Being Like The Allness of Everything-That-Is- and-More
“When is a man in mere understanding?”
I answer, “When a man sees one thing as separated from another.”
“And when is a man above mere understanding?”
That I can tell you, “When a man sees All in all, then a man stands beyond mere understanding.”

~Meister Eckhart
To see a world in a grain of sand
And a heaven in a wild flower,
Hold infinity in the palm of your hand
And eternity in an hour.
~William Blake
In the mid-1990’s I had a direct experiential encounter with an omni-dimensional milieu that I initially signified as “allward” – just as, in Edward A Abbott’s book, Flatland, a two-dimensional chap named “A. Square” similarly signified the direction of his trip to the third dimension as “upward”. Unfortunately, the whereabouts of “allward” is no more comprehendable to three-dimensional beings than was the whereabouts of “upward” to A. Square’s two-dimensional countrymen. 

Setting aside the question of its whereabouts, I have variously signified the what-about of “allward” quite simply as
· the dimension of all dimensions;

· the omni-dimensional multiplex;

· the continuum of all that is between;
· the all-encompassing integral cosmic field;

and also quite tortuously as

· the omni-non-locally and timelessly ever-present origin of the cosmic superposition of all actual potentials and all potential actualities as a co-entanglement of all that has happened~is happening~will happen with all that could have happened yet did not, all that could be happening yet is not, and all that could eventually happen yet will not, and more.
While (for reasons elaborated in the following pages) there can never be a verbal equation to what I experienced and have signified as “allward” – which includes any mathematical equation of “allward” – I have found one contextual frame of reference that verbally approximates the essence of my allward experiencing; namely, “the allness of everything-that-is-and-more” (the “more” representing all latent potentials to exist) and its acronym, “TAOETIAM” (which I coin with due apology to taoeticians who know that the “allward” that can be named is not the “allward” that is). 
Although a more comprehensive designation of “allward” would be “the allness of everything-that-is-and-ever-has-been-and-ever-will-be-plus-all-that-has-not-been-nor-is-now-nor-ever-shall-be-and-more,” even this larger designation falls far short of equating to “allward’s” omni-dimensional milieu. I am therefore accordingly mindful of this more comprehensive designation as employ the briefer version.
Despite the difficulty of signifying “allward” I have personally applied what I learned from my experiencing thereof by adopting a life strategy in which each thing I do supports everything I am doing even as everything I do supports each thing I am doing, and of releasing anything I am doing that doesn’t support the integral totality of my doing.
The Allness of Everything-That-Is-and-More
Life is one perfect Wholeness The Universe is a Unit. God is One. 
–Ernest Holmes1
There will come a time when humanity will awaken very quickly to its highest genetic frequency through the wavelengths of light carried by the aura. The end of our mental experience of time will therefore be triggered by human auras interacting with each other. In this respect humanity will become [fully empowered] only when it realizes its collective nature, at which point the individual becomes invisible in the sense of being completely porous to the indwelling group awareness.... [E]very act you make is of vast importance to the whole of evolution. If your life takes on a cosmic focus, then life itself will intensify within you, moving you naturally into a far more cooperative pattern with your environment and with others.

~Richard Rudd2
The field of collective human consciousness is now entering the final stages of the awakening process, congealing into awareness of itself as the organ of consciousness (similar in function to a brain) of a single planetary being, a being with internal organs of oceans, forests, ecosystems and atmosphere.  Humankind is its system both for processing information and for directing its future development. 

~Ken Carey3
Concerning the nature and dynamics of the cosmos, both physically and metaphysically, spiritual philosopher Ernest Holmes proclaimed, “There is ultimately only the thing itself and the way it works.” Holmes’ term, “the thing itself”, is a generic stand-in for all other terms that presume to represent the allness of everything-that-is-and-more (whose acronym, TAOETIAM, translates to “Tao and I am”), i.e., what religious persons call “God”, what secularists call “Ultimate (or Supreme) Reality”, what scientists call “cosmos”, and what New Thought metaphysicians variously call “The Law”, “Principle”, “Truth”, “Mind”, and/or “Consciousness”.

In contrast to these other terms, which are so fraught with meaning to most of those who use them that the terms are often capitalized, “the thing itself” is devoid of particular meaning, being roughly analogous to Immanuel Kant’s term, ding an sich (“the thing in itself”, sometimes also translated as “noumenon,” a term that signifies the nature of the world independent of the mind’s awareness thereof as a phenomenon). Holmes’ intent was to articulate 1) the universal normative, prescriptive and principled  essence of TAOETIAM, 2) the operational, manifesting and principled essence of the way TAOETIAM works, and 3) how these principles co-originate and co-regulate TAOETIAM’s form, order and function (what it does) as well as all operative embodiments thereof (how to incorporate, use or otherwise relate to it).
Yet no matter with which or with how many words we signify the allness of everything-that-is-and-more (including the words, “the allness of everything-that-is-and-more” and the acronym “TAOETIAM”), and no matter how meaningful these words may be to those who use them, there is not a single term, sign, or symbol in any language, nor any combination thereof, that all-encompassingly equates to TAOETIAM’s essence.  All words that have ever been fabricated in all of the tens of thousands of verbal, mathematical, and other symbolic languages that ever have been or ever will be spoken, both singly and collectively as a whole, bear the same relationship to TAOETIAM as does a map to its corresponding territory, as does a menu to its corresponding meals (how many meals have you eaten that on the plate that is served to you looked exactly as they did on the menu?), or as does a photograph to what it depicts. 

It is reported, for instance, that when Pablo Picasso was berated by a critic for not portraying people as they actually appear, he responded by asking the critic, “Are you married?” Receiving an affirmative answer, Picasso next asked his critic if he carried his wife’s photograph in his wallet. Again receiving an affirmative answer, Picasso asked to see the photograph. He studied it for several moments, looking at it from many different angles before he asked, “Is this how your wife actually appears?” Assured that such was the case, Picasso persisted: “This is precisely how your wife appears?” Assured by the critic that the photograph was an accurate rendition of his wife’s appearance, Picasso returned it with the comment, “It must be very difficult to make love with a woman that small.”
Words, like maps, menus, and photographs can at most point to their referents, and can never equate to their referents. Therefore, with whatever name or term we choose to signify the allness of everything-that-is-and-more – whether religiously as “God”, “Lord”, “The Creator”, “Christ consciousness”, “Buddha consciousness”, “Atman”, “The Great Spirit”, “Watantanka” or “Manitou”; whether philosophically as “The Absolute”, “First Cause”, “Ultimate Source” or “Supreme Reality”; whether metaphysically as “The Tao”, “The Force”, “The Ground of All Being”, “Ultimate Principle”, “The Thing Itself” or “TAOETIAM”; whether scientifically as “the cosmos,” “the comprehensive whole system” or “the grand order and design” (also an acronym for “God”); or whether nondescriptly as “The Ultimate Something”, “The Great Whatever”, etc. – our words make no difference to the allness that is thus signified. As Wayne Dyer has suggested, we can just as readily call it “Ralph” for all that our naming ultimately means to that which our naming signifies. 
Nonetheless, whatever we may choose to call TAOETIAM does make a notable difference in our experiencing thereof. For example, one has difficulty imagining a small child kneeling with folded hands at his or her bedside to pray, “Now I lay me down to sleep, I pray the comprehensive whole system my soul to keep.” 
Our experiential relationship to whatever we choose to name the allness of everything-that-is-and-more depends far more upon the intent that informs our naming than upon the name itself. As written in The Gospel of Sri Ramakrishna,4
Sir, we ought to teach people that they are doing wrong in worshipping the images and pictures in the temple.
Ramakrishna: Do you think God does not know that he is being worshipped in the images and pictures? If a worshipper should make a mistake, do you not think God will know his intent? 
In short: nothing we can think, say, or do can change the essence of the allness of everything-that-is, only our experiencing thereof. And the more profound our understanding of TAOETIAM becomes, the greater the inability of our words to equate to it. For example, Werner Heisenberg, a principal originator of the science of quantum mechanics, once told a colleague, Henry Stapp, that Stapp was overly optimistic concerning the ability of words to explain the quantum-mechanical perspective on reality. Years later Stapp readily acknowledged, "He may very well have been right . . . yet only as we attempt such explanations can we ever know how well we've done."5
So it is with the incapability of language to convey our spiritual intuitions of reality, be they of Judeo-Christian, Islam, Hindu, Buddhist, New Thought, or of any other faith tradition. Verbal, mathematical and symbolic languages are  incapable of fully encompassing the essence even of those things that we can precisely weigh, measure, or count – including electricity, gravity, and space-time-energy-matter-motion (the cosmic STEMM cell, so to speak). No language(s) can signify what any of these measurables ultimately is, and can at best only describe the way they work, what they do, and how to relate to them operationally. Concerning what anything is, any signification thereof in words, numbers, signs, symbols or equations falls as far short of equaling what it signifies as does a menu fall short of equaling a meal. Reality – “the whole enchilada” itself – never equates to its depiction in our linguistic menus. The allness of everything-that-is-and-more remains forever non-explicable in words because words can at most tell us what TAOETIAM is like, the way it works, what it does, and how to incorporate, use or otherwise relate to it.

