
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THE HALCYON PRINCIPLES 

A New Framework for Political Sanity 

  



 

Principle 1: The Limits of Knowledge 

"Certainty is not a virtue. It’s a cognitive trap." 

 

“The greatest enemy of knowledge is not ignorance — it is the illusion of knowledge.” 

— Stephen Hawking 

Introduction 

In a political culture that rewards confidence and punishes doubt, one of the most radical 

things a political movement can say is: We might be wrong. 

That’s not weakness. It’s how actual progress works. 

The Halcyon Party begins not with dogma, but with epistemic humility — the recognition 

that no single person, party, or ideology holds all the answers. Our first and most 

foundational principle is this: political truth must be treated like scientific truth — 

continually tested, updated, and revised based on new evidence. 

We are not looking for the “correct” doctrine to cling to. We are building a system that 

adapts, learns, and evolves. 

The Psychology of False Certainty 

Cognitive science has consistently shown that humans are wired not for objectivity, but 

for confidence in our own beliefs — even when we’re wrong. Nobel Prize-winning 

psychologist Daniel Kahneman and his late collaborator Amos Tversky demonstrated this 

in decades of research, culminating in what we now call the illusion of explanatory depth 

— the belief that we understand complex systems far better than we actually do. 

In political terms, that means people tend to be most confident about policies they least 

understand. This isn’t a fringe phenomenon. In Philip Tetlock’s 20-year study of political 

forecasters, published as Expert Political Judgment, the most confident pundits were 

consistently the least accurate — yet they were also the most media-visible. 

“Strong opinions should be held loosely, not loudly.” 

When Dogma Becomes Dangerous 

From the Iraq War’s weapons-of-mass-destruction myth, to the snap judgments during 

COVID policy debates, to the media rush to judgment in countless cultural flashpoints — 

our politics consistently rewards those who speak with certainty first, rather than 

accuracy later. 



But when political systems are built around certainty rather than skepticism, they become 

brittle. In science, you win by proving others wrong. In politics, you’re often punished for 

changing your mind. 

The Halcyon Party wants to change that dynamic — to make political revision a sign of 

strength, not failure. 

What This Looks Like in Practice 

So what does it mean to build a political movement on the limits of knowledge? 

• We support sunset clauses in all major legislation: if the data changes, the law gets 

re-evaluated.  

• We require post-policy review panels for any major initiative: was it effective? 

Did it cause unintended harm?  

• We treat our own platform as a living document, not a sacred creed. If something 

stops working — or was wrong to begin with — we change it. 

 

Scientific Thinking, Applied Politically 

In science, a theory isn’t “right” — it’s useful until it isn’t. That’s how we got from 

Newton to Einstein to quantum theory. Political systems should work the same way. But 

instead, we cling to outdated solutions because they’ve been branded as “left” or “right.” 

“The map is not the territory. Political ideology is not a substitute for inquiry.” 

Closing Thought 

The first step toward wisdom is not knowledge. It’s realizing what we don’t know. 

The Halcyon Party doesn’t claim to have all the answers. But we promise to keep asking 

better questions. 

 

 

  



Principle 2: The Common Ground Illusion 

"We disagree less than we think — we’ve just stopped listening." 

 

“We are not as divided as we are disconnected.” 

— Jonathan Haidt 

Introduction 

America is not two warring tribes. It just feels that way. 

We live in different media ecosystems, vote in different primaries, and scroll past 

different headlines. But when we actually sit down and talk, most of us want the same 

things: safety, opportunity, dignity, and fairness. 

The illusion of division isn’t driven by irreconcilable values — it’s driven by noise. Our 

foundational principle here is simple: Americans agree on far more than they realize. 

But our politics rewards the appearance of conflict over the substance of 

cooperation. 

Why We Perceive More Division Than Exists 

The social psychologist Jonathan Haidt introduced the concept of moral foundations 

theory, identifying six core moral intuitions that all humans share to varying degrees: 

care/harm, fairness/cheating, loyalty/betrayal, authority/subversion, sanctity/degradation, 

and liberty/oppression. 

Liberals tend to emphasize care and fairness; conservatives tend to emphasize loyalty, 

authority, and sanctity. But everyone values all six. It’s not a battle of opposites — it’s a 

difference in weighting. 

“Liberals and conservatives are playing with the same moral deck — they just draw 

different cards first.” 

This difference is easily manipulated by algorithms, media, and political operatives. The 

more divided we feel, the less likely we are to cooperate — even when we agree on the 

actual policy outcomes. 

 

Example: Gun Rights vs. Gun Safety 

A progressive says, “We need stricter gun laws.” 

