The Ambiguous Dance of Continuity and Change
The only thing permanent is change.

Heraclitus

The more things change, the more they stay the same.

French Proverb
The “godfather” of quantum mechanics, Niels Bohr, once asserted that “The opposite of a correct statement is a false statement; but the opposite of a profound truth may be another profound truth.” Nobel physicist Emilio Segrè, concurred: “It is one of the special beauties of science that points of view which seem diametrically opposed turn out later, in broader perspective, to be both right.” Of specific pertinence to Segré’s comment is the fact that he was a co-discover of the anti-proton in 1955.
This paradox of dual unity – the mutuality (a.k.a. “complementarity”) of opposites that is seemingly contrary to the contention of opposites presumed by duality – is exemplified in the foregoing epigraphic truisms from Heraclitus and proverbial French wit. As Heraclitus concluded from his attribution of permanence to the process of change, “You could not step twice into the same river; for other waters are ever flowing on to you.” Or, to cite a fully co-contextual subjective↔objective version of this observation, “No person can step in the same river twice, because it is no longer either the same river or the same person.” 
Yet it is also a truism that much change takes place primarily on behalf of preserving continuity in the midst of other changes. Such, for example, is the fundamentally conservative tendency of evolutionary change. (Revolutionary political change, on the other hand, often alters little more than who is in charge, as in the song, “Won’t be Fooled Again,” made famous by The Who: “Meet the new boss, same as the old boss.”)
In other words, change is sometimes the context of continuity, and continuity is sometimes the context of change – yet another fundamental ambiguity of reality’s milieu. Norbert Weiner, the father of cybernetics, portrayed the dual truths of continuity and change in his observation that “We are not stuff that abides, we are patterns that perpetuate themselves.” This assessment is evident to anyone who contemplates the age of his or her nose.  
Prove-It-To-Yourself Reality Check # 6
The Timing of “Objective” Reality

The age of one’s body, or any part thereof, can be calculated in at least three different ways. Before reading the more faintly printed paragraph that follows, see if you can come up with three answers to the question, “How old is my nose?”

Your answer to the question, “How old is my nose?” depends upon whether you assess the age of your nose’s formal structure, or the age of the material that comprises it. The structural form of your nose is as old as you are chronologically. Materially, however, its age can be assessed in two different ways, both of which are correct. The atoms that presently comprise your nose have been in your body for less than two years, while they have been occupants of the universe-at-large in various material and energetic forms since its origin some 13+ billion years ago. Your nose is therefore simultaneously less than two years old, as old as your chronological age, and also as old as the universe. Just as glass is shaped and blown in a fiery forge, so are the universe’s diverse forms shaped and blown from the stellar forges of stars and their terminal novae. 
[NOTE TO DOUG: Ideally the faintly printed paragraph will be inverted in our final publication.]

Far more important than the aging of your nose is the correlative fact that neither your nose nor the rest of your body is a permanent fixture in reality’s milieu. Its presence in the universe is like that of a fish in water. A fish flows through the same water that flows through it, just as we flow through the material universe that simultaneously flows through us. As philosopher Alan Watts described the dual unity of our flowing nature,20
A living body is not a fixed thing but a flowing event, like a flame or a whirlpool: the shape is stable, for the substance is a stream of energy going in at one end and out the other.  We are particular and temporarily identifiable wiggles in a stream that enters us in the form of light, heat, air, water, milk, bread, fruit, beer, beef Stroganoff, caviar and pate de fois gras.  It goes out as gas and excrement – and also as semen, babies, talk, politics, commerce, war, poetry and music.  And philosophy. 

Such is the dynamical nature of change and change management in all of the universe’s composite forms, from pebble to planet and from bacterium to galaxy, each of which is a temporarily self-perpetuating pattern through which flows (however rapidly or slowly) the universe’s atomic substance. The universe is a nested hierarchy of overlapping constituencies, which are dynamically somewhat analogous to a nested family of relatively Russian dolls (only “somewhat:” because the dolls are static), and each of whose patterns of change-management is embedded within a larger encompassing whole that likewise manages its own patterns within a yet larger encompassing whole, and so on. Since all things are undergoing incessant change within this hierarchical patterning of patterns within patterns, wherever one looks one sees forms that persist only via the ongoing turnover of their substance. All composite forms are more or less in process of self-dissipation, so-called “life forms” being only seeming (and temporary) exceptions.
Occasionally one encounters the echoing remnants of inanimate forms whose transience takes millennia, as in Percy Bysshe Shelley’s poem, “Ozymandias”:
I met a traveler from an antique land 

Who said: Two vast and trunkless legs of stone

Stand in the desert.  Near them on the sand,

Half sunk, a shattered visage lies, whose frown

And wrinkled lip, and sneer of cold command,

Tell that its sculptor well those passions read

Which yet survive, stamped on these lifeless things,

The hand that mocked them, the heart that fed.

And on the pedestal these words appear:

Look upon my works ye Mighty and despair!”

