Meta-Cosmological Worldview Document # 1
Contrasting the Categorical Paradigm of Linear Causation 
and the Emerging Integral Paradigm of Configurative Causation
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~


Compiled from and in support of
 The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense:

Helping the World Change Its Mind for the Better*
This Worldview Document is an initial and initiating seed crystal
of an emerging 21st-century meta-cosmological New Thought  theology 
of universal common unity emergently manifesting in local experiential reality formation, 
and is a lifelong work-in-progress on the ecology of human experiencing.
~Noel Frederick McInnis~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

As this Worldview Document was being initially drafted, three addenda were appended to expand the document’s perspective, somewhat as frosting is applied to enrich a cake. Upon realizing that it is the Document itself that expands on the three addenda, I up-fronted and embellished them as “predenda”, otherwise known as “prolegomena”. (I’ve chosen the word “prolegomenon”, which signifies “prefatory remarks or observations”, because so many people have a tendency to skip over material entitled “Preface”.)
For a quick overview, you may begin by reading only the four titles of the prolegomena and the main text that they precede, plus the epigraphic citations that immediately follow these titles.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Think cosmically, act globally
~Joel Primack, The View from the Center of the Universe~
*The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense (TGNYCS) is the title of my lifelong (70-year) compilation of quotations, anecdotes, jokes, stories and other testimonials to how much better life might be if we were not so preoccupied with assuming and proving them to be otherwise. This enormous compendium of “good news” – which the word,  “gospel”, signifies – has been assembled in the spirit of possibility proclaimed by Johann Wolfgang von Goethe:1
I have come to the frightening conclusion that I am the decisive element. It is my personal approach that creates the climate. It is my daily mood that makes the weather. I possess tremendous power to make life miserable or joyous. I can be a tool of torture or an instrument of inspiration, I can humiliate or humor, hurt or heal. In all situations, it is my response that decides whether a crisis is escalated or de-escalated, and a person is humanized or de-humanized. If we treat people as they are, we make them worse. If we treat people as they might be, we help them become what they are capable of becoming.  
The designation, Not Yet Common Sense, honors the wit of comedienne Gracie Alan, who once observed, “If sense was common, everybody would have it.” It also honors Albert Einstein’s view:2+
Common sense is the collection of prejudices that is acquired by the age of 18.
Because TGNYCS has burgeoned into several thousand pages on my laptop’s hard drive, it is far too bulky to publish as a single document, and therefore is appearing progressively over the next several years in numerous forthcoming writings, especially in the epigraphs which precede each section thereof. Further information about this gospel’s emerging common sense is at my website: http://tinyurl.com/88um58f. And for additional insight in support of (and supported by) this Worldview Document, please consult the website at http://tinyurl.com/4xm9ekx.
WHAT’S GROWING ON HERE
In all of his bestsellers, the Divine has told the truth—
custom-tailored to the comprehension of the times.
~Hearts and Sand~
I do not equate science of mind with Truth.
I teach the universal principles of Truth
as articulated by science of mind.
~Rev. Peggy Bassett~
Turn from the condition.
~Ernest Holmes~
Personification
“Joey: A Mechanical Boy” http://www.weber.edu/wsuimages/psychology/FacultySites/Horvat/Joey.PDF
Context: http://www.drbilllong.com/Autism/Bruno.html 

http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/125/6/1101.full 

Qualified version http://79.170.44.135/trans-techresearch.net/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/009-stephen-thompson.pdf 
For a quarter of a century I have wanted to write a systematic theology. It always has been impossible for me to think theologically in any other than a systematic way. The smallest problem, if taken seriously and radically, drove me to all other problems and to the anticipation of a whole in which they could find their solution.After initially attempting such a reformulation of New Thought, I chose instead to a complementary formulation of today’s newly emerging meta-cosmology of universal wholeness.

