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The whole history of the progress of human liberty shows that all concessions yet made to her august claims have been born of earnest struggle.  This struggle may be a moral one, or it may be a physical one, and it may be both moral and physical, but it must be a struggle.  Power concedes nothing without demand.  It never did and it never will.

Frederick Douglass 

Introduction

It happened on a typical fall day in Rotterdam, Holland.  The sun was shining through the huge floor-to-ceiling glass wall of the main hall of Erasmus University, and I was doing my favorite thing‑strolling through the bookstore which was located in the hall.  That is when I saw it from a distance, this interesting title, A Sociable God.  I walked over to the shelves and could now also read the subtitle, A Brief Introduction to Transcendental Sociology.  Intrigued, I picked up the book and, turning it over to see what it was all about, was struck by the picture of a bald man with intense eyes staring at me.  Was this striking man the author?  I bought the book because of the picture, and it saved my sanity. 

This first encounter with Wilber’s work took place in 1983, and I vividly remember the page in A Sociable God that was the beginning of profound transformations of my understanding of the social sciences, (Caribbean) underdevelopment, spirituality, and myself over the ensuing years.  It was page 44 in the 1983 edition, where he presents different theorists from both the East and the West as paradigmatic analysts of a particular level in his hierarchical model of reality.  I had never imagined that Marx, Freud and Habermas could be on the same page with Patanjali, Krishna, Jesus and Buddha.  I finally understood why I had so much trouble with Marxism, and why my education in sociology was so alienating.
  

Soon afterwards I left Holland to go back to Surinam
 convinced, in my youthful naivete, that after all my studies on underdevelopment, dependency, colonialism, imperialism and the like, I was an expert on the issue of development.  I also thought I knew the solution to underdevelopment, which, at that time (early eighties), was a mix of Marxist and national liberation rhetoric.  After three months of working at the Ministry of Education this confidence was cruelly shattered and my identity as an expert was in shambles.  I had no way of explaining what I was seeing all around me, the behavior of both government officials and the general population that pointed to conscious participation in the reproduction of underdevelopment.  Never, in all my radical readings, had I encountered an extended discussion of internal psychological or cultural causes of underdevelopment.  The authors who did mention these factors were racists and we, members of the progressive Left, never took them seriously.  So I had to come up with my own theory to explain what at that time for me was the unexplainable: how and why people choose for underdevelopment.

A Sociable God, which I had brought back home with me, provided the beginning of a framework.  Three years later Up from Eden almost completed the story.  I read many other books during those years on systems theory, evolutionary theory, and post-Kuhnian philosophy and history of science.  Together with Wilber’s books, these helped change my ideas profoundly and led me to conclude that underdevelopment is a choice.  I subsequently wrote a book with that title.
  

One of the issues I discuss in this book is the role of Caribbean
 intellectuals in the reproduction of cognitive domination.  This is the result of an uncritical acceptance of the metaphysics and epistemology of received European knowledge.  This intellectual dependency prevents Caribbean social scientists from transforming themselves from sophisticated consumers of monocultural (Euro-American) knowledge into creative and innovative producers of transcultural knowledge.  I further argue that the survival of the Caribbean in the twenty-first century will depend primarily on a new and empowering understanding of our own history, our psychology, and the world, an understanding that must reflect a creative integration of the different cultural world-constructions present in the Caribbean.
  This new knowledge will enable us to transcend the prevailing reductionist, eurocentric and materialistic definition of development.  The new conceptualization of development and liberation will also recognize that development is a multidimensional process including material, emotional, mental and spiritual aspects, as analyzed in Wilber’s model of the compound individual.
  In addition, this multidimensional and integral understanding of development must be embedded in a deep ecological awareness.

My work is about providing the metaphysical, epistemological, theoretical and methodological tools for the realization of this project from a transcultural perspective.  To do this successfully I have to integrate knowledge from a wide variety of disciplines such as cultural psychology, cultural anthropology, the Santiago theory of cognition, radical constructivism, history of mentalities, African philosophy, social and cultural studies of science and technology, political sociology, economic anthropology, development theory, critical theory and theories of self-organization.  Wilber’s work provides part of the organizing framework for this transdisciplinary integration.  Within the scope of one paper, I cannot examine in detail the many dimensions of this project.  Because of their significance for my work I will focus on two aspects of Wilber’s approach that form the starting point for the successor paradigm in development theory that I am suggesting: the “all-level, all-quadrant” mode of analysis and the stages of consciousness development.  First, I will briefly discuss the relevance of the all-level, all-quadrant approach for Caribbean development theory.  Secondly, I will argue for the incorporation of Wilber’s model of stages of consciousness development into Caribbean analyses of social transformation.  This aspect of both Wilber’s and my work is controversial in these postmodern times, so I will also address the issue of ranking worldviews and why I see this approach as the only way out of the messy legacies of colonial domination.  After all, there is politics in consciousness. 