A conservative replies, “Don’t take away our rights.” 



They both get defensive. And both miss the fact that nearly 80% of Americans support 

universal background checks — a policy that protects rights and reduces gun violence. 

Most so-called conflicts are actually false binaries. They aren’t “freedom vs. safety” — 

they’re “which method gives us both?” 

The Backfire Effect and Polarization Loops 

Even when we share common ground, we often fail to recognize it because of a cognitive 

bias known as the backfire effect — the tendency for people to double down on their 

beliefs when presented with contradictory evidence. 

Psychologists Nyhan and Reifler demonstrated this in their 2010 study, showing that 

correcting false information (especially in politically charged contexts) can actually 

reinforce the misinformation in people’s minds. 

This is exacerbated by motivated reasoning — we are better at spotting flaws in 

opposing arguments than in our own. Combine that with outrage-based media and you 

get a feedback loop of ever-deepening division. 

 

“Most political arguments are not about facts. They’re about identity.” 

The Halcyon Approach: Dialogue > Debate 

 

The Halcyon Party doesn’t start with a position. It starts with a question: What do we all 

want in this situation? 

Once you start there, division shrinks. Common ground expands. 

We believe in: 

• Deliberative polling to identify consensus before finalizing policies  

• Town-hall style conversations where listening is the priority  

• Non-adversarial problem solving as a default, not an afterthought 

 

When Common Ground Is Hidden in Plain Sight 

According to the Pew Research Center:  

• 73% of Americans support raising the minimum wage  

• 71% want more environmental protections  



• 65% support term limits for Congress  

• Majorities support police reform and funding public safety 

 

 

These are not extreme positions. But partisan branding often prevents us from seeing 

them as shared values. 

The Halcyon Party refuses to accept false divisions. We ask: What’s the real conflict 

beneath the surface — and how do we solve it without picking teams? 

Closing Thought 

We don’t have to agree on everything. But we do have to agree that agreement is 

possible. 

 

The Halcyon Party starts from shared values — and builds outward. 



Principle 3: Better Together 

"Good ideas don’t wear jerseys." 

 

“We can’t solve our problems with the same thinking we used when we created them.” 

— Albert Einstein 

Introduction 

American politics has devolved into team sports: red team vs. blue team. And like most 

sports, the goal isn’t collaboration — it’s winning. 

But governance isn’t a game, and ideology isn’t a strategy. At the Halcyon Party, we 

don’t believe in “splitting the difference” or in defaulting to centrism. We believe in 

something far more radical: choosing the best idea, no matter who thought of it. 

The principle of Better Together means we evaluate every issue on its own terms — with 

no loyalty to party, tribe, or precedent. What works, wins. 

 

The False Binary of Left vs. Right 

The political spectrum is a relic. It was useful when policy choices lined up neatly into 

two ideological camps. Today, that model collapses under scrutiny. 

Do you support criminal justice reform and gun rights? Want more immigration and 

stronger borders? Favor school choice and teacher raises? Welcome to the majority. 

Most Americans hold a mix of views that don’t cleanly fit either party. But the current 

system forces us to pick sides — and punish deviation. 

“Policy isn’t left or right. It’s effective or it isn’t.” 

 

Moderation Is Not Compromise 

Let’s be clear: moderation isn’t about watering things down. It’s about optimizing for 

outcomes. 

In game theory, the best outcome isn’t always the one that pleases both sides a little. It’s 

the one that produces the highest total value for the most people. That’s not 

“compromise.” That’s coherence. 



In his foundational work on cooperation, political scientist Robert Axelrod showed that 

cooperation thrives when actors: 

 1 Recognize shared long-term interests 

 2 Respond proportionally to provocation 

 3 Remain open to future cooperation 

 

This isn’t kumbaya. It’s strategy. 

 

Case Studies: Unlikely Policy Wins 

• Richard Nixon created the Environmental Protection Agency  

• Bill Clinton passed welfare reform  

• George W. Bush led the largest expansion of Medicare in 40 years  

• Barack Obama embraced deficit reduction early in his presidency  

• Donald Trump passed criminal justice reform via the First Step Act. 

 

Each of these leaders took positions that crossed their party’s orthodoxy. Each made 

progress possible because they chose outcomes over dogma. 

“We don’t care who wrote the policy. We care if it works.” 

 

Evaluating Issues Independently 

Every issue deserves its own analysis: 

• Does it increase or decrease human freedom?  

• Is it scalable and financially sustainable?  

• Does it reduce harm or risk for the population?  

• Is there strong empirical or real-world support? 