In the early 1980’s there were a number of UCSL (then USRS) ministers, myself included, who were bent on relanguaging Ernest Holmes’ works in the context of today’s mainstream semantic framework.
In the 1980’s there was an impulse in our movement, initially encouraged by then-president Rev. Peggy Bassett of the Huntington Beach Church of Religious Science, to re-language Ernest Holmes’ exposition of the Science of Mind. I proceeded with this re-languaging in terms of “the ecology of spirit,” feeling fully prepared to do so because of my intensive studies of both “ecology” and “spirit.” For example, in the 1960’s I had been among the “first responders” to the emerging concept of “ecology,” and in the early 1970’s was a co-founder of the North American environmental education movement.1+ And I was steeped in the concept of “Universal Spirit” via my immersion in the thought of Ernest Holmes when I was employed by Science of Mind Communications in the summer of 1980 to verify the accuracy and reported location of every entry (18,000+) in the original mimeographed text of The Concordance to the Science of Mind.2+ 
The re-languaging initiative ceased when, on second thought, Rev. Peggy observed that what really was required is for someone(s) to do from scratch just what Ernest Holmes did: articulate the universal principles of truth in the context of the emerging world view presently at hand by languaging them in terms of contemporary leading edge thinking. And I had come to realize that the “ecology of spirit” metaphor was inadequate to reframe metaphysical truth, other than perhaps as a sub-metaphor within a far more comprehensive metaphorical setting. 
During the quarter-century since then, I have been in the mode of not knowing how to proceed with the articulation of mind science in terms of today’s emerging worldview. Only during the past few months, after multiple re-readings and extended contemplation of Rev D. E. Paulk’s recent book, I Don’t Know . . . the way of knowing3+ that I experienced a powerful breakthrough in what visionary fiction writer Ray Bradbury has termed “a journey to far metaphor.”4+ Nor could this breakthrough have occurred without my intermittent immersions and contemplations over the past three years in Wayne Dyer’s rendition of the Tao Te Ching in his 2008 book, Change Your Thoughts, Change Your Life.5+
In mid-February of 2011 I experienced a moment of great learning that occurs whenever the obvious becomes obvious, in a sudden realization that during the past three decades I have been in a state of “don’t-know mind”6+ that is characterized in two of my all-time favorite imaginative fancies.
The Scotty Who Knew Too Much7+
Awaiting the Obvious [Botts]8+
At age 72 I am looking forward to the next three decades with relish, and especially the long-anticipated “new beginning” associated with the year 2012. All sorts of openings are presently occurring in my life as evidence that humankind’s collective consciousness - not just the consciousness of the metaphysical community but that of the evangelical and many other communities as well - is becoming more amenable to the message of hundreds of sermons, songs, poems and book-length manuscripts that I’ve written since the late 1950’s, and have continually reworked in synchrony with the emerging transformational consciousness of humankind and the planet overall.
Another major outer “holding pattern” cue came from Rev. Peggy Bassett in the mid-1980’s during an aborning movement to “re-language” Science of Mind. Rev. Peggy’s advice to those of us who were caught up in that cause hit the bulls eye as only Rev. Peggy could aim: “Rather than re-language the Science of Mind, we should do what Ernest Holmes did: restate the universal principles of truth in the language of our own day.” It was also at that time that Rev. Marcia Sutton shared with me a lovely bit of contemporary Sufi wisdom: “In all of his bestsellers, the Divine has told the truth – custom-tailored to the comprehension of the times.”
Such tailoring has been my endeavor ever since, and it feels like I am finally getting the hang of it. Though my first intuition was to articulate the universal principles of truth as “The Ecology of Spirit,” I soon realized that this metaphor would appeal to an even smaller public than does the “Science of Mind” metaphor. A decade ago I adopted the concept of “perceptual makeover,” and I have since been articulating the universal principles of truth accordingly. The world is right now going through a collective perceptual makeover that is far more consciousness-transforming than was the Copernican one.
It has also taken me several decades to rework my writing style into something that represents a middle ground between the two styles I acquired in college – journalese (undergraduate) and academese (my graduate school major was the history of ideas) – via a blend of heartfelt and headstrong sentiment that I call "thinking with my heart and feeling with my mind."
My unified-field ministry to the beneficial presence of our planetary and cosmic common unity in Spirit has moved me to participate in launching an annual global forgiveness holiday to be celebrated worldwide by the year 2025 at the latest, and by 2015 if at all feasible. (See www.forgivenessalliance.org/day.html) Accordingly, among my many forthcoming books is one with the working title, The Surest Way to Heaven Is to Love Yourself in Hell: The Power of Self-Forgiveness. 
Among the greatest of the outer cues mentioned above came from Rev. Peggy Bassett in the early 1980’s when there was briefly an aborning movement to “re-language” Science of Mind. Rev. Peggy’s advice to those of us who were caught up in that cause hit the bulls eye as only Peggy could aim: “Rather than re-language the Science of Mind, we should be doing what Ernest Holmes did: rearticulate the universal principles of truth in the language of our own day.” It was also about that time that Marcia Sutton shared with me a lovely bit of contemporary Sufi wisdom: “In all of his bestsellers, the Divine has told the truth – custom-tailored to the comprehension of the times.”
Such has been my endeavor ever since, and I am finally getting the real hang of it. 
My first trial run was to articulate the universal principles of truth as “The Ecology of Spirit.” I soon realized, however, that EOS would appeal to an even smaller public than SOM. So about ten years ago I adopted the concept of “perceptual makeover,” and I have since been articulating the universal principles of truth accordingly – though without identifying them as such , which in those words would be a turn-off for the general reading public. 
It has also taken me several decades to rework my writing style into something that represents a  middle ground between the two styles that I mastered in college – journalese (undergraduate) and academese (my graduate school major was the history of ideas) - as well as a blend of headstrong and heartfelt sentiment.
At long last my unified-field ministry is fully prepared  for worldwide outreach, which includes the establishment (with many, many others) of an annual global forgiveness holiday by the year 2025 at the latest, and by 2015 if at all feasible. (See www.forgivenessalliance.org/day.html) Accordingly, the first of many forthcoming books is entitled The Quickest Way to Heaven Is to Love Yourself in Hell: The Power of Self-Forgiveness. Several publishers have told me there is no market for a book on forgiveness, even with a catchy title, because that market was saturated for at least a generation in the 1990’s. So I will be self-publishing it later this year and mounting my own marketing campaign, á la the precedents set by Wayne Dyer - who paid a prominent publisher in advance for the entire initial printing of his first book, Your Erroneous Zones, and launched it to best-seller status on his own - as well as by M. Scott Peck’s The Road Less Travelled and James Redfield’s The Celestine Prophecy which were also uniquely self-launched. 
Noel initially applied his study of holism by becoming a co-founder of the North American environmental education movement from the late 1960’s to the mid-1970’s. Upon his discovery in 1977 of Ernest Holmes’ New Thought spiritual philosophy, Science of Mind, Noel subsequently became a minister of Religious Science. During the mid-1980’s he was briefly inspired by a short-lived movement to make Science of Mind more readily understood by re-languaging Holmes’ writings with terminology that was more familiar to late 20th century mainstream thinking, essentially by reframing hHolmes’ philosophy in terms that he himself might have used had he introduced it in the eighth rather than second decade of the century.
Noel was mindful that Holmes initially called his spiritual philosophy “The Science of Mind and Spirit,” and subsequently dropped the “and Spirit” (perhaps to seem more scientific), and was likewise mindful that anthropologist Gregory Bateson had since written a book entitled The Ecology of Mind. Noel therefore envisioned reframing “Science of Mind” as “Ecology of Spirit.” Yet he soon thought better of this when a colleague, Rev. Peggy Bassett, then president of the United Church of Religious Science, suggested that reframing Ernest Holmes’ philosophy was beside the point. When Noel asked “beside what point?” she asserted to his surprise, “I don’t teach Science of Mind, I teach the universal principles of truth as articulated by Ernest Holmes in the Science of Mind textbook. What we really need most of all is a fresh articulation of New Thought, not a reworked existing one.” 
Instead of re-languaging Holmes’ Science of Mind philosophy, Peggy urged all concerned to fully honor Holmes’ work as it is, and then “go and do likewise” by articulating from scratch the universal principles of truth in the language of our time, just as Holmes had done in the language of his time. Noel accordingly abandoned all thought of retooling existing New Thought perspectives, and determined instead to freshly articulate the principles of New Thought from a perspective of newer thinking. 
Nearly two decades passed before Noel discerned the ideal paradigm for Newer Thought’s articulation, even though this paradigm was embedded in his metaphor of spiritual ecology, and had been central to his thinking since his days as an environmental educator. Not until the autumn of 2004 did he realize at last that ever since his reading of Matson’s Broken Image he had been shifting his thinking toward the “bottom line” of holistic synthesis, the paradigm of inclusivity. 
Within a few months of Noel’s coming to this realization, Rev. David brought to the attention of the NTMO spiritual community Sharif Abdullah’s book on inclusivity, Creating a World that Works for All – the “all” being everything that lives and makes life possible, which is the kindom of lifekind as the planet’s all-inclusive evolutionary whole, rather than the kingdom of humankind set apart. As several members of our spiritual community immersed ourselves in Sharif’s inclusivity training, Noel shared with David (in November of 2005) his intention to articulate the paradigm of inclusivity in a Newer Thought metaphysical framework. David’s immediate response was, “Maybe we should write the book on it.” 
We instantly agreed to replace his provisional “maybe” with a mutually solid “let’s do it,” though neither of us had a clear idea just then of how to proceed. Our agreement was a declaration of faith in one another, in affirmation that we both knew more about gestating Newer Thought than either of us did, and that we would mutually empower one another to discern together what neither of us could discern alone.
Two months later, when David conceived “common unity” as Newer Thought’s pivotal metaphor of inclusivity, Noel’s decades of preparation met with their ultimate opportunity – an encounter that many will recognize as a well-known definition of “luck.” Only with the advent of David’s insightful definition of inclusivity as “common unity” did Noel’s 40-year circumnavigation of the scientific, cosmological, philosophical, theological, psychological, medical, and noetic literature of holism begin jelling the insights that were bubbling in the wake of their ongoing travels amongst the back-road synapses of his mind.
David’s parsing of the word “community” into “common unity” initially left Noel in a state of transfixed awe comparable to that of a mid-20th century Native American who daily exchanged smoke signals with a friend on the other side of a Nevada dessert, and who on the day of the first atomic bomb test stood gaping in wonder at the resulting mushroom cloud, mumbling over and over, “I wish I’d said that.” It was in this moment of wonderment that David’s term, “common unity”, become apparent to Noel as the woof upon which we could warp all of our other insights on inclusivity. 
Our pact to co-author a book on Newer Thought quickly segued from agreement in principle into practice in fact, and our composition thereof began in earnest. The result is a comprehensive weaving together of both authors’ perspectives into a fresh metaphysical glimpse of universal truth principles, our presentation of which we are custom-tailoring to the newness of our times. 
PROLEGOMENON #1
REDUCTION ad ABSURDUM: THE SEEKER
His purpose was to bare the bones of meaning,
strip away superfluous skin and fat.
He spoke of this as a kind of mental weaning.
He said, “I can find truth if I do that.”
So he proceeded, and here’s what he won:
some bits of flesh and a bloody skeleton.
But unperturbed he still made science his art.
“Truth’s in the bones: I must split them apart.”
He split the bones down to their very centers
and searched in vain for truth among the splinters.
He then rose undefeated from the dead.
“It is quite clear truth is not here,” he said.
The last I heard, he still was going strong,
dissecting the throat of a bird in search of song.
~John D. Engle, Jr.~3
NOTE: Each Prolegomenon has its own set of footnotes. 

