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Abstract: An extensive data search among various typeswaldpmental and evolutionary sequences yieldéoua -
guadrant' model of consciousness and its develop(tilenfour quadrants being intentional, behavihumaltural, and
social). Each of these dimensions was found toldnifoa sequence of at least a dozen major stagesels.
Combining the four quadrants with the dozen or sgomlevels in each quadrant yields an integrabthef
consciousness that is quite comprehensive in tte@and scope. This model is used to indicate dgeneral
synthesis and integration of twelve of the moduigftial schools of consciousness studies canfbetefl, and to
highlight some of the most significant areas ofifatresearch. The conclusion is that an "all-quadedi-level’
approach is the minimum degree of sophisticatian we need into order to secure anything resemiliggnuinely
integral theory of consciousness.

| ntr oduction

There has recently been something of an explodiorterest in the development of a “science of cansness', and
yet there are at present approximately a dozenrrbagoconflicting schools of consciousness theany mesearch. My
own approach to consciousness studies is basdte@ssumption that each of these schools has siogpeth
irreplaceably important to offer, and thus whateiguired is a general model sophisticated enougtctwrporate the
essentials of each of them. These schools inchugéotlowing:

1. Cognitive sciencéends to view consciousness as anchored in furadtschemas of the brain/mind, either in a
simple representational fashion (such as Jackesdoffimputational mind’) or in the more complex
emergent/connectionist models, which view conseiess as an emergent of hierarchically integratédarks. The
emergent/connectionist is perhaps the dominant hadd®gnitive science at this point, and is nicelynmarized in
Alwyn Scott'sStairway to the Mind1995), the “stairway' being the hierarchy of egaats summating in
CONScCiousness.

2. Introspectionismmaintains that consciousness is best understotarits of intentionality, anchored in first-person
accounts -- the inspection and interpretation ghediate awareness and lived experience -- ancribtrd-person or
objectivist accounts, no matter how “scientifi@yimight appear. Without denying their significdifferences, this
broad category includes everything from philosoghictentionality to introspective psychology, dgistialism and
phenomenology.

3. Neuropsychologyiews consciousness as anchored in neural systesusytransmitters, and organic brain
mechanisms. Unlike cognitive science, which ismoftased on computer science and is consequentle\aput how
consciousness is actually related to organic kstirctures, neuropsychology is a more biologicla#lged approach.
Anchored in neuroscience more than computer scjéngews consciousness as intrinsically residimgrganic
neural systems of sufficient complexity.

4. Individual psychotherapyses introspective and interpretive psychologydat distressing symptoms and emotiona
problems; it thus tends to view consciousness iasapity anchored in an individual organism's adeptapacities.

Most major schools of psychotherapy embody a thebopnsciousness precisely because they must atcforua

human being's need to create meaning and sigmifiicahe disruption of which results in painful ggtoms of mental



and emotional distress. In its more avant-garde$oisuch as the Jungian, this approach postulaliestive structures
of intentionality (and thus consciousness), thgrfrantation of which contributes to psychopathology.

5. Social psychologyiews consciousness as embedded in networks wiralineaning, or, alternatively, as being
largely a byproduct of the social system itselfisTihcludes approaches as varied as ecologicalxistaconstructivist,
and cultural hermeneutics, all of which maintaiatttihe nexus of consciousness is not located meredyen
principally in the individual.

6. Clinical psychiatryfocuses on the relation of psychopathology, behaai patterns, and psychopharmacology. For
the last half century, psychiatry was largely amedan a Freudian metapsychology, but the fieldaasingly tends to
view consciousness in strictly neurophysiologicad &iological terms, verging on a clinical identibeory:
consciousness is the neuronal system, so thasanineg problem in the former is actually an imbakin the latter,
correctable with medication.

7. Developmental psychologyews consciousness not as a single entity batdesselopmentally unfolding process
with a substantially different architecture at ea€lts stages of growth, and thus an understandirmgnsciousness
demands an investigation of the architecture &t eads levels of unfolding. In its more avant-garforms, this
approach includes higher stages of exceptionalldpreent and wellbeing, and the study of giftedraoadinary, and
supranormal capacities, viewed as higher developahpatentials latent in all humans. This inclutiegher stages of
cognitive, affective, somatic, moral, and spiritdalelopment.

8. Psychosomatic medicingews consciousness as strongly and intrinsigatir-active with organic bodily processes,
evidenced in such fields as psychoneuro- immunosgl/biofeedback. In its more avant-garde formis,approach
includes consciousness and miraculous healingeftbets of prayer on remarkable recoveries, lighttsl and healing,
spontaneous remission, and so on. It also incladg®f the approaches that investigate the eftgatsentionality on
healing, from art therapy to visualization to psyttterapy and meditation.

9. Nonordinary states of consciousnggem dreams to psychedelics, constitute a fiélstdy that, its advocates
believe, is crucial to a grasp of consciousneggeimeral. Although some of the effects of psychedel to take a
controversial example -- are undoubtedly due twictside-effects’, the consensus of opinion in #nea of research is
that they also act as a "nonspecific amplifiengfezience’, and thus they can be instrumentaldaaking and
amplifying aspects of consciousness that mightratise go unstudied.

10. Eastern and contemplative traditiongintain that ordinary consciousness is but eomaand restricted version of
deeper or higher modes of awareness, and thafisgaginctions (yoga, meditation) are necessarguoke these
higher and excep- tional potentials. Moreover, thAkkynaintain that the essentials of consciousitesl can only be
grasped in these higher, postformal, and nondat#sbf consciousness.

11. What might be called tlguzantum consciousneapproaches view consciousness as being intrihscabable of
interacting with, and altering, the physical wodgnerally through quantum interactions, both smhihman body at
the intracellular level (e.g. microtubules), andhie material world at large (psi). This approalso éncludes the many
and various attempts to plug consciousness intphlgsical world according to various avant-gardestal theories
(bootstrapping, hyperspace, strings).

12. Subtle energiesesearch has postulated that there exist sulgfestof bio- energies beyond the four recognized
forces of physics (strong and weak nuclear, elet@ignetic, gravitational), and that these subtlergies play an
intrinsic role in consciousness and its activitpokvn in the traditions by such termspaana, ki, andchi -- and said to
be responsible for the effectiveness of acupunctargive only one example -- these energies @endfeld to be the
‘missing link' between intentional mind and phyklmady. For the Great Chain theorists, both Eadt\Afest, this
bioenergy acts as a two-way conveyor belt, transfgthe impact of matter to the mind and impodimg
intentionality of the mind on matter.

My own approach to consciousness involves a mdaelexplicitly draws on the strengths of each okthapproaches,
and attempts to incorporate and integrate theerdgs features. But in order to understand thislehoa little



background information is required. What followsisery brief summary of an approach developedragth in a
dozen books, includingransformations of Consciousng¥¥ilber et al, 1986),A Brief History of Everything1996d)
andThe Eye of Spirif1997), which the interested reader can consuliétailed arguments and extensive references.
But | believe the following summary is more tharequate for our present purposes.

The Four Corners of the Kosmos

Figure 1 (below) is a schematic summary of whatlll ‘¢he four quadrants' of existence: intentiobahavioural,
cultural and social. These four quadrants are arsany of a data search across various developmamteévolutionary
fields. | examined over two hundred developmerggugnces recognized by various branches of hunanl&dge --
ranging from stellar physics to molecular bioloffgm anthropology to linguistics, from developmémsychology to
ethical orientations, from cultural hermeneuticedatemplative endeavours -- taken from both Easted Western
disciplines, and including premodern, modern, apstqppodern sources (Wilber 1995b, 1996d). | notibed these
various developmental sequences all fell into drfer major classes -- the four quadrants -- amther, that within
those four quadrants there was substantial agraeasda the various stages or levels in each. Eifls a simple
summary of this data search; it thus represengs@sterioriconclusion, noé priori assumption.

