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INTRODUCTION

A NOTE FROM THE EDITORS
Welcome to the inaugural issue of The Transpartisan Review. In this Note, we would like to introduce
ourselves and the community of individuals, leaders, and organizations who have been collaborating for more
than a decade to advocate for a transpartisan politics. Below we describe The Review’s ‘core values’, the issues
we will address, and our plans for 2017 and beyond.
In the lead feature in this issue, ‘the transpartisan moment’ refers to our belief that democracy in the
United States has reached a turning point in its history. It is a time of change, a transitional phase between
the extended post-war period of the last century and the much different world of the 21st. Tensions between
competing social and cultural forces have come to a head—or are approaching it—and this is reflected in our
unstable political circumstances.
In particular, the terms we have used to explain and critique political things no longer mean what they did
because they belong to a reality that no longer exists. The extreme partisanship based on conflict between the
‘left’ and ‘right’, Democratic and Republican—is passing into history. The opportunity is now ours to replace
this partisanship with a new form of politics incorporating the best features of left and right. The new vision
will not be bipartisan. Partisanship will not disappear, but it needs to evolve and is evolving. What we hope
for and aspire to is a vision we call ‘transpartisan’, which will transcend our current modes of thinking and will
integrate freedom and order with values from both left and right.
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In The Review we will co-create with our readers and contributors a public space—a kind of virtual town
square—where people can exchange ideas and experiences to build trust and empower everyone to search for
new approaches to many problems that now seem beyond solution.
Here are some themes we might explore:

•

The current debate focuses too much on governments as the sole instruments for implementing public
policies and ignores the roles that citizens, working with governments, need to play on issues ranging
from public school reform even to foreign and security policy. Confining public debate to ‘government’,
with little or no role for citizens, ignores significant functions that only citizens can perform.
On public school reform, for example, when debate focuses only on the government, the sole focus is
on the supply side of the issue. Global experiences show, on the other hand, that demand side issues,
including subjective issues like the motivation of children, are at least as important as teacher training and
curricula reform. Major demand side issues such as schools as communities become significant issues that
need to be addressed.

•

The current debate is based on the traditional language associated with the left-right political spectrum.
We believe that the basic terms in that vocabulary—‘left’, ‘right’, ‘conservative’, and ‘liberal’ (‘progressive’)—
do not actually mean clear and coherent things. Even casual newspaper readers know, during primary
elections, that deep and intense conflict exists within the left and within the right. The conflicts are so
fundamental and enduring that the participants in a political debate can find themselves aligned (or at
least in sympathy) with some in the other camp. The most important of these conflicts is between what
we call ‘freedom’ (based on individualism, legal rights, etc.) and ‘order’ (society, community, justice). No
philosophical vision on either side currently balances or integrates them.

•

It is clear that what people value in public and in private differ. In public, all values are ‘objective’—
tangible and measurable. In private, significant values, including some so important people actually live
for them, are ‘subjective’—internal, personal, intensely felt. We believe the deepest values people hold
are those they hold in their private lives (love, community, personal relationships). Why, if they are so
important in private, are they essentially ignored in public? Public institutions, such as public schools, are
widely perceived to be in crisis. Is one reason because they operate ‘mechanically’ (objectively), following
legal rules and regulations, with little concern for subjective values such as schools as communities, which
influence issues as important as individual student motivations?

DAY ONE - We elected, long before the 2016 vote, to bring out the first issue of The Transpartisan Review
on January 20, 2017: Inauguration Day for the 45th US president, who, as events would have it, turned out
to be Donald J. Trump. His election comes at perhaps the most divisive time in recent U.S. political history.
Although he is widely seen as a divisive influence on our politics, he could become a transitional figure
moving people beyond partisan conflict to a new transpartisan politics—or we could move in that direction
in spite of him. Probably events will combine both. We are choosing the day he takes office to highlight the
public space we are creating in hopes of fostering a new and better politics.
Please join us on the journey that begins today. Give us feedback—share your thoughts, ideas, questions,
criticisms, hopes, disappointments, experiences, and suggestions. And check out The Transpartisan Notes and
other material we have been posting since last July 4th on our website. We look forward to hearing from you.
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THE TRANSPARTISAN MOMENT
DONALD TRUMP: HOW WE GOT HERE, WHERE WE MIGHT GO
An interview with the founders of The Transpartisan Review,
A. Lawrence Chickering and James S. Turner

TTR: Today, much to the world’s surprise, the United States swears in Donald Trump as President. How does
‘transpartisan’ thought and action help us live with this unsettling reality and the uncertain future it heralds?
ALC/JST: Trump’s election surprised us as much as it surprised everybody who takes their political cues
from the media. On reflection, however, it did not surprise us at all. In fact, it was a perfect expression of the
political forces we wrote about in our 2008 book Voice of the People: The Transpartisan Imperative in American
Life. Here is an arresting summary of what happened in 2016:
If ‘Did-Not-Vote’ were a candidate in 2016, the Electoral College vote would have been Clinton 32, Trump
16, Did-Not-Vote 490. See map and details at www.brilliantmaps.com/did-not-vote/.
We believe personalities, including Trump’s, affected the 2016 election less than powerful social and
technological forces that have been gaining momentum since the end of World War II. These forces include
the apparent calm of the 1950s and the turbulence of the 1960s, the upheavals of a transforming global
economy, volatile demographics, explosive technology, capricious and faltering institutions, and the global
disruptions following the Cold War’s end. These forces, more than any individual person, decided the
outcome of the 2016 election.
This election was about the nearly 50% who opted out and those who opted in reluctantly. With the
forces shaping our political world leaving no room for them to be heard or to express their interests, Trump
benefited from the system’s dysfunction. His election makes abundantly clear that the current political
process offers no way for Americans to be heard about what they want. It only allows them to register their
gripes. Most of them, it appears, would rather let the gripers fight it out while they go about their business.
This affirms our argument in Voice of the People, in which we cited polling date to show that the country was
far less divided than the political class and that the real divide was between the people and the politicians on
all sides of every issue. It seems to us that Trump winning the White House affirms this view.
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TTR: The election of Donald Trump has revealed a political landscape in America very different from that
reflected back to us by the media. What are the features of that new landscape?
ALC/JST: The first observation has to do with the changing composition of the vote. On election day 2016
nearly half (46 percent) of voting-age Americans—115.5 million out of 251 million eligible—did not vote; and
there are now more registered Independents (39 percent of registered voters) than either registered Democrats
(32 percent) or Republicans (23 percent). 48 percent of 18 to 33-year-olds identify as Independent versus 28
percent and 18 percent, Democrats and Republicans respectively. A lot of people are opting out of the current
political system, which suggests we have arrived at a ‘transpartisan moment’ in our political history.
TTR: A ‘transpartisan’ moment?
ALC/JST: Yes. When so few people identify with the major parties, the election suggests that the left/
right spectrum is gone as the sole, or even primary, way of understanding American and even global
politics. The critical moment occurred during the 1960s, when the desire for self-expression, especially by
the young, challenged tradition in all political and social institutions and caused great cultural and political
upheaval. Think about the seismic shift from the post-war 1950s’ innocence of ‘The Brady Bunch’ with the
hardened cynicism of ‘Married With Children’ or ‘South Park’, which still reflects the influence of the ‘crazy’
individualism of the 1960s in the U.S. and other countries.
TTR: What is crazy individualism?
ALC/JST: Self-expression taken to the extreme—largely unconnected from society. The shift toward selfexpression has affected every aspect of life, from personal identity to social relationships. We believe that
it has led to rising unhappiness with a political system that shuts citizens out by dealing with everyone
impersonally and providing no active role for ‘people’ in public institutions and policies. We believe that a
major reason for the change is increasing voters’ desire for a more active role in public institutions and policies, a
desire that comes from increasing ‘individuation’.
Everyone knows, for example, that active parental participation is an essential feature of successful schools;
yet most public schools make no effort to increase parental participation—and many schools have actively
hostile cultures toward them. Schools are dominated by bureaucratic rules and mechanized practices that
depress all major participants in schools, including teachers. Racially integrating schools is a major objective,
pursued by mandating it. In the absence of leadership or incentives to racially integrate schools internally,
when racial integration (by ‘body count’ of racial/ethnic group parity) is achieved externally—usually by
mandates from courts or legislatures—it is often in schools that remain internally segregated.
TTR: How does extreme individuation affect our politics?
ALC/JST: The media have failed to appreciate political, social and cultural forces that, since the end of World
War II, have changed what voters want from the political system. Our representative system of government,
going back to the Founding, was perfectly suited for a traditional world. Citizens were active in that world in
local communities; they left national political issues to the government.
Fast-forward to today’s world of ‘individuated’ voters, with new media greatly increasing the information
available to them and allowing them to express their diversity. People demand a larger role in public issues,
and they have lost faith in or outgrown the centralized institutions that until recently explained, if not
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dominated, political behavior. These include political parties; legislative, regulatory and judicial bodies; and
even the Presidency—all 18th century creations, which cannot effectively contain and/or utilize the political
vitality ‘the public’ seeks to express.
The shift from tradition to self-expression presents extraordinary challenges (and opportunities) to leaders
at every level, up to the President of the United States. Leadership was comparatively easy in the past, when
tradition was strong. It is enormously more difficult today, when people want both order and freedom, both
left and right.
TTR: If the left-right spectrum no longer describes where most people are politically, what other vision needs
to take its place?