The four quadrants and development theory

The dominant discourse in the political economy of the Caribbean focuses almost exclusively on external economic and political causes of underdevelopment, such as colonialism, neocolonialism, imperialism, neoliberalism and globalization.
  This discourse is an example of analysis in the “lower right-hand quadrant” of Wilber’s model of levels and modes of analysis in Sex, Ecology, Spirituality.
  Wilber says that this quadrant “represents all the exterior forms of social systems, forms that also can be seen, forms that are empirical and behavioral.”
  In Caribbean social analysis there is consequently almost no attention paid to the psychological and cultural aspects of underdevelopment (the other three quadrants in Wilber’s model).
  I want to bring these dimensions into the discourse on Caribbean development because I believe that a neglect of the psycho-cultural aspects of Caribbean underdevelopment and how these relate to its peculiar economic and political institutions has contributed to a very limited and one-sided understanding of the reasons for the persistence of poverty in the region. 

Wilber’s all-level, all-quadrant approach is a schema of simultaneous evolution in four domains: exterior individual (behavioral), interior individual (intentionality), exterior social or communal (social systems), interior social or communal (culture, worldviews).  The exterior approaches to social phenomena emphasize the study of observable behavior, using empirical-analytic methods and positivist epistemologies.  They use what he calls “it” language: objectivist, monological, observable, empirical, behavioral variables.  The interior approaches, on the other hand, study phenomena that cannot be seen; they must be interpreted.  Their language is “I-” and “we-” language.  The division between these two approaches to social phenomena has created a deep schism in social theory, with detrimental effects for the study of underdevelopment.  Wilber says:

Almost from its inception, and down to today, social theory has divided into two often sharply disagreeing camps: hermeneutics and structural-functionalism.  Hermeneutics (the art and science of interpretation) attempted to reconstruct and empathetically enter the shared cultural worldspace of human beings, and thus bring forth an understanding of the values contained therein.  Structural-functionalism, on the other hand, dispensed with meaning (in any participatory sense) and looked instead at the external social structures and social systems that governed the behavior of the action system. 

This schism is exacerbated in Caribbean development theory because of its heavy reliance on economics.  Economics is an extreme example of a monological, positivistic approach to human behavior and social systems.  This is so because as Charles Clark explains:

Much of the history of economic theory is an attempt to explain economic phenomena as natural phenomena, as determined by natural causes.  This aspiration is uniform, from the Mercantilists, the Physiocrats, and Adam Smith, up to and including modern equilibrium theory, the hard core of neoclassical economics.  The conception of what nature is changes; even more importantly, so does the method of how knowledge of nature is acquired.  Yet the belief, implicit or explicit, that economics has some affinity with natural science, is somehow grounded in nature, and is regulated by natural laws towards a natural order, is a constant.  We find that in the final analysis, the appeal to nature as the source of economic phenomena is an appeal to authority.

In economics, society is treated as a natural system; that is why mathematics plays such an important role in the discipline and its politics of publishing attests to this.
  The hegemony of neoliberalism, supported by the World Bank and the IMF, has only strengthened this ideology, and is a good example of the bad news of Enlightenment universalism.  The solution for underdevelopment is conceptualized as a universally valid  recipe for economic growth and happiness as prescribed by neoclassical economics.  Governments in developing countries are advised to correct the institutional and structural obstacles to the free flow of capital and goods, which include the privatization of property, the virtual elimination of government regulation of the economy, the introduction of free-trade policies, the control of inflation and the money supply, and no controls on prices.  The implementations of these policies have resulted worldwide in more misery for more people.
  Caribbean criticisms of the ideology of neoliberalism have thus far been primarily directed against the negative social effects of its policy recommendations, because Caribbean social scientists for the most part subscribe to a monological objectivist approach to underdevelopment.  There is therefore almost no attention paid to the political-epistemological and philosophical underpinnings of neoliberalism.

Wilber’s four-quadrant model offers a way out of the quagmire of the natural law outlook of neoclassical economics and the ideology of neoliberalism, and can provide Caribbean social sciences with a viable approach to understanding the Caribbean predicament, an approach that takes culture and psychology seriously in analyses of economic behavior.  Our history of colonialism, which was not only a system of economic exploitation, but also profoundly a system of psychological and cultural domination, cannot be ignored in favor of a model of economic development that is based on the myth of a white, middle-class, individualistic, profit maximizing, rational economic man as the principal economic actor.
  

The worldview in the Caribbean is not that of Homo economicus and, as Wilber has shown in Up from Eden and Sex, Ecology, Spirituality, worldviews are intimately correlated with social and economic institutions and the technological base of a society.  I maintain, therefore, that an understanding of Caribbean underdevelopment mandates a deep appreciation for the cognitive confusion created by a hybrid of magical, mythical and pseudo-rational elements from vastly different cultures that have not yet been successfully integrated into a coherent whole to allow an understanding of ourselves and the world and to effectively act upon that world.  

This hybrid worldview is expressed in mercantile economic institutions and a democracy that is still characterized by the commandism and paternalism of the colonial plantation.  The complex interaction of culture, psychology, economics and politics is what reproduces underdevelopment.  By combining Wilber’s four-quadrant model with his stages of consciousness development, Caribbean social sciences can finally begin to envision “development” from a standpoint that is not dictated by the global capitalist elite.  However, before I discuss the ways in which Wilber’s model of consciousness development can assist in redefining the object and goal of development, I want to address the reluctance of many progressive people to take cultural evolution seriously. 

