
what you see,
from an embrace of capitalism,37
 to societal accomplishments which leave
people in awe, even today.

Indeed,
were such a strong K-selection pressure applied to America
today, it
could be expected to radically alter our culture, and society, as it
virtually eliminated the envious and self-destructive tendencies of
liberalism from our culture. Our culture would immediately show
increased
competitiveness and ability, and this effect would only
 magnify as our
citizens began to compete amongst one another,
motivated by the increased
rewards for success that such a society
would favor. As time went on, our
rate of evolutionary advancement
 would skyrocket as well due to
competitive selection effects,
combined with an increased competitive drive
to out-produce, and
defeat rival cultures and nations.

It
 is likely that after such an event, America would see its art revert
from crucifixes soaked in urine and crude finger paintings splattered
with
elephant feces, to works more akin to Davinci's,
 Michaelangelo's, or
Rembrandt's. Per-capita production would likely
 increase due to



competitive motivation, while economic success would
 grow due to
increased free-market competitiveness.

Individual
 freedom would increase as well, since there would be
fewer r-selected
 liberals, who uniformly tend to favor government
intervention in the
lives of private citizens. And finally, American greatness
would also
 emerge on the international stage, as the K-selected populace
adopted
a more competitive, in-group focused foreign policy, less desirous
of
appeasing outsiders and enemies.

This
highlights one of the main differences between ideologies. One
ideology is designed to provide a temporary hedonistic period absent
 any
displeasure, before creating much worse conditions of chaos and
collapse.
The other will produce a less hedonistic environment, but
will forestall the
destruction and horror that is inherent to the
 chaos and collapse
promulgated by the former.








The Roman Example






Many
 have examined the fall of the Roman Empire, with the hope
that in
 divining the cause of the fall, valuable lessons could be learned
which would preserve great civilizations in the future. Such
examinations
have identified various symptoms of the fall, from
“barbarism and religion”
triggering a decline in civic
virtue,38
to a declining military character within
the populace combined with
 increasing reliance on foreign barbarians for
protection,39
 to unsound economic policies,40
 to increasing government
complexity, cost, and taxation.41
The decline in the quality of the Roman
citizenry has proven so
perplexing that it has even been postulated that lead
poisoning from
 the preparation of foodstuffs in lead containers might
explain what
had gradually produced a populace which was so much duller,
less
motivated, and less capable of preserving their empire’s
majesty, than
the standard of citizen which had come before and
created it.42

Viewed
in the context of this theory, one should note that it would not
be
unusual for a populace producing copious resources (or seizing
copious
resources and slave labor), to see all selections for fitness
 within their
society eliminated – a situation akin to what
would be called an r-selection
pressure in nature. We have national
 debt today, providing this
environmental condition, and we see these
 effects in our population. The
Romans had something similar in their
 seizure of foreign booty and slave
labor. The only real difference
is, they didn’t promise to repay the resources
they acquired
from other nations.

The
effect of these free resources would be slight, in the beginning, as
the K-selected populace would not want to provide undue resources to
those
who did not produce themselves. Nevertheless, the effect would
 be to
protect those who did not produce from the rigors of Darwin.



These
 r-selected individuals however, once provisioned even just to
subsistence levels, would begin to rapidly reproduce. As history has
shown,
rarely will the resources provided to such a group diminish as
 the
population of r-selected resource-consumers grows.

Adding
to this effect would be the aggressive deployment of Rome's
K-selected warriors to man garrisons, secure borders, conquer
enemies, and
secure further resources to support the increasingly
unproductive, r-selected
Empire. As the K-selected individuals
 removed themselves from the
competition for mates to go forth and
 protect the Empire, the r-selected
individuals would gain even
further advantage.

Once
 having gained a reproductive foothold, these unproductive r-
selected
individuals, being of the r-strategy, would reproduce quite quickly,
out-reproducing the K-selected contingent of resource-producers. As
the r-
selected contingent grew in proportion, it would shift the
psychology of the
populace, gradually reducing military virtue,
decreasing the ability to judge
threats, welcoming outsiders to hold
 positions of authority within
government, and increasing the size,
scope, and control of government in an
effort to eliminate all
competition.

Taxes
on the productive and the wealthy would increase to strip them
of any
advantage, while welfare would become ever more generous. Price
controls would be enacted to allow the unproductive equal access to
resources. As this failed to stall the inevitable onset of
K-selection, the r-
type leadership would inevitably call for more
resources seized from abroad
to sustain the free resource
availability required for r-selection.

As
this r-selected civilization attempted to increase its elimination of
all competition, it would further enhance the reproductive advantage
of the
r-selected cohort within the population, and this would
further increase the
shift in the populace's psychology towards a
 more r-selected,
anticompetitive bent.

Of
course, in nature resources cannot remain limitless forever. Sooner
or later, either each individual begins to pull their own weight, or
 nature



restores the balance herself, through far less benevolent
means.

In
this light, all of the symptoms of the Roman collapse could be seen
as an unavoidable byproduct of civilization, the success it produces,
and the
natural human tendency to try and eliminate the
unpleasantness of selection
effects that inevitably favor a
 competitive, driven, and productive, group-
oriented specimen.

No
population anywhere in nature will survive absent some selective
effect upon its genome. Given the higher proportion of detrimental
mutations prone to arise, compared to beneficial mutations, it is
 simply
scientifically impossible for any genome to not devolve, once
 natural
selective effects are removed.

The
slide towards r will be exacerbated by the innately higher rate of
r-selected reproduction over K-selected reproduction. Further feeding
 the
fires of destruction will be the feed forward effect such a
psychology's rise
has on the further elimination of selective effects
within a society. As the
society goes ever more r, this is detected
 by ancient mechanisms in the
population, and it results in the
production of even more r-offspring. Any
successful civilization will
 inevitably produce a gradually more r-selected,
anticompetitive
society, until such time as a collapse intervenes, and resets
the
competitive order.

Unfortunately,
 the purpose of the r-selected psychology is not to
create a perfect
utopia of pacifism and plenty which lasts in perpetuity. The
purpose
of the r-selected psychology is to increase a population's size to
the
point that the population will meet the carrying capacity of its
environment
and begin to be culled by the effects of competition for
what will always,
inevitably, prove to be limited resources.

In
nature, where the carrying capacity of an environment exists as a
static plateau, this will eventually produce a highly K-selected
population,
and a gradual stabilization of population numbers at the
carrying capacity of
the environment. In humans, however, this may
work a little differently.



Chapter Twenty Five

The Misery Index vs The Conservative Policy Mood
Visualizing the r/K Shifts in Societal Ideology




Thus
far, this analysis would indicate that liberalism and conservatism
are suites of instinctual inclinations, designed to foster survival
 and
reproduction under conditions of resource excess, and resource
 scarcity.
Each has been engineered into humans in such a way as to
spontaneously
emerge in our populations in response to environmental
 signals indicating
that their respective conditions of resource
 availability have begun to
emerge. In other words, as resources grow
 scarce, a population will
spontaneously shift towards a conservative
 worldview, and as resources
become freely available, the ideological
 balance will shift towards
liberalism.

It
will happen at a variety of levels, and on a variety of time scales,
all
of which will vary among individuals. Amygdala adaptation to the
environment, and immediate learning will produce fast, but limited
changes. Epigenetic adaptation will slowly change how the DNA code is
stored, and how accessible the important and unimportant parts are,
 from
generation to generation. Genetic selection will take even
 longer still, but
will presumably have its effects as well.

It
will not happen evenly in everyone, of course. There will be those
stalwart souls whose grasp on reality cannot be shaken free by even
 the
most copious resource availability, and those who will not be
able to think
rationally, even when their lives literally depend upon
 it. Intellects will
further complicate matters, as some smart
 individuals see reality despite
changes to their nature which could
cloud their vision, and vice versa. But
some correlation should still
 be visible, at the population level, between
resource availability,
and political inclination.



This
will be, to most people the most inarguable evidence presented
in
 this work. On the next page are two graphs, laid over each other.
Beneath, is a bar graph of the Economic Misery Index, year to year.
On the
right is it's scale. Combining the measures of Inflation with
Unemployment,
it is a rough economic measure of resource scarcity,
and resource excess. As
a result, it can also be seen as a rough
measure of dopamine activity in the
population. When it is low,
resources are flowing freely, as is dopamine in
the brains of the
citizenry. When it rises, resources will be getting short, as
will
dopamine activity.

Figure
25-1

Laid
over the bar graph of the Economic Misery Index is a line graph
of
 the Conservative Policy Mood, as described in this article.1
 It is a
complex measure, not of political affiliation, but of the
expression, by the
individuals in the population, of specific policy
 inclinations identified as
fundamental underpinnings of the
Conservative political ideology. When it
is high, the population will
 grow increasingly open to conservatism, and
when it is low,
liberalism will be enjoying favor.



Obviously,
 there is much of interest in figure 25-1, as can be seen
explained in
figure 25-2, on the next page. First, periodic bursts of Misery
(resource restriction) will often precipitate a K-shift in the
 population.
Following WWII, the Conservative Policy mood was sky
 high, as one
would expect – conflict is an environmental signal
 of K-selection, and
should precipitate a commensurate K-shift in the
 populace. As the CPM
was elevated, misery was reduced markedly, due
 to production by a
populace which produced as if its life depended on
it, literally. This massive
production and prosperity (ie free
 resource availability) precipitated a
commensurate decline in the
 CPM. Clearly, resource availability roughly
correlates with overall
 adoption of political inclinations as defined by the
r/K model.

Figure
25-2



War,
 and violent stimuli, from Vietnam to 9/11 can apparently
precipitate
a “K-shift” in the population, regardless of underlying
economic
indicators. When strongly precipitated, such as during WWII,
 this K-shift
alters the psychology of the population in such a way as
 to produce
unusually low misery, and unusually high Conservatism.
 Since crime has
been shown to parallel the Misery Index,2
 it is not clear if the violent
stimuli present in a crime-filled
 environment mediates the change, or if
merely forcing a sinecure life
on a population alone can activate amygdalae,
and have this effect.
 As one would expect, Jimmy Carter, almost solely
through economic
mismanagement, created a jump in Conservatism which
nearly rivaled
 that produced by a World War, and Conservatism jumped
after the 2008
banking crisis.

There
 is one strange aspect to the graph. Beginning in 1994, the
misery
index seems to be less related to the Conservative Policy Index than
in years prior – a trend which grows. Indeed, although the
 Conservative
Policy Index continues to rise and fall with Misery, it
 seems to rise more
aggressively, as if Misery is now under
calculated.

Indeed,
 although we are told that today's economy is well into
recovery, the
CPM has risen again to nearly WWII-era heights. In 1994 the
Unemployment calculation method was changed, (and as a result the way
the Misery Index was calculated was changed). That year, the change
radically diminished the Unemployment calculation, although the
underlying reality had not changed at all. As subsequent years
 passed, it
again became a measure of relative misery in comparison to
 the previous
year, but some have argued that it's effectiveness was
degraded, and it was
only accounting for a fraction of the real
unemployment. This recalculation
may be, in part, what is behind the
divergence of the two graphs, beginning
in 1994. It is also possible,
 in these strange times, that other calculations,
such
 as the government proffered measure of inflation, are today, less
reliable measures of the unpleasantness of economic misery than they
have
been in the past. That would contribute to the effect as well.

Of
 greatest irony in this figure is that although his own governing
policies were quite effective, Ronald Reagan may have fostered our
current



national decline, as he both defeated the Soviet Empire, and
began to open
the spigot on a flood of free resources, courtesy of
 our national debt. In
creating massive quantities of success, peace,
 and comfort, he created an
environment which facilitated liberal
 ascendancy. It is likely, that as the
economic disaster which will
eventually flow from that gradually unfolds in
the future, we will
see a reversal of that process, and conservatism will rise
again.

Even
as we suffer economically, our nation and our world will grow
stronger, more moral, more demanding of freedom and decency, and less
tolerant of any form of stupidity applied to our social, political,
or familial
structures. Given how the world's national economies are
 interwoven, this
Conservative revival will probably spread across the
 entire world.
Competitiveness/aggression/protectiveness, monogamy,
 family values, and
loyalty to in-group will all begin a resurgence,
as will respect for traditional
gender roles, demand for fairness in
earned rewards, and functional social
structures. Disregard for
 out-group interests will also likely make a
resurgence, as will, more
ominously, hostility to out-group interests.