 

That’s the Halcyon approach. No automatic approval because it’s “progressive.” No 

knee-jerk rejection because it’s “conservative.” Just measured, principled pragmatism. 

 



The Power of Cross-Ideological Policy 

Some of the most promising reforms today come from this hybrid model: 

• Carbon dividends (a conservative-market approach to climate policy)  

• Universal basic income (endorsed by both libertarians and progressives)  

• Ranked-choice voting (used successfully in red and blue jurisdictions)  

• Occupational licensing reform (championed by liberals and conservatives) 

 

These aren’t third-way compromises. They’re first-principle solutions. 

Closing Thought 

Dogma divides. Merit unites. 

We don’t need another team in the arena. We need referees, analysts, and engineers. 

The Halcyon Party exists to find and implement the best solutions — no matter where 

they come from. 

 

  



Principle 4: Stay Open to New Ideas 

"Change is not betrayal. It’s how progress works." 

“When the facts change, I change my mind. What do you do, sir?” 

— John Maynard Keynes 

 

Introduction 

In politics, changing your mind is treated like weakness. Flip-flopping, betrayal, lack of 

backbone. But in any complex system — especially one that affects millions of people — 

the refusal to adapt is far more dangerous than the willingness to revise. 

At the Halcyon Party, we believe the most courageous thing a political movement can do 

is say: “We got that one wrong. Let’s fix it.” 

This isn’t an excuse for inconsistency. It’s a commitment to evidence-based evolution — 

the same way we expect doctors, engineers, and scientists to operate. 

 

Why We Resist Updating Our Beliefs 

Humans aren’t designed for objectivity. Once we commit to a belief — especially in 

public — we become psychologically invested in maintaining it. 

Psychologists Tversky and Kahneman called this the sunk cost fallacy — the tendency 

to keep investing in something just because we’ve already put time, effort, or identity into 

it. 

This is amplified by confirmation bias, tribal identity, and the fear of being perceived 

as “weak” or “disloyal.” But that mindset turns every belief into dogma and every 

disagreement into betrayal. 

“Changing your mind isn’t weakness. It’s what adults do when they learn something.” 

 

Bayesian Thinking: A Political Operating System 

In probability theory, Bayesian reasoning is a method of updating your beliefs based on 

new evidence. You start with a prior assumption, observe new data, and revise 

accordingly. 

Imagine if political parties operated this way: 



• Is our position still aligned with the latest research?  

• Has the world changed in a way that makes our stance obsolete?  

• Have we misunderstood or underestimated consequences? 

 

That’s how the Halcyon Party operates. We treat our policies as hypotheses to be tested, 

not creeds to be defended. 

 

Case Study: Marijuana Legalization 

In 2000, only 31% of Americans supported legalizing marijuana. Today, it's nearly 70%. 

Both Democrats and Republicans have shifted — slowly, and unevenly — in response to: 

• Data showing limited harms  

• Economic benefits from legalization  

• Overwhelming costs of mass incarceration  

• Public pressure from constituents across the spectrum 

 

This isn’t a story of ideological defeat. It’s a story of data-driven transformation. 

 

Our Policy Reversal Criteria 

Halcyon platform positions are always subject to review — and reversal — based on: 

• Violation of core values (e.g., freedom, equity, truth-seeking)  

• Ineffectiveness as demonstrated through outcomes  

• New evidence or contexts that render the policy outdated 

 

We apply the same standard to ourselves that we demand of our leaders. Because trust is 

built not on being “right,” but on being willing to get it right. 

 

Designing for Re-evaluation 

We propose structural mechanisms that force humility into the system: 

• Sunset clauses requiring policies to be re-approved with fresh data  

• Mandated policy reviews at regular intervals  



• Citizen review panels that provide feedback on effectiveness  

• Transparent correction logs when the party changes or updates a position 

 

“The goal isn’t to be perfectly right. It’s to be less wrong over time.” 

 

Closing Thought 

Dogmatic parties dig trenches. Dynamic ones build bridges. 

Halcyon is committed to policies that grow with the evidence — and to a mindset that 

sees revision not as retreat, but as progress. 

 

 

  



Principle 5: Enacting Principles Must be Transparent 

"Principles are easy. Practice is where it matters." 

 

“Vision without execution is hallucination.” 

— Thomas Edison 

 

Introduction 

It’s one thing to talk about values. Every party does that. It’s quite another to structure 

your behavior so that those values remain front and center under pressure, in complexity, 

and when compromise is inevitable. 

The Halcyon Party isn’t just proposing a new set of ideas. We’re proposing a new 

political operating system — one where integrity isn’t aspirational, it’s operational. 