I am nobody’s “Other”: the postmodern obstacle to Third World liberation

When I say that underdevelopment is a choice, I am placing the responsibility for the reproduction of underdevelopment squarely within Caribbean societies because I take their humanity seriously.  As Nancy Scheper-Hughes so eloquently states:

. . . [I]n granting power, agency, choice, and efficacy to the oppressed subject, one must begin to hold the oppressed morally accountable for their collusions, collaborations, rationalizations, “false consciousness,” and more than occasional paralysis of will.  With agency begins responsibility and accountability.
  

I am thus walking a fine and dangerous line between a truly transcendental, evolutionary and transformative understanding of development on the one hand and racism and eurocentrism on the other.  Many progressive social and political theorists in both the developed and developing world are very cautious when discussing consciousness and culture in the colonial and postcolonial world.  One reason for this caution is the racism that has been part and parcel of western scholarship on the non-European world.  Another reason is the postmodern turn in social analysis which, as an antidote to the excessive universalism of the Enlightenment, now advocates several forms of cognitive, cultural and moral relativism.  This position makes it almost impossible to evaluate and judge knowledge claims and cultural practices in postcolonial societies.  Ranking, hierarchy and value judgments are out of fashion, and it seems that we no longer have valid ways to think about social evolution, social transformation and progress.  Hence the political impotence and nihilism of much of postmodern thought.

However, postmodernism is, just like modernism, characterized by the tension between good and bad news.
  The good news, for example, is an increased awareness of the situatedness of knowledge, of the limitations of Enlightenment rationality and universalism, and of truth as a social construction.  The bad news is the often uncritical celebration of “the native,” “indigenous knowledges,” and various carefully selected non-European cultural practices.  I say “carefully selected” because postmodernists have a political-epistemological agenda and, in their ongoing conflict with the defenders of Enlightenment universalism and modernism, cannot afford to present the full picture of these “indigenous cultures.”  A complete picture would obviously have to include the many maladaptive aspects of these cultures at this point in history.
  I have the impression that postmodern defenders of “the natives” are afraid that this honesty will undermine their arguments against modernism.  The “natives,” “indigenous people,” “the Other,” are once again just pawns in a power struggle that is not in their interest, this time to further the political-epistemological agenda of postmodernism.  From the postmodern standpoint it is therefore important that these “natives” stay the way they are‑premodern.
  

Another problem with postmodern thought, which is analyzed by Wilber in Sex, Ecology, Spirituality, is its inability to imagine cognitive structures and social organizations that are superior to and go beyond modern western rationality and capitalist social formations.  The result is that many postmodernists look to “the natives” and “the indigenous” for sources of inspiration to deal with the many destructive aspects of modern industrial life (e.g. social injustice, alienation, loss of meaning, the dominance of instrumental rationality, pathological consumerism, violence, drug addiction).  An example of this kind of reasoning within Wilber’s primary discipline, transpersonal psychology, is the approach by Jürgen Kremer.  In an essay titled “The Shadow of Evolutionary Thinking” Kremer favorably discusses what is basically a magical-mythical mindset of contemporary Andean peoples of Peru as “indigenous mind or consciousness.”  He describes this as follows: 

[The indigenous mind or consciousness] is a discourse view in which individuals understand themselves in an ongoing conversation with the surrounding community, in which the local animals, plants, ancestors, and other spirits take as much part as the humans. . . . This conversation is carried on as part of unfolding one’s own gifts while paying attention to the ceremonial and seasonal cycles as well as the larger astronomical cycles.  This is a world view of total immanence.”

The thrust of his essay is the allegation that Wilber’s stage model of consciousness evolution is eurocentric and denies the “shadow of evolutionary theorizing.”  Since this aspect of Wilber’s model is fundamental to my own theorizing I want to briefly discuss Kremer’s standpoint, which is exemplary of postmodern so-called progressive thought.  

I view the postmodern “recovery” of “indigenous” ways of knowing as a new form of oppression, this time cloaked in the language of acceptance and sometimes celebration.  I believe that for many westerners, overwhelmed by the complexities and contradictions of modern industrial and postindustrial life, this so-called “world view of total immanence” may seem like a welcome and necessary refuge, but for the people who embody this, it is going to result in their extinction.
  That is why I refuse to be anybody’s “Other.”  The magical-mythical worldview is not equipped to effectively resist the destructive aspects of globalization, nor can it creatively imagine or construct a society that transcends the limitations of the crude materialism of the Euro-American capitalist mode of production.  How can we create a society that develops non-material sources of happiness so that the madness of unrestrained economic growth and expansion can stop before we all become extinct?  I believe that these sources will have to be internal, in the further growth of consciousness, in modes of identification that go beyond one’s ethnic group, class or nation, and in the experience of absolute love that can come only from becoming lost in the Divine, Spirit, the Beloved, Brahman, God, the Void.  