Footnotes with a “+” indicate that further (and sometimes extensive) vital information is provided.

The Split between Fact and Value
A cynic is someone who knows the price of everything 
and the value of nothing.”
~Thomas Carlyle~

Prior to the era of modern science, humankind’s intuition of the universe was expressed in a succession of life-affirming “big stories” that astrophysicist Joel Primack calls “centering cosmologies” – grand outlooks on the universe as a unified whole, in which we played a central role. The modern “scientific revolution” eclipsed all such intuition of our centrality, by alienating our role-play in the universal scheme of things as the passive reactivity of accidental cosmic byproducts.
Concerning our lost intuition of cosmic centrality, and today’s reclamation of that loss via an emerging “new cosmology”, Primack proclaims:3
Cosmic perspective is the greatest gift that modern cosmology gives us…. We are at the center of a vast, cosmic adventure – not outside it and not at its end…. I am what the expanding universe is doing here and now…. [E]verything reflects the entire cosmos of which it is a part…. We are at the center of the principles that uphold the universe, and our generation is the first to know it.
Centering cosmologies empower in us a feeling of integral participation in reality’s overall grand panorama, in the midst of which our own existence is a vitally indispensible part. The emerging cosmology reminds us that
Whenever you feel insignificant,

       remember that you are energy mattering.

And just how much do you matter?

      Since energy can neither be created nor destroyed,

      without your energy

      the universe would be less than complete.

And what choice do you have in this matter? 

      Should you decide to matter little,

      the universe would be no less whole.

      Yet only when you decide to matter much


          is the universe you fill
                              full filled. 
In the first section of Primack’s book, The View from the Center of the Universe, he documents some of the life-affirmative centering cosmologies that preceded the rise of modern science, beginning with the cosmology of ancient Egypt. All of these former cosmological “big stories” incorporated a deep intuition of our belonging to the universe. 
The advent of modern science eclipsed our intuition of participatory inclusion in a life-affirmative cosmos, with a de-centering cosmology whose big story of a life-alienating universe has been summarized as follows:4
The universe resembles a giant clockwork set in motion by a master clock maker at the beginning of creation and left to run down with time as its spring unwinds. ln short, we live in a dead and wasting universe. Matter is the only reality, and the whole is no more nor less than the aggregation of its parts. By advancing our understanding of the parts through the reductionist processes of science, we gain dominion over the whole and the power to bend nature to our ends.

Consciousness is an illusion; life is only an accidental outcome of material complexity. We evolved through a combination of chance genetic mutations and a competitive struggle in which those more fit survived and flourished as the weaker and less worthy perished. Neither consciousness nor life have meaning or purpose. People are just extremely complicated machines, whose behavior is dictated by knowable natural laws.

Competition for territory and survival is the basic law of nature. We cannot expect humans to be or become more than brutish beasts driven by basic instincts to survive, reproduce, seek distraction from existential loneliness through the pursuit of material gratification. A primary function of the institutions of civilized societies is to use the institutional control structures of hierarchy and markets to channel our dark human instincts toward economically productive ends.

Science historian Morris Berman, in his book, The Reenchantment of the World, described the consequences of this life-alienating cosmology as a “split between fact and value”5 
The view of nature which predominated in the West down to the even of the Scientific Revolution [of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries] was that of an enchanted world. Rocks, trees, rivers, and clouds were all seen as wondrous, alive, and human beings felt at home in this environment. The cosmos, in short, was a place of belonging. A member of this cosmos was not an alienated observer of it but a direct participant in its drama. His personal destiny was bound up in its destiny, and this relationship gave meaning to his life. This participating consciousness involves merger, or identification, with one’s surroundings, and bespeaks of a psychic wholeness that has long since passed from the scene….
The story of the modern epoch, at least on the level of mind, is one of progressive disenchantment. From the sixteenth century on, mind has been progressively expunged from the phenomenal world. At least in theory, the reference points for all scientific explanation are matter and motion – what historians of science refer to as the “mechanical philosophy.”… That mode can best be described as disenchantment, nonparticipation, for it insists on a rigid distinction between observer and observed. Scientific consciousness is alienated consciousness: there is no ecstatic merger with nature, but rather total separation from it. Subject and object are always seen in opposition to each other…. The logical end point of this world view is a feeling of total reification: everything is an object, alien, not-me; and I am ultimately an object, too, and alienated “thing” in a world of other, equally meaningless things. This world is not of my own making; the cosmos cares nothing for me, and I do not feel a real sense of belonging to it. What I feel, in fact, is a sickness of the soul.
This split between objective factuality and subjective valuation has not only eclipsed our former intuition of belonging to the cosmic order, it runs so deeply that only facts themselves are accorded value, and are merely valued only for their measurable worth. According to this schizoid worldview, which accredits only transient instrumental (means-to-an-end) values,
· The only thing that has existence is mechanical objectivity, which we observe in our equally mechanized role as objectified subjects. 
· Everything that we observe, ourselves included, is the purposeless, accidental, and utterly inconsequential outcome of purely material and mechanical natural forces and facts. 
To the extent that this instrumental worldview is literally embraced, 
· We are accordingly disenfranchised of any proactive causal influence on the outcome of anything that happens in an utterly deterministic cosmos, because our only part in these determinations is to go robotically through the instrumental motions (called “behavior”) of mechanically programmed matter that is devoid of causal “free will”. We merely react to whatever is, and are not free to causally alter it.  
· Nothing in the entire universe, including today’s state of our planet, would be any different than it presently is if human beings had never existed. (Thus, for instance, the global warming that is presently taking place on our planet today would be happening at this time even if human beings had never existed, because its cause is the “iron necessity” of cosmic mechanisms that exactly determine the precise fate of every particle of material existence.)
Although world-renowned ethologist and evolutionary biologist Richard Dawkins is not this blindly literal, he nonetheless maintains that the universe6 

has precisely the properties we should expect if there is, at bottom, no design, no purpose, no evil and no good, nothing but blind pitiless indifference.

The fatalistic overtones of this worldview have been more or less unconsciously assimilated by all Western (and Westernized) “civilized” societies, and only recently and has it begun yielding to an emerging “new cosmology” in which our intuition of cosmic belonging is slowly being regained, as evidenced in books with titles such as Belonging to the Universe, and The Hidden Heart of the Cosmos.7
In other words, the so-called “Cartesian-Newtonian” scientific paradigm that informs modern civilization reduces the universe to the status of a cosmic machine shop, a super-secularized ladder-like hierarchy of categorically compartmentalized closed systems that function with clock-like precision and regularity as a one-way, sequentially-ordered chain of cause and effect (gear “A” causes gear “B” to impart motion to gear “C”, etc.). The rationale for thus “figuring things out” by thinking the world to bits and pieces is modeled on the modern doctrine of materialism, mechanism and reductionism, a triune worldview that explains only the “stuff” in the universe that we are able to measure or count, while dismissing every aspect of human experience that can’t be reduced to numbers. 
· Materialism is the doctrine that only those phenomena that have measurable mass and motion are real, and that all other phenomena are either illusory or are mere “epiphenomenal” shadows of what is real. 

