A NEWER THOUGHT METAPHYSICS
Individuality, Inclusivity, and Social Transformation
by Noel Frederick McInnis

A skeptical professor with great contempt said of us: “Astronomically speaking, man is but the tiniest speck in such a universe as ours.” To this another professor, equally learned, replied: “Astronomically speaking, man is the astronomer.” -Roy L. Smith
We live in a time whose idea has come. The idea is inclusivity, and the timing of its occurrence is critical. The sooner it occurs to each of us, the better life can be for all of us. 

Our lives will be improved us because inclusivity is not merely a “good” idea, it is a “right” idea – i.e., an idea that works by virtue of its very nature. Inclusivity is, like gravity, inherent in the nature of the universe, where it is self-exemplified throughout. 
Nothing in the cosmos can exist in isolation, an island unto itself. Nor is such pretense of exclusivity entertained by other than human beings. Rather, all things reside within a nested hierarchy of mutually inclusive relationships, a confluent hierarchy that is all-embracing of both the greatest and the least of the universe’s constituents.
Just as the cosmos’ starry splendor preceded all earthly happenstance, so it is with inclusivity. The universal fact of inclusivity preceded even the heavenly panorama itself, for even in the beginning was inclusivity. What’s new is our awakening to the primordial fact of our own inclusion in the cosmic all-that-is, our growing intuition of the universal wholeness that grounds our individual and collective being, along with all other being as well. What’s different is that a speck of the cosmos has become a self-awakening participant in the greater cosmic spectacle overall, and is recognizing its response-ability within the whole.
We are self-awakening to the universal fact that inclusivity applies to everything, everywhere, and always. As delineated in Part 1 of this book, throughout the most fundamental level of the cosmos as presently known – the pre-atomic “quantum vacuum field” – each of its constituents exists in an inextricable co-relationship to all of its other constituents. Such inextricability likewise characterizes all other levels of cosmic order, in one way or another. All endeavored exceptions to the universal fact of inextricable inclusivity are the fruit of false presumption. (See “Dimensions of Inclusivity”, pp. xx-xx.)
A universal fact that has no exceptions is also called “truth.” The truth of inclusivity has been honored in metaphysical systems of thought from earliest times, and in recent decades has become scientifically self-evident as well. For example, the ancient metaphysical Law of Correspondence (“as above, so below; as within, so without”) is now complemented by scientific law, such as that which governs the recursively patterning “self-similarity” that fractally permeates nature’s hierarchal structures. (See “xxxxx”, pp. xx-xx)
Taken together, therefore, perennial metaphysics and emergent science now co-represent the universe as whole (unbroken), complete (with nothing left out), and perfect (all-inclusive). The only known exception to the rule of universal inclusivity is the one that ultimately proves the rule. This exception, as succinctly cited by Ralph Waldo Emerson, is self-fulfilling of inclusivity’s prevalence: “Those who are exclusive exclude themselves.” That is, they are still included, albeit with an “out crowd.”

The most outrageous implementation of this rule-proving exception was that of a man who proclaimed that racial exclusivity is an “iron law of nature” and sought to impose its fulfillment on humanity at large. Despite the horrific magnitude of his imposition, the end of Adolph Hitler’s endeavors proved the self-damnation of exclusivity as he took his own life.
Thus do nature’s ironies come home to roost upon those who presume to exclude.
Homo: Custodiens or Barbariens?
Matter has reached the point of beginning to know itself….

[Man is] a star's way of knowing about stars.

–George Wald

We are evolution’s way of becoming aware and directive of itself.

–Julian Huxley
The fact of our local inclusion within the non-local cosmic whole is evidenced as our knowing that we know the universal fact of all-inclusive wholeness to be so. While other creatures instinctively embody and exemplify this truth without knowing that they do so, we human beings are capable of mindful inclusivity. Being knowledgeable of our own knowingness, we are capable of mindfully directing our awareness thus 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 giving mindful expression to its wholeness on this planet.
As the universe awakens within us from its 15-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. We are cosmic evolution consciously personified, and as such 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 its power thus far. 
as our planet’s fifth geological force.
wielding mighty evolutionary powers of which we have yet to become mindfully aware.

Our species’ impact on planetary change is now comparable to that of the four geological forces that preceded us: the energetic dynamics of our planet’s electromagnetic field; the erosive dynamics of wind and water; the terrestrial dynamics that give rise to mountain ranges, volcanic eruptions, earthquakes, and tsunamis; and the ecological dynamics of organic evolution. 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. 

Lest we short circuit Earth’s evolutionary automatic pilot, its further evolution must receive more mindful human piloting. As the only species that is aware of both the nature and the extent of its 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 compatibly [inclusively] with our planet.

Iron law of human species supremacy

The custodians or barbarians of planetary evolution. 

cosmic inclusivity.

and of developing its capabilities beyond those of random . rather than defaulting to our lesser capacity for thoughtlessly automated instinctual expressions thereof. 
capability of overriding their instinctive embodiment of cosmic inclusivity 

In light of the foregoing, the exposition that follows is organized as follows.

Part 1: Dimensions of Inclusivity

Part 2: A Case for Inclusivity

Part 3: The Practice of Inclusivity

Etymology: existence, experience. 

Experience of happenstance and of information about happenstance.

Evocation is via experience. Invocation is via 

Just as existence precedes experience, so does experience precede to words with we signify our experience of things existent. As do all other words, the term “universal inclusion” likewise follows our experience of what the term signifies. 

Dimensions of inclusivity
Nothing in the universe exists in isolation, as if it were an island unto itself.

Holons

In the beginning of all awareness is the experience. was the experience.
Inclusion is the 

We can presume to separate ourselves. Include ourselves out. 

Those who are exclusive exclude themselves.

Include me out.

The time has come to include ourselves – all of us – back in.

Although we can neither increase nor decrease the totality of its matter and energy, the wholeness of which is forever inviolate, we can locally transform our individual and collective expressions of that totality. 

And at the heart of the idea of inclusion is self-inclusion. 

Of itself, self-inclusion is self-excluding.

Self-inclusion as down payment.

self-inclusion is the down-payment on 
In all of our dealings with presumed “matters of consequence” (and sometimes despite them), what prevails is that each of us is a matter of consequence:
Whenever you feel insignificant,

    remember that you are energy mattering.

Just how much do you matter?
   Since energy can neither be created nor destroyed,

   without your energy the universe would be incomplete.

And what choice do you have in this matter? 

   Should you decide to matter little,

   the universe would still be no less whole.

   Yet only as you decide to matter much

       is the universe you fill

   full filled. 

To be (or not to be) a matter of consequence, that is life’s question, to which George Bernard Shaw offered his answer:
This is the true joy in life, the being used for a purpose recognized by yourself as a mighty one; the being thoroughly worn out before you are thrown on the scrap heap; the being a force of nature instead of a feverish selfish little clod of ailments and grievances complaining that the world will not devote itself to making you happy. . . . I am of the opinion that my life belongs to the whole community and as long as I live, it is my privilege to do for it whatever I can. . . .  I want to be thoroughly used up when I die, for the harder I work the more I live. I rejoice in life for its own sake. Life is no brief candle to me. It is a sort of splendid torch which I've got hold of for the moment and I want to make it burn as brightly as possible before handing it on to future generations.
Xxxxxxxx

Love must go forth to meet love. All people are rooted in God, and it is only as we go down to the roots of our being that we unify with others in Spirit and Truth. Everything that follows is the play of Life upon itself. –Ernest Holmes (Lessons, 1940’s)
experience 

1377, from O.Fr. experience, from L. experientia "knowledge gained by repeated trials," from experientem (nom. experiens), prp. of experiri "to try, test," from ex- "out of" + peritus "experienced, tested." The v. (1533) first meant "to test, try;" sense of "feel, undergo" first recorded 1588. 

On Matters of Consequence

A century ago, psychologist William James asserted that “The deepest principle in human nature is the craving to be appreciated.” A half-century later, ethicist Gerald Vann similarly proclaimed, “The heart of man is a hunger for the reality which lies about him and beyond him...a hunger not to have reality but to be reality.” The satisfaction of that hunger was portrayed
The endearing and enduring quality of Antoine de Expury’s charming book, The Little Prince, is its portrayal of being a matter of consequence, even (and especially) as a keeper or mender of “the least of these.”
We are the living links in a life force that moves and plays through and around us, binding the deepest soils with the farthest stars.. –Alan Chadwick
Crisis of perception – individuality complemented with mutuality.

Prevailing vs. emerging scientific paradigm.

Margaret Mead: “The Future as the Basis for Establishing a Shared Culture”: “I would propose that we consider the future as the appropriate setting for our shared world-wide culture, for the future is least compromised by partial and discrepant values.”
All previous cultural integration is based on the past.