THE FOUR-QUADRANT TRANSPARTISAN MATRIX
ALC/JST: We have developed the Four-Quadrant Transpartisan Matrix as a new tool for understanding
the nation’s and the planet’s evolving political forces. (We offer it not in place of other perspectives, but in
addition to them.)
We start with the belief that all political activity represents an effort to integrate ‘order’ (meaning both
traditional forms, such as virtue, responsibility, and patriotism—from the political right; and more modern
forms, suggested by the word ‘justice’—from the left) and freedom (liberty, individualism, and rights).
Among these values, traditional order is of course the oldest value, with freedom and rights only appearing in
the past three centuries.
TTR: What about the left/right spectrum? How does it fit in?
ALC/JST: The left-right spectrum fails to represent what people value today because it fails to distinguish the
‘freedom’ and the ‘order’ themes in both left and right, thus concealing conflict within the left and within the
right. People now locate themselves on the simple left-right spectrum; yet at different times this conceals the
importance of one or the other. The conflict between freedom and order is easiest to see today on the right, in
the Republican Party, especially when what we call the ‘order-right’ dominates debates in primary elections on
the issue of ‘who is the real conservative’. On the left, the conflict was most obvious at the end of the sixties,
when the New Left attacked the Old Left in ways that were so extreme as to be barely fathomable today.
Nonetheless, the freedom-order tension was alive and well on the left during the Democratic primary between
Clinton (order) and Sanders (freedom). Sanders, like Trump, may have made no conventional economic
sense, but he made political sense.
The conflict between freedom and order is a dominant factor in the conflict between ‘left’ and ‘right’
(Democrats and Republicans) on the left-right spectrum. When freedom and order are integrated
(examples below), conflict is minimized because people turn inward and devote themselves to self– and local
community–improvement. Without integration—when each side sees the other as committed to only one
value—fear dominates everyone (‘conservatives’ fearing ‘socialists’ who want everything, and ‘progressives’
fearing ‘plutocrats’, who ‘have everything’, while everyone else ‘has nothing’). In today’s nightmare vision,
everyone feels dis-empowered and victimized, with hope only in ‘narratives of grievance’ and in demanding
changes by ‘others’. With integration, as in the Matrix, everyone is empowered, no one feels victimized, and
conflict all but disappears.
THE T R AN S PA RTIS A N R E V I E W
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While it sounds Utopian, we are asserting what we believe are hard-headed realities based on brain
chemistry, sociological knowledge, and electoral success. Our point is that adding our analysis to the
conventional descriptions of electoral politics gives an additional lens to help sort out what otherwise seem
like totally inexplicable events.
You can understand this perspective by deconstructing The Matrix. It is created by crossing the horizontal
left-right spectrum with a vertical freedom-order continuum. The result is four quadrants:

TTR: How do freedom and order become integrated? What role can a reformed political system play in
promoting integration?
ALC/JST: The most common way is through empowering people by granting them ownership of both private
property and public spaces. A major reason people are dis-empowered is that they don’t own anything.
Ownership connects freedom and order because people take care of things they own. Hernando de Soto has
shown this in terms of legal rights in private property, especially for the poor. (See his article following this
interview). But it is also true in shared ownership of public spaces, such as, for example, schools, hospitals,
and housing projects. The experience of Educate Girls Globally (EGG), with its program in about 7,000
government schools in two states of India, shows that when empowered, people cooperate and work together,
and conflict largely disappears. In 7,000 government schools, EGG has not faced significant opposition or
conflict in even a single school.
TRR: Why didn’t we see the forces shaping politics clearly?
ALC/JST: Some observers did and expected a Trump win. American University historian Allan Lichtman—
who picked every Presidential winner since 1984—said Democrats would lose the White House. Marshall
McLuhan (‘Medium is the Message-or Massage’) followers suggested a Trump win. Historians pointed to
1836, when Martin Van Buren was the last elected Democrat (except for FDR’s unique case) to succeed a
two-term Democratic President (Andrew Jackson). Republicans have done it twice. The point is, it has rarely
happened. During 2013’s Inauguration week Constitution Daily said “Historic re-election pattern doesn’t
favor Democrats in 2016.”
TTR: Why have these issues and forces only come to the surface now? Has Donald Trump played any
significant role in them?

THE T R AN S PA RTIS A N R E V I E W

- 12 -

WWW.T R ANS PART I S ANREV IEW. C OM

THE TR AN S PART IS AN MO M EN T

TRUMP’S ROLE…BREAKING THE TRANCE
ALC/JST: We think he has. But probably largely unconsciously and somewhat tangentially. History often
uses unlikely figures in unforeseen ways. Although Richard Nixon was a conservative Republican, he got
the U.S. out of Vietnam, established a relationship with China, achieved a nuclear arms deal with the Soviet
Union, and almost got a negative income tax though Congress. Yet he was a polarizing figure, and he resigned
his office before he could be impeached. Scholars call him ‘complex’. Sometimes he was liberal, sometimes
conservative, sometimes moderate—but always bent on doing whatever was politically (in the partisan sense)
most advantageous. The forces drove him in the directions he took.
This is what a transitional political figure looks like. Everything and nothing, and always an enigma.
We expect Donald Trump to exhibit signs of being a transitional president. Not because of his political
experience, but because of how the forces around him are molding him. For better or worse, he seems in sync
with his times.
There is something else to be said here, having to do with how Trump used the media. Before this election
candidates pitched their campaign appeals to voters. The media reported on competing visions, and
candidates spent the lion’s share of money they raised to buy television time. (Don’t expect media support for
campaign spending reform.) At the same time, it is useful to remember that Jefferson said during the 1800
election that ‘you can’t believe anything in the newspapers.’ It was all innuendo, rumor and vilifications—i.e.
made up (fake) news.
Trump was the first candidate to maximize media coverage by pitching his appeal directly to the media itself
rather than to voters. At least in part he did it to save money. Wake them on Twitter at 2 AM, and they
will report on the morning, noon and evening news—and in between. Trump (and Sanders, who upset the
Democrats as much as Trump upset the Republicans) hit politics as Uber hit taxis, Airbnb hit hotels, Amazon
hit Sears and other retailers, and Facebook, Google and Apple, hit newspapers, radio, TV, movies, music, and
other entertainment. And for that matter how eHarmony hits dating.
The media are in the entertainment business, not the news business, delivering audiences to advertisers. It
is a very profitable business, paying ‘rock star’ anchors and new media entrepreneurs like real rock stars.
Trump irritated the media. They knew he was using them to run for President without paying them. He
won using their ‘free media’. On the other hand, when legacy media covered Trump’s tweets, eyeballs came to
their platform and they made money. As one media mogul put it ‘He may not be good for the country, but he
is good for our bottom line.’ At the same time Trump had a message.
In media-as-message terms, Trump’s 2016 narrative is the contemporary political equivalent of the 1960
Kennedy/Nixon debate. It revealed an emerging political force unnoticed until harnessed—in this case,
by Trump. Did Trump ruin social media as Don Hewitt, producer of the Kennedy/Nixon 1960 debate and
creator of ‘60 Minutes’, says the Kennedy/Nixon clash ruined television? Not necessarily.
We think that harnessing the transpartisan power of social media offers the possibility of aiding creative
political evolution, especially of a leader’s highlighting (with media support) successful experiments in selfgovernance. The new transpartisans can take up the Trump challenge to ‘show them a path that will bring
people together in ways they never thought possible.’ Trump or any political leader cannot build the path, but
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they can shine a light on where citizens are taking leadership and doing extraordinary things even in difficult
circumstances.
We know that such experiments are underway in many places in the U.S. and in other countries. A leader
can advance the transpartisan agenda of integrating freedom and order, right and left, by highlighting
experiences where citizens are embarked on powerful initiatives committed to self-improvement. Using social
media, both citizens and leaders can promote a new vision of possibility based on real experiences.
TTR: A lot of people, especially at the moment, seem to feel a polarizing figure is just what we need.
Partisanship, they argue, is not only normal, it’s a good thing.
ALC/JST: Highly partisan, close-minded thinking puts people in a form of trance. This is especially true
when framed in highly rigid, moralistic terms (‘Good’ versus ‘Evil’). Such conflict is between people who are
politically asleep—not able to think creatively, individually, and together. We believe this explains why people
don’t listen to each other when engaged in political arguments, why they see opponents as morally debased,
hardly even human.
Much of our politics was conducted in these terms. In this election, paradoxically, Trump trashed
the language and the verbal cues that sustained the trances, and he spoke in blunt, visceral terms that
his supporters understand. The media and other elites don’t understand him because they are used to
thinking about people from the third-person point of view. Their ‘objective’, impersonal language treats
people as abstractions. This is not the way any of us likes to be treated or thought of. Trump speaks to his
supporters as real, flesh-and-blood human beings with understandable needs, feelings, desires, frustrations,
disappointments, and aspirations. He speaks to them, honestly or not, as subjects, not as objects. He speaks to
them as ‘you’, not as ‘they’. To argue whether he tells the truth or not misses the point. People report feeling,
whether he is truthful or lies, he is speaking to me.
TTR: But don’t all candidates and elected officials speak ‘personally’ when they want something from people?
ALC/JST: What makes his ‘personal’ language different is that there’s substance behind it. He conveys his
own feelings on issues using terms people can relate to. When he told rust-belt voters that he would bring
back their jobs that had been exported to other countries, he not only took issue with the standard view on the
desirability of a globalized economy, he acknowledged the damaging consequences of putting that idea into
practice. But he acknowledged it to them, to the people who have suffered directly from it. He put human
faces on those statistics that policy-makers treat as an acceptable cost of doing business the free-trade way.
Even if he’s wrong on the economics, he’s telling people he has heard them and will be responsive to their
grievances and fears. And they are starved for that.
The same goes for ‘political correctness’. Political correctness treats people as uniform, faceless members
of voting blocs, which by definition are exclusionary rather than inclusionary. His use of Twitter reinforces
the personalism and immediacy of his connection to people. He connected with individual human beings.
Even some voters who believe in the on-balance desirability of free trade realized he was establishing a more
authentic connection with people. In this sense Trump has been almost ‘McLuhanesque’—his medium is his
message. His supporters seem to feel it makes him more authentic, more down-to-earth, more...human.
That Trump’s words can’t be put down merely to regressive attitudes and antediluvian beliefs is apparent
when we notice that he received a higher percentage of both the black and Latino votes than Romney did four
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years ago. He’s not critical of the people who make up those voting blocs—he’s critical of treating those people
as blocs. The latter ends up perpetuating our habit of using those people for partisan political purposes. We
need to appeal directly to them and invite them into a full discussion of potential solutions to the problems we
all recognize, and to recognize the solutions they are working on as well, not disrespect them by ignoring them
except at election time.
The question is whether the roughness and sharp elbows of Trump’s campaign rhetoric and behavior
will carry over into his governing. If he reaches out, now, to all people and speaks to them as responsible
participants having a stake in solving the nation’s problems, there will be a tectonic shift in American
democratic politics that benefits everyone. If he doesn’t we will have to do it ourselves. Again, this is the
transpartisan moment we believe our country has arrived at.
TTR: So what are the implications of all this for America?
ALC/JST: David Paul Kuhn says Trump won the white working-class vote over Clinton by more than any
major-party nominee since World War II. They backed Trump overwhelmingly. One-fifth of voters—more
than 25 million Americans—disapproved of Trump’s treatment of women. Yet Trump won three-quarters of
these voters. Moreover, by 50 to 45 percent, Trump voters support legal status rather than deportation for
working illegal immigrants. Finally, Trump won about one-fourth of voters who want the next President to
follow more liberal policies.
If we map these numbers onto the four-quadrant Matrix, the result isn’t a straightforward division of voters
into right and left. There are people on both the left and the right who prefer freedom to order, and vice versa.
We can see that, depending on the issue, people sort themselves into four categories, not two.
Now recall our remark that a very large portion of the electorate—up to 70 percent—are so dismayed with
politics that they don’t vote at all; or they vote even though they consider both candidates undesirable; or
they are so disengaged that they don’t even register to vote. These people, too, could be mapped onto all four
quadrants of the Matrix. When this large a percentage of the age-eligible citizenry choose not to participate in
the most important and least physically demanding task in a democracy, it comes very close to defaulting on
their responsibility to set a direction for governing the country. This will render society vulnerable to complete
and permanent domination by Washington-New York-California based elites, whose idea of politics is about as
substantive as a cross between Sumo wrestling and Kabuki theater.
Donald Trump is the representative of those Americans who are so fed up with politics that they feel they
have to crash a private party and make a scene in order to get the party-goers to pay attention to them. If
Trump’s style is ‘in your face’, that’s because he’s been delegated to behave as they would, if they had the chance.
The ‘system’ is too impersonal, too indifferent, too unresponsive for most people to speak politely about it.
Somehow, the people and their representatives will have to re-establish a more personal, unmediated, face-toface relationship. The people are so tired of spin, mendacity, and double-speak that they almost literally can’t
put together a coherent sentence to express their disbelief and disgust—so they disengage.
Opting out amounts to a political statement—a third voice, or choice, that in effect says ‘No!’ to both options
on the table. Opting out is where people who believe the system is not working for them and is shutting them
out have sought refuge. Despite the political trance that came over people starting fitfully back in the 1960’s and
taking on irresistible momentum in the 1980s, a sizable proportion of them have begun to wake up. They have
said to themselves, with apologies to Kurt Vonnegut, ‘We were asleep. Now we are awake. There is work to be done.’
THE T R AN S PA RTIS A N R E V I E W
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LESSONS FROM PERU