There are many testimonies to the way the allness of everything-that-is-and-more works:

We do not know of any phenomenon in which one subject is influenced by another without [the other] exerting a [corresponding] influence thereupon. ~Eugene Wigner6
Is it the bell that rings, is it the hammer that rings, or is it the meeting of the sum of two units that rings? ~Zen Riddle7
The raspberry within itself does not contain its sweetness, nor does the tongue. It is in the interaction between the two that this divine manifestation resides. ~Brian Josephson8
It is we who make wine drunk. ~Rumi8
U]ltimate reality is encountered neither in our minds nor in the physical cosmos, but at the point where these meet. ~Alan Smithson10
Taken together, these citations testify to the fact that every relationship is an interrelationship. We live in a reciprocating universe of cosmic kindom consciousness, the kindom of which is so perfusive that each thing in the universe has an influence on every other thing in the universe and vice versa, as acknowledged in additional testimony:

When one tugs at a single thing in nature, one finds it hitched to the rest of the universe. ~John Muir11
Thou canst not stir a flower, without the troubling of a star. ~Francis Thompson12
However unlikely such testimony may seem to our experiential reality, it is literally true at the quantum level of reality, as illustrated later in this paper. Accordingly, not only is it a principle that every relationship is an interrelationship, it is correspondingly true that every interrelationship in the universe has an influence on every other interrelationship and vice versa, as signified in the holocoenotic diagram that I distributed at the first session of this seminar. 
In short: everything is so interdependent on everything else that every interdependency is likewise interdependent on all other interdependencies. As a consequence, individual events, objects and processes are what they are because of their interrelationships, and none is the cause of their interrelationships. All effects are of co-causal origin, the co-causal originator being the entire cosmos in local manifest expression – as for example in our own bodies, which contain at least trace amounts of all but two of the universe’s chemical elements. (It takes a universe to embody a child, just as it takes a child to embed the universe.)
As to what the allness of everything-that-is-and-more does, it evolves. The word “evolve” signifies not only developmental change, it also signifies the way things change. The word’s Latin source, evolvere, signifies “rolling out”, which we presently signify in English with the words “emergent” and “unfoldment”.  The cosmos is on a perpetual roll as changes therein are perennially emerging from its interrelational exchanges. It is from the exchangings of hereditary-environmental interrelationship that emerge what we call “evolutionary” change. Allward is accordingly the dimension of all exchanges, within whose all-encompassing field is embedded all that is exchanging. Therefore, to the question, “Where is allward?” the closest approximation to a meaningful verbal answer is “allward is between.” 

In short: allward is the universally all-encompassing field of integral dynamics, the interwoven realm of all interrelationships and interdependencies.
The Realm of Interbeing

The idea that will change the game of knowledge is the realization that it is more important to understand events, objects and processes in their relationship with one another than in their singular structure.13
~Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi

The term “interbeing,” coined by Buddhist monk Thich Nhat Hanh, comes closer to signifying the way TAOETIAM works that anything else I have ever heard or read. Consider, if you will, the paper on which is printed this sentence you are just now reading: 14
If you are a poet, you will see clearly that there is a cloud floating in this sheet of paper.  Without a cloud, there will be no rain; without rain, the trees cannot grow; and without trees, we cannot make paper.  The cloud is essential for the paper to exist.  If the cloud is not here, the sheet of paper cannot be here either.  So we can say that the cloud and the paper inter-are.  Interbeing is a word that is not in the dictionary yet, but if we combine the prefix "inter-" with the verb "to be," we have a new verb, inter-be.  Without a cloud we cannot have paper, so we can say that the cloud and the sheet of paper inter-are.

If we look into this sheet of paper even more deeply, we can see the sunshine in it.  If the sunshine is not there, the forest cannot grow.  In fact, nothing can grow.  Even we cannot grow without sunshine.  And so, we know that the sunshine is also in this sheet of paper.  The paper and the sunshine inter-are.  And if we continue to look, we can see the logger who cut the tree and brought it to the mill to be transformed into paper.  And we see the wheat.  We know the logger cannot exist without his daily bread, and therefore the wheat that became his bread is also in this sheet of paper.  And the logger's father and mother are in it too.  When we look in this way, we see that without all these things, this sheet of paper cannot exist.

Looking even more deeply, we can see we are in it too.  This is not difficult to see, because when we look at a sheet of paper, the sheet of paper is part of our perception.  Your mind is in here and mine is also.  So we can say that everything is in here with this sheet of paper.  You cannot point out one thing that is not here—time, space, the earth, the rain, minerals, the soil, the sunshine, the cloud, the river, the heat.  Everything coexists with this sheet of paper.  That is why I think the word inter-be should be in the dictionary.  "To be" is to inter-be.  You cannot just be by yourself alone.  You have to be with every other thing.  This sheet of paper is, because everything else is.

Suppose we try to return one of the elements to its source. Suppose we return the sunshine to the sun.  Do you think that the sheet of paper will be possible? No, without sunshine nothing can be.  And if we return the logger to the mother, then we have no sheet of paper either. The fact is that this sheet of paper is made up only of "non-paper elements." And if we return these non-paper elements to their sources, then there can be no paper at all. Without "non-paper elements," like mind, logger, sunshine and so on there will be no paper.  As thin as this sheet of paper is, it contains everything in the universe in it.

Interbeing is at once both cause and the effect of interdoing, a.k.a. “interacting.”
The Realm of Interaction
 It takes a cosmos to fabricate a planet.

~And so it is

The way TAOETIAM works is also reflected in what may be called "interdoing,” as exemplified in a common object of daily life, the disposable ballpoint pen. As Richard Moss writes in his book, The I That Is We: 15
A group of 40 people could fabricate a satisfactory home rather quickly. They could build a foundation, floors, walls and a roof, insulate with natural elements and incorporate fireplaces for heat and cooking. This could be relatively easy. But if all 40 people were to work together for the rest of their lives they could not collectively reproduce one disposable ballpoint pen. To do so would require the mining of ores and the refining and smelting of metals.  It would mean drilling down through the ground to liberate the stored oil and understanding how to process it to synthesize plastics. It would require knowledge of dyes and fluids. Forty people, or even 400, are not sufficient to this task if they stand outside the industrial collective.

A simple thing like a disposable ballpoint pen stands as a monument to our collective nature – a perhaps absurd symbol of our inseparability. And it points to this oneness in a single dimension, the material plane. We are, I have discovered, equally as one in the bodily, emotional, mental and energetic dimensions.

Prior to the establishment of the industrial collective, the activity of fabricating a house was most often an entirely local affair. We now employ the interactions of an entire planet to fabricate almost everything, just as it takes the interactions of an entire cosmos to fabricate a planet – or, for that matter, any subset of a planet, as in astronomer Carl Sagan’s acknowledgement that “if you want to bake a cake from scratch, you begin by creating a universe.”
The Realm of Intermingling

The game of life is a game of boomerangs. Our thoughts, deeds and words return to us sooner or later, with astounding accuracy.16
-Florence Scovel Shinn
Our inability to separate ourselves from the social dynamics of interbeing, interaction and interbreathing was elaborated in a mid-1930’s essay written by anthropologist Ralph Linton, as a response to the country’s reaction to fascism and communism, which was espoused as the doctrine of "One Hundred Percent Americanism." To illustrate the absurdity of this doctrine from a cultural perspective, Linton penned the following commentary:17
There can be no doubt about the average American’s Americanism or his desire to preserve this precious heritage at all costs.  Nevertheless, some insidious foreign ideas have already wormed their way into his civilization without his realizing what was going on.