Cultures are exclusive

Required: shared culture requires a shared body of assumptions that are equally suitable for all peoples of all cultural traditions.

Build from the known

Common activities (p. 146)

Glyphs – “a system of visual signs with universally recognized referents.” (p. 147)

Secondary world language

“conscious inclusion of the whole life process”

Xxxxx

MUTUALITY:

RECPROCITY:

WEAVING:

Just as a spider weaves a web out of itself, so does God weave all that is. Earth peoples.

COHERENCE:

Society represents interpersonal coherence on a grand scale, with intrapersonal coherence is its basis.

VACATE THE ORDINARY:

i.e., whatever is ordinary for you.

PSYCHOENERGETICS

Xxxx

DINERGY - DYADIC

Xxxx

BIOFIELDS

Xxxx

PATTERN RECOGNITION

There is a pattern of order in the universe. Even chaos has a pattern of its own. We live in a universe where even the lack of a pattern has a pattern.

Xxxx

Is it sensible to think that the vast cosmos was created for the purpose of producing happiness for a single species on one planet? Humans have not yet discovered any other species anywhere with the ability to plan for progress and for the expansion of information. Does this raise the question of whether we may have been created to serve as helpers in the acceleration of divine creativity? –Sir John Templeton 1.

Sir John Templeton’s intuition of our species’ creative evolutionary role has precedent in Western thought that can be traced back half a millennium to the initial definition of “synergy.” This word has become newly familiar in English usage since its mid-20th-century resurrection by engineer-architect R. Buckminster (“Bucky”) Fuller, inventor of the geodesic dome. 
Fuller’s innovative geometry of synthesis, which he called “synergetics”, as well as the technologies he based thereupon, were exemplary of his definition of synergy: “those aspects of a whole that are greater than the sum of its parts.” As an example of synergetic “greater than,” a mere summation of the chemical properties of hydrogen and oxygen does not add up to the properties of the water that results from their combination. It is similarly the nature of all wholes – including, for instance, the family next door – that the manifestation of their wholeness cannot be derived from a mere summation of the manifestations of all their parts. Thus it is that no two families are identical in their overall expression, even if they are identical in the number, ages, and genders of their members.  
Every “greater-than” emerges from the synergetic co-operation (i.e., operating together) of participant parts. Thus far in the known universe, the ultimate emergent property of such co-operation is the “greater-than” that we call “life.” While there are some who disagree with this assessment by asserting instead that consciousness is the universe’s ultimate emergent property, with the emergence of life being a prior step, others maintain just the opposite, that the universe is itself the emergent property of a pre-existing consciousness, which they more often than not attribute to “God.” This difference of perspective and other aspects of “emergence” are addressed elsewhere in this text. 
Many tend to assume that Fuller originated the term “synergy,” when all that he actually coined was its redefinition. As noted in the Oxford English Dictionary, the word initially appeared in the 16th century, when it was defined as “joint working, co-operation.” Just as the word “co-operation” is hyphenated in this definition, so it is in the pages that follow whenever it signifies the active working together of constituent parts, as distinct from the passive “cooperation” that signifies mere “getting along with one another.”
The OED further reveals that the term “synergy” was derived from the word “synergism,” which itself was initially defined as “the doctrine that the human will co-operates with Divine grace in the work of regeneration.” Hence the half-millennium-old precedent for Templeton’s intuition of our role as “helpers in the acceleration of divine creativity.”
Three centuries after the term “synergy” was initially coined, the presumption of our role as individual accelerators of divine impulsion was itself accelerated by the American Transcendentalist movement, and most notably via the essays of Ralph Waldo Emerson. An additional century of hindsight now reveals that Emerson’s perceptiveness of divine individuation was perhaps most profoundly signified in his assertion that “These roses under my window make no reference to former roses or to better ones . . .” It is only today, in light of our knowledge of the quantum physical realm, that the depth of Emerson’s rosy insight becomes fully apparent.
The Game of the Rose 
Out beyond ideas of wrong-doing and right-doing, there is a field.  I'll meet you there.

When the soul lies down in that grass the world is too full to talk about.
–Rumi
All of me, why not take all of me . . .
-Popular song
Spirit merges with matter to sanctify the universe. Matter transcends to return to spirit. The interchangeability of matter and spirit means the starlit magic of the outermost life of our universe becomes the soul-light magic of the innermost life of our self. The energy of the stars becomes us. We become the energy of the stars. Stardust and spirit unite and we begin: One with the universe. Whole and holy. From one source, endless creative energy, bursting forth, kinetic, elemental. We, the earth, air, water and fire - source of nearly fifteen billion years of cosmic spiraling.
-Rep. Dennis Kucinich, from “Starlight and Spirit”
Every atom in our bodies is bit of stardust. Such is the intimacy of our relationship to the macro-universe of galaxies, solar systems, comets, and wandering meteors. And the process of our gestation as stellar offspring links us just as intimately to the micro-universe of sub-atomic particles. Each of us is a unique field of cosmic expression, resonating within a universal holarchy of other resonant fields that simultaneously infuse, surround, and sustain our very being. As astrophysicist Freeman Dyson describes the micro-universe of cosmically spiraling starlight: 
The picture of the world that we have reached is the following. Some ten or twenty qualitatively different quantum fields exist. Each fills the whole of space and has its own particular properties. There is nothing else except these fields; the whole of the material universe is built of them. Between various pairs of fields there are various kinds of interaction. Each field manifests itself as an elementary particle. The particles of a given type are always completely identical and indistinguishable. The number of particles of a given type is not fixed, for particles are constantly being created or annihilated or transmuted into one another. The properties of the interactions determine the rules of creation and transmutation of particles.

Even to a hardened theoretical physicist it remains perpetually astounding that our solid world of trees and stones can be built of quantum fields and nothing else. The quantum fields seem far too fluid and insubstantial to be the basic stuff of the universe. Yet we have learned gradually to accept the fact that the laws of quantum dynamics impose their own peculiar rigidity upon the fields they govern, a rigidity which is alien to our intuitive conceptions but which nonetheless effectively holds the earth in place. [Starship and Canoe]
Emerson, in his typically well-polished economy of style, earlier foreshadowed the essence of this quantum perspective with his assertion, “We live in a liquid universe that appears as a solid fact.” His intuition of an overall cosmic liquidity mediated by local rigidity gained scientific credibility when, a half-century later, British astronomer Sir Arthur Eddington remarked on the two distinct natures of his writing desk, as cited in a commentary by philosopher Peter Stuber:
You may be familiar with Arthur Eddington’s parable of the two writing desks. First there is the commonsense solid desk of our physical senses which we can wrap with our knuckles, write on, even sit upon. This desk contrasts with the second desk of quantum physics which consists almost entirely of empty space sprinkled with unimaginable tiny specks of energy separated by distances a hundred thousand times their own size. The interior of the atom is nearly entirely empty, a vast void.

There are many folk sciences, including folk physics. To folk physics things like this podium are made of substance; substance is something hard that fills space. This explains why you don't fall through a podium when you lean on it. However, the podium to real physics, as Arthur Eddington put it, is mostly empty space in which sparsely scattered...are numerous electric charges rushing about with great speed; but their combined bulk amounts to less than a billionth of the bulk of the [podium] itself. [Peter Suber] 

The vast quantum emptiness of the “liquid universe” may be even more graphically conveyed. For example, if one imagines the nucleus of an atom to be the size of a pea, the nearest electron would be the size of the finest grain of sand, whose distance from the pea is equivalent to the height of several of the world’s tallest skyscrapers stacked on top of one another. All that exists between the nucleus and its electron is space that is unoccupied by any other matter. 
By further imagining the compression of all sub-atomic particles to a single point wherein intermediate spaces no longer exist, we may conceive the universe’s emergence from the explosion of a miniscule primal condensate, a burst so mighty that 15 billion years later the cosmos continues to be ever more spaced out.
In any event, and nonetheless for all of its no-thingness, the quantum vacuum is highly procreative, as presciently foreshadowed in Emerson’s full statement about the specialness of his roses:

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.

That Emerson’s rosy comment was a foreshadowing of our present understanding of quantum dynamics was reveraled to me during a 1993 interview with astro-cosmologist Brian Swimme. In his book, The Universe Story, co-authored with Thomas Berry, I had encountered a perspective that utterly intrigued me: "The human being within the universe is a sounding board within a musical instrument." Preceding this assertion were similar metaphors: "Walt Whitman is a space the Milky Way fashioned to feel its own grandeur"; and "the Milky Way expresses its inner depths in Emily Dickinson's poetry, for Emily Dickinson is a dimension of the galaxy's development." 

