On Critics, Integral Institute, My Recent Writing, and Other Matters of Little Consequence: A Shambhala Interview with Ken Wilber 

PART I 

The Demise Of Transpersonal Psychology 

Shambhala: We have several topics we'd like to cover, so we should get right to it. First, your resignation from the transpersonal psychology movement. That caused quite a stir. You're supposed to be its foremost theorist, yet you walk away from it. 

KW: Well, as I mentioned in a previous post on this site ["A Summary of My Psychological Model"], I quit referring to myself as a transpersonal psychologist in 1983. I guess because I never said much about it publicly, few noticed that I had basically resigned from the movement almost two decades ago. But at the time, this was a very difficult decision, rather upsetting to me, and I didn't make it lightly. 

Shambhala: Do you consider yourself part of the transpersonal movement today? 

KW: No, I don't. 

Shambhala: Tell us about that. 

KW: Well, the basic difficulty is that transpersonal psychology, to its great credit, was the first major school of present-day psychology to take spirituality seriously. Yet because there is a great deal of disagreement as to what actually constitutes spirituality itself, there is a great deal of disagreement as what constitutes transpersonal psychology. These are not minor inner tensions as one might find in, say, the various schools of psychoanalysis or Jungian psychology. They are instead major internal divisions and barbed disagreements as to the nature, scope, and role of transpersonal psychology itself. This makes the field more rife with political schisms and warring ideologies. This is why, I believe, that in three decades, and aside from one or two specific theorists, the actual school of transpersonal psychology has had no major impact outside of the Bay Area, and it is today, many people agree, in an irreversible, terminal decline. 

What's left of the four forces (behavioristic, psychoanalytic, humanistic, transpersonal) will survive, if they survive at all, only by being taken up and into a fully integral approach [see "A Summary of My Psychological Model," section "The Death of Psychology and the Birth of the Integral," posted on this site.] 

Shambhala: We'll come back to the integral approach later. But first, what are the major factions of transpersonal psychology as you see it? 

KW: There are basically four of them, with many variations. 

One, there is the magic-mythic group (using those words in a strictly Gebserian sense). This is an important dimension of human consciousness, and it needs to be included in any integral psychology. However, it is not, in my opinion, the highest or deepest reaches of being. This approach, it seems to me, therefore tends to confuse prerational mythic forms with postrational and formless spirit. It often tends toward the New Age, the mythopoetic movement, and various romanticisms that make it almost impossible to build bridges to the mainstream. 

Two, there is the altered states group, which usually eschews development, stages, and sustained practice and looks instead to temporary nonordinary states, often induced by drugs or breathwork. This stance is often, but not necessarily, coupled with an eco-primitivism, a eulogizing of foraging tribal consciousness, which is claimed to be "nondissociated" (but is more likely simply "predifferentiated"), and this eco-primitivism is joined with extensive use of psychotropics, often ayahausca. Now I believe that the existence of altered and nonordinary states is also a very important part of a more integral psychology, but taken in and by themselves, they lead to many difficulties, because the notion itself ignores other, equally important aspects of the psyche, as well as an enormous amount of research that cannot be fitted into an altered states model. This approach often ends up with a back-to-Eden stance, and this retro-Romantic orientation also makes it very difficult to build bridges to the mainstream. And so this group, as does the previous group, renders transpersonal psychology isolated and alienated from the larger currents in the world, which is what in fact has happened, unfortunately. 

Three, often allied with the nonordinary states school, but conceptually distinct, is the postmodern group, which attempts to read nondual awareness through the lens of pluralistic relativism, postmodernist critiques of universalism, and occasionally intense attacks on the perennial philosophy. There are many important truths in this postmodern approach, I believe, but taken in and by itself, it also leads to many problems, not least of which is boomeritis. [For a discussion of boomeritis, see A Theory of Everything and the Introduction to volume 7 of the Collected Works , posted on this site.] The author, having chided everybody else for their nasty universalisms--which are said to oppress and dominate people--then claims that his views about relativism are themselves universally binding on all cultures and all peoples. Hmmmm. Anyway, there are some very competent scholars working this green-meme approach, but I don't believe they have added anything especially new to the postmodernist dialogue of the past thirty years. In fact, critics say that "postmodern transpersonalists" have simply repeated what have now become rather tired clichés developed by other theorists. The problem, in my opinion, is that they have basically introduced a strong dose of postmodern performative contradictions into transpersonal psychology and thus weakened any moment of authentic transcendental consciousness. This, too, has done little to distinguish the field in the eyes of the larger world. 

Shambhala: According to these green-meme or postmodernist critics, the perennial philosophy is supposed to be a source of oppression throughout history. 

KW: Well, yes, I know, and modernity is likewise supposed to be the great oppressor. But I believe that shows a rather poor grasp of both the perennial philosophy and the nature of oppression. The really brutal oppressions throughout history were imposed by the likes of Attila the Hun, Genghis Khan, Sargon of Agade, Ramses, and so on. These guys did not suffer from the Newtonian-Cartesian paradigm; they did not impose Kantian frameworks on the world; they did not read Plotinus and memorize the Great Chain of Being before invading and oppressing. If they did anything, they consulted their astrology charts and then beat the crap out of people. 

The fact is, throughout history the real forces of oppression have come largely from various techno-economic modes of production. For example, the greatest social oppression generally occurred in advanced horticultural societies and early agrarian societies, which managed to enslave entire civilizations, and which existed long before any of the sophisticated forms of the perennial philosophy. And in any case it is still true that ideology follows the base, not vice versa. The main problem with modernity is that it allowed tribal consciousness to hijack modern technology, and that resulted in Auschwitz [see "The Terror of Tomorrow," posted on this site.] These postmodernist critics have the causes of oppression exactly backwards, in my opinion, and they give, in any event, a curiously selective reading of history in order to arrive at their conclusions. 

Shambhala: Namely, the nastiness of everybody except the postmodernist. 

KW: [Laughing] Something like that. Although, for some of these schools, foraging consciousness was okay, a type of proto-oneness, which again is a suspiciously selective reading of the evidence. 

But look, I have included a great deal of postmodernist thinking in my own work. I am a big fan of many of the great postmodern writers, particularly Heidegger, Nietzsche, Derrida, Foucault, Gadamer, later Wittgenstein. You can find pages of endnotes in Sex, Ecology, Spirituality that deal with their works at length. And, if you don't mind a little highbrow name dropping, I have quoted with approval sections from Bataille, Althusser, Lacan, Barthes, de Man, Gramsci, Irigaray, Bourdieu, Jameson, Kristeva, Cixous, Bachelard, Baudrillard, Deleuze, and Lyotard. Boomeritis devotes several chapters to their important insights. The many positive and even brilliant contributions of postmodernism are summarized in a full chapter in The Marriage of Sense and Soul . The entire Lower-Left quadrant of my work is a homage to the postmodern genius. But in and by itself, postmodernism is a real dead-end, a fact that is now widely acknowledged (although nobody seems to know what to replace it with). And when used exclusively, it is the home of boomeritis and all the downsides of the mean green meme.... 

Shambhala: Okay, we'll come back to that. But what's wrong with finding parallels between, say, a certain type of Derridaean deconstruction and Buddhist Emptiness or the Madhymaka school? 

KW: There's nothing wrong with it, as long as you keep certain profound differences in mind. The basic aim of deconstruction is to work with language, and while in the waking state or gross realm, attempt to come to a certain type of understanding about the ambiguity, instability, and paradoxicality of signifiers. The aim of Buddhist meditation is to strengthen consciousness so that it can give bare attention to all the phenomena that arise in the waking state AND the dream state AND the deep sleepless state, so that one awakens to an all-pervading consciousness or Buddhamind that is present in all three states--waking, dreaming, sleeping--and thus gain a great liberation from all transient states of being, high or low, sacred or profane. 

Shambhala: Once you put it that way, there seems little in common. 

KW: There is very little in common. All they share is a certain number of similarities about the limitations of language in the waking state. I find those similarities suggestive and useful, and I have written about that (e.g., in endnotes for SES). But if one merely stays with deconstruction, then one will not take up the arduous practice of yoga, of zen, of meditation, which will transform consciousness beyond the verbal mind altogether--in fact, beyond waking, dreaming, and sleeping, which is something deconstruction not only cannot do, but does not even imagine is possible. But until you are pursuing a yoga in which you remain conscious through the waking state, the dream state, and the deep sleep state, then you are merely identified with the superficial, surface, waking state, and you manipulate linguistic signifiers in that state and imagine that this "deconstruction" is somehow deconstructing samsara, whereas it is merely manipulating a rather surface consciousness and not getting into the deep causes of suffering, such as the attachment to the waking state itself. Deconstruction is something the ego does in the waking state in order to hold onto the ego. 

Shambhala: Got it. Next point: mostly the postmodernists do not draw similarities with the great wisdom traditions or the perennial philosophy, but rather they strongly attack them as being oppressive. As for the perennial philosophy, you yourself have also been a harsh critic of it, so why pick on the postmodernists in this regard? 

KW: That's true. Or more precisely, I try to look at both the strengths and the weaknesses of the perennial philosophy, whereas most postmodernists (including postmodern transpersonalists) merely trash it. The strengths of the great wisdom traditions are many, and include the fact that these were some of the great pioneers of higher states and stages of consciousness development, and as such they deserve an enormous amount of honor and respect. Also, to the extent that Spirit is timeless, or has a dimension that is timeless, these pioneers were the first to awaken to that eternal state, and this is an awesome accomplishment, to which the only correct response, it seems to me, is a deep and humble bow, something the strong postmodern ego would never contemplate. 

The downsides are also many, however: the perennial philosophy was usually stated in forms that were static and fixed instead of dynamical processes; the psychological and cosmological hierarchies were often too rigid; evolution over geological and phylogenetic time was not understood; the archetypes were therefore stated as unchangeable forms rather than kosmic habits; the quadrants were not sufficiently understood; and so on. Criticisms of the perennial philosophy can be found in almost all my books (see, e.g., Integral Psychology , One Taste , the Introductions to CW volumes 1, 2, 4, 7, and 8, posted on this site). But what I have basically tried to do is take the timeless wisdom of the great premodern traditions and add the complementary truths of the modern and postmodern mind, to give us something resembling a more integral view embracing the truths of all of those great epochs, premodern and modern and postmodern. 

Shambhala: You mentioned a fourth group in the general transpersonal movement. 

KW: The fourth group is the integral approach. This school claims that it incorporates (or "transcends and includes") the essentials of all of the other schools, but that is exactly what is sharply disputed by all of them. Still, the integral approach includes the magic-mythic, the postmodern turn, the importance of nonordinary states, along with structures, stages, realms, lines, quadrants, and so on. For this reason, the integral approach has demonstrably built numerous bridges to the mainstream and has achieved a modest amount of acceptance in this regard. You can find a list of integral psychologists, or those who follow the integral approach, in "A Summary of My Psychological Model" [posted on this site]. 

Shambhala: But the integral school is the one that you are now associated with, and you are saying that it is not really a part of transpersonal. 

KW: That's right. In my opinion, Integral Psychology is more inclusive than any of the traditional schools of Transpersonal Psychology, which is why it is no longer affiliated with the transpersonal movement. We usually don't even refer to it as a "psychology," but simply the integral approach, since it is basically "all quadrants, all levels, all lines, all states, etc." and that reaches beyond any form of psychology. 

Shambhala: You think psychology is dead anyway. 

KW: As a discipline, yes. Has been for almost a decade. It's just not taken seriously outside of its own diminishing circles. It has become a "dusty discipline." It is being eaten alive by the scientific approaches of the Right-Hand quadrants (such as cognitive science) and it is being dissolved and deconstructed by the mean green meme in the Left-Hand quadrants. It seems to be on its last legs. 

Shambhala: You outline this, and a possible remedy, in "The Death of Psychology and the Birth of the Integral," the first section in "An Introduction to My Psychological Model," posted on this site. 

KW: Yes. 

Shambhala: Is this why you resigned as consulting editor at the Journal of Transpersonal Psychology ? 

KW: Yes. But look, my point about all four of those groups is simply that, with a few exceptions, not only do those schools not get along, they actually suffer from their associations with the others--and they all basically agree that this is the case. For example, if the tribal-foraging group allows a New-Age speaker at one of its conferences, the audience gets rather angry. If an integral conference has postmodern pluralists or green-meme presenters trying to dominate the discussion with endless processing, the audience gets visibly bored. None of the four groups have much to offer the others, except irritation. 

Shambhala: No wonder there has been no coherent transpersonal approach to which all of the subschools could agree on. 

KW: I think that's right. Each school has its own approach and its own theory. In fact, the various schools are basically anchored in different levels of consciousness, which is why they will likely never be able to agree with each other. The magic-mythic model is predominantly red/blue; the postmodernist model is predominantly green; and the altered states model is plugged into higher, transmental, subtle and causal states (but without including structures). This is why, in my opinion, few of them are open to outside research and evidence--they simply ignore that which does not fit their school's prevailing paradigm, which is anchored primarily in their own personal level of development. Instead of trying to integrate the various approaches and the different paradigms--which would require a larger awakening to their own full potentials represented by all the paradigms taken as a whole--they tend to dismiss the others as being "old paradigm" or "patriarchal" or "worthless" or whatnot. So very little integrative systems have come out of this ideological warfare. This is one of the many reasons that anything labeled "transpersonal" cannot get any funding at all, which is why most gifted researchers and professors have long ago bailed out of the field, due to sheer economic necessity. 

Shambhala: So what's the solution? 

KW: Well, for starters, I think that each of the four groups ought to simply go their own way. The reason I believe this is that, by their own accounts, each of them is professionally hurt by its association with the others . If you are trying to reach the mainstream, for example, you cannot go into Harvard with a psychology that includes New-Age crystals--you will definitely be dead meat. If, on the other hand, your aim is to reach the New-Age individuals, then having Harvard professors along who demand empirical evidence will ruin the whole experience, because their "skepticism" and "non-faith" will prevent a certain group enthusiasm. You cannot believably take the results of psychedelic drug experiences to the mainstream, because the mainstream will dismiss all such spirituality as drug-induced hallucinations, which then cripples the whole field, and so on. This is all very unfortunate, in my opinion, but it is a reality, and a reality that the field has persistently ignored, which has finally brought it to the graveyard. 

Each of these schools is hurt by the others, so I say, let the hurting stop. It is time for a healthy differentiation (on the way to a higher integration, or a more truly integral approach). Instead of trying to put all four of these camps into the same tent--where all they do is snipe at each other--let them get four different tents, so that each can begin to focus and concentrate on what they do best, without heckling from the others. This would be a much healthier approach, it seems to me. I truly wish the field well, but I have no desire to participate in this self-demolition. As I said, I think that all four approaches have something very important to offer, and they all need a little breathing room to gather their resources, so that is what they should do. 

And then, at some point, as a more genuinely integral approach emerges, systematic ways to include all of them might suggest themselves (that is, systematic ways to differentiate-and-integrate all of them, including--and this is most important--including all of the conventional schools as well). I have offered one such inclusive approach in Integral Psychology , but there could be many others. We shall see. But as the field is now, it is in self-cannibalization, which in any event is completely ignored by the larger world, and the integral approach is differentiating from that unfortunate atmosphere. I just don't see any other way to proceed here. 

Smile When You Say That, Mister 

Shambhala: Now this differentiation from transpersonal seems to be part of a larger movement in your overall theoretical work. As you "transcend and include" more and more fields in an integral approach, you increasingly feel the need to differentiate from narrower or less-inclusive approaches. In a few instances in your later writings, this differentiation was stated polemically, which is uncharacteristic of your writings on the whole. Do you mind revisiting that issue? 