FIGHTING TERRORISM BY EMPOWERING THE POOR
Hernando de Soto
Hernando de Soto1 is a Peruvian economist known for his work on the informal economy and on the
importance of business and property rights. He is the president of the Institute for Liberty and Democracy
(ILD), located in Lima, Peru. The ILD has been described as one of the most important think-tanks in the world
and Mr. de Soto as the “World’s Greatest Living Economist”. In 2004, he received Cato Institute’s the Milton
Friedman Prize.

The challenge of terrorism, violence coming
anywhere without warning, is a global problem:
in the United States and in France as in Mexico,
Russia, and Pakistan. It is a problem not only
within one’s own country, but also in foreign and
security policy toward other countries. As the
United States prepares to inaugurate a new President,
it will continue to face this problem, perhaps on
THE T R AN S PA RTIS A N R E V I E W

an expanding scale. It would do well to study
Peru’s experience, which has been extraordinarily
successful addressing the problem in an unusual way.
Beyond terrorism, there is no doubt that many
things in the world are not working well. Many
countries are seeking to alter their approaches to
these problems, and to general issues of foreign and
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security policy. It is true not only of the United
States, but also of Great Britain and of Russia. All
major Western countries face hostility from antiWestern societies that have suffered from your
efforts to create an international world order based
on Western values. These include tribal societies in
Africa, nations in Latin America where ‘liberation
theology’ holds appeal, and Islamic populations in
the Middle East.
The world is searching for a way to live together
in peace and prosperity, but by a different path
than the United States has chosen for us. Political
leaders looking for new approaches that promote less
resistance should pay special attention to Peru. Over
the past 40 years, the West has battled terrorism
without success, a problem that troubles you greatly.
During that period we are the only country in the
world that has taken on terrorists, defeated them
without resorting to massive foreign financing or
the use of foreign troops, and swiftly expanded a
growing market economy to the entire country.

There is no doubt that many
things in the world are not
working well.
In Peru we fought a terrorist organization called
The Shining Path. At one time, it controlled a large
portion of my country and was considered by your
State Department as one of the three most violent
organizations in the 20th century together with Nazi
Germany and Pol Pot’s Cambodia. Its cruel ways
were widely condemned. When we defeated The
Shining Path, we defeated them peacefully, without
anyone’s assistance. We captured, prosecuted, and
imprisoned its leaders. We succeeded by copying a
strategy you used in the 19th century: by extending
property and civil rights to mass numbers of citizens.
Property rights were crucial: people fight for their
country but to them to own property, bringing

THE T R AN S PA RTIS A N R E V I E W

them into the country’s market economy. In the
late 1980s and early 1990s, the Bush administration
welcomed the idea and gave us the leeway needed
to cut international red-tape corners and get things
done. People like Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney,
Senator Phil Gramm, Vice-President Dan Quayle,
Bill Kristol, Bent Scowcroft, Bernard Aranson
and Anthony Quainton at State, helped us cut
international red-tape corners and were important
factors in our success.
We succeeded. Our success has been recognized
in the international press. The European Union has
adopted laws that reflect the lessons learned in Peru.
Various articles and essays, including a substantial
article in The Wall Street Journal’s Review and
Outlook section advocates using our strategy in Peru
with the Islamic State.
Property ownership is important to empower
citizens of a country by making them stakeholders
in the country. People who own nothing have no
stake in the society and have a limited interest in
supporting or defending it. When they become
stakeholders, they become active citizens, defending
their stake against forces committed to destroy the
system and government that protect them. This is
a key in fighting terrorism and also insurgencies in
countries threatened by international movements.
Peru has shown how US 18th and 19th century
nation building strategies can work today in the rest
of the world. Our approach is to empower citizens
with ownership, so they will work for their own
development and will fight to defend the country—
all without wasting money.
Peruvians are grateful to the U.S. for many things
that have helped Peru, and especially our poor.
These include free-trade agreements and bilateral
investment treaties. As a new U.S. President takes
office, it is important to make sure that if these
agreements and treaties are modified, it is done in a
way that reaches our poor, so that international trade
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is inclusive and not just a rich man’s game and the
peace and victory we achieved against terrorism is
sustainable.

several assassination attempts, appealing to left, right,
and center. In the early 1990s, armed with property
rights, peasants in the countryside chased Sendero’s

All countries and situations are different, but
inclusiveness is universal. Legal property is not a
thing. It is a book keeping system that strengthens
relationships among humans by giving the things
they hold two special functions: first, the incentive
people need to protect and develop their country
and second the identity, information, addresses
and track records that produce the trust, credit and
investment that allow us all to create surplus value
ex-nihilo by making sophisticated combinations with
the talents and assets of people we are not personally
acquainted with.
To see how the debate fares in Peru please see
https://www.facebook.com/HernandodeSotoOficial.

1

founder and leader out of the countryside and into Lima,
where he was arrested and jailed. He is still in prison
today. His organization collapsed. In many articles,
de Soto, always the political realist, cites a string of
Conservative Republicans who have endorsed his views.
It is important to know that “former US President Bill
Clinton described him as ‘the world’s most important
living economist.’” Quoted here.
De Soto’s point about ownership is a crucial
transpartisan tool for empowering people, especially the
disadvantaged and marginalized.
His story is also captured in the short documentary, The
Power of the Poor.

EDITORS’ NOTE

Hernando de Soto is a Peruvian who was brought up in
Europe and returned to his native Peru only in his late
thirties. In 1986 he wrote a best-selling book, El Otro
Sendero (The Other Path) about the ‘informal sector’
of Peru, people who worked ‘off-the-books’ to avoid
the country’s heavily bureaucratic regulatory system,
which excluded them in favor of a ‘mercantilist’ class
of ‘capitalists’, who lived off of government favors.
When the book came out, the title represented a direct
assault on Peru’s violent Maoist terrorist organization,
the Sendero Luminoso, which controlled much of the
country. De Soto promoted capitalism for the poor, the
informal sector, which, he argued, were the only real
capitalists in Peru.
De Soto became internationally famous by becoming
the first civil society organization in the world to take
on and defeat a violent terrorist organization without
weapons but with property rights empowering Peru’s
poor. He became a transpartisan hero, targeted by
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LOVING OUR NEIGHBOR—EVEN WHEN WE DISAGREE
Joan Blades
Joan Blades is a co-founder of LivingRoomConversations.org, MomsRising.org, and MoveOn.org. She is a
Great Work Cultures champion and co-author of The Custom-Fit Workplace (customfitworkplace.org) and The
Motherhood Manifesto. She is a true believer in the power of citizens to rebuild respectful civil discourse while
embracing our core shared values.