One
really need not see graphs of these metrics however, to see this
mechanism. Should resources snap back, people will grow more
miserable.
It is only commonsense that under those conditions,
 individuals will see
their amygdalae become twitchy, leading to
 increased aggression and
competitiveness. As the world becomes
harsher, people will begin to desire,
and seek out, loyal familial
bonds for stability. Little things they ignore now
will become more
 bothersome, such as people who shouldn't be raising
children,
 selfishly forcing children to endure substandard rearing
experiences.
As crime increases with resource scarcity, so will danger and
threat.
When people begin to realize that their lives are on the line, they
will
demand that law enforcement be selected for IQ, aggressiveness,
 and
physical ability alone.

Sadly,
 Liberal foolishness of the last few decades, mixed with its
consequent future resource limitation will probably not allow for a
smooth,
peaceful return of the success and happiness of the 1950's
 that we all so
desperately desire to see again. That world will come,
but it will not come



cheaply, given the debt that we have taken on.
 As the unpleasantness
unfolds, it might be of utility to make sure
that liberals are made aware that
people realize that the
unpleasantness is ultimately brought about by their
loony,
resource-intoxicated worldview Ultimately it is the embrace of the
r-
strategy, which undoes all the success that the K-strategy creates.
 What
Conservatives will want to do, at the neurological level, is
 burn an
amygdala pathway in the brain of humans linking Liberal
policy measures
with the suffering they produce, so in the future,
 contemplation of
liberalism and liberals will initiate an immediate
burst of aversive stimulus
within the population. Perhaps, if that
point can be driven home sufficiently,
any subsequent K-shifts will
 arrive more gently, and prove to be less
unpleasant than the next one
likely will be.



Chapter Twenty Six

What
is K?




There
 is a deeper, philosophical aspect to this work which arises, if
one
tries to examine exactly what the K-strategy is. Is it an ability, or
desire
to engage in violence? Is it technological sophistication? Is
 it IQ and
intelligence? Conservatives will all know, on a very deep,
primal level that
K is good, and r is measurably bad – even
evil. We look at r, and feel little
but overwhelming contempt,
hatred, and disgust. But why? Is K something
more than a mere suite
 of traits? Is it imbued with some overriding
purpose? Is it
measurably good, in any tangible way?

A
study of this will gradually reveal a more fundamental truth about
the universe, and its Creator. In the end, K is something programmed
into
the computer code of the universe – a fundamental force
 integral to the
world, and designed to arise spontaneously, due to
the designed nature of it.
Once arisen, it guides the evolution of
every self-sufficient organism's form
and function. K may even be the
 fundamental force really driving the
universe's organization, if not
the underlying purpose of the entire Creation.
In its most basic
form, K is about the fostering of a specific quality within
the
 Universe's organization. The quality can loosely be described as
“greatness,” - encompassing such variables as complexity,
 ability,
resiliency, sophistication, creativity, adaptability, etc.

If
one examines the world around them, they will quickly come to the
realization that, over the long haul, it favors K innately, and that
 this is
likely an engineered design. God does not want to crack the
hood on His
Creation, only to look out upon a Universe of worlds that
all look like the
world in the movie Idiocracy, filled with imbeciles
 denigrating the lone
eloquent smart person. Indeed, were the universe
 designed to favor r,
evolution would never have even made it that
far. All God would see in a
perpetually r-universe would be ever more
rapidly expanding blobs of goo,



each unit of goo competing fiercely
 with the others, to see which can
expend less energy on greatness and
 complexity, to focus on reproducing
more of an ever less-evolved goo.

Where
 K inevitably emerges, it not only produces greatness – it
produces a deep, abiding love and respect for it in the very products
of its
creation. This innate drive, fundamental to our being,
 favoring greatness,
leads us to seek to nurture, protect, and defend
it where necessary. Like it or
not, the imbeciles of Idiocracy do not
produce, protect, or favor greatness.
Their's is a nihilistic world
absent any purpose or accomplishment.

The
 true r-strategy however, goes further than merely lacking the
greatness-producing or protecting traits of K. Wherever r takes hold,
greatness actually becomes the enemy. Greatness becomes an epithet,
to be
reviled, and castigated as inconsiderate and evil. Create a
 successful
business, and your creation will be reviled as “big
business,” and portrayed
as inveterate evil. Create a great
 nation, head and shoulders above all
others, and it will be
castigated as a selfish, evil, greedy, oppressive empire.
The mere
 word patriotism, due to the desire to foster and celebrate
greatness
 among one's own, will become an epithet. Create greatness in
your
 culture, and the r-strategists will seek to infect it with
 degeneracy.
They insist that immigrants be drawn from the least great
individuals in the
least great corners of the world. Should you
object you will be castigated as
intolerant and mean.

From
 the school tests which measure and foster the pursuit of
greatness in
 our young, to the economic benefits which accrue from
exhibiting it
in adulthood – The r-strategist believes that it must all
be torn
down with the express goal of making greatness
 disadvantageous, while
conferring benefit on those who either fail or
 refuse to exhibit it. And
should you strive and succeed yourself, you
too will be castigated - unless
you apportion sufficient quantities
of your own success to the express goal
of destroying greatness
 yourself. The destruction of greatness is the only
spiritual cause,
of any real meaning, to the r-strategists. A commitment to
that cause
is even how they recognize each other.



Again,
 as with the temporal elements of political ideologies, this
creates a
situation where the two ideologies, in their purest forms, are in a
very real sense wholly incompatible, and unable to share the same
terrain. It
could be argued that all calls for tolerance and
compromise are really calls
to cede to the r-strategist's goal of
 destroying the greatness of one's own
people, and reducing one's own
nation to ashes.

The
only benefit is that God designed this world to favor K, so even
as
 the governing structures of one's nation are reduced to ashes, all
 this
really does is trip a switch in the universe, which
spontaneously forces the
return of K, and the forceful eradication of
the r-strategy, so that greatness
can once again emerge. Apparently,
 God does not wish to look upon a
universe of featureless goo.



Chapter Twenty Seven

The Cycle of Life, and Governmental Death




In nature,
 the carrying capacity of an environment is determined by
the
resources available to the population. In ecosystems, it is common
for
such environments to exist in a mostly stabilized state. Such an
environment produces a balanced ecosystem, where carrying capacities
and
environmental stresses for the various species are relatively
predictable and
stable. This results in species adopting relatively
 stable reproductive
strategies, and consequently exhibiting fairly
stable psychological natures.
As a general rule, rabbits do not
exhibit violently truculent and competitive
natures, nor are many
 lions noted for their overly pacifistic and docile
nature.

In humans
 however, the carrying capacity of our environment is
determined by
our population's productivity, which can prove variable, with
the
 nature of a society, and its stage of development. Ironically, a
population’s r/K status is profoundly involved in its
productivity, which in
turn, determines its r/K status.

In a
K-selected population, where all individuals are competing with
each
other and where those who do not produce endure privation, per capita
productivity will be high, and the carrying capacity of this
 productive
output will be well in excess of the population's numbers.
 As evolution
works its magic, production will only increase, as long
as conditions of K-
selection persist, and success is rewarded, while
failure is punished.

Of course as
history shows, these circumstances cannot last. We are a
species
which cannot deny its decent nature. We are driven by our group
psychology to protect those within our in-group. If we begin
producing an
excess of resources, we will offer some of that excess
 to those
disadvantaged individuals within our society who would
 otherwise be



culled by their inability to produce sufficiently to
sustain themselves. It is
through these means that the inevitable
result of K-selection pressures will
be to routinely produce an onset
of conditions of r-selection within human
populations.

The
 r-selected individual originally evolved to exist within an
environment where resources were readily available, due to lower
population densities leaving their population well below the carrying
capacity of their environment. When their intellectual thought
 process
meets this primitive urge to consume freely available
resources, it produces
a governing philosophy designed to provide
everyone with more than ample
resources, to continue a meteoric
 explosion of the population's numbers.
But this is only adaptive as
 long as resources can continue to be freely
available.

As
 r-selected individuals begin to increase in relative numbers, they
will gradually diminish the productivity of the population. First,
 they will
promote the proliferation of less productive, less capable,
 less
competitively-vetted specimens. Second, they will diminish the
competitive
drive motivating the remaining K-type population through
 the use of
government to interfere in free interactions between men.
 By effectively
punishing success and rewarding failure, they will
 further diminish their
society's production beyond what would have
occurred due to the relative
increase of r-type psychologies.

As this
 progresses, productivity carries less and less competitive
reward,
 and per-capita productivity will decline. Individuals, whose
amygdalae previously motivated them to produce due to the threat of
privation, will suddenly find themselves in an environment where the
lack
of productivity produces no punishment, and their amygdalae will
 take
note.

Eventually a
 time will come where the carrying capacity of the
population's
productivity and the population are equal to each other, and the
curves will cross. From that point forward, the unproductive r-type
individuals will out-reproduce the productive K-type individuals, and



consumption will begin to exceed production. As these two curves
diverge,
the society's declining productivity will no longer be
 sufficient to support
the expanding population of r-type consumers.
This point may be able to be
forestalled through debt, printing, and
 policy, but all of those are only
temporary cosmetic fixes to a deep,
 structural imbalance in the financial
ecosystem. Sooner or later, the
r-selected party will end.

At that
point, competition will again enter the arena, and there will be
a
return of K-selection, by force of reality. The K-selected contingent
will
find itself forced to choose.1

They may
abide by an r-type government's directives, and continue to
support
all of the r-selected individuals while enduring mortality themselves
due to insufficient resources. Or they may abandon the strictures of
 the r-
government, and choose to support their own offspring with
 their own
earned resources. At some point, their choice will be
 inevitable, since the
nature of such a government heads in only one
 direction; increasingly
illogical, increasingly oppressive, and
 increasingly detached from reality.
Their eventual choice will signal
 a tipping point in the stability of the
government.

It is at
 this point that the government will collapse, as those who
produce
will refuse to continue to support those who do not. In the collapse,
K-selected conditions of free competition will again return, and this
 will
both cull the population, and trigger ideological/strategy
 conversions in
those who are capable. Once again, the K-selected
psychology will emerge
as the predominant psychology of the
population.

Of course,
then the cycle will repeat, as K-type productivity returns,
and
K-type individuals again provide excess resources to those who cannot
produce. The r-type psychologies will begin multiplying again.

This cycle
 would follow logically from the scientific evidence
presented within
this work thus far. If K-selection of a population produces
a K-type
psychology within a populace (and it clearly does), and the K-type
psychology generated by group competition produces cooperativeness,



altruism, and pro-sociality, as well as enhanced innate ability and
incentive
salience (due to competitive selection effects), then we
 see this rather
shocking model of societal growth and collapse emerge
 logically and
spontaneously.

In nature,
absent the human effect, this would likely eventually reach
a point
of homeostasis. There would be a point of mild K-selection which
would cull the r-types just enough to maintain productivity at a
level which
could sustain the remaining population. In humans
 however, r-selected
individuals have the ability to extend their
 period of parasitism of the K-
selected members through governmental
interference. This will cause us to
repeatedly overshoot the
 homeostatic mark, as the r-strategists use
government to prolong the
 r-selection unnaturally, producing an overly-
selective period of
K-selection. This overly extreme K-selection will then,
again,
produce resources in such excess as to overly fuel the subsequent
r-
selection.

Similarly,
 the compassionate urges of the K-type population,
produced by their
 pro-sociality, will also tend to unnaturally prolong the
persistence
 of the r-type individuals as the collapse approaches. This too,
will
 exacerbate the magnitude of the collapse when it finally comes.
Psychological effects will also play a role, as the r-type
individual's reward
of failure, and punishment of success, will
depress each K-type individual's
productivity below what they are
 capable of when motivated by free
competition, and the rewards of
success.

The degree
 to which the cycle occurs will vary, depending on
circumstances. If
 there are frequent periods of limited resources forcing a
periodic
limited competitive culling of the population, the disruptions they
cause will likely be minimal. But if the population goes for a long
period,
absent any selective effect, the consequences of this on the
population may
prove to be quite severe.

In the Roman
 example, the raiding of neighboring lands and the
seizure of their
 resources by force allowed the population to forestall the
onset of
K-selective pressures for much longer than would otherwise have



been
 possible. As production became insufficient to support the
increasingly r-selective social structure, r-selection was prolonged
 with
foreign resources, labor, and productivity. As a result, the
 Roman
government continued to grow, as did their population's
contingent of less
productive and less competitively competent,
r-type individuals.