KW: The polemical endnotes in Sex, Ecology, Spirituality ? 

Shambhala: Yes. Why you included them. Rumor has it that the polemical endnotes were not present in the original draft. 

KW: That's true, they weren't. I went through a very difficult period of decision about whether to include them or not. I consulted over two dozen friends, colleagues, and associates. Almost unanimously, the recommendation was to include the endnotes. The idea was that it was time to shake the field up and begin this process of differentiation (on the way to a higher integration). Roger Walsh was teaching a seminar at the University of California, Irvine, and he was using the second draft of SES as a text for the class--the one with the polemical endnotes added--and so I used those students as a focus group. By the end of the first chapter, the group voted almost unanimously to take the notes out--they were too upsetting. But by the end of the book, they voted almost unanimously to leave all the notes in--they saw exactly what I was trying to do. So that was pretty interesting. Anyway, I finally decided to leave them in. 

Shambhala: Okay, what were you trying to do? Spell it out for us. 

KW: Well, there are several ways you can explain it (or my critics would say, rationalize it), but the easiest is to use Spiral Dynamics [for a brief explanation of Spiral Dynamics, see the section below, "Spiral Dynamics and the Waves of Existence"]. Put simply, the endnotes were meant to differentiate the green meme from second tier. That is, the endnotes were a second-tier criticism of the first-tier green meme, and they were meant to help differentiate readers along those lines--they were meant to allow readers to see very clearly which meme they were identified with: green or turquoise. And the responses I got made it clear where people were coming from: either a very angry green reaction, or a very sympathetic turquoise agreement. Green attacked me back, just as viciously as I had dished it out, which was pretty cool, actually; and turquoise wrote me with tons of praise and agreement. The book became very controversial for this reason, with massive green anger and equally large turquoise praise. But this was something of a turning point for the field, because nobody would ever again assume that green and turquoise were all in the same camp--these are two quite different approaches to consciousness, history, reality, and spirituality. Of course, for Spiral Dynamics, turquoise transcends and includes green, which is the stance that I have always taken and the stance that was advanced in the endnotes, but this is exactly what green reacted angrily against. But all of this was brought to the surface with those notes, and I don't think it would or could have happened any other way. 

Shambhala: Okay, but your critics say that these polemical endnotes--well, actually, there really aren't that many of them, maybe one or two dozen out of over a thousand--but they say that these notes show that you are by nature a polemical, angry, arrogant... well, dickhead. 

KW: [ Laughing] Look, I am not claiming that I'm free of all that. I'd like to think that I'm just as screwed up as the next guy. But what the critics say would be true if all that polemic were present in the first draft, that it just poured out of me and I couldn't help it. But the notes were not in the first draft; they were put into the second draft after long and careful deliberation with numerous other scholars. This was no hot-headed outburst. If this were characteristic of me altogether, then you would find tons of polemic in all my previous books, whereas in fact, as many people have pointed out, there is not a single polemical sentence in any of my previous dozen or so books. 

Shambhala: So are you saying that you weren't angry at all when you were writing those notes? 

KW: No, I'm not saying that either. I'm saying that under any other circumstances I would have edited the anger out of those notes, because it's not appropriate to include that in a scholarly work, but in this case I decided to leave it in. There is an atmosphere of anger and anguish permeating SES, as well as Brief History and Eye of Spirit --my students call this "the angry period" [see the Introduction to CW6, posted on this site]--anger at what extreme, deconstructive postmodernism and the mean green meme had done to cultural studies, spirituality, and education in general, conventional as well as alternative. [See the Introduction to CW8, posted on this site.] All of this was chronicled in another book I wrote at the time, Boomeritis. 

Shambhala: Okay, but your critics also say that your message would have been heard and would have been much more readily accepted if you had been gentler with the delivery. 

KW: I understand that, but that is exactly the point I dispute. This type of integral message has been put out, not only in my previous books, but by great integral writers from James Mark Baldwin to Jean Gebser to Michael Murphy. And that integral message was basically ignored for several decades, while the bulk of the accepted paradigms were magic-mythic (purple/red), nonordinary states, or postmodernist (green), the three subgroups described above, without any understanding of how to integrate all of them into a wider synthesis--which would also be a sharp criticism of the narrowness of each approach taken in and by itself, which is indeed what the endnotes criticized. Sometimes the squeaky wheel gets the grease, and so the endnotes squeaked a lot and got a lot of grease. This brought these issues to the fore, and eventually the good repercussions considerably outweighed the bad. 

Shambhala: Brief History and The Eye of Spirit have a few polemical sentences, but then all of your academic books since then, such as The Marriage of Sense and Soul and Integral Psychology and A Theory of Everything have been without any polemic at all. You seem to have reverted to your typical style. 

KW: With one exception. As I briefly mentioned, I wrote one other somewhat polemical book during that period, a book called Boomeritis. And I'd like to hope that my style can still be sharp and acerbic were appropriate, maybe even witty on a good day, although I hope not mean-spirited, which is certainly not my intent. 

Shambhala: When is Boomeritis coming out? 

KW: Shambhala will bring it out in the fall of 2001. Among the green-meme population, it will definitely cement my reputation as a totally arrogant, nasty, dominating... well, as you put it, dickhead. 

Shambhala: That's certainly our experience of you. 

KW: [Laughing] Yes, thank you very much. 

Shambhala: We should mention that you have done a revised, second edition of SES--50 new pages of text and 6 new diagrams--which is available as CW6 and is now just out in paperback. 

KW: Yes, for the CW I did revised second editions of SES, Brief History , and The Eye of Spirit . They will also be out in paperback. 

Shambhala: Okay, let's get back to this tension between green and turquoise, or between green and second tier. How do you see that? And why is it important? 

KW: In Integral Psychology I present charts that summarize over 100 developmental psychologists, East and West, ancient and modern and postmodern. Spiral Dynamics is only one of the 100, but I have recently been using it quite a bit because it is simple and fairly easy to learn, even for beginners. Based on extensive research begun by Clare Graves, Spiral Dynamics (developed by Don Beck and Christopher Cowan) sees human beings evolving or developing through eight major waves of consciousness. For convenience, I will reprint my brief summary of these from A Theory of Everything [those familiar with Spiral Dynamics can go directly to the beginning of Part II--"Interviews Continues: The Green Meme"]: 

Spiral Dynamics And The Waves Of Existence 

The first six levels are "subsistence levels" marked by "first-tier thinking." Then there occurs a revolutionary shift in consciousness: the emergence of "being levels" and "second-tier thinking," of which there are two major waves. Here is a brief description of all eight waves, the percentage of the world population at each wave, and the percentage of social power held by each. 

1. Beige: Archaic-Instinctual . The level of basic survival; food, water, warmth, sex, and safety have priority. Uses habits and instincts just to survive. Distinct self is barely awakened or sustained. Forms into survival bands to perpetuate life. 

Where seen: First human societies, newborn infants, senile elderly, late-stage Alzheimer's victims, mentally ill street people, starving masses, shell shock. Approximately 0.1% of the adult population, 0% power. 

2. Purple: Magical-Animistic . Thinking is animistic; magical spirits, good and bad, swarm the earth leaving blessings, curses, and spells which determine events. Forms into ethnic tribes . The spirits exist in ancestors and bond the tribe. Kinship and lineage establish political links. Sounds "holistic" but is actually atomistic: "there is a name for each bend in the river but no name for the river." 

Where seen: Belief in voodoo-like curses, blood oaths, ancient grudges, good luck charms, family rituals, magical ethnic beliefs and superstitions; strong in Third-World settings, gangs, athletic teams, and corporate "tribes." 10% of the population, 1% of the power. 

3. Red: Power Gods . First emergence of a self distinct from the tribe; powerful, impulsive, egocentric, heroic. Magical-mythic spirits, dragons, beasts, and powerful people. Archetypal gods and goddesses, powerful beings, forces to be reckoned with, both good and bad. Feudal lords protect underlings in exchange for obedience and labor. The basis of feudal empires --power and glory. The world is a jungle full of threats and predators. Conquers, out-foxes, and dominates; enjoys self to the fullest without regret or remorse; be here now. 

Where seen: The "terrible twos," rebellious youth, frontier mentalities, feudal kingdoms, epic heroes, James Bond villains, gang leaders, soldiers of fortune, New-Age narcissism, wild rock stars, Atilla the Hun, Lord of the Flies . 20% of the population, 5% of the power. 

4. Blue: Mythic Order . Life has meaning, direction, and purpose, with outcomes determined by an all-powerful Other or Order. This righteous Order enforces a code of conduct based on absolutist and unvarying principles of "right" and "wrong." Violating the code or rules has severe, perhaps everlasting repercussions. Following the code yields rewards for the faithful. Basis of ancient nations . Rigid social hierarchies; paternalistic; one right way and only one right way to think about everything. Law and order; impulsivity controlled through guilt; concrete-literal and fundamentalist belief; obedience to the rule of Order; strongly conventional and conformist. Often "religious" or "mythic" [in the mythic-membership sense; Graves and Beck refer to it as the "saintly/absolutistic" level], but can be secular or atheistic Order or Mission. 

Where seen: Puritan America, Confucian China, Dickensian England, Singapore discipline, totalitarianism, codes of chivalry and honor, charitable good deeds, religious fundamentalism (e.g., Christian and Islamic), Boy and Girl Scouts, "moral majority," patriotism. 40% of the population, 30% of the power. 

5. Orange: Scientific Achievement . At this wave, the self "escapes" from the "herd mentality" of blue, and seeks truth and meaning in individualistic terms--hypothetico-deductive, experimental, objective, mechanistic, operational--"scientific" in the typical sense. The world is a rational and well-oiled machine with natural laws that can be learned, mastered, and manipulated for one's own purposes. Highly achievement oriented, especially (in America) toward materialistic gains. The laws of science rule politics, the economy, and human events. The world is a chess-board on which games are played as winners gain pre-eminence and perks over losers. Marketplace alliances; manipulate earth's resources for one's strategic gains. Basis of corporate states . 

Where seen: The Enlightenment, Ayn Rand's Atlas Shrugged , Wall Street, emerging middle classes around the world, cosmetics industry, trophy hunting, colonialism, the Cold War, fashion industry, materialism, secular humanism, liberal self-interest. 30% of the population, 50% of the power. 

6. Green: The Sensitive Self . Communitarian, human bonding, ecological sensitivity, networking. The human spirit must be freed from greed, dogma, and divisiveness; feelings and caring supersede cold rationality; cherishing of the earth, Gaia, life. Against hierarchy; establishes lateral bonding and linking. Permeable self, relational self, group intermeshing. Emphasis on dialogue, relationships. Basis of value communities (i.e., freely chosen affiliations based on shared sentiments). Reaches decisions through reconciliation and consensus (downside: interminable "processing" and incapacity to reach decisions). Refresh spirituality, bring harmony, enrich human potential. Strongly egalitarian, anti-hierarchy, pluralistic values, social construction of reality, diversity, multiculturalism, relativistic value systems; this worldview is often called pluralistic relativism . Subjective, nonlinear thinking; shows a greater degree of affective warmth, sensitivity, and caring, for earth and all its inhabitants. 

Where seen: Deep ecology, postmodernism, Netherlands idealism, Rogerian counseling, Canadian health care, humanistic psychology, liberation theology, cooperative inquiry, World Council of Churches, Greenpeace, animal rights, ecofeminism, post-colonialism, Foucault/Derrida, politically correct, diversity movements, human rights issues, ecopsychology. 10% of the population, 15% of the power. [Note: this is 10% of the world population. Don Beck estimates that around 20-25% of the American population is green.] 

With the completion of the green meme, human consciousness is poised for a quantum jump into "second-tier thinking." Clare Graves referred to this as a "momentous leap," where "a chasm of unbelievable depth of meaning is crossed." In essence, with second-tier consciousness, one can think both vertically and horizontally, using both hierarchies and heterarchies (both ranking and linking). One can therefore, for the first time, vividly grasp the entire spectrum of interior development , and thus see that each level, each meme, each wave is crucially important for the health of the overall Spiral. 

As I would word it, each wave is "transcend and include." That is, each wave goes beyond (or transcends) its predecessor, and yet it includes or embraces it in its own makeup. For example, a cell transcends but includes molecules, which transcend but include atoms. To say that a molecule goes beyond an atom is not to say that molecules hate atoms, but that they love them: they embrace them in their own makeup; they include them, they don't marginalize them. Just so, each wave of existence is a fundamental ingredient of all subsequent waves, and thus each is to be cherished and embraced. 

Moreover, each wave can itself be activated or reactivated as life circumstances warrant. In emergency situations, we can activate red power drives; in response to chaos, we might need to activate blue order; in looking for a new job, we might need orange achievement drives; in marriage and with friends, close green bonding. All of these memes have something important to contribute. 

But what none of the first-tier memes can do, on their own, is fully appreciate the existence of the other memes. Each of the first-tier memes thinks that its worldview is the correct or best perspective. It reacts negatively if challenged; it lashes out, using its own tools, whenever it is threatened. Blue order is very uncomfortable with both red impulsiveness and orange individualism. Orange individualism thinks blue order is for suckers and green egalitarianism is weak and woo-woo. Green egalitarianism cannot easily abide excellence and value rankings, big pictures, hierarchies, or anything that appears authoritarian, and thus green reacts strongly to blue, orange, and anything post-green. 

All of that begins to change with second-tier thinking. Because second-tier consciousness is fully aware of the interior stages of development--even if it cannot articulate them in a technical fashion--it steps back and grasps the big picture, and thus second-tier thinking appreciates the necessary role that all of the various memes play . Second-tier awareness thinks in terms of the overall spiral of existence, and not merely in the terms of any one level. 

Where the green meme begins to grasp the numerous different systems and pluralistic contexts that exist in different cultures (which is why it is indeed the sensitive self, i.e., sensitive to the marginalization of others), second-tier thinking goes one step further. It looks for the rich contexts that link and join these pluralistic systems, and thus it takes these separate systems and begins to embrace, include, and integrate them into holistic spirals and integral meshworks. Second-tier thinking, in other words, is instrumental in moving from relativism to holism, or from pluralism to integralism . 

The extensive research of Graves, Beck, and Cowan indicates that there are at least two major waves to this second-tier integral consciousness: 

7. Yellow: Integrative . Life is a kaleidoscope of natural hierarchies [holarchies], systems, and forms. Flexibility, spontaneity, and functionality have the highest priority. Differences and pluralities can be integrated into interdependent, natural flows. Egalitarianism is complemented with natural degrees of ranking and excellence. Knowledge and competency should supersede power, status, or group sensitivity. The prevailing world order is the result of the existence of different levels of reality (memes) and the inevitable patterns of movement up and down the dynamic spiral. Good governance facilitates the emergence of entities through the levels of increasing complexity (nested hierarchy). 1% of the population, 5% of the power. 

8. Turquoise: Holistic . Universal holistic system, holons/waves of integrative energies; unites feeling with knowledge; multiple levels interwoven into one conscious system. Universal order, but in a living, conscious fashion, not based on external rules (blue) or group bonds (green). A "grand unification" [a "theory of everything" or T.O.E.] is possible, in theory and in actuality. Sometimes involves the emergence of a new spirituality as a meshwork of all existence. Turquoise thinking uses the entire Spiral; sees multiple levels of interaction; detects harmonics, the mystical forces, and the pervasive flow-states that permeate any organization. 0.1% of the population, 1% of the power. 