These statements had further piqued my long-standing interest in phenomena that are attributable to mutual resonance, such as the shattering of a drinking glass from a distance by sounding a tone that has just the right volume and pitch, and thus the so-called “resonant intonation” required to accomplish that effect. At the rarified quantum level of cosmic order, we are told, there are only resonant frequencies and their respective particle fallouts, whose interconnectivity we experience as the “stuff” of the denser material plane of cosmic order.
In my eagerness to know exactly how “stuff happens,” as I sat with Brian at his kitchen table I queried him about the precise relationship between the quantum and material realms of order. I asked him to explain specifically how the quantum dynamics of resonant intonation go about interconnecting all the parts of the cosmic whole. 

Brian tapped his fingers on the table, glancing thoughtfully about for quite some time before looking out the window and replying:

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.”
From the perspective of overall quantum dynamics, the universe is an all-inclusive orchestration of a single field of interconnectivity, a self-conducting symphony of omni-mutually resonant relationships. From the perspective of local quantum dynamics, as a unique instrumental expression of the universal field, my being resounds with a unique variation of the overall cosmic theme. And as it does so, I exceed the mere summation of my parts as a specialized whole-self being who is integrally attuned to the greater whole-self being of the cosmos overall.

As in Emerson’s perspective on his non-referring roses, so it is in Swimme’s quantum perspective on persons: each of us is specialized. Each of us uniquely echoes the cosmic wholeness overall. Each of us resounds with – and as – a local resonance that distinguishes every self from all former persons, as well as from all contemporary and subsequent individuals. Insofar as we are constructs of the quantum field, we are literally at one with that field, both individually and collectively, even as each of us is at the same time one of the quantum field. What we each experience as self-and-cosmos is more fundamentally the expression of self-as-cosmos. This synergetic relationship of experience and expression is the dynamic that we call “consciousness”.
The relationship of experience and expression is fraught with seemingly contrary potentials. For example, from the macro-cosmic perspective of self-and-cosmos it seems that all experience can be reduced to the sum of its local parts. Yet from the micro-cosmic perspective of self-as-cosmos, it seems that I am produced as a localized expression of the universe’s totality. Without a mediating synthesis of both the macro-cosmic perspective of my experience and the micro-cosmic perspective of my expression, my perception of the world is forever poised to come apart at its seems. 
And so it is, as with Emerson’s roses, that each of us is special because every living configuration of the quantum cosmos is unique. And so it is as well for those who subscribe to the contrasting perspective: that none of us is special insofar as each of us is unique. Either way one chooses to address the cosmic and local dynamics of specialization, our uncommonality is something that all persons have in common. 
Complementing the New Thought Metaphysic
We cannot separate ourselves from the Universe…. 

There is not God and God’s Creation, only God as God’s Creation.
-Ernest Holmes (paraphrased)
When a scientist discovers evidence which does not obey a known scientific law, he is not privileged to simply declare the law invalid. The law worked under certain circumstances, so the scientist is obliged to create a new scientific law incorporating both the new evidence and the old law. This is a concept of benefit to metaphysics; we must learn that “different” is not necessarily the definition of “wrong”. –James Hurst
In light of the foregoing quantum perspective on our common uncommonality, the time is at hand for the calling forth of a quantum complement to the metaphysics of New Thought, an infusion of Newer Thought that embraces our diversely individuating perspective of self-and-cosmos within an all-inclusive holistic perspective of self-as-cosmos, i.e., of oneself as a re-sounding of the whole. 
Insofar as New Thought continues to work for individual persons, its inclusion within a holistic paradigm of Newer Thought is essential. New Thought and Newer Thought are necessarily co-inclusive. The experience of energetic individuality – the realm of self-and-cosmos – is enhanced rather than diminished by the expression of synergetic holism – the realm of self-as-cosmos – because all individuality is an effect of which its wholeness is the cause. Accordingly, holistic self-as-cosmos is the ground state of expression from which one’s individuated experience of self-and-cosmos emerges. 
Quite clearly, therefore, a Newer Thought paradigm cannot exile its New Thought precedent, just as the quantum physics paradigm does not banish its Newtonian predecessor, since every law is sacred to the realm of its own workability. What a Newer Thought paradigm can do is address dimensions of our existence that New Thought does not consider – namely, the social and community expressions of our being – even as New Thought continues to address the individual expression of our being. 

While the New Thought metaphysic of personal transformation continues to foster individuality, a Newer Thought metaphysic of social transformation will foster inclusivity. And while New Thought continues to address the anthropocentric concerns of humankind, a Newer Thought complement will address the cosmocentric concerns of the kindom of all that lives – lifekind. 
In other words, as New Thought continues to serve the eachness of us all, Newer Thought will additionally serve the allness of us each. Thus will New Thought and Newer Thought coincide in dinergetic complementarity.
While the word “synergy” is centuries old, “dinergy” is a term newly coined a few decades ago by Hungarian architect György Doczi, in his book, The Power of Limits: Proportional Harmonies in Nature, Art, and Architecture, to signify the twofold synergy of co-operating polarities. Dinergy is the operational aspect of complementarity, whose function Doczi defines as “the dynamic union of opposites.” From the cosmic perspective of “the game of the rose,” the dynamically unified complementary of the eachness of all and the allness of each is the grounded state of universal interconnectivity. 
Taken together, the dinergic complementarity of New Thought and Newer Thought provides us with a metaphysical unifying field perspective.
Starcke: Double think
Mitchell: Dyadic model.

???: Triadic model

Fuller: quadratic model

Dinergic synergy
Trinergic synergy

At present we have only seeds of a Newer Thought paradigm, most notably those of “Process New Thought” planted by C. Alan Anderson, and those of “Process Science of Mind” planted by Hyatt Carter.
New Thought is a personal intuition of spirituality, while Newer Thought is a transpersonal intuition thereof.
Ordinary people, even weak people, can do extraordinary things through temporary courage generated by a situation. But the person of character does not need the situation to generate his courage. It is a part of his being and a standard approach to all life's challenges. –Michael S. Josephson]
awareness and comprehension

This 

Crossroads Devolution.
Xxxx. .
-C. Alan Anderson
Xxxx. .
-Michael Beckwith
Xxxx. .
-Arthur W. Chang
In Purposeful Quest of Inclusivity

The purpose of life is a life of purpose, whose purpose is life itself. The quest to know such purpose entails a life of continuous, purposeful questioning. The discontinuous alternative – arriving at the answer – aborts the quest. Hence Andre Gide’s prescription: “Follow the seeker after truth, but beware of him who has found it.” 
Answers exist to give direction to our truth-seeking, rather than to be its destination, for truth is eternally beyond any answers that one may find. Even factual answers merely point to something true rather than fully contain that truth. Even the best of answers only have some truth rather than are the truth.
Gide’s prescription does not, therefore, preclude one’s continuous, purposeful questioning of an answer. The point is not to cease one’s seeking of truth even when an answer has been found. Having an answer merely shifts one’s quest for answers to a quest on behalf of such answers as one may find, lest the death of truth-seeking be a premonition of the truth-seeker’s death as well.
A worthy answer continues to elude rather than preclude one’s seeking after truth.  
our knowing the answers to two seemingly simple questions: “What’s so?” and “So what?” Yet life itself is not at all this simple, because it’s “what’s so’s” are in continuous fluctuation, both internally as one’s body/mind states constantly shift about, and externally as one’s relationships with others do the same. No sooner does one figure out “what’s so?” and “so what?” – whether about oneself, others, or life overall – than something happens that doesn’t fully correspond with one’s configuration.
Nor does the relationship between any “what’s so?” and its “so what?” represent a linear correspondence since their influence is mutual: one’s answer to “so what?” tends to shape one’s perception of “what’s so?” and vice versa. For example, if the “so what?” that I’ve concluded from past experience is that nobody can be trusted, then those who actually are trustworthy will remain invisible in my ongoing “what’s so?” Or if my current “what’s so?” includes having a terminal disease, the “so what?” of my relationships to others will be quite different than they would otherwise be.
Less simply put therefore – when factoring in the existence of others – life presents us with four questions: “What is so for me?” and “So what of this?”; plus “What is so for us?” and “So what of that?” Furthermore, since each of us participates in numerous “us’s”, these four questions are multiplied by the number of us’s with whom one identifies: one’s family, one’s neighborhood, community, nation, and world, plus all the other us’s of two or more persons that are interwoven with these, from living rooms to boardrooms, from places of work to places of play, from civic groups to professional associations, and so on. 
The larger the grouping to which one relates as an “us,” much larger is the degree of its interconnectivity. For example, while an “us” of two persons is interconnected by a single link . . .
●                 ●