- e
\ UPPER LEFT UPPER RIGHT
INTERIOR-INDIVIDUAL EXTERIOR-INDIVIDUAL
13 (INTENTIONAL) (BEHAVIOURAL) 13
VISION-LOGIC 12 12 SF3
FORMOP 1 1 SF2
CONOP 10 10 SF1
CONCEPTS g 5 COMPLEX NEQCORTEX
SYMBOLS 2 NEQCORTEX (TRIUKNE ERAIN
EMOTION LIMBIC SYSTEM
IMPULSE REPTILIAN BRAIN STEM
PERCEPTION 5 NEURAL CORD
SEMSATION 4 MEUROMAL ORGANISMS
3 3 EUKARYOTES
IRRITAEIII_ITYX“ 2 2 PROKARYOTES
T MOLECULES
PREHENSION ATOMS
PHYSICAL- ) GALAXIES
PLEROMATIC 1 PLANETS
PROTOPLASMIC 2 GALA SYSTEM
YEGETATIVE 3 3 HETEROTROPHIC ECOSYSTEMS
4 4
LocomoTIvE X, ) SOCIET!IES WITH DIVISION OF LABOUR
UROBORIC 6 GROUPSFAMILIES
TYPHOMIC 7 <
ARCHAIC 8 i s TRIBES
MAGIC 9 FORAGING ? TRIBALMILLAGE
MYTHIC 10 HORTICULTURAL 10 EARLY S TATE/EMPIRE
RATIOMAL 11 AGRARIAN 11 MATION/STATE
CEMTAURIC INDUSTRIAL 12 PLANETARY
LOWER LEFT LOWER RIGHT INFORMATIONAL 13
INTERIOR-COLLECTIVE EXTERIOR-COLLECTIVE \
(CULTURAL) (SOCIAL)

Figure 1: The Four Quadrants




Of course people can differ about the details echsaidiagram, and Figure 1 is not intended to Beinsstone. It is
presented here as a reasonable summary that laefggtee present discussion. Likewise, each ofjthedrants might
more accurately be constructed as a branchinganeknot a simple straight line, indicating thdni@riation within
each grade and clade (each level and type). Eaadfrapt includes both hierarchies (or clear gradajiand
heterarchies (or pluralistic and equivalent unfoddi within a given grade). Figure 1, again, is mghout a simple
schematic summary to help further the discussion.

The Upper Right quadrant is perhaps the most famili is the standard hierarchy presented by modeolutionary
science: atoms to molecules to cells to organisash of which “transcends but includes' its preskaren an
irreversible fashion: cells contain molecules, toit vice versa; molecules contain atoms, but n versa, and so on
-- the "not vice versa' constitutes the irrevesstiibrarchy of time's evolutionary arrow. (SF1, S&#d SF3 refer to
higher structure-functions of the human brain, WHigvill explain in a moment.)

Each of these individual units, in other wordswisat Koestler called a "holon'wholethat is simultaneouslyart of
some other whole (a whole atom is part of a whadéeoule, a whole molecule is part of a whole alt,). The Upper
Right quadrant is simply a summary of the scientéisearch on the evolution of individual holons.

But individual holons always exist in communitidssonilar holons. In fact, the very existence afidual holons in
many ways depends upon communities of other hdlwatsif nothing else, provide the background feid which
individual holons can exist. Erich Jantsch, ingi@neering book he Self-Organizing Univerg&980), pointed out
that every "micro’ event (individual holon) existebedded in a corresponding ‘macro’ event (a contynom
collective of similarly structured holons). Thessranunities, collectives, or societies are summdringhe Lower
Right quadrant, and they, too, simply representéialts of generally uncontested scientific resear

Thus, for example, Jantsch points out that whematwere the most complex individual holons in etist, galaxies
were the most complex collective structures; withleaules, planets; with prokaryotes, the Gaia systeith limbic
systems, groups and families; and so fgtihJantsch made the fascinating observation thaewmdividual holons
generally gebigger (because they transcend and include their preseresnolecules are bigger than the atoms they
contain), the collective usually gedmaller(planets are smaller than galaxies; families araller than planets, etc.) --
the reason being that as an individual holon getiernomplex (possesses more depth), the numbeiaisthat can
reach that depth become less and less, and thesltbetive becomes smaller and smaller (e.g. thétealways be
fewer molecules than atoms, and thus the collediveolecules -- planets -- will always be smatlean the collective
of atoms -- galaxies). This entire trend | have swamnzed as: evolution produces greater depth sieas (Wilber,
1995b).

Those are the two "Right Hand' quadrants. What bbthose quadrants have in common is that thesesemt holons
that all possessimple location- they can all be seen with the senses or tixéénsions; they are all empirical
phenomena; they exist in the sensorimotor worldspakey are, in other words, objective and intgective realities;
they are what individual and communal holons Idk& from the outside, in an exterior and objectifyfashion.

But various types of evidenseiggesthat every exterior has an interior. If we likeevido a data search among the
evolutionary trends of interior apprehension, wsodind a largely uncontested hierarchy of emergenperties,
which | have simply summarized in the Upper Lefadrant: prehension to irritability to sensatiorp&yception to
impulse to image to symbol to concept to rule (cetecoperations or ‘conop’) to formal operatiofsifiop’) and
synthesizing reason ("vision-logic'; these correspwith structure-functions in the brain that | Bamply labeled
SF1, SF2, and SF3 in the Upper Right). The exist@fienost of those emergent properties are, asl | lsagely
uncontested by specialists in the field, and tHert®l have listed in the Upper Left representapse summary of
some of the major evolutionary capacities of imeapprehension. (There is still some heated discaver the
nature of ‘emergence’, but the existence and ewohrly order of most of the various capacities thelwes, from
sensation to perception to image and concept,arerglly uncontested.)

There is, however, rather endless debate aboubguet far down' you can push prehension (or anypnfof
rudimentary consciousness). Whitehead pushesthelvay down, to the atoms of existence (actuehsions), while
most scientists find this a bit much. My own seissthat, since holons are "bottomless', how muohsciousness'



each of them possesses is an entirely relative dffdon't think we need to draw a bold line i tbxistential sand and
say, on this side of the line, consciousness; andide, utter darkness. Indeed, the whole poithehierarchy of
evolutionary emergents of apprehension is that@onsness is almost infinitely graded, with eactersgant holon
possessing a little more depth and thus a bit rmppeehension. However much “consciousness' or eawss’ or
“sensitivity' or ‘responsiveness' a tree might hawew has more; an ape has more than that, amdl. $éow far down
you actually push some form of prehension is uypoto (and won't substantially alter my main poingsy.for myself, |
always found Teilhard de Chardin's (1964) conclusmbe the most sensible: "Refracted rearwardwalwe course of
evolution, consciousness displays itself qualitivas a spectrum of shifting shades whose lowergeare lost in the
night.'

That is the Upper Left quadrant, and it represthr@snterior of individual holons; but, as alwagsgery individual

holon exists in a community (i.e. every agencycisially agency-in-communion). If we look at tballectiveforms of
individual consciousness, we find various worldgsaor worldviews or communally-shared sensitivitgrf flocks of
geese to humazeitgeis). These various cultural or communal interios smmmarized in the Lower Left quadrant.

Again, how far down you push a cultural backgro(mdcollective prehension) depends upon how farrdgou are
willing to push individual prehension. | believestiades all the way down, simply because extediond make sense
without interiors, and agency is always agencyammunion. Nonetheless, my main points concern human
consciousness, and we can all probably agree timahs possess not only a subjective space (therWpfig but also
certainintersubjectivespaces (the Lower Left). Those who have carefolhgstigated thistorical evolution of
cultural worldviewsinclude researchers from Jean Gebser to Michet&duto J<129>rgen Habermas; | have outline
this research in the bodlkp from Eden(1996b) and summarized it in the Lower Left quatiia Figure 1. "Uroboros'
means reptilian (or brain-stem based); "typhon&ans emotional-sexual (limbic-system based); acchaagic,
mythic and rational are fairly self-explanatorygyhare four of the most significant of the humatiuwral worldviews
to evolve thus far); and "centauric' means a bodgrmtegration and cognitive synthesizing actiitshich some
researchers, including Gebser and Habermas, séagta emerge at this time).