With less than 2 percent of the population at second-tier thinking (and only 0.1 percent at turquoise), second-tier consciousness is relatively rare because it is now the "leading-edge" of collective human evolution. As examples, Beck and Cowan mention items that include Teilhard de Chardin's noosphere, chaos and complexity theories, universal systems thinking, integral-holistic theories, Gandhi's and Mandela's pluralistic integration, with increases in frequency definitely on the way, and even higher memes still in the offing.... 

The Jump to Second-Tier Consciousness 

As Beck and Cowan point out, second-tier thinking has to emerge in the face of much resistance from first-tier thinking. In fact, a version of the postmodern green meme, with its pluralism and relativism, has actively fought the emergence of more integrative and holistic thinking. And yet without second-tier thinking, as Graves, Beck, and Cowan point out, humanity is destined to remain victims of a global "auto-immune disease," where various memes turn on each other in an attempt to establish supremacy. 

This is why many arguments are not really a matter of the better objective evidence, but of the subjective level of those arguing. No amount of orange scientific evidence will convince blue mythic believers; no amount of green bonding will impress orange aggressiveness; no amount of turquoise holism will dislodge green pluralism--unless the individual is ready to develop forward through the dynamic spiral of consciousness unfolding. This is why "cross-level" debates are rarely resolved, and all parties usually feel unheard and unappreciated. 

Likewise, nothing that can be said in this book will convince you that a T.O.E. is possible, unless you already have a touch of turquoise coloring your cognitive palette (and then you will think, on almost every page, "I already knew that! I just didn't know how to articulate it"). 

As we were saying, first-tier memes generally resist the emergence of second-tier memes. Scientific materialism (orange) is aggressively reductionistic toward second-tier constructs, attempting to reduce all interior stages to objective neuronal fireworks. Mythic fundamentalism (blue) is often outraged at what it sees as attempts to unseat its given Order. Egocentrism (red) ignores second tier altogether. Magic (purple) puts a hex on it. Green accuses second-tier consciousness of being authoritarian, rigidly hierarchical, patriarchal, marginalizing, oppressive, racist, and sexist. 

Green has been in charge of cultural studies for the past three decades. You will probably already have recognized many of the standard catch words of the green meme: pluralism, relativism, diversity, multiculturalism, deconstruction, anti-hierarchy, and so on. 

On the one hand, the pluralistic relativism of green has nobly enlarged the canon of cultural studies to include many previously marginalized peoples, ideas, and narratives. It has acted with sensitivity and care in attempting to redress social imbalances and avoid exclusionary practices. It has been responsible for basic initiatives in civil rights and environmental protection. It has developed strong and often convincing critiques of the philosophies, metaphysics, and social practices of the conventional religious (blue) and scientific (orange) memes, with their often exclusionary, patriarchal, sexist, and colonialistic agendas. 

On the other hand, as effective as these critiques of pre-green stages have been, green has attempted to turn its guns on all post-green stages as well , with the most unfortunate results. This has made it very difficult, and often impossible, for green to move forward into more holistic, integral constructions. 

Because pluralistic relativism (green) moves beyond mythic absolutisms (blue) and formal rationality (orange) into richly textured and individualistic contexts, one of its defining characteristics is its strong subjectivism. This means that its sanctions for truth and goodness are established largely by individual preferences (as long as the individual is not harming others). What is true for you is not necessarily true for me; what is right is simply what individuals or cultures happen to agree on at any given moment; there are no universal claims for knowledge or truth; each person is free to find his or her own values, which are not binding on anybody else. "You do your thing, I do mine" is a popular summary of this stance. 

This is why the self at this stage is indeed the "sensitive self." Precisely because it is aware of the many different contexts and numerous different types of truth (pluralism), it bends over backwards in an attempt to let each truth have its own say, without marginalizing or belittling any. As with the catch words "anti-hierarchy," "pluralism," "relativism," and "egalitarianism," whenever you hear the word "marginalization" and a criticism of it, you are almost always in the presence of a green meme. 

This noble intent, of course, has its downside. Meetings that are run on green principles tend to follow a similar course: everybody is allowed to express his or her feelings, which often takes hours; there is an almost interminable processing of opinions, often reaching no decision or course of action, since a specific course of action would likely exclude somebody. Thus there are often calls for an inclusionary, nonmarginalizing, compassionate embrace of all views, but exactly how to do this is rarely spelled out, since in reality not all views are of equal merit. The meeting is considered a success, not if a conclusion is reached, but if everybody has a chance to share their feelings. Since no view is supposed to be inherently better than another, no real course of action can be recommended, other than sharing all views. If any statements are made with certainty, it is how oppressive and nasty all the alternative conceptions are. There was a saying common in the sixties: "Freedom is an endless meeting." Well, the endless part was certainly right. 

In academia, this pluralistic relativism is the dominant stance. As Colin McGuinn summarizes it: "According to this conception, human reason is inherently local, culture-relative, rooted in the variable facts of human nature and history, a matter of divergent 'practices' and 'forms of life' and 'frames of reference' and 'conceptual schemes.' There are no norms of reasoning that transcend what is accepted by a society or an epoch, no objective justifications for belief that everyone must respect on pain of cognitive malfunction. To be valid is to be taken to be valid, and different people can have legitimately different patterns of taking. In the end, the only justifications for belief have the form 'justified for me.'" As Clare Graves put it, "This system sees the world relativistically. Thinking shows an almost radical, almost compulsive emphasis on seeing everything from a relativistic, subjective frame of reference." 

The point is perhaps obvious: because pluralistic relativism has such an intensely subjectivistic stance, it is especially prey to narcissism. And exactly that is the crux of the problem: pluralism becomes a supermagnet for narcissism . Pluralism becomes an unwitting home for the Culture of Narcissism, and narcissism is a great denier of any integral culture in general and any T.O.E. in particular (because narcissism refuses to step outside of its own subjective orbit and hence it cannot allow truths other than its own). Thus, on our list of obstacles to a genuine Theory of Everything, we might list the Culture of Narcissism and the exclusive dominance of the green meme.... 

PART II 

Interview Continues: The Green Meme 

Shambhala: Okay, let's pick up the interview again at that point. Several things stand out. Green is both the highest level in first tier, and the barrier to second tier. 

KW: Yes, that's right; it serves many roles. On the positive side--and this is very, very positive--green helps the first tier in a person become more sensitive and caring. Green, as the "sensitive self," prepares the leap to second tier by making consciousness sensitive and more compassionate, and thus ready for the intense and global responsibilities of second tier. 

For example, take the notion of hierarchy. All of the first tier memes have some sort of hierarchies. Red hierarchies are based on raw power and are very brutal (these tribal/ethnic feudal empires are the worst oppressors in history, as we were saying earlier, and all of the so-called modern atrocities, from Hitler to Stalin, were actually regressions to mostly red-meme barbarities and extended tribal consciousness). Blue hierarchies are based on tradition, inherited roles, caste systems, and so on. Orange hierarchies are meritocracies, based on individual talent and initiative. 

To some degree, all these hierarchies are necessary in their own ways, in their own times. But of course hierarchies can be, and often are, abused. So green comes in and questions all hierarchies--in fact, it tries to subvert, undo, deconstruct all hierarchies. Now in some ways this is misguided, of course, because green--being a first-tier meme--thinks that its way is the only correct way, and thus it doesn't see that hierarchies are an important ingredient in the other memes and so it tries to destroy or deconstruct any meme that disagrees with it. 

But the good news is that, by becoming extremely sensitive to hierarchies and the abuses they can cause, green prepares the way for the leap to second tier. Because guess what? With second tier, hierarchies are back. At second tier, reality is understood to be a series of nested hierarchies (I call these "holarchies" composed of "holons," and Beck and Cowan themselves refer to turquoise as understanding "holons"). So green, by making you sensitive to the potential abuses of hierarchies, prepares you to be able to handle second-tier hierarchies in a sensitive and caring fashion. Because starting at second tier, reality is understood to be holarchical , and thus you had better be sensitive and caring enough to handle these hierarchical realities with compassion. 

Shambhala: But green, in and by itself, refuses second-tier and actually fights it. 

KW: Yes, that's right. Green hates anything second tier. (But all first-tier memes dislike all other memes, so this is nothing new with green). Yellow, for example, honors and embraces nested hierarchies, ranked values, universal flow systems, and strong individualism. Green looks at all of those terms--universals, ranking, hierarchies, individualism--and screams "oppression! domination! marginalization! elitism! arrogance!" and so on. 

In fact, there is a simple rule about this: whenever green looks at yellow, it thinks it is seeing red. Green sees all yellow as being red, mean, and arrogant, and it reacts violently to that. Of course, green can't really help this; since it literally cannot see yellow, it can only interpret yellow's actions in the terms that it knows, and so yellow appears to be that horrible red meme, and green swings into action to try to destroy or deconstruct yellow wherever it finds it. 

Shambhala: Okay, so this is starting to make more sense. When green critics read yellow sections in SES, they accuse you of being red--egocentric, arrogant, antispiritual, dominating, oppressive, controlling, etc. 

KW: Yes, that's right, but again, this doesn't mean that I am pure and am innocent of all of that. It just means that there are many second-tier (and third-tier) worldviews presented in SES, and the green-meme will in any event look at those and see nothing but the red meme. 

Shambhala: Whereas the second-tier people who read the book loved it. 

KW: Well, it's not quite that simple, either, because some second-tier people read the book and had plenty of theoretical disagreements with me. But they were not angered by the endnotes, they didn't go ballistic. As Don Beck says, only green would be angered by the polemic. Yellow would not get particularly upset one way or the other. It would read it and say, "Hmm, interesting. Now let me see if I agree or not." In fact, a lot of the mail from second tier said, "Loved the endnotes." 

Shambhala: So in that sense, the endnotes acted as a type of Geiger counter for the green meme. 

KW: I think so, yes. 

Shambhala: So it is basically the case that almost all of your really hostile criticism has come from the green meme? 

KW: Yes, that's right. But I am not saying that if you disagree with the book, you are green. I am saying that if you are green, you will disagree with the book, often in an angry or vitriolic fashion. And there is nothing you can do in these cases. No amount of objective evidence will convince green that yellow and turquoise worldviews have any truth to them, because in order for green to accept that, it would have to undergo a vertical transformation of consciousness--green would itself have to develop into yellow and turquoise spaces, and that will probably not happen by simply reading a second-tier book, so instead green lashes out at a second-tier book. This is why having a "dialogue" about this with green is not very helpful, although I certainly wouldn't discourage it. 

But please remember, the point eventually is to reach out to green and try to bring it along, or at any rate take up as friendly and inclusive stance as possible and integrate it into a more compassionate embrace--but this cannot happen as long as green is calling itself turquoise, and therefore this differentiation is necessary before the integration can proceed. The endnotes initiated the differentiation. 

Shambhala: I think many readers understood that this differentiation was part of a larger integration, ultimately more inclusive. Charles Taylor is probably the world's most respected and admired living philosopher. He writes that "I have tremendously appreciated Wilber's work. He has managed to integrate so many things, and to keep his horizons open, where most of our culture keeps closing them down. It is magnificent work." 

KW: Well, I certainly hope that is the case. But the point indeed is not to exclude green or any first-tier wave, but rather to differentiate and integrate them. SES clearly does both, as Taylor sees, but green will have none of it, I'm afraid. 

Shambhala: Is this why so many critics have misrepresented your position? As you point out in your summary of Spiral Dynamics, around 20-25% of the American population is green, and only 2% is second tier. So the green-meme critics would hugely outnumber second-tier, right? 

KW: Right. But again, that doesn't mean that if you disagree with me you are merely first tier. 

Shambhala: Yes, but it does mean that if you are green you will definitely disagree, and green critics outnumber yellow by ten to one. 

KW: True. 

Shambhala: And since green literally cannot see yellow or turquoise, it would necessarily distort and misrepresent what it did see. When the editors of the forthcoming Kindred Visions --Ken Wilber and Other Leading Integral Thinkers made a list of all of the published and posted criticisms of your work, they found that 85% of them criticized you for things you never actually said. In other words, 85% of the reviews misrepresented your work. This is largely green-meme distortion, yes? 

KW: I think that is a large part of it, yes. But a good part of it is also that there is simply so much written material that it is hard for anybody, first or second tier, to grasp it all accurately. I really don't blame the critics here. You have to read at least 6 or 7 books to begin to get the whole picture, and worse, I often put my technically correct views in lengthy, obscure endnotes. No wonder people have a hard time figuring out the finer points. 

Shambhala: True, but by far the bulk of your criticism is clearly from the green meme. You are aware of Don Beck's memetic analysis of the book Ken Wilber in Dialogue , which claims to be a series of criticisms of your work, but in many ways is simply a large dose of green attacks on second-tier ideas. Beck himself harshly concluded that "This book is largely a series of typical green-meme attacks on second tier. Several of the presentations, including Wright's and Kremer's, have little relation to Wilber's actual views. The middle section badly distorts Wilber's stance on the 'others' of body, nature, woman. This book is a model of how to treat a scholar unfairly." Do you agree? 

KW: I do, but it just points up what we have been talking about. Nothing much is gained by having different levels of consciousness attack each other. There's just nothing to gain here. 

Shambhala: What is the most typical form of green-meme criticism? Not just of your work, but in general? 

KW: It takes several forms. Since the warrant of truth for the green meme is subjectivism and relativism, it will tend to reject anything resembling objective truth, universals, hierarchy, and so on--in short, green rejects not only blue and orange truths, it aggressively rejects second-tier truths. To do so, it uses a standard battery of pluralistic relativism tools--deconstruction, the relativity of all truth claims, the social construction of all realities, the contextuality of all propositions, attacks on perceived marginalization and victimization, and so on. Again, some of these claims are very important and very true, if limited and partial, and it is only when they claim to be the only truths in existence (i.e., when green claims it is the only meme that is really true), then some truly unfortunate consequences follow. 

Shambhala: Any other hallmarks of green criticism? 

KW: Probably the most famous, and certainly the one that has been commented on the most by critics, is what seems to be a rather pervasive lack of humor. Bless them, but these folks can be so humorless. On the one hand, this is understandable: green sees itself as an important liberator, freeing all the oppressed and marginalized of the world, and so this is SERIOUS business, mister--this is no laughing matter! On the other hand, critics say that it reflects green's self-aggrandizing tendency, which cannot take itself lightly enough to laugh every now and then. 

Since there is supposedly no objective truth, then green will often argue on merely subjectivistic grounds--that is, the most common form of green criticism is ad hominen . Whenever you hear ideas attacked because the author of those ideas is supposedly too aggressive, too insensitive, too attacking, too something--with virtually little discussion of the ideas themselves--you are often in the presence of the green meme. Since there is no objective truth, you attack the subject of the writer. That is, you cannot win an argument in green circles by bringing in facts, data, logic, or objective evidence, since "objective truth" is a just cultural construction without reality. Therefore, all you can do to win the argument is aggressively impugn the subject who proposed the ideas you don't like. If you can paint the subject or the author as being a bad person according to implicit green values, then you win. 

Shambhala: For example? 

KW: For example, if a writer hurts somebody's feelings, or a writer's tone is perceived to be not green-meme enough (not "sensitive" enough according to green's particular values), then green will lash out at the writer for his or her tone. The argument goes like this: "Albert Einstein yelled at his secretary--he's obviously not a very sensitive person--and therefore E does not equal mc2." Everything he says will be trashed due to a perceived insensitivity, which means, not following green-meme protocol. It's pretty funny, actually, but you have to be a bit careful.... 

Shambhala: Since you often use humor in your work, have you been attacked for that? 