· Mechanism is the doctrine that the universe functions like a sequentially ordered factory system, in which each effect is caused by a prior effect and is in turn causal of a subsequent effect, ad infinitum. 
· Reductionism is the downward-looking doctrine that the universe is a bottom-up laddered hierarchy in which everything is caused by something smaller that precedes it.
What can’t be explained in materialistic-mechanical-reductionist terms is deemed “immaterial” in every sense of that word, since whatever is not countable thus counts for nothing. The foundation of this self-alienating scientific trinity emerged from Sir Francis Bacon’s 16th century materialistic understanding of Nature (which he called “the book of God’s work”). The trinity’s mechanistic and reductionist scaffolding of only measureable “stuff” was erected most memorably by Rene Descartes and Isaac Newton, who formed the fundamental literacy and literality of modern science.8+
The tendency of this machine-shop-like cosmology to think the universe to categorical bits and pieces is illustrated by an allegorical incident of scientific reductio ad absurdum:9
A rabbit has been nibbling on the young shoots at the edge of a forest clearing.  Suddenly, it takes alarm and leaps upward, only to be met by a bobcat crashing down on it.  How do we best describe and interpret this event?

 “Clearly,” says the ecologist, "we are looking at a small sector of an ecosystem—specifically a portion of the food chain that involves a secondary heterotroph (bobcat) catching a primary heterotroph (rabbit), in turn feeding on an autotroph (green plant). Solar energy captured by the green plant is being transmitted and partitioned within an ecosystem.” [i.e., from plant to rabbit to bobcat.]

"All true," says the organismal physiologist, "but let's look below the surface! Behavior is not just what you see in looking at whole organisms. Let’s get some recording electrodes on that rabbit and find out what really is going on. Now, did you notice that volley in the sensory nerves just before his head goes up? It shoots right into the central nervous system, up the ascending tracks, through a relay in the hypothalamus, and radiates upward into the cortex. I don't yet know everything that goes on there, but somehow there is an integration of the incoming signals, and out comes a descending volley. It zooms down the spinal cord and out the motor neurons; the muscles contract and – leap! That’s what really goes on during that split second of terror; you have to get down to the level of the nervous system to make real sense out of that interaction."

Now the cell specialist moves in. "I see that you physiologists are still fussing with the complicated pathways of the nervous system. You'll never get to the bottom that way. Look for a shortcut. Those neural pathways are chains of cells with switching devices at the junctions between them. What are the exchanges of substance and energy in the switches? Understand the cells and the switches, and you have the key to the whole business."

 “Actually,” says the electron microscopist, “those switching junctions look pretty interesting, but my electron micrographs show that they are only a special case. They show the same structural elements that  are present in cell surfaces in general, and they look as though they are engaged in similar sorts of activities. I doubt that we will really understand the specialized and complicated neural junctions until we have a better idea of how the cell surface works in simpler situations. I’m concentrating on that and am finally beginning to get somewhere.”

 “That’s fine,” says the biochemist, “but you won’t understand the operation of the cell surface – or any other organelle – until you know its molecular composition and behavior. You can talk all you want about chains of cells and interactions between them, but it won’t make sense until you know the behavior of these things at the molecular level. Actually, you know, the nervous system is not too favorable for studying this; much more progress has been made with muscle. Contraction was a mystery until it was shown that muscle contains the two proteins actin and myosin, neither of which contracts by itself, but which in combination form fibers that can be made to contract. Once you have captured a system like that in a test tube, you have a chance to learn something!"

"I agree," says the biophysicist. "With muscle we're finally getting close. Let me say, though, that we haven't yet discerned what really happens in contraction. There is a transformation of chemical energy into mechanical energy; presumably, energy-rich bonds are broken in some favorable spatial relation to chemical groups that can use the energy for coupling. However, the whole problem of energy transfer is a little complicated to follow in contraction and probably is not fundamentally different from other situations that are easier to follow.  For example . . . .”

The voices trail off, as we try to regain focus on the startled rabbit in his death leap. Do we understand him best as a primary consumer in the food chain of an ecosystem, as an organism in stress, as an assemblage of signaling devices and energized levers, as a community of cells with socialized organelles, as a collective of highly ordered, large molecules whose interactions involve energy transfers of extreme delicacy? Or do we need to choose among these alternatives?  Is the rabbit not describable and analyzable at all of these levels, and do we not require all of them for full conception?  Like the three blind men who inspected the elephant, our investigators, applying themselves each at a single level, developed different conceptions of the rabbit. The leaping rabbit, however, is not their conception; it is the actual phenomenon. Each conception deals with an aspect at a particular level, and each has its advantage and disadvantage, depending on our purpose. Only in ultimate syntheses of all of the conceptions, including the elaboration of the interaction between the levels, will we recover the real rabbit. 
This harried allegory of modern science’s self-alienating addiction to measurements that accord with the Cartesian-Newtonian paradigm’s materialistic-mechanistic-reductionist worldview accentuates the stark shortcomings of pursuing so-called “hard reality” by means of top-down searches for bottom-up causal factors, which requires the “stuff” of worldly reality to be systematically disassembled to see what makes its “clockwork” tick. This fragmentive practice takes for granted our ability to determine with utmost precision how the “stuff” of the universe works, by submitting it to surgical procedures of reductive dismemberment like those of a child who takes a drum apart in search of the innards that make it hum. Drumming and birdsong (see epigraph on p. 2) are among our many experiential acquaintances with wholes whose functions are invisibly greater than the sum of their categorical parts.
In their 1989 book, Turbulent Mirror, John Briggs and David F. Peat contrast this paradigm’s stuffy thinking-the-world-to-bits-and-pieces model of humdrum cosmic reality with the experimental revelations of physical chemist Ilya Prigogine,10+ whose study of open systems dynamics has contributed significantly to the emergence today of an integral scientific paradigm of cosmic reality:11
Nature has been traditionally viewed as a hierarchy beginning with atomic structure and ending with complex biological organisms. Each level of scientific description is supposedly built on the preceding, with descriptions at the most fundamental level – physics – having priority. But for Prigogine, nature is not built from the bottom up. It is built by feedback among all levels. Thus his idea of a scientific description of nature “does not suppose any fundamental mode of description; each level of description is implied by another and implies the other. We need a multiplicity of levels that are all connected, none of which may have a claim to preeminence.”

This kind of statement has naturally rankled some physicists. Its companion statement is even more provocative. Prigogine believes that the laws of nature, including the laws of physics, are not all “given” at the outset or even logically implied. They evolve the way different species evolve. As things get more complex, bifurcations and amplifications occur and new laws emerge. “How can you speak about laws of biology if there’re no living systems? Planetary motion is something that comes in very late.”

This is an assertion of nature’s creativity. Each level of organization produces something fundamentally new, something that is not present in the constituent elements or “parts” of the previous level. For example, water is not present in a mixture of hydrogen and oxygen. It has a new unity which, in effect, sacrifices the “parts” hydrogen and oxygen. The only way to get these parts back is by destroying the water.

The fragmentively destructive and life-alienating Cartesian-Newtonian worldview presumes that human existence has no significant meaning other than the secular pursuit of material knowledge, pleasure and gain, a worldview in which everything – including ourselves – is subject to being ultimately perceived as either (or both) an economic tool or commodity:12
Human beings, bestowed with wonderful and creative gifts, with the potential for unimagined greatness, [are reduced to] mere ‘factors of production’ to be eliminated where possible because of cost, efficiency or convenience.