How can this magical-mythical “world view of total immanence” prepare the “natives” for survival in the next century, where globalization will continue its onslaught on our existence as a species, where alienation will increase, where the polarization between rich and poor will become only more pronounced (both between and within nations) and where we can expect more environmental disasters?  How is the “native’s” way of knowing and doing going to help us transform and transcend the bankruptcy of the dream of progress that is slowly turning into the nightmare of progress?  

What we need is not a celebration of or regression to magical-mythical thinking, in the mistaken belief that this is an act of resistance.  On the contrary, we have to go beyond the current dominant instrumental rational mode of knowing, without repressing the magical and mythical precursors of rationality.  We should not replicate the “European dissociation.”
  I firmly believe that only the development of transrationality, beginning with vision-logic, a mode of reasoning that is capable of integrating many diverse viewpoints, will allow us to transcend the limitations and oppressive aspects of the current modes of social, political, economic and cultural organization.  

Beyond magic, myth and pseudo-rationality in the Caribbean
 

I became fully aware of the historical relationship between worldviews and social formations only after reading Wilber’s Up from Eden in 1986.  The evolution of consciousness as he presents it in this book provided me with a methodology and concepts to understand the logic of underdevelopment in the Caribbean.  As Wilber has shown in Up from Eden, we can distinguish different epochs in human evolution on the basis of dominant worldviews.  Two characteristics of this evolution are now generally accepted.  One is that the evolution of worldviews has gone from relatively simple to relatively complex and increasingly abstract.  The second is that later worldviews, which are also modes of cognition, transcend and include their predecessors, making the current modern mind (which is not a monopoly of white Europeans and Americans) a hybrid based on different brain structures and different ways of giving meaning to the world.

Magic, myth, rationality and transrationality are modes of cognition open to all of us at this stage in human evolution.  However, certain cultures emphasize certain modes more than others do, and this needs to be explained.  In the Caribbean the experience of colonialism is a major factor in the persistence of mentalities characterized by helplessness, authoritarianism, conformism and an outward-oriented locus of control.  As I say elsewhere: 

Whatever one might think of the Enlightenment, one thing is pretty sure: it gave Europeans an incredible sense of self-confidence and modern science is one of the main reasons for this.  . . . [T]he scientific revolution was a major cognitive revolution in human history whose course is still unfolding.  The Enlightenment gave Europeans and their descendants in the United States many experiences of control and power, not only over their immediate environment, but also over other people in the world.  It is important for us to understand the impact this had on the collective psychology of a people, because the colonized people of the Caribbean have experienced the exact opposite.  When the Enlightenment philosophers were rebelling against the scholasticism of the Church and the authoritarianism of the State, and were championing the case for Reason,
 the Caribbean was being colonized and African slaves were brought to the New World to work on sugar plantations.

While Europe was slowly transforming its own particular version of the magic-mythical mentality (e.g. Hermetism, alchemy, Christianity, organic worldview) during the three hundred years of the unfolding of the Enlightenment and modernity, the Caribbean experienced three hundred years of colonial domination.  Colonial domination has reinforced major characteristics of the magic and mythical worldviews of the African slaves and the Asian indentured laborers.  The rationality that was introduced in the Caribbean through colonial education did not fundamentally change this.  On the contrary, colonial education reinforced the sense of inferiority and lack of agency.
  

The Caribbean worldview consequently consists of multiple frames of reference, each with its particular cognitive style and construction of reality.  Because we lack a well-developed philosophical tradition, there is not yet a clear understanding of the ways in which that which is compatible in one frame of reference or meaning system may be incompatible with another frame of reference or meaning system.  This lack of self-awareness of the ways in which we construct the world and act upon the world from different “provinces of meaning” contributes to the cognitive confusion which, in my opinion, is an important underlying factor in the reproduction of underdevelopment in the region.  In the context of this chapter I can only very briefly and schematically mention just a few characteristics of these three ways of worldmaking in the Caribbean, with the full realization that I do much injustice to an extensive body of work in cultural anthropology, comparative sociology, history and philosophy of science, African philosophy and philosophy of mind.  

The African slaves that were forced to work on the sugar plantations throughout the Caribbean brought with them rich and elaborate magical understandings of themselves and the world, understandings that were transformed under conditions of slavery to make sense of this new reality.
  It is generally agreed that in magical cognition there is no clear distinction between symbols or images and the objects they represent.  Therefore it may seem that to manipulate the image or symbol one can actually change the object.  Mind and world are also not clearly differentiated, so they get fused and confused.  This is a very self-centered mode of cognition, constantly worrying about its safety, and intimately tied to the sensory world.  The magical self is fearful of the world (nature and other human beings) and yet is fused with the world in a particular way.
  So it tends to develop elaborate rituals to ward off evil or to appease a spirit, or to display symbols of protection from the evil eye of people who might be jealous of you.
  Colonial circumstances and conditions of extreme poverty reinforce the experience of reality as dangerous and out of one’s control.
  I believe that the overemphasis on external forces, as both the problem and the solution, in social analyses of Caribbean underdevelopment is an example of the unexpected ways in which this experience of helplessness gets expressed in very sophisticated ways.
 