Thus dawn finds the unsuspecting patriot garbed in pajamas, a garment of East Indian origin; and lying in a bed built on a pattern which originated in either Persia or Asia Minor.  He is muffed to the ears in un-American materials; cotton, first domesticated in India; linen, domesticated in the Near East; wool from an animal native to Asia Minor; or silk whose uses were first discovered by the Chinese.  All these substances have been transformed into cloth by methods invented in Southwestern Asia.  If the weather is cold enough he may even be sleeping under an eiderdown quilt invented in Scandinavia.

On awakening he glances at the clock, a medieval European invention, uses one potent Latin word in abbreviated form, rises in haste, and goes to the bathroom.  Here, if he stops to think about it, he must feel himself in the presence of a great American institution: he will have heard stories of both the quality and frequency of foreign plumbing and will know that in no other country does the average man perform his ablutions in the midst of such splendor.  But the insidious foreign influence pursues him even here.  Glass was invented by the ancient Egyptians, the use of glazed tiles for floors and walls in the Near East, porcelain in China and the art of enameling on metal by Mediterranean artisans of the Bronze Age.  Even his bathtub and toilet are but slightly modified copies of Roman originals.  The only purely American contribution to the ensemble is the steam radiator, against which our patriot very briefly and unintentionally places his posterior.

In this bathroom, the American washes with soap invented by the ancient Gauls.  Next he cleans his teeth, a subversive European practice which did not invade America until the latter part of the eighteenth century.  He then shaves, a masochistic rite first developed by the heathen priests of ancient Egypt and Sumer.  The process is made less of a penance by the fact that his razor is of steel, an iron-carbon alloy discovered in either India or Turkestan.  Lastly he dries himself on a Turkish towel.

Returning to the bedroom, the unconscious victim of un-American practices removes his clothes from a chair, invented in the Near East, and proceeds to dress. He puts on close-fitting tailored garments whose form derived from the skin clothing of the ancient nomad of the Asiatic steppes and fastens them with buttons whose prototypes appeared in Europe at the close of the Stone Age. This costume is appropriate enough for outdoor exercise in a cold climate, but is quite unsuited to American summers, steam-heated houses, and Pullmans. Nevertheless, foreign ideas and habits hold the unfortunate man in thrall even when common sense tells him that the authentically American costume of gee string and moccasins would be far more comfortable. He puts on his feet stiff coverings made from hide prepared by a process invented in ancient Egypt and cut to a pattern which can be traced back to ancient Greece, and makes sure that they are properly polished, also a Greek idea.  Lastly, he ties about his neck a strip of bright-colored cloth which is a vestigial survival of the shoulder shawls worn by seventh-century Croats.  He gives himself a final appraisal in the mirror, an old Mediterranean invention, and goes downstairs to breakfast.

Here a whole new series of foreign things confronts him.  His food and drink are placed before him in pottery vessels, the popular name of which—china—is sufficient evidence of their origin.  His fork is a medieval Italian invention and his spoon a copy of a Roman original.  He will usually begin the meal with coffee, an Abyssinian plant first discovered by the Arabs.  The American is quite likely to need it to dispel the morning-after effects of overindulgence in fermented spirits, invented in the Near East; or distilled ones, invented by the alchemists of medieval Europe.  Whereas the Arabs took their coffee straight, he will probably sweeten it with sugar, discovered in India; and dilute it with cream, both the domestication of cattle and the technique of milking having originated in Asia Minor.

If our patriot is old-fashioned enough to adhere to the so-called American breakfast, his coffee will be accompanied by an orange, domesticated in the Mediterranean region, cantaloupe domesticated in Persia, or grapes domesticated in Asia Minor.  He will follow this with a bowl of cereal made from grain domesticated in the Near East and prepared by methods also invented there.  From this he will go on to waffles, a Scandinavian invention, with plenty of butter, originally a Near-Eastern cosmetic.  As a side dish he may have the egg of a bird domesticated in Asia or strips of the flesh of an animal domesticated in the same region, which have been salted and smoked by a process invented in Northern Europe.

Breakfast over, he places upon his head a molded piece of felt, invented by the nomads of Eastern Asia, and if it looks like rain, puts on outer shoes of rubber, discovered by the ancient Mexicans, and takes an umbrellas invented in India.  He then sprints for his train—the train, not the sprinting, being an English invention.  At the station he pauses for a moment to buy a newspaper, paying for it with coins invented in ancient Lydia.  Once on board he settles book to inhale the fumes of a cigarette invented in Mexico, or a cigar invented in Brazil.  Meanwhile, he reads the news of the day, imprinted in characters invented by the ancient Semites by a process invented in Germany upon a material invented in China.  As he scans the latest editorial pointing out the dire results to our institutions of accepting foreign ideas, be will not fail to thank a Hebrew God in an Indo-European language that he is a one hundred per cent (decimal system invented by the Greeks) American (from Americus Vespucci, Italian geographer).   

In the three-quarters of a century since Linton’s essay was written, the illusion of isolationism has become increasingly impossible to maintain.
The Realm of Interbreathing

We live not knowing whence our next breath comes and whither our last breath goes.

~Vern Barnet

Earth’s water and air are our planet’s primary agents of interbeing and interaction. For instance, were you to take a glass of water and pour it into any ocean from any beach on the planet, one year later you could fill that same glass with water from any other beach of any other ocean in the world, and it would contain some of the molecules that were in today's glass of water. 

Similarly, the circulation of Earth’s atmosphere is so thoroughly distributive of the stuff it carries from one place to another that each square mile of Earth’s land surface contains dust from every other square mile. Yet far more spectacular than this is what the atmosphere does with its own molecules, as illustrated in astronomer Harlow Shapley’s mid-twentieth century calculation of the planet-wide dispersion of a single breath of exhaled air. Such calculation is feasible because, though our atmosphere consists mostly of carbon, nitrogen and oxygen, it also contains atoms of argon. Being inert, argon atoms do not combine molecularly with any other atoms. Nor do they dissipate into outer space, being heavier than most other atmospheric gases and thus gravitationally retained close to Earth's surface. Given these conditions, the number of argon atoms in Earth’s atmosphere is for all practical purposes constant, which makes it possible for one to calculate their dispersion with considerable precision.  In an essay entitled "Breathing the Future and the Past" in his 1940’s book, Beyond the Observatory, Shapley described what happens to "Breath X,” whose contingent of argon atoms is comparable to the number of grains of sand on several square miles of ocean shore:18
[Breath X] quickly spreads. Its argon, exhaled this morning, by nightfall is all over the neighborhood. In a week it is distributed all over the country; in a month it is in all places where winds blow and gases diffuse. By the end of the year, the quintillions of argon atoms on Breath X will be smoothly distributed throughout all of the free air of the Earth. You will then be breathing some of those same atoms again. A day's breathing a year from now, wherever you are on the Earth's surface, will include at least 15 of the argon atoms of today's Breath X.

This rebreathing of the argon atoms of past breaths, your own and others', has some picturesque implications.  The argon atoms associate us, by an airy bond, with the past and the future.  For instance, if you are more than twenty years old you have inhaled more than 100 million breaths, each with its appalling number of argon atoms.  You contribute so many argon atoms to the atmospheric bank on which we all draw, that the first little gasp of every baby born on Earth a year ago contained argon atoms that you have since breathed.  And it is a grim fact that you have also contributed a bit to the last gasp of the perishing.

Every saint, every sinner of earlier days, and every common man and common beast, have put argon atoms into the general atmospheric treasury. Your next breath will contain more than 400,000 of the argon atoms that Gandhi breathed in his long life. Argon atoms are here from the conversations at the Last Supper, from the arguments of diplomats at Yalta, and from the recitations of the classic poets.  We have argon from the sighs and pledges of ancient lovers, from the battle cries at Waterloo, even from last year's argonic output by the writer of these lines, who personally has had more than 300 million breathing experiences.  Our next breaths, yours and mind, will sample the snorts, sighs, bellows, shrieks, cheers, and spoken prayers of the prehistoric and historic past.