The consciously calculated deliberateness with which this materialistic worldview has taken its life-alienating form is revealed in the meta- (and mega-) consumerist economic model adopted by the United States following World War two, when the industrial means of our winning the war – the so-called “war machine” – was either to be dismantled and abandoned at the war’s conclusion, or to be redeployed for an alternative purpose. Its deliberate makeover from a war machine to today’s “shop-‘til-you-drop” consumption machine was inspired by retail analyst, Victor Lebow, who officially advised the nation’s commercial elite in an article that appeared in a widely read (by business leaders) July, 1944 issue of The Journal of Marketing:13+
Our enormous productive economy. . . demands that we make consumption our way of life, that we convert the buying and use of goods into rituals, that we seek our spiritual satisfactions, our ego satisfactions, in consumption . . . at an ever increasing rate. 
Lebow’s reasoning for this conclusion was as follows:
The measure of social status, of social acceptance, of prestige, is now to be found in our consumptive patterns. The very meaning and significance of our lives is to be expressed in consumptive terms. The greater the pressures upon the individual to conform to safe and accepted social standards, the more does he tend to express his aspirations and his individuality in terms of what he wears, drives, eats - his home, his car, his pattern of food serving, his hobbies.
These commodities and services must be offered to the consumer with a special urgency. We require not only ‘forced draft’ consumption, but ‘expensive’ consumption as well. We need things consumed, burned up, worn out, replaced, and discarded at an ever increasing pace. We need to have people eat, drink, dress, ride, live, with ever more complicated and, therefore, constantly more expensive consumption. Home power tools and the whole ‘do-it-yourself’ movement are excellent examples of ‘expensive’ consumption.
There is some uncertainty whether Lebow actually intended that his words to be taken literally, or whether they were an ironic statement of the ultimately self-defeating nature of the already well-estrablshed trend of American consumerism, which was already defined in the 1920’s by comedian Will Rogers as spending money you don’t really have to buy things you don’t really want to impress people you don’t really like.14
Yet far more relevant than whatever Lebow may have intended is the fact that his prescription was aggressively adopted by the U.S. business community as gospel truth, whose prescription is the now-famous credo in the movie, Wall Street, that “greed is good.”15 The captains of the post-war industrial machine adopted Lebow’s prescription with a religious fervor comparable to those who idolize Jesus’ “Sermon on the Mount”, and to this day Lebow’s prescription has prevailed as the gospel of U.S. American finance, commerce, salesmanship, marketing and advertising. It thus make perfect sense when consumeritis was given political certification as our nation’s principal faith tradition (a.k.a. “religion”) just after 9/11, when President Bush urged Americans to continue going to the malls to shop as usual, assuring the consuming public that keeping safe their temples of consumerism was a top government priority. 
Historically, therefore, consumerist materialism didn’t “just happen”, it was deliberately chosen by our civilization’s leadership as the ultimate rationale for human existence. Via this deliberately cultivated collective intention of taking LeBow’s prescription literally, consumerism has become America’s most unifying religion. As a consequence, the nation’s top lifestyle values today include the consumerist battle-cry “shop ‘til you drop” and its production-value corollary, “drill, baby, drill”, and the trumped up proclamation that “He who dies with the most toys wins.” 

[For a more complete as well as redeeming socio-historical setting of the consumerist worldview, see “Addendum One: Living What You’re Made Of”, p. XX.]
As this materialistic worldview is summed up by contemporary theologian Brian D. McLaren:16
Life boils down to earning and buying and selling . . . eating and drinking and having fun . . . respiration, digestion, elimination, ovulation, ejaculation, gestation, reproduction, antiquation, expiration. Why search for something that we can’t prove? Why don’t we get real and get over it? Why waste energy on a spiritual quest? There’s nothing more than psychology and biology, which is nothing more than chemistry and biology, which is nothing but physics, which boils down to mathematics. That’s all there is. 

Almost a century ago, the dehumanizing implications of this life-alienating self-robotizing paradigm were even more starkly assessed by philosopher Bertrand Russell:17
The world which science presents for our belief [tells us] that man is the product of causes which had no prevision of the end they were achieving; that his origin, his growth, his hopes and fears, his loves and his beliefs, are but the outcome of accidental collocations of atoms; that no fire, no heroism, no intensity of thought and feeling, can preserve the individual life beyond the grave; that all the labours of the ages, all the devotion, all the inspiration, all the noonday brightness of human genius, are destined to extinction in the vast death of the solar system, and that the whole of Man's achievement must inevitably be buried beneath the debris of a universe in ruins.
The absence of a life-affirming cosmology led Russell to wonder, 
How, in such an alien and inhuman world can so powerless a creature as man preserve his aspirations untarnished? 
Being loath to resign himself to a cosmologically bankrupt state of being, Russell asserted:18
I must, before I die, find some way to say the essential thing that is within me, that I have never said yet – a thing that is not love or hate or pity or scorn, but the very breath of life, fierce and coming from far away, bringing into human life the vastness and fearful passionless force of non-human things.
Russell’s contemporary, playwright George Bernard Shaw, similarly declared.19
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. 

At the onset of World War 2, the life-alienating Cartesian-Newtonian paradigm was again viewed as severely wanting by theologian Gerald Vann, in his 1941 book, The Heart of Man:20
We of the modern West are the only people in the whole history of the world who have refused to find an explanation of the universe in a divine mind and will; and it is worth wondering whether perhaps that refusal is not at the root of the chaos and misery in which we find ourselves. Without a sense of ultimate purpose, without [an] intelligible answer to the ultimate why and whither, what else could we expect?

Vann’s recognition of Western culture’s lack of a self-affirming “vision of the whole” informed the very opening sentence of his book,21
The heart of man is a hunger for the reality which lies about him and beyond him 
Van subsequently identified this yearning as 

a hunger not to have reality but to be reality.
Nor had our hunger for a life-affirming worldview of human beingness, rather than mere human doingness, been satisfied another four decades later, as theologian Matthew Fox lamented in 1981:22
When a civilization is without a cosmology it is not only cosmically violent, but cosmically lonely and depressed. 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. An astute observer of human nature in our time, psychiatrist Alice Miller, understands the opposite of depression not to be gaiety but vitality. How full of vitality are we these days? And how full of vitality are our institutions of worship, education, politics, economics?
What all such commentaries grieve is our civilization’s lack of a centering cosmology, a grandly unifying big story that empowers a life-affirming sense of our belonging to the world and universe of our life experience. Yet prior to the super-secularizing scientific and economic paradigm shifts of the past few centuries, every pre-modern culture had a sacredly unifying intuition of our immediate and divine belonging to the cosmos:23
Is the earth dead or alive? The ancient cultures of east and west and the native peoples of America saw the earth as a mother, alive, active, and responsive to human action. Greeks and Renaissance Europeans conceptualized the cosmos as a living organism, with a body, soul, and spirit, and the earth as a nurturing mother with respiratory, circulatory, reproductive, and elimination systems. The relationship between most peoples and the earth was an I-thou ethic of propitiation to be made before damming a brook, cutting a tree, or sinking a mine shaft. Yet for the past three hundred years, western mechanistic science and capitalism have viewed the earth as dead and inert, manipulable from outside, and exploitable for profits. The death of nature legitimated its domination. Colonial extractions of resources combined with industrial pollution and depletion have today pushed the whole earth to the brink of ecological destruction. 
Only recently has a new, integrally unifying, and life-affirming open-systems cosmology begun to emerge in mainstream secular awareness, which forecasts a perceptual makeover of the Cartesian-Newtonian paradigm. This new cosmology is articulated in books that bear such titles as Biocosm (2003), The Great Field (2007), The Sacred Universe (2009), and The Living Universe (2009). The ultimate tendency of this emerging integral perspective is summed up in a statement by geomanticist Richard Leviton in his book, The Emerald Modem: A User’s Guide to Earth’s Interactive Energy Body: 24+
Environmentalism teaches us we are embedded in a natural ecosystem. This view posits two things: humans and the physical world. [I advocate] an environmentalism that posits only one thing: humanity and planet as an interdependent singularity. The basis of our true relationship with the Earth is not shared physiological and biochemical practices, but interlinked consciousness.