Asian myth came to the Caribbean with the importation of indentured laborers from India, Indonesia and China.  These workers brought with them primarily peasant (and exoteric) versions of Asian religions and philosophies (Hinduism, Islam, Buddhism).  In contrast with the magical worldview, which is self- or ego-centered, the mythical worldview is socio- or ethno-centered, conformist and traditional.  In the Caribbean and elsewhere in the world (e.g. white supremacists in the U.S.), the exclusive identification with one’s ethnic group is an expression of mythical thinking, which is also characterized by an excessive respect for authority.
  The mythical worldview of the modern Caribbean Homo colonicus is expressed for example in the ready acceptance of social hierarchy, of the cultural superiority of Europe and the United States, the acceptance of the cognitive authority of modern social sciences and in political parties organized on the basis of ethnicity instead of a political ideology.
  

European instrumental rationality was transplanted—prepackaged in colonial higher education—to a people who have mastered the art of mimicry.  The rationality that eventually developed in the Caribbean is therefore a pseudo-rationality‑magical-mythical thinking dressed up in the garb of the Enlightenment.
  This two-sidedness of the colonial worldview—outside modern, inside plantation-colonial—is also reflected in its economic and political institutions.

Based on my evolutionary understanding of human history, I believe that there is a hierarchy in modes of cognition, and I rank these on the basis of their effectiveness in societal self-organization in a particular historical context.  Magical and mythical thinking have been excellent and very effective modes of knowing for thousands of years in human evolution, but right now, as we are about to enter the twenty-first century, they are becoming an obstacle to effective adaptation and transformation in the Caribbean.  It is therefore imperative that Caribbean social scientists begin to develop a tradition of systematic and critical self-reflection and self-analysis (aspects of Reason) in order to isolate elements in the Caribbean worldview that are maladaptive and those that are worth preserving.  

And in that process we will have to take positions vis-à-vis cultural relativism and postmodernism, such as the idea that cultures cannot be compared; that biology is not important in social explanations; that social evolution and progress are “dirty words” because of social-Darwinism; and that all modes of cognition are equal.  We have to develop criteria to judge knowledge claims and cultural practices, including those of the colonizer, because our very survival will depend on our ability to transform our minds, our feelings and our societies.

The challenge for Caribbean social science is to formulate a vision of development that is uniquely our own; that is, one that combines the strengths of the different worldviews that constitute the Caribbean worldview.  In that process we will have to answer questions such as: what would we want a developed Caribbean to look like, given the realities of environmental limitations on unbridled capitalist growth?  What kind of psychology is needed to be able to live with voluntary simplicity?  How are we going to foster a sense of self that doesn’t need an excessive abundance of material goods to feeling happy?  That is, how are we going to define happiness and wellness?  What are the psycho-cultural structures necessary to sustain participatory democracy, self-confidence, self-criticism and the struggle for a just society?  

A transcultural Caribbean answer to these questions requires a critical evaluation and creative integration of the three main strands of the Caribbean worldview‑African magic, Asian myth and European rationality‑as the first step to overcome the current cognitive confusion and dependency.  The next step is to take this integrated worldview to a higher level of cognition, vision-logic, that I briefly discuss below.  However, I do not think that vision-logic exhausts all of humanity’s cognitive potentials.  If we begin to take our Asian heritage seriously we will discover a rich tradition of thought about higher modes of knowing and techniques to develop these modes of knowing.  Wilber’s work provides an excellent discussion of these.

The power of magical thinking is its participatory consciousness, a sense of connection with the earth and the universe, the realization that everything is imbued with the same Spirit, and thus that everything is connected to everything.  A sense of respect for all that lives and the rituals to express an understanding of the interconnectedness of visible and invisible worlds are elements that we would want to maintain.
  We also want to preserve our body consciousness and sensuality.  We should also acknowledge that the incredible ability to think in symbols and images which underlies all creative activities, from art to the best of science, has its origins in magical thinking.  What we do not want to keep is fear of the environment and fear of other people, the typical result of magical causality attribution. 

The strength of mythical thinking is a strong sense of connection with a wider community; it is less self-centered than magical thinking, and can take the role of the other.  It is therefore capable of compassion, caring and self-sacrifice for the larger group.  The need to belong is an important aspect of mythical thinking, as is the sense of One God underlying the multitude of appearances of Spirit in the universe.  The fear of the environment and the Spirits is replaced by the fear of this One God, a fear that has been exploited by priests/kings throughout human history.  What we can do without is the ethnocentrism that seems a universally inevitable aspect of this mode of cognition.  We do want to keep group identities, but embedded in a larger sense of self that can also include others.  This is possible with rational thinking.

In rational thinking the self has distanced itself from both the environment and the group and is able to critically reflect on these according to rational criteria of justice and equality.  This self is the least fearful, but in its distorted forms represses the magical and mythical aspects of its own nature until it begins to think that it is now God, abusing the creative potential to not only create new worlds but also to destroy.  The positive aspects of rationality however are its worldcentric stance, and thus its inclusiveness and respect for the environment and others, not because it is fearful (as in magical thinking) or because tradition dictates that (as in mythical thinking), but because it came to this conclusion through its own internal self-reflection. 