Our interbreathing is thus integral of geological time as well of geographical space. 
Tuning In 
These roses under my window make no reference to former roses or to better ones; they are for what they are; they exist with God today. There is no time to them. There is simply the rose; it is perfect in every moment of its existence.19
~Ralph Waldo Emerson
The smallest of all known realms is the quantum physical realm, the foundation of all integral dynamics. How the cosmos is quantum-physically grounded was explained to me by cosmologist Brian Swimme during a 1993 interview in which I asked him to clarify several passages in his book, The Universe Story, co-authored with theologian Thomas Berry:20
· The human being within the universe is a sounding board within a musical instrument.
· Walt Whitman is a space the Milky Way fashioned to feel its own grandeur. 
· The Milky Way expresses its inner depths in Emily Dickinson's poetry, for Emily Dickinson is a dimension of the galaxy's development.
I had recognized these statements as allusions to the vibrational dynamics that give rise to so-called “co-resonant frequencies” in “tuned resonant systems,” as evidenced in the tendency of mechanical clocks in close proximity to eventually tick in unison, as well as by the shattering of a crystal drinking glass by sounding a tone with one’s voice with just the right volume and pitch to accomplish that result, and by the tendency among women who live together to synchronize their menstrual cycles. The technical term for such dynamics is “wave-phase entrainment,” another example of which is the co-resonance of our body~mind’s frequency with that of our planet when both are vibrating at the 7.5 hertz wavelength that is equivalent to Earth’s width. It is ordinarily only in meditation that our body~minds attain this frequency, whose entrainment with Earth’s resonance accounts for the harmonious feeling that meditation induces.21
At the rarified quantum-mechanical level of cosmic order there are only resonant frequencies, the particle fallout of which we experience as “hard reality” and “stuff happening” at the level of material density. When I asked Brian to elaborate on just how the invisible resonant quantum-mechanical domain weaves the fabric of the visible cosmic whole, he tapped his fingers on the table for some time and glanced thoughtfully about before answering:
Let me do that by considering the rose outside the window here. First of all, the light from that rose is radiating from the rose itself. This is contrary to what Newton said, that light bounces off the rose. From the perspective of quantum physics, light radiates from the rose. When light is absorbed by the rose, every photon that comes from the sun to the rose vanishes, is gone, is absorbed by the rose. So then what happens? Actually, the rose creates light – except that I don't really think of it in terms of light, because this suggests that what is being radiated is different from the rose. What the rose creates is photons, and they are not the same photons that it absorbed. That is point number one: the rose's photons are creations of the rose itself. 
Point number two is that the connotation of the word "photon" is also faulty, suggesting that a particle of light is somehow different from a rose. The photons radiating from the rose are best understood as the self-expression of the rose. What is actually coming to you, what you actually see, is rose itself, as opposed to light bouncing off of rose. It's just rose. 
Not only is our Newtonian idea of light faulty, so is our Newtonian idea of presence. Because just as we once thought that light was like little bullets that bounce off the surfaces that it touches, we also thought that a rose existed in one place, that the actual presence of the rose could be localized. In quantum physics that's not the way it works. It can't be, because the presence of the rose is wherever it affects anything. If you ask where the rose is located in terms of quantum mechanics, you must speak in terms of wherever it is affecting the universe. Therefore, if I am affected by the rose, it is here as well as there. I don't mean that it's partially here, or that its image is here, I mean that the rose itself is here. 
Yet even if you are profoundly influenced by the rose, you are still picking up only a tiny dimension of what the rose is expressing about itself. The range of energies given off by the rose is vast, and the ability of our eyes and other senses to respond to that range is very limited. There is so much that is flooding us, and we are able to respond to such a tiny piece of it. 
Now in that context, let's employ a metaphor similar to that of the sounding board, and say that human beings are like tuning forks. In the midst of a symphonic orchestra, a tuning fork begins to sound its particular note. And that's the way I think of a human being in the midst of the universe.”
Such is the way of being like the allness of everything-that-is-and-more.
Being Like The Allness of Everything-That-Is-and-More

Once a photograph of the Earth, taken from the outside, is available . . .
a new idea as powerful as any in history will let loose.22
~Sir Fred Hoyle (1948)
At the time of Fred Hoyle’s prediction about a photograph of the Earth, naturalist Aldo Leopold’s book, A Sand County Almanac (Oxford University Press, 1949), proclaimed that understanding the nature of a mountain requires one to "think like a mountain," to comprehend the mountain’s integrity by discerning, appreciating and complying with the particular confluence of the mountain’s greater environments (atmospheric, biospheric, lithospheric) with the mountain’s immediate environments (weather, mineral components, eco-communities), all of which synchronously constitute being a mountain.

Today we are challenged to think locally like a planet and globally like a cosmos, in order to discern, appreciate and comply with the confluence of local-to-cosmic evolutionary processes and natural systems that constitute Earth’s being as it is. The state of our planet is challenging us to become conscious evolutionaries, people whose operational relationship with the Earth is perceived from the perspective of the intricate omni-mutual cosmic complex of give-and-take that governs the evolutionary process, i.e., from a perspective of cosmic reciprocity. The astronomical alignment of our solar system with its galactic center of the year 2012 (which happens on a 26,000 year cycle) is indicative of the fact that our planet’s so-called “deep ecology” is galactic in scope, and as books like The Chilling Stars inform us, the extent of the planet’s cloud cover is governed in part by the periodic waxing and waning of intergalactic “cosmic rays” that penetrate Earth’s atmosphere, including those from beyond our own Milky Way galaxy.23
It indeed takes a cosmos to fabricate a planet, and we are now being challenged to think globally like a planet and cosmically like the allness of everything-that-is-and-more - to perceive universally while thinking globally and interacting locally. From this integral perspective it becomes readily apparent that our species is a fifth geological force. Over the past two centuries we have become a terra-forming (i.e., planet-shaping) force, to the extent that for better or worse – at present seemingly for worse – Earth’s environment has become a humanvironment.

Humankind wields mighty evolutionary powers of which we have yet to become mindfully aware. For instance, prior to the emergence of our species’ global impact there were only four geological forces shaping the overall dynamics of Earth’s ongoing formation: the energetic dynamics of our planet’s electromagnetic field; the erosive dynamics of wind and water; the subterranean geothermal/tectonic activities that give rise to mountain ranges, volcanic eruptions, earthquakes, and tsunamis, and more gradual sea-floor spreading and continental drift; and the ecological dynamics of organic evolution..Humanity has literally become Earth’s fifth geological force, and in some instances we are modifying Earth’s overall ecology far more rapidly than are the four systemic terra-forming forces that preceded our own. We perform our geological change-agent role mostly via our effect upon the four antecedent forces, such as when 

· we proliferate power-line grids that locally alter Earth’s electromagnetic activity, and perturbate its overall electromagnetic field via the U.S. Air Force and Navy’s HAARP project; 
· we alter weather patterns via our global pollution of Earth's waters and modification of its atmosphere’s temperature;
· we disturb geological fault lines with underground nuclear explosions.

As the global impacts of our urban sprawl and technological thrall interact with Earth’s other geological forces, we are shape-shifting our planet (a.k.a. “terra-forming” it) quite dramatically. 
The increasing ineptness of humankind’s emergent geological role was already so apparent to me 40 years ago that I penned my own concerns at that time:
Earth is a single household.
The planet's winds and waters see to that, 
so interlinked are they
that each square mile of earthly surface
contains some stuff from every other mile.

Some say the winds alone
carried topsoil from the 1930's Dust Bowl
three times around the Earth
before the atmosphere was cleansed of it.

Today, Earth's soiled air disseminates
exhaust of billions of tailpipes and chimneys,
while the global network of her waterways
spreads other human waste around the planet.

As we alter thus the content of Earth's atmosphere,
and tamper with the chemistry of her waters,
we take her life into our hands
along with all lifekind that's yet to come.

Earth is a single household,
but the homestead is not ours;
we are only visitors
in the living room of those about to follow,
caretakers of the hospitality
and shelter that our children's home affords.

Our children,
not ourselves,
are the earthly homestead's host,
and we are but their household's privileged guests.

Why then do we abuse their mansion so,
as if we had the right to wreck their residence?
What have they and their children done
to earn a life of struggling
to restore what we've undone?

Of what crimes do we hold Earth's children guilty,
that we sentence them to life at such hard labor?
And what are we doing to our children's living room,
as we trample, scrape and pave its carpet bare?