Thus, the upper half of Figure 1 refers to indiatolons, the lower half, to their collective fanThe right half
refers to the exterior or objective aspects of heJ@and the left half, to their interior or subjeetforms. This gives us
a grid of exterior-individual (or behavioural), émtor-individual (or intentional), exterior- colleee (or social), and
interior-collective (or cultural) -- a grid of sudgtive, objective, intersubjective, and interobjextealities. Exactly
what these various grids mean will continue to lchfeith the discussion.

As | said, the holons in each of those four quaidrarere not postulated in any sortaopriori or ‘metaphysical’
fashion; they were rather suggested by qosterioridata search across several hundred disciplimegided that the
developmental or dimensional analyses they destahidell into one of these four broad types ajsences, which, it
soon became obvious, simply referred toittierior and theexterior of thesingularand thecollective This makes a
certain amount of intuitive sense; after all, savhthe simplest distinctions we can make are betvegegular and
plural, inside and outside, and it seems that éxmrlumakes those distinctions as well, becauspgears that
development occurs in all four of those dimensiamgl the four quadrants are a simple and very gesemmary of
those evolutionary developments. The holons listegshch of the quadrants represent a great desthpirical and
phenomenological evidence, and, within the varihigsiplines addressing them, their existence gelgrundisputed
by serious scholars.

Unfortunately, as we will see, because many rebeescspecialize in one quadrant only, they terigriore or even
deny the existence of the other quadrants. Maistriad Right-Hand theorists, for example, tend éoylsubstantial
existence to interior, Left-Hand, and consciousntibnality. We will see many examples of this tgbeuadrant
partiality, a reductionism that we will hencefottioroughly bracket. When | say that the holonsgméed in each
guadrant are largely uncontested, | mean spedifibglthose who actually study that quadrant iroits1 terms.

Although the existence of each of the quadrantaitiedves is largely uncontested by experts in thiews fields, once
we put these four quadrants together, a sur- grse of further conclusions rather startlingly ammce themselves,
and these conclusions are crucial, | believe, &sgng the overall nature of consciousness.



The Contour s of Consciousness

Begin with the fact that each of the quadranteiscdbed in a different type of language. The Upyedt is described
in "I' language; the Lower Left is described in "femguage; and the two Right Hand quadrants, shegare both
objective, are described in "it' language. Theseeasentially Sir Karl Popper's ‘three worlds' jsctiive, cultural, and
objective); Plato's the Good (as the ground of ispthe "we' of the Lower Left), the True (objeetitruth or it-
propositions, the Right Hand), and the Beautiflaé (hesthetic beauty in the | of each beholderUtyeer Left);
Habermas' three validity claims (subjective truthéss of |, cultural justness of we, and objectruh of its).
Historically of great importance, these are alsottiree major domains of Kant's three critiquerae or its
(Critique of Pure Reasgnmorals or weritique of Practical Reasgnand art and self-expression of th€fi{ique of
Judgment

Equally important, each of the quadrants has &wdifft "type of truth' ovalidity claim-- different types of knowledge
with different types of evidence and validationgedures. Thus, propositions in the Upper Rightsaré to be true if
they match a specific fact or objective state fdies: a statement is true if the map matchesehédry -- so-called
objective truth (representational truth and theeswondence theory of truth).

In the Upper Left quadrant, on the other handatestent is valid not if it represents an objectiate of affairs but if
it authentically expresses a subjective realitye Vhlidity criterion here is not just truth bwtithfulnessor sincerity--
not ‘Does the map match the territory?' but "Camtlapmaker be trusted?' | must trust you to regmrt interior
status truthfully, because there is no other wayrfe to get to know your interior, and thus no othiay for me to
investigate your subjective consciousnggk.

In the Lower Right quadrant of interobjective raa8, the validity claim is concerned with how widual holons fit
together into interlocking systems; truth in thisadrant concerns the elucidating of the networksatually
reciprocal systems within systems of complex irdéoa. The validity claim, in other words, is graled in
interobjective fit, or simplyunctional fit In the Lower Left quadrant, on the other hand aneeconcerned not simply
with how objects fit together in physical space, lhow subjects fit together in cultural space. Vakdity claim here
concerns the way that my subjective consciousnisswith your subjective consciousness, and howogether
decide upon those cultural practices that allowoushabit the same cultural space. The validigymal in other words,
concerns thappropriatenes®r justnessof our statements and actions (ethics in the l@siagknse). Not just, Is it
true?, but is it good, right, appropriate, justtAinyou and | are to inhabit the same culturalcgpave must implicitly
or explicitly ask and to some degree answer thosesubjective questions. We must find ways, nop$y to access
objective truth or subjective truthfulness, butéachmutual understanding a shared intersubjective space. Not that
we have to agree with each other, but that wereaognizesach other, the opposite of which is, quite simpigr. |
have summarized these validity claims (and thdfedint languages) in Figure 2.



INTERIOR EXTERIOR
Left Hand Paths Right Hand Paths
SUBJECTIVE OBJECTIVE
INDIVIDUAL truthfulness truth
sincerity correspondence
integrity representation
trustworthiness propositional
I it
we it
justness functional fit
cultural fit systems theory web
COLLECTIVE mutual understanding| structural-functionalism
rightness social systems mesh
INTERSUBJECTIVE | INTEROBJECTIVE

Figure 2. Validity Claims

If we now look carefully at each of these four dély claims or “types of truth" and attempt to discwhat all of them
have in common -- that is, what all authentic krexdge claims have in common -- | believe we findftil®wing
(Wilber, 1996c¢; 1997):

Each valid mode of knowing consists ofiajunction, anapprehensionand aconfirmation The injunction is always
of the form, "If you want to know this, do thishi§ injunction, exemplar, or paradigm is, as Kubimfed out, an
actualpractice not a mere concept. If you want to know if itagning outside, go to the window and look. If ywant
to know if a cell has a nucleus, then learn to takelogical sections, learn how to stain cellg, fhem under a
microscope, and look. If you want to know the magrofHamlet learn to read English, get the play, read it, seel
for yourself.

In other words, the injunction or exemplarngs forth a particular data domain a particular experience,
apprehension, or evidence (the second strand eékdl knowledge). This apprehension, data, or &vi@ is then
tested in the circle of those who have completeditist two strands; bad data or bad evidencehsffed, and this
potentialfalsifiability is the crucial third component of all genuine d#yi claims; it most certainly isot restricted to
empirical or sensory claims alone: there is sensgpgerience, mental experience, and spiritual egpee, and any
specific claim in each of those domains can poddigtbe falsified by further data in those domaifrsr example, the
meaning oHamletis not about the joys of war: that is a bad intetgtion and can be falsified by virtually any
community of adequate interpreters.

Thus, each holon seems to have at least four féoéestional, behavioural, cultural, and sociaBgch of which is
accessed by a different type of truth or validigirn (objective truth, subjective truthfulness grgubjective justness,
and inter- objective functional fit). And all ofdke four validity claims follow the three strandwalid knowledge
acquisition: injunction, apprehension, confirmatrejection (or exemplar, evidence, falsifiability).