. . . a three-person “us” is interconnected by three links . . .
●

●                 ●

. . . and a four-person “us” is interconnected by six links:
●                 ●

●                 ●

Among five persons each of whom relates to the other four, the interconnectivity quotient is ten. Among six persons there are fifteen interlinkages, among seven, there are twenty-one, among eight, twenty-eight, and so on. Because an “us”’s interconnectivity increases logarithmically the addition of each additional member, a 50-person “us” (an extended family, for instance) has an interconnectivity quotient of 1225 links. [Fortunately, the interconnectivity quotient of larger “us”’s need not be figured out by drawing dots and arrows. One instead may multiply the number of members in an “us,” (for example, 3) by itself (3x3=9), then subtract the number from that initial total (9-3=6), and divide the remainder by 2 (6(2=3).]
[ http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metcalf%27s_Law / http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Reed%27s_Law ]
In larger “us”’s, such as cities, nations, and the Internet, almost all of one’s omni-mutual interlinkages exist only as a potential for activation. Yet even these enormous potentials are at least partially energized and galvanized by the mass media, especially in the wake of sudden natural cataclysms and in mourning the deaths of those who became world citizens. 
Only in the universal quantum field – the most inclusive of all memberships – is the activation of interconnectivity virtually complete. Amidst the quantum flux, a change in the state of any particle has an instantaneous and simultaneous influence on all other particles with which it has ever been in relationship, however long ago or in a galaxy far away their relationship began. 
If, as presently hypothesized, our universe originated in an explosion of a single point within which everything was initially related to everything else, then Walter Thomas’ poetic sentiment, “Thou canst not touch a flower without disturbing a star,” is also a statement of quantum fact, however minute such disturbances may be. Is it the cosmic reconciliation of all such disturbances that we intuit in conceptions such as “the balance of nature” and “the music of the spheres?”
In the realm of social interconnectivity, the multiplicity of us’s is even further complexified by the ambiguity that attends every relationship. So few of us fully know ourselves, let alone any other person, that even a simple transaction between myself and another person involves an “us” of six persona rather than merely two: my perception of who I am + the person I actually am + my perception of the other + the person the other actually is – in addition to all of which there is also this fourfold complex of the other. (The totality of this complex is six rather than eight, however, when we assume that who each of us actually is remains constant). 

As if such personification were not already sufficiently complex, we further tend to factor into our transactions – however unconsciously – our respective perceptions of how the other perceives us. As a consequence of this psychological multiplex, tracking the intricacies of merely a twofold “us” can be quite maddening, as reflected in portrayals like the following from Ronald Laing’s book, Knots:

 Xxxx
It is little wonder that in addition to exploring the multiplex of their relational “what’s so?’s” and “so what?”’s, some people also seek to discern a unifying simplex, as evidenced in the contemporary search for a “theory of everything” (commonly abbreviated as a “TOE”). Their quest for an all-inclusive “what’s so?” takes the form of inquiries such as: 
· What (if anything) is so, everywhere and always, about all that is?

· What are the universal constituents and principles of existence?

· Of these universals, which (if any) are so constant that all fluctuation is governed thereby?
· What is the relationship between these universals and our awareness and knowing thereof?

It is the “what’s so?” and “so what?” of questions such as these that have inspired my thinking in quest of a social “theory of everything,” even though in doing so I run the risk of stubbing my own TOE. 
Nothing Can Work Better than What Works
Most people don't really need advice.  They just need support and discipline in doing what they already know works. -Marianne -Xxxx
We either make ourselves miserable, or we make ourselves strong. The amount of work is the same. -Carlos Casteneda
You only live once – but if you work it right, once is enough. –Joe E. Louis

The beginning is the most important part of the work. -Plato
Legend has it that an ancient Persian king offered his wise men a rich reward if they could utter a statement that is self-evidently always true. The truism they offered was “This, too, shall pass.”
Nothing is more obvious to our physical senses – and to our historical sensibilities – than the transience of all things that are thus discernable. I was still in youthful formation of my life philosophy when this fact of life was starkly illumined for me by Percy Bysshe Shelley’s poem, “Ozymandias”:
I met a traveller 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:

"My name is Ozymandias, king of kings.

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.

I saw Ozymandias’ commandment of the “Mighty” to despair as a gesture of desperation in itself, an embodiment of the futility inherent in all attempts to take a permanent stand on the transient sands of time. “Things which are seen,” I had earlier been informed from the pulpit of my childhood church, “are not made of things which do appear” (Hebrews 11:3). Although I did not then understand just what this statement meant, it had lingeringly lodged itself in the back of my mind. Contemplating it in the light of Shelley’s poem, I concluded that permanence – if such a quality even exists – is perhaps best sought in the realm of the non-apparent (whatever that might be), which I would later come to know as the metaphysical domain.
During my early college years, my intrigue with matters of permanence and transience was deepened by my encounter of two more statements that are pertinent thereto. One is attributed to Heraclitus, the first renowned Greek philosopher: “The only thing permanent is change.” The other is a French proverb, “The more things change, the more they stay the same.” The latter riddle tended to prove its own case by reminding me of the Biblical lament that “there is nothing new under the sun” (Ecclesiastes 1:9). 

The juxtaposition of these two conundrums awakened my hopeful realization that wisdom may be as redundant through the ages as is the apparent lack thereof. It also suggested 1) that transience is a guarantor of durability, and 2) that impermanence is therefore conserving of permanence. I was moved by these insights to mail a query to philosopher Mortimer Adler, who was awarding sets of the Encyclopedia Britannica’s Great Books to those whose questions he addressed in his mid-1950’s newspaper column. I asked Adler how one may resolve the constancy of impermanence with the permanence of constancy, in the interplay of which the erosive consequences of transience seemingly sustain what prevails.
Although Adler did not address my question, the question has not ceased addressing me. After a decade of attempting to integrate Shelley’s portrayal of the eroding sands of time with Heraclitus’ implication that nothing is more enduring than this erosive tendency itself as well as with the proverbial confirmation that erosion has a stabilizing tendency, I came to my own partial resolution of the mysterious interplay of constancy and change:
When I behold a rock I also see the soil

that the rock shall one day be,

the ground of lifekind's future offspring.

When I contemplate the air

I imagine the trillions of other creatures

who also have been, are, and will be

breathing it back to life.

When I observe the planet's waters

I remember that my body,

like the substance of all other earthly creatures,

consists mostly of this ever-flowing

re-life-cycling liquid.

When I gaze at human fabrications,

I marvel at the fact that so many of them are made

from substances that formerly had life or one day will.

Nearly everything that passes through my hands

has either been a part of something living

or is on its way to being so.

I sometimes contemplate the things that come to hand,

to remember or to speculate about

their once-upon-a-time and future life.

Former lifekind fuels my car,

clothes my body,

heats my home,

while lifekind yet to be

lies dormant in nearly all that I cast off.

Nothing in my world is fully dead.

Like the rain, life falls in one place

to elsewhere rise in another.

And wherever I see life that is no longer or not yet,

it reminds me that I, too,

am in and of what is forever now.

The ancient Persian wise men, I had come to realize, might also have counseled, “Life goes on.” 
In the beginning (scientific version)

Earth was a sterile sphere 

of boiling oceans and barren rock.

No living thing drew breath,

nor moved upon the face of the deep,

until the spark of serial immortality was struck,

commanding: "let there be life."

And there was life.

Earth's rock steadily eroded

while the soil of that erosion brought forth fruit.

Lifekind flourished,

and transformed Earth's barren surface

to a thriving global household.

Should lifekind exist elsewhere among the stars,

there also it must take exception

to the usual way of things.

The ordinary course of events is dissipation – 
burning up,

wearing out,

running down,

becoming less –
while lifekind steadily increases.

The command to bring forth life

is stronger than our anti-lifekind blunderings.

Though we may have the power to eliminate many species

including perhaps our own,
the power of lifekind overall

is greater than any force that we unleash.

Lifekind continues to flourish in

Hiroshima,

Nagasaki,

Alamagordo

and Bikini.

Thus did I seemingly reconcile two self-evident truths: This, too, shall pass  in  order  that life may go on. Nonetheless, my mutual reconciliation of constancy and change felt only partial. A remaining facet of their embrace seemed no more resolved than ever, as demonstrated by a story from the Zen tradition concerning a farmer whose horses broke through a fence and ran away.
"That's too bad," his neighbor said upon hearing the news.
"Who knows what's bad?" was the farmer’s reply.
The next day the farmer's son found the wayward animals amidst a band of wild horses.  When they were once again securely fenced at home, several of the wild horses were now among their number.
"That's good," said the neighbor, reflecting on the farmer's gain.
The farmer shrugged his shoulders saying, "Who knows what's good?".
The following day, the farmer's son broke his leg while trying to tame one of the wild horses.
"That's too bad," the neighbor commiserated.
"Who knows what's bad?" was all the farmer had to say.
The next day a group of soldiers visited the farm, to conscript the farmer’s son into military service.  Seeing his condition, they rode on.
"That's good," the neighbor said upon hearing of this latest turn of events.
"Who knows what's good?" replied the farmer.
Terminally assessing some facet of a whole that is as yet not fully unfolded tends to border on the facetious. It is thus no accident that the words “facet” and “facetious” share a common signification: the face of what, though momentarily seen, continues to be not made of things which do appear. The permanence of impermanence presents a face of inscrutability that behooves us, like the farmer, to cultivate suspended judgment.
According to one version of common sense, “good” consists of what’s “right,” and “bad” consists of what’s “wrong.” Yet this reasoning merely further begs the farmer’s questions: how do we know what’s right?: how do we know what’s wrong? These questions were addressed by the nineteenth century French physician, Claude Bernard, when he declared that “Theories are neither right nor wrong, they are either fertile or sterile.” Such is the scientific standard for the discernment of “good” and “bad,” in which “fertility” is determined by workability: what works is right, while what doesn’t work is wrong.
Workability is a trustworthy standard of discernment because it so consistently serves the scientific operational principle of “falsification”: if there is no way to demonstrate that a proposition is false, then there is likewise no way to certify it as true. William James alluded to falsification a half century before it was stated as a principle, when he observed that the existence of a single white crow disproves the contention that all crows are black. 
What makes workability such a trustworthy standard is its consistency as a means of falsification:

What doesn't work does not work.