Our children ask the Earth for bread.
Are we giving them a stone?

As we do begin thinking like a planet, our conscious evolutionary role as Earthlings becomes quite clear. Our Earthly function is not to save, fix or otherwise improve our planet. We are instead here to conscientiously and systematically nurture the further evolution of lifekind as a whole. Our evolutionary role is to be the custodians of lifekind.
The Context of Our Conscious Evolution

As above, so below.

As within, so without.
~The Law of Correspondence24
Broadly speaking, conscious evolution has two historical phases. Its initial phase – the dynamics of personal individuation and the establishment of personal autonomy and independence – has brought us to today’s threshold of conscious evolution’s second phase: the realization of our collective transpersonal interdependence, which is grounded in the universal interconnectivity of the allness of everything-that-is-and-more.

The term “interconnectivity” was initially popularized in California’s Silicon Valley, as the computer industry began chipping its way toward the objective that the term represents. In Silicon Valleyese, the term “interconnectivity” refers to the ability of diverse hardware and software complexes to interdependently communicate with one another. In metaphysical terms, interconnectivity refers to the universal flow of energy and information that interlinks and multiplexes all of the diverse elements of the cosmos into the single interwoven matrix of interdependencies that we call universe (literally, “one song”). Both physically and metaphysically, cosmic interconnectivity and interdependence are twin universal effects of an equally universal causal order – the everywhere-and-everywhen omni-reciprocating dynamical outcomes of the allness of everything-that-is-and-more.

From a New Thought metaphysical perspective, the basis of all interconnectivity and interdependence is the principle of common unity (as abbreviated in the term “community”): that there is one cosmos, indivisible, governed by a single intelligence that is likewise indivisible. The principle of common unity was affirmed in Ralph Waldo Emerson’s statement, “There is a single mind common to all individuals.”25 Common unity characterizes all levels of organization in the cosmic order, in accordance with the metaphysical Law of Correspondence: “as above, so below; as within, so without.” Common unity is uniformly distributed throughout the cosmos, pervasively circulating within and among all of existence with unerring omni-mutual reciprocity.

The Law of Correspondence acknowledges that how the cosmos does anything, anywhere is the way that it does everything, everywhere. The fundamental dynamics of any level of cosmic organization are identical to the dynamics of all others levels, from the local one-mentality of our own intellect to the “non-local” (i.e., universally pervasive) one-mindedness of cosmic intelligence overall. In the terminology of fractal mathematics, the universe’s replication of the same fundamental cosmic order at every level is signified as “self-similarity,” an operational corollary of the Law of Correspondence. 

At the level of its fundamental dynamics, the cosmos is everywhere and everywhen the same, be it yesterday, today, or tomorrow. For example: the depletion of Earth's ozone layer and the disease we call AIDS were both initially reported to the U.N. in the same month.26 Since the ozone layer is a major component of the biosphere’s immune system, it is not at all unusual that an immune deficiency syndrome would emerge synchronously in the planetary body and in human bodies. The Law of Correspondence works both ways – not only “as above, so below,” also “as below, so above”  in accordance with the Biblical acknowledgement, “[W]hatsoever ye shall bind on earth shall be bound in Heaven; and whatsoever ye shall loose on earth shall be loosed in Heaven” (Matt. 18:18). The same interrelationship correlates the lithosphere and atmosphere.
In short: the Law of Correspondence is omni-directional and omni-mutual.

The Subtext of Our Conscious Evolution

We are evolution’s way of becoming aware and directive of itself.27
~Julian Huxley
Matter has reached the point of beginning to know itself….
[Man is] a star's way of knowing about stars.28
~George Wald
Among all of the effects that we experience as non-weighable, non-measurable, and non-countable, nothing is more linguistically non-equatable than consciousness and the course of its evolution. Nor can we mathematically replicate the way that consciousness works, because even mathematical equations re-present rather than equate to the realities they formulize.

Yet we all know experientially that what we re-present via the word “consciousness” does actually exist. We know we have awareness just as surely as we know that we are alive – aliveness being yet another experience that we cannot precisely weigh, measure, count, let alone linguistically fully equate to. Insofar as consciousness and life are concerned, any terms that we employ to describe our experiences of being conscious and alive are nothing more than pointer-readings. The most that any language can provide is a systematic arrangement of designations, each of which (in a well-known Zen perspective) is analogous to a finger pointing at the moon.

Nonetheless, as it is with quantum-mechanical reality, so it is with metaphysical reality: only as we make attempts at verbal re-presentations and explanations thereof can we know how well we have done. Hence my concluding attempt to explain conscious evolution from a New Thought metaphysical perspective, in terms of even newer thoughts than those that were available to New Thought’s founders.

New Thought metaphysician Ernest Holmes perceived the evolutionary process from the “rolling out” or “emergent” perspective cited above:29
[Life] answers Its own demand out of Its own nature and cannot help doing so! In philosophy, this idea is called Emergent Evolution.
Holmes portrayed evolution’s process of emergence very succinctly:30
Everything in the universe exists for the harmonious good of every other part. The universe is forever uniting what is harmonious and diminishing what is not.

In other words, the universal interrelationship of all things within their cosmic wholeness is such that the cosmos diminishes whatever is incongruent with its harmonious good as a whole, and does this via processes of locally transformative disintegration and reintegration. The more intense is the local incongruence, the more intense is the cosmos’ diminishment thereof. The cosmos overall is always functionally whole, while all dysfunction is local. Thus, as biophysicist Harold J. Morowitz has put it, local pain is forever being reconciled to cosmic joy.31
Accordingly, what we are increasingly experiencing today as problems with our environment are really challenges that our environment is having with us. Furthermore, the evolutionary process is resolving these challenges on its own terms, not on ours, and – if we make it necessary – ultimately to our exclusion. In the game of life, Nature always bats last by returning to us whatever we have previously batted into its playing field.
Fortunately, as the evolutionary process becomes sufficiently conscious within ourselves of its own workings, we can work with it far more co-operatively and optimally than we have thus far, instead of continuing to work with it dysfunctionally. As Holmes described the entry point to evolution’s consciousness of itself within ourselves,32
The first great discovery man made was that he could think. This was the day when he first said "I am." This marked his first day of personal attainment. From that day, man became an individual and had to make all further progress himself. From that day, there was no compulsory evolution; he had to work in conscious union with Life. (Italics added.)

Concerning our transcendence of compulsory evolution Holmes declared that33
The evolution of man brings him arbitrarily to a place where true individuality functions. From that day, a further evolution must be through his conscious co-operation with Reality. All nature waits on man's recognition of and co-operation with her laws, and is always ready to obey his will; but man must use Nature's forces in accordance with her laws, and in co-operation with her purposes--which is goodness, truth, and beauty--if he wishes to attain self-mastery.

More succinctly, Holmes similarly asserted that34
Evolution has brought man to a point of self-expression and it can do no more for him until he consciously cooperates with it.
Concerning our evolutionary role, Holmes noted that35
We are a part of the evolution of human destiny, we are a part of the unfoldment of the Divine Intelligence in human affairs. [This unfoldment] has reached the point of conscious and deliberate cooperation with that principle of evolution and out-push of the creative urge of the Spirit, on this planet at least, to bring about innumerable centers which It may enjoy. 
Holmes also cited the current urgency of our conscious evolutionary role [half a century ago already]:36
The world is undergoing the death throes of an old order and the travail of a new birth, and whether or not it remains suspended in a state of indeterminate coma or passes immediately into the Heaven of Divine Promise, will depend entirely upon how many of its ancient corpses it is willing to loose. It is as certain as that the laws of nature are immutable, that some day this transition will take place, some day the world will be reborn, resurrected into a consciousness of unity, cooperation, love and collective security.
In my own metaphoric re-presentation of the allness of everything-that-is-and-more, I prefer to signify it as “all inclusive wholeness via the interrelationship of all interrelationships,” and to signify the way it works as “cosmic kindom consciousness” (as distinct from localized kingdom consciousness). The fact of our local inclusion within the non-local, all pervasive cosmic whole is presently evidenced by and as our cognizant knowing that we know such inclusivity to be so. While other creatures instinctively embody and exemplify this knowing without being cognizant of doing so, human beings are capable of mindful inclusivity. Being knowledgeable of our own knowingness, we are capable of mindfully directing the awareness that is thus self-reflectively compounded. This makes of us far more than a mere star’s way of knowing about stars. We are the whole universe’s way of knowing about its all-inclusive wholeness, and of mindfully giving optimal local expression to its operational wholeness on this planet.
As the universe awakens within ourselves from its 14-billion-year sleepwalk, we are creatures in whom the local trajectory of creation is no longer confined solely to the automatic piloting of metaphysical and scientific laws. In us the cosmic evolutionary process is consciously personified, to the point that we are potentially capable, both individually and collectively, of self-mindfully directing our planet’s destiny. We are presently being rudely awakened to this potential by the consequences of our unmindful exercise of this potential capability thus far as our planet’s fifth geological force. 
Lest we dysfunctionally short circuit Earth’s evolutionary automatic pilot, rather than optimally complement it, its further evolution must receive more mindful human piloting. As the only species that can be mindfully aware of both the nature and the extent of its collective global impact, we have an awesome capability and response-ability: the capability of learning how life's collaborative dynamics work, and the response-ability of emulating such co-operation by living more optimally with our planet as the custodians of lifekind.
“Optimal” living is quite different from maximal living.