Most fascinating of all, perhaps, is that each gaidhas correlates in all the others. That igesevery holon
apparently has these four facets (intentional, Wehaal, cultural, and social), each of these fadets a very specific
correlation with all the others. These can readédyseen in Figure 1. For example, wherever wedihdlon with a
limbic system, we find that it has an interior caipafor impulse/ emotion, it lives in the collee#i of a group, herd, or
family, and it shares an emotional-sexual worldviéywparently each quadrant causes, and is causetegthers, in



a circular and nonreducible fashion, which is pelyi why all four types of truth (and all four ity claims) are
necessary to access the various dimensions of@og.h

Notice that accessing the Left Hand quadrantsegdedd upornterpretationto some extent, whereas the Right Hand
guadrants are all, more or lessypirical events. Objective exteriors candeen but all depth requiresterpretation

My dog can see these physical words written onghage, because the signifiers exist in the senstoinworldspace;
but you and | are trying to understand the sigdifieeanings, which are not merely empirical and otba seen solely
with the eye of flesh, but rather are partly intem&l and thus can be seen only with the mind&riot apprehension:
you mustinterpretthe meaning of this sentence. What doesibanby that? You can see my behaviour for yourself
(with the monological gaze); but you can accessntgntionality only by talking to me, and this diglcal exchange
requires constant interpretation guided by mutuaeustanding in the hermeneutic circle.

Thus, it appears that the two Right Hand validigiras (objective truth and functional fit) are graled inempirical
observationland some sort of correspondence theory of trmthgreas the two Left Hand validity claims (subjext
truthfulness and intersubjective meaning) requitergsiveinterpretation or hermeneutiqggand some sort of coherence
theory of truth). And perhaps we can begin to sbg the human knowledge quest has almost alwaydetivinto

these two broad camps, empirical vs. hermeneutsitipistic vs. interpretive, scientific vs. intive, analytic vs.
transcendental, Anglo-Saxon and Continental, Ritdnid and Left Hand, the correct point being thdh lzwe
indispensable, and that we should not attempt torgshanded into that dark strange world knownuaisedves.

The Further Reaches of Human Nature

We need one last piece of background informatiayure 1 summarizes the four main strands of evahatiy
unfolding to date. But who is to say this extranety unfolding has to stop with the formal or ragbstage? Why not
higher stages? Who can believably say that thizamgaurrent of evolution simply came to a crashiagf once it
produced you and me?

Several of the theories of consciousness that hzanaed in the Introduction are predicated on Hut fhat
consciousness evolution seems to show evidencigtoéhor postformal (or “post-postconventionaBigsts of growth.
There appear to be, in other words, several higtagres in the Upper Left quadrant.

The school of transpersonal psychology, in pariicuias begun to investigate these higher stagési&htial
crosscultural evidence already suggests that trerat least four broad stagegostformal consciousness
development- that is, development that goes beyond but aeduthe formal operational level: the psychic,dhbtle,
the causal, and the nondual. (Since each quadaartdirelates in the others, we also see diffdénenh states
associated with these postformal states, as weliffesent microcommunities or “sanghas’, the detafiwhich are
outside the scope of the present paper. See WilB86b; 1997] for further discussion.)

The precise definitions of those four postformabsis need not concern us; interested readers nanltthe
appropriate authorities (e.g. Walsh and Vaugha@319he point is simply that there now exists lssantial amount
of rather compelling evidence that interior conasizess can continue the evolutionary process mé¢eand and
include, so that even rationality itself is transted (but included!) in postformal stages of awassnstages that
increasingly take on characteristics that might besdescribed as spiritual or mystical. But teia i mysticism’
thoroughly grounded in genuine experience andiabtd by all those who have successfully followeel tequisite set
of conscious experiments, injunctions, and exersplar

In Zen, for example, we have the injunction knowslakan-tazgor sitting meditation). The mastery of this exdéanp
or paradigm opens one to varidienshoor satori experiences (direct apprehensions of the spirdatd brought forth
by the injunction), experiences which are thendhghlytestedby the community of those who have completed the
first two strands. Bad, partial, or inaccurate apgnsions are thoroughly rebuffed and rejectedhéydmmunity of
the adequate (falsi- fiability). Zen, in other weyéggressively follows the three strands of ditMenowledge
acquisition, which is probably why it has gainedtsa solid and ‘no-nonsense’ reputation in spirgtalies[3]



From these types of experimental, phenomenolodiedi;Hand paths of knowledge acquisition, transpaal
researchers have concluded, as | said, that tlesieat least four higher stages of postformal ttguaent available to
men and women as structural potentials of their baaymind. If, with reference to the Upper Left dJtent, we add
these four higher and postformal stages to thedatanstages given in Figure 1, we arrivéghat Great Chain of Being
precisely as traditionally outlined by philosoplsages from Plotinus to Aurobindo to Asanga to Ghintady
Tsogyal. Figure 3 is a short summary of the Grdwti€as given by perhaps its two most gifted exptsdlotinus
and Sri Aurobindo, showing the stunning similanfythe Great Chain wherever it appeared, East astViNorth or
South (a truly ‘'multicultural’ map if ever theresvane).

|

Absolute One (Godhead) Satchitananda/Supermind (Godhead)
Nous (Intuitive Mind) [subtle] | Intuitive Mind/Overmind
Soul/World-Soul [psychic] lllumined World-Mind
Creative Reason [vision-logic| Higher-mind/Network-mind
Logical Faculty [formop] Logical mind
Concepts and Opinions Concrete mind [conop]
Images Lower mind [preop]
Pleasure/pain (emotions) Vital-emotional; impulse
Perception Perception
Sensation Sensation
Vegetative life function Vegetative
Matter Matter (physical)

PLOTINUS AUROBINDO

Figure 3. The Great Chain of Being and Consciousness

Again, the exact details need not detain us; istetereaders can consult other works for a fingzwudision (Smith,
1976; Lovejoy, 1964; Wilbeet al, 1986). The point is simply that the interior dims@ns of the human being seem to
be composed of gpectrum of consciousnesgnning from sensation to perception to impugserage to symbol to
concept to rule to formal to vision-logic to psychd subtle to causal to nondual states. In simepliform, this
spectrum appears to range from subconscious t@seditious to superconscious; from prepersonatitegnal to
transpersonal; from instinctual to mental to spaif from preformal to formal to postformal; fromstinct to ego to
God.

Now that is simply another way to say tleach of the quadrants consists of several diffderdls or dimensionss
can be readily seen in Figure 1. Moreover, theseldeor dimensions have, for the most part, evolwedinfolded over
time, linked by an evolutionary logic apparentlyngamic in its operation (Dennett, 1995; Haberma39i Wilber,
1995b).

Thus, you can perhaps start to see why | mainkahan "all-quadrant, all-level' approach is thaimum degree of
sophistication that we need into order to secuyheimg resembling a genuinely integral theory ofigtousness. And
remember, all of this is suggested, not by metaphlfundations and speculations, but by a rigerdata search on
evidence already available and already largely otested.

That being so, let us continue drawing conclusfomm this "all-quadrant, all-level' data base.

Consciousness Distributed

If we now return to the dozen theories of consai@ss that | outlined in the Introduction, we carhpps start to see
why all of them have proven to be so durable: #x@yeach accessing one or more of the forty pladmunt-levels of

existence, and thus each is telling us somethingiugortant (but partial) about consciousnesssTfiwhy | strongly
maintain that all of those approaches are equalportant for an integral view of consciousness. &hlevel, all-



guadrant' approach finds important truths in eddhem, and in very specific ways, which | will dam in detail in a
moment.

But it is not simply that we have a given phenonmecalled "consciousness' and that these variousagipes are each
giving us a different view of the beast. Rathegppears that consciousness actually exists digtdbacross all four
guadrants with all of their various levels and disiens. There is no one quadrant (and certainigneolevel) to

which we can point and say, There is consciousi@&@assciousness is in no way localized in that fashi

Thus, the first step toward a genuine theory oscmusness is the realization that consciousnes# iocated in the
organism. Rather, consciousness is a four-quadftait, and it exists, if it exists at all, distuted across all four
guadrants, anchored equally in each. Neither consniss, personality, individual agency, nor pspatimlogy can
be located simply or solely in the individual orgam. The subjective domain (Upper Left) is alwalysady embedded
in intersubjective (Lower Left), objective (UppergRt), and interobjective (Lower Right) realitiedl of which are
partly constitutive of subjective agency and itthp#ogies.