Doing more of what doesn't work does not work.

Trying harder at what doesn't work does not work.

Improving what doesn't work does not work.

Getting better at what doesn't work does not work.

Mastering what doesn't work does not work.

The only thing that works is what does work. -Douglas Yeaman

Science is a quest to identify and understand the universal constituents and principles of workability. 

Greatest workability for the greatest number.
The Great Work now, as we move into a new millennium, is to carry out the transition from a period of human devastation of the Earth to a period when humans would be present to the planet in a mutually beneficial manner. –Thomas Berry
The universal constituents of existence represent a congregation rather than an aggregation, and it is within the mutuality of constancy and change that they congregate.

Return to coherence: I used to be different. Now I am the same.

There is neither good nor bad, e’re thinking makes it so.
Appreciation.

Puzzle piece - Everywhere I go, here I am.
Bless the appearances, full speed ahead: FLOW
This book was conceived as I was quietly awaiting my next beginning during another time of transience in my life. 

What’s good is a world that works for all. 
********************

Mahatma Gandhi's vital and wonderful non-violent approach cannot work in all situations.  It only works where there is an existing relationship between the persons involved, which non-violence pressures and interrogates, but does not abandon. –Andrew Knock
the principle of locality is that distant objects cannot have direct influence on one another: an object is influenced directly only by its immediate surroundings. [with the outer limits of immediacy being defined by the speed of light]

Our chief weapon has been the Theory of Evolution, which indeed is powerful and true, but when we pit Evolution against Creationism, we put ourselves at a deep disadvantage, because, false as Creationism is, it is nonetheless a complete cosmology, providing answers, false as they are, to the great philosophical questions, whereas Evolution, true as it is, is not a cosmology unto itself.   And scientific cosmology, as we know it, does not yet touch upon life and society, and cannot provide full answers to the great philosophical question either.  The Omniscientific Cosmology, on the other hand, with physics, astronomy and chemistry as foundation, and biology, ecology and sociology as edifice, embraces Evolution as an integral part, as well as other biological and social theories, thus capable of and indeed providing new and rational answers to the ancient philosophical questions.  And with these answers, we can chart our course to our optimal destiny. –Anthony Marr

The purpose of life is a life of purpose, whose purpose is life itself.

-from the Gospel of Yet to be Common Sense
[Andre Gide]

In due respect for Andre Gide’s prescription, I do not herein endeavor to present the social metaphysics. Nor is my presentation of a social metaphysics conclusively finished. This collection of materials represents the beginning of a social metaphysics, rather than its consummation.

This manuscript is not a presentation of the social metaphysics, nor does it present a social metaphysics that fully finished. retend to present the social metaphysics

Concerning Things that Change in Order to Stay the Same
All change takes place within the changeless.
-Ernest Holmes
Despite my failure to elicit the insight of Mortimer Adler, and the reinforcement thereof via my own set of the Great Books, I continued my own contemplation of the mutually supportive interrelationship of constancy and change. I was especially intrigued by the paradoxical implication that impermanence is somehow conservative of permanence. This implication confounded my understanding of conservatism, for I had been led to believe that conservatism is antagonistic to change.
Once I addressed this issue in so many words by wondering, “how does change conserve constancy?” it occurred to me that change could serve as an agent of conservation via alterations that result in preservation. I confirmed this hypothesis by a search of the literature of evolutionary biology, which indeed portrays change as conservatively adaptive. An example of evolutionary conservatism is the lungfish, a presumed link between aquatic and terrestrial life. It is thought that  this creature’s rudimentary lung-like and leg-like structures initially developed so that when it was thrown by a receding tide onto a beach, it could survive long enough to crawl back to the ocean that had cast it off – a clear example of things that change in order to stay the same.
This also meant that the emergence of terrestrial life was an evolutionary fluke. According to Darwinian theory, life itself is a fluke, because evolutionary innovations are presumed to be utterly random in their outcome. Evolution proceeds via accidental adaptive innovations that conserve the biological status quo amidst transient circumstances in which accidental non-adaptive changes are weeded out by natural selection. This is how evolution has functioned since the first organic molecule accidentally emerged from inorganic matter (in a fluid form that Darwinians refer to as “slime”), and became the common ancestor of all that has since lived.
From the very beginning, therefore, the permanence of life’s liberality has been conserved by the perpetual accident called “evolution,” which since its inception has been randomly populating the once barren planetary rock on which Earth’s lifekind presently flourishes. Yet from a Darwinian perspective, neither the creation nor preservation of life has ever been – nor can it be – evolution’s purpose. Darwinists presume that evolution is utterly devoid of purpose, being itself an accidental fluke. Evolution functions purely by accident, not by purposeful design. Accordingly, such design as may exist in the evolutionary process serves no purpose, only its own accidental nature.
However pertinent Darwinian theory may be to my wonderings about constancy and change, it falls twice short of laying my intrigue therewith to rest. Its portrayal of a universe devoid of purpose is in denial of numerous credible studies of psychology, beginning with Viktor Frankl’s Man’s Search for Meaning, which reveal that purposefulness is essential to our physical, mental, and emotional well-being, and is thus also vitally essential to our survival. 
Because Darwinism’s portrayal of all existence as purposeless, a self-invalidating denial that is supported by modern science generally, leaves us with what Matthew Fox has called a cosmology of loneliness, concerning which he asks:
Is it possible that the real cause of the drug, alcohol, and entertainment addictions haunting our society is not so much the "drug lords" of other societies but the cosmic loneliness haunting our own?  Perhaps alcohol is a liquid cosmology and drugs are a fast-fix cosmology for people lacking a true one.  

Popularized Darwinian theory further posits that a single, all-encompassing function underlies all that happens, “survival of the fittest” via “the struggle for existence.” Socialized Darwinism accredits survival and struggle as the twin peaks of life’s value. In consistency with Darwinian theory, however, struggle and survival must also be classified as purposeless flukes, along with Darwinian theorists themselves, whose often purposeful advocacy is likewise an accidental fluke in breech of their own doctrine.
Just as Newtonian mechanics do not account for the dynamics of everything that is material, neither do Darwinian mechanics account for everything that is evolutionary. Even as Newtonian science has been complemented by quantum physics and relativity, therefore, so is Darwinism likewise open to supplementation.
Of Selfish Genes and Co-operative Memes
The strength of our species lies not in sharp fangs or piecing claws.

It lies in our ability to use our minds to cooperate with each other.