What we want to preserve are the healthy aspects of rationality‑its critical stance towards the world and traditions, its self-criticism and especially its morality.  It is not impressed by authority and demands evidence for claims of superiority.  This is a necessary condition for a political economy that creates just societies in the Caribbean.  But rationality is not enough at this point in history because of the complexities of the issues we face on a global scale.  We need a more complex mode of cognition, and the next higher stage in cognitive development, sense of self and causality, is vision-logic.

The Indian philosopher Aurobindo describes vision-logic as a mode of cognition which “can freely express itself in single ideas, but its most characteristic movement is a mass ideation, a system or totality of truth-seeing at a single view; the relations of idea with idea, of truth with truth, self-seen in an integral whole.”
  Vision-logic transcends and operates upon rationality.  Wilber says that “as such vision-logic can hold in mind contradictions, it can unify opposites, it is dialectical and nonlinear, and it weaves together what otherwise appear to be incompatible notions, as long as they relate together in the new and higher holon, negated in their partiality but preserved in their positive contributions
.”
Wilber’s historical analyses show a close correlation between worldviews, socio-economic institutions and the technological base of a society.  The next century will be characterized by increasingly complex problems, nationally, regionally and globally.  There will be a heightened awareness that these problems are closely interrelated.
  Our current, often fragmented, ways of understanding the world will not be sufficient any longer.  To comprehend the scope of the problems, but also of the possibilities for creative transformation and transcendence, we need a more complex mode of knowing than the current instrumental rationality of modern science, characterized by disciplinary fragmentation and increasing specialization.  That is why I think a full development of rationality in the Caribbean is not enough.  The mindset has to be pushed to more comprehensive modes of knowing, such as vision-logic.
  Changing our consciousness will be the ultimate political act.

Epilogue
My approach to Caribbean development reflects a basic tension in my identity‑Africa, Europe and Asia struggling to find a coherent way to make sense of the world, and most of all, to be free.  In a path-breaking analysis of the origins of freedom in Western culture the Jamaican social historian Orlando Patterson says that “. . . [F]reedom was generated from the experience of slavery.  People came to value freedom, to construct it as a powerful shared vision of life, as a result of their experience of, and response to slavery or its recombinant form, serfdom, in their role as masters, slaves, and nonslaves.”

This longing for freedom, however conceptualized, has been the major force in the resistance against colonial domination in the Caribbean, from the guerrilla wars of the Maroons throughout the more than 300 years of slavery in the Caribbean, to the Haitian Revolution in 1798 and the movements for national liberation of this century.  I stand on the shoulders of all those who have given their lives in the fight against oppression and if I seem harsh in my criticism of the modern Caribbean mentality, it is because I do not want their sacrifices to have been in vain.  The political-economic system of market capitalism that created colonial domination has not changed its inner workings; domination is still very much part of its modus operandi.  Therefore I have the historical obligation to continue the struggle.  

But this time I have to take the struggle beyond the fight against the external dominator to a fight against the internalizations of the dominator that have made us in so many respects dependent.  I hope my work, which is tremendously indebted to Ken Wilber, will make a viable contribution to freedom and sustainable development in the Caribbean.

Notes








� I had gone to Holland from my native Surinam to study economics but after a year of torture, in which I was forced to suppress my experience of reality in order to be able to enter a world occupied by an alien (rational economic men or Homo economicus), and the analysis of his behavior based on the infamous ceteris paribus (all other circumstances remaining the same) clause, I switched to sociology.  It was only when I did research for my dissertation two years ago that I came across literature that validated my experience of economics education as torture (see Klamer, A. and Colander, D.  1990).  Sociology turned out to be not much better, but at least there was more tolerance for dissent, so I was able to educate myself outside of the mainstream empirical-analytical paradigm without much overt harassment from my professors.


� Surinam, a former Dutch colony northeast of Brazil, is where I was born and raised.  It is geographically part of South America, but belongs culturally to the Caribbean.


� Silos, M.  1991.


� “Caribbean” refers to the 14 members of the Caribbean Community and Common Market (CARICOM) which are: Antigua-Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, St Kitts Nevis, St Lucia, St Vincent, Surinam, Trinidad & Tobago, and Montserrat. 


� The Caribbean was colonized as if no one already lived there because in a very brief period after the Spaniards began settling on the islands the autochthonous population of Carib, Taino and Arawak Indians was rapidly decimated.  Labor was imported from Europe, Africa and Asia, which has made the Caribbean into a multi-ethnic, multilingual and multireligious region.


� Wilber, K.  1983: 35-44.