As a founder of MoveOn.org, I have seen partisan
fighting rage back and forth for better than 18 years.
I don’t see either side winning decisively. In fact,
I’ve concluded that we are all losing. We are losing
treasured relationships. We are losing goodwill
toward our fellow citizens. We are losing our
recognition that we are one country—so many of us
see red states and blue states rather than the United
States. Our conflicts are paralyzing us, keeping us
THE T R AN S PA RTIS A N R E V I E W

from accomplishing even things we agree about
and ceding power to interests that benefit from our
discord.
I’m not saying advocacy is bad. It is honorable and
important to fight for what we believe is right. And
elections are by their nature adversarial contests
where one candidate wins and one loses. This said,
for our democracy to function we must be able to
trust the integrity of our electoral process, and we
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are beginning to change, and prison populations are
declining, because right and left are working together
to create policies that benefit us all.

must be able to rely on some shared facts.
I have chosen to step away from the fight over
the big issues because there are plenty of people
already doing that. I choose to invest my energies in
exploring whether we can rediscover how to work
together for the common good. We all want peace
and prosperity. I believe our deeply-held common
values have the power to restore our ability and
willingness to constructively engage the people with
whom we disagree.
In my view, the most pressing issue we face is
climate change. I’m afraid, though, that adversarial
methods aren’t up to the challenge of devising a
solution. I also believe it’s time for us to decide
that nuclear weapons no longer belong in anyone’s
arsenal, including our own. I suspect there is much
more common ground concerning this issue than
anyone realizes. One matter on which I know there is
much agreement is the dangers of a nuclear accident,
especially owing to the instability of ICBMs. Former
Secretary of Defense William Perry, a Democrat, is
leading an initiative on this issue that includes key
Republican leaders.
There are issues we simply are failing to address. I
remain heartbroken by the neglect of children, the
mentally ill, and homeless people. More focus on
our shared aspirations might allow us to envision
solutions to some of these problems.
Developing understanding, trust, and relationships
makes space for greater creativity and generosity
when solving problems. Criminal justice reform
has achieved a new prominence in public awareness
thanks to efforts by folks on both the left and right.
Newt Gingrich and Van Jones, and the members and
leadership of the Tea Party and MoveOn, agree that
too many people are in prison and that our drug
policy is not working. Collaborations have created
political conditions that allow leaders in California,
Texas, and Georgia to brag about reducing their
prison populations. Laws and enforcement practices
THE T R AN S PA RTIS A N R E V I E W

I try to listen deeply to my conservative friends.
These wonderful, smart, caring people hold beliefs so
very different from my own that at times I think my
head may explode. We may have to agree to disagree
for the time being. When that happens, I simply have
to sit with the tension. There is a great deal I don’t
yet understand, and I realize there are some things
about which we will never agree. Even so, we can
continue to value and respect each other.

Developing understanding, trust,
and relationships makes space for
greater creativity and generosity
when solving problems.
I’m learning to have faith that, if we are in right
relationship to one another, good things will happen.
We are seeing now just how negatively we are
affected by poor relationships. I do not know with
any specificity what good things might come from
the practice of being in right relationship will lead
to, but I am convinced that achieving better results
requires that we do something different. If we are
decent people, not indifferent to each other’s wellbeing, we will find ways to help each other meet our
core needs. If we can do that, almost certainly we
will address our problems more effectively—perhaps
dramatically so.
Thirty years ago, I was a divorce mediator and
wrote one of the first books in this field. It was
evident that adversarial divorces were toxic for
children (and weren’t much good for the parents).
Parents who committed themselves to mediating
divorce and custody agreements put themselves in
a better position to care for their children. Because
they had a working relationship, they were able to
renegotiate their responsibilities as their children’s
needs changed.
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The same principle must be applied to politics
and our civic life. Addressing significant problems
optimally requires us to transcend the partisan fight.
We need to draw on the best minds. Obamacare was
a start to solving the urgent problem of millions of
uninsured Americans. But it was only a start. Some
estimates suggest that the two sides agree on 85
percent of the questions that must be addresses. Yet
the issue has been defined in a way that has made
constructive change very difficult. With Democrats
in a defensive crouch and Republicans saying they
will “repeal and replace,” improving what we had was
never even on the table.
We cannot afford to take this approach to the
issue of climate change, nuclear weapons, or even
the economy. We must have the capacity to correct
mistakes, make improvements, and exhibit the
flexibility and agility we need to optimize our
responses as we learn from our actions.

The same principle must be
applied to politics and
our civic life.
I will no doubt fail at times in my attempt to
step away from the fight. I am after all steeped in
partisan politics, and I am appalled by this recent
election. This is all the more reason to do this
work. My intent is to treat everyone with respect,
co-host Living Room Conversations with my
conservative friends, look for common ground, work
collaboratively whenever possible, and create a world
in which everyone has dignity while preserving
and promoting my progressive principles. We all
want our children to inherit a country and a world
that they can pass on to their children, proud that
together we cared for the needs of future generations.
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TRUMP WON. WHAT DO LIBERALS DO NOW?
Mark Gerzon
An author, leadership expert, and veteran convener of cross-party conversations, Mark Gerzon has served as
president of the Mediators Foundation since 1986. In the twenty years since he co-designed and facilitated the
first US House of Representatives Bipartisan Congressional Retreat, he has been at the forefront of efforts to
achieve dialogue across partisan lines. In the following article1, he responds to a review of his new book, The
Reunited States of America: How We Can Bridge the Partisan Divide. A short editorial note on McElwee’s review
follows Gerzon’s article.

Ever since Election Day 2016, progressives have
been engaged in an increasingly tempestuous
internal debate. Faced with a Trump administration,
those of us who identify ourselves as “left of center”
have been arguing about how we should respond. As
the infidels invade the District of Columbia, should
we fight or befriend them? Should we denounce
THE T R AN S PA RTIS A N R E V I E W

them – or dialogue with them? Should we react with
condemnation or curiosity?
As the author of a book2 on “bridging the partisan
divide,” I have suddenly found myself in the middle
of this internecine war on the left. One magazine
article took issue with those of us who are working to
build bridges to the right.3 In an article entitled “The
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Myth of Bipartisanship: It’s time to get tough with
the Right,” the progressive reviewer critiqued my
book and the dozens of boundary-crossing activists
who are profiled in it. He accused all of us of
“coddling” the right instead of “condemning” them.
The good news for real progressives is that we are
not limited to choosing between “tough” vs. “soft” or
“coddling” vs. “condemning.” We are actually free to
do neither – or both at the same time.

A SELF-DEFEATING DICHOTOMY
As anyone trained in mediation or negotiation
knows, neither accommodation (soft, coddling)
nor domination (tough, condemning) is likely to
be successful in the long run. Principled, respectful
negotiation cuts through this self-defeating
dichotomy and creates other options, including
creative problem-solving and, if we succeed, historic
progress.
To equate constructive, respectful dialogue with
“coddling” reflects a lack of understanding of our
progressive history. Nelson Mandela, Martin Luther
King Jr., and Mohandas Gandhi did not disdain
dialogue with their “enemy.” On the contrary,
all three of them were paragons of constructive
conversation. They knew that nonviolent
disobedience alone was not enough. Action and
confrontation needed to be strategically combined
with face-to-face, respectful communication. As
King wrote from the Birmingham jail, his goal was
not “victory” but “reconciliation.”
Let’s be clear: Gandhi had no illusions about the
evils of British imperialism; Mandela was intimately
familiar with the tortures of apartheid; and King was
no stranger to the policeman’s baton or prison cell.
But that did not turn any of them into self-righteous,
judgmental haters who condemned their adversaries
to eternal damnation. In fact, they often treated the
oppressors with more kindness and respect than did
their own followers.
THE T R AN S PA RTIS A N R E V I E W

TOXIC STEREOTYPES
Unfortunately, instead of following these true
progressive pioneers, many on today’s left are so
convinced of their moral superiority that they keep
assuming that the 62 million Trump voters are
fundamentally flawed. They think judging others is
evidence of their own political virtue.
For example, the reviewer of my book first labeled
Trump “proto-authoritarian” and then castigated
his tens of millions of supporters as being driven
by “vicious pathologies.” Not content to attack
conservatives, he then goes on to denigrate me as a
“privileged pundit” who naively considers politics
a “parlor game.” Although he did not call me
“deplorable,” his condescension was palpable.
The experience made me understand how many
decent Trump supporters feel. When progressives
call them racist or sexist or xenophobic simply
because of how they voted, they must feel like I did:
slimed with toxic stereotypes by someone they have
never met.

The experience made me
understand how many decent
Trump supporters feel.
Instead of this narrow-minded attack mentality,
let’s get “tough” the way our colleagues did at
Standing Rock. They had the wisdom to know
that simply having polite conversations with
Energy Transfer Partners, the company behind the
proposed pipeline, would have been futile. Instead,
they assembled thousands of (mostly) nonviolent
demonstrators to shine a light on the rights of the
Native American tribes and to prevent yet another
social and environmental injustice.
But they were also wise enough to know that
demonstrations will never resolve complex issues,
such as finding the balance between our need for
energy and our desire to protect the earth. So they
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A short editorial commentary to this article follows
on the next page.

engaged in thoughtful sustained negotiations with
the Obama administration and the Army Corps of
Engineers and other stakeholders.
The asymmetry of power between the two sides has
been exposed and has begun to be rectified. In the
future, when representatives of energy companies,
environmental advocates, and water protectors sit
down together, it may be a far more fruitful dialogue
because of – not despite – the courageous nonviolent
demonstrators.

1

Reprinted by permission of the author and the Christian

Science Monitor, where it was published on December 12,
2016. http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/PoliticsVoices/2016/1212/Trump-won.-What-do-liberals-do-now
2

The Reunited States of America: How We Can Bridge

the Partisan Divide. 2016. Oakland, California: Berrett-

BE FIERCE, BUT NOT INSULTING

Koehler.

In summary, my advice to progressives is:
use both hands.