It is true that the Upper Left quadrant is the Boficonsciousness as it appears in an individualthat's the point: as
it appears in an individual. Yet consciousnesshenvthole is anchored in, and distributed acro$sfdhe quadrants --
intentional, behavioural, cultural, and socialydiu “erase' any quadrant, they all disappear, Isecaach is intrinsically
necessary for the existence of the others.

Thus, it is quite true that consciousness is arezhor the physical brain (as maintained by thedtie3, 6, 8). But
consciousness is also and equally anchored inontetentionality (as maintained by theories 27410, 11), an
intentionality thaicannotbe explained in physicalist or empiricist terms disclosed by their methods or their validity
claims.

By the same token, neither can consciousness akyflocated in the individual (whether of the Uppeft or Upper
Right or both together), because consciousnedsaddly anchored in cultural meaning (the intdactive chains of
cultural signifieds), without which there is simplg individuated consciousness at all. Without Baskground of
cultural practices and meanings (Lower Left), mgiwidual intentions do not and cannot even devedsphe
occasional cases of ‘wolf boy' demonstrate. Iniped¢the same way that there is no private langutgere is no
individual consciousness. You cannot generate mgania vacuum, nor can you generate it with a ghydrain
alone, but only in an intersubjective circle of omitrecognition. Physical brains raised in the Witslolf boy")
generate neither personal autonomy nor linguistropetence, from which it plainly follows, the phgei brainper se
is not the autonomous seat of consciousness.

Likewise, consciousness is also embedded in, astdldited across, the material social systems icwih finds itself.
Not just chains of cultural signifieds, but chagisocial signifiers, determine the specific comsoof any particular
manifestation of consciousness, and without theerrstconditions of the social system, both indixated
consciousness and personal integrity fail to emerge

In short, consciousness is not located merelyerpthysical brain, nor in the physical organism, indhe ecological
system, nor in the cultural context, nor does ieaga from any of those domains. Rather, it is aredhan, and
distributed across, all of those domains with atheir available levels. The Upper Left quadransimply the
functional locus of a distributed phenomenon.

In particular, consciousness cannot be pinned deitm simple location' (which means, any type afdtion in the
sensorimotor worldspace, whether that locationallgtie simple or dispersed or systems-orientedhsCiousness is
distributed, not just in spaces of extension (Rlgahd), but also in spaces of intention (Left Hamahd attempts to
reduce one to the other have consistently and apdetly failed. Consciousness is not located ms# brain, nor
outside the brain either, because both of thesplargical boundaries with simple location, andaygbod part of
consciousness exists not merely in physical spatatemotional spaces, mental spaces, and spigpaaes, none of
which have simple location, and yet all of whick as real (or more real) than simple physical sfhes are Left
Hand, not Right Hand, occasions).



The Right Hand reductionists (subtle reductioniats&mpt to reduce intentional spaces to extenkgpaees and then
“locate’ consciousness iheerarchical network of physically extended emetgéaoms to molecules to cells to
nervous system to brain), and that will never, neverk. It gives us, more or less, only half thergt(the Right Hand
half).

David Chalmers (1995) recently caused a sensatidrabing his essay The Puzzle of Conscious Expegie
published byScientific Americanbastion of physicalist science. Chalmers' stupoionclusion was that subjective
consciousness continues to defy all objectivistangtions. "Toward this end, | propose that conscexperience be
considered a fundamental feature, irreducible yghang more basic. The idea may seem strangesat ffiiut
consistency seems to demand it' (p. 83). It nesases to amaze how Anglo-Saxon philosophers dreeeinvention
of the wheel with such fuss.

But Chalmers makes a series of excellent points.fift is the irreducibility of consciousness, alhhas to be "added'
to the physical world in order to give a completeaunt of the universe. "Thus, a complete theotlyhave two
components: physical laws, telling us about theal&h of physical systems from the infinitesimakhe

cosmological, and what we might call psychophydi@mas, telling us how some of those systems arecéged with
conscious experience. These two components wiltdoike a true theory of everything' (p. 83).

This simple attempt to reintroduce both Left angiRiHand domains to the Kosmos has been consideitzibold, a
testament to the power of reductionism against wbkaobvious a statement seems radical. Chalmerssiioward a
formulation: "Perhaps information has two basiceatp a physical one and an experiential oneWherever we find
conscious experience, it exists as one aspect off@amation state, the other aspect of which ivedded in a
physical process in the brain' (p. 85). That ishestate has an interior/intentional and exterlorgical aspect. My
view, of course, is that all holons have not jhisise two, but rather four, fundamental and irreolecaspects, so that
every ‘information state' actually and simultandépbtas an intentional, behavioural, cultural, andial aspect; and
moreover, each of those aspects has at least sanlbaels -- much closer to a theory of everythihguch even
makes any sense.

Chalmers goes on to point out that all of the ptgigt and reductionist approaches to consciougimesdsding Daniel
Dennett's and Francis Crick's) only solve what @lea calls "the easy problems' (such as objeatiegiiation in
brain processes) leaving the central mystery ofcimusness untouched. He is quite right, of codirse.funny thing
is, all of the physicalist scientists who are sdtthere and reading Chalmers' essay are alredigyrfuouch with the
mystery: they are already directly in touch witkitHived experience, immediate awareness, and lzasisciousness.
But instead of directly investigating that streamitli, say,vipassanameditation [Varelat al, 1993]), they sit there,
reading Chalmers' essay, and attempt to underghandown consciousness by objectifying it in terofigligital bits in
neuronal networks, or connectionist pathways hatiiaally summating in the joy of seeing a sunrisand when none
of those really seem to explain anything, theytstréheir heads and wonder why the mystery of donsoess just
refuses to be solved.

Chalmers says that ‘the hard problem' is “the gprest how physical processes in the brain give tessubjective
experience' -- that is, how physical and mentaraxtt. This is still the Cartesian question, ansl iito closer to being
solved today than it was in Descartes' time -- igedg because the brain (and every Right Hand ¢vexst simple
location, whereas intentionality (and every Lefindavent) does not.

For example, in the simple hierarchy: physical seragensation, perception, impulse, image, syndooicept . . ., there
is anexplanatory gafpetween matter and sensation that has not yetdagisfiactorily bridged -- not by neuroscience,
nor cognitive science, nor neuropsychology, nomphgenology, nor systems theory. As David JoraviRg?) put it

in his review of Richard Gregoryind in Sciencg1982), "Seeing is broken down into component ggseslight,
which is physical; excitation in the neural netwofleye and brain, which is also physic@nsationwhich is
subjective and resists analysis in strictly phylsieans; andgerception which involves cognitive inference from
sensation and is thus even less susceptible tbgwhysical analysis.' Gregory himself posesghestion, "How is
sensation related to neural activity?' and thenmsarzes the precise state-of-the-art knowledgaimarea:
“Unfortunately, we do not know.' The reason, hessaythat there is "an irreducible gap betweersijolsyand sensation



which physiology cannot bridge' -- what he calls impassible gulf between our two realms.' Betwdest, is, the Left
and Right halves of the Kosmos.

But, of course, it is not actually an impassabld: giou see the physical world right now, so théf gaibridged. The
guestion is, how? And the answer, as | suggestegerto Eyeonly discloses itself to postformal awarenes® Th
‘impassable gulf' is simply another name for thgestt/object dualism, which is the hallmark, noD#scartes' error,
but of all manifestation, which Descartes simplppened to spot with unusual clarity. It is stiltkvus, this gap, and it
remains the mystery hidden in the heart of samsamaystery that absolutely refuses to yield itsetsdo anything less
than postformal and nondual consciousness develapfieill return to this in a moment).

