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A bird, I am told, cannot fly without two opposed wings -- left & right.  For a little feathered 

dinosaur to soar into the heavens will require both wings to be strong, healthy and mutually 

well-coordinated.  The human brain is also ambidextrous and so is human politics. 

Productivity, prosperity and profundity are enabled by improved functional coordination 

between the basic polarized dimensions of any system.  If we can make polarization serve us 

then we are flowing toward planetary wisdom-civilization.  But if we cannot master it then it 

will surely destroy in stagnation, regression and hyper-partisan conflagrations the eat up our 

cognitive reserves, depress our hearts and shred the social fabric.  

 

Right & Left, of course, are not the only polarizations or dimensions that need to be 

integrated into a health “metapolitics”.  We need to understand how they interact with 

different Cultural Operating Systems that emerged over human history.  And how does 

healthy differ from unhealthy?  Where does the unconscious come into play?  How do 

hidden ideologies operate?  How can our economic and political groups becomes smarter 

and produced higher quality outcomes?  What is a vision for how developing individuals, 

existing power blocs and new technologies can converge into a higher political reality for the 

world of tomorrow?  All the questions I have dealt with in various places but for now let us 

get a sense of what is transpartisan. 

 

To do that, to figure out what Left and Right are like (so we can uniquely balance or better 

integrate them in ourselves and our society) we must first be able to tease them apart from 

other phenomena.  The main issues that tend to obscure our analysis are “health” and 

“level”.  This means that the binary way of talking about politics in the mainstream and 

alternative media tend to conflate these three dimensions into one polarization. The 

emerging layer of pluralistic values, for example, is frequently equated with the Left and 

people adapted to traditional ethnocentric values are often equated with the Right.  And yet 

there can be a Left and Right within each of those systems.  Likewise when people speak 

critically of the Postmodern Left they may be referring not to its core capacities and basic 

insights but rather to prominent failed, unhealthy or regressive versions.  

 

There are other very rich and complex problems of analysis.  One of the most common is 

that the core capacities of one Cultural Operating System can take over the contents and 

artifacts of any other COS.  Tribesmen can acquire nuclear warheads and 

Mythic-Conformists can run amok claiming they are rational, scientific or devoted to racial 

diversity.  But let us leave that interesting problem for another day and just remind 

ourselves that left/right polarization is an independent variable from the dimension and also 

from the historically unfolding phases, levels or layers of COS: 



 

 

What do we mean by these dimensions?   Let’s get a quick overview: 



 

  

So imagine a primitive clan of humanimals who, by divine intervention or psychedelic fungi, 

have begun to use verbal-conceptual terms to describe environmental objects and private 

needs.  Don’t you think there would be two general groups?  Those who lean toward 



treating words as adequate substitutes for things and those who, more pragmatically but 

also more cynically, treat them as superficial ways of misleading people from “real” objects 

and body situations.  Here is a phantasy of primitive Left and Right.  New tools, new ideas, 

thoughts, sentiments and systems are attractive to one tendency and defending the opacity, 

complexity and inarticulate (or word-exceeding) potentials of what already exists will tend 

to attract the complementary tendency.  

 

Now move forward from the genesis of language to the establish of what we might call the 

Tribal or Barbarian Cultural Operation System: 

With the help of plumbing, math, roads and professionalize agriculture overseen by 

oligarchs, scribes and theatrical autarchs, a meta-tribal world is created.  A monopoly 

violence and the symbolic authority of the Old Book help break the regional clans and 

realms from their own ways and impose new mass-populist customs which must be 

painfully and sacrificially embraced with a new “patriotic” spirit:  



 

Relative stability and abundance, interactions with neighbouring kingdoms of “barbarians” 

and “infidels”  combine with new engineering capacities, advanced constitutions, spreading 

education and new machines to created inter-national zones of governance, trade and 

scientific speculation with a growing (by fits and starts) emphasis on the rights and 

opportunities of individuals regardless of their racial, gender or membership background.  

 

 



The electronic nervous system of the planet combines, under conditions of relative 

economic growth and military security, with an explosion of experimental lifestyles, 

psychological insights and observations about the unintended side-effects of modern 

technologies.  Multi-channel, full-color, context-switching background awareness and 

organic sensitivity in which the capacity to rebalance values, think ironically and fold 

minority structures back into systems starts to spread: 

 

 

Thus we see that each of this major Cultural Operating Systems can exhibit a left-right 

polarization within itself.  We can be free of many mix-ups in this fashion.  For example we 

will no longer mistake left-wing sectarian traditionalists for actual conservatives.  Likewise 

we will not be surprised that a leader with worldcentric vision and ethics nonetheless leads 

a very conservative life and had, on the whole, not a very progressive impact upon the 

nation.  We can get a lot better and more nuanced about how we understand and thereby 

attempt to integrate Left & Right.  It reminds me of the old question: 

 

Have you ever had a Paine in your Burkeside? 

 

In the late 18th century, Edmund Burke and Thomas Paine disputed the notion of political 

revolution.  Paine argued from a very empathic modern view that the rational rights of 

individual human beings must be radically defended from degrading socio-political regimes 

and homicidal rulers.  There are people dying and destitute.  When your house is on fire you 

do not wait for gradual evolutionary change.  Irrational and dangerous systems must be 

altered immediately.  But who will alter them?  And how?  Burke observed that societies are 

complex, they have grown into their current forms by many twists and turns.  You cannot 



yank out a tree and command it to grow more productively.  It is complex, organic and 

largely unconscious.  No matter how clever and well-intentioned you there are countless 

factors you will not foresee in your top-down re-ordering of society.  It must evolve, 

painfully or not, because the complex, multivalent process of adaptation to real needs, real 

history, from a thousand different angles, requires this long and painfully process.  To start 

mucking about is only to make it fragile and risky.  