When the
 seized resources finally ran out, the population's
productivity was
 so low that the Empire could not possibly continue as it
was, and
Rome underwent a full scale governmental collapse from which it
could
not recover. Productivity had simply collapsed well below the levels
required to support the population. competitive hoarding effects
after such a
collapse likely further exacerbated the subsequent
 shortage, enhancing the
degree of K-selection.

Many have
 noted that no nation can survive forever. No matter the
greatness
 which has imbued any nation, the civilization of a people will
generally, inevitably, decline towards collapse before beginning over
again,
and again striving for greatness.

It is the
position of this work that when viewed from the biological
perspective of r/K theory, the origins of this phenomenon are
 patently
obvious.

This effect
 is best exemplified within the movie Idiocracy. There, r-
strategist
 idiots out-reproduced the intelligent by such a margin that
eventually, the IQ of the entire world was reduced to a comedic
 level.
Absent any selective effect, such devolution is a natural
consequence of a
species encountering unlimited resources, while
 experiencing no selective
effect. Indeed, a case can be made that we
are seeing it today.

2,
3,
4

In reality,
 the Idiocracy effect will only last until the population
reaches the
 carrying capacity of its productivity. Once the population
reaches
 that point, competition will reenter the arena by force, and the
genome of the species will resume its ascent towards evolutionary
advancement.



The end
result of this is that governments will follow an endless cycle
of
 production and consumption, productivity and scarcity, growth and
collapse, and order and chaos.

There are
 two methods by which the cycle could theoretically be
stalled. If
 non-selective, state-sponsored charity was eliminated, most
charity
 would come from the K-selected, productive contingent of the
populace. If these K-selected competitors carefully disbursed their
 charity
in a selective manner, only to K-selected psychologies which
favored a K-
type social structure and reproduced accordingly, then
they might diminish
the competitive advantage of r-type psychologies
 through resource
limitation. Under such circumstances, a society
would likely continue for an
extended period in a K-type cycle of
productivity and advancement. (It is
likely no coincidence that
K-type conservatives favor private charity over
freely available
government handouts.)

Unfortunately,
 this would also require leaving the children of r-
strategists to
 potentially suffer the consequences of their parent's
irresponsibility, consequences which they would not have brought on
themselves. Reeking of eugenics, such a strategy will never take hold
among K-type psychologies due to an evolved in-group loyalty. This is
despite the distasteful nature of the alternative, which involves
 inevitable
anarchy, governmental collapse, and wholesale societal
failure.

The second
means by which the cycle of government might be stalled
can only
 provide a temporary effect, judging by history. If the r-selected
individuals gain enough power to implement a government in which the
K-
selected individuals cannot withdraw productive effort for fear of
 death,
then the r-selected individuals can continue to parasitize the
productivity of
the K-selected individuals, as long as the government
 can maintain
sufficient control, and as long as the relative
 proportions of r and K-type
psychologies can be maintained.

This
 circumstance can only exist as some form of violent
governmental
 oppression and control, and it will have to be accompanied
by some
 form of controlled r-selection pressure, in the form of massive,



unselective mortality. This mortality would need to include many
unproductive r-type individuals, though not so many as to lend
 political
advantage to K-selected psychologies. Rather, such
mortality should seek to
limit the explosive growth of r-type
 psychologies, so as to prevent the r-
type population from growing to
 the point that the productive cannot
support them. Again, although it
might work, this is a morally reprehensible
option.

As one can
see from the many examples of Communist and Socialist
governments
past, the r-type psychology is not so hesitant in going for the
jugular when in pursuit of a more r-selective environment. In history
however, even this strategy has proven an unsustainable form of
government, fortunately.

There is a
third means by which to prolong r-selection effects which
merits
 mention, though as with other methods, its effects will prove
temporary. If a nation can acquire excess resources beyond its
productivity,
a period of r-selection can be extended, much as the
Romans extended their
period of r-selection through foreign conquest.
 This can arise through a
variety of means, ranging from acquiring
foreign aid to exploiting a natural
resource. The easiest to produce
predictably however, would be the use of
foreign debt.

Unfortunately,
the use of debt to prolong r-selection can probably be
expected to
 produce a more thorough collapse when conditions of
competition
finally return. Upon collapse of the governing structure which
attempts this, not only will the r-type population have expanded to
 even
greater numbers than their productivity can support, but the
currency used
to exchange value will likely also collapse with the
government. Between
the increased r-type population seeking access to
limited resources, and the
difficulties in exchanging value absent
 any currency, competition will be
fierce.

That also
ignores the prospect of having to pay off the debt incurred
in the
process. What limited individual productivity was available may be
even further reduced by the outflow of debt payments, exacerbating
the K-



selection pressures even more. Even the Romans weren’t
saddled with the
need to pay back the resources they had plundered.

Undoubtedly,
 a transition to K-selection following a period of debt-
prolonged
r-selection will prove an unusually selective period indeed.



Chapter Twenty Eight

Where Evolution Meets r/K Selection




There are
 technological and philosophical developments in our
species which
have altered how these base psychological urges operate, and
the
 effects they have on our evolutionary development. Here we will
examine what this theory may tell us about how some of these newer
developments will affect the evolution of our species' nature and our
inherent ideology.








Birth
Control

The most
obvious development is the sudden emergence of effective
birth
control. The r-selected strategy is a selfish-individualist
psychological
strategy. In nature, its practical focus is on
 maximizing mating
opportunities, and minimizing rearing investments.
Today, bearing children
involves financial cost and legal
responsibility for both parents, as well as
nine months of
extraordinary physical stress for mothers during gestation.
Additionally, low parental investment drives will mean that r-type
psychologies will be less desirous of engaging in parenting, often
 due to
negative views of children and child rearing. For these
reasons, the advent
of birth control has altered how the r-selected
 behavioral drives will
function within our species.

Today,
 individuals who wish to be free of responsibilities for
offspring can
follow a simple, painless regimen to prevent conception, and
forestall even the hint of risk for any responsibility for a child.
Combined
with the ultimate form of low-investment parenting,
 abortion, this will
diminish the reproductive rate of the r-selected
 individuals within our
society, even as liberals will advance an ever
 more promiscuous society.
(Interestingly, this diminished desire to
 rear children would also predict
declining birthrates in economically
 successful societies, where birth
control is easily available.)

This reduced
 reproduction among r-strategists will likely produce a
longer period
 during which resources will prove plentiful, and the
associated
adverse effects resulting from r-type proliferation will prove less
potent.

This will
 however, gradually select for any r-selected variants that
still
 proliferate, despite the option of easily avoiding it. This means
 that
variants of the r-type psychology, such as the component of the
r-selected
population which is too irresponsible to make use of such
a simple regimen



as modern birth control, will continue to
proliferate at a faster rate than their
K-selected, and even
r-selected, birth-control-using peers.

This may
 mean that the responsible, intellectual liberal, who uses
birth
control, can perceive cause and effect, and produces resources while
acquiring wealth, is a dying breed. As long as resource availability
 is
sufficient to support unlimited population growth, this will
result in an ever
increasing ideological divide within our populace.
 The K-selected
individuals will remain relatively similar, though
more advanced. However
it is likely that the r-selected contingent of
 the populace will gradually
become less industrious, less
 intelligent, less capable of controlling
behavior to alter life
 outcomes, more envious, more prolific, and more
entitled. Given how
this is trending, the liberal of today may one day appear
to be a
trustworthy, responsible, and reasonable intellectual when compared
to this future model.








Peaceful
Competition

Another
 change today which our ancestors did not adapt to is the
relatively
 peaceful nature of our societal competitions. For eons,
competitions
were violent affairs. This produced an exceedingly fast rate of
evolution, but it also adapted us to violent, physical competitions,
and left
us less adapted to the more peaceful, intellectual
competitions we engage in
today. This profoundly affected how we
 subconsciously determined our
potential competitiveness as children,
 and the mechanisms underlying the
molding of our psychology during
early development.

As a result,
 a child who excels in physical activities may come to
relish the
 competitive environment, while a child who is physically
incompetent
 may find competitions with peers humiliating. According to
this
 theory, this will affect their later political psychology, especially
regarding freedom and the necessary scope of governmental authority.

However, in
 today's world, where violence is relatively absent from
our peaceful
economic competitions, one need not be gifted in the physical
activities of childhood play in order to prove economically
competitive as
an adult. Evolution however, made physical activities
 the foundation of
childhood play, and a strong determinant in one's
 comfort with the
competitive environment as an adult.

This may
produce unusual chimeras. One is an individual who is very
capable of
economic competition as an adult, due to a facility in intellectual
endeavors, but who loathes the competitive environment due to their
adverse childhood play conditioning. The other may be a less
economically
successful individual who supports freedom and limited
government due to
their dominance on the athletic field as a child,
 even though their own
personal situation today would benefit more
 from supporting r-selected
liberalism.



I would
suspect, were we a less violent, less warlike species, children
would
 eventually evolve to be more prone to seek out intellectual
competitions, instead of physical competitions. Due to the nature of
 the
world however, violence will always be a selective pressure,
 leaving our
species to ultimately adapt into more intellectually
 capable, physical
specimens and more physically capable, intellectual
specimens. It should be
expected that as time passes, our children's
competitive drives will mirror
this.








Cities

As Maynard
 Smith first pointed out, and subsequent research has
shown, groups of
altruists, each of whom places the well being of the group
before
 themselves, will inevitably be infected by selfish individuals, who
will proliferate faster than the altruist. This can only be
 forestalled if the
group practices, the three R's, reputation,
 reciprocity, and retribution, as a
means to curtail the advantages of
selfishness.

Policing of
the group by the group is the only way to use Darwinian
selection to
 favor those members committed to the group's success. If
selfishness
 is punished in Darwinian style, through expulsion from the
group or
death, then groups will maintain their societal cohesion and unity
of
purpose, and Darwin will continue to smile down on altruism.

Research
 indicates that this policing is best accomplished in small
groups,
 where everyone knows one another. As the sizes of groups
increases,
 policing becomes more difficult. As reputations become less
important
to interpersonal interactions due to the anonymity of the masses,
retribution becomes ever easier to avoid, and consequently,
 reciprocity
becomes less of an individual benefit, and more of a
detriment. This effect
is only enhanced if the group one inhabits is
 composed of numerous
different sub-groups, making discrimination of
 in-group and out-group
difficult.

It is a well
 accepted fact that liberalism flourishes in large cities,
much more
so than it does in small towns. If liberals were programmed by
evolution as migrators, designed to seek out freely available
resources and
lives of ease, their migration to cities is likely due
to the image cities exhibit
of copious services, and freely available
resources.

Cities are
often hubs of commerce, with higher median incomes than
rural areas.
Also, few city dwellers need worry about proficiency in many



tasks
outside a small area of specialization. (Some research indicates that
r-
strategists may have a type of technical, “specialist
 intelligence” designed
to excel at specialization as a means of
competition avoidance.)

Indeed, in
cities, matters as simple as the disposal of garbage, which
would be
 handled so easily by those in rural areas, have the potential to
destroy the very fabric of civilization within a modern city, were
authorities
to suddenly cease providing such a service. As a result,
 cities offer a life
that is freer from responsibilities, where
self-sufficiency is unnecessary due
to copious services provided by
authority.

Additionally,
 cities often will offer the image of an anticompetitive
paradise,
 where weapons are outlawed, competitiveness is viewed as
antisocial
 and primitive, and herds of peaceful city dwellers are free to
peacefully graze on some portion of the city's freely available
resources.

Of course,
once having migrated to the increased resource and service
availability of a city, the large populations of cities likely make
it easier to
avoid the three R's, and pursue individual advantage at
 the expense of the
group with greater ease. Such large groups would
 inevitably allow for the
persistence of psychological strategies
 which would not prove as
advantageous in smaller, more closely knit
communities.

Thus the
 advent of large cities has allowed the r-strategist a
competitive
 advantage they would not have enjoyed, had Homo sapiens
been
 maintained in small groups of individuals in frequent, direct
competition with each other. It is also possible that liberals have
evolved a
comfort in such a highly populous, densely packed, diverse
 environment
because it protects them.