Optimizing, not maximizing – optimality and inclusivity
In keeping with Emerson’s implication that a single intelligence is common to the entire universe, etc.

Three-pound universe (with interconnectivity?)

Our first spiritual icon
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As to how to use and relate to the way TAOETIAM works and what it does, it does what works on our own behalf most optimally when we mindfully interrelate with the allness of everything-that-is-and-more, i.e., when we are being aware of how we create our own interrelational experiencing. A presently emerging term with which we signify such awareness is “conscious evolution.”

The Three-Pound Universe
The brain has more connections

than atoms in the universe,

and that's a mighty large sum.

Yet the brain that adds 'em up

can't tell any one of us

where our thoughts come from.

The most fully examined structure of physical interconnectivity, other than that of the quantum field, is the structure of the human brain. Our brain cells are so intricately networked – many of them to as many as a million others – that the number of their inter-linkages exceeds by perhaps millions of magnitudes the total number of atoms in the entire universe. Our neurological interconnectivity and interdependence is acknowledged in the following excerpt from the inside front cover flap of Bright Air, Brilliant Fire: On the Matter of the Mind, Gerald M. Edelman (Basic Books, 1992):

A match-head's worth of the brain contains about a billion connections that can combine in ways that can only be described as hyperastronomical—on the order of ten followed by millions of zeros (there are only about ten followed by eighty zeros' worth of positively charged particles in the whole known universe). 

If a match-head sized bit of brain tissue represents that many interconnections (a mega-giga-zigazillion?), consider the implications – especially if we were using it! – of our having the interconnectivity represented by the neural networking of several hundred match-heads worth (3 pounds on the average) of brain tissue in each human being’s head.

A Planetary Declaration
Our political interconnectivity and interdependence has been acknowledged in a “Planetary Declaration of Independence,” suggesting that instead of being one hundred percent local to any place or culture, we are no less than planetarians:

When in the Course of Planetary Events,

it becomes necessary for All People

to dissolve the political and economic separations

that have set them against one another,

and to assume among the family of Lifekind

their whole, conscious and divine responsibilities,

a clear understanding of the process of co-creation

requires that they declare, affirm and commit

to the values which awaken them to their interdependence.

We hold these truths to be self-evident,

that All Beings are interconnected

and endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights,

that among these are  Life, Self-Realization and Conscious Evolution.







                      -Author Unknown

Our First Spiritual Icon
Despite the self-similarity of our omni-leveled interconnectivity, our resultant interdependence with the planet as a whole goes unrecognized by all but a few of the billions of persons whose lives are woven thereinto, as well as therefrom.  This led one environmentalist in the 1960’s to contemplate how different our perspective might be if the scale of our interconnectivity were more localized:

If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter, floating a few feet above a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it.  People would walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, its little pools, and at the water flowing between the pools.  People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it and the water suspended in the gas.

People would marvel at all the creatures walking around the surface of the ball, and at the creatures in the water.  People would declare it to be sacred because it was the only one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt.  The ball would be the greatest wonder known, and people would come to pray to it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty and to wonder how it could be.

People would love it, and defend it with their lives.

If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter.  -Joe Miller
At a macrocosmic level, this diminutive scenario has already taken place. Astronomer Fred Hoyle proclaimed in 1948: "Once a photograph of the Earth, taken from the outside, is available . . . a new idea as powerful as any in history will let loose."  Two decades later we had such a photo.  The image that we have come to know as the “Whole Earth” became our species' first global icon, the first image ever to be revered by people of every nation, religion and culture on the planet, and thus the initial icon of an emerging universal spirituality.

To appreciate the Whole Earth icon’s subliminal impact, imagine for a moment, as suggested in Peter Russell’s book and video entitled The Global Brain, that you are a flea living on an elephant, unable to see the entire elephant and thus having no idea that it, like yourself, is a living creature. Then one day you make a giant hop so far away from the elephant that you see it for the first time as the creature that it is.

The Apollo space program was analogous to such a leap.  As one astronaut described this experience:

You realize that on that small spot, that little blue and white thing, is everything that means anything to you – all of history and music and poetry and art and death and birth and love, tears, joy, games – all of it on that little spot out there . . . .  You recognize that you are a piece of this total life . . . .  And when you come back there is a difference in the world now.  There is a difference in that relationship between you and that planet and you and all those other life forms on that planet, because you've had that kind of experience.  -Rusty Schweickart
It was just such a vicariously dawning awareness in the rest of us that propagated the World Future Society's slogan, "Think globally, act locally."

Homo custodians, not homo barbarians

I AM NOT BOUND BY ANY MISTAKE (TOI)

New Thought Metaphysics: Homo: Custodiens or Barbariens
Your death experience seems to have some correlates with my experience in the mid-1990's of being "allward" - the dimension of all dimensions. This supra-dimensional experiencing was analogous to that of the Flatlander who visited the third dimension and could not subsequently describe his experiencing of "upward" to the satisfaction of anyone in Flatland, including himself.
I am similarly unable to describe my experiencing of "allward" (which matches no one else's experiencing that I know of) to anyone's satisfaction including my own. Yet I continue trying to do so for the same reason that physicist Henry Stapp endeavors to articulate quantum reality. When his mentor, Werner Heisenberg, told Stapp that words would never succeed in describing quantum reality, Stapp replied, "You may be right, but unless we endeavor to do so we'll never know how close we can come." IONS Discussion ? – Are We God . . . 9/7/09

In the 1990’s I had an anomalous experiential encounter with a trans-dimensional domain/milieu that I signified as “allward.” Unfortunately, just as A. Square’s experiencing of “upward” was non-cognate to the two-dimentianal mindsets of Flatlanders (Joycean pun intended), my experiencing of “allward” is non-cognate to three-dimentianal mindsets. (Joycean pun intended - allward is a highly playful domain/milieu.)
For example, based on my experiencing of allwardness – and in keeping with my advocacy of an experiential hypothesis of consciousness – the closest I can come to a definition of “allward” is “the omni-non-locally and timelessly ever-present origin of the cosmic superposition of all actual potentials and all potential actualities as a co-entanglement of all that has happened~is happening~may happen with all that could have happened yet did not, all that could be happening yet is not, and all that could eventually happen yet will not.” There arevery few for whom that sentence is even potentially cognate
In other words, allward is the all-encompassing consciousness domain/milieu in its omni-non-local and non-temporal totality. What we experience as “consciousness” is allward’s reflexive awareness as and of all actual and potential existence, plus all inferences thereof. 
Therefore, in addition to the dimensional continua of forward↔ backward, leftward↔rightward, upward↔downward and inward↔outward , there is also a trans-dimensionally experiential continuum of hereward↔allward. 
“Hereward” is how I signify my experiencing of “everywhere I go, here I am," which is as absolute to my inward universe as is the speed of light absolute to the outward universe. “Allward" signifies the reciprocal cosmic everywhereness and everywhenness of absolute here-being. 
Although “allward” is no more subject to ultimate definition than is “God” or “reality,” its cosmic providence endows us with an awareness that is capable of fathoming at least an approximate understanding of allward’s providence in toto (whether or not we’re in Kansas anymore). This proximal estimate is supported by two comments in the current (March) issue of Scientific American:
…the universe lies beyond the grasp of any intellect, no matter how powerful, that could exist within the universe. -“Impossible Inferences”, p. 19.
…only one proposition about how the brain makes us conscious…has emerged unchallenged: we don’t have a clue…. Consciousness requires the joint operation of brain, body and world. -“Reviews” [Is God a Mathematician?”], p. 83.
This requisite “joint operation” is recognized in Brian Josephson’s experiential paradigm ,
“The raspberry within itself does not contain its sweetness, nor does the tongue. It is in the interaction between the two that this manifestation resides;” 

as well as in Alan Smithson’s generalized (and essentially Whiteheadian) experiential paradigm: 