-Ken Keyes, Jr.
Subsequent to Darwin’s publication of The Origin of Species, survival has been touted as the supreme and all-prevailing biological constant, as well as (by the so-called “social Darwinist” mentality) the supreme and all-prevailing societal constant. Darwinian struggle for existence has been socially appropriated to justify self-serving, dog-eat-dog-ish competition, an “I got mine now you get yours” mentality sometimes glorified as “rugged individualism.” From the perspective of Darwinism thus socialized, survival of the fittest and struggling for existence are the ultimate family values of every species.
A recent permutation of Darwinian theory contends that the supreme biological constant is not the survival of species, rather the survival of “selfish genes.” It is rather among competing genes that the struggle for existence is initiated, than among the organisms that genes create to perpetuate their self-serving competitive tendencies. This view is analogous to the proposition that a chicken is a selfish egg’s way of producing another egg. 
Richard Dawkins, the British zoologist who popularized this genetic variation on the Darwinian theme, also proposed a remedy to the selfishness that now threatens the well-being of lifekind overall as rival human gene pools vie for their survival by stockpiling weapons of mass destruction. In the past several decades tens of thousands of nuclear warheads and all manner of lethal biological and chemical agents have become integral to evolution’s selective process. Thus our best hope for continued survival, in Dawkins’ view, is to replicate co-operative memes from mind to mind as effectively as we forward our selfishly competitive genes from body to body. 
The word “meme” (rhymes with “dream”) represents what psychologists call a “mental construct” and what metaphysicians call a “thought-form.” A meme is a conceptual lens that shapes our perception of reality accordingly. The term “meme” signifies any word, phrase, image, or symbol that tends to stick in the minds of those who hear or see it, and therein conditions their collective perceptions, beliefs, and behavior accordingly. In short: one’s outlook is dependent upon the memes that shape the consciousness of the one who is looking out.
Well-known memes from the past have included, in addition to the phrases “survival of the fittest,” “the struggle for existence,” the terms and “rugged individualism” and “family values,” the commercial tags, “Things go better with Coke” and “Where’s the beef?”, and the images of Colonel Sanders and Uncle Sam. We even have a mental construct that signifies the nature of memes themselves, á la the phrase “viruses of the mind.”
Dawkins’ proposal gave impetus to a new branch of science called “memetics,” which investigates the manner in which mental constructs become virulently self-propagating within our collective consciousness. Memetic science supports the creation of so-called “designer memes,” contrived mental constructs that are made deliberately virulent via  mass media transmission so as to stick in our collective consciousness on behalf of marketing products, electing politicians, framing public issues, and reinforcing belief systems (or creating new ones). The objective of such memetic engineering is to originate and propagate (a.k.a. “propagandize) mental constructs that will be as culturally, politically, or commercially potent as the examples cited above.
In Dawkinsonian perspective, our future depends on the outcome of a race between co-operative designer memes and competitive definer genes, in which the propagation of co-operative memes is sloggingly tortoise-like in contrast to our competitive genes’ billion-year hare-like head start. Furthermore, the race’s stakes are enormous. Its outcome is potentially genocidal of much of our planetary gene pool so long as competing human eddies in the pool remain poised to cough up their respective nuclear hairballs. 
Yet again there seems to be nothing new under the sun. Dawkins’ portrayal of a race between memes and genes is yet another instance of “the more things change the more they stay the same,” for his portrait is essentially a genetic upgrade of an assessment made by his earlier countryman, H.G. Wells, that “civilization is a race between education and catastrophe.” 
Toward a More Sociable Darwinism
It is not the strongest of the species that survive, nor the most intelligent,

but the ones most responsive to change. 

-Charles Darwin
Socialized Darwintis theory tends to associate fitness for survival with mightiness and intelligence. Yet Darwin himself associated such fitness with the ability to prevail by making workable adaptations to fluctuating environmental circumstances (as, for instance, did the lungfish), rather than by working against the flux. In Darwin’s view, an organism’s or species’ responses to a changing milieu are effective only as they accommodate change co-operatively, since all non co-operative accommodations are sooner or later eliminated by natural selection. 

[I herein hyphenate the verb “co-operate” and its derivatives to emphasize the literal meaning of the term, which is “to work together.”] 
Darwin perceived evolution as a process by which effective adaptation consists of working in conjunction with changing circumstances by accommodating rather than working against such change by defying, altering, manipulating, or otherwise resisting it. In the biological Darwinist mentality, the emphasis is on self-alteration in response to change. In the socialized Darwinist mentality, however, the emphasis is on altering the process of change itself in order to conserve and advance the competitive edge of those who are presently mighty, be it physically (most recently with steroids), intellectually, financially, politically, or otherwise. The socialized Darwinist mentality not only resists changes that threaten the status quo of those who are currently mighty, it also promotes contrived changes that perpetuate and magnify their existing status quo. Such endeavoring to adjust the world to the contemporary self-styled fitness of our species is a social permutation of the evolutionary process. 
Consequent to socialized Darwinism’s insinuation into our collective consciousness, “survival of the fittest” and “the struggle for existence” have become our species’ pivotal mental constructs, as they now represent the ultimate memeing of life concerning the nature of our being. So long as our endeavors to leverage contrived change have these memes as their pivot point, struggling to survive is the fulcrum upon which teeter-totters our present understanding of our changing world. 
The name we have given to this survivalist fulcrum is “competition.” Competition is among the most virulent and potent of all memes in our contemporary collective consciousness, to the extent that it presently overshadows any memetic alternatives.
There are many today who argue that a more sociable Darwinism would consist of an effective refutation of Darwinism overall, and its replacement with the perspective called “intelligent design.” Yet a far less controversial memetic alternative is also at hand. A well-known alternative to “competition” (working against one another) is “co-operation” (working together), which also plays a largely overlooked role in Darwinian theory.
While “competition” is a divisive mental construct, “co-operation” is a unifying one. Nor are these two memes necessarily excluding of one another, as acknowledged in Ralph Waldo Emerson’s dictum that “No member of a crew is praised for the rugged individuality of his rowing.” As one may clearly see if s/he stops to think about it, few if any successful competitors are without one or more co-operative allies. So it is, for instance, with flourishing species, among whose members co-operation is a prevailing tendency (though with sometimes notable exceptions, especially in our own). 
Just as change and constancy are wedded, so are competition and co-operation. Co-operation is also a vital factor in the natural selection process, and today’s Earth changes are selecting for co-operative tendencies and capacities heretofore unprecedented in our species’ history. In H.G. Wells’ envisioned race between education and catastrophe, the latter may well be our greatest educator on behalf of co-operation. Nor need the requisite catastrophe be of extra-terrestrial origin, as in Wells’ War of the Worlds. The accelerating increase of terrestrial catastrophes that have global implications – tsunami’s, hurricanes, pandemics, and urban chemical spills – are no less selective of co-operation than they are of competition. They soon may tend become selective of human competition on behalf of co-operative service to the common good of all that lives.
Awakening to Conscious Evolution 
We are evolution’s way of becoming aware and directive of itself. 

-Julian Huxkey
Possibly – yet not necessarily – the greatest terrestrial catastrophe of modern times has been the emergence of the human species as a planetary force. We are wielding mighty evolutionary powers of which we have yet to become mindfully aware. Our planet’s evolution has become subject to the enormous collective impact of our species’ global presence. Humanity is emerging as a planetary force, 
Humanity’s impact on planetary change has become comparable to that of the four geological forces that preceded us: the energetic dynamics of our planet’s electromagnetic field; the erosive dynamics of wind and water; the terrestrial dynamics that give rise to mountain ranges, volcanic eruptions, earthquakes, and tsunamis; and the ecological dynamics of organic evolution. 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. 

Lest we short circuit Earth’s evolutionary automatic pilot, its further evolution must receive more mindful human piloting. As the only species that is aware of both the nature and the extent of its 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 compatibly with our planet.

As we awaken to a conscious application of our evolutionary role, as cited by Julian Huxley, we can alter the direction being taken by our presently unconscious exercise of that role. 
For instance, on behalf of a more sociable Darwinism, we may introduce appropriate global memes into our collective consciousness, memes such as “a world that works for all,” “the kindom of all life,” and “the well-being of lifekind overall.” Given humanity’s emerging global custodial role of the evolution process, we might even suggest a new name for our species, homo custodiens. In any event, it behooves us to design memes that are unifying of mindsets presently beholden to the competitive Hobbesian meme of “nature red in tooth and claw,” which lingers implicitly and perniciously in its Darwinian successor meme, “survival of the fittest.”

To be effective as a globally unifying meme, the requisite mental construct will conserve a longstanding perspective on the nature and dynamics of change, namely, that all change takes place within the changeless. Even as (to quote another longstanding meme) “all things come to pass,” their passage takes place in accordance with unchanging principles. 
Our present mental constructs for “the changeless” do not impress co-operation (literally, “working together”) on the global human mindset. This is the case with religious and metaphysical memes such as “God” (who is unchangingly “the same yesterday, today, and tomorrow”), “the absolute”, “first cause”, and “Divine Mind”, as well as with secular memes such as “maintaining the balance of Nature,” “sustainability” and the like.
The relationship between change and changelessness is analogous to that between a lever and a fulcrum. Nothing can function as an unmoving (changeless) fulcrum until a moving (changing) lever is applied. Nor can relative leverage be achieved without a constant fulcrum. The same relationship prevails between constancy and the changes relative thereto. Leverage of change can be no more effective than the constancy of the fulcrum that empowers it.  What is most urgently called for in our time is a mental construct that embeds in the global human mindset an enduring respect for the mutual constancy that unites rather than divides us in our respective pursuits of change.
Dissociate the evolutionary value of “survival” from the social value “competition” and associate it instead with the social value of “co-operaton.”
In short, we require a globally suitable meme that signifies a changeless fulcrum on which co-operative leverage of change can take place. 

In the Mean Time . . .
In times of profound change, the teachable inherit the earth,

while those full of knowledge find themselves beautifully equipped

to deal with a world that no longer exists.