Here’s what that looks like in action. 

 

1. Platform as Living Document 

Instead of locking ourselves into rigid positions that will be outdated in five years (or five 

months), we’ve designed our platform to function like open-source code: 

• Anyone can propose an edit  

• Every change is time-stamped and version-controlled  

• All major policies include expiration dates unless reaffirmed by evidence  

• Core values are mapped to every policy — and changes must explain their impact 

 

“We don’t pledge allegiance to our ideas. We pledge allegiance to getting it right.” 

 

2. Policy Reversal and Corrections 

When a policy fails, most parties: 

• Ignore it  

• Blame someone else  

• Double down 



 

We do something different: we announce the failure, explain what went wrong, and 

update our position. This includes: 

• Public “patch notes” (yes, like software)  

• Retrospective memos available on our site  

• Open calls for input from affected communities 

 

Accountability shouldn’t be performative. It should be procedural. 

 

3. Transparent Decision-Making 

Major decisions will be accompanied by a breakdown of: 

• Competing policy options considered  

• Data sources and stakeholder inputs  

• Reasons for final selection  

• Predicted outcomes (so they can later be compared to reality) 

 

This mirrors what data scientists and statisticians call pre-registration, now common in 

academic research to prevent cherry-picking. As Cathy O’Neil points out in Weapons of 

Math Destruction, opaque systems without clear inputs and accountability are ripe for 

abuse and erosion of trust. Halcyon rejects that model entirely. 

 

4. Bipartisan and Cross-Ideological Collaboration 

We actively seek out co-sponsors from across the political spectrum and invite critiques 

before finalizing legislation. 

We structure internal reviews around “Red Team” protocols: 

• Assigning people to deliberately challenge and stress-test the policy  

• Requiring dissenting voices to be documented and responded to 

 



This isn’t weakness. It’s intellectual safety. And it helps us avoid blind spots that take 

other parties years to confront. 

 

5. Nonpartisan Panels and Citizen Juries 

We implement deliberative polling and citizen juries, as pioneered by James Fishkin, to 

bring reasoned debate and empirical evidence into the democratic process. His work in 

When the People Speak demonstrates that ordinary citizens, given time and balanced 

information, consistently produce more thoughtful, less polarized outcomes than elected 

representatives do under partisan pressure. 

Instead of backroom deals and opaque task forces, we: 

• Convene citizen juries for major reforms  

• Invite subject matter experts from across disciplines  

• Broadcast deliberations publicly, with summaries in plain English  

• Create channels for real-time public input before votes 

 

“The people deserve more than a say. They deserve a seat at the table.” 

 

6. Feedback Loops and Continuous Review 

Every policy comes with clear success metrics and scheduled reviews. This concept 

draws on the lessons of Philip Tetlock’s Expert Political Judgment, which showed that 

without performance tracking, political actors tend to reinforce their own biases and 

never learn from their errors. 

 

Every major policy includes built-in: 

• Metrics of success  

• Check-in intervals  

• Sunset or reauthorization clauses 

 

If we can't show results, the policy doesn’t survive. That’s not political suicide. It’s 

political maturity. 



 

7. A Culture of Intellectual Honesty 

We are creating a system where changing your mind based on new evidence is expected, 

not punished. This also connects to Vesla Weaver and Amy Lerman’s research in 

Arresting Citizenship, which shows that public trust is deeply eroded when institutions 

act with impunity or opacity. Rebuilding legitimacy starts with admitting when you're 

wrong. 

 

All Halcyon candidates and officials must commit to:  

• Owning up to mistakes  

• Admitting when they don’t know  

• Respecting good-faith opposition  

• Never pretending certainty where none exists 

 

This is enforced through both internal review and external accountability mechanisms, 

including voter feedback dashboards and whistleblower protection. 

We are building not just a platform — but a culture of epistemic integrity. 

 

Closing Thought 

Halcyon isn’t here to take the wheel of the current machine. We’re here to rebuild the 

engine — so that values like humility, openness, and cooperation don’t just sound nice in 

speeches. They shape what we do next. 
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About the Halcyon Party 

 

The Halcyon Party is a nonprofit political organization founded to bring sanity, strategy, 

and science back to American governance. We are registered as a 501(c)(3) with the FEC. 

 

We are not here to play the game better. 

We are here to change the game entirely. 

 

Our mission is simple: 

- To build a dynamic, data-informed, collaborative political platform 

- To invite citizens of all stripes to engage in rethinking how we govern 

- To elevate solutions over slogans, and principle over partisanship 

 

Learn more, volunteer, or donate at: 

www.halcyonparty.org 
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