� Neoliberalism, market liberalism, or economic rationalism are different names for the extremist political-economic ideology that justifies unbridled economic growth and the forceful opening of non-European markets to the unrestrained global flow of goods and capital.  It is based on questionable assumptions of human nature (e.g. human beings are primarily motivated by individual self-interest; competition is better than cooperation; the main indicator of progress is an increasing level of consumer spending in a society).  The ideology of neoliberalism is deeply embedded in values, institutions and popular culture in the United States and Europe, so much so that in popular discourse in these societies there is not even a name for it, so it goes unrecognized.  (This is a good example of Foucault’s [1980] analysis on the dynamics of power and knowledge in the representation of reality).  I prefer the term “neoliberalism” because that is what Latin Americans call the unhealthy alliance between academic economists of the neoclassical school of economics, think tanks that provide a moral philosophy grounded in individual rights and a disdain of government intervention in the economy, and members of the corporate class.  This is a profoundly undemocratic ideology.  See Korten, D. 1995.
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� One of the few Caribbean economists who shares this view is Dennis Pantin, Professor of Economics at the University of the West Indies, Trinidad & Tobago.  He says:  “[T]he majority view among those with economic training [is] that the Caribbean does not represent a special case . . . and that one can, therefore, apply economic analyses derived originally for metropolitan economies to the region, with a minor adjustment here and there.  The evidence for this can be found in the literature content of economic teaching in the Caribbean, including at the University of the West Indies, and in the policy analyses of regional governments, institutions, and business organizations” (Pantin 1994b: 26; emphasis added).


� Scheper-Hughes, N.  1992.


� One of the important methodologies that I have adopted from Wilber is a balanced way of looking at theories, worldviews and other thought constructions.  His approach to intellectual history helped me enormously when I began the painful process of acknowledging that I could not escape the European part of my identity.  His books saved my sanity because I now had a way to distinguish between those aspects of European culture that I could appreciate and those that I continue to criticize.  Before Wilber I had, like many anticolonials, a conditioned reflex when it came to things western: Europe and the United States were very bad news.  Decolonization of my mind has paradoxically meant the acceptance of the fact that it is in many important ways a European mind, while in many other equally important ways it is not European.  We are in desperate need of a successor to Frantz Fanon’s psychology of the oppressed (see Fanon, F. 1982/1967). 
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� Modernization is not the same as westernization.  It is important to make this distinction, because a failure to do so turns many well-meaning people into apologists for regression.  However, thoughtful thinkers from the developing world recognize that modernization is a logical process of human history, and involves the transcendence and inclusion of previous modes of knowing and being in the world.  The problem is that Europe has made its version of modernization the norm, which of course has to be challenged as a political-cognitive act.  The formidable challenge the developing world faces is, in the words of Ali Mazrui, “how to decolonize modernization without ending it.”  Mazrui, A.  1975. 


� Kremer, J.W. 1998: 242.


� This focus on the magical-mythical traditions of the so-called “indigenous peoples” relieves liberals in the West from the obligation to begin the long and often very difficult process of transformation of themselves and their societies, while giving them the feeling that they are contributing to the welfare of this planet.  It is curious that these discussions seldom include non-tribal communities.  This emphasis on tribal communities is now finally being criticized in cultural anthropology.  The more enlightened scholars within this discipline are beginning to acknowledge that “no longer can the Zulus, Timorese, Namibians, Miskitoes of Nicaragua, Kurds, Afghans, or Maronites and Shiites in Lebanon be treated as totally alien, self-contained cultures, even for defining the traditional unit of analysis for anthropology—a culture.  Ethnography thus must be able to capture more accurately the historic context of its subjects, and to register the constitutive workings of impersonal international political and economic systems on the local level where fieldwork usually takes place. . . . Except in the most general overview, the distinction between the traditional and the modern can have little salience in contemporary ethnographic analysis” (Marcus, G.E. and Fischer, M.J. 1986: p. 39).
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� I want to make very clear that I use the terms “magic,” “myth” and “rationality” without the racist and ethnocentric meanings attributed to these by racist European scholarship.  To me these are purely descriptive terms.  They refer to ways of worldmaking that all of us share in one way or the other.  The mind of Homo sapiens of all skin colors is the result of a long evolution, both biological and psychological.  See Donald, M. 1991


� Following Herbert Marcuse, I make a distinction between Reason and (instrumental) rationality.  In Negations he says:  “Reason is the fundamental category of philosophical thought, the only one by means of which it has bound itself to human destiny. . .  Under the name of Reason [philosophy] conceived the idea of an authentic Being in which all significant antitheses (of subject and object, essence and appearance, thought and being) were reconciled.  Connected with this idea was the conviction that what exists is not immediately and already rational but must rather be brought to reason. . .  Reason was established as a critical tribunal” (Marcuse, H.  1968: 135-136).  


� Silos, M.  1997: 42.


� Magic, myth, rationality, and transrational levels of knowing can be considered deep structures of human cognition.  Different cultures express these deep structures in their own particular way, which means that the current Euro-American expression of rationality is just one of the many possible surface expressions of the deep structure (to conceive of non-Euro-American forms of rationality is one of the greatest challenges for African, Asian and Latin American/Caribbean philosophers).  Differences in surface expressions of a deep structure are also evident in transrational modes of cognition such as the psychic, subtle, causal and non-dual levels discussed in Wilber’s work.  All true mystical traditions point to one thing�the transcendence of duality and the experience of non-Being, the experience of the fact that you do not exist.  But different cultures have produced vastly different stories and metaphors about this path.  The differences between Buddhism,which does not recognize a higher being, and Sufism, which speaks of this path as a love affair with God, Allah or the Beloved, cannot be greater.