In the meantime, one thing seems certain: the attémrsolve this dilemma by any sortrefiuctionism- attempting to
reduce Left to Right or Right to Left, or any quaalrto any other, or any level to any other --asmed to failure,
simply because the four quadrants are apparentjyreal aspects of the human holon, aspects tlggesagjvely resist
being erased or reduced. Such reductionisms, towaloravsky's phrase, "create mysteries or noasensoth
together'.

And that is precisely why | believe that an "alldguant, all-level' approach to consciousness ig Megly the only
viable approach to a genuinely integral theorymfsciousness. We can now look briefly at what migghinvolved in
the methodology of such an approach.

M ethodology of an Integral Approach

The methodology of an integral study of consciogsneould apparently need to include two broad wittgesfirst is
the simultaneous tracking of the various levels lares in each of the quadrants, and then notieg ttorrelations,
each to all the others, and in no way trying taussdany to the others.

The second is thiaterior transformation of the researchers themesl\rhis is the real reason, | suspect, that the Left
Hand dimensions of immediate consciousness havedwemtensely ignored and aggressively devalueahdost
“scientific' researchers. Any Right Hand path ob\tedge can be engaged without a demand for imterio
transformation(or change in level of consciousness); one mdealgns a newranslation(within the same level of
consciousness). More specifically, most researdmers already, in the process of growing up, ti@mnséd to

rationality (formop or vision-logic), and no higheansformations are required for empiric- analgticystems theory
investigations.

But the Left Hand paths, at the point that theyilég go postformalgdemand a transformation of consciousness in thi
researchers themselvesou can master 100 per cent of quantum physitdsowt transforming consciousness; but you
cannot in any fashion master Zen without doingYsmu do not have to transform to understand Dermnett’
Consciousness Explainggbu merely translate. But you must transformdtally understand PlotinuEhneadsYou
are already adequate to Dennett, because you huthdiready transformed to rationality, and thesé¢fierentsof
Dennett's sentences can be easily seen by youl{@rhat not you agree, you can at least see whigtreéerring to,
because his referents exist in the rational woddspplain as day). But if you have not transfornwe(r at least
strongly glimpsed) the causal and nondual realmsgpersonal and postformal), you will not be ablsee the
referents of most of Plotinus' sentences. Theymake no sense to you. You will think Plotinusseeing things' --

and he is, and so could you and I, if we both ti@mns to those postformal worldspaces, whereupondferents of
Plotinus' sentences, referents that exist in thsadlaand nondual worldspaces, become plain asAdalythat
transformation is an absolutely unavoidable pathefparadigm (the injunction) of an integral amio to
consciousness.

So those two wings -- the nonreductionistic “simadking' of all quadrants and the transformationeskearchers
themselves -- are both necessary for an integp@bagh to consciousness, in my opinion. Thus, halomean for an
integral theory of consciousness to be an eclsati@f the dozen major approaches | summarized aboveather a
tightly integrated approach that follows intrindigdrom the holonic nature of the Kosmos. The noetblogy of an
integral approach to consciousness is obviouslypbexn but it follows some of the simple guidelines have already
outlined: three strands, four validity claims, tarmore levels of each. To briefly review:



* The three strands operative in all valid knowkedge injunction, apprehension, confirmation (aereplar, evidence,
confirmation/rejection; or instrumental, data, if@llsm). These three strands operate in the ge¢ioeraf all valid
knowledge --

on any level, in any quadrant, or so | maintain.

» But each quadrant has a different architectudetians aifferent type of validity clairthrough which the three
strands operate: propositional truth (Upper Rigsipjective truthfulness (Upper Left), cultural meey (Lower Left),
and functional fit (Lower Right).

» Further, there are at least ten major levelseobtbpment in each of those quadrants (ranging themneye of flesh to
the eye of mind to the eye of contemplation), dngtthe knowledge quest takes on different formgeamove
through those various levels in each quadrant.tiife strands and four claims are still fully opein each case,
but the specific contours vary.

I'll quickly run through the major schools of coimesness studies outlined in the Introduction antlicate exactly
what is involved in each case.

An All-Quadrant, All-Level Approach

Theemergent/connectionisbgnitive science models (such as Alwyn Sc&t&rway to the Mingdapply the three
strands of knowledge acquisition to the Upper Ragradrant, the objective aspects of individual held&tatements
are thus guided by the validity claim of proposiabtruth tied to empirically observable eventsjaiilhmeans that in
this approach the three strands will acknowleddg thhose holons that register in the sensorimotoragpace (i.e.
holons with simple location, empirically observablethe senses or their extensions). Nonetheld#dglans without
exception are holarchic, or composed of hierar¢tiobons within holons indefinitely, and so this
emergent/connectionist approach will apply thedtseands to objective, exterior, hierarchical syst as they appear
in the individual, objective organism (the UppegRiquadrant).

All of this is fine, right up to the point whereetbe approaches overstep their epistemic warranraiba account for
the other quadrants solely in terms of their owrthle case of the emergent/connectionist thedhesmeans that they
will present a valid Upper Right hierarchy (atorasrolecules to cells to neural pathways to reptiigem to limbic
system to neocortex), but then consciousness iglsomsupposed to miraculously jump out at the ¢opll(the Left
Hand dimensions are often treated as a monolitidcnaonological single entity, and then this "coogsness' is
simply added on top of the Right Hand hierarchgtead of seeing that there are levels of conscessswhich exist as
the interior or Left Hand dimension of every stagghe Right Hand hierarchy).

Thus, Scott presents a standard Upper Right higyavehich he gives as atoms, molecules, biochersicattures,
nerve impulses, neurons, assemblies of neuronis, Gif@en, and only then, out pops "consciousnedsatture,’ his
two highest levels. But, of course, consciousnesiscalture are not levels in the Upper Right quagraut important
guadrants themselves, each of which has a comelaterarchy of its own developmental unfoldingd@&ach of which
is intimately interwoven with the Upper Right, man in no way be reduced to or solely explainethieyUpper
Right).

So in an integral theory of consciousness, we woalthinly include the Upper Right hierarchy andsih aspects of
the emergent/connectionist models that legitimatefiect that territory; but where those theorigerstep their
epistemic warrant (and are thus reduced to redustig), we should perhaps move on.

The various schools afitrospectionisntake as their basic referent the interior intamidgy of consciousness, the
immediate lived experience and lifeworld of theivndual (the Upper Left quadrant). This means tirathese
approaches, the three strands of valid knowleddidwiapplied to the data of immediate consciousnasder the
auspices of the validity claim of truthfulness (&@ese interior reporting requires sincere repohise is no other way
to get at the interiors). Introspectionism is irabely related to interpretation (hermeneutics)aose most of the
contents of consciousness are referential andtioteal, and thus their meaning requires and demanmeéspretation:
What is the meaning of this sentence? of last luglteam? o¥War and Peace



As we have seen, all valid interpretation follows three strands (injunction, apprehension, cowafiion). In this case,
the three strands are being applied to symboleregtial occasions and not merely to sensorimatcasions (which
would yield only empiric-analytic knowledge). Asexybody knows, this interpretive and dialogical Whedge is
trickier, more delicate, and more subtle than thadibanging obviousness of the monological gaze¢hbtidoesn't
mean it is less important (in fact, it means misre significant).

The introspective/interpretative approaches thus gs thanterior contours of individual consciousnefise three
strands legitimately applied to the interior ofiwidual holons under the auspices of truthfulnd$ss exploration and
elucidation of the Upper Left quadrant is an impottfacet of an integral approach to consciousraassit is perhaps
best exemplified in the first-person, phenomendaalgiand interpretive accounts of consciousnesscdrabe found
from depth psychology to phenomenology to meditatind contemplation, all of which, at their mosihauntic, are
guided by injunction, apprehension, and confirmatibus legitimately grounding their knowledge wiaiin
reproducible evidence.