Nothing beside remains.  Round the decay

Of that colossal wreck, boundless and bare,

The lone and level sands stretch far away.

It is thus in the nature of reality’s milieu that whatever is fundamental will always outlast what is monumental, because it is everywhere fundamental that all composite matter, whether living or inanimate, is subject to decomposition over time.
Legend similarly has it that an ancient Persian king offered his wise men a rich reward if they could present him with a statement that is always true. The self-evident truism they reportedly offered was, “This, too, shall pass.” This truism of continuous change is grounded in the fact that the universe’s inventory of matter can be neither added to nor subtracted from, and rather is only convertible from one form to another, including the energy that is released from matter by stellar explosions, earthly conflagrations, organic decomposition and human disintegrative processes that range from bonfires to arson to bombing. Thus while the overall universal storehouse of atomic substance is the stuff of eternity, each form taken by its stuff is transient evidence of its substance’s ever-ongoing passage from its former is-no-longer to its emerging is-not-yet.. 
Permanence of change is a rule to which no known exception exists, whether one looks to oneself, to the heavens or to the microcosm. Consider, for instance, the heavens’ so-called “fixed stars,” which are merely too far away for those of us without telescopes to notice their immediate motion:21
Fifty times per second, a supernova occurs in some galaxy in the visible universe, spewing out into space enormous quantities of heavy elements that may travel millions of light-years before falling into the gravitational field of some newly forming solar system. Those heavy elements may join together to create in that new solar system a planet that billions of years later will pulse with life.

Such, at least, has been the cosmic history of our own planet and its ongoing evolution of lifekind.
Change is a universal norm, in contrast to which all stasis is relatively limited to a season, including the illusory stasis of our own planetary homestead:22
For all ordinary purposes of science the earth can be regarded as a stationary system. We may say if we choose that mountains, trees, houses, are at rest, and animals, automobiles, and airplanes move. But to the astrophysicist, the earth, far from being at rest, is whirling through space in a giddy and highly complicated fashion. In addition to its daily rotation about its axis at the rate of 1000 miles an hour, and its annual revolution about the sun at the rate of 20 miles a second, the earth is also involved in a number of other less familiar gyrations. Contrary to popular belief the moon does not revolve around the earth; they revolve around each other or more precisely, around a common center of gravity. The entire solar system, moreover, is moving within the local star system at the rate of 13 miles a second; the local star system is moving within the Milky Way at the rate of 200 miles a second; and the whole Milky Way is drifting with respect to the remote external galaxies at the rate of 100 miles 

a second and all in different directions! 

As for the universal microcosm, every atom and electron is a vibrational swirl of unending motion, whether singly or in concert with other atoms that combine to make galaxies and planets and noses. And central to this microcosm is the mutable nature of space itself: 23
…if we use a microscope instead of a telescope to peer into space on the very small scale, something completely different is happening. Trillions of particles are blipping into and out of existence on time-scales so short that they fall between moments and exist only virtually. When people assume that space is nothing but the difference between here and there, they are making an accurate approximation for everyday life – but on both very large and very small scales they’re very wrong. Space is the most dynamic thing there is.
What very few people have yet to understand about the deep ambiguity inherent in Einstein’s theory of spacetime is that the so-called “force” of gravity is as much a consequence of the dynamic geometrical properties of curved spacetime as of the dynamics of matter. Gravity is more a consequence of space’s influence on matter than of matter’s mutual interactions. As Princeton cosmologist and Einstein protégé John Archibald Wheeler proclaimed, “matter tells space how to curve, and space tells matter how to move.”  It is therefore more accurate to say that space configures the interrelationships of matter than to say that matter attracts other matter.X Today it is becoming common among some cosmologists to observe that space pushes matter together or apart rather than that matter is self-locomotive through space. 