 

These were both smart men with a strong ethical drive -- and we are inclined, as we should 

be, to agree with  both of them.  There is a liberal or “progressive” wisdom that wants to 

use its new knowledge and sympathies to restructure the system.  Change the racial 

dynamics.  Change the marriage customs.  Enter into the womb and end the fetal growth at 

a woman’s discretion.  And there is a “conservative” wisdom that wants to leave the market 

alone, not get involved in responsibility for the climate, leave fetuses to get born or miscarry 

even if they are the unwanted spawn of rape.  God, Nature or Custom probably knows 

better than us in a complex, opaque universe.  It is leftist to believe ideas and intervene to 

impose change based on conversations about values.  It is rightist to leave things alone, look 

to your instincts, by cynical of ideas and conversations, let the “machinery of things” be.  

 

Capitalism needs socialism.  A robust entrepreneurial civilization requires widespread social 

safety nets in order to broaden the pool of creative and competitive participants who can 

afford the risk.  Even a social regression to baron controlled media, military and markets is 

on in which the baron provide putatively protection for the serfs.  Conversely the 

implementation of a universal income as a socialist remedy to both human poverty and 

emerging unemployment driven by faulty financialism and machines must be proposed and 

implemented ambidextrously.  It must empower differences of outcome while flattening a 

fair beginning, encourage efforts and self development and public service not reward people 

for being what they are, it is a “universal job” a default employment whose tasks are to 

strengthen citizens and the nation.w 

 

We will define a political “part-isan” as one who is emotionally or intellectually committed 

to a left or right perspective.  This is equivalent to making the left hand fight the right hand 

or the two hemispheres of the brain compete unprofitably against each other.  

 

We need both brain hemisphere and, god-willing, we have both hands functional and 

coordinated at every stage of personal development and within each major cultural 

operating system.  Although it is fine to have preferences and tendencies, we can see that it 

is unhealthy and unproductive to lean in only one direction at any level.  Transpartisan 

mixes, however idiosyncratic, should be the expected, encouraged and morally evoked 

requirement at every level.  Even at the so-called level of metapolitics wherein we try to 

take all these other stages into account in the ongoing life of the society 

 

We realize that all possible successful outcomes are based upon at least a mutual and 



system completationary of these two impulses. The attempt to create a transpartisan or 

ambidextrous political reality requires three crucial elements: conscious appreciation, 

symbolic blending and systemic advancement.  

 

Conscious appreciation is the idea that people could be talked to (or informed by books) in 

such a way that they see a usefulness to the validity of both left and right perspectics. 

Symbolic blending, however, does not require this discourse but encourages it by creating 

endless hybrid versions of left and right political representations. 

 

Here are a few of my examples (git yer own!): 

 

● A photograph of a shot of “jack daniels” whisky with a piece of crispy kale. 

● A beaten up old pickup truck full of solar panels. 

● A populist libertarian rally for abortion rights in which people shoot guns and 

opposed the federal government telling them what they can do with their bodies.  

● A Democratic candidate who robustly propostsus to radically decrease the number 

of laws by intelligently combining them. (eg. a rule about incapable drivers can do 

away with many rules about drunks, cannabis, pills, etc. The conservative argument 

about too many laws being inhuman and overly institutional is quite valid but that 

does not mean conservatives are ready to intelligently abstract and combine existing 

laws, without losing any of the complex care that they are designed to 

accommodate.  Perhaps only a Liberal can accomplish this Conservative task?  Just as 

it has often taken a Right Wing “nut” to get things like ecological programs and 

national parks in place.  

● A required “para-” training after highschool.  A mandatory year of service in either a 

paramilitary or paramedic capacity.  Both require teamwork, courage, education, 

public service, an awareness of how to hand danger and an increase of the skills 

required for protecting one’s fellow citizens.  Yet one could do this in the mode of 

“safety” or the mode of “military,” in the country or the city, with patriotism or with 

skepticism.  

 

Again, these are only examples of the kind of transpartisan thinking we with to cultivate at 

any and every stage -- and particularly within communities that training metapolitical 

thinkers. 

 

The American philosopher Ken Wilber has done us a service by correlating Left and Right 

polarization to the notions of interior/exterior causality.  Progressives tend to see "progress" 

as the correction of the external factors, rules, resources and situations that cause people to 

suffer and lead unfree lives.  Conservatives tend to want to "conserve" the old moral rules 

and assertions which created the internal conditions which drive people to be able to create 

freedom, prosperity and security regardless of the environment.  That excellent insight 

should provoke us to look for more general tendencies which get expressed as left/right 



under a wide variety of healthy and unhealthy situations and across all major developmental 

phases. 

 

It is all-too-easy to conflate and mangle our concepts -- especially when we are frustrated by 

the tensions, hypocrisy and inertia of the political environment.  Our public and private 

debates are sloppy.  The names we use for political parties and political tendencies are too 

general to be of much use and almost always mix up several different dimensions of 

discussion.  This does not serve our collective well-being or future strength.  Therefore I 

have sketched the following simple diagram.  

 

Are you very clear about the difference between a nationalistic liberal-progressive and 

worldcentric conservative?  Can you quickly distinguish between regressive nonsense and 

robust traditionalism?  This kind of distinction-making is a skill that we need in order to have 

a more sensibly fair and pragmatically productive political discourse.  

 

The notion of “3D” politics might be a good way to hold open space for the needs of the 

transpartisan, metapolitical future... 