KW: Oh, constantly. 

Shambhala: For example? 

KW: In an essay defending mysticism, I noted that one of the most common attacks on the reality of mysticism--one of the most common ways to dismiss mysticism entirely--is to simply equate it with schizophrenia. Then I said something like, "Zen Master Hakuin left behind him 83 fully enlightened students, who altogether organized and revitalized Japanese Zen. 83 floridly hallucinating schizophrenics couldn't organize a trip to the toilet, let along Japanese Zen." I was publicly flogged by a very green theorist who accused me of insulting schizophrenics everywhere. But I took a poll of schizophrenics: 45% of them laughed out loud when they read that, and 55% of them hallucinated that they laughed out loud, but none of them were offended. 

Shambhala: I'm laughing out loud, so I wonder if I'm really laughing or merely hallucinating. 

KW: Believe me, there's no difference. 

Shambhala: Right. As for ad hominen attacks, you were severely criticized by green critics for the tone of the endnotes. 

KW: Well, that was expected. That was sort of the whole point--to set off the Geiger counter. But I was surprised at the extent of it. When a critic focused on the tone, every single idea in the book was judged to be wrong because of the tone, period. This is of course how green argues, but it was quite an eye opener, and I botched a lot of my responses until I got used to this. 

Shambhala: Knowing that now, would you have toned down the notes so as to get a better hearing? 

KW: No, because even the slightest perceived insult or bad tone would be seized on to avoid the conceptual issues in the book. As I said, I felt that, for better or worse, this was the only way I could go with this. Besides, second-tier readers usually loved the tone--it expressed their own exasperation and irritation with the excesses of the green meme--and I was ultimately writing the book for them. 

Shambhala: The green meme used to say that you were arrogant. Now we hear that you are too competitive. 

KW: Me? Competitive? Competitive! Five bucks says I'm the least competitive person in the room! 

Shambhala: [Laughing] Actually, the most common ad hominen criticism as of late is that you are a very controlling person. You have tried to build a huge and encompassing system because psychologically you want to control everything and everybody. 

KW: Yes, I've heard that, but only from critics who have never met me, which suggests to me that these critics are simply projecting their own shadow onto me. Because the people who know me don't say that I am competitive or controlling. 

Shambhala: What do they say that you are? 

KW: Borderline psychotic. 

Shambhala: [Laughing] Okay, you say that just because somebody disagrees with you doesn't mean that they are green meme. So the test question would be, did you get any negative criticism from second-tier readers, criticism that you have acknowledged as being fair and accurate, and criticism that poked some big holes in your arguments? 

KW: Oh, definitely, lots of it. I got some very helpful negative but constructive criticism from second tier (virtually all of which has been incorporated into my subsequent books). These criticisms especially helped me work out the ideas on levels and lines (or waves and streams), states and structures, uneven development, the nature of the self, the exact nature and contributions of postmodernism, and so on. 

Shambhala: Why haven't we seen those reviews? 

KW: Because, as you say, green far outnumbers second tier, and green controls most of the academic press, so most of what you see printed and posted about me is green-meme reactions. Second-tier criticism is out there, you just have to look for it. And much of it, of course, is sent directly to me. 

Shambhala: Want to give us any examples? 

KW: Sure. I'll give you two very interesting examples, both from Fred Kofman. Fred was Peter Senge's main collaborator at MIT when they developed their business model of the learning organization. He is widely regarded as a genius, but his heart is bigger than his brain, if that's possible. 

The Four Drives Of All Holons 

KW: Fred's first criticism had to do with the four drives of any holon. In SES, I listed these as agency (horizontal individuation) and communion (horizontal linking), and self-transcendence (vertically moving up) and self-dissolution (vertically moving down). Fred pointed out that the first three drives were, correctly, the healthy version of those drives; but for the fourth drive, I had incorrectly given the pathological version of the descending drive. The healthy downward drive--the drive of the higher to embrace and enfold the lower, which I call agape or compassion, or what might be called self-immanence (the dialectical opposite of self-transcendence)--I actually gave as thanatos, which is not the embrace of the lower by the higher but the dissolution or regression of the higher to the lower. When it came to vertically moving upward, I had correctly given that as Eros or self-transcendence, seeking out higher and wider wholeness. The pathological version of Eros is phobos, which is not the transcendence of the lower but the repression of the lower. But when it came to vertically moving downward, instead of giving the healthy agape--where the higher embraces, enfolds, and "loves" the lower, as a molecule embraces its atoms--I inadvertently gave the pathological thanatos, where the higher merely dissolves into the lower, dies or decomposes (e.g., the molecules dissipate into their constitutive atoms). So the four drives should be agency and communion, and self-transcendence and self-immanence (not self-dissolution). 

This is a brilliant criticism, and of the hundreds of thousands of people who went over those ideas, only Fred spotted it. (Incidentally, I still sometimes list the fourth drive as self-dissolution, simply because that is so much easier to understand in an introductory statement. But my actual position should now be clear, thanks to Fred....) 

Holons, Artifacts, And Heaps 

KW: Here's another item Fred spotted. This isn't so much an error as an omission, but a huge one, which led to an enormous amount of confusion. The only two entities I discussed in SES were individual holons and social holons. I neglected to discuss two other important entities: artifacts and heaps. I have discussed these entities in other books (e.g., Integral Psychology ), but it was a serious omission in SES. 

Briefly: individual holons are holons with a subjective interior (prehension, awareness, consciousness); they have a defining pattern (code, agency, regime) that emerges spontaneously from within (autopoietic); and they have four drives (agency, communion, eros, agape). Examples of individual holons (or compound individuals) include quarks, atoms, molecules, cells, organisms.... 

Social holons emerge when individual holons commune; they also have a defining pattern (agency or regime), but they do not have a subjective consciousness; instead, they have distributed or intersubjective consciousness. Examples include galaxies, planets, crystals, ecosystems, families, tribes, communities.... Both individual and social are holons, and they both follow the twenty tenets. Actually, individual and social holons are not different entities, but different aspects of all holons, since all holons have an interior and an exterior in singular and plural forms (the four quadrants), but they are indeed different aspects that cannot be merely equated. 

Now, artifacts are any products made by an individual or social holon. A bird's nest, an anthill, a automobile, a house, a piece of clothing, an airplane, the internet--these are all artifacts. An artifact's defining pattern does not come from itself, but rather is imposed or imprinted on it by the agency or intelligence of an individual or social holon. 

The all-important question when trying to understand artifacts is: what level of consciousness (in a holon) produced the artifact? For example, when we do anthropology and archeology, we are in effect looking at a series of human artifacts--houses, weapons, clothing, written documents--which are all that is left of a previous civilization, and we attempt to deduce the nature, type, and level of consciousness of that civilization by looking at the artifacts that it produced. I did this, for example, in Up from Eden , although I think Jean Gebser is the all-time genius of this particular endeavor. 

Anyway, a social holon is a group of individual holons plus artifacts. When we look at individual or social holons, we try to determine their average level of consciousness (or more precisely, their overall psychograph or sociograph, which contain many different levels, lines, and states). But when we look at artifacts, we try to determine level of consciousness that produced the artifact. The artifact itself does not have an interior consciousness, although it is composed of holons that do have consciousness (e.g., a gun does not have consciousness, but it is composed of crystals, molecules, and atoms, all of which are holons with interior prehension [this is explained in greater detail below]). The gun itself was conceived by an individual holon at the level of formal operational cognition (e.g., Samuel Colt), and it was produced by a social holon at the industrial level, which had an average cultural level of egoic-rational, or orange (although the gun itself was mostly used by individuals at lower levels of development--mostly red and blue). Anyway, you can see that tracking individual holons, social holons, and their artifacts is part of an integral approach to understanding cultures and their development. 

Shambhala: And a heap? 

KW: A heap is just a random pile. A pile of sand, a water puddle, a bunch of dead leaves--these are heaps. They have no interior consciousness, they do not follow the twenty tenets, and they have no enduring, defining pattern. And they are not artifacts, because they are not the product of individual or social agency or intelligence. 

Anyway, those are the four basic types of entities in existence. There are a few others, such as byproducts and hybrids, but those are the basic four. In SES I only dealt with individual and social holons, and this confused many people, because artifacts and heaps didn't fit the twenty tenets [see below]. Anyway, Fred Kofman has written a superb essay, based on many hours of discussion with me, called "Holons, Heaps, and Artifacts (and Their Corresponding Hierarchies)," which will soon be posted on Frank Visser's website (www.worldofkenwilber.com). 

Whole, Part, And Hierarchy 

Shambhala: This really could cause a lot of confusion. 

KW: Yes. Particularly with regard to the notion of "whole" and "part." Because with each of those four entities--individual holons, social holons, artifacts, and heaps--we find that "whole" and "part" mean something entirely different . And I would say that about 90% of the confusion in the field of systems theory, eco-philosophy, holism, transpersonalism, and attempted "integral" approaches is that they badly confuse all four of these. 

Shambhala: Give us a few examples of each. 

KW: Okay. Start with individual holons. A "holon," of course, in the broadest sense , simply means "any whole that is a part of another whole." In the very loosest sense, then, all four of those entities--individuals, communities, artifacts, and heaps--can be called "holons." But the word means something entirely different in each case (so much so that I often restrict the word "holon" to just the first two entities, as we will see; but in any event, these very real differences need to be honored.) 

With individual holons--for example, atoms to molecules to cells to organisms--each junior holon is a constitutive part or element of its senior holon. A whole atom is literally a part of a whole molecule; a whole molecule is a literal part of a whole cell, and so on. In this case, as Whitehead pointed out, the senior holon subsumes the junior holon, and then the junior holon is to some degree subservient to the senior holon. That is, the regime of the senior holon supervenes the regime of the junior. When an organism, such as a dog, decides to get up and walk over to the tree, all of the atoms in the dog obey--they all move over to the tree. The junior holons retain a certain amount of relative autonomy or agency, but that agency is to some degree subsumed in the agency of the higher holon (what Whitehead called the dominant monad or regnant nexus). Likewise, a hierarchy of individual holons is a nested hierarchy or holarchy where each junior or fundamental holon is a constituent part or element of the more senior or significant holon, and is relatively subsumed by the senior's regnant nexus. 

But with social holons, things are quite different. This is particularly where many holistic theorists and ecophilosophers get confused, I think. First of all, individual holons are not so much parts of social holons as they are members of social holons. If I, as an individual holon, were merely a constitutive part of a social holon, such as United States, then I would be subsumed by the State. The State would have total control over me, and I should obey the dictates of the State, I should be subsumed by the State, since I am nothing but a mere part of the larger whole, the State. But if I am instead a member of the State, then I retain certain rights that the State cannot arbitrarily usurp. I am not a mindless cog in the state machinery, a mere part of the big clock, meant to do nothing other than the "greater whole" of the State commands. 

And that's just the start. The State does not have a locus of subjective consciousness; it has, at best, an intersubjective matrix of consciousness. And most important, the State or social holon does not transcend and include individual holons (that would make the individual holon a constituent part of the social holon, whereas it is actually a member of the social holon); rather, each successive level of social holons transcends and includes the previous levels of social holons . For example, the laws of orange civilizations, such as the Western Enlightenment, rest upon--or transcend and include--the legal foundations of the previous, blue civilizations, such as Roman Law. So "transcend and include" is still always the case for holons, but "transcend and include" means something quite different in individual and social holons--and it especially means that social holons do not transcend and include individual holons: social holons transcend and include social holons, and individual holons transcend and include individual holons, and confusing those two produces various disasters. 

The ecotheorists almost always miss these elemental distinctions. They thus create holarchies that badly mix categories. For example, here is a typical eco-holarchy: atoms are parts of molecules, which are parts of cells, which are parts of organisms, which are parts of ecosystems, which are parts of the biosphere, which is part of the universe. But that hierarchy horribly confuses individual and social holons, and thus it makes individual holons subservient parts of social holons, instead of correlative members of social holons, and thus it ends up extremely reductionistic and totalitarian, privileging the biosphere as the regnant nexus or dominant monad, which is a very twisted ontology. The word "eco-fascist" is often applied to this unhappy result (although "eco-communist" is a bit closer, but both forms of totalitarianism rest on a confusion of individual and social holons.) 

This does not mean that the biosphere is not important or that it has no rights--as a fundamental social holon it is extremely important and it definitely has rights, but the rights of social holons are derived, not from the fact that they subordinate their members as being mere parts of the whole, but that they are correlative aspects of all holons and thus are necessary to the wellbeing of holons in general [see below]. But individual holons are associates or members of a social holon, not subservient parts that are reduced to insignificance for the greater glory of the whole. Society at any level (from crystals to ecosystems to the State) is definitely not a bigger organism, a Leviathan, since any organism--as an individual holon--has the right to subordinate its junior holons, whereas in social holons that is only true for tyrannical dictatorships (or pathological hierarchies). Even at lower levels of human development, such as red, where dictatorships are the normal and natural form of governance, when individual and social are equated in an excessive fashion, the dictatorships go from relatively benign to absolutely tyrannical--and all of that pathology comes from equating, or trying to equate, individual and social holons. 

Shambhala: Huge difference. 

KW: Yes. 

Shambhala: So "whole" and "part," as well as "hierarchy," mean something very different in individual and social holons. 

KW: That's right, and we really need to honor those profound differences. The same three words also mean something quite different for artifacts. Again, in a very general sense, you can say that any given artifact (such as a spoke on a bicycle wheel) is a whole that is part of another whole (the whole wheel), which in turn is part of a yet larger whole (the entire bicycle), and so on. As I said, in the most general sense, you can refer to all four entities--individual holons, social holons, artifacts, and heaps--as "holons," since they are all whole/parts. 

But there is such a huge different between the first two and the last two, I often technically reserve "holon" for the first two, although the context will indicate what is actually meant. Sometimes, for simple introductory statements, I refer to everything that exists as a "holon," since that is true in the loose sense. Or sometimes I refer to the first two as "sentient holons" and the last two as "insentient holons." But in any event these important differences should be kept in mind--after all, do you want to be treated like an artifact? 

Shambhala: That's how systems theory treats you. 

KW: Exactly. So let's return to these important differences. We were discussing the bicycle as an artifact. Neither the spoke nor the wheel nor the bicycle has an actual interior with prehension or consciousness; they are all insentient holons (although they contain sentient holons that do have interiors, such as molecules and atoms). Nor do they have a defining pattern that arose from within; that is, unlike sentient holons (individual or social), the form or pattern of an artifact is not autopoietic, it is allopoetic--it is not self-made, it is other-made, because its form is imposed on it by another. Nor do these artifacts have the four drives of all sentient holons, because their drives are again imprinted on them by the drives and agencies of sentient holons (individual or social). For all these reasons, artifacts are insentient holons, not sentient holons. 

Shambhala: Sentient holons are the basic "building blocks" of the Kosmos. It is sentient holons that follow the twenty tenets. 

KW: Yes. Sentient holons are the basic building blocks of the Kosmos, if we can put it rather mechanically. More precisely, sentient holons are the fundamental ontological events of existence. That is, atoms, molecules, cells, and organisms (and their interior holonic correlates, prehension to impulse to symbols to concepts....), are the actual occasions upon which all subsequent occasions are built. The entire Kosmos is composed of sentient holons. It contains many insentient holons, of course (artifacts and heaps), but its "bricks" are sentient holons, all the way up, all the way down. Artifacts, although very important to this process, are the products of this process, not the elements of it. You can take away almost any artifact (such as an anthill or an automobile), and the holons that made the artifact can still find ways to survive. But if you take away the junior holons of a senior holon--take away atoms and molecules and cells--and no higher holons can survive at all. That is why I say that reality is fundamentally composed of holons (which is tenet #1). Of course, everything that exists is a holon in the general sense (it is an individual holon, a social holon, an artifact, a heap, or a hybrid), but the fundamental occasions that are the basic building blocks are sentient holons. 