This
 advantage is not enough to overcome any future diminution in
resources and resultant contraction in environmental carrying
 capacity
(indeed, a sudden Roman style collapse will hit cities
 especially hard).
However it does, at present, allow an environment
particularly hospitable to
the r-selected psychology. Those who favor
the K-type psychology should



be unusually grateful to the founders,
and their desire to give less populous
areas the ability to exert
high levels of influence on national policy.



Government
Welfare

Clearly, any
 scheme which allows free reproduction, as well as
sufficient
 provisioning to survive comfortably, absent any evidence of
productivity, is going to favor the r-type psychology. When one is
actually
paid by the government to simply produce children while not
contributing
to society, this will do far more than merely upset a
balance.

K-strategists
 are left torn between conflicting urges here, as the K-
selected
 high-investing parental drive will seek to see all children given
maximal opportunity to compete. However, r-type parents, copiously
producing government subsidized offspring, absent any productivity or
effort on behalf of society, are guaranteed to produce an r-type
entitlement
class which will eventually, inevitably, prove
unsupportable.

Today, there
 are people who cannot support themselves, who have
children as a
 means of acquiring revenue in the form of government
support. To
reward such unproductive reproduction, will only exacerbate an
already financially unsupportable situation, and hasten an unusually
unpleasant period of history.

In nature,
this problem is self limiting, however, we have not yet been
exposed
 to this stress long enough to have adapted a means by which to
control it within our civilizations. Combined with the selective
 effects of
birth control, mentioned above, this will eventually
 create a rather deep
ideological divide within our nation.

There may be
no solution to these issues, and this may be why nations
inevitably
collapse, stagnate, and then are reborn, as freer, more productive
incarnations of their previous selves.








Laws

The advent
of voluntary adherence to the will of a populace, through
legal
 strictures, creates a unique situation. As r-selected individuals
 gain
ground in a population, they gain control over others through
 numerical
superiority in elections.

This
 control, however, is not effective in overriding an individual's
drive to survive. For this reason, this control is only effective as
long as it
does not impact K-type survivability.

It is a
 fundamental conclusion of this text that the r-selected, liberal
human is maladapted to a world of limited resources. For this reason,
liberal
policy is designed to pursue a mirage, in which resources are
 forever
unlimited, mortality is easily eradicated by fiat, and
 competition between
individuals is forever banished to the past.

Invariably,
 the pursuit of this mirage will lead to policy
implementations
designed to forestall the onset of resource limitations, and
the
K-selected, competitive environment which would inevitably follow. In
forestalling the onset of the K-selected environment, liberal policy
temporarily fuels the increase in the r-type populace. This will only
amplify
the magnitude of the K-selection event which will inevitably
take place at
some point.

As this
 selective period arrives, K-selected humans are faced with a
choice.
 Adhere to liberal dictates mandating the elimination of
competitiveness, and endure a negative effect on personal
survivability, or
reject the will of the (by now) highly r-selected
 electorate, and seize the
resources necessary to survive, in
competitive struggle. Since this all heads
in one direction, it is
inevitable that at some point the need to survive will
force a return
to K-selection.



It is not
 clear if individuals, voluntarily abiding by laws (the moral
nature
of which will vary, depending on whether the majority tends r or K)
may produce some psychological adaptation, designed to blunt the
 highs
and lows of the governmental cycle, or eliminate the periods of
stagnation
in accomplishments that are induced by collapse.

Perhaps all
individuals, r and K, will become less compassionate and
more averse
 to supporting the unproductive subset of the r-psychology.
Perhaps
 K-strategists will evolve a tighter loyalty to each other, and
diminished respect for the law. Perhaps, if the productive r-types
evolve an
animus towards the unproductive r-types, they will seek to
limit the supply
of governmental resources to them. Or perhaps
periods of high productivity,
followed by growth and collapse will
prove a stable and predictable aspect
of our nature and our
governance. Only time will tell.



Chapter Twenty Nine

Implications for Warfare




The r-selected psychologies usually
arise due to a population experiencing
an external mortality which
 substantially reduces their population's
numbers. In nature, this is
 most often seen in the form of an r-selected
species experiencing
predation via another species.

Although this is the evolutionary root
of modern liberalism, it is likely that
within humans, depopulation
 by neighboring tribes during warfare
produced a similar environmental
effect, and both perpetuated the r-selected
psychology within our
 species, and further adapted it. The r-strategy
specifically adapted
 several social aspects to its nature, allowing the r-
selected human
 to function, and even thrive, under the circumstances
presented
within the mortality that occurs with a society's defeat.

As we have discussed previously, were
a population to see all of its warriors
die, and then be occupied by
 a force akin to the NVA and Vietcong, the
anticompetitive Hippie
 strain of human would quickly become the
predominant presentation of
 human within such a population. Although
generally less motivated,
 less combat capable and less intellectually
capable, they would still
enjoy substantial advantage within the population,
under the
protection of their occupying patrons.

Given this, it is likely that the
Hippie psychology may be of immense value
to the study of political
ideology. Just as the warrior culture within the most
aggressive
combat units of the Armed Forces will most perfectly embody
the
 conservative psychology, it is the Hippie culture which may most
effectively embody the most ardent manifestation of r-type political
leftism.

The similarities between the r and
K-selected psychologies and the liberal
and conservative psychologies
extend well into the martial realm, because it



is likely that this
 realm is where this psychological divergence within our
species was
finalized in its current form.

The behavioral effects of political
 psychologies may also extend into the
realm of tactics and
strategies. It is possible that enemies which embody an
anticompetitive psychology may be more prone to adopt “rule
 breaking”
strategies and tactics, designed to seize advantage
 absent any merit based
assessment of fitness.

From suicide bombers, to attacks on
unarmed civilians, it is likely that an r-
selected, anticompetitive
 enemy will seek to wage war by avoiding any
merit based assessment of
 fitness. In so doing, they will embrace exactly
the type of mass,
random, unselective depopulation of their enemy which is
embodied in
 r-selection. To the r-type enemy, such random mortality,
unrelated to
competition or fitness is normal, and tolerable.

Conversely, K-selected civilizations
 may instinctively tend to adopt
strategies designed to meet their
enemy, and kill them directly, in a manner
designed to demonstrate a
 clear superiority in fitness. K-selected
individuals will also seek
 to face specifically those few highly fit
individuals who pose the
greatest competitive threat, while avoiding violent
contact with
those individuals who pose no competitive threat. Indeed, most
conservatives will likely find the indiscriminate killing of
non-combatants,
such as one sees in terrorist attacks, to be
particularly vexing. To a K-type
psychology, their own fittest going
 into battle and dying valiantly is
inherently more tolerable than a
 large group of innocent women and
children in a market being
butchered by a cowardly terrorist.

This difference in perceptual
 frameworks and innate behaviors will
manifest elsewhere as well. The
 dichotomy between r and K-strategies is
often referred to in biology
 as a dichotomy between producing quantity
over quality vs producing
 quality over quantity. This refers to child
production, obviously.
 However it may also manifest in societal features
such as the nature
 of manufacturing. There, r-type nations emphasize a
mass produced
product of inferior quality, vs a K-selected nation's strategy



of
 producing a smaller number of a vastly superior, and vastly more
effective, product.

This effect is probably best
 understood through imagining the amygdala
atrophy which is really
 behind it. If your amygdala doesn't produce
sufficient quantities of
aversive stimulus due to atrophy, then when things
break, prove
substandard, and fail, you will not be motivated sufficiently to
rectify that in the future. When you seek replacements, you will not
 seek
out quality, nor will you seek expressly to avoid the failure
 you just
experienced. Additionally, if free resource availability is
in force, that will
further enhance the effect. Did your freezer
 break? Get another. It isn't a
problem, since resources are
 everywhere, and it might even be good
because the new ones are so
shiny. If you have no amygdala, you have no
ability to feel aversion,
 and if resources are free, you will not be
conditioned by the
environment to gain that ability.

In contrast, in a society with limited
resources, more developed amygdalae,
and a more K-psychology, failure
will lead the amygdala to produce a more
motivating aversive
stimulus. Did your freezer break? Well, you will never
buy that brand
again. Added to the mix will be how resource limitation will
force
you to make sure the next freezer doesn't break, since you can't go
on
buying freezers forever. As you experience consequences more, your
amygdala will develop more, and you will operate with a careful
desire to
see what you invest in succeed.

One can easily visualize this effect
 in America by picturing the rise of
cheap imported Chinese goods
which occurred as the United States began
to flood its economy with
 the free resources produced by deficit spending
during the eighties
and nineties. As the nation's amygdala atrophied, so did
its demand
 for quality in the products that it consumed. The result was a
society which emphasized quantity over quality, and which saw the
rise of
cheap Chinese goods as an opportunity for everyone to acquire
some form
of goods. These r/K strategies are deeply imbued, and will
 affect every
aspect of a culture and society.



It
 can also manifest in military strategy, where r-selected
 societies will
emphasize their numerical advantage and place less
emphasis on the quality
of each individual soldier. r-type forces
will also place less value on each
soldier, viewing them as
disposable, just as offspring are disposable to an r-
type organism.
 By contrast, a K-selected society will produce a smaller
number of
 very highly trained troops, view each of its warriors as
invaluable,
and will risk everything to bring every one of them back safely.

If K-selected civilizations are to
 intellectually plot a means by which to
promote the advantage held by
 their K-selected trait within the species, it
may pay to adapt to
 this dichotomy, by simply seeking the eradication of
the r-selected
enemy, regardless of any instinctual K-type assessment of a
method's
 propriety or decency. In other words, when confronting a rule
breaker, it may pay, for the good of our species and our trait, to
abandon the
rules, and simply eradicate them on their own terms.

Counter-intuitively, this strategy
 might actually diminish overall mortality
within a conflict between
an r-type movement, and a K-type movement. r-
type psychologies
 instinctually seek to ally with violent out-groups, while
showing
 diminished loyalty to in-group, as part of their evolutionary
strategy – a psychological drive very similar, if not exactly
the same, to that
underlying the Stockholm Syndrome. Given that the
r-type psychology has
evolved to avoid violent conflicts and
 competitions at any cost, this
Stockholm-Syndrome-like behavior will
probably manifest most strongly as
a drive to grovel and serve before
strength, but only when combined with a
threat of violence and
conflict.

In the bank robbery in Stockholm,
 where this phenomenon was first
observed, the decent police officers
 (who carefully tried to protect and
rescue the victims who were taken
 hostage), were castigated by the
hostages as dangerous and stupid.
 Meanwhile the robbers, (who actually
strangled a hostage for effect
on a phone call) were hailed by the hostages
as kind and decent, if
 innocently misguided. In that case, it was the most
brutal violent
 individual with whom the r-type appeaser bystanders allied,
and
 supported, as the theory in this book would predict. (It is likely
 that
those prone to Stockholm Syndrome will exhibit reduced amygdala
volume,



as do leftists. It is the same phenomenon, merely differing
 in degree and
deniability.)

This Stockholm type effect can also be
 seen today among r-type
psychologies. Often, the most r-type leftists
will routinely take the side of
terrorists, criminals and other
 violent threats, while castigating military
servicemen and law
enforcement for the most minor of transgressions. This
is done
despite the fact (or as this theory asserts, because of the fact)
 that
the Military personnel and Law Enforcement Officers pose no
violent threat
to the r-type individuals, beyond simple competitive
superiority.

It is possible, that in attempting to
deal with such an r-type enemy on the
battlefield peacefully and
decently, or in being magnanimous when waging
war, that one will only
increase the animus they feel towards you and your
side. Rather, if
one deals with an r-type enemy as violently and cruelly as
possible
at the onset of hostilities, one could trigger a Stockholm-like
effect
within the r-type psychologies in theater, leading them to
 become more
open to their out-group's (your) interests and desires,
 and less willing to
fight.

This effect may work on both, the
 active participants, and the non-
combatants, if both are sufficiently
 r-selected in their natures, and you
present a suitable facade -
sufficiently brutal and lacking in remorse.

The Middle East is filled with nations
which were ruled by a cruel dictator.
The dictator however, easily
maintained control and order through brutality
(ie applying an
 r-type, appeaser-favoring selection pressure). Often such
leaders
 could not only walk their own streets, they would even see
grovelling
 displays of affection from their citizens while walking the
streets.

Once such a leader begins to treat the
populace with decency and justice or
shows weakness (ofttimes due to
 international effort), the citizenry will
quickly rise up against
 him, kill him, and then promptly reinstall a brutal
dictatorial
regime, which all citizens will then publicly support.