3

Sean McElwee, “The Myth of Bipartisanship—It’s Time

to Get Tough with the Right.” Yes! Magazine. November
6, 2016 http://www.yesmagazine.org/issues/50-

With one hand, draw a line in the sand and make
clear where you stand. When the basic human
rights of any American are infringed by the new
administration, close ranks and don’t flinch. Be
fierce without being insulting. Be resolute without
being violent.

solutions/the-myth-of-bipartisanship-its-time-to-gettough-with-the-right-20161105

But with the other hand, reach out with respect and
listen to your adversaries. They are not motivated
primarily by “vicious pathologies.” Most of them
are driven by other much more understandable
human qualities ranging from patriotism and pride
to ignorance and misinformation to anxiety and
despair.
One does not need to be a trained mediator to
grasp that the majority of white, rural, non-collegeeducated men – and yes, women too – voted
against the presidential candidate that progressives
preferred because they have grievances. Sixty-two
million Trump voters had some very real concerns
that urban, college-educated liberals need to take
more seriously. We progressives will advance
our cause more effectively if we take the time to
understand their seething grievances and frustrated
hopes and then, if we can find the courage, take
them to heart.
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EDITOR’S NOTE

In “The Myth of Bipartisanship—It’s Time to Get Tough with the Right,” Sean McElwee criticizes
Gerzon’s “transpartisan” response to the ideological intransigence that seems to have consigned pragmatic
policymaking in the public interest to the nation’s political past. McElwee wants to debunk the suggestion
that “Americans of different political stripes can come together and work out vexing political issues… Politics
is not a parlor game where good manners always win out. It involves questions of power and privilege, which
cannot be solved merely with bipartisan brunches.”
According to McElwee, Gerzon “attempts to boil every problem down to what he calls ‘hyperpartisanship’, or
ideological polarization…” The problem with blaming hyperpartisanship for rhetorical brawling and policy
gridlock is “pretending we have two parties with similar structures or aims….” We do not. On one side, he
contends, we have a party that’s interested in governing the country. On the other, we have a “rabid right wing
that has abandoned even the semblance of governing, believing that a functioning government is inherently a
liberal victory.” The solution, McElwee declares, “is to stop rewarding Republican intransigence... It is time to
condemn, rather than coddle, the vicious pathologies that have animated Trumpism and far too much of the
right….
McElwee does not distinguish, though, between “bipartisanship” and “transpartisanship.” He charges
that “recent calls for bipartisanship distract from the reality that politics has a massive impact on the lived
experiences of millions of Americans. The idea that the solution is to simply ‘get everyone in a room and
work it out’…presumes that politics isn’t fundamentally about power and who wields it, to whose benefit and
whose detriment. …The rise of Trump…is the refutation of everything Gerzon argues.”
It’s easy to understand McElwee’s impatience and skepticism in view of the rejectionist front with which
Congressional Republicans greeted President Obama’s attempts (at least during his first term) to work with
them in addressing the nation’s problems. He’s well justified in asserting that bipartisanship—understood as a
negotiated compromise between two pragmatic parties—is even less likely now to occur than it was before the
recent election.
But McElwee’s conclusion rests on a faulty conception of transpartisanship, one that few people who identify
themselves as transpartisan would recognize. In his essay, Gerzon clarifies his understanding of what it means
to be transpartisan and what that understanding suggests in the way of an effective political response to the
forthcoming initiatives of the Trump administration.
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WHOSE PARTY IS IT, ANYWAY?
Bill Shireman
Founder, President and CEO of San Francisco-based Future 500, Bill Shireman helps the world’s largest
companies and most impassioned environmental activists stop battling each other and find common ground.
Breaking through the traditional left-right divide, Shireman’s books and studies show how we can protect the
earth, promote freedom, and increase prosperity at the same time – provided the raging ideologues on both
the right and the left just open their eyes and minds. The following article is an excerpt from his next book.

It used to be that the Republican and Democratic
parties competed for the votes of men, women,
whites, minorities, church-goers, flag-wavers,
environmentalists, and so on. Not anymore. Each
voter and issue bloc is now practically owned by one
party or the other. Both individuals and groups now
depend completely on their party alone to advance
their interests. They have only one viable path to
THE T R AN S PA RTIS A N R E V I E W

their goals: a path that enriches the establishment
interest groups that fund the party, its candidates,
and the political strategists, communications
professionals, lobbyists, think tanks, and other
professionals wedded to the status quo.
As a result, though some social problems can be
addressed effectively in ways that suit the needs of
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established interests, most problems remain immune.
The long-term aspirations of both conservatives
and progressives come no nearer to realization.
Why? Because actually solving the problems, or
even mitigating them, would put out of business the
organizations that pay the parties’ bills.
It’s tempting to blame all those selfish interest
groups for this unfortunate truth. I even set out to
uncover the evil genius who designed and directs
this nefarious plot to keep America at the mercy of
these short-sighted and narrowly-focused groups.
But I’ve engaged these groups time and again, and
I’ve yet to catch sight of the evil-doer behind it
all. All I find are rational people making rational
decisions, no single one or several of which is the
villain. Instead, each of them shares responsibility
with all the others.
The problem is, everybody benefits from the
system as it now stands. To be sure, plenty of them
manipulate it cynically for personal and institutional
gain. Plenty use it to fund their kitchen remodels
and European vacations when, with courage and a
better appreciation of what truly matters, they could
help change it. But even though no one can be
blamed for the way the system works or for the scale
on which it operates, and even though the cost of
maintaining the system will ultimately destroy it, it is
in no one’s immediate interest to fix it.
In today’s divided America, every race, ethnicity,
gender, profession, industry, and other interest has
only one political party it can turn to for political
assistance. Each political party, in turn, has its own
set of institutional benefactors who define the limits
of change it is permitted to pursue. Women, young
people, ethnic minorities, environmentalists, union
members, and social justice advocates depend solely
on the Democratic Party and its institutional patrons
for support. Men, older people, whites, corporate
executives, and freedom advocates depend solely on
the Republican Party and its institutional patrons.
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Each can demand action on behalf of its constituent
members, and sometimes they do achieve modest
benefits in return for the financial support they
provide, none of them really has much leverage.
Where can they go, after all, if their demands are
not met – to the other party? The Democratic base
simply won’t do that, nor will the Republican. At
worst, they might grow apathetic or dispirited, and
not vote at all.
When one party gains monopoly stewardship of
any group or issue, the people whose interests are
at stake become dependents of that party and its
benefactors. Knowing that, each party establishment
feels free to treat the people and their purposes as a
lower priority than the party’s well-being. The party
and its managers come first. Could there be a clearer
demonstration of this than the way the Republican
Party dealt this past election campaign with Donald
Trump and the way the Democratic Party handled
the challenge posed by Bernie Sanders?

Power without purpose is abusive,
purpose without power is
impotent.
This is how the “the Establishment” consolidates
and holds on to political power: by channeling
its influence through political parties that operate
almost like machines to serve their short-term
organizational interests. Every cause of the right
and left is significantly co-opted to that end, usually
without the advocates of those causes even being
aware of it.
The result is that, rather than using power to
advance the public’s purposes, the “System” uses
those purposes to advance power for its own sake—
and for the perquisites that accrue to party leaders.
Organized interests are able to exploit the purposes
of both conservatives and progressives to further
solidify the status quo. This thwarts desirable
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change, and even puts the status quo at risk over
time, since power without purpose is abusive, and
purpose without power is impotent.
To be clear, I am not arguing that progressive or
conservative politicians intentionally sacrifice their
mission to retain power. I’m asserting only that
they usually behave that way because they think
there’s nothing they can do about it—it comes with
the territory. They believe they have little choice
because putting purpose first would mean losing
the power to advance it. Most politicians decide
that incremental gains, achieved by paying off
institutional benefactors, are better than none at all.
Those who believe differently are weeded out of the
System.
At every level of our political process, the
symbiosis of interest groups and political parties
elevates thin and narrow institutional interests over
deep and broad human ones. We can identify four
basic types of “monopoly power” the parties enjoy
and the mechanisms it employs to block significant
reform:

THE ELECTORAL MONOPOLY
The Purpose: Guarantee the re-election of the
incumbent candidate and party in every district.
The Mechanism: “Gerrymander” the districts with
boundaries calculated to ensure the status quo is not
upset.

THE PARTY MONOPOLY
The Purpose: Guarantee that all political
movements and careers must go through either the
Republican or the Democratic Party, and that all
political strategy, communications, and consulting
efforts are tightly aligned with the relevant party.
The Mechanism: Maintain the current election
rules. The U.S. has a plurality voting system, in
which each voter is allowed to vote for only one
THE T R AN S PA RTIS A N R E V I E W

candidate in the district where he or she resides,
and the candidate who wins more votes than any
other candidate (i.e., a plurality) is elected. With
this voting system, the two major parties are able to
ensure that any third party takes votes away from the
major party whose beliefs and positions most closely
reflect its own. Thus progressives like Ralph Nader
in 2000 or, if he had split from the Democratic Party
in 2016, Bernie Sanders, elect conservatives like
George W. Bush or Donald Trump. Conservatives or
libertarians like Ross Perot or, had he split from the
Republican Party in 2012, Ron Paul, elect liberals like
Bill Clinton or Barack Obama.

THE DONOR MONOPOLY
The Purpose: The aim here is to compel candidates
and incumbents to protect the monopoly power of
corporate, government, and labor organizations by
holding them accountable to the party’s self-interest,
not to its mission. This means that, provided elected
officials behave, the parties will funnel more public
money and power to these institutions even if they
don’t do what they’re supposed to do: create more
wealth and jobs, in the case of corporations; improve
health and justice, in the case of government; and
close the income gap, increase wages, and preserve
jobs, in the case of labor.
The Mechanism: Under today’s laws on campaign
contributions, candidate-controlled political
contributions are strictly limited; those controlled
by “supporters” (“SuperPACs”) are not.1 The party
can subject any elected official to concentrated
attack ads if he or she expresses a view that
challenges a sentiment or conviction of the party
base, or if the candidate takes a position perceived
to be detrimental to one of the interests the party
represents. Candidates and their campaigns learn
quickly which ideas they cannot even mention, for
fear of retribution by both the base and the party
establishment. Republicans, for example, can’t
mention the word “climate” except in skeptical terms.
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grievances of just one of the two dominant parties
and their establishment partners.