Developmental psychologywes one step further and inspects the actuastaghe unfolding of this individual
consciousness. Since it usually aspires to a nueatsfic status, developmental psychology oftembmes an
examination of the interior or Left Hand reportseaperience (theemanticof consciousness, guided by interpretative
truthfulness and intersubjective understandingh aiRight Hand or objective analysis of #treicturesof
consciousness (thsyntaxof consciousness, guided by propositional truth famctional fit). Thisdevelopmental
structuralismtraces most of its lineage to the Piagetian reiaiuit is an indispensable tool in the elucidataf
consciousness and a crucial aspect of any intagm@bach. (It is rare, however, that any of thgge@aches clearly
combine, via pragmatics, both the semantics andyhtax of the stages of consciousness developnvaitth is an
integration | am especially attempting to include.)

Eastern and nonordinary stateodels point out that there are more things intpper Left quadrant than are dreamt
of in our philosophy, not to mention our convenéibpsychologies. The three strands of all validvideadge are here
applied to states that are largely nonverbal, posial, and post-postconventional. In Zen, as we sahave a
primary injunction or paradignzézensitting meditation), which yields direct expefi@hdata kenshosatori), which
are then thrown against the community of those tdnge completed the first two strands and testesdtdity. Bad
data are soundly rejected, and all of this is dpemngoing review and revision in light of subsetuexperience and
further communally generated data.

Those approaches are quite right: no theory of@onsness can hope to be complete that ignoregatiasfrom the
higher or postformal dimensions of consciousnesdfjtand this exploration of the further reachiethe Upper Left
guadrant is surely a central aspect of an inteageary of consciousness. Moreover, this demandsahaome point,
the researchers themselves must transform theircowsciousness in order to be adequate to thereadd his is not
a loss of objectivity but rather the prerequisdedata accumulation, just as we do not say tlaahieg to use a
microscope is the loss of one's objectivity -sisimply the learning of the injunctive strand, e¥his actually the
precondition of a truly objective (or nonbiasedylarstanding of any data. In this case, the dgtastformal, and so
therefore is the injunction.

Advocates okubtle energiefprana, bioenergy) bring an important piece of the puzaléhis investigation, but they
often seem to believe that these subtle energegetharcentral or even sole aspect of consciouswbsseas they are
merely one of the lower dimensions in the ovenadlcirum itself. For the Great Chain theorists, Bast Westprana

is simply the link between the material body arglitiental domain, and in a sense | believe thatissénough. But
the whole point of a four-quadrant analysis is thiaat the great wisdom traditions tended to reprieae disembodied,
transcendental, and nonmaterial modes actually bawelates in the material domain (every Left Handasion has a
Right Hand correlate), and thus it is much morauieate to speak of the physical bodymind, the ematibodymind,
the mental bodymind, and so on. This simultaneocalébyvs transcendental occasions and firmly grouhdm. And in
this conceptionpranais simply the emotional bodymind in general, wathrelates in all four quadrants (subjective:
protoemotions; objective: limbic system; intersahipe: magical; interobjective: tribal). What istrieelpful, however,
is to claim that these energies alone hold thetaepnsciousness. Likewise with tpsi approacheswhich are clearly
some of the more controversial aspects of consoesssstudies (telepathy, precognition, psychoksnetairvoyance).
| believe that the existence of some types of psyeghenomena is quite likely, and various metaysed of legitimate



psychic research have concluded that somethingsre&bot. | have discussed this in the bé&gle to Eyeand won't
repeat my observations here. | would simply likemephasize that, once it is realized that the semstor worldspace
is merely one of at least ten worldspaces, weaeased from the insanity of trying to accountdlbipphenomena on
the basis of empirical occasions alone. At the saame, precisely because the sensorimotor worldspathe anchor
of the worldview of scientific materialism, as scamsome sort of proof of non-sensorimotor occasfeuch as psi) is
found, it can be excitedly blown all out of proport Psi events indeed cannot be unequivocallytéate the
sensorimotor worldspace, but then neither can Jogathematics, poetry, history, meaning, valuanorals, and so
what? None of the intentional and Left Hand dimensiof consciousness follow the physical rulesrapge location,
and we don't need psi events to tell us that. Thmsntegral theory of consciousness would takiegsly at least the
possibilityof psi phenomena, without blowing their possibiestence all out of proportion; they are, at bastery
small slice of a very big pie.

Of the dozen major approaches to consciousnesestilt | listed in the Introduction, thhe@antum approachesre
the only ones that | believe lack substantial evideat this time, and when | say that they cambleided in an
integral theory of consciousness, | am generouslgiihg open the possibility that they may eventuphove
worthwhile. InEye to Eyd review the various interpretations of quantunthanics and its possible role in
consciousness studies, and | will not repeat tisaudsion, except to say that to date the theatetanclusions (such
as that intentionality collapses the Schr<148>dinggve function) are based on extremely speculaiotens that
most physicists themselves find quite dubious.

The central problem with these quantum approacseksee it, is that they are trying to solve thigject/object
dualism on a level at which it cannot be solved; sisggested above, that problem is (dis)solveyg wrnpostformal
development, and no amountfofmal propositions will come anywhere near the solutianetheless, this is still a
fruitful line of research, if for no other reasdrah what it demonstrates in its failures; and npargtively, it might
help to elucidate some of the interactions betw®elogical intentionality and matter.

All of those approaches centre on the individuait Becultural approacheso consciousness point out that individual
consciousness does not, and cannot, arise on itsAilsubjective events are always already inteysctive events.
There is no private language; there is no radicaliypnomous consciousness. The very words we dinenbw sharing
were not invented by you or me, were not creategdoyor me, do not come solely from my consciousmmegrom
yours. Rather, you and | simply find ourselves waat intersubjective worldspace in which we livel anove and have
our being. This cultural worldspace (the Lower Legfadrant) has a hand in the very structure, stiapk,and tone of
your consciousness and of mine, and no theorymgaousness is complete that ignores this cruaia¢dsion.

In these cultural hermeneutic approaches, the straads are applied to the intersubjective citskef, the deep
semantics of the worlds of meaning in which you haodllectively exist. These cultural worldspaceslge and
develop (archaic to magic to mythic to mental,)etmd the three strands applied to those worlgspamder the
auspices of mutual understanding and appropriasenegeal thoseultural contours of consciousnesghich is
exactly the course these important approaches Tdikg, too, is a crucial component of an integhaiary of
consciousnes$4]

Such are some of the very important (if partialjtis of cultural hermeneutics for individual comasness. Likewise
for thesocial sciencesvhich deal not so much with interior worldviewsdainterpretations, but with the exterior and
objective and empirical aspects of social systébudtural hermeneutics (Lower Left) is a type ofteimor holism' that
constantly asks, "What doegriear?', whereas the social sciences (Lower Right) aypeof “exterior holism' that are
constantly asking instead, "What doedd?' -- in other words, mutual understanding versustional fit. But both of
these approaches tell us something very importaotahe collectivities in which individual consogness is
thoroughly embedded.

As for the social sciences: the materialities ahomunication, the techno-economic base, and thalssystem in the
objective sense reach deep into the contours dfatomsness to mould the final product. The thresnds, under the
auspices of propositional truth and functionalditpose these social determinants at each ofléwails, which is
exactly the appropriate research agenda of theremalpsocial sciences.



A narrow Marxist approach, of course, has long liscredited (precisely because it oversteps itsamg reducing
all quadrants to the Lower Right); but the momdrttwth in historical materialism is that the modésnaterial
production (e.g. foraging, horticultural, agrariamgustrial, informational) have a profound and stttative influence
on the actual contents of individual consciousnasd,thus an understanding of these social detantsns absolutely
crucial for an integral theory of consciousnes<hsan understanding would take its rightful plalongside the dozen
or so other significant approaches to the studyoosciousness.