This effect can also be seen in
 liberals, who have no qualms with
castigating the civil K-type
citizens within their own country, but who will
bend over backwards
 to not offend a violent enemy or radical ideology.
Often they will
not even acknowledge any negative observation about such
an enemy,
despite that enemy opposing everything the r-type liberal stands
for.

Thus it should be considered that in
 quashing r-type enemies abroad, or
waging war in an r-type society,
violence and ruthless brutality might serve
as effective means by
 which to exploit evolutionary psychology to avoid
and curtail
conflict, and gain the indigenous' populace's favor.

Again, the urges which motivate these
behaviors are not conscious, but they
are not accidental either. The
 r-selected individual is programmed to be
extremely uncomfortable
 within a competitive environment, where
resources are
disproportionately awarded, based on merit or fitness. The K-
type
 individual however, will look on such an environment and only see
freedom and opportunity.








Criminals, Terrorists, and Other Predators

One aspect of the ideological divide
sure to fascinate is the liberal's comfort
with predators, both two
 legged and four legged, despite the liberal's
apparently non-violent,
and less martially-competent nature. Given that the
r-psychology has
evolved to avoid violent conflicts and competitions at any
cost, this
Stockholm-Syndrome-like behavior will probably manifest most
strongly
 as a drive to grovel and serve before strength, but only when
combined with a credible threat of violence and conflict.

This
 Stockholm-type effect can be seen today among r-selected
liberals
when examining a wide variety of issues. There are numerous cases
of
hard-core liberal ideologues supporting the release of captured
terrorists
into the world (such as the Uighurs of Guantanamo
recently, some of whom
were almost released into communities near
 Washington, DC). There are
other cases where liberals have opposed
 their ruthless eradication, despite
the dangerous natures of such
 terrorists, and the random mortality they
would inflict on our
population. Several US soldiers are incarcerated right
now, for
 attempting to aggressively eradicate enemies of America, while
serving in uniform.

Likewise,
liberals will also often exhibit sympathy towards criminals,
despite
overwhelming evidence of their guilt and a likelihood that they will
randomly prey upon citizens within our populace (The infamous case of
Jack Abbot comes to mind, as does Mumia Abu Jamal). This extends into
liberal support for lax sentencing, support for measures limiting Law
Enforcement's ability to effectively combat crime, and even a
generalized
animus towards Law Enforcement within predominately
 liberal cities.
Liberals even oppose law-abiding citizens carrying
 firearms to defend
themselves and their families from such criminals.

Stranger
still, when confronted with a situation where conflict exists
between
a natural predator, such as a shark species, cougar population, or



wolf pack, and a human population, the liberal will unhesitatingly
take the
side of the predator, and seek to protect it. In California,
where mountain
lions have even taken to eating the odd jogger here
 and there, liberals
vociferously oppose any attempt to cull back the
 cougar population.
Likewise, liberals oppose hunting bears in New
England, and wolves in the
Midwest.

This is in
 clear contrast to the behavior of more competitively
selected, K-type
 populations, especially such as our own nation's early
frontier
inhabitants. There, the most minor threat was quickly driven extinct
through the use of bounties and firearms. That was viewed by the
K-type
individuals of that era as being wholly logical, just as the
 r-type
psychologies of this era will view an occasionally eaten
jogger as logically
unimportant compared to the death of a cougar.

This drive
 to support predators, two legged, four legged, and even
finned, would
seem to run contrary to liberal desires for a pacifistic world,
where
all violence is eliminated. For some reason, to the liberal, violence
visited upon a human population is acceptable, so long as it does not
focus
itself solely on liberals, or the less fit and able. This
behavior is even less
capable of being understood from a Darwinian
 perspective of individual
competition, given such liberals are
 risking their own safety and survival,
by allowing such predation of
their populations.

As we have
maintained, within our species is a battle, between the r
and
K-selected traits. In this battle, each trait would appear to be
seeking to
engender environmental circumstances which would aid its
 strategy to
succeed within the population, from a Darwinian
standpoint.

It is very
interesting that one of the best means by which to further the
advance of an r-selected trait within a population is to expose the
population
to some form of relatively unselective external mortality,
such as aggressive
predation.

Given that
 liberals, in all of the above cases would seem to be
pursuing actions
 which would increase just that sort of predation of their



own
 population, it does beg the question - does the hard-core liberal
ideologue philosophically support predators of their own population
due to
some primitive, subconscious drive to engender a steady
 depredation of
their populace? Are they seeking a means of bringing
about conditions of r-
selection within their populations?

Is their
 contrasting visceral disdain for any form of competitive
selection,
 even when merely consisting of individuals keeping resources
they
earned, a similarly imbued urge to avoid conditions which might
foster
advance of the K-trait within their populations? If you look
closely at the
most extreme leftist, how can they oppose capitalism,
 and yet support
female joggers being killed and eaten by 180 pound
felines? How can they
support death panels and health rationing, and
yet oppose a free market in
healthcare? From any other perspective,
it would make no sense.

On occasions
 when the r-selected movement has acquired power, it
has tried to hold
 on to it by perpetuating conditions similar to the
unselective
 mortality of r-selection. The r-selected ideologies, from
Communism
 to Socialism, have a long history of self-imposing an
aggressive
mortality on their populace, with some estimates holding that up
to
262 million people have been executed by r-strategist regimes. That
this
mortality would have included many of the more competitive,
K-selected,
freedom-seeking members of the population would have only
enhanced the
selective effects of the mortality. Even in modern
 times, the r-selected
psychology has favored such random, population
 limiting methods as the
aggressive promotion of birth control,
 eugenics, health rationing, and
abortion.

This history
 of embracing either random mortality, or mortality
targeted at those
who seek freedom, is not seen among the more K-selected
individuals.
To them, competitive selections should be allowed to have their
effects, as the populace navigates the path towards its evolved
 destiny
freely. To them, freedom is sacred.

Those of a
 more K-psychology, who seek to further freedom, must
recognize three
things about the r-strategist. First the r-strategist thinks and



acts
 in a completely different fashion, groveling before strength and
oppression, and contemptuously lashing out at decency and reason.
There is
a lesson in that, if one seeks the adoption of the K-virtues
by the population.

Two, the
 r-strategy is a slippery slope, leading to evil. r-strategists
never
acquire an r-enough society to satiate their desires. As soon as they
gain one measure of control, and oppressively quash one amygdala
stimulant, they immediately set about looking for another. As they
eradicate
amygdala-stimulant after amygdala-stimulant, their amygdala
 atrophies
ever more, and becomes unable to handle even the slightest
of stimulants,
or perceive the greatest of dangers.

Eventually,
 a simple tweet becomes so overwhelmingly amygdala
panicking, that it
is reason to expel a college student. Suddenly a hunting T-
shirt is
reason to suspend a high-school student, and a gun shaped pop-tart
enough to expel an elementary student. The path of r-selection is a
path of
ever increasing neuroses and panic attacks over trifles,
because an atrophied
amygdala finds itself unable to cope with the
 simple stresses which
government is eradicating for the liberal. As
 this occurs, liberals demand
that government and institutions with
authority exhibit the same neurosis so
as to protect them. From
 there, oppression will not be far behind. The
horrors of the past lay
 buried in the human mind, waiting to spring forth
again. This time,
they will be no different from the past, because they will
come from
the same source.

Finally, the
 K-strategist must realize that he is designed to interact
with fellow
K-strategists, just as the r-strategist is designed to exploit this
group K-psychology. If K-strategists are to win, they must recognize
 that
the r is different, and treat him accordingly.

Applying
K-behavioral urges to the r-strategist, such as treating him
with
 decency, not aggravating his neuroses, or ceding to his demands for
polity and comity, is to cede victory to him without ever raising a
hand. One
must treat the r as one would never treat a fellow
K-strategist - rudely, with
disdain, contempt, and ridicule. Only
 there, lies the path of amygdala
stimulation, amygdala development,
 and ultimate victory. One must



continually stimulate the undeveloped
r-amygdala to develop it, mature it,
and condition it to accept and
 tolerate the unpleasantries of reality. Only
then can the r come to
embrace the K-strategy.

In
 stimulating the r-strategist's amygdala through this path, one can
train their amygdala to actually cease being r. When they demand
politeness, apply rudeness. When they demand you cede ground, take
even
more, and ridicule them in the process. Every time they try to
 oppress
socially, stimulate their amygdala, and teach their brain to
pursue another
path. Understand that when they are at their most
 agitated and agonized,
their amygdala is developing. Understand, what
 you are doing to them is
good for them.

Eventually,
a time will come when you will not even need to argue, as
their brain
will have developed to better cope with the stresses of life and
reality. Cede ground to them, however, and you only feed their
 amygdala
atrophy, and further the nation's descent into r.



Chapter Thirty

The Nature of Oppression




The nature of the world dictates that
resources are not unlimited, and what
little can be acquired will not
 be acquired without commensurate effort.
Given these facts,
 competition is an immutable law of nature among all
higher organisms.
Due to this, it is unavoidable that in any population some
individuals will acquire the resources necessary to survive and
 thrive, and
others will not. This will create winners and losers.

As we have
written, due to the divergent nature of r/K psychologies,
humans
 exhibit two philosophies of social organization, and this will
produce two different definitions of the word oppression.

To a
K-selected, conservative competitor psychology, life is meant to
be
lived free from any external control, in free competition with peers.
This
freedom will allow individuals to craft their own futures by
 their own
hands, to the best of their own personal abilities. The
 merit-based,
disproportionate resource allocation that this will
 produce is viewed as a
just state of affairs.

This
 generates a perception among conservatives that oppression is
any
 form of interference with this lifestyle of free, unfettered
competition
between individuals, or the merit based apportionment of
 resources it
entails. It is for this reason that conservatives will
 view any liberal
governmental action as oppressive.

By contrast,
 the r-selected, anticompetitive liberal psychology is
designed to
 live in a world of diminished populations, where copious
resources
 are freely available, and no one competes with anyone else,
because
 competition is unnecessary. To this psychology, everyone's life
should be spent in equal pacifistic ease to everyone else, peacefully



gathering freely available resources, mating copiously, and avoiding
 all
confrontations and competitions with peers.

To this
psychology, the K-selected competitor is oppressive, since the
competitor enters the arena, and begins freely consuming the limited
resources that are available. By denying resources to the
r-strategist through
competitive consumption, the K-strategist
 disrupts the r-strategist’s ability
to live the free,
hedonistic life of ease that their psychology was designed to
live.
 Thus, to the r-selected, liberal, the K-strategist is oppressive.
Obviously, this is more the fault of an environment where resources
 are
inherently limited, than the K-strategist's fault, but
 regardless, the r-type
individual want's free resources, and in a
 K-type environment they will
blame their inability to acquire them on
the consuming K-strategist.

Since humans
 are, overall, a K-selected species, our species'
definition of
 oppression trends towards that of the K-selected competitor.
Indeed,
 where r-strategists take control of government, and attempt to
eradicate their definition of oppression, we can find instances of
 some of
the worst oppression in history. Here we will briefly discuss
 several r-
selected movements in history, and examine how their
r-selected, pacifistic,
anticompetitive, benevolent intentions came
to produce less than benevolent
results, when viewed from the
 perspective of our K-selected, competitive
species. It is interesting
 to note how our almost universal agreement
regarding their
 oppressiveness arises out of our species' highly K-type
morals and
 values, themselves derived from our species' long and storied
history
of K-selection.








Communism, Socialism and Anticompetitiveness




Karl Marx
 was obsessed with Darwin's study of natural selection.1
The description of an environment where the strong succeeded by
 out-
competing the weak clearly struck a nerve. Immediately Marx saw
Darwin's
account of K-selection within the natural world as analogous
 to the unfair
and unnecessary struggle for survival within a human
 society, where
individuals interacted freely and resources accrued to
them unequally, based
on ability, effort, and determination. As a
 result, when Marx (already a
respected intellect within the leftist
movement) encountered Darwin's work,
it fascinated him.

Being of an
r-selected psychology, Marx operated from an assumption
that all
 would feel as he did, and seek to produce a government which
would
outlaw this struggle. To Marx it was simple - eliminate any chance of
failure in competition with peers by using force of government to end
 the
competition. Take all the resources by force, and provide them
freely to all.