Democrats can’t admit a need to reform entitlements
unless “reform” means attacking the rich. Neither
can talk about taxing harmful substances or
practices. Why should they? Those ideas are
politically unrealistic. Multiple interest groups
would crush them if they ever saw the light of day.
The donor monopoly maintains a practice that
in effect is legalized bribery. This is one of the
many open secrets that everyone in politics knows.
Interest groups holding vast financial resources
spend them only on those candidates who prove
they will vote consistently for the interest of the
organization controlling each party’s Political Action
Committee (PAC). If lawmakers do their jobs
and earn their 100 percent rating on the unofficial
scorecard, they get the money. If they fail to support
a litmus test position, they can be “primaried” by
an opponent financed by a single interest group.
PACs will also pour money into “dog whistle” attack
campaigns that spin a responsible candidate’s words
or positions in a way that upsets the base of one
party or the other. True-believing activists on the
ground join with easily incited voters to enforce
the organization’s position even if the candidate’s
view is reasonable and based on solid evidence. For
example, candidates in Republican-gerrymandered
districts might be subjected to attack ads accusing
them of being “anti-freedom” and “pro-regulation” if
they call attention to an unhealthy consumer product
or practice. Candidates in districts rigged to elect
Democrats might be called corporate cronies if they
challenge social justice policies that benefit powerful
contractors, law firms, or labor organizations.

THE MEDIA MONOPOLY
The Purpose: Enable each political party, its
program, and its elected officials to grow and prosper
by assigning them a particular media organization.
The Mechanism: Insist that both officials and
media reinforce the beliefs, world view, biases, and
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The media monopoly is the essential partner that
cements the position of the other three. Without
compliant media organizations that collectively
occupy a narrow portion of the political spectrum,
each maintaining a predictable spin, the public
would be forced to consider policies and candidates
that are less black-and-white. In turn, that might
encourage some of them to engage in civil and
mutually respectful discourse. But the last thing
advertisers want is programming that creates
an atmosphere that encourages reflection and
questioning. The marketer wants an audience that
is passive and susceptible to suggestion. Impulse
buying—it’s not just for the check-out line anymore.

Without…media organizations
that [maintain] a predictable spin,
the public would be forced to
consider policies and candidates
that are less black-and-white.
The bottom line is this: the media monopoly
gives Democratic and Republican leaders ample
confidence that they can take their own (and owned)
constituencies for granted. Because they can’t defect
to the Democrats, evangelical Christians, free market
champions, and proponents of economic growth
have little leverage on Republican policy. Social
justice, labor, and environmental advocates, because
they can’t defect to the Republicans, have almost
none on Democratic priorities. They all accept
crumbs, and are never offered a full loaf.
The Republican and Democratic Parties aren’t run
by bad people. Party leaders simply are locked in a
dysfunctional system. Few really want the System
to undermine the public’s most critical imperatives.
But when it comes to pragmatic decision-making,
it is in the interest of each major party that its
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core constituencies continue to suffer defeat after
defeat. Losing ensures that the issue remains alive;
the rank-and-file continue to depend on the party
(rather than the opposition) to represent them, and
the party stays in business. You can see party leaders
squirm on the rare occasions that the media try
to hold them accountable, as they seek to explain
why their pragmatic actions stray so far from their
idealistic words. The purposes of both the right and
left are sacrificed simultaneously, even while the veto
power of organized interests continues to grow and
concentrate.
When the purposes of the left or right somehow
do advance politically, it is often because every
group having veto power has been compensated
for its sacrifice. ObamaCare has achieved part of
its progressive purpose, but only through massive
payoffs to each group that dominated the previous
arrangement for delivering health care. Genuine
cost-cutting can’t occur under this political model.
At most, bureaucracies can be consolidated to
achieve economies of scale in the short-term. But
the groupings that are created through consolidation
are immense and even more resistant to the
continuous innovation necessary to achieve both
the progressive ideal of universal access and the
conservative insistence on cost containment.

The chief avenue by which we can
remedy the dysfunction of the
political process … is for people to
reassert their ownership of
the System.
It is important to understand that the four
monopolies I discussed above are not organizations
or institutions themselves. They are practices: sets
of rules (sometimes codified in law), narrow and
short-term priorities, and habitual strategies that
dictate the behavior of all the players within the
THE T R AN S PA RTIS A N R E V I E W

established system. The parties seek to leverage the
four monopolies to maintain the existing system.
Each offers its dependents only one path to their
goals: the path that serves the party’s interests. This
shifts the power from the client – the people – to the
parties. People become vassals to the organizations
that were supposed to serve them. They are
vassals because their interests will continue to be
subordinated to those of the party unless they can
force a change in the parties’ business model.
Lest we despair at the thought of ever reclaiming
ownership of the political system’s multiple players
and the monopoly mechanisms they use to control
politics for their own ends, let’s realize that there are
systemic solutions to this state of affairs. Thanks
to a comparatively free economic system – at least
in contrast to our ossified and risk-averse political
system – a pathway remains open by which the
purposes and preferences of people might be
advanced. Although conservatives give a little too
much credit to the market, and progressives too
little, without a producer economy free to provide
people with a variety of products and services,
our political system likely would have undergone
substantial revision long ago, and it might be even
less free, competitive, and responsive than it is.
The principles of the left and right are not always
fully compatible. But politically engaged people
all along the political spectrum should understand
that, more often than not, everyone’s principles
can be respected at the same time. The System
can be restored to health by the people inside the
System — provided they put principle before their
preoccupation with protecting their narrow selfinterest. They just need to remember to act like
the good people they actually are beneath their
professional partisan skins, and act together rather
than as individuals. They can’t do it alone, however.
They need the active and sustained support of good
people outside.
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professional political class – from both the left
and right – must join with like-minded political
amateurs to “cross over” into political no man’s
land and establish an approach to democratic
politics that transcends the institutionalized
partisanship that props up the System and sustains
the Establishment. We don’t need 51 percent of the
voters. The current system is controlled by interests
able to manipulate just 15 percent on one pole or
the other. That’s enough to decide almost every
competitive election in the country. It’s enough to
shift the power to those who can collaborate across
the line that divides right and left. It’s enough to
reform every institution in contemporary life. It’s
enough to put purpose back in charge of power
in America, and allow us to be the free and happy
people we can be.

By placing political purpose ahead of personal
advantage, both insiders and outsiders put at risk
their careers and the status and money that come
with them. But the price to be paid is worth it, given
the good they can do. The esteem of false friends
and the money and power that come with toeing the
line somebody else draws can never compensate for
the loss of a life with real meaning.
Because institutions are pragmatic, most political
professionals engage easily with their rivals across
the aisle. Even when they distrust or dislike one
another, they are able to collaborate and work
together in order to divide the pie. The pie is baked
by government, using as the chief ingredient the
revenue granted from taxing the citizenry. Because
usually they are not taking from each either,
they collaborate in taking money from ordinary
people instead. As a result, personal incomes
decline; political incomes (both individual and
organizational) increase; money and power become
concentrated in the political centers of both the
country and its states.

1

Independent expenditure-only political committees,

sometimes called “Super PACs,” may accept unlimited
contributions from individuals, corporations, unions,
and other groups. Although they may not make

Although on the whole life is getting better –
prosperity is growing, health is improving – the
power of the individual over his or her own life
remains unduly constrained, and might even be
contracting. We are less in control of our lives. We
have less security and safety. We feel like victims,
vulnerable to forces we cannot resist, and dependent
on large, impersonal organizations that care little
about our interests. Instead of being creative and
caring for each other, we become combative and
demanding of each other. Tired and impatient with
the frustrations of coping, we withdraw further into
private life. When that happens, we abandon the
ideal of self-government.

contributions to candidate campaigns or parties, they
may spend unlimited amounts that indirectly support or
oppose a candidate or a party.

There is only one remedy to the loss of individual
power and the monopoly power of institutions
and organizations. It is relatively straightforward.
A small community of activists from within the
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A POLICY OF CONFLICT, COMPETITION & COOPERATION
Charles Hauss
Charles “Chip” Hauss1 wears three professional hats: Adjunct Professor in the Department of Public and
International Affairs at George Mason University in Fairfax, Virginia; author of books on conflict resolution,
comparative politics, and international relations; and Senior Fellow for Innovation at the Alliance for
Peacebuilding. Chip is the author of seven books, including Comparative Politics (1993) -- one of the most
widely used textbooks in the field -- and International Conflict Resolution (2001).

The discussions of politics I’ve been involved in
lately have focused on the impact of the impasse in
Washington on domestic politics. Those discussions
could and should continue—because, well, “it’s even
worse than it looks.”
But I work mostly on foreign policy, which has
largely been missing from those discussions. So,
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when the editors of the Transpartisan Review asked
me to write an article for this initial issue, I leapt at
the opportunity to try out some ideas a group of us
have been (quietly) experimenting with for the past
few years that would revamp the way we think about
international relations in a globalizing world and do
so in a way that appeals to people on all sides of our
many ideological divides.
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Let’s start with the less-than-startling premise that
foreign policy-making suffers from its own special
brand of dysfunction, quite apart from what the
politics of domestic policy-making add. I’d like to
suggest that our failure to make much progress on
most foreign policy issues is baked into the way we
approach them.
There is an alternative take on foreign policy
we could profitably explore. What we call the
“3C” framework grows out of a series of informal
discussions with long-time members of the
national security establishment and people like
myself who have devoted their professional lives
to peacebuilding. Whatever our differences, we
agree that making foreign policy today typically
involves seeking what philosophers inelegantly call
“superordinate goals”—goals that can be reached
only if all stakeholders share responsibility for
overcoming the difficulties that gave rise to the
problem in the first place.
As we talked, we also realized that our different
backgrounds had us locked into an unproductive
way of thinking about international relations. (See
Figure 1, below)

PEACE

CONFLICT

WAR

FIG URE 1
Over time, we worked out a model that led us to
much more constructive possibilities for policy. (See
Figure 2.)
I could elaborate these two models in an abstract,
theoretical way. It’s easier, though, to explain the
benefits of moving from the first model to the
second by talking briefly about two of the most
thought-provoking books I’ve read in recent years.
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Whether they’re on the left or on the right, foreign
policy analysts are “trained” to think of international
relations as proceeding from the ideal of peace to a
condition of conflict to (in the worst case) a state of
war. What’s more, events can move only in that one
direction. Like the arrow of time, the process can’t
be reversed. On this view, it takes tremendous skill,
and sometimes tremendous luck, to prevent conflict
from turning violent—at which point the military
professionals break things into pieces and the rest of
us have to pick them up and put them back together.