My own view of the universal/particular relationship tends to accord—although not for the same reasons—with statements like these by Teilhard de Chardin:

•
"Like the meridians as they approach the poles, science, philosophy and religion are bound to converge as they draw nearer to the whole."

•
"The time has come to realize that an interpretation of the universe—even a positivist one—remains unsatisfying unless it covers the interior as well as the exterior of things; mind as well as matter. The true physics is that which will, one day, achieve the inclusion of man in his wholeness in a coherent picture of the world. . . ."
It is in support of the emerging integral paradigm that this Worldview Document celebrates humankind’s increasingly urgent call for a unifying life-affirming cosmology, toward which even a secularized integral cosmology may contribute a notable perceptual makeover:25
Do something silly for a moment. Toss a precious object into the air and catch it. Now consider the extraordinary device (you, yourself) that just accomplished this everyday miracle. You sensed the energy of the toss, knew the value and importance of success. You triangulated the position of the object throughout its flight with your binocular vision, you edited out distractions by other senses that might divert your attention, you brought an extraordinary signal mechanism into precise operation that triggered one set of muscles after another into a sequence of ground-to-air-missile direction-control processes resulting in easy success as you caught the object without thinking.
What you did will not make headlines anywhere. It is the simplest example I can think of what you do millions of times a day. But ask your friends who know micro-electronics best what it would cost, and how much space it would take, to achieve artificially what you just achieved naturally. He will admit that the problem of reconstituting these simple excellences of yours would require a major federal grant. But that's just for the easy part.
Remember that all the miraculous abilities you demonstrated can be naturally and automatically packaged, and preserved without the slightest impairment, for periods of twenty to fifty years or so, in an ultra-microscopic part of you, received by you at no cost and forwarded into the future at the same price, in a tiny segment of a gene in a chromosome in a solution so concentrated that a single teaspoon could contain all the instructions needed to build and operate the three billion people now on the planet.
Our genetic packaging is such that each of our body’s 50 trillion cells contains a tightly compressed, ultra-microscopic four-foot strand of DNA. If we could unwind the 50 trillion DNA strands in just one human body and string them from end to end, the resulting thread would more than span our solar system. Unwinding and laying end to end all DNA strands in all human bodies (50 trillion X 7 billion X 4 feet = 1.4 quintillion feet) would come close to spanning the 590 quadrillion mile width of the Milky Way Galaxy.
No wonder, then, that life is the universe’s greatest stretch.

In any event, the fact that in a mere half century humankind’s number has suddenly more than doubled from three to seven billion has greatly inflated the necessity for a unified life-affirming cosmology with worldly implications, of which the open-systems cosmological vision of Neal de Grasse Tyson is an example:26
The very molecules that that make up your body, the atoms that construct the molecules, are traceable to the crucibles that were once the centers of high mass stars that exploded their chemically rich guts into the galaxy, enriching pristine gas clouds with the chemistry of life. So we’re all connected with each other biologically, to the Earth chemically, and to the rest of the universe atomically. That’s kind of cool. That makes me smile, and I actually feel quite large at the end of that. It’s not that we’re better than the universe, we are part of the universe. We’re in the universe and the universe is in us. 
A more sacred view of the emerging open-systems cosmology is affirmed by Deepak Chopra:27 
Each of us is a walking universe.  Our inner space spans huge differences, with unreachable horizons in all directions. We contain black holes of lost memory and white holes of erupting joy. A mysterious center of gravity keeps all our mental processes in delicate balance. To change this vast, intricate, ever-evolving system, you must know how to overturn worlds. The only person who can do this is the god who presides over this inner cosmos, and when I presume to break into a patient's mind, it is to implant the idea that he is that god. By thinking, feeling and acting, he is altering the universe that is himself. If a person can gain that insight, even in a brief glimpse, anything in his life can change.
The purpose of this Worldview Document is to open ourselves to just such a glimpse, which may open us in turn to the perceptual makeover that inheres the newly emerging life-affirmative scientific cosmology, and which in further turn may restore our intuition of belonging to the cosmos from which we have become so thoroughly alienated.28 
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PROLEGOMENON #2
THE UNIVERSALITY OF INTERBEING
There is only one journey. Going inside yourself.

~Ranier Maria Rilke~

 The Reunion of Fact and Value
To know nature truly is to unify all her differences.
~Denton Jacques Snider~

To see a World in a Grain of Sand
And a Heaven in a Wild Flower,
Hold Infinity in the palm of your hand
And Eternity in an hour.

~William Blake~
Is it the bell that rings, is it the hammer that rings, or is it the meeting of the two that rings? 

~Zen saying~
We do not know of any phenomenon in which one subject is influenced by another without [the other] exerting a [corresponding] influence thereupon.

~Eugene Wigner~
Ultimate reality is encountered neither in our minds
nor in the physical cosmos,
but at the point where these meet.
~Alan Smithson~
It is we who make wine drunk.
~Rumi~
The above epigraphs portend a paradigmatic perceptual makeover that scientifically has been well over a century in the coming, beginning with the advent of electromagnetic field theory and the science of thermodynamics (heat dispersion) in the mid-nineteenth century.1 The consequent emerging reunion of categorical fact and integral value starkly contrasts with the thinking-the-world-to-bits-and-pieces model of the closed-system Cartesian-Newtonian paradigm of mechanically and sequentially chained cause-and-effect. 
The emerging integral paradigm facilitates thinking the world together as a network of open systems, whose “whole shebang” multiplicity of omni-interactive and omni-reciprocal causal factors is evidential of a universally all-encompassing unified organic process.2+ An early exponent of integral science was Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, whose alternative to the categorical “bits and pieces” paradigm is only now becoming recognized as the fruit of what one book calls “the other mind of Europe”.3+
Each component within a network of open systems ongoingly influences the dynamics of every other component, while every component is likewise continuously influencing each. This omni-interactive “whirled view”, so to speak, was portrayed several decades ago by Zen philosopher Alan Watts in his book-length exploration thereof, Does It Matter?:4
A living body is not a fixed thing but a flowing event, like a flame or a whirlpool:  the shape alone is stable, for the substance is a stream of energy going in at one end and out the other. We are particular and temporarily identifiable wiggles in a stream that enters us in the form of light, heat, air, water, milk, bread, fruit, beer, beef Stroganoff, caviar and pate de fois gras. It goes out as gas and excrement – and also as semen, babies, talk, politics, commerce, war, poetry and music. And philosophy.