Shambhala: So only sentient holons follow the twenty tenets. 

KW: Only sentient holons follow all of the twenty tenets, yes. 

Shambhala: But artifacts, as you say, can also exist as "parts" and "wholes," its just that artifacts have no interiors themselves. 

KW: Yes, that's right. Once again, the three words "whole," "part," and "hierarchy" can apply to individual holons, social holons, artifacts, and heaps--but they mean something very different in each case, and we have to keep these differences in mind or we will commit all sorts of severe category errors, and these errors have grave and unfortunate consequences when pressed into social action and policy. 

Shambhala: So we were talking about how artifacts can be wholes and parts, and the related type of hierarchy in this case. 

KW: Yes, a whole spoke is part of a whole wheel, which is part of a whole bicycle, and so on. Here "part" means something like a component or piece of the whole. But unlike individual holons (where their junior holons are also a type of component or constituent of the senior), the parts of artifacts are not enfolded from within but assembled from without . Individual holons emerge or come into being with a development that is envelopment (higher holons emerge, via eros, and then reach down and embrace their juniors, via agape--they transcend and include in a rather literal sense, just as molecules transcend and include atoms). But with artifacts, the individual pieces are assembled from without by the intelligence or agency of an individual or social holon (e.g., a bird's nest is often built by one bird--it is the artifact of an individual holon, whereas an anthill is often built by an ant colony--it is an artifact of a social holon). 

So "part" in this case means a piece or component of the whole artifact, assembled from without. And the corresponding hierarchy is not a naturally growing hierarchy but an artificial hierarchy, one that is made by assembling parts into increasingly larger artificial systems. The artifactory system or insentient holon "transcends and includes" its parts, not because of its own inherent eros, but because of the eros of the sentient holon that produced it. 

Shambhala: Another big difference. 

KW: Yes. Neither individual nor social artifacts have interiors, consciousness, or self-imposed agency; their form, pattern, and function is the product of an individual or social holon, imposed from without. Confusing these has truly hideous consequences, because then mere artifacts are put on the same level as conscious beings. Systems theory does this all the time, as you noted. And Fred Kofman, widely regarded as one of the foremost experts on systems theory, has himself pointed this out. Systems theory treats a human being as a mere part of a social system, just like trucks, towns, airplanes, and so on. This confuses both individual and social, AND holons and artifacts. This in effect completely erases consciousness from the calculations of the systems theorists--in other words, as I have long maintained, systems theory pretends to treat "the whole of reality," but it really just treats the right-hand quadrants, and reduces all interiors to mere parts in an exterior system, a system that does not differentiate between individual holons, social holons, and artifacts. This is the essence of flatland. 

Shambhala: That reductionism is so common place. In fact, one is hard pressed to find somebody who doesn't do that! 

KW: True, and this is what so alarmed Fred Kofman. Because he had spent so much time at MIT, working with systems theorists like Peter Senge and others, he was well aware that something horrible was going on, but he couldn't quite put his finger on it. Then he ran across the distinctions between individual holons, social holons, artifacts, and heaps--I write about these in Integral Psychology , for example, drawing on Leibniz, Whitehead, Hartshorne, David Ray Griffin, among others--and Fred immediately noticed that I did not mention any of this in SES. He was thus primed to spot that unfortunate omission. 

Shambhala: Let's briefly finish up with heaps. 

KW: Heaps, yes--again, you can use the words "whole," "part," and "hierarchy" with reference to heaps, but the meanings are almost completely different. A rock, for example, is a heap. There is no enduring or defining pattern to a rock--its particular shape and form is accidental; it is not self-fashioned (like individual or social holons) nor other-fashioned (i.e., its pattern is not intentionally imposed on it by the intelligence of an other, which would make it an artifact). But you can, if you want, point to a section of a rock and say "that part of the rock." So heaps have what you might call "facets" or "aspects" that are "parts" of the "whole," but these parts are just mere locations in space, without any significant order or pattern. And the hierarchy ("the whole rock transcends and includes the parts of the rock") is likewise an insignificant or largely accidental hierarchy. 

Shambhala: But the rock contains sentient holons. 

KW: Yes, the rock contains both individual holons, such as quarks, atoms, and molecules, and social holons, such as crystals, all of which have prehension or rudimentary consciousness. But the rock itself has no interior of its own, and thus it has no consciousness of its own. 

Here, let me write down a summary of all this [the following is a long summary I wrote, and it can be skipped by those who have little interest in such details, and one can go directly to the beginning of Part III, "The Cultural Creatives and the Integral Culture"]. 

Individual Holons 

Consciousness--Yes; all individual holons are sentient holons; they possess subjective prehension, impulse, feeling, images, symbols, concepts..., as one moves up the great holarchy of increasing care, compassion, and consciousness. 

Whole and Part --With individual holons, "part" means a constitutive element or an enfolded ingredient or an organic component of the senior whole. Thus, a whole atom is a part (a constituent) of a whole molecule, a whole molecule is a constituent part of a cell, and so on. 

Agency--The agency, pattern, or regime of an individual holon is autopoietic, or self-imposed. Of course, all sentient holons have four quadrants, so any individual holon is molded by its environment, the social system, and its background culture (they do not "co-evolve," they "tetra-evolve"). But the defining pattern of an individual holon is dynamically and autonomously self-maintained (which is the agency or active identity of the holon). When a junior individual holon becomes a constituent of a senior individual holon, the agency of the junior is subsumed by the senior; that is, the junior maintains a relative autonomy (the molecule is still a molecule), but its activity and function are to some degree determined by the agency of the senior holon (e.g., when a cell moves, all its molecules move with it). As tenet #6 puts it, "The lower sets the possibilities of the higher; the higher sets the probabilities of the lower." 

Hierarchy--Individual holons exist in nested hierarchies or holarchies of other individual holons (e.g., quarks to atoms to molecules to cells to organisms....), where each junior holon is a constituent element or an organic component of the senior holon. This is why tenet #9 is true: "Destroy any type of holon and you will destroy all of the holons above it and none of the holons below it." Destroy all molecules in the universe, and you will destroy all cells and organisms, but you will not destroy atoms or quarks. This simple rule allows us to establish what is "higher" and "lower" in any hierarchy (this is where green starts to get nervous). This rule applies to all hierarchies in any of the quadrants, since they are all fundamentally composed in part of individual holons. 

(Incidentally, this is also where we get the definition of "fundamental" and "significant": the lower a holon, the more fundamental it is, since it is an ingredient or constituent element of so many other holons [e.g., atoms are parts of molecules and cells and organisms, all of which depend up the more fundamental atom for existence]; but the higher a holon, the more significant it is, since it signifies or contains so many other holons [e.g., a cell contains or actually embraces molecules, atoms, and quarks within its own being, whereas atoms only embrace quarks. Thus, a cell is less fundamental but more significant than an atom; an atom is less significant but more fundamental. One of the great problems with so many eco-theories and "new paradigms" is that they mistake fundamental for significant....]) 

Size--Generally speaking, individual holons get bigger and bigger, because each senior holon literally enfolds or embraces (transcends and includes) its juniors--thus cells are bigger than molecules which are bigger than atoms. But we need to be careful here, because physical size really only applies to the Right-Hand or exterior aspects of holons. On the interior domains, each senior holon is "bigger" in the sense of more inclusive, more expansive. Thus, a concept is not literally bigger than a symbol, but a concept contains many more referents than does a symbol. Likewise a rule contains many concepts, and formal operational contains many rules. Each interior senior holon transcends and includes its juniors and is thus "bigger" in the sense of being more inclusive and more embracing and more transcendentally expansive. 

Thus, with individual holons, each senior holon is "bigger," either in the physical sense of larger, or in the interior sense of being more inclusive and more expansive. Nowhere is this more clearly seen than in a holon's sense of self-identity, which over the entire course of evolution can expand from egocentric to ethnocentric to worldcentric to theocentric (or pneumocentric or Kosmocentric)--an identity that has expanded from a single isolated entity to an identity with literally everything in the entire Kosmos. 

Social Holons 

Consciousness--Yes; social holons are sentient holons; but they possess consciousness as intersubjective or distributed; there is no central subject of awareness. Groups have no subjective prehension or single agency, simply because their "parts" are members, not subservient elements. (There is, for example, a "group ego," but that ego is not a single entity that controls all the members in the group in the same way that my ego controls the voluntary movement of my arms. The group ego--or intersubjective consciousness, or cultural background, or Lower-Left quadrant--exerts its influence in more diffuse and subtle ways, creating a background or intersubjective space in which individual subjects and objects arise, but within which individual subjects are relatively free to move as they like. Put differently, the regnant nexi of individual and social holons are different in degree and in kind.) 

Whole and Part --Social holons contain individual holons, artifacts, and heaps, but the individual holons are "parts" of a society, not as constituent elements of the whole, but as members of the whole. That is, for individual holons, "part" means ingredient or constituent element; but for social holons, "part" means member, co-partner, fellow, participant. 

The difference is obvious, but to spell it out: constituent elements have their agency subsumed by senior individual holons, but members retain a much larger degree of relative autonomy within the social holon. For example, when I raise my arm, 100% of the cells in my arm move upward. My will, as dominant monad, subsumes and overrides the will of the cells. When I move my arm, no cell can decide not to move with it. But there is no society where 100% of its members do exactly what the leader of the society says. Even in a powerful dictatorship, you can choose to disagree with the regime; you might get shot, but you can disagree. The reason is that social holons do not have a single dominant monad or regnant nexus (because they possess no single subject of consciousness, only an intersubjective distribution), and therefore the leader, ruler, king, president, or governing body has intrinsically limited powers. In fact, we generally condemn societies where one person or one ruling body attempts to dominate and control the society, because what that really means is that the controlling person is trying to treat the social holon as if it were an individual holon ... and the ruler its autocratic dominant monad ("L'etat, c'est moi"--"I am the State"--is the archetypal formula for totalitarian oppression, and that oppression comes precisely from treating social holons as if they were individual holons.) 

Now that confusion of individual and social holons is quite common with systems theory and most forms of eco-theories. They construct their nested hierarchies by treating individual and social holons as if they were on the same ontological axis, with one being simply bigger than the other, failing to realize the significant ontological divide between them. Thus the typical eco/systems theory holarchy is: an atom is part of a molecule which is part of a cell which is part of an organism which is part of an ecosystem which is part of the biosphere which is part of the universe. Total nightmare. 

The first half of that holarchy is of individual holons; the second half is of social holons. "Whole" and "part" mean something very different in both of them (namely, constituent element with its agency largely subsumed by the senior, versus member whose agency is a co-partner with other members in society). To make any individual holon--from a cell to a wolf to an ape to a human--a constituent "part" of a social holon is to make it merely a mindless cog in a machine that robs its of its relative autonomy. It is not only that this would be a morally reprehensible act, it is an ontological impossibility as well (although dictators--political or ecological--never cease trying). 

Now social holons, from ecosystems to the State, for example, are indeed sentient holons, and as sentient holons, they have certain rights (all sentient wholes have agency and all agency has natural rights, just as all communions have natural responsibilities, and all sentient holons have both agency and communion, or both rights and responsibilities; see Brief History ). Among other things, the State has the right to curtail the rights of its individual holons or members, if those individual rights so threaten the welfare of other individual holons that it threatens the very existence of the State. And the State, by whatever name, is not a superfluous entity that we would do well without. All sentient holons have four quadrants, and the sociocultural quadrants (LL and LR), which include political dimensions, are unavoidable. What is avoidable is having the State exercise too many rights over individuals, on the one hand, or having individuals exercise so many individual rights that the communions and fabric of society come unraveled. How to draw this delicate line--between State right and individual right--is the ongoing saga of political action. But what we do not want to do, in any case, is confuse individual and social holons and treat them as the same type of entity (one being merely bigger than the other, instead of being different in kind), because that results in fascism (too much State or social agency) or communism (too much social communion), whether that be political fascism or eco-fascism, the latter resulting from treating individual holons as if they were only parts in the web-of-life, instead of members in extensive social holons. 

Agency--The agency, regime, pattern, or form of a social holon is also self-generated, self-fashioned, self-imposed, autopoietic (although again, all holons are influenced by all four quadrants). The agency of a social holon is simply the set of guiding patterns to which all individual members subscribe, with this subscription defining membership. (There are, of course, levels of culture and therefore levels of membership. Social membership is defined by following the behavioral patterns of the physical aspects of members of the social system or LR quadrant; cultural membership is defined by sharing the intersubjective level of mutual understanding that defines the particular hermeneutic circle in the LL; for a discussion of this idea, see Fred Kofman's essay, op. cit. In this essay I will treat social and cultural together.) 

This membership can be simple, as with a crystal lattice (which is a social holon of individual ions, and all of the ions in the crystal follow the crystal's pattern, although they also retain some degree of relative autonomy), or quite complex, as with the modern State and its multifarious bureaucracies (among other patterns). An individual holon is deemed a member of a social holon when the individual holon follows the basic patterns, agency, or rules that define the social holon. Thus, if an ion breaks away from the crystal lattice and goes its own way, it is no longer a member of the crystal--the only thing that has changed is that the ion is now moving largely under its own discretion and is no longer curtailing some of its autonomy in order to share in the communions of the social holon. Since all holons are agency-in-communion, the ion will sooner or later re-enter some sort of social holon. Likewise, a human being is a member of a particular society as long as she is following the patterns that define that particular whole. If she ceases following the rules or laws, she is "outlawed"--either forcibly removed from the society or put into self-exile. Likewise, I am a member of card game if I follow the rules of the game; if I break the rules, I'm out of the game, or no longer a member of that social holon (see SES). 

Thus, we have individual holons that are constituent parts of higher individual holons (e.g., cells that are constituent parts of organisms) and individual holons that are members of social holons (e.g., a prokaryotic cell is a member of the social holon of Gaia)--in both cases, the individual holon curtails some of its freedom or agency in order to participate in the other holons (either the higher individual holon or the wider social holon). But these curtailments of agency in individual holons and in social holons are different in both degree and kind. In degree , because when an individual holon is subsumed by a senior individual holon, its agency unavoidably and in principle is largely subsumed by the senior (not totally subsumed, because all holons retain their own wholeness or a degree of relative autonomy, much as a cell in an organism still has considerable degrees of freedom to "do its own thing." But the right of the senior holon trumps in all cases the right of the junior holons, and the locus of control shifts inexorably to the senior holon, which is now the dominant monad or regnant nexus). In kind , because individual holons do indeed possess a dominant monad (or a nexus of dominant monads) because they possess a subjective center of consciousness, whereas social holons, because they do not possess a subjective prehension, do not in principle have a dominant monad (except where tyranny is attempted, tyranny in all cases being defined as the equating of social holons with individual holons). This is one of the many reasons that it is a travesty to refer to organisms as if they were mere "parts" of the great web of life, whereas they are rather co-members in that social holon. 