Foreign policy-making suffers
from its own special brand of
dysfunction.
More and more, young international relations
analysts and makers of foreign policy have been
coming to the conclusion that this approach
can’t serve as the basis for solving today’s global
challenges. The best example comes from a book
by Rosa Brooks. In her book, she critiques a
foreign policy that has been on what amounts to a
permanent war footing since 9/11, and that now has
been extended to Russian intentions and actions,
cyber-attacks, and other potential threats to national
security. The problem is that, “once set in motion,
the machinery of endless war is almost impossible to
stop.”
Brooks is one of the darlings of liberal policy
wonks in Washington because of her service in the
Obama administration and her impeccable leftist
credentials. Yet most conservatives I work with share
her belief that we are now locked in a policy-making
vicious circle, one we can’t break out of it because we
have not been able to think of an alternative to the
peace-conflict-war model.
For the past few years, my colleagues and I have
been analyzing events in the world through a second
lens that points us in very different directions.
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Instead of thinking of international relations as a
unidirectional march from peace to war, we find
it more useful to view them as a process in which
countries cooperate, compete, and conflict with each
other. Sometimes one approach takes precedence,
sometimes a different one. Sometimes we need a bit
of each.

China and the U.S., for example, are economic
competitors, but we have a joint interest in finding
a solution to the threat posed by the North Korean
nuclear program. At the same time, we have areas of
intense conflict, most notably around cyber-security
issues and, right now, over China’s unusual (at least
to us) policy of building islands off its coast.

We’ve found that the “3C” framework, as we call
it, is a lot more useful than the peace-conflict-war
model, and for three main reasons that Anja Manuel
discusses in her book on American relations with
India and China. Manuel comes at her topic from
a very different ideological starting point. She
served in the George W. Bush administration, and
now is a partner in a consulting firm established by
Condoleezza Rice and Stephen Hadley. Although
she doesn’t employ our 3C terminology, her analysis
meshes with ours in three important ways.

Second, thinking of international relations in this
way gives us more policy options than we have when
we rely on the peace-conflict-war paradigm. The fact
is, there are (almost) always alternatives to conflict.
Even when two states are in conflict with each other,
that doesn’t mean they can’t get off the interstate that
takes them to the permanent war Brooks so vividly
describes and so properly bemoans. As Thomas
Powers once wrote, “Nations go to war because they
don’t know what else to do.” The 3C model reminds
us that we can think of something else.

C O O P ER AT I O N

C ON F L IC T

CO M P ET I T I O N
FIG URE 2

First, the 3C framework lends itself to a more
accurate description of the complex nature of
international relations in our post-Cold War, post9/11, globalized world. Our relationship with China,
in particular, involves everything from traditional
security issues to trade to education to immigration
to cyber-attacks. The advantage of our model is
that it puts cooperation on equal analytical footing
with competition and conflict. Depending on the
circumstances and the matter at hand, nation-states
can have different interests and different goals.
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The 3C approach allows us to respond to conflict
in more creative ways because we can give ourselves
permission to explore policy options that would steer
us toward peaceful competition or even cooperation.
Manuel surveys dozens of ways in which makers of
foreign policy could reduce the likelihood of both
conflict and war by exploring ways to build trust
and, with it, a more secure international system.
Instead of the vicious cycles that characterize
traditional foreign policy, she points us toward the
kinds of constructive directions that behavioral
economists and others who have supported
initiatives like the British Nudge Unit, which tries to
“nudge” a country’s policy in a desired direction.2
The third reason the 3C framework is a lot
more useful than the peace-conflict-war model is
embodied in the peacebuilders’ mantra: “Reframe
the discussion.” Look for a different way to describe
or characterize the nature of the problem. Doing so
nearly always widens a state’s options. Every option
is worth considering when there exists the danger
of inescapably destructive, wasteful, and ultimately
non-dispositive of violence.
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My colleagues and I have not yet tried to take the
discussion of the 3Cs to broader audiences. With a
new administration taking office, it makes sense to
bring more people into a discussion not just about
the 3Cs, but about how left and right might reframe
foreign policy issues along the lines that Brooks
and Manuel, albeit in different ways, suggest. While
it is by no means clear how people who share my
values, or those held by Brooks or Manuel, might be
able to work with the new administration, maybe
our perspective will strike a chord with a president
whose forte is negotiating mutually-beneficial deals.

also Sunstein. 2013. Simpler: The Future of Government.
New York: Simon & Schuster, and Sunstein. 2014: Why
Nudge? The Politics of Libertarian Paternalism. New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

“Once set in motion, the
machinery of endless war is
almost impossible to stop.”
We know we have a long way to go. It’s by no means
clear how to get any American administration—let
alone one that’s likely to adopt its own idiosyncratic
style—to think of foreign policy in these terms. I
know that convincing people to change is not easy;
it took years for both my military and peacebuilding
friends to see the value in reframing challenges in
ways that would allow us to find some common
ground. But it can be done. France and Germany
accomplished it after World War II, to their immense
mutual benefit. South Africa successfully adopted
a reframed model for post-apartheid democratic
government, and in so doing avoided civil war.
Let’s talk.

1

The views and opinions expressed in this article are

those of the author and do not necessarily reflect
the official policy or position of the Alliance for
Peacebuilding or its members.
2

On nudging in general, see Sunstein, Cass and Thaler,

Richard. 2008. Nudge: Improving Decisions About
Health, Wealth, and Happiness. New York: Penguin. See
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BRIDGE ALLIANCE
WWW.BRIDGEALLIANCE.US

David Niven and Debilyn Molineaux lead the Bridge Alliance a self-described “rising American tide of
conservatives and liberals, centrists and moderates, …(that) can become a powerful and positive voice in the
American political landscape advocating ‘Country Before Party.’”
More than 65 national, state, and grassroots organizations—from all points on the political compass— make
up the Bridge Alliance membership. They intend to transform the political landscape to ensure it works more
for the common good then for the political self-interest of elected officials and the interests of organizations
that lobby for narrow political or economic advantage.
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The Alliance presents tools on How To Bridge the Partisan Divide, showcasing alternatives to the partisan
narrative that permeates the political process and organizations representing a cross-spectrum of civic
engagement and collaborative problem-solving that is already present across America. The alliance is
building a membership displaying a political resolve to get things done through collaborative initiatives that
transcend narrow partisanship.
In September 2016, The Alliance cosponsored an innovative Transpartisan gathering at American
University’s Katzen Arts Center with an artistic exhibition called Updraft America. The Alliance and
cosponsor brought their message of cooperative politics to a set of District of Columbia media players led by
Cookie Roberts, and presented its vision in collaboration in a unique exhibition by Washington artist Suzanne
Brennan Firstenberg.
The University described the featured exhibition Updraft America as “Washington, DC, sculptor
(and former aide to Senate Democratic Majority leader Thomas Daschle) Suzanne Brennan Firstenberg
(manifestation) of Americans’ frustration with our gridlocked partisan politics by taking an entire year of the
official proceedings of the United States Congress, as documented in the Congressional Record, and folding
each page into a paper airplane.
“From this mass of over 10,000 airplanes, striped red or blue to connote the political divide, the uppermost
planes will rise into the air, as if taking flight, and as they do, their hues will combine to become purple – the
color of hope that we may bridge the political divide.” As we embark on our four year adventure the hope of
the Bridge Alliance can lift us.
The Bridge Alliance’s reminds us that much goes on each day than our daily press skips. A lot of this
unreported news is hopeful.
During 2016, we posted two notes on the Bridge Alliance here and here.
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FUTURE ISSUES: TOPICS, ARTICLES, AND ENIGMAS
A. Lawrence Chickering & James S. Turner
Here we tell you more about how we came to transpartisan politics and how we view it including the range of
both theoretical and practice subjects we include within it.

FOR FUTURE ISSUES WE PLAN TO ADDRESS
•

How the integration of left and right with order and freedom presents a real opportunity to consider and
resolve ‘anomalies’ or ‘enigmas’ in the current debate, that lie at the heart of unresolved problems;

•

Which issues to watch for transpartisan expressions going forward (especially in observing the
administration of the highly idiosyncratic, difficult to categorize new President, Donald Trump);

•

Various meditations on how current unresolved challenges, including some partisan antagonisms,
may be rooted in unexamined, underlying philosophical assumptions open to reconsideration and
transformation;

•

Stories of current activities, experimental programs, and innovative individuals revealing new
approaches to issues, new opportunities for cooperation and new understandings of political processes;
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F U TU RE ISSU ES: TO P IC S , ART IC L ES, AN D ENIG M AS

•

Practical proposals for experimentation that might lead to new insights and approaches to challenges
that seem to resist all attempts at solutions.

We plan to look for and present, and ask our readers and colleagues to help us find, what our experience
leads us to believe is a wide range of topics essential to address in our political discourse but are routinely
ignored in the current mainstream debate.
Our purpose is to highlight the many major issues that the current debate (consciously and unconsciously)
conceals. In the following summary we hint at how large the universe of subjects, missing everywhere else, we
plan for The Transpartisan Review,
We hope, however, you will start reading about them in other places soon!
Finally, our intention is to build TTR to become a lively, interactive Forum for dialogue debate and
discourse on all issues we address. We hope our plans stimulate you to want to become an active participant
in our Forum.