This “whirled view” was glimpsed in its cosmic dimensionality by physicist Fritjof Capra:5
I was sitting by the ocean one late summer afternoon, watching the waves rolling in and feeling the rhythm of my breathing, when I suddenly became aware of my whole environment as being engaged in a gigantic cosmic dance. Being a physicist, I knew that the sand, rocks, water and air were made of vibrating molecules and atoms, and that these consisted of particles which interacted with one another by creating and destroying other particles. I knew also that the Earth’s atmosphere was continually bombarded by showers of ‘cosmic rays’, particles of high energy undergoing multiple collisions as they penetrated the air. All this was familiar to me from my research in high-energy physics, but until that moment I had only experienced it through graphs, diagrams and mathematical theories. As I sat on that beach my former experiences came to life; I ‘saw’ cascades of energy coming down from outer space, in which particles were created and destroyed in rhythmic pulses; I ‘saw’ the atoms of the elements and those of my body participating in this cosmic dance of energy; I felt its rhythm and I ‘heard’ its sound, and at that moment I knew that this was the Dance of Shiva, the Lord of Dancers worshipped by the Hindus.
In the context of today’s emerging open-systems paradigm, mechanically contrived “closed” systems such as clocks and assembly lines are viewed as localized linear exceptions to the prevailing integral rule. [The term “closed” is in quotations marks because even presumed non-open systems like ticking clocks are nonetheless open to significant external influences, such as being intermittently wound, and being rhythmically sensitive to the timely ticking of nearby clocks.]
Although this newly emerging integral paradigm has yet (if ever) to acquire a “brand name” as historically distinguished as “Cartesian-Newtonian,” its worldview was branded as “configurative” a half-century ago by organizational management expert Peter Drucker, in his 1959 book, Landmarks of Tomorrow:  A Report on the New ‘Post-Modern’ World.6 In a chapter entitled “The New World-View”, Drucker documented an emergent trend of seeing things whole, which he observed to be surfacing in every major field of knowledge, and which was calling into serious question the fragmental paradigm of mechanically driven and sequentially chained linear causality. 
Drucker observed that “The central concepts in every one of our modern disciplines, sciences and arts are patterns and configurations,” and he cited such evidential examples as “metabolism”, “homeostasis”, “ecology”, “personality”, “syndromes”, “gestalts” and other conceptual formulations of an integral nature. Most of these concepts were non-existent prior to the 20th century, a notable exception being the term “ecology” that was introduced by German biologist Ernst Haeckel in 1866, yet took over a century thereafter to enter into mainstream public consciousness.
As Drucker further noted:7
These configurations can never we reached by starting with the parts – just as the ear will never hear a melody by hearing individual sounds. Indeed, the parts in any pattern or configuration exist only, and can only be identified, in contemplation of the whole and from the understanding of the whole. Just as we hear the same sound in a tune rather than C-sharp or A-flat, depending on the key we play it in, so the parts in any configuration – whether the “drives” in a personality, the complex of chemical, electrical and mechanical actions within a metabolism, the specific rites in a culture, or the particular colors and shapes in a nonobjective painting – can only be understood, explained or even identified from their place in the whole, that is, in the configuration. 
In keeping with Drucker’s prophecy, contemporary psychologist Claire Graves was then beginning to lay the basis for what has since evolved into the integral socio-psychological perspective of “Spiral Dynamics.”8 At the same, the perceptual makeovers that accompany all such major overhaulings of worldview were designated as “paradigm shifts” by philosopher of science Thomas Kuhn, in his 1962 book, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions.9
Drucker, Graves and Kuhn all recognized that new worldviews and paradigms recontextualize and assimilate the workable aspects of their predecessors, in keeping with a functional evolutionary imperative that visionary integralist Ken Wilber calls “transcend and include.”10Thus, for instance, rather than dismissing the utility of linear causal dynamics that characterize assembly-line manufacturing procedures and other linearly contrived technologies, the open-systems worldview acknowledges the continued efficacy of localized almost-closed-system linearity within the paradigm of all-encompassing configurative causation. 
In other words, there is room for the inclusion of categorically linear logic within the integrally configurative logic that encompasses it.

Exemplary of the emerging integral worldview is the opening paragraph of a book published just this year:11
We live in an open universe that is forever expanding and evolving as we grow in deeper awareness and greater consciousness of the world around us. Embedded in the web of life, we no longer view life in a linear fashion because we have learned and continue to learn about the interconnectedness of all life. Our way of seeing and learning has also been affected by our understanding of life. Knowledge that was once compartmentalized is now becoming more integrated. Disciplines that were once independent of each other are now entering into conversation, resulting in news and emerging interdisciplinary dialogues that challenge old assumptions and inform traditional thought
What Wilber calls “the interconnectedness of all life” and many others call “the web of life” is comprehensively signified in Buddhist monk Thich Nhat Hanh’s coined term, “interbeing”. Consider, for instance, the paper on which are printed the words that you are now reading:12
If you are a poet, you will see clearly that there is a cloud floating in this sheet of paper. Without a cloud, there will be no rain; without rain, the trees cannot grow; and without trees, we cannot make paper. The cloud is essential for the paper to exist.  If the cloud is not here, the sheet of paper cannot be here either.  So we can say that the cloud and the paper inter-are.  Interbeing is a word that is not in the dictionary yet, but if we combine the prefix "inter-" with the verb "to be," we have a new verb, inter-be. Without a cloud we cannot have paper, so we can say that the cloud and the sheet of paper inter-are.

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

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

Suppose we try to return one of the elements to its source. Suppose we return the sunshine to the sun. Do you think that the sheet of paper will be possible? No, without sunshine nothing can be. And if we return the logger to the mother, then we have no sheet of paper either. The fact is that this sheet of paper is made up only of "non-paper elements." And if we return these non-paper elements to their sources, then there can be no paper at all. Without "non-paper elements," like mind, logger, sunshine and so on there will be no paper. As thin as this sheet of paper is, it contains everything in the universe in it.
The term, “interbeing”, encompasses naturalist John Muir’s “whole shebang” intuition a generation ago: 

When one tugs at a single thing in nature, one finds it hitched to the rest of the universe.
Just how far such “tugs” can reach in the “whole shebang” was acknowledged by poet Frances Thompson, in a declaration that is demonstrably valid (i.e., can be measured) at the quantum-mechanical level of the cosmic order,13 wherein everything is contextual of everything else: 
Thou canst not stir a flower, without the troubling of a star.
The implications of the integral paradigm for scientific doctrine overall, and for the Cartesian-Newtonian paradigm in particular, were quite proclaimed over a decade ago by world-renowned evolutionary biologist E. O. Wilson:43
The world henceforth will be run by synthesizers, people able to put together the right information at the right time, think about it, and make important choices wisely.
The emerging ascendance of convergent logic over linear formulations has also been underlined by psychologist Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi: 15
The idea that will change the game of knowledge is the realization that it is more important to understand events, objects and processes in their relationship with one another than in their singular structure.

Hence the newly emerging “big story” of the central role we have to play within the larger cosmic destiny:16+
The universe is a self-organizing system engaged in the discovery and realization of its possibilities through a continuing process of transcendence toward ever higher levels of order and self-definition. Modern science has confirmed the ancient Hindu belief that all matter exists as a continuing dance of flowing energies. Yet matter is somehow able to maintain the integrity of its boundaries and internal structures in the midst of apparent disorder.

Similarly, the cells of a living organism, which are in a constant state of energy flux, maintain their individual integrity while functioning coherently as parts of larger wholes. This ability implies some form of self-knowledge in both "inert" matter and living organisms at each level of organization. Intelligence and consciousness may take many forms and are in some way pervasive even in matter. What we know as life may not be an accident of creation but rather integral to it, an attractor that shapes the creative unfolding of the cosmos.

To the extent that these premises are true, they suggest we have scarcely begun to imagine, much less experience, the possibilities of our own capacity for intelligent, self-aware living. Nor have we tested our potentials for self-directed cooperation as a foundation of modern social organization. Evolution, although it involves competitive struggles, violence, and death, also involves love, nurturance, rebirth. and regeneration--and is a fundamentally cooperative and intelligent enterprise.