Digested by
 similar r-selected psychologies, the work of Marx (and
his fellow
 r-strategist co-author Friedrich Engels) struck nerves in
 r-
strategists the world over, in part due to a subconscious
 commonality
between all of their psychologies. Today, wherever one
 finds a despot
quashing freedom and competition among citizens, that
despot will usually
cling to power by using some variant of these
 clearly elucidated r-
ideological concepts.

What is of
most interest with Marx is how a clear elucidation of the r-
strategy
 by an r-strategist can attract other r-strategists to their work, and
lead them to continue to champion it over a century later. Marx’s
psychology was not new or unique. However his ability to create
 within
fellow r-strategists an emotional response to the K-strategy,
and rally them
around the r-strategy’s themes made his work
unique and timeless.



Likewise, it
is highly likely this work’s elucidation of the underlying
evolutionary forces and themes motivating the emergence of liberalism
and
conservatism will have a similarly strong, if polar opposite
 effect. In
likening political ideologies to the evolutionary
 environment which
produced them, this will create the purest of
 emotional metaphors, and
thereby maximize the emotional reactions of
 the readers. Once so
emotionally invested, it would be surprising to
see any rational discussion
of the veracity of the basic ideas
presented herein arise. Rather, this work
will produce reflexive
emotional battles, and personal attacks.

These
psychologies are remarkably standardized throughout time, and
over
the generations.








Nazism




Anton
Drexler co-founded the Deutsche Arbeiterpartei (The German
Worker's
Party), which would later be renamed the National Socialist Party,
or
 Nazi Party. The purpose of this party was to unite German “workers”
against wealthy interests within Germany, which were portrayed as
 being
associated with out-groups opposed to German success. The study
of this
movement is important because it was motivated by a unique
amalgam of
both r and K-selected psychologies, and this proved
unusually dangerous.
This is also a strategy liberals seem prone to
 employ today, absent
conscious awareness. So the study of it is
 important to understanding an
instinctual leftist strategy.

On the one
side of this Nazi ideology were the “workers,” who sought
to rise up against the successful within their society, using force
 of
government as a proxy to fight their battles for them. On the
other side were
nationalists, who felt that the successful had
 betrayed their nation to
outsiders. This unique chimeric ideology,
 appealing to elements of both r
and K, arose due to unique
circumstances in Germany at the time, as well as
clever political
maneuvering by the early Nazi leaders.

In post-WWI
 Germany, there was a perception that Germany was
being betrayed and
 oppressed by their leadership, due to various rumors
regarding the
War's end, and the signing of the Treaty of Versailles. This led
many
to perceive that their nation's leaders were treasonously allying
with
outsiders for personal gain (ie., r-strategists). Often these
 leaders were
established leftists, which created an even stronger
foundation of animosity
with K-strategists within the nation, and
likely lent credence in their minds
to the allegations.

These
 circumstances allowed other indigenous r-strategists within
various
socialist workers’ movements to couch their movement against
the
successful in terms of a K-selected movement operating against
r-strategists



who had betrayed the in-group. It was this circumstance
 which led K-
selected nationalists to become allied with the left
 leaning, r-selected
leaders of the National Socialists.

One of the
fundamental problems that r-selected movements have is
that they are
composed of individuals who are instinctually competition and
conflict-averse. Thus, they can only oppress a populace so much
 through
laws, before the populace's K-strategists rise up, and
compete openly with
them. At that time the nation will quickly revert
 to a K-type governing
structure. As a result, the r-type movement can
 only hold power, and
actively oppress if they can find a way to lead
enough K-type warriors of
their nation to enforce their oppression
for them. Again, no anti-gun, liberal
bunnymen will ever have the
courage to come to your house, and demand
that you surrender your
firearms to them, no matter how anti-gun they may
be. However they
will try to manipulate affairs so that a SWAT team will
come in their
stead. This is the same phenomenon.

Normally,
the psychological divergence between ideologies is enough
to keep
 them separated and in opposition to each other. However,
occasionally, elements of the K-strategy can find themselves taking
orders
from r-strategists. Historically, when r-type humans have the
strength of K-
type warriors at their disposal, to enforce their
 ruthless selfishness and
oppression of free competition, the results
can be quite horrible.

Had Germany
 been wholly autonomous, or had the successful been
seen as staunch
 supporters of the state/group in a competition with the
outside
world, they would have been perceived as successful K-strategists
within the in-group of the nation. Under those circumstances,
Socialists and
Workers Parties motivating indigenous K-selected
 animosity against them
would have been much more difficult.

The German
 Worker's Party quickly became influenced by a man
named Rudolf von
Sebattendorf. He sought to use the party to support an
aggressive
 nationalism (Völkisch) designed to unite both the r-strategist
“workers” and the more mainstream K-strategist
 nationalists against
“outsiders” who were oppressing
Germany.



His real
targets however, were the German leaders who were running
the country
in collusion with the outsiders. The end result was to unite those
who had r-selected Communist or Socialist sympathies with those who
had
the more K-type nationalistic inclinations to purge outsiders and
 traitors
from their nation.2

This
 strategy united these two Darwinian psychologies, due to the
perception that outsiders (and their allies within the German
 in-group)
occupied positions of power over the people. This produced
 a movement
with a broader base of support than would otherwise have
 been possible,
should one have simply espoused strict K-selected or
 r-selected emotional
themes. It combined K-selected nationalism and
 competitive desires to
attack outsiders, with the prospect of using
 r-selected policy initiatives to
strip these powerful traitors of
their resources and punish their success.

Unfortunately,
when these two ideologies combine, it is the r-selected
individuals
 who desire the power to tell others what to do, so it is these
individuals who seek to lead the movement. K-strategists tend to be
inherently respectful of other's freedoms and rights (an outgrowth of
 their
desire for a free environment for all), and thus they tend to
shy away from
positions of power, and jobs which involve controlling
their fellow citizens.
When both ideologies collide, it is usually
the r-type human who ends up in
the leadership position. (Even today
 in America, the leadership of the
Republican Party is considerably
 more liberal and r-selected in their
psychology than the grassroots
of the conservative movement.)

This
movement to combine ideologies in Germany was not a strategy
which
was directly employed from the start, however. Initially, the Nazi's
attempted to gain political power by waging class warfare, while
attacking
big business, the bourgeois, and capitalism. This was met
 with limited
success, due to the small pool of dedicated r-selected
 ideologues. So the
founders then adapted to the political terrain,
 emphasizing a strategy of
aggressive nationalism and anti-Semitism,
while toning down the attacks on
business and industry, in an effort
to expand their political support.3



This unusual
 amalgamation of ideologies is described by Hitler in
Mein Kampf,
 where he wrote disparagingly of both the left and right,
saying that
 the left abandoned Germany to foreign interests, while the
right's
embrace of the populace's freedom to choose its government allowed
the nation the freedom to support the left.

Obviously if
Nazism were the opposite of the failures Hitler derided,
it would
consist of a K-selected opposition to out-groups, combined with an
r-selected unwillingness to let men chart their own courses freely.

Nazism
increasingly became predicated on the premise that regardless
of any
competitive outcomes, the Aryan was a superior form of human, and
that other inferior forms of humans needed to be either exterminated
 or
segregated by government. Chief among these inferior races in the
opinion
of the Nazis, were the Jews, who were relentlessly portrayed
 as an out-
group, to facilitate K-type hostility against them. Indeed,
as the Nazis went
on to kill 6 million Jews in the Holocaust, they
 were sent to their deaths
with nationalistic fervor, due to their
 status as different from “real”
Germans.

This is an
excellent case study in the Group r-strategist’s subversive
strategy for competing against more fit individuals. K-selected group
competitors seek honest, open group competitions. They seek these
competitions so that they may test their group's fitness and ability
against
the fitness and ability of other groups.

As we have
stated, the r-strategist seeks to exploit group conflict for
personal
 advantage. If a war erupts, they will seek to use their enemies'
forces as a proxy force to combat their own population's successful
competitors. Within populations they will stoke divisions, foment
animosities, and then attempt to ride to power themselves, on the
battles of
the K-selected subgroups within their populations.

Here, we see
 this strategy perfectly executed. A movement of r-
strategists begins
by seeking to strip freedom from fellow men and motivate
others to
 attack the successful. Once it became obvious a wider swath of



Germans could be compelled to join them by limiting attacks to those
they
could portray as an out-group (such as Jews and German leaders),
 they
quickly adapted their strategy. However the leaders of this new
movement
were still the r-selected Socialist and Communists, and
their motives were
the same. Use force of government to seize power
and resources, limit free
competitions among men, and control
everyone.

This
diminished the success of others, while advancing their relative
position, all absent any direct competition by the r-strategists
 themselves.
No Nazi needed to open a shop next to a Jew, and offer a
better product at a
lower price. All he needed to do was convince a
soldier that the Jew was an
enemy of the state, and the soldier would
 kill the Jew for him, and
redistribute the Jew’s earned wealth
to others.

There are
two main lessons to be found in the rise of Nazism. First, r-
selected
movements will attempt to unite themselves with K-strategists, for
the purpose of using the K-strategist to eliminate a competitive
 threat. To
avoid this, K-strategists must firmly and clearly define
 their in-groups,
define the rules of the competitions of their
society, and assiduously avoid
letting their movement be led by
 r-strategists. Even if an r-selected
movement offers the ability to
eradicate treasonous r-selected liberals who
are betraying your
 nation, K-strategists need to understand where joining
forces with
r-strategists will lead.

Wealthy Jews
 stood little chance once the r-strategists succeeded in
portraying
them as a cheating out-group, and turned the K-strategists upon
them
 - especially since Hitler had already taken measures to fully disarm
his future victims. The success Jews often enjoy within a society,
combined
with their minority status, may make them a common target at
 the
beginning of r-strategist surges, when the political terrain is
being surveyed,
and enemies of the in-group are being sought by the
r-strategists.

The second
 lesson is that K-selected movements tend to be poorly
led. K-selected
humans respect freedom, and exhibit little drive to control
others
 subversively, as this drive would clash with their drive towards
unrestricted free competition. As a result, those who seek to lead
such K-



movements (and who are programmed to desire such control over
others),
will tend to be r-type psychologies, feigning K-type status
to acquire power.

To prevent
 their movement from being led astray, grassroots K-
selected
 psychologies must force themselves to seek control of their
movements, and vigorously demand that their leaders adhere to their
ideology. Alternately, they must refuse to take part in movements
 whose
leaders are not purely of their psychology. The risks are
simply too great.

If
K-selected humans fail to do this, r-selected psychologies may gain
control of their movement. If history is any guide, such a
circumstance will
presage a particularly bloody and terrifying
period.








Oppressive Divisions Today




One of the
more confusing aspects of the K-strategy and the r-strategy
in group
 competitions is that both are competitive strategies. K-selected
group competitors seek group conflicts with outsiders, which they
want to
wage themselves. Confusingly r-strategists will also foment
group conflicts,
although the group competitions they seek to foment
are between different
groups of K-strategists, and their goal is to
 not fight these battles
themselves. Rather, the r-strategist’s
strategy is to foment a group conflict,
and then manipulate others of
 K-type psychologies into fighting these
battles for them.

In Nazism,
the National Socialists began by attacking the bourgeois,
and big
 business (read the successful K-strategists). When this strategy
failed, they isolated an ethnic group which was competitively
 successful,
and then attempted to use nationalistic themes to incite
one group of their
nation's K-strategists into a battle against this
other group. In dragging the
Jews down, the r-strategists raised
their relative economic and social status,
and even managed to secure
leadership positions within the Nazi party and
the government.

As we have
 discussed, there is evidence that much of modern
liberalism is driven
 by feelings of envy mediated by the ACC, and
aversions to free
competition that are rooted in the amygdala. Given that the
r-strategy is a competitive strategy, yet it seeks to avoid direct
competition,
it is only natural that such an envious, yet
 competition-averse strategy
would seek to pit the competitors they
 are envious of against other
competitors they are envious of, in such
a way as to benefit themselves.

Within
 domestic politics, this will most often manifest in the r-
strategist
 fomenting dissension within their populace, and then using that
dissension to their advantage, without directly partaking of
competitive risk
themselves.



Thus,
 Communists will seek to stir dissension against the rich, and
then
 use a group of less rich individuals to defeat the rich, and thereby
acquire power for the Communist. Nazi's and their National Socialist
Party
will attempt to do the same, and when it fails due to
nationalistic unity, they
will seek to find a sub-group of rich which
they can portray as an out-group,
and thereby provoke the K-type
nationalists into attacking.