SAMPLE OF ISSUES AND ARTICLES WE PLAN FOR FUTURE VOLUMES
Our most important point about the material we present in The Transpartisan Review:
We present “Transpartisan Politics” as a process; an approach to the resolution of problems that draw on
the contributions of every individual, every ideology and every set of values. A Transpartisan “resolution”
of a problem is what the process creates at any time and place. In our experience when individuals of strong
diverse partisanship work together with the intent of resolving an issue by integrating their diverse views the
resolution arrived at virtually always turns out to be something that none of the partisans had thought of prior
to working with their counterparts.
We present material we do as discussion openers or fuel for discussion. We offer no answers, conclusion or
resolutions to any of the problems the articles we publish address. Our commitment is to the transpartisan
process that we urge as a key additional tool to the conduct of our politics. Here are some areas we intend to
focus on, with that commitment, in upcoming volumes of The Transpartisan Review.
•

FOREIGN RELATIONS AND NATIONAL SECURITY - For example volatile Relations with Russia
dominate the media. When Trump first said he thought that relations with Russia could be steered in
a new, positive direction, many understood him as doing no more than Obama, Bush and Clinton tried
to do in their failed ‘reset’. Having failed, when Trump raised the subject again left and right, piled on
in their condemnation. There is much to say about these bipartisan attacks on him, arguing, essentially,
that Putin would ‘use’ Trump, make him a puppet. (Perhaps they thought, not taking Trump seriously,
that since Obama failed, there is no way Trump could succeed.)
The Russian discussion underscores a very large subject, for Transpartisan consideration, which
reveals major weaknesses in the assumptions underlying the current debate on foreign and
security policy. It is interesting, first of all, that left and right (including some of Trump’s own
nominees for national security positions) are as united and heavy-breathing as they are on the
conventional understanding of the subject.
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The deepest issue is rooted in the centuries-old Western belief that all knowledge is objective
and that subjective perceptions and issues, which everyone knows dominate private life, can be
absolutely ignored in public life. Possible subjective issues here include the fall of Russia after the
collapse of the USSR from its position as a ‘Great’ to a marginal power and the action, violating
assurances given to Russia pushing NATO right up to her borders, amounting to a big middle
(subjective) finger in R’s face, theatrically highlighting that it no longer mattered. These issues,
affecting Russia, also, we believe, touched Vladimir Putin personally.
So, on this eve of Trump’s taking power, what are people now saying about Trump’s intuition? The
narrative (both NYT and Washington Post) shifted recently away from ‘Putin’s puppet’ to a more
open-minded view of wait and see to the front-page headline—this morning, 1/14/17 Wash Post:
‘First Sign of Enhanced U.S.-Russia Relations under Trump: An Invite to Syria Talks,’ by Karen
DeYoung and Greg Miller. It may indicate a profound improvement, or it may go nowhere. We
think the agitated condemnations from both left and right for weeks showed absolute blindness to
important issues, which we will explore.
•

THE USES AND MISUSES OF LANGUAGE TO SHAPE POLICY - Trump’s metaphorical and symbolic
language will never leave us because the mainstream media will never understand it. In our Interview
(see inside), we began the exploration of Trumps language. Here is an additional point. Trump has often
said he has embraced the positive advantages of maintaining uncertainty and unpredictability in the
public debate. We think his maddening communication style serves this purpose (whether or not it is
motivated by this purpose).
In the Interview we introduced our interest in hypnotic trances, which freeze people in
unconscious spaces. Since these trances have verbal cues, Trump’s constant changes in his verbal
style ensures that he will remain a trance-breaking machine. That will create a hugely positive
opening even though major segments of the opinion-making elites will long to return to their
trances and will continue to rage against him for disrupting the verbal cues and even though there
is no telling where he will try to lead the country.

•

HEALTH CARE POLICY - Fixing problems in Obama Care, which are widely seen to need fixing, will be
a complicated process. We believe that Transpartisan process in and out of Congress could advance the
Obama Care discourse. Trump’s repeated emphasis on repeal creates a theatrical problem--if he does not
‘repeal’ he loses face. Our impression is that there is bipartisan agreement on about 85% of the current law
such as no prior conditions; disagreements are about the remaining 15%--mostly mandates. Faced with
these political realities Trump now talks of repeal and replace immediately.
Currently it appears that the debate is more about who gets credit than what the law contains.
Objectively it should not matter if it is ‘repealed’ and reformed with a new law that incorporates
the 85% and then works through the other 15%. Subjectively repeal or not matters to both sides.
For Democrats, ‘repealing’ assaults the signature piece of legislation from the Obama year and
denies them ownership of the core initiative. ‘Reforming’ rather than ‘repealing’ would allow
Obama to have a legacy symbolically.
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For Republicans agreeing to keep 85% of Obama Care, either with repeal or reform, represents a
huge objective concession that the Dems ‘own’ the core initiative, which is fair. Under ‘reform’, the
Dems would retain symbolic ownership of the law, with tweaking left to the GOP. Subjectively,
however, repeal allows the GOP to ‘own’ it all unless it celebrates Obama for incorporating 85% in
the new law. That may help define the terms of a transpartisan agreement for change.
We are planning articles on the transpartisan nature of health care discourse including the current
law’s exclusive focus on financing ‘medical care’ as defined by Western, allopathic methods.
As currently written, the law compels the large and growing numbers of people committed to
‘complementary and alternative’ practices to make sacrifices and subsidize Western medicine
while getting no benefit for their choice of medical treatment.

IN CONCLUDING THIS FEATURE ON FUTURE ISSUES
We want to mention without comment articles and themes that will be significant as we go forward:
◆◆ An article presenting a radically new approach to tax-collection, which would save an estimated $800
billion over our current system of taxes.
◆◆ A transpartisan view of the intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) leg of our nuclear triad
◆◆ Philosophical path from the subjective to issues beyond the reach of the objective and the secular.
These would include the relationship between ‘religious’ and ‘spiritual’ and ‘subjective’ versus ‘objective’
concepts of God. What concept of God could be transpartisan, reaching beyond traditional boundaries?
◆◆ When ‘subjective’ factors are shown to be crucially important in solving issues that are otherwise
insoluble—for example, in promoting from within, cultural change that is essential for nation-building
in traditional and tribal societies—what mechanisms can be engaged to promote such change?
◆◆ If isolation—social separation—is a major element in promoting conflict between ‘different’ people
(e.g., racism), what strategies are available to promote personal engagement to promote connection and
reduce the conflicts?
◆◆ What might be the role of elected public leaders in promoting civil society initiatives that might play
constructive roles in promoting reform on issues ranging from public school reform to reform of foreign
and security policies toward tribal societies?
◆◆ We solicit additional ideas for inclusion in future volumes of The Transpartisan Review. We plan to
publish every ten to fourteen weeks.
These are our thoughts for now. We look forward to hearing your responses.
— Lawry and Jim
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VISION FOR THE TRANSPARTISAN REVIEW
A. Lawrence Chickering and James S. Turner
Co-Founders of the Transpartisan Review
and authors of Voice of the People: the Transpartisan Imperative in American Life

THE TRANSPARTISAN REVIEW will be an interactive, on-line journal of politics, society, and culture,
including economics, produced for the politically inclined of every hue. It will aim to add to, rather than
displace, current political discourse. It will offer information and tools as a curated forum among people
working to productively reduce, harness, and/or transcend the conflict in our politics. THE REVIEW will
actively seek out and promote the development of ideas and processes intended to bring people together in
the search for effective solutions to real problems.
THE TRANSPARTISAN REVIEW will provide a unique forum in which to address political, social
and cultural matters that followed the end of World War II. These include the calm of the 1950s and the
turbulence of the 1960s, the upheavals of a transforming global economy, volatile demographics, explosive
technology, capricious and faltering institutions, and the global disruptions following the Cold War’s end. It
will focus on and highlight perspectives that bring people together and seek shared ground among groups
now in apparent conflict.
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THE TRANSPARTISAN REVIEW will address issues emerging from the apparent disintegration of the
traditional political, social and cultural order. This disintegration arises in part from significant changes in
philosophy (declining reliance on authority and increasing approval of self-expression), social reorganization
(empowered individuals increasingly alienated from centralized institutions), and technology (informationemboldened people weakening institutional hierarchies including markets, media and governments).
THE TRANSPARTISAN REVIEW will explore new, expanded, forms of leadership. Traditional order
depends on ‘directive’ leadership, imposed authority, and habitual behavior. As traditional order declines, new
freedoms emerge. These freedoms empower people to play more active, conscious roles in community life.
As freedom/order relationships shift, the traditional left/right spectrum shifts and is less able to describe or
contain daily politics. The REVIEW will report on the significance of these shifts and their interaction.
THE TRANSPARTISAN REVIEW will track the emergence of consciously self-governing communities.
In such groups, peoples’ obligation to each other derives less from tradition and authority and more from
personal (some would say spiritual) connections. These connections depend on trust. In Voice of the People:
The Transpartisan Imperative in American Life we reported on many trust based projects occurring on
international, national, state, and local levels. We now know of, and will report on, more such projects.
We come from different ends of the ideological political spectrum: one (Chickering) from the Right—
William Buckley and Milton Friedman were two of his closest friends—the other (Turner) from the Left—
original Nader’s Raider, counting Ohio Democratic Senators Howard Mezenbaum and Sherrod Brown
as personal friends. Yet we share a core belief that the way forward is to find synergy in our differing
perspectives and use them to find new, creative solutions.
We are creating THE TRANSPARTISAN REVIEW to provide a forum among interested people, for
discourse, dialogue, and debate on our current political system’s tendency to alienate its people. This includes
ways to be more responsive to the continuing challenges we face—to explore paths to bring us together, to
recognize our shared connections, and to address our common condition.
July 4th, 2016
Washington, D.C.
Napa Valley, CA

WE INVITE YOU TO JOIN US ONLINE
For the past six months, in preparation for the launch of this issue, we have been sharing a weekly series
of “short reads”, examining — through our own transpartisan lens — issues and ideas, both current and
historical. We invite you to visit our website and read through these Transpartisan Notes, and stay up-to-date
on our project and news from around the transpartisan community.

WWW.TRANSPARTISANREVIEW.COM
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We have arrived at a
transpartisan moment in
our political history.
- A.L. Chickering & J.S. Turner

Join the conversation online...

WWW.TRANSPARTISANREVIEW.COM