Hierarchy--All holons "transcend and include," which is what establishes natural hierarchy or holarchy, as Whitehead so often pointed out. This is true from the macro scale (e.g., the Great Nest of Being, where spirit transcends and includes soul, which transcends and includes mind, which transcends and includes body, which transcends and includes matter), to the meso scale (e.g., developmental psychologists have found that each stage of development transcends and includes the previous stages), to the micro scale (e.g., Whitehead's notion of prehension means that the subjective whole of one moment becomes an objective part of the next moment's subjective whole--"the many become one and are increased by one." In other words, Whitehead's prehension, where the subject of one moment becomes the object of the subject of the next--that is, this present moment transcends and includes the previous moment--is the very microstructure of the fundamentally hierarchical nature of reality--transcend and include. [The green meme, of course, focuses on Whitehead's "dynamical process" terms and ignores his insistence on the hierarchical nature of reality. This is another one of those little self-tests you can use: if you didn't happen to notice that Whitehead's view is hierarchical, then you are probably trying to read him through the green meme.] Incidentally, I have heard critics say that I disagree with Whitehead's process thought--and that my system is "static" (huh?)--simply because I have been critical of what I believe are certain limitations in Whitehead's view. But I have always said that I agree with almost all of Whitehead's basic analysis of prehension, of actual occasions, of the compound individual, of dynamic process, of the intrinsically hierarchical nature of reality, and so on--and I have stated this agreement going all the way back to Up from Eden . But I have criticized Whitehead due to his monological, or at best partial-dialogical stance, pointing out that the fundamental holons of reality are not just in an I-it relationship--or subject-object--but rather are in a four-quadrant relationship--subject, object, intersubjective, interobjective, and the later two cannot be reduced to the former two, which Whitehead does. This quadratic process is much more dialogical and dialectical than Whitehead. See Integral Psychology for extensive discussion of Whitehead, and see endnote 3 in the Intro to CW8, posted on this site, for a discussion between Day Ray Griffin and myself on this topic.) 

To return to the main topic. Here is where people often get confused: a social holon does not transcend and include individual holons; rather, a social holon transcends and includes the previous social holons in its own line of development. Thus, an orange culture transcends and includes the fundamentals of a blue culture, which transcends and includes the fundamentals of a red culture, and so on (via what is called "social learning mechanisms"). Likewise, any particular ecosystem does not transcend and include its members, such a worms and rabbits and trees; it transcends and includes the fundamental relationships of the previous ecosystem in that niche (in other words, the interior and the exterior of the individual and the social tetra-evolve. But individual holons are not constituent parts of ecosystems, they are members of ecosystems that "co-evolve"--or more accurately, "tetra-evolve"). 

In short, and at all levels, the senior social holon subsumes the junior social holon as a constituent element of its higher structure (but does not subsume its individual holons, since they are members, not elements). This is why Niklas Luhmann, arguably the world's greatest social systems theorist, points out that human beings are not parts of the social system, since partness and membership are different in kind. 

Size--This is what really confuses everybody: the higher you go on a holarchy, you find that individual holons get bigger, but social holons get smaller. The reason is simple: since each senior individual holon transcends and includes its juniors, there will always be fewer senior holons than junior holons (e.g., there will always be fewer cells than molecules, fewer molecules than atoms, fewer atoms than quarks. There will always be fewer humans than mammals, fewer mammals than insects, fewer insects than bacteria, fewer bacteria than molecules....). Because there are fewer of the higher holons, then when those higher holons get together to form social holons, those social holons will be smaller (i.e., smaller than the social holons of the junior levels). The fewer holons you have at a convention, the smaller the convention. 

Thus, when plentiful atoms get together, the result is galaxies. When atoms evolve into molecules, and molecules get together, the result is planets (which are much smaller than galaxies). When cells evolve out of molecules, and cells get together to form the first living ecosystems, those ecosystems are much smaller than the planet on which they occur. When multicellular organisms evolve out of cells, and they get together to form, say, bands or tribes, those tribes are much smaller than the ecosystems around them. And so on. The individual holons get bigger, the social holons get smaller. (This is tenet #8, "Each successive level of evolution produces greater depth and less span." The greater depth is more inclusive and more expansive--egocentric to ethnocentric to worldcentric--but the number of holons that actually reach that greater depth becomes less and less.) 

Here's the real problem: if you confuse individual holons and social holons, and then you start constructing your holarchies based on bigger size , you actually create holarchies that are regressive and reductionistic, that contain less and less depth! And then you recommend that people regress for their salvation! Oy vey. 

For example, we have seen that the typical eco/systems theory hierarchy is: atoms to molecules to cells to organisms to ecosystems to biosphere to cosmos. That hierarchy muddles all four quadrants, confuses individual and social holons, reduces individual holons to mere parts or cogs in a flatland web-of-life, erases interior holarchies altogether, and ends up reducing all holons to "parts" of the physical cosmos. Yikes. 

When it comes to individual holons, their depth or interior identities expand and evolve--eventually moving from egocentric to ethnocentric to worldcentric to Kosmocentric--but the number of individuals (the span) who actually reach those higher levels of development becomes fewer and fewer. Thus, by the time we get to humans--who can indeed have an experience of Kosmic consciousness--the number of humans (the span) who consciously and stably reach that deeper or higher level is very small--as we saw, less than 0.5% reach turquoise, which is the first level where there is the beginning of a conscious realization that "I am one with the Kosmos." Thus, human identity goes from an identity merely with the self or the isolated organism, to an identity with the family, to an identity with the tribe or local community, to the nation, to humans of all nations, to all living beings, to all holons everywhere. That is the holarchy of the interior identity of individual holons . ("All living beings" does not mean a social holon of all those who realize that high level of identity, it is merely the extent of expansion of the identity of the individual holon.) 

Because the number of people who reach those higher stages become fewer and fewer, then when those senior holons gather together, their social holons become smaller and smaller. For example, as we have seen, 40% of the population makes it to blue, 30% makes it to orange, 20% makes it to green, and less than 2% makes it to second tier (and even less to third tier). This is why traditionally, for those who wished to pursue the higher levels of consciousness expansion, individuals gathered together in small circles or sanghas, microcommunities of the like-spirited, where they became members of a greater-depthed social holon, away from the masses (of blue and orange and green), who not only would not understand their pursuits, but would do whatever they could to destroy them, as history has unfortunately born witness all too often. 

Is this elitist? God lord, I hope so. But it is an elitism to which all are invited . Everybody has the capacity or the potential to evolve to very highest waves of being and consciousness. "Greater depth, less span" does not mean that there is an inherent limit to the number of people who can develop into the higher realms, because all the higher realms are potentials that are actually present in the human holon. It does mean that, for practical purposes, fewer individuals make it to the higher levels, simply because you have to pass through the lower on the way to the higher, and many individuals settle in at a particular level based on their desires, karmic or otherwise. But that does not mean that you cannot evolve as high as your capacity and intentionality will take you. 

The central point is simply that, in constructing one's holarchies, it is important to list individual holons and social holons, not with the latter sitting on top of the former and subsuming it, but with both individual and social holons as correlative aspects of sentient holons at each and every level of development. This, of course, is what the four quadrants do--the top two quadrants are individual, and the bottom two quadrants are the correlative social forms of individuals at each and every stage of evolution. 

Artifacts 

Consciousness--No; artifacts are insentient holons. Artifacts, as artifacts, possess no interiors and no consciousness, they do not follow the twenty tenets. But they do contain individual holons (e.g., atoms, molecules) and social holons (crystals, polymers) that do contain prehensions or proto-consciousness. 

Whole and Part --In a very loose sense, we can say that the whole artifact has parts, in the sense of, say, the components of a stereo system, or even a piece of pie. But these parts are assembled from without, not grown from within. Since the artifact has no self-imposed agency, it has no self-generated wholeness that of itself organizes the component parts. The whole and part relation, in other words, is artificial and insentient. 

Agency--The pattern, structure and function of an artifact is imposed on it, or is the product of, the agency of an individual or social holon. Levels of consciousness produce levels of artifacts. All sentient holons produce artifacts to one degree or another, because the agency of a holon impacts its environment one way or another. 

Hierarchy--Artifacts, because they do have a type of whole/part structure, have a type of hierarchy (a spoke is part of a wheel which is part of a bicycle). But again, it is a hierarchy created from without, not enfolded from within; it is a hierarchy bereft of consciousness; its structure and function are given to it by sentient holons; it obeys behavioral patterns of the social system within which it is moved by sentient holons, and it is "part" of the social system to the degree it is moved within those patterns. 

Heaps 

Consciousness--No; heaps are insentent holons. Heaps contain sentient holons that have consciousness, but heaps as heaps have no interiors, no agency, and no prehension. 

Whole and Part --Again, in a very loose sense, we can say that a rock has parts to it, where "part" simply means a feature or aspect, but not anything that is intrinsic to the rock itself. The shape of the rock or sand pile is merely accidental or random, as are its "parts." 

Agency--A heap has no agency, intrinsic pattern or form. Unlike an artifact, whose pattern is imposed on it by the intentionality of a sentient holon, a heap has no intelligent pattern or design. 

Hierarchy--Only in the loosest sense that the whole pile is bigger than any of its random parts. But there is no subsuming of agencies, no membership, no functional pattern. 

Individual holons, social holons, artifacts, and heaps--only as holistic philosophies, systems theory, eco-philosophies, and attempted "integrative" approaches take these entities into account, can we begin to move toward genuinely integral maps and models and performances of the radiant Kosmos.... 

PART III 

The Cultural Creatives And The Integral Culture 

Shambhala: Okay, to pick up the earlier conversation. Those are examples of the type of negative but constructive criticism you got from second-tier thinkers. But the majority of the criticism you got was from the green meme. It seems like you were saying that this is what you wanted to happen. 

KW: It's more that I simply wanted to differentiate the first-tier approaches to this field from the second-tier. And given that some 25% of the population is green, and less than 2% is second tier, I wanted to try to differentiate these audiences so that they could each be clearly identified, and then each could focus on what it does best. For me personally, I wanted to see who was particularly attracted to these three books (SES, BH, ES), because that became the basis of future professional associations. 

Shambhala: It became part of Integral Institute. 

KW: In some ways, yes. Integral Institute is an attempt to bring together as many second-tier thinkers as possible. My work often acts as a type of litmus test for this, rightly or wrongly. 

Shambhala: But green often claims that what it is doing is "integral." 

KW: Yes, as Don Beck puts it, "Green looks at itself and always thinks that it is turquoise. Green always calls itself 'integral.'" 

Shambhala: As with Paul Ray's work. 

KW: Yes, I think so. Ray claims that some 25% of the American population is at an integral level. He calls this "the integral culture" composed of "cultural creatives." But all he's really measuring is the green meme. Now of course Ray is careful to point out that the cultural creatives actually contain many disparate subgroups. But he constantly calls all of them THE cultural creatives, because most of them do indeed share some common elements--such as the general green-meme value orientation. But if you look at any sophisticated measure of psychological development--from Jane Loevinger to Clare Graves to Susann Cook-Greuter to Robert Kegan to Don Beck--you find that the percentage of people at yellow is about 1.5%, and at turquoise, about 0.5%. The idea that 25% of Americans deserve to be put in a general group called "the integral culture" is, forgive me, simply ludicrous. This seems to be just another example of boomers claiming that they are so much more incredibly wonderful than anybody else. This is the essence of boomeritis, in my opinion [see chapter 2 in A Theory of Everything ]. 

Shambhala: But you do have many good things to say about Ray's research. 

KW: Yes, what Paul Ray has done is identify the green meme, the cultural creatives, with their many variations and subgroups. But the cultural creatives are not an integral culture--in fact, as we have seen, the green meme or the cultural creatives are what are actually preventing an integral culture--they will destroy or deconstruct anything second tier that they happen to run into. 

But the cultural creatives can become a truly integral culture , IF they vertically transform to yellow or second-tier consciousness. Now the boomers have been at the green meme for almost three decades. The extremely positive benefits of this green-meme consciousness are numerous and profound: the green meme brought us much of the civil rights movement, feminism, environmental protection, and health care freedom. 

But the downsides have been equally far-reaching: extreme or deconstructive postmodernism (as opposed to constructive postmodernism, of which I am a strong advocate--see MSS); politically correct thought police; the complete dumbing down of the educational system in order to avoid those nasty grades and ranking; the pervasive erosion of first amendment rights (when green-meme individuals are asked which is more important, freedom of speech or preventing freedom of speech so as to not hurt somebody's feelings, a majority alarmingly choose the latter--in other words, the right to free speech would be replaced by the right to not have your sensitive ego bruised--and this abrogation of first-amendment freedoms is now standard policy at many centers of higher education--an example of the mean green meme in action). 

One of the real problems with green is that, as Don Beck says, "Green has to have victims." And so it has to see everybody as either an innocent victim or a wicked oppressing force. Thus, where the blue meme blames the victim, the green meme creates victims, by the droves, and then trumps up charges for those it imagines are the great oppressors. At West Point, for example, if a man looks at a woman for longer than seven seconds, he is guilty of sexual harassment and the woman has been victimized. I mean people, please, get a grip. This is behind so much of the "victim chic" that has become so fashionable in cultural studies, which erodes self responsibility, demonizes so much of life's unavoidable messiness, and, saddest of all, trivializes the real victims of real oppression. 

A Home Self-Test For Green 

Shambhala: This is a funny question, but is there any way you can tell if you're basically green meme? Are there any tests for this? 

KW: Yes, there's the Clare Graves values test, which Spiral Dynamics has refined. And you can take any of the tests devised by other developmentalists, because, based on considerable evidence, all of them have a wave of development that corresponds to the green meme, such as Jane Loevinger's individualistic stage, Jenny Wades affiliative stage, or the works of Bill Torbert, Bob Kegan, Pascual-Leone, Patricia Arlin, Gisela Labouvie-Vief, Susanne Cook-Greuter, Deirdre Kramer, Cheryl Armon, and so on [see Integral Psychology ]. 

Shambhala: Nothing simpler? 

KW: Oh sure, there are several of what I call "home self-test" questions. [Laughing] The first test is, if you hate the idea of these kinds of tests, you're probably green (since green hates ranking, tests, grades, etc). But here are two more interesting self-tests. 

One, are you a Republican that feels very strongly that the Democratic agenda is almost entirely wrong? Or are you a Democrat who feels that the Republicans are deeply wrong? 

If you answer yes to the former, you are almost certainly blue. If you answer yes to the latter, you are strongly green. Second tier, on the other hand, sees that, in their own place and time, both blue and green are extremely important to the health of the overall spiral. But all first-tier memes pretty much despise each other, so if you really hate Bush and think he will be the worst thing that could ever happen to this country, you probably are not understanding the importance of creating blue infrastructure and blue values (as a platform for further growth). Unfortunately, as Spiral Dynamics puts it, "Green dissolves blue." Green does everything in its power to deconstruct and dismantle blue anything, from traditional religion to traditional values, and this horribly undermines the growth of the overall spiral. This is ultimately suicidal on green's part, since the only way to get to green is through blue--because everybody starts at square one, at beige, and has to develop through the unfolding spiral. So no blue, no green. 

Shambhala: So green's attack on blue is suicidal. It's like hating your parents. 

KW: Actually, it's like shooting your parents before you were born. 

Shambhala: [Laughing] So if green succeeds in destroying blue, there will never be another green anywhere on the planet. 

KW: Right. 

Shambhala: You talk about healthy and unhealthy green. 

KW: Yes, healthy green is the "sensitive self"; it helps to differentiate the rigid universal formalisms of orange into multiple systems, context-bound diverse cultures, multiculturalism, diversity movements, pluralism, and so on. Green differentiates on the way to a genuine integration (which green itself cannot deliver, but can prepare for). As I said, healthy green makes the entire first-tier spiral more sensitive and more caring, and thus prepares the leap to second tier. 