-Eric Hoffer

Along with my discovery a half century ago of both Heraclitus’ perspective on change and the French proverbial one, I encountered a newspaper editorial entitled “Everything Nailed Down is Coming Loose.” Its author proclaimed that all we considered to be durable in the world was in radical transition, and that those who treasured the status quo were in for a mean time ahead. 

Within a decade it was apparent that not only was this global transition speeding up, the rate of its speed-up was also accelerating, as documented in Alvin Toffler’s book, Future Shock. We were well on our way to being what Jeanne Houston has called “the generation of parenthesis,” a species historically embedded between its no longer and its not yet. 
My experience of the past half century of mean time for the status quo has fed my continued contemplation of permanence and impermanence, in quest of a unifying frame of reference that fully reconciles constancy and relativity. In consequence of this quest, I presently perceive myself immersed in a juxtaposition of things that change and things that stay the same, a correlation that has metaphysical as well as physical aspects. The term “metaphysical” signifies the unchanging constant non-material context that conditions my experience of the ever-changing relative material content of the physical realm. 
For example, imagine a blind man fishing with a net whose mesh is one square inch. His inability to catch a fish less than one inch long would make it logical for him to conclude that there are no fish of such length.  
My metaphysical mental construct of the world is analogous to a fishnet.  Just as a net with one-inch mesh is incapable of catching a fish that is less than one inch long, so is a mental construct that “people can’t be trusted” incapable of identifying a person who can be trusted.  Though trustworthy people may be all around me, my mental construct prevents me from identifying them.  They slip through the mesh of my mental construct as readily as a minnow slips through a one-inch net, and I am enmeshed instead only with the untrustworthy remainder. 
My metaphysical context determines what I am conscious from, while the realm of physicality is what I am conscious of. What I am conscious of is confined to the stipulations of what I am conscious from, which is analogous to a fishing net. 
Our paradigmatic reality code accounts for what comes to our awareness and what gets screened out, and tends to leave us unaware of evidence that is contrary to its formulations, just as dipping a fishnet of one-inch mesh into murky waters would leave us unaware of the presence of minnows.  Paradigmatic reality-nets, however, sometimes let the “big ones” get away.  A dramatic example of the mind’s inability to see more than the reflection of its paradigmatic suppositions – until it is overwhelmed by contrary evidence or experience – was the belated recognition of the ozone hole in our planet’s upper atmosphere, something so unexpected that it was overlooked for years.  Only when the hole became so large that it could no longer escape detection, was it then identified in subsequent reviews of earlier data, wherein its existence and growth had been quite apparent all along.  Such oversights are inevitable so long as participants consider their observations to be exact photocopies rather than internalized self-portraits of what is so.

This insight to my own insight further informs an earlier statement (on p. xx) as follows: Though I don’t always experience what I am mindfully looking, praying, and meditating for, I do always experience what I am subconsciously looking, praying, and meditating from. With my “come-from” as the lens of my perception, I am blind to all that comes from elsewhere. For instance, if I am looking and praying for someone I can trust, from a mindset whose come-from is “nobody can be trusted,” I will continue to see and experience other persons as being untrustworthy. People who can be trusted will escape detection by the untrustingly focused lens of my mindset’s frame of reference, which is the casual matrix of my experience. For all practical purposes, I will be like a man who always fishes with a net whose mesh (synonym for “matrix”) is one square inch, and who concludes from this that there are no fish of less than one inch in length.

The radar of my human sensorium is grounded in a perceptual matrix, the nature of which is such that my only “free” will therein is my power to makeover the matrix. My perceptual matrix continues to work out my life the way it does in spite of any wishing on my part that it worked otherwise. It behooves me, therefore, to program its workings wisely. I cannot choose to free myself of having a perceptual matrix, only to be free from the limitations of any given one. An example of this is when I remove my glasses, which correct for farsightedness, in order to read. Their lenses allow me to be free from the limitations of my farsightedness, even though I am still unfree of those limitations. My perceptivity is likewise sometimes in need of corrective lenses.

My “free will” exists only in potential until I actualize it by exercising my ability to re-program (re-lens, re-matrix) the self-limiting perceptions and behavior that conform to my subconscious mindset’s “force of habit.” Such resetting of my mind consists of making over my force of habit by programming it to make choices whose outcome is productive of the self-expanding experience and behavior that I desire. Prerequisite to all change of the way I experience and behave, as distinct from changing what my experience and behaviors are, is a perceptual makeover that is appropriate to the change I wish to experience. Though I never get to eliminate so-called “force of habit,” I am always free to modify its direction.

This may be analogous to fishing with a net of one-inch mesh that allows everything less than an inch long to slip through it, and then insisting that no fish exist that are less than one inch long.

In much the same way, a pattern of thought that is governed by a mechanical paradigm precludes the perception of a non-mechanical relationship.

I can change the content of my metaphysical context, but not the way it works. The way that metaphysicality works is the changeless aspect of what’s so. 

This is in keeping with the Apostle Paul’s pronouncement that “Things which are seen are not made of things which do appear” (Hebrews 11:3). Nothing we have learned since he made that pronouncement has resolved its seeming mystery, not even our present understanding that everything seen is made up of invisible atomic particles and energy fields. 
As understood metaphysically, the unseen fabricating agent of things seen is ultimately sourced from beyond the realm of physicality that includes even the tiniest of sub-atomic particles and all discernable energy fields however subtle or esoteric they may be. No matter how miniscule or obscure a detectable trace of matter or energy may be, the ultimate origin of that trace is not in the physical realm. Accordingly, whatever is yet to become apparent to our telescopically, microscopically, and electronically extended physical senses, it likewise will not be made of things which do appear. If, in the mean time of our commitment to the status quo, we continue to assume that only things seen and seeable via physical sensibility have practical value, we remain blind to the greater values that sustain the practicality of our so-called “survival.” 
For instance, two decades ago the project director of a proposed particle accelerator that required massive federal funding was intensely grilled concerning the project's contribution to the nation's military defense. Though he could not promise that the proposed accelerator would produce knowledge of military value, committee members persisted in raising that question. One congressman finally asked, "Why should we allocate so much money for something that doesn't aid the national defense?"  To which the scientist replied, "Look at it this way. What we learn from the accelerator is not likely to increase our country's defensive capabilities. Yet it can make our country’s way of life even more worth defending."

What makes our time a mean one for defenders of the status quo is that we are defending an increasingly unworkable way of life.
Re-coining Our Attention
Attention is the coin of the realm.

Whatever it is that you "pay" your attention to, you've bought
–David Gordon
Our memes condition the realm of consciousness, from which we pay attention, which is why we 

and“Survival of the fittest” has become the pivotal meme in humanity’s collective subconscious mind, where it conditions all payment of attention.

So long as our attention is focused primarily on material success and survival, our lives will be a competitive struggle for successful survival, and our time on Earth will continue to be mean. With whatever meme we associate a life thus focused – “getting ahead,” “keeping up with the Joneses,” “making a living,” “living the good life” – struggle is the context of our existence, survival is our all-consuming value, and systemic conflict is the primary coinage of our attentional realm. So-called “fitness”, therefore, favors the survival of the meanest.
Competition for fitness selects for meanness, and thus the survival of the meanest. Co-operation for fitness selects for kindness, and thus survival of the kindliest. Sustainability favors the survival of the kindliest. 
Re-coining the elements of mean time:

Struggle is the context of our existence. The alternative to the meme of “struggle” is the meme of “synergy.”
Survival is our all-consuming value. The alternative to the meme of “survival” is the meme of “sufficiency.”
Systemic conflict is the primary coinage of our attentional realm. The alternative to the meme of “conflict” is the meme of “co-operation.”
The pivotal meme that presently prevails in humankind’s collective consciousness is “survival of the fittest.”  
Things work together for good only for those who themselves work together for good in support of values that work together for the common good. Seek ye first the common good, and all will be added unto you.
harmonize our differences
Being a Catalyst is a spiritual calling. While we may be paid for our work, the reason that we work is not to be paid. The work of the Catalyst is "spiritual", (in the sense of being transcendental and grounded in the truths of the world's spiritual traditions) but it is not "religious" (in the sense of adhering to any particular theology, orthodoxy or dogma). 
What, then, is the nature of the non-apparent metaphysical context of things apparent? Essentially it is this: while all things seen undergo perpetual change in accordance with discernable physical laws, the non-apparent source of their fabrication is changeless in accordance with discernable metaphysical laws. Physicality is the realm of all that changes and is therefore relative, while metaphysicality is the realm of all that is unchanging and is therefore constant. 
Our principal challenge as metaphysicians is to maintain fidelity to unchanging metaphysicality while duly respecting our experience of changing physicality. Ernest Holmes signified this relationship as one of being true to our changing physical experience while not confusing our experience with unchanging metaphysical truth. As Holmes’ contemporary, Walter Russell, elucidated this mutual fidelity:

Man’s body is like a water pipe through which water flows, or a wire which conducts electricity. The pipe is not the water, nor is the wire the power, nor is the body the man. Man is as invisible as Nature itself. He is a mentality, not a quantity; but his body is a quantity which can gradually learn to express some of that mentality in mechanisms to become aware of their unity with Nature. As their sensing increases to a Consciousness of the Universal Intelligence within them, they become more creative and less imitative. 
From a metaphysical perspective we are not our experience, and are rather its experiencer. Our consequent challenge is to consciously dwell in our physicality without dwelling our consciousness upon our physicality,  being in the world though not of it. When our consciousness is focused on the relative physical realm, we tend to forget our grounding in the constant metaphysical realm, the realm from which our consciousness is focused. When we mistakenly become what our senses behold by identifying ourselves with changing physicality, we lose our more inclusive metaphysical sense of I-dentity as a changeless being within whom all beholding of change takes place.
Physics and metaphysics are thus analogous to two faces of a coin that we commonly call “reality.” Heraclitus’ statement that “The only thing permanent is change” represents the physical face of this coin. The French proverb, “The more things change, the more they stay the same,” represents its metaphysical face. Reality is therefore best comprehended by those whose understanding, like a coin, unites both faces. It is for this coin that we now require a globally sticky meme.
Meditation on erosion.

Ecclesiastes
The lost meme.
Having lived my professional life as an educator who is far more savvy about memes than genes, I place my faith in what I deem to be the most likely tortoise to win. I agree with yet another Englishman, Winston Churchill, in his assessment that “Americans always do the right thing, but only after exhausting all other possibilities.” Accordingly, in spite of our present government’s commitment to leaving no throwable stone unturned as it makes the world safe for democracy (i.e., for the global hegemony of the American brand thereof), I trust that more truly conservative memes will prevail than the ultimately exhaustive one labeled “pre-emptive nuclear strike” 

because it considers consciousness, thought, intuition, feeling and emotion to be mere evolutionary flukes as well. Furthermore, its

“Since we as individuals are looking [from and] through our thought patterns, we are interpreting our world in light of these patterns.” (How To Use The Science of Mind, 26.3)

If the struggle for survival is indeed life’s ultimate meaning, then 

Lately as I see homeless people bearing their cardboard signs at urban intersections, it occurs to me that if our way of life were suddenly to totally collapse, they would be among the most likely to survive, having already fitted somewhat themselves to that condition. 

Street smart – homeless – survival.

Constancy and Relativity in Metaphysical Practice

Awaking from Our Adversarial Trance

Noel Frederick McInnis

It would be wonderful indeed if a group of persons should arrive on earth who were for something and against nothing. This would be the summum bonum of human organization, wouldn't it?  –Ernest Holmes
Our planet’s greatest natural awakening thus far was when our human predecessors became self-aware of their own individual and collective actions. Upon recognizing both the nature and the consequences of their existence, they inaugurated the social evolution of our species, and the eventual emergence of homo sapiens sapiens – our present human species, presumed to be twice wise.
Today we are on the threshold of the next great natural awakening. In and as the collective consciousness of our species, planet Earth is likewise becoming self-aware of the nature and consequences of its existence, both locally and globally as well as over time. We collectively embody Earth’s self-awakening to the way it works and to its further evolutionary possibilities.

Ken Carey announced this awakening 15 years ago in Starseed: The Third Millennium: 
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.
Peter Russell also foresaw this awakening a quarter-century ago in The Global Brain:

It takes about 10 billion atoms to form a complex living cell, then 10 billion cells to form a complex self-conscious brain. As we approach the same number of human brains that are rapidly interlinking via global electronic networks, this could represent a similar clumping of the nerve cells of an emerging global brain.
Unlike Carey and Russell, most of us have yet to recognize that our species is the means by which our planetary household is becoming mindfully self-aware of its evolutionary process and potentials. Our lack of such recognition is understandable, for Earth’s self-awakening isn’t taking place outside of ourselves where we can see it occurring. Rather, it is awakening subliminally within ourselves, where it calls upon us to be its occurrence. 
Earth’s Fifth Geological Force

As with all other collective perceptual makeovers (a.k.a. “paradigm shifts”), Earth’s awakening to itself is occurring in and as the awareness of our species, as did our earlier recognition of the sun as the center of a planetary system rather than Earth’s being the center of the universe. Since that perceptual makeover some five centuries ago, the planet’s evolution has become increasingly subject to the enormous collective impact of our species’ global presence. We are now Earth’s fifth geological force, wielding mighty evolutionary powers of which we have yet to become mindfully aware.

Our species’ impact on planetary change is now comparable to that of the four geological forces that preceded us: the energetic dynamics of our planet’s electromagnetic field; the erosive dynamics of wind and water; the terrestrial dynamics that give rise to mountain ranges, volcanic eruptions, earthquakes, and tsunamis; and the ecological dynamics of organic evolution. 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. 

Lest we short circuit Earth’s evolutionary automatic pilot, its further evolution must receive more mindful human piloting. As the only species that is aware of both the nature and the extent of its 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 compatibly with our planet.

Earth’s Greatest Evolutionary Hope
The collective consciousness of our species is Earth’s only means of becoming aware of itself to the point of mindfully directing its further evolution. Thus for all practical purposes we have met the “missing link” between the apes and civilized man, and it is us. 

The most civilizing thing for us now to do is to bring our species into alignment with the living kindom of the Earth. It is time for us to cease being a divisive planetary dis-ease and instead become a collaborative planetary mind.

The prospect of humanity’s being Earth’s greatest evolutionary hope may incline some folks to throw up their hands in utter dismay and say, “There goes the neighborhood.” Yet the good news is that each day more of us are awakening to our individual and collective conscious evolutionary roles as we honor an ancient commandment to be fruitful and multiply on behalf of collaboratively replenishing the Earth instead of partisanly and adversarially hastening its depletion.

What is now required of our species is a collective perceptual makeover that awakens us to our evolutionary destiny: to be a beneficial presence to the kindom of all that lives. As mindful bearers of that destiny, we are the progenitors of the next human species: homo custodiens, i.e., the custodians of lifekind.
Making Over Our Perception
Those who are already awakening to our species’ custodial role are distinguished by their advocacy of three overlapping objectives: greater well-being (individual, social, and economic), peace, and environmental integrity. These overlapping objectives are so mutually interdependent that none can be realized by itself. There can be no peace in the absence of well-being and environmental integrity, nor well-being or environmental integrity in the absence of either of the other two. Pursuing any of these quests independently of the others diffuses rather than focuses the energy that we devote to their realization.
Accordingly, what Benjamin Franklin once said of the American colonies may now be said of our three great advocacies on behalf of a better world: they will either hang together, or else be hung separately by those whose relationship to the world persistently promotes ill-being, warfare, and environmental degradation.
What presently keeps our advocacies from hanging together is their adversarial nature. Adversarial advocacy is like an opposing wall of an A-frame building, holding in place what it opposes via the principle that “What you resist persists.” Adversarial advocacy focuses our attention and energy on what we are against rather than on what we are for, thus fueling and escalating conflict rather than resolving it. For example, peace advocates tend to focus their energy on resisting war rather than on establishing mutual harmony. This may in part be why we have thus far won only wars, and have yet to win any peace other than intermittent seasons of warfare's absence.
Awaking from our Adversarial Trance
Neither well-being, peace, nor environmental integrity is obtainable or sustainable via adversarial advocacy. Only as we stand for something and against nothing may our advocacy collaboratively unite us rather than conflictively dissociate us. 
What we require is a heart-felt commitment to collaborative, non-adversarial forms of advocacy that unify us in co-operative advancement of all three quests for a better world, in the manner of a rising tide that lifts all boats. Our great challenge in meeting this requirement is to create strategies and models of collaborative advocacy with which to displace our prevailing adversarial syndrome.
The most prominent model of collaboration is the ecology of living systems, the kindom of all that lives. Lifekind’s kindom is the most co-operative model of mutuality in the universe, and is presently known to exist only on Earth. For those of us who would live in a better world, therefore, the fullness of time is at hand to emulate lifekind’s kindom, and to do so as its enlightened global brain. 
On behalf of thus piecing together a better world, over 2,000 persons are gathering on September 24 at the Oregon Convention Center in Portland, to witness to and generate self-transforming practices, projects and programs of collaborative, non-adversarial advocacy. For further information on this conference, see the announcement on page xx, or visit its website: www.gbenetwork.com.
Noel Frederick McInnis, a co-founder of the environmental education movement in the 1970’s and managing editor of Marilyn Ferguson’s Brain/Mind Bulletin from 1980-1983, is the principal co-facilitator of the Portland- area based Global Brain Empowerment Network. E-mail: noelmcinnis@gbenetwork.com
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