“[U]ltimate reality is encountered neither in our minds nor in the physical cosmos, but at the point where these meet…. Each person lives at a succession of unique points at which the reality of the whole structure is experienced as a simultaneous presentation of external and internal events.”
The everywhere~everywhen~ever-present origin of allward’s omni-non-local consciousness may underlie the "many-worlds" hypothesis that a new experientially hereward universe is created as an outcome of each actualized allward potential. Such hereward↔allward reciprocity may also be compatible with the anthropic principle, and with Frank Tipler's intuition (though not necessarily his specific explication) of the Physics of Immortality.

inward-ness and outward-ness are subsets of a universally integral dimension of allward-ness. 2+

How, therefore, can we learn to think from the perspective of inclusivity and common unity in order to approach Earth’s and our own diversities non-adversarially? More precisely stated, how can we learn to think from the perspective of interoperative betweenness by learning to perceive interbeingly? How is this perceptual makeover to be accomplished, so that instead of seeing wholeness as an aggregation of independent parts in mutual separation, we see it instead as a congregation of interdependent relationship sets in mutual coherency?
The “how” that is now before us as the required new standard of inclusive thinking is ultimately this: how are we to perceive omni-dimensionally, so that we are thereby empowered to see the most universal dynamic that we’ve been ignoring until now? How are we simultaneously to perceive inwardly and outwardly, backwardly and forwardly, and upwardly and downwardly, in an omni-dimensional mode that empowers us to think allwardly?
Thinking allwardly is a challenge comparable to the situation good-humoredly portrayed in Edwin A. Abbott's book, Flatland, in which a two-dimensional creature named A. Square encounters a three-dimensional sphere passing through his two-dimensional plane. A. Square perceives the transiting sphere only as a circle that rapidly grows and then begins to diminish, until the sphere lifts him upward into the three-dimensional plane. From there A. Square also observes the topsides of all the other geometric forms in his native Flatland, as well as the spaces between them. When A. Square is returned to Flatland and tells his family and friends about his experience of going “upward”, he unfortunately lacks any gestures or concepts to which they can relate in order to understand he means by “upward”. Accused by the Flatland establishment of wrong-thinking (as he was similarly accused by the sphere when he asked to be taken further, beyond the sphere’s own dimension as well), he is condemned as a heretic and institutionalized. 
At the risk of being perceived by our readers as wrong-thinking (though, we trust, not of being institutionalized), we propose that the key to perceiving interbeingly is to perceive allwardly. We are not, however, as was A. Square, entirely bereft of clues as to allward’s location. It is to be found in the meeting place that hosts the manifest marriage of mind and matter, i.e., in the meeting place of interoperative betweenness.
Developing our own and others’ perception of that meeting place is the objective of our forthcoming book-length synthesis of the envirometaphysics of inclusivity, which will also tend to facilitate the perceptual makeover that it calls for. In the meantime we look forward to having many others join us the dialogue that this overview is intended to stimulate, and to do so in the spirit of one who many centuries ago perceived interbeingly, Meister Eckhart:
Ground of our being. Where is to be found that which is both imminent and transcendent? – It is to be found everywhere that is inward and everywhere that is outward. In short, it is to be found allward. Allward IS the ground of our being, and it is the allwardness of lifekind that is now in our evolutionary custody.
the cosmology of Hua-Yen Buddhism, which is represented by yet another metaphor of superpositioned, entangled, and non-localized dynamism, The Jewel Net of Indra. As the doctrine based on this metaphor is described by Robert Lubbock: 
It teaches that the cosmos is like an infinite network of glittering jewels, all different. In each one we can see the images of all the others reflected. Each image contains an image of all the other jewels; and also the image of the images of the images, and so ad infinitum. The myriad reflections within each jewel are the essence of the jewel itself, without which it does not exist. Thus, every part of the cosmos reflects, and brings into existence, every other part. Nothing can exist unless it enfolds within its essence the nature of everything else. 
In our virtual-fields model of individual consciousness, our multiplexed awareness states are similarly co-embedded within one another.
The foregoing amalgamation of metaphorical likenesses implies the existence of a dimension that no existing word can satisfactorily signify. Just as the dimensional referents “upward” and “downward” become meaningless in astrophysical contexts, so do the terms “inward” and “outward” become meaningless in many quantum physical contexts. Quantum fields exhibit a mode of dimensionality – as do our c-fields by analogy – for which no generally recognized term of dimensional reference presently exists. We find ourselves, therefore – yet again by analogy – in a perceptual c-field as perplexing as the one portrayed in Edwin A. Abbott's book, Flatland. 
Abbott relates the experience of a two-dimensional creature named “A. Square”, who encounters a three-dimensional sphere that he perceives as a circle that initially grows and then diminishes while passes through his two-dimensional plane. When A. Square is lifted upward by the sphere into the three-dimensional plane, he can observe the tops of all the other geometric forms in his native Flatland as well as the spaces between them. When he subsequently endeavors to tell his family and friends about his upward journey, he unfortunately lacks any gestures or concepts with which to indicate the meaning of the term “upward.” Accused by the Flatland establishment of wrong-thinking (as he was also thus accused by the sphere when he asked to be taken further, beyond its own dimension as well), he is eventually condemned as a heretic and institutionalized. 
At the risk of being perceived by our peers as wrong-thinking (though, we trust, not of being institutionalized), we propose to designate the non-local dimensionality of our superpositioned and entangled non-local c-fields as “allward.” We are proposing, in other words, that “allward” is the dimension in which our individual consciousness is grounded, and that it is from the “allward” dimensional ground state that our consciousness emerges as each of our awareness states is both co-dynamically projective upon and receptive to all others. Each c-field co-operatively “happens to” all other c-fields, and their omni-mutual happenings take place simultaneously in the respective “here-and-now” of each. Accordingly, the whereabouts (i.e., locality) of “allward” is perhaps best signified as “between”.
C_FIELD:

Such “allward” non-locality is the basis of “the prime directive” of individual consciousness: everywhere I go, here I am. Since none of us can exist in a “here” or “now” that is other than that comprised by the totality of our own experience, we cannot divorce our individual consciousness by presuming to locate it somewhere else that we experience as being “there” and/or “then.” We are each irrevocably wedded to our own individual consciousness, for better or for worse, and from the forever here-and-now communion of which nothing can part us so long as all concerned shall live. Rather, the most that is possible is for us to become alienated from our individual consciousness by disregarding, ignoring, impairing, or otherwise losing functional command of the awareness that we individually and invariantly center in our respective experiences of here-ness and now-ness. 
The implication of this prime directive is quite clear. Though another’s consciousness may exercise some degree of power over our experience, no one else’s consciousness has power in our experience. Accordingly, commitment is entirely a self-commanding “inside job”. No one else’s consciousness is (or ever can be) responsible for one’s own keeping – or failing to keep – a commitment. 
Even our own consciousness has considerable power over our experience, for in addition to our hypothesized semi-cognizing c-fields there are two non-cognizing awareness states that further govern our experience, the autonomic c-field that regulates our mind/body functions (i.e., our sympathetic and parasympathetic nervous systems), and the archetypal c-field that comprises our so-called “collective unconscious.” In our virtual model, the influence of these non-cognizing c-fields is also presumed to be coextensive rather than compartmentalized, and co-operative within our multiplexed c-field rather than independent of it. 
As for the dynamisms of “ego,” “super-ego,” “id,” “libido,” and other psyche-theatric constructs, we have not found them to be heuristically useful within the framework of our model. Perhaps it is these constructs that qualify as being “epiphenomenal”.
Just as we are ongoingly conscious with our non-cognizing autonomic and archetypal c-fields, even while not being conscious of them, so it is likewise with our semi-cognizing c-fields. Since less than one percent of all sensory data processed by our brain is brought to our attention, even when our cognizing functions are actively aware and regardless of which cognizing awareness states are directly implicated, we are unnoticing of almost all of the data that any awareness state processes.
In further fairness to neurological fact, our model yet again employs the “allward” perspective’s non-local everywhere/everywhen dynamism only up to a point, since clinical measurements of many correlated neural events demonstrate their concurrence to be within milliseconds of one another rather than non-locally co-instantaneous. Nonetheless, we do not feel that taking appropriate account of such pertinent reductive evidence compromises the synergistic integrity of our model.
To sum up in a single sentence the dynamism of our omni-mutually coextensive and commingling c-fields<within>c-fields<within>c-fields: The field of individual consciousness is coextensively all-inclusive of its diverse awareness states, maintaining each within and throughout its multiplexed configuration as a whole. 
Further implications and limitations of our virtual-fields model will be extensively detailed in our book, insofar as the model is pertinent to our understanding and articulation of the dynamism of committed intention. We will also address the model’s implications for collective human consciousness. 
It is in support of our committed intent to employ as responsibly as we can this model of individual consciousness that we are conducting numerous interviews with comparably responsible individuals whose work has noetic implications.
OPEN-HEARTEDNESS:

This week- the way open-heartedness works: all-inclusiveness.
Open-heartedness works by inclusiveness. Nothing is excluded from or by the open heart. The open heart is all inclusive.
Dream of Heaven and Hell.
The long spoon represents life, which I experience from two perspectives: the perspective of between-ness, which is partial and therefore exclusive; and the perspective of all-ness, which is inclusive.
By “between-ness” I mean all perceptions and perspectives of dual-ness. From the perspective of between-ness, I perceive my life as something that exists between me and my good, and I therefore experience separation from my good – the experience of not having my good.
By “all-ness” I mean the perception and perspective from wholeness. From the perspective of all-ness, I perceive my life as my connection to my good, and I therefore experience being my good. The only way to have my good is to be my good.
Whenever I perceive myself to exist betweenly in dual-ness, on a continuum of what has been and what will be, where I have been and where I will be, what is here and what is there, what is inner and what is outer, etc., I am conscious only of the continuum, and I experience my life from the perspective of between-ness. From the perspective of dual-ness, I experience myself as existing between a no longer and a not yet. As I experience my outer and inner realities from the perspective of between-ness, I perceive only differences that separate.
Whenever I perceive myself to exist allwardly in wholeness, incorporating the continuum of what has been and what will be, where I have been and where I will be, what is here and what is there, what is inner and what is outer, etc., I am conscious as the continuum, and I experience life from the perspective of all-ness. From the perspective of all-ness, I experience my life as existing everywhere and everywhen. My life and my self are one and the same. As I experience my outer and inner realities from the perspective of all-ness, the distinction between all realities ceases to exist along with all other distinctions, and I perceive only commonalities that unite.
My experience of between-ness is my perception of the continuum of existence while I look at it.
My experience of all-ness is my consciousness as the continuum of existence while I look from it.
“Hell” is the experience that attends exclusive perceptions and perspectives, the experience of differences, the experience of between-ness. My experience of between-ness, from which I derive my perceptions and perspectives of dualness, is monitored by my head-intelligence.
“Heaven” is the experience that attends inclusive perceptions and perspectives, the experience of commonalities, the experience of all-ness. My experience of all-ness, from which I derive my perception and perspective from wholeness, is monitored by my heart-intelligence.
My head-intelligence perceives from the perspective of my experience of being uniquely positioned here. My head-intelligence perceives dually. Most of the time my head-intelligence looks outwardly and around me from the perspective of my unique position. When it is not looking around me, it is looking inwardly within me from the perspective of my unique position. 
My head-intelligence shifts between two perspectives:
· Outwardly from within: from the perspective of my head-intelligence when it endeavors to figure things out in answer to the question, “What is the matter?”
· Inwardly from without: from the perspective of my head-intelligence when it endeavors to figure things out in answer to the question, “What matters most?”
My heart-intelligence has only one perspective: what is. It does not ask the question, “What is?” It knows what is.
For most people, “going within” remains a head trip, an inward looking from a betweenly perspective. 
Being within is the way of heart-intelligence.
Open-heartedness works by being within my experience, and living from the being of my experience, rather than being in and living from the perception and perspective of between-ness.
betweenly and allwardly.
Betweenly: outwardly from within, inwardly from without.
Allwardly: everywherely, from wholeness.
Allwardly: from the perspective of my heart-intelligence, which endeavors to resonate with things as they are: whole, complete and perfect, because greater than the sum of all within-ness and without-ness. 
Carl Jung: “Your vision will become clear only when you look into your heart... Who looks outside, dreams. Who looks inside, awakens.” -Carl Jung
“Inquire within.”
My head-intelligence perceives from a partial perspective, seeing always and only what confirms the point of view of its accumulated experience.
My heart-intelligence perceives from the perspective of the whole, 
It looks inside

LARGER VIEW:

It was not an experience of beings or entities, but rather an experience of another dimension of reality. It was an omnidimensional experience of being the space of cocreation. I wasn't in the space of cocreation, I was that space itself. I was the space of allness, oneness, wholeness, unity, harmony—all of the past, all of the present, all of the future, and all at once. 

Since experiences require a name if one is to refer to them, I have called my own experience being "allward." The term "allward" was prompted by my viewing, many years ago, of a film entitled Flatland, and my subsequent reading of the book on which the film was based.2 Flatland tells the story of A. Square, a creature who lived in a two-dimensional world where all that anyone perceived was edges. Flatlanders greeted each other by feeling each other's perimeters to determine whether they were a circle, square, triangle, etc.

One day a sphere passed through Flatland from below, which A. Square perceived as a circle that initially became larger and larger and then progressively smaller. The sphere lifted A. Square into the third dimension, from whence he could look down upon Flatland and see the topography of and spaces between its citizens and their dwellings. Upon his return to Flatland, A. Square encountered a disbelieving family, neighbors and friends. When they asked him, "Where did you go?" he said "Upward." But being a two-dimensional creature, he couldn't demonstrate this by pointing upward. And they, in their two-dimensional mindsets, were unable to comprehend his description of Flatland from a place called "above." Consequently, A. Square was institutionalized for insanity. 

So where did I go on my supradimensional excursion? The term, "allward"—the opposite direction of "inward"—best represents my experience. 

Upon returning from allward to my ordinary world, where people are free to have—even be—experiences far more bizarre than my own, I feared no institutionalization as a consequence of acknowledging my allward adventure. So I have elsewhere written a description of it, insofar as description is possible, which is available to those who may be interested. Otherwise, I do not publicly dwell upon the experience. Doing so would distract attention from my larger purpose.

MDC: Re-Sourcing the One Mind
My allward experience, however significant, is not a big metaphysical or spiritual deal. No matter what dimension of consciousness one may access, there are no privileged metaphysical points of view—and therefore no privileged truth!
Other dimensions, and the faculties that access or attend them, are no more “true” or spiritual than this one. Spirituality inheres in our concentricity, in our centeredness and congruence within the totality of my experiences and faculties, whatever may be their dimensionality. Wholeness, oneness, nonseparation, union—these are the essence of my spirituality.

My experience of anything, no matter what it may be, is not the thing itself—which is why it is an experience. Accordingly, no experience can be a source of authority, even if it is a direct experience of God. Any experience is merely a resource, not the source. Only the untroubled center of my own beingness can serve as my source, as my authority.

Realizing this, I choose neither to believe or disbelieve anything about my allward experience. The moment I have belief or disbelief about anything, my mind shuts down. Both beliefs and disbeliefs bind me to their limitations. Disbelief differs from belief only in that disbelief is a negating rather than an affirming limitation, and tends to be more strongly asserted. 

Open-mindedness is preserved only by nonbelief (which is not to be confused with agnosticism, i.e., not knowing). Though I can truly know or not know something while maintaining an open mind, I cannot open-mindedly believe or disbelieve. Therefore, no matter how difficult the suspension of belief or disbelief can sometimes be for me - as when, for example, I am faced with another's personal criticisms - I endeavor to stay as belief-free, and therefore nondefensive about myself as I possibly can be.