As an
 example, within America, liberals are envious of “Big
Business.” A K-strategist would open their own business, and
 seek to
outcompete the existing business. The liberal, however, will
 attempt to
demonize “Big Business” as morally evil, and
 unite the less successful
against them, so as to destroy the business
using the proxy of government to
tax it or regulate it into
submission. Likewise, “Big” oil will be demonized,
as
will “Big” banking, as will “Big” pharma, as
will any successful entity
that enjoys enough success to be labeled
“Big,” and therefore is deserving
of envy.

Even gun
owners in America see this strategy employed against them.
No liberal
would have the courage to go to a gun owner’s house, demand
their guns, and take them by force, in face to face competition.
Rather, the
liberal seeks to turn the K-strategists of Law
Enforcement on the gun owner
through politically manipulative games.
There is little doubt, were such a
strategy to erupt into open
hostilities between the conservative gun owner,
and the Law
 Enforcement apparatus, the liberal would view that as a
positive
 development. Of course, as these events transpired, the liberal
would
hide, and avoid the conflict themselves. Whether cop or conservative
gun owner were killed, the liberal r-strategist would have won.

This is all
done with the hopes that K-strategists will depopulate each
other’s
groups. In so doing, they will carry the r-selected liberal to
relative
success over the previously successful K-competitors,
 without the liberal
having to actually fight for it themselves in
 fitness-based, competitive
battle.

In truth,
 this is fundamentally the cuttlefish mating battle, where the
K’s
fight, while the r’s exploit. It is merely played out in a more
complex



competitive environment, with more complex rules of society
and politics
to abide by.

This
 strategy can emerge in a variety of ways. From supporting
national
enemies in war, to fomenting divisions between racial sub-groups,
to
exploiting religious or regional differences in identity, in every
case, the
liberal r-strategist is playing a game of, “Let's
have you and him fight.” In
every case, the liberal is
fomenting competition between different groups of
K-strategists, in
the hopes of stealing competitive success, without actually
competing.

If that
 strategy fails to garner the r-selected liberal political power,
liberals will even attempt to import foreigners of a
competitive/aggressive
mindset, and then foment dissension between
the foreign competitors, and
American citizens, in the subconscious
 hope that the foreign competitors
will subdue the successful
Americans, on the liberal's behalf.

When this
 psychology gains a sufficient footing, these divisive
strategies will
be applied to every aspect of the governance of the society.
This
 will gradually create a nation, which instead of unifying under the
banner of freedom and opportunity will splinter into many battling
factions.
Due to the free-for-all atmosphere, each faction will feel
justified in taking
freedom, opportunity, or earned property from the
 other, and this will be
encouraged by r-selected liberals at every
turn. Suddenly girls think others
should pay for their birth control,
 the poor are entitled to free cellphones
with text messaging courtesy
of the taxpayer, healthcare that is paid for by
others is a right,
and everyone remaining begins looking for a slice of the
government
pie, paid for by someone else, of course.

It is very
ironic that only by pulling the free resource availability, can
the
citizenry be reunited into groups who are loyal to each other.








The Superiority of Oppressors




Human
societies do have several common psychological drives which
will tend
to motivate their populace against this r-selected strategy of divide
and conquer. Most of these drives are derived from our species'
K-selected
evolutionary history. These will include drives to see
merit recognized with
reward, to see fairness in competition, and to
 see an honestly won
competitive outcome honored.

Due to their
K-selected evolutionary history, humans will also have a
very strong
desire to be allowed to lead their life freely, crafting their own
destiny by their own hand, as well as an innate respect for the
freedom of
others. These K-type desires will produce within the
K-selected individual,
a desire for personal freedom as well as a
 desire to retain any earned
rewards for their decisions and actions.
 This will also create drives to
recognize the earned success of
 others and recognize the freedoms of
others. Combined with the
inherent tendency to respect fellow K-strategists,
and seek to form
 in-groups with them, these traits will all tend to unify a
population.

Even though
 the r-selected liberal will have very different
psychological themes
 guiding their behavior, they still must couch all
appeals to the
populace in terms of K-selected psychological drives, if they
are to
sway the K-selected populace into following an r-selected governing
strategy of oppression, control, and uniform mediocrity for all. As
we just
discussed, due to an innate cowardice/docility, the
 r-strategy is nothing,
without at least the tacit support of some
K-strategists.

For this
 reason, the most common tool one finds r-psychologies
exploiting is
deception. Whether it is a transvestite cuttlefish pretending to
be a
female, or a liberal supporting a foreign enemy while maintaining
that
his dissent is patriotic (and he is a loyal American) -
deception is the most



fundamental tool of the r-psychology, because
 it is needed to fool K-
strategists into fighting the r-strategist’s
battles for them.

Probably the
 most interesting deceptive adaptation which the r-
psychology has had
 to evolve, in order to operate within this K-selected
psychological
milieu is the r-type concept of innate “superiority.”

Humans are
 hardwired by their K-selected psychology to adhere to
concepts of
 fairness in free competition. Our K-type psychologies dictate
that
those who are superior are going to be entitled to the spoils of
victories
earned in honest competition with peers.

The
 r-strategist however, agitates against this system. Their basic
desire is that rewards earned in free competition need to be
redistributed, to
varying degrees, among less competitively capable
 segments of the
populace. This runs contrary to our species' innate
 programming to see
honestly won competitive outcomes honored.

Even in the
 r-strategist, who is driven to subvert all competitions,
there is a
 recognition that this urge to alter competitive outcomes is
fundamentally unfair, according to our evolutionary programming. As a
result, the r-strategist will experience a cognitive dissonance, as
 their urge
to alter competitive outcomes and their urge to allow
defeat to stand, clash
within their mind. Furthermore, the K-type
psychology held by the majority
of our species is programmed to
innately rebel at the thought of weak, lazy,
and cowardly imbeciles
attacking the productive unfairly, and seizing their
hard-earned
resources by force of government.

Thus the
 r-strategist needs to present their demands to violate our
behavioral
 programming in a manner which will not conflict with these
urges. In
doing this, they can both, better sway the populace, and assuage
their own conscience over their clearly “unfair” (by our
 K-selected
standards) actions.

Due to these
 forces, every r-selected movement will be based on an
aggressive
 assertion of the r-strategist's superiority. So long as the
 r-
strategist tells themselves that they are superior, they can also
 tell



themselves that they are not actually altering a fairly won
 competitive
outcome to reward the loser. Rather, they will tell
 themselves that as a
superior individual, they are sparing the
 inferior individuals, whom they
oppress, from an inevitable defeat at
 the hands of innately superior r-
strategists. They can even tell
themselves that it is magnanimous of them to
give so much of these
resources to the proletariat, rather than keeping all of
it for
themselves.

It is likely
that this psychological construct allows the liberal to avoid
overstimulating an amygdala which is ill prepared to be flooded with
negative stimuli. Negative stimuli would abound, were a liberal to
honestly
examine themselves, or their actions. Their entire ideology
 consists of
stealing earned income from others who toiled for it, all
under a cowardly
cover of government authority - and simply out of
envy.

From the
concept that stealing another's earned resources is wrong, to
the
concept that the liberal might be inferior to a K-competitor (who
would
bravely choose to win the resources fairly in free
 competition), to the
aversive stimuli produced by rule violations
 such as theft (itself a tacit
admission of competitive inferiority),
 or the cowardice of hiding behind
government agents when stealing, a
liberal position invites a whole host of
amygdala-stimulating
 perceptions if not viewed through a self-deceiving
prism. Liberals do
not believe that their theft is altruistic (despite their own
lack of
 altruistic charity), or that their hiding behind government is
intellectual (instead of cowardly) because they want to. They believe
 it
because they have to.

A blind
assertion of personal superiority can short-circuit all of these
concerns, quieting the agony of an amygdala overwhelmed. Suddenly,
 the
liberal is not a cowardly loser, cheating to steal success while
 oppressing
free men unfairly. In preventing any free competition, the
“superior” liberal
is really an innately blinding
 success. They are compassionately sparing
those who would inevitably
 lose, from the humiliation and defeat that
would result were they
pitted against the superior r-type liberal.



As a result
 of this psychological defense mechanism, this theme of
unverified
 superiority will consistently reappear wherever an r-selected
movement seeks to upset any K-selected, competitive social structure.

First, the
 r-strategist will maintain that they are superior. Almost
always,
there will be no verifiable proof of this assertion, in the form of
any
free competitive outcome. This is because, if the r-strategist
 could win in
free competition with peers, and prove their superiority
 within the
competitive arena, they would not seek to subvert the
competition through
political means, but would rather, seek to
continue it. They would not hide
behind the government, or the
 population. Rather, they would seek to
minimize these competition
 stifling forces, so they might engage their
opponent directly, and
win.

It is for
 this reason that White Supremacists will aggressively
maintain that
 whites are superior to non-whites, whose potential success
they wish
 to forestall through government-sanctioned discrimination.
Among the
r-type community organizers, the poor are portrayed as morally
superior to the evil and greedy rich, thus justifying their
 government
mediated theft from others. To a Marxist, the workers are
superior to their
company's owners, who are undeserving of their
 status and wealth, no
matter what risks they took, or abilities they
demonstrated in the course of
their ascension. Of course, Aryan Nazis
 maintained that Aryans were
simply superior to the Jews, even though
the Jews were more successful in
the business environment of free
economic competition.

Indeed, in
examining the psychology behind the Nazi movement, M.
W. Fodor wrote
in 1936, "No race has suffered so much from an inferiority
complex as has the German. National Socialism was a kind of Coué
method
of converting the inferiority complex, at least temporarily,
into a feeling of
superiority.”4

Using a Coué
method of repeating that one is great, in the hopes that
your belief
of it will make it true, is not generally the psychology one finds
within the K-selected individual. K-selected individuals jump into
the arena
and compete, even when the odds do not favor them. When
having failed, a



K-selected psychology will accept their defeat, only
 to throw themselves
back into the competition, with zeal. Their
definition of superiority is reality
based, and is proven through the
hard metric of personal accomplishment
relative to their peers. Only
 the r-selected individual will seek to deny
everyone else the ability
to compete, under the auspices of the r-type's own
innate
“superiority,” absent any free competitive evidence.

The constant
verbal repetition of one's own superiority, as one seeks
to deny any
 free competitive opportunities to others, is a common theme
among the
r-type movements for this reason. From a cognitive neuroscience
perspective, this mantra is a practical method by which to quiet a
weakened
amygdala that is overwhelmed by the realization of one's own
 inferiority,
and terrified of the concept of a freely competitive
 environment around
them which might yield hard proof of this.

Of course,
we see this today in our political battles as well. Political
liberals maintain that they exhibit an intellectual and moral
 superiority to
conservatives, and this superiority justifies the
 liberal's demand to
determine all free competitive outcomes, control
all free competitions, and
reapportion any winnings which may have
already been awarded. Indeed,
the evidence of the liberal’s
 superiority is their adherence to the superior
ideology of
liberalism. Of course, the evidence of liberalism’s superiority
is
the superior liberal’s adherence to it. There can be no
arguing with that kind
of logic. If you do argue, and do so
effectively (such as by pointing out the
liberal can't be superior if
 they exhibit utter terror at the thought of free,
Darwinian
competition with conservatives), you will stimulate the liberal's
less capable amygdala. The stress and anxiety which will be exhibited
 in
their agitated emotional response will serve as strong evidence in
favor of
this work.

Even among
conservatives, the more liberal moderates deride the true
conservatives as less intellectual and less understanding, thereby
 implying
their own superiority.

Therefore,
 whenever one heads towards the left of the political
spectrum, one
 will find assertions of superiority, absent any competitive



test. As
 one heads towards the more K-type psychologies, one will find
individuals content to merely let the results of competition
 determine the
hierarchy of superiority, even if such a hierarchy is
 not personally
advantageous.

Simple human
 morality (evolved from the K-selected, psychology)
demands rewards be
 apportioned according to ability, determination, and
effort. In order
 to override this basic human behavioral drive, some
psychological
 construct must be created which will justify violating this
innate
perception. The false superiority of the r-selected movement is this
psychological construct.

Now if this
 assertion of superiority is being made to assuage an
uncomfortable
psychological process, it is possible that a strong refutation
of
that superiority, done in such a way as to eliminate its palliative
powers,
might create a condition within the r-strategist’s
brain which would cause
them to be either less motivated to pursue
r-selected strategies, or unable to
pursue them, due to cognitive
discomfort. It is quite surprising to me that no
one to date has
examined how to manipulate these political psychologies, or
what
purposes some of the stranger assertions by ideologues may serve to
modify brain function within their own minds.