But unhealthy green or pathological green takes all of that to extremes. Instead of an opening to other viewpoints and perspectives, there is a persecution of those who do not share this particular "openness." The politically correct thought police swing into action, a type of green Inquisition that is now quite active in academia, both conventional and even more so in alternative education. 

Like all first-tier memes, the pathologies of green tend toward a sharp polarization--into an "us" vs. "them" mentality. Second tier, on the other hand, sees the importance and necessity of both. But first tier creates sharp dualities: purple has good spirits versus bad spirits; red has predators and prey; blue has saints and sinners; orange has winners and losers; and green has "sensitive" versus "insensitive." And so green, in a rather paradoxical fashion, creates intense dualities and demonizes those whose are "insensitive" based precisely on its drive to be inclusive. The reason for this paradox--excluding and demonizing so many people in the name of inclusiveness--is that green's "inclusiveness" or green's version of "integral" is not yet really integral or really inclusive, because it does not yet grasp holarchy and so it cannot really create greater wholeness--all it can do is collect the parts, not connect the parts into greater wholes (which requires ranking--worldcentric is better than ethnocentric is better than egocentric--but green just can't bring itself to consciously rank anything, including worldviews, so it gathers everybody together and then watches helplessly as those fragments proceed to tear each other apart). In short, green excludes those who have value rankings, and thus green is not as inclusive as it would like to think (not to mention the fact that green has its own intense ranking system and thus ought to throw itself out of its own club). But green, struggling in the right direction but still caught in first tier, demands this type of "inclusiveness" and people who don't buy this pseudo-inclusiveness are instantly demonized and excluded. 

Shambhala: Which is what greens do with Bush, for example. 

KW: Yes, which is why your political orientation is a good test of whether you are first or second tier. If you are passionately Republican or passionately Democrat, then you are passionately first tier. Second tier, on the other hand, starts to understand a truly integral politics , where the traditional Republican stance (which is largely blue to orange--Republicans are the party of the conventional stages of growth) and the traditional Democratic stance (which is green/red/purple--Democrats are the party of both preconventional and postconventional)--are all crucially needed. The fact is that both Republican and Democratic agendas contain extremely important truths, and thus both of them need to be honored and brought together into a larger synthesis or whole, a synthesis that spans the entire spiral of development and does not demonize any particular wave of consciousness. 

Shambhala: So are you comfortable with Bush as president? 

KW: Yes, with some reservations, of course. Green has so devastated blue infrastructure in this country that we need to take a step back and rebuild that infrastructure. Green attempts to impose its values on everybody, including the earlier stages of development--green especially and rather tragically attempts to erase or deconstruct blue (traditional religion, republican values) and orange (science, the Western Enlightenment), and this hobbles the entire spiral. So a little old-fashioned Republican infrastructure building is in order, counteracting what Bush so accurately called "the soft bigotry of lowered expectations." 

Now you can say that Bush is insincere about this, or that his "compassionate conservatism" is just a clever ploy. But I don't think Bush is clever enough to do that. Compassionate conservatism is his attempt to include more green in the traditional blue-orange Republican worldviews, which are indeed harshly polarized into blue saints and sinners (e.g., homosexuals, unwed mothers) and orange winners and losers (e.g., homeless, poor). Bush is at least attempting to work a little green into the Republican values, and those who know him say he is quite sincere about this. 

The downside, of course, is that most Republicans also think that their basic blue-orange value system is still the only value system really worth anything, and so they will cause their own considerable "collateral damage," as it were. I'm particularly worried about environmental programs, which will take a huge and frightening hit--both blue and orange tend to devalue the environment, blue because "my kingdom is not of this earth," so if we screw up the earth, what the hell, eh?; and orange because the earth is a vast resource for profit plundering. But that's the price this country will continue to pay until we have a truly integral politics. Until that time, blue and green will continue to wreck havoc on the overall spiral of growth and development. 

Shambhala: But Al Gore has now twice said publicly that The Marriage of Sense and Soul is his favorite new book. Wouldn't you prefer to see him in office? 

KW: Well, my point is that second tier can very comfortably work with either of them, so I would hope I could do so. And of course personally for me it would have been better to have Al Gore in office. But he came out with such a green-meme, flatland political agenda (which incredibly was taken to even more extremes by Nader), aggressively attacking blue and orange without any understanding of how their healthy versions are crucial for the health of the spiral and the nation--we were all a little shocked, actually. It might be good for him to cool his heels and reflect on how a more integral political agenda would serve him and the country better, or so it seems to me. Ideally, of course, we would have a green-to-yellow politician who also embraces red to blue to orange, or the entire Spiral--we would have the beginning of a truly integral politics, a genuine "Third Way"--but I don't see that anywhere on the horizon [see A Theory of Everything , chaps. 5 and 6, for a further discussion of integral politics and today's national and international political scene.] 

Shambhala: You and the members of the politics branch of Integral Institute have worked with both Gore and Bush, right? And Clinton and Tony Blair? 

KW: Yes, and we will continue to do so, trying to help any of them move from first-tier to second-tier politics. One thing is sure: whoever develops a truly integral politics will have the inside track for the foreseeable future. 

Shambhala: You were going to mention one other home self-test. 

KW: Oh, yeah. Research showed that only two memes thought that Y2K was going to be a great social transformation--blue and green. Blue (fundamentalist religion) thought it would be the end of the sinful world and the coming of Christ. Green thought it would be the end of the insensitive world and the coming of caring green. Needless to say, it didn't quite work out that way. 

Shambhala: But it could have. If all communications really did break down, which many forecasters predicted, that could have precipitated a social transformation to a more caring or green world. 

KW: Well, when a given culture breaks down that badly, it regresses to more primitive survival levels. So the orange/green culture would have regressed to red survival drives and street gangs, and the greens would actually have been dinner for the Bloods and Crips. That green thought that any social upheaval would automatically make everybody embrace its own value system shows again the provincial nature of first-tier beliefs. 

Shambhala: Incidentally, what level are you? 

KW: I'm trying to work my up to beige. 

Shambhala: [Laughing] Okay, let's wrap this particular topic up. Given all of this, why does green think that it is "integral"? Why does green always think that it is turquoise? 

KW: Well, green is indeed a strong step in the right direction, which is why, although it is not yet really second tier, it does prepare the way for it. Green is sort of John the Baptist for second-tier salvation. 

Shambhala: How exactly? 

KW: Well, recall that green is the "sensitive self," and it wants to include everybody, it wants to get everybody into the tent. It doesn't want to marginalize anybody. This in itself is wonderful, and this is why green prepares the quantum leap to second tier. 

But green is not itself second tier because, although it knows how to "collect the dots," it doesn't know how to "connect the dots," as we were saying earlier. Green knows how to get all the pieces together, but it doesn't know how to create a patterned whole out of them. They just remain pluralistic fragments lying around in heaps--they are not organized into holarchies of increasing consciousness and compassion. 

Shambhala: Why not? 

KW: Because green denies holarchies altogether--denies nested hierarchies and ranking of any sort. But the only way atoms can be brought together into molecules is via hierarchy. That is, there has to be some principle that is higher or deeper than the isolated parts in order to bring them together. That "deeper" or "higher" glue is nested hierarchy (holarchy), and without holarchy, you have heaps, not wholes. 

But green denies any sort of hierarchies, nested or otherwise, and thus green denies second tier--fights its, tries to destroy it, tries to deconstruct it. So it is only as consciousness lets go of green--transcends it, but also includes it--that consciousness can move to second tier, integral awareness. 

Shambhala: But here is the problem that so many people have with hierarchies, nested or otherwise. If the higher level subsumes the lower level, then it seems that you are saying, for example, that second tier can control those who are at first tier, just as a cell can control its molecules. 

KW: Absolutely not. You just confused individual and social holons. 

Shambhala: Oh yeah. Oops. 

KW: Only with individual holons do the senior elements subsume the junior elements and exercise some sort of strong control over them. But social holons are composed of members or partners, NOT elements. So this remains a co-partnership at all levels. 

Shambhala: Then where does the "transcend and include" part come in? How is a second tier social holarchy higher than a first tier? 

KW: Well, just remember that social holons transcend and include the previous social holons, NOT the previous individual holons. Thus, an orange culture transcends and includes the fundamentals of a blue culture, which transcends and includes the fundamentals of a red culture, and so on. Why is orange higher than blue, which is higher than red? Because each higher wave of development is more inclusive and more holistic --moving from egocentric (purple, red) to ethnocentric (blue) to worldcentric (orange, green, and second tier), and second tier opens directly onto pneumocentric or Kosmocentric. Each higher wave has more consciousness, more care, and more compassion. 

Shambhala: Hence, the nested hierarchy or holarchy. 

KW: Yes. And it is generally the case that, once a culture's center of gravity moves from, say, blue-ethnocentric to orange-worldcentric, then the orange culture will indeed ask all of its members to follow these higher laws and rules (no matter what the individual's level of interior development). For example, in the worldcentric Western cultures (and the laws of Western cultures are in fact almost entirely worldcentric, not ethnocentric, as green demonizing claims), it is illegal to discriminate against a person based on ethnocentric criteria. That is, in Western worldcentric democracies, it is illegal to discriminate based on religious belief, sexual orientation, skin color, and so on. These worldcentric laws are part of every orange/green culture--they are part of the defining patterns or agency of that social holon--and thus, if you are to be a member of that culture, you must follow those patterns and laws. If not, you are outlawed, or removed from the public space. 

These public laws say, in effect: "Look, we don't care what level of interior development you are. You can be purple, red, blue, orange, green, whatever. That is your right as a member of this social holon (and since society is not an organism or a big individual holon, then not even a dictatorship can actually take that right away from you). But in the public space--the res public--a social holon can indeed insist that its members behave according to its laws. Thus, in an orange society, you cannot shoot somebody whose religion you don't like; you cannot deny somebody an education because of their skin color; you cannot disenfranchise a person because she is female, and so on. Those exclusionary practices are the defining laws and patterns in ethnocentric cultures (which, strangely, are celebrated by greens); but those ethnocentric laws are illegal in worldcentric cultures. This is a brilliant move for social holarchies, and it allows cultural evolution to continue on its way of increasing inclusiveness, increasing consciousness, increasing compassion. 

But this rule of law--the orange law in modern democracies--is not one individual controlling another individual; it is the membership of the social holon enacting laws that all members agree to abide by. Big difference. If green could better understand this, it could begin to grasp the nature and importance of holarchies--individual and social--and thus stand open to truly integral consciousness. 

The Coming Transformation 

Shambhala: So green is preventing the integral culture, but if green lets go of itself and moves to yellow, then the entire green population can move into, or transform into, second-tier integral culture. 

KW: Yes, I think that's right. 

Shambhala: Could that actually happen? All of the green population moving to yellow? And if so, when? 

KW: A couple of things about that. The social revolution of the '60s and '70s was indeed a genuine revolution--it was the first time in history that a large and significant portion of the population moved from orange to green. In the past, many of the truly higher memes, such as green, emerged only in very small segments of the population. For example, the Western Enlightenment was basically orange, the Romantic movement was green (which, as usual, attracted red and purple regressive elements as well), and the Idealist movement was second tier. But the Romantic and Idealist movements were confined to a very, very small percentage of the population. With the Enlightenment, the western cultural-legal center of gravity moved from ethnocentric blue to worldcentric orange--this was the Enlightenment's extraordinary accomplishment (which, of course, green postmodernists have spent their time trashing). But at no time in history were there significant portions of the population that were green. 

Until the boomers, who were the first generation in history to ride the green wave. Now the boomers, from the start, thought that this was the revolution to end all revolutions, the great social transformation that would end all transformations. This was the dawning of the Age of Aquarius, the Aquarian Conspiracy, the Greening of America. Well, it was indeed the green-meming of America, which was wonderful, and led to all those important contributions I mentioned, from civil rights to feminism to environmentalism. For all of that we can gratefully thank the "sensitive self." 

Shambhala: But green didn't realize that it still had a long way to go. That there was still yellow, and turquoise, and coral/psychic, and subtle.... 

KW: Yes, that's right. But the really amazing thing about this is that, although the green-meme cultural creatives are not yet at second tier--and in fact, they despise second tier--they are actually standing right on the brink. And the slightest nudge could send them over in droves. 

Shambhala: So the integral revolution that they have talked about all their lives could in fact still lie right in front of them. 

KW: It's a distinct possibility. Run the numbers here: the revolution of the '60s was caused by about 20% of the population moving from orange to green. Now once you are at a new level or stage or wave of consciousness--say, green--it is very hard to move immediately to the next wave (in this case, yellow or even turquoise). The reason is that, in order for transformation to occur, several things have to happen [see chap. 3 of A Theory of Everything ]. One, you have to be at a particular stage for a fairly long time, long enough anyway to have fully tasted it and developed some sort of competence at it--and the boomers have been at the green wave for 30 years, as in, enough already. Two, you have to start to get tired of your present stage--it no longer satisfies, it starts to taste flat--and the boomers are really getting sick and tired of their same old games, especially the self-inflation of boomeritis and "the wonder of being us." Third, some sort of dissonance has to set in--some aspects of reality increasingly will not fit into your present value scheme, and so that scheme starts to rip apart--and the green meme is facing huge chunks of reality that its pluralism simply cannot integrate. Fourth, you have to have some sort of insight into your present situation, so that you can more readily let go of your present value structures (in this case, green), and therefore find a larger, higher, wider, deeper awareness that transcends but includes green--in this case, second-tier integral consciousness. 

Now I believe that at least the first three of those four factors are already in place. All that is required now is a little bit of insight into how and why green is important but very limited, and then the transformation to second tier could indeed begin. And theoretically, all 20% or 25% of the population that is now at green could literally move into second tier, and I guarantee you if that happens, it will be a cultural revolution unprecedented in history. (I hope any of my own boomeritis is not creeping in here....) 

Shambhala: Do you think all 25% will transform? 

KW: No, I don't. But there's another factor that needs to be taken into account. Evidence suggests that, when it comes to task completion, yellow is approximately ten times more efficient than green, if for no other reason than that endless processing doesn't derail the endeavor. 

That means that if even a small percentage of the population is at yellow, because it is so much more flexible and fluid and effective than green, it could have an enormous impact. Thus, if the percentage of people at second tier goes from 2% to, say, 5%, we will see some major changes. If the percentage of people at second tier goes to 10%, it will be a massive, and I mean massive, cultural shift. 

Shambhala: What percentage do you think it will actually be? 

KW: Around 7% or 8%. But that would be huge. And that highly effective population (with an enormous amount of wealth) will demand integral solutions to today's problems: it will want integral medicine, integral education, integral politics, integral business, integral spirituality, integral ecology, integral art.... 

Shambhala: This is what you are trying to offer at Integral Institute. 

KW: We are trying, yes. We have ten branches--integral psychology, integral medicine, integral education, integral business... well, you can read about them in the posting on this site ["Announcing the Formation of Integral Institute"]. The idea is that, by the time that this 8% or so of the population comes crashing ashore at second tier--starting in about a decade--Integral Institute will hopefully have pioneered integral approaches to all these various fields, from business to spirituality to politics. And so we are trying to position ourselves as surfing the front crest of that rising incoming wave of second-tier consciousness. 

Shambhala: One of the postmodern transpersonalists recently wrote an essay that, after the pro forma attack on the perennial philosophy, said that what we really need is a mixture of universalism and contextualism. You've been saying that for thirty years--deep universal patterns and local contextual patterns. 

KW: I don't care who says it, as long as it gets said. That essay you talk about is an example of the beginning emergence of yellow from the rich green-meme soil, so that is a good sign. 