[http://www.science.tv/watch/f9c4f6877e1894a1faa0/General-Relativity:-gravitational-waves]
Long before the perpetual dynamism that permeates our cosmos was scientifically documented, it was lauded in Ralph Waldo Emerson’s mid-nineteenth century pronouncement that “We live in a liquid universe that appears as a solid fact.” And it was 2000 years ago when Apostle Paul noted that things visible are made of things invisible, while Heraclitus’ similar intuition preceded Paul’s by yet another 500 years by proposing that at the universe’s bottom line, “there is nothing but atoms and the void.”
As a further instance of the liquidity of reality’s milieu, as well as the fluidity of our experiential field therein, Heraclitus’ assertion that the only constant is change is complemented by another profound truth á la the seemingly contradictory French proverb concerning permanence facilitated by change. In tandem these assertions correctly acknowledge that increase of novelty via some changes is kept in balance by preservation of continuity via other changes. The eternal persistence of change in all of reality’s forms via the perpetual turnover of their substance, and the contrasting transitory residence of the substance that facilitates this turnover, together represent the two faces of evolutionary function. Paradoxically, therefore, even though we cannot step into the same river twice because of its constant turnover of substance, it is nonetheless the same river’s ongoing form whose identical substance we cannot twice step into. In further recognition of this paradox, yet another well-known truism acknowledges that “we can’t go home again.”
The dual unity (and dual truism) of continuity and change was likewise observed by the aborning Buddha in Herman Hesse’s novel, Siddhartha, when he noticed that despite a river’s constant journeying to the sea, so long as its water continues to flow it remains the same river in form, though not the same river in immediate substance, as it meanders the length of its course for as long as the persistent whole thereof is comprised of the many intermediate bends and stretches that join its source with its terminus. When a river is perceived as its water, it is neither more nor less – even though it is other – than is its water when perceived as a river, which is so because both river and water remain inextricably entangled in form and substance for long as they thus mutually co-activate. And as is also attested by the world’s many convoluted canyons, the constancy of a river as a whole transcends and long outlasts the inconstancies of its form during its ever-permutating course.
The simultaneously ongoing permanence of change and permanence within change is the quintessential dynamic of reality’s milieu. Heraclitus’ pronouncements acknowledge the principle of involution, which is the ever-and-everywhere-present process of the origination of the new, while the French proverb acknowledges the corresponding principle of evolution, the ever-and-everywhere-present process of conserving the workable outcomes of involution. This involution ~ evolution balancing act is succinctly stated in neuroscientist Humberto Maturana’s observation that “history is a process of transformation through conservation.” From a historical perspective on evolution’s course, changes occur on behalf of preserving what ongoingly serves the evolving whole, which is accomplished via the diminution if not extinction of whatever no longer serves. As spiritual philosopher Ernest Holmes assessed this involutionary ~ evolutionary balancing act:
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…. It is the unessential only that is vanishing, that the abiding may be made more clearly manifest.
Nineteenth century French physiologist Claude Bernard implicated this same balancing act in his proclamation that “Theories in science are not true or false. They are fertile or sterile.” From both a scientific and evolutionary change-management perspective, “fertility” is whatever works while “sterility” is whatever doesn’t work. The theoretical empowerment provided by such fertility was acknowledged in Nobel Laureate author Andre Gide’s statement that “No theory is good except on condition that one uses it to go beyond.”

It is from the evolutionary principle of workability that both Ernest Holmes and atheist Robert Ingersoll derived similar moral corollaries:
Holmes: There is no sin but a mistake, and no punishment but an inevitable consequence…. We are not punished for our sins but by them. Sin is its own punishment and [virtue] is its own reward. 
Ingersoll: There are in nature neither rewards nor punishments, there are consequences. 
In other words, the ongoing evolutionary dance of continuity-by-means-of-change weeds out whatever becomes unworkable (and is therefore unessential), so that whatever continues to be workable may be sustained. Evolutionary change prevails because it is self-organizing and self-perpetuating of its own self-preserving dynamics of “transformation through conservation.” Thus is evolution the overriding principle that governs the progression of all natural process, by keeping change within the boundaries of functional permissibility that allow workable forms to prevail while unworkable forms are dissipated.
Another moral corollary of evolution’s change-management principle was cited in author Thornton Wilder’s appreciation of his upbringing: “Thank God my parents loved me enough to mark out the boundaries of the permissible.” 
Occasionally the boundaries of evolutionary permissibility exact a momentous toll, as when an asteroid strike near the Yucatan peninsula some 65 million years ago changed the planet’s boundary conditions of life overall by pulverizing the contents of a 110-mile-wide crater. The resulting gigantic cloud of powdery dust was globally diffused throughout Earth’s atmosphere, which blotted out the sunlight and converted the planet into a wintry desert, comparable to the so-called “nuclear winter” that would follow an extensive global nuclear war. This climatic change so suddenly and radically altered the planet’s boundaries of evolutionary permissibility that the dinosaurs who had been its reigning species for the preceding 160 million years quickly and altogether disappeared. With the boundaries of lifekind’s permissibility thus reset, our mammalian progenitors came down from their abodes in the trees to begin their eventual transformational emergence into a succession of species that would eventually bear the prefix “homo.” 
That we ourselves occasionally experience the inward equivalent of such seismic shifts was noted by novelist D. H. Lawrence:
There are said to be creative pauses,
pauses that are as good as death,
empty and dead as death itself.
And in these awful pauses,
the evolutionary change takes place.
Like the global hiatus between the dominion of dinosaurs and mammals, the personal hiatus between former and subsequent wifetimes and lifestyles can be an evolutionary pause, which is marked by changes of kind rather than of degree – the ultimate form of what Gregory Bateson signified as “the difference that makes a difference.”
What we designate as our “experiencing,” therefore, is the entanglement of our susceptibility to change with our ability to manage change. This entanglement underlies the operational truism that effective change management requires us to be continually mindful of the situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities that are inherent in the borderland interrelationship between our experiencings of continuity and our experiencings of change. 