In summary,
 r-selected movements seek to sustain their divisive,
anticompetitive
campaigns for power on the premise that the r-strategist is
innately
 superior, and deserving of victory. The repetition of this premise
may serve the purpose of altering the r-strategist’s brain
function to assuage
the cognitive discomfort associated with
 violating K-type behavioral
standards. It is possible that aggressive
refutation of this premise may result
in a reversal of this process,
and produce extreme psychological discomfort
within the liberal, and
 that this should be considered as part of a broader
ranging political
strategy.








Chapter Thirty One

Conclusions




Given the available evidence, it is
 hard to argue against the idea that
political ideologies are merely
 evolved psychologies. Clearly they both
exhibit a full suite of r/K
traits. These traits will imbue those who hold them
with behavioral
programs that are optimized to the two main evolutionary
environments
 that can confront us. That each strategy seems to emerge
during its
 respective environment would only further support this idea. If
this
is accepted, what does it tell us about the way forward?

There is one ideology which is
 practically implementable, which is
designed for a world in which
resources are limited in quantity, and which
will advance our species
 evolutionarily. Conversely, there is one strategy
which is
 impractical, which is designed for an environment where every
individual is provisioned by nature with limitless resources forever,
 and
which, even if it could be implemented indefinitely, would
 devolve and
destroy our species' very genome. It would endlessly
produce quantity over
quality, forever diluting intellect, morals,
 and drive. It would leave us a
mere shadow of the evolutionary
greatness we exhibit today.

The differences of course, go on. One
 ideology is designed to effectively
regulate reproduction in a world
 where resources are limited, thereby
preventing catastrophic
collapses of our societies. The other is designed to
facilitate
 reproduction of the least capable in ever-increasing quantities.
Designed for a world we will never see, where resources are available
freely in limitless quantities forever, it will inevitably produce a
collapse of
civilization.

One ideology will comport, both
morally and spiritually with the morals of
the majority of our
K-selected species. The other will require the majority
of our
species to be oppressed and controlled - controlled, lest they follow



their natural desire for freedom, and attempt to craft their own
 future by
their own hand.

One ideology will lead us to a nation
which flawlessly works together, in
harmonious unity, and embodies
 the best of noble virtues, from loyalty to
love. The other would fill
every man's heart with little more than selfishness
and envy,
 producing an endless supply of petty grievances and divisions
between
 comrades, all designed to apportion misery in equal measure to
everyone.

One has inspired an immortal awe, with
 the greatness of the civilizations
which have followed its
 ascendancy. The other has filled mass graves the
world over with
 innocent victims, as it destroyed once great societies in
collapses
that are legendary.

Up until now, it has been assumed that
most humans are exactly the same.
As a result, the political argument
 was based on logic and reason.
Conservatives believed all men wished
to be free to plot their own destiny,
while liberals believed that
all men wished to be protected from the dangers
of other free men.
 One believed everyone wanted to be protected from
government, the
other that all people sought to be protected by government.

If this theory is correct however (and
it almost certainly is, given the scale
of the evidence), then some
 element of our society is always going to be
unhappy with how their
government is structured. Bipartisanship is a myth.

Thus the primary determinant of how
our government should be structured
is what the purpose of our
 government should be. This begins with the
question of individual
 freedom. Is there anyone who, given a choice
between freedom or
 subjugation, would choose subjugation? Given our
status as
 K-selected, overall, the answer will be obvious. Freedom is an
almost
 universally respected virtue, and protecting it would seem a
reasonable purpose for our government to serve. It would seem the
fairest
of compromises and in debate, the best of beginnings.

If we desire a government designed to
allow humans to live their lives in
freedom, then government's job
 will be to safeguard each individual's



ability to craft their own
future by their own hand. In following this path,
we will find
ourselves protecting the noble virtues that the vast majority of
our
K-selected species has evolved to hold dear, from respect for
freedom,
to morality, to loyalty, to honor. The protection will
 require nothing more
than living a life free from the constraints of
government.

To my eye, this theory also highlights
that liberalism is largely incompatible
with the K-selected nature of
our species. Liberalism cannot honor freedom
for all individuals,
 because by its very nature liberalism must use
governmental force to
 constantly subvert an innately competitive human
nature.

From our desire for and love of
freedom, to our drive to succeed in group
competition, to the immense
worth we all ascribe to life – an r-type human
will tell you
 that these are all urges which must be eradicated and
suppressed, by
 force of government. Those who are stupid enough to
believe them will
watch as their societies collapse, their leadership is taken
over by
 ruthless despots, and freedom becomes little more than a fantasy,
spoken of in hushed tones.

This raises one of the most
interesting aspects of this work. Liberalism, as
an ideology,
 sustains itself on the premise of its own superiority. The
superiority of liberalism is in fact, the primary reason we are told
we must
subjugate ourselves to the whim of the liberal.

Liberalism is superior in many ways,
 we are told. It is intellectual, and
relentlessly logical. It is
hyper-moral, and hyper-compassionate. Those who
espouse it are to be
respected, if for no other reason than the fact that they
are wise
enough to espouse it. It is the path forward, the future incarnation
of mankind's evolution. Someday, we are told, everyone will be
liberal, so
we should want to show our advanced nature as well today
by espousing it
ourselves.

By contrast, conservatism is a crude,
 prehistoric, caveman-ideology. It is
borne of un-evolved urges to
 pursue primitive behaviors, which people
should be ashamed of. It is
 a mark of an inferior individual with an



undeveloped mind, who marks
 themselves as undesirable by their very
adherence to the ideology.

Yet, if this theory is accepted,
liberalism is not any of the things it asserts. It
is not
 intellectual, any more than conservatism. The psychological drives
motivating both arise from the same biologically imbued well of r/K
instincts.

Even among Reproductive Strategies,
 liberalism is not superior. In fact,
among species, it is the
 K-selected organisms which exhibit the superior
levels of
 evolutionary advancement, produced by their history of
competitive
 selection. Their relentless drive to compete is what motivates
further evolutionary advancement. Few will argue that an r-selected
bunny
rabbit is “superior” to a K-selected wolf, if any
 will even accept such a
gradation in perfectly adapted organisms.

Humans notice these things on a very
primal level. Deride a liberal, to their
face, as a “Bunnyman.”
 Present to them an image of the collapse of the
governing structures
they hide behind. Ask how they will compete with the
conservative
 wolves, once government ceases its oppressive protection.
Then watch
 as the fireworks begin. Those are amygdala stimulants in
action, and
they have their effect because on a deep level, humans recognize
these metaphors. It is as if our DNA were a magnetic tape, these
 images
imprinted on it during our evolution.

Nor is liberalism a future incarnation
of mankind. Liberalism will continue
to grow, until it collapses our
 society, at which point conservatism will
return, with a vengeance.
Liberalism is merely one phase in the life cycle of
our species, and
it is a devolving phase, at that.

If liberalism is not
 hyper-intellectual, hyper-logical, or the future
incarnation of
 mankind, then what is it? The answer is simple. Just like
conservatism, it is a pre-programmed way of thinking. It is a natural
psychological predisposition, consisting of a cowardly urge, an
irresponsible urge, a selfish urge, and a horny urge - all imbued by
genes



and environment, yet claimed by those who hold it to be
 intellectual and
superior.

One cannot blame liberalism for
marketing itself in such a way, however. If
the majority of a
 population exhibits a tendency to prefer loyalty to in-
group, or
freedom from oppression, and you want them to willingly cede an
oppressive authority over themselves to you, you have little choice.
 You
must make a case that you are superior in some fashion, and that
their urges
are inferior. Otherwise, everyone will ignore your
 plaintive wails, and
instead, just go with their instincts, pursuing
a life of honor, courage, moral
decency, and loyalty.

Unfortunately, we will not be rid of
liberalism so easily. Mankind's greatest
failing (and greatest
 attribute) is the uncontrollable, all or nothing drive
towards total
moral perfection, regardless of logic, reason, or likelihood of
success. Viewed coldly, absent such a moral and decent drive, this
 work
would indicate that suffering will always exist, but that its
 total quantity
could be limited through the acceptance of a small
amount of K-selective
cruelty permanently laid upon the lowest among
 us. This cruelty would
effectively keep the proliferation of the
less-productive r-type individuals in
check, through competitive
denial of resources.

However, man's innate sense of
compassion will always reject this option.
Instead, man will choose
 to willingly endure waves of abundance and
freedom, as well as the
 horrible periods of scarcity, collapse, and mass
suffering that
 nature will forever throw at our species. If the choice is to
compassionately protect the individuals who will collapse the very
society
which protects them, or callously leave them to the wolves so
as to prevent
mass misery later, we simply cannot help ourselves. To
accept some misery
is to admit defeat in our quest for a morally
perfect world.

Of course, the r-type trait can never
 truly succeed. Should the r-type
individuals ever gain full control
 over the populace, their mechanisms of
control require a constant
supply of the fuel of resources, produced by the
very populace they
oppress.



In removing the reward for effort and
 ability, such an r-type government
will inevitably diminish its
 people's productive output and thereby starve
itself of the very
currency it requires to operate, and oppress. At that very
moment,
 proliferative r-parasites will be multiplying without bound,
attempting to consume ever greater amounts of resources that are no
longer
being produced. As the power to control recedes, the populace
 will
increasingly abide by its competitive nature.

As we have seen, such a mechanism will
 not tend towards a steady
homeostasis, where r and K type natures
exist in a perpetually harmonious
balance, but rather will careen
 wildly between periods of oppressed
shortages, and freedom-fueled
abundance. When the highs come, they will
be wonderful, but within
 each will lay the r-selected seed of overly
abundant resources. Just
 as surely as day follows night, that seed will
inexorably grow,
 alongside the r-type subset of the population, until
stability has
given way to governmental collapse, and abundance and plenty
becomes
shortage, inefficiency, and desperation.

Personally, it is my opinion that the
 least immoral path is to honor each
man's freedom, limit governmental
intervention, and let each man bear the
burden of responsibility for
himself and his future. Combined with personal
charity, awarded by
the productive to those who they feel are worthy, such a
scheme would
 produce a society where everyone was committed to the
success of our
nation, and sloth was unrewarded, beyond a bare subsistence
level of
support to those who are worthy in some regard.

Not only does such a path comport with
the majority psychology of our K-
selected species, but it will also
aid our descendents to one day, millennia
hence, enjoy the immense
evolutionary advantage of the K-selected genetic
greatness that it
will produce.

Of course, it is up to the reader to
make up their own mind on these issues.
Whether they will support
 selfless loyalty to in-group or individual
selfishness and betrayal
 in group competition, whether they will embrace
freedom for all or
choose oppression for most, whether they seek to see our



species be
embodied by the unmotivated Hippie, or the fiercely focused and
accomplished warrior, these are decisions for each individual to
make.

It is my greatest hope, however, that
 this book will aid in perceiving the
issues and motives involved in
 this decision, and perhaps, increase our
people's respect for, and
 love of, individual freedom, personal
responsibility, moral decency,
 loyalty, and the accomplishment and
greatness this produces when it
merges with our governing structures.
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The K-selected
generation it produces generates a period known as a
High, through civic responsibility, sense of
community, and
conscientious work ethic. This is an environment in which
K-strategists are not
parasitized by r-strategists.

The High period generates an Awakening
period, where individuals begin to focus on enjoying the
resource
availability, and force selfish individuality on a culture of
conformity and common
purpose. This is clearly the rise of the
r-strategy within a population, though here, the r-strategists
are
able to comfortably parasitize the K-strategist's productivity due
to their reduced numbers.
This progresses into an Unraveling cycle,
as r-strategists exceed the productivity of the
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hedonistic r-morals begin to erode the culture's decency and
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commitment to purpose deteriorate, and
civilization begins to collapse. That ultimately yields the
chaotic
Crisis phase, which begins the cycle anew. Viewed in the context of
Strauss and Howe's
work, this might indicate that the adherence to r
and K are generational, meaning adoption of an r
or K strategy may
be due less to an individual adaptability, and more due to
perceiving cues as
one matures, and developing accordingly.

What is less clear is if a period such as a
High can be extended through artificially extending free
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effect this would have on
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