Shambhala: That reminds me of another question I have had since you described the "postmodern transpersonalists" at the beginning of this interview. Does the fact that a person is basically at the green meme--does this mean that they have no higher or transpersonal awareness? 

KW: Not at all. Because there is a difference between "states" and "stages," a person at virtually any level or stage of development (red, blue, green, yellow, etc.) can have an altered state or peak experience of any of the higher states of being (such as psychic/nature mysticism, subtle/deity mysticism, causal/formless mysticism, or nondual/sahaj mysticism). But they will interpret that experience thru the lens of their present stage of development. 

Thus, a person whose center of gravity is green will tend to interpret these transpersonal experiences and events through the lens of pluralism, relativism, anti-hierarchy, anti-universal, and so on. A person at second tier will interpret these experiences through the lens of integralism, holarchy, a balance of both universal and contextual, and a wider degree of embrace. Thus, these second-tier interpretations are wider and deeper and therefore more adequate to the transpersonal or spiritual realms, which is why turquoise interpretations are preferable to green (which is preferable to blue, and so on). And if a person continues to evolve, they will enter these transpersonal states in a permanent and enduring fashion (what I call "third tier"), and thus no longer experience them merely as altered or passing states. Altered states have become permanent traits. So the best of all possible worlds at this time would be direct adaptation at third-tier events (which are supramental) interpreted through second-tier lens (wherever the mental is involved), which can then integrate first-tier views. 

[If you are interested in this approach, see "A Summary of My Psychological Model," posted on this site; see also Integral Psychology .] 

Shambhala: What do the "integral kids" have to do with Integral Institute? 

KW: Oh, the integral kids are young gen-X and gen-Y "kids" who are the upcoming foundation of Integral Institute. The younger generation is coming in with a very strong yellow component already, so we have dozens of these young men and women involved in I-I, many of whom attend all the branch meetings and establish continuity (and we will eventually have an outreach program to thousands of students around the world). They're the ones getting fully trained in all aspects of integral thinking and integral practice, and they will carry on the integral vision when us old geezers are long gone. One of the their many advantages is that they are largely free of boomeritis (though not of the scars it inflicted on them), so you don't have to get caught in the green swamp of endless processing, and you don't have to defend second-tier consciousness--they get it immediately. 

So the coming groups that will have a significant portion of their population at second tier are going to be aging boomers and the upcoming kids. What my friend Warren Bennis calls "geeks and geezers." And those are the folks that make up I-I, although of course we will take anybody who is genuinely interested in second or third tier consciousness. 

The Global Consciousness Transformation That Wasn't 

Shambhala: Now, this might be a sensitive topic for you, but what you just described sounds very much like the old green "coming global transformation" or "global paradigm shift" or "major social transformation," and so on. You have sharply criticized that notion for many years, yet here you are pushing your own version of it. Isn't this, as you hinted, your own boomeritis? 

KW: Ouch! [Laughing] You are clearly an uncaring and insensitive person, so everything you say is not true! 

Let's take this a point at a time and be very careful about what I am saying and what I am not saying. In other words, let's see if we can pull my chestnuts out of the fire, you insensitive toadie. 

First, the standard version (i.e., the green-meme version) of the "coming transformation" is that it will be what is usually called "a global mind change" or "the emergence of a global consciousness." This is also called the emergence of a new "global paradigm shift," which involves a major change in consciousness and which will change the entire world top to bottom. 

I claim that a "global consciousness change" is exactly what will NOT happen. In fact, the only major consciousness change that I see happening in the coming decade or two is as I suggested: a very small percentage of the American and Western European population will move from green to second tier, so that the percentage of people at second tier will move from around 2% to around 8%. That is a very, very small change. The consciousness of the rest of the population in America and Europe, and in the rest of the world's population, will change very little at all . 

And what consciousness changes we will see in the rest of the world will have absolutely nothing to do with second tier, and none of them will have even heard of the word "paradigm." Outside of the West, the bulk of the world's population is at red and blue, with emerging pockets of orange. That is, about 70% of he world's population is pre-orange (and certainly pre-green). Most of the action in the world will continue to focus on skirmishes of red ethnic cleansing, purple/red tribal warfare, and feudal blue empires (particularly in the Balkans and in the middle East). China is now struggling to move from blue ancient nation to orange corporate state, as is Russia. None of this will change very much. I don't mean to be harsh here, but really, only a self-glorifying green could think that because 20% of the American population moved to green, the rest of the world would immediately follow its lead in a global consciousness transformation unparalleled in history. 

Shambhala: So how on earth did the green meme ever get this idea of a global paradigm shift? It is so off the wall.... 

KW: Well, as usual, green is onto a very important, if misconstrued, truth. For this we need to use the four quadrants [see A Theory of Everything , or the introduction to CW7 posted on this site]. 

First of all, there is indeed one type of global transformation that is definitely occurring. It is not a global consciousness change (it is not a change in the Lower-Left quadrant). Rather, it is a massive global transformation in the Lower-Right quadrant: namely, a material or exterior shift in the techno-economic base from industrial to informational. This is indeed one of the four or five greatest social (Lower-Right quadrant) transformations in history. It started roughly with the transistor and accelerated with the digital chip, and it will accelerate again with the move into bio-informational technology (e.g., nanotech, bioengineering, bio-botics). 

Now, it just so happens that at about the same time that this global technological shift was beginning to occur (in the Lower Right), a small percentage of the American (and European) population was moving from orange to green (in the Upper and Lower Left). And here's what happened: green equated its own particular cultural values (in the LL), which were confined to a small local percentage of middle-class Americans, with the global technological shift that was indeed occurring around the world (in the LR), and then it assumed that the world was on the global brink of completely and universally accepting the green-meme value system. Green naturally assumed that it was therefore the spearhead, the growing tip, of a consciousness transformation that would be global in its reach, one of the greatest consciousness transformations in history, a new green-meme paradigm that would rock the world, deconstruct everything that came before it, and usher in a caring, sensitive, networked global consciousness. The old, patriarchal, Newtonian-Cartesian mechanistic worldview would be toppled, and the new paradigm would reign unchallenged, all thanks to the green boomers and their aquarian conspiracy. 

Well, of course, nothing of the sort happened. Instead, a small percentage of wealthy, middle class, Western, industrialized boomers moved from orange to green, and the rest of the world went on its merry way and didn't even notice this at all. 

Shambhala: So what did the rest of the world actually notice? 

KW: Right now, the real action on the world scene is due to: (1) the tension, in the Lower Right, between the globalizing forces of informational technology versus the local, largely agrarian cultures around the world (e.g., Friedman's The Lexus and the Olive Tree ); and (2) the tensions, in the Lower Left, between purple tribes, red ethnic empires, and blue ancient nations, as their intrinsically different value systems clash with each other and with the orange/green democracies of the West. All of these tensions are explored at length in A Theory of Everything . 

Shambhala: So, let's see. 25% of the American population is about 50 million people, which is about 0.7% of the world's population. So you are saying that these cultural creatives equated their own value system--namely, green--which is only 0.7% of the world's population--they equated the emergence of this value system with the global technological shift, which was indeed worldwide in its reach and was a major, social, world transformation. And so green thought that its values were the values of this global shift, whereas, on the consciousness side, this "new global paradigm" actually affected less than 1% of the world's population. 

KW: Right. 

Shambhala: What a mess. 

KW: Well, again, it's a small and important step in the right direction. And as Inglehart has shown ( Modernization and Postmodernization ), the emergence of the green meme in the industrialized West is an important if limited trend. But as I have said for decades, we are several centuries away from a global consciousness shift into green or second tier, or even into global orange for that matter (although we might have an orange global center of gravity as early as sometime in the next century). 

But what we can indeed focus on now is creating healthy green here and in Europe (because much of green in America is pathological boomeritis, unfortunately); help the developing countries move from blue to healthy orange; and develop "big pictures" that can see this by supporting those who can develop truly integral or second-tier solutions to these problems. 

To develop "second-tier solutions to the world's problems" does not mean that everybody in the world will develop to second tier; it simply means that second-tier approaches can help create environments where the spiral of development can unfold in healthy and positive ways. Everybody, here and abroad, starts at square one and has to develop through the entire spiral, and the prime directive is to protect and promote the health of the entire spiral, not choose our favorite wave--blue or orange or green--and try to force that on everybody. Because every wave, in its own way and its own time, is absolutely crucial to the health of the overall spiral. 

But the reason that second-tier approaches to these problems are important is because only second tier truly understands the prime directive. First tier thinks that its own meme is the only true meme, so it will fight the prime directive (just as Democrats will fight Republicans and vice versa); but second tier embraces them all through the unifying insight into holarchy, into increasingly unifying waves of care and compassion and consciousness, egocentric to ethnocentric to worldcentric to Kosmocentric. 

Shambhala: What about the criticism that in continuing to differentiate from green, you run the risk of "green bashing." 

KW: Yes, that's true, and I sometimes step over the line here. It's a delicate balance between being challenging and being obnoxious, and I don't always get it right. Green will have a hard time believing this, but I continue to "pick on green" precisely because green is so important. Green is the meme that stands on the brink of the transformation to second tier. Green is both the highest of first-tier memes, and the final barrier to second tier, and so of course you focus on rattling green's cage wherever it is appropriate. I do not pick on blue or orange, because they are not on the brink and wouldn't respond anyway. I pick on green because it counts. But don't take my criticisms at face value. Think about them, see if they make sense, and then follow your own lights. 

Shambhala: So, to circle back to where we started. The differentiation in the field that you talked about at the beginning, the necessity for the field to differentiate so that it can integrate on a higher level, is especially about differentiating green from second tier. The integral approach is looking for specifically second-tier approaches to psychology, medicine, education, spirituality, and so on, and is attempting to move beyond the merely green-meme paradigm. 

KW: Yes, that's right, that's what we are trying to do at Integral Institute. Of course, the demographics are against us, because approximately 25% of the population is green, and less than 2% is second tier. This is why second-tier approaches to anything need to be rather careful, because green will try to deconstruct them whenever it can. You almost have to create a type of sanctuary, or a safe clearing, where integral second-tier research and writing can occur. It is also very hard to get funding for second-tier anything, because the green-meme dominates virtually all of conventional academia AND countercultural academia. So at Integral Institute we are trying to create a gathering of second-tier researchers and provide them with some sort of support. Integral Institute is trying to create a second-tier sanctuary, where integral theorists can come together, think out loud, and freely speak their minds. It's pretty exciting, actually, and the meetings are electric. We hope soon to be able to open these up to anybody who wants to get involved. 

Shambhala: What specific types of product do you see Integral Institute creating? 

KW: I'll give you a few examples. Each of the ten branches has "core teams," which are made up of around 6 to 8 of the most gifted integral theorists, researchers, and writers in a specific area. We then fund these teams and set them loose to create integral ("all quadrants, all levels, all lines, all states, all types") approaches to the most pressing issues--in psychology, medicine, education, politics, art, business, and so on. 

For example, in ii-psych, we have a core team called "Human Change Process." This is a massive literature review of all the known techniques of human transformation. What are the actual ways that human beings can grow, develop, change, transform? What evidence is there that any of these techniques actually transform people? It seems that almost everybody wants a coming transformation, but we are all clueless as to what actually, truly, really works to transform humans. So this core team is creating the first encyclopedia of the ways that people grow--an Encyclopedia of Human Transformation, which it will then publish. This Encyclopedia will be updated every decade or so, to create the definite overview of human transformation. This team is headed by Allan Combs ( The Radiance of Being ) and Dick Mann, editor of the transpersonal series at SUNY, and includes senior advisors Mike Mahoney (whose brilliant book, Human Change Process , set the tone of this team) and Susanne Cook-Greuter, who is Jane Loevinger's foremost student and the editor of numerous superb texts (such as Transcendence and Mature Thought in Adulthood ). Plus around 5 or 6 "integral kids" who are doing much of the intense literature review. 

A second core team in ii-psych is called "Skillful Means." Given that virtually all forms of genuine transformation involve some sort of levels, stages, or waves of unfolding--some sense of higher states and lower states, or more compassionate states and less compassionate, etc.--and given that 25% of the population, or some 50 million green memes, are very uncomfortable with any sort of hierarchy, then how can we skillfully present the results of Human Change Process in a way that it can be heard by those who could use it? Obviously, polemic is not the way to proceed in this case ([laughing], so, um, I'm not on that team). Robert Kegan of Harvard, probably the world's most respected developmental psychologist, is heading up this team. In ii-psych, we also have teams on integral pedagogy (what would a truly integral education look like?) and integral diagnostics (can we come up with a fairly simple series of diagnostics that are "all quadrants, all levels, all lines" and would help therapists diagnose their clients in a more integral, inclusive, compassionate way?) 

And so on. We have a terrific core team in ii-business that is working on the first model of integral business and integral leadership. Part of its task is also a type of literature search and overview of existing business practices, mapped onto an all-quadrant, all-level space (AQAL). Thus, for example, Daniel Goleman's "emotional intelligence" is mid-level Upper Left. Meg Wheatley and Peter Senge's systems theory is basically Lower Right. Geoffrey Moore has mapped how Lower-Right business cycles demand corresponding Lower-Left business cultures, and so on. We are mapping all known business practices onto an AQAL space--what we call a "holonic index"--and thus creating a whole battery of techniques that can be brought together to offer a more integral and inclusive "doctor's kit" of approaches for different business demands. But more than that, we are finding that profoundly novel approaches to business--both management and marketing, in both meatspace and cyberspace--have emerged from this research. And all of this is set in one over-riding context: business is not merely about making money, it is about Right Livelihood, and we are trying to offer integral approaches to this most fundamental endeavor. 

Shambhala: So the same types of integral core teams are now at work in the branches of medicine, politics, law, education, art, spirituality.... 

KW: Yes, that's right. In integral politics, for example, one core team is working on a definitive text of integral political theory . The first part of the book is a historical survey of the seven or eight most influential theories of politics, from the Greeks to present-day. But each of those seven or eight theories is actually very partial. Political theories have implicit in them a theory of human nature, and a partial or less-than-integral view of human nature produces a partial or fragmented political theory, which is what historically we have always had. So the second part of the book says, What if we took all of these theories of human nature and political action and framed an integral view that included the best of all of them? The result is a fully integral view of human consciousness and a fully integral political theory and action that takes that into account. 

In ii-art, we are putting together a core team to come up with an integral art and literary theory, which will help us to interpret art using the entire spectrum of consciousness. And so on with education, medicine, spirituality.... 

Shambhala: Do these branches meet separately? 

KW: Right now, yes, but we are aiming for our first "mega-conference," which is when all members in all the branches come together for a week of interaction. Eventually, members of any branch will be able to attend all the other branch meetings, since that is the whole point of integral. 

Shambhala: Is Integral Institute open to the public yet? 

KW: Not quite yet. We aren't even accepting new members at this time. We have around 400 members right now, and that's really all we can handle. We are basically the world's first integral start up, and so although we are growing at a frightening rate, we're still less than one year old. So we have to move very carefully here. 

But at some point we will indeed begin an outreach program. Although we are focusing on doing second-tier work, since no other institutions are really doing that, the whole point about second tier is that it transcends and includes first tier, as all holons do. So although we are tying to differentiate from green initially, the whole point is to eventually include it--which means an outreach program to share our integral research with blue, orange, green, etc. Anybody who shares a desire for a more integral world will be more than welcome to join us in our efforts, so stay tuned to this site for further information. 

Shambhala: Thanks, Ken. 

KW: Thank you. 

http://wilber.shambhala.com/html/interviews/interview1220.cfm/xid,4975457/yid,53025694
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