Summary and Conclusion

| hope that this outline, abbreviated as it is)asetheless enough to indicate the broad contduheanethodology of
an integral theory of consciousness, and thaffficgently indicates the inadequacy of any less poahensive
approaches. Thiategral aspect enters in simultaneously tracking eacH Ewveé quadrant in its own terms and then
noting the correlations between them. This is ehoaddlogy of phenomenologically and contemporangotnatking
the various levels and lines in each of the quadrand then correlating their overall relationgheto all the others,
and in no way trying to reduce any to the others.

This “simultracking' requires a judicious and bakthuse of all four validity claims (truth, truthfess, cultural
meaning, functional fit), each of which is redeermeder the warrant of the three strands of valiovedge
acquisition (injunction, apprehension, confirmajicarried out across the dozen or more levelsch eathe
guadrants -- which means, in shorthand fashioninestigation of sensory experience, mental expeg, and
spiritual experience: the eye of flesh, the eymofd, and the eye of contemplation: all-level,clladrant.

And this means that, where appropriate, researetiéiisave to engage various injunctions that tfama their own
consciousness, if they are todmequatedo the postformal data. You cannot vote on théhtai the Pythagorean
Theorem if you do not learn geometry (the injuna}jdikewise, you cannot vote on the truth of Budd¥ature if you
do not learn meditation. All valid knowledge haginction, apprehension, and confirmation; the iojions are all of
the form, "If you want to know this, you must disth- and thus, when it comes to consciousneshestitself, the
utterly obvious but much-resisted conclusion ig tieatain interior injunctions will have to be foled by researchers
themselves. If we dootdo this, then we wilhot know this. We will be the Churchmen refusing Gl injunction:
look through this telescope and tell me what ya se

Thus, an integral approach to consciousness nmghide the following agendas:

1. Continue research on the various particular appreas That is, continue to refine our understandinthefmany
pieces of the puzzle of consciousness. The twaipecaches | briefly outlined are twelve significpngces to this
extraordinary enigma; each is profoundly importaaich deserves continued and vigorous researctiemetbpment.

Why should we include all twelve of these approa@hiren't some of them a little “spooky' and “fat*And perhaps
shouldn't we exclude some of those? At this eddgesin integral studies, | believe we need tmarthe side of
generosity, if only because reality itself is sosistently weird.

No human mind, | believe, is capable of produci@g fer cent error. We might say, nobody is smastigh to be
wrong all the time. And that means that each ofdibeen approaches almost certainly has some sompairtant (if
limited) truth to contribute; and, particularlytae beginning of our integral quest, | believe Wwewdd throw our net as
wide as we possibly can.

2. Confront the simple fact that, in some cases, aghan consciousness on the part of researcheragbkes is
mandatory for the investigation of consciousntsaf. As numerous approaches (e.g. 7, 9, 10) havegqubmit, the
higher or postformal stages of consciousness dpnedat can only be adequately accessed by thoséaxe
themselves developed to a postformal level. If veeimvestigating postformal domains, postformaligtions are
mandatory. Failure to do so does not insure “olvjégtin postformal studies: it insures failure goasp the data at the
very start.



3. Continue to grope our way toward a genuinely in&dlheory of consciousness itsdecause the twelve
approaches have tended to remain separate (andis@®@ntagonistic) branches of human inquirypéslindeed
appear that they are in some ways working witheddit data domains, and these differences ar® i@ tasually
denied or dismissed. At the same time, | take glamly obvious that the universe hangs togethed, thus an equally
legitimate endeavour is to investigate, both thecaily and methodologically, the ways that theagaus elements are
intrinsically hooked together as aspects of the unbroken Koshhesfact that, for the most part, each approash ha
stayed in its own cage does not change the factehéty itself leaps those cages all the time gf@pe our way

toward an integral approach means that we shotdchat to follow reality and make those leaps ag.wel

This includes the actuatethodologyf "simultracking' the various phenomena in easlellquadrant and noting their
actual interrelations and correlations (the sinagking of events in "all-quadrant, all-level' spaddne quadrants and
levels are in some sense quite different, but treydifferent aspectsf the Kosmagswhich means that they also
intrinsically touch each other in profound ways. Let us notenttgs in which they touch, and thus attempt
theoreticallyto elucidate this wonderfully rich and interwovepestry.

Thus, each of the dozen approaches finds an impgatal indispensable place, not as an eclectidsirgas an intrinsic
aspect of the holonic Kosmos. The methodologiesghigport to give us a "theory of consciousness,which
investigate only one quadrant (not to mention amlg level in one quadrant) are clearly not givisgao adequate
account of consciousness at all. Rather, an "@drant, all-level' approach holds the only charfancauthentic and
integral theory of consciousness, if such indeastgx

Footnotes

1. See Jantsch (1980) for an extended discussitimsatheme. Jantsch correlates “microevolutioinn@ividual
holons) with ‘macroevolution’ (their collective/saldorms), pointing out the co- evolutionary irdetions between
individual and social. Thus, in the physiospheastdch traces microevolution across photons, leptoeryons, light
nuclei, light atoms, heavy atoms and moleculed) #ieir corresponding macroevolution (or colledtbeeial forms)
moving across superclusters, clusters of galagmaxies, stellar clusters, stars, planets and fackations. Likewise,
in the biosphere, he traces microevolution acressphtive structures, prokaryotes, eukaryotestiogliular
organisms and complex animals; with their correspgnmacroevolution across planetary chemodynarfiesg
system, heterotrophic ecosystems, societies wiisidn of labour, and groups/families. All of theme simply and
crudely summarized and condensed for Figure 1,iwisineant to be nothing more than a simple outlihave
discussed these issues in greater detail in WilBebb.

2. This becomes extremely important in individusyghotherapy and depth psychology, because thesmplies
have fundamentally exposed the ways in which | iiighuntruthfulto myself about my own interior status.
"Repression' is basically a set of deceptions, @alntents, or lies about the contours of my owrriotepace, and
“therapy' is essentially learning ways to be manedst and truthful in interpreting my interior textherapy is the
sustained application of the validity criteriontafthfulness to one's own estate.

3. Of course, not everybody who takes up Zen anyrcontemplative endeavour -- ends up fully masgethe
discipline, just as not everybody who takes up tiwarphysics ends up fully comprehending it. Butsthavho do
succeed -- in both contemplation and physics, addead, in any legitimate knowledge quest -- camstithe circle of
competence against which validity claims are strackl Zen is no exception in this regard.

4. The fact that we all exist in cultural worldspacthat are governed largely by interpretive artchmarely empirical
realities, and the fact that these cultural intetgions are partially constructed and relativs, lien blown all out of
proportion by the postmodern poststructuralistsp wheffect claim this quadrant is the only quadiarexistence.
They thus attempt to reduce all truth and all vglidlaims to nothing but arbitrary cultural consttion driven only by
power or prejudice or race or gender. This cultaaaistructivist stance thus lands itself in a wedtieperformative
self-contradictions: it claims that it is true thlagre is no such thing as truth; it claims thad iiniversally the case that
only relativities are real; it claims that it isstlinbiased truth that all truth is biased; and,thuall ways, it exempts its
own truth claims from the restrictions it placesemerybody else's: by any other name, hypocrisyl. ifes/e suggested
elsewhere (Wilber, 1995a, 1997), whenever the ajbadrants are denied reality, they in effect srimadk into one's



system in the form of internal self-contradictionghe banished and denied validity claims reagbernselves in
internal ruptures. Thus the extreme cultural cargsivists implicitly claim objective and univerdalith for their own
stance, a stance which explicitly denies the emcgtef both universality and truth. Hence John I8€4©95) had to
beat this approach back in his wondeiffak Construction of Social Realigs opposed to "the social construction of
reality’, the idea being that cultural realities aonstructed on a base of correspondence truthwgnounds the
construction itself, without which no constructianall could get under way in the first place. Oagain, we can
accept the partial truths of a given quadrant -aynaultural meanings are indeed constructed aradivel-- without
going overboard and attempting to reduce all ofjuedrants and all other truths to that partial ge
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