� A complete discussion of the magical-mythical retentions in the modern Caribbean colonial worldview requires an analysis of the magical-mythical worldview of the European planter class and the role of Christianity in reinforcing feelings of helplessness and inferiority.  Also, the hybrid Afro-Caribbean religions that developed as a result of syncretization with Christianity are an important part of the analysis.  Also very interesting are those syncretizations, such as Rastafari, that offer an explicit resistance against domination (Murell, Spencer, and McFarlane, 1998)  Because of limitations of space I have chosen to present only a very schematic discussion of magic, myth and rationality in the Caribbean


� The Caribbean sociologist Paget Henry describes this existential angst of traditional Africans as follows:  “Inserted in this complex world of inner nature, the African was like an individual walking though a minefield.  The odds were that he/she would set off many explosions, because of limited knowledge of the terrain.  Given this high probability of breaking the rules of inner nature, it was extremely difficult to run a surplus on one’s account with the deities.  One was always indebted to them, and thus the object of punishments, sickness, or misfortune.  Hence the strong need in traditional Africa for relief from the anxiety of fate.  This sense of being perpetually in debt to the deities, being enmeshed in their scripts, their systems of punishments, and constraint was an important aspect of the existential situation of traditional Africans.”  Henry, P. 1997: 21. 


� In the context of this paper I cannot elaborate more, but I was partly raised within this mode of cognition, which is still an integral part of Caribbean culture.


� For a thoughtful analysis on the relationship between worldviews and political-economy see Kearney, M.  1984.


� It would be interesting to do a discourse analysis of Caribbean development theories in terms of their attribution of causality and locus of control.  The “academic stories” that we tell ourselves about our predicament contribute to a collective psychology that cannot conceive of agency and autonomy in defining development.  The Caribbean “mimic men” have no imagination of development that is not American or European in character.
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� The Caribbean attempts at political organization around an ideology have unfortunately also been examples of mimicry, the most painful example being the absurdity of the discussions of the Central Committee of the New Jewel Movement in Grenada in the months before the U.S. invasion of this tiny island.  The transcripts of these meetings, in which the authority of Marxism-Leninism is uncritically accepted as a universal truth, shows what pseudo-rationality is all about (See Lewis G.K. 1987; Mills, C.W. 1988).


� There are and have been great Caribbean thinkers who embody the best of the Enlightenment tradition of critical analysis, but their influence has not yet reached beyond a very small number of educated intellectuals.  Some of my favorites are the political scientist C.L.R. James, the economist and Nobel laureate Sir Arthur Lewis, the historians Eric Williams and Walter Rodney, the political economist Clive Y. Thomas, and the social historian Orlando Patterson.  In music and literature there are fine examples of creativity and integration of the diverse cultural heritages of the Caribbean.  The Caribbean has so much potential; if only we would make a concerted effort to become more aware and less afraid, we could create societies that are true expressions of these potentials. 


� Most Caribbean social scientists are not aware of the social and political origins of ideas that they adopt.  That is why the radical and critical tradition of Caribbean thought has uncritically accepted the Western separation of faith and science to the detriment of both.  (See Wilber, K. 1997; Easterbrook, G.  1998;  Denton, M.J.  1998).  Furthermore, our Asian heritage provides another empowering source to think about and experience freedom.  The philosophies developed in the classical civilizations of India and China are exemplars of rational thinking about liberation and freedom.  These were generally conceptualized as a process of becoming aware of one’s true nature, which is Divine.  These philosophies are thus a search for freedom within, what Wilber calls the “Ascending Path” to freedom.  The West also had its “Ascending Path” philosophies, but with the rise of the scientific worldview these were replaced by an exclusive “Descending Path,” the celebration of the sensory visible world, and a rejection of the inward journey to knowledge (Wilber, 1995).  Intellectual decolonization of the Caribbean must include a rejection of the internalized Western prejudices against Eastern philosophies, so as to be able to reclaim our heritages and rethink the concept of freedom.
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� For an interesting sociological analysis of these complexities see the three-volume series by Manuel Castells 1996, 1997, 1998.  See also the fascinating anthropological work of Arjun Appadurai 1996. 


� Because of limitations of space I cannot elaborate on the various policy measures that have to be taken as a first step towards creating sustainable development from an integral standpoint.


� I came politically of age as a Marxist, so for a long time I believed that the material relations of production in any society more or less determined the superstructure of ideas and ideologies.  The notion that ideas and consciousness were equally influential in determining the nature of the material relations was heresy.  However, when I combined theories of self-organization with Wilber’s all-quadrant approach, I began to see how the collective cognition of a society plays an important role in the ways in which a society perceives itself and its surroundings.  The nature and quality of the collective cognition or culture influence a society’s ability or inability to creatively adapt to changes in its environment.  My emphasis is on consciousness because this has been a neglected area in Caribbean theorizing in the full awareness that social transformation is a very dynamic process in which culture, psychology, political and economic institutions mutually influence each other in complex feedback and feedforward loops.  Furthermore, social change cannot be understood without historical analyses and the constraints posed by environmental factors.  The new integral understanding of social change is in need of an appropriate epistemology and methodology. 
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