There is substantial evidence that it is entirely natural for healthy humans to live fully and mindfully in service to the unfolding capacities of self, community, and the planet. Yet in our forgetfulness we have come to doubt this aspect of our own being. Nurturing the creative development of our capacities for mindful living should be a primary function of the institutions of civilized societies. It is time that we awaken from our forgetfulness and assume conscious responsibility for reshaping our institutions to this end. 

Furthermore, as the main body of this Worldview Document demonstrates, the omni-reciprocal term, “interbeing”, further suggests that so-called “individualism” may be instead more accurately understood as “inter-vidualism”, as demonstrated in the main body of this Document at p. 33.
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PROLEGOMENON #3
WORDS DON’T MEAN, PEOPLE DO
It should be self-evident
that reality is infinitely moldable
to the life that animates it.
~Cynthia Stringer~
When I use a word, it means just what I choose it to mean – 
neither more nor less.

~Humpty Dumpty~ 
(in Through the Looking Glass)

Getting Traction on Reality’s Slippery Slope
(A Guide to Noelese)
The difference between reality and fiction is 

that fiction has to make sense.
~Tom Clancy~

It depends upon what “is” is.
~President William Clinton~
In and of themselves, words are without any meaning on their own, because they are molded to the perspectives of the human life-forms that fabricate them. It is our chosen use of words that imparts to them their meaning; hence the oft-cited aphorism, “words don’t mean, people do.” 
Words merely signify – i.e., they significantly “point to” – whatever it is that they are a representative  stand-in for, rather than being replications thereof, just as maps are to territories and menus are to meals.  It is people who assign to words whatever meanings accord with their experiencings of what their words point to. Nor do dictionaries assemble themselves, since they likewise are reflective of the understanding of the people who research and compile them, so that all concerned may communicate  within a common ballpark of assigned meaning for each word. 
In the perennial case of words v. meaning, the publication of multiple dictionaries for each language is Exhibit A for the plaintiff’s claim of semantic relativity (as well as an exhibition of commercial competition for our dictionary-buying bucks). Every new word (aka “neologism”) that finds its way into these dictionaries, as well as every new meaning assigned to an already-existing word therein, is coined only in the aftermath either of a new experience, of a widely-communicated experiencing of a new idea, or of  a widely-agreed-upon new experiencing and expression of an older idea. 
For example, no one conceived a “computer” and coined that term prior to the creation the first electronic computing device from 1943 to 1946, which was only in the process of its creation  called an “Electronic Numerical Integrator And Computer” (“ENIAC,” for short).1 It is only after a novel experience, idea or invention has necessitated a unique signifying term that an appropriate word is coined that points to what has been experienced, and which thereafter correspondingly shapes everyone’s further experiencing thereof. Accordingly, given the mid-20th century public’s far more familiar and accepted experiencing of computation than of integration, it is not surprising that the term “integrator” lost out to the term “computer”, thus illustrating the principle that words follow previously enculturated experience. Had the computer instead been signified an “integrator,” the emergence of the integral paradigm may have thus been more rapidly facilitated.  
As a further example of the that words follow enculturated experience, neither the words “car” nor “automobile” existed prior to our invention and extended experiencing of the technology that these words now signify. Nor were these the initial terms assigned to what at first was called a “horseless carriage”, a term that signified only what mechanical vehicles were not. It took years of experience with automatic mechanical mobility before today’s common vehicular significations emerged. In the meantime (and further wresting the case of words v. experience), the very first motorized (and thus horseless) carriages were nonetheless equipped with a buggy whip.2+ Nor even to the present day has the automobile been totally divested of what for over a century it now hasn’t been, as exemplified in our rating of its engines in terms of horsepower. 
While some words, such as “door” and “floor”, have relatively unambiguous significations upon which all persons tend to readily agree, other words are fraught (if not semantically frothed) with ambiguity. For instance, while some persons define the word “inclusivity” as “being nice to each other”, others may define it as “the Golden Rule in practice”, and yet others may define it as “the total interconnectedness of all things”. It may also be defined, á la the theology of Rev. David Alexander, as the spiritual “common unity” that binds us in our various forms of social grouping, which is the understanding of the term “inclusivity” that informs this Document.
My own semantic antics sometimes take the form of innovative, metaphoric, word-playful romping, as I proceed in the spirit of biophysicist Beverly Rubik’s assessment of the importance of gestating new metaphors:3
It is clear to me that metaphors serve an important role, pregnant with meaning for those of us working at the frontiers [of science]. We need not only to examine our current metaphors, but also to refresh ourselves with new ones – and let go of the stale metaphors that no longer serve us. 
My frequent employment of new metaphors also honors philosopher Alfred North Whitehead’s caveat against mental fixation4 (aka “cognitive asphyxiation”):
We must beware of “inert” ideas – that is to say, ideas that are merely received into the mind without being utilized, or tested, or thrown into fresh combination. 
I honor Whitehead’s “fresh combination” policy whenever I endeavor to convey new meaning by making novel usage of existing words, such as “whirled view”. The overall strategy of my tactical semantics is to strike a balance between having my way with words and of allowing my words to have their way with me. Rather than unduly rely on academically cumbersome linguistic consctructions that work only for those who rarely frequent them, I prefer the use of relatively familiar terms that are freshly combined, re-morphed, or reformulated in metaphoric, poetic and anecdotal contexts. 
Like poetic language, such fresh combinations tend to say more with less, while tending also to convey a feeling for the insights they represent. As one poet has said, the function of a poem is to express mixed feelings with clarity.5 And given the power of mixed feelings thus expressed, poet William Carlos Williams observed:6
It is difficult 
to get the news from poems 
yet men die miserably every day 
for lack of what is found there.
Some words are assigned by almost everyone almost precisely the same meaning, such as (for instance) the word “precise.” I say “almost” twice because if several dozen people were to write down their meanings of the word “precise,” we would thereby gain a deep appreciation of what we signify by the contrasting word, “imprecision”. Similar results would likewise apply to any other word whose meaning is assessed by this methodology.

Many words are so thoroughly nuanced that they freight an enormous range of meanings, the relativity of which is evidenced by the varying lengths of their entries in equally varied dictionaries. Take, for example, the noun “instance,” whose 359-word definition in the super-compendious 13-volume Oxford English Dictionary7 is over twice as long (not including its citation of examples that total more than a thousand additional words), as is its 157-word examples-included definition in the less copious Webster’s New International Dictionary,8 which in turn is almost half again as long as its 119-word examples-included definition in the even less comprehensive Random House Dictionary of the English Language.9 
The additional fact that the words “instance” and “example” have significantly different meanings, yet are used more or less interchangeably when preceded by the word “for”, is further evidence of the slippery semantic slope that is signified by yet another word, “nuance”. Nor does the semantic slope become any less slippery when one examines in these very same dictionaries the contrasting definitions, for instance, of the noun “example”. This tends to explain why politicians avoid using the word “nuance” when they themselves are engaged in doing what this word points to, while applying to the word “waffling” to the nuances of other politicians.
In any event, a probable all-time record for nuanced political discourse is the fourth epigraph on page 20, above, while a probable all-time record for semantic honesty is set by the second epigraph.
There are also words that freight such humongous loads of ambiguity – concepts such as “consciousness”, “experience” and “reality” – that a generous supply of new books addressing each of these concepts is annually forthcoming in an endeavor to further clarify their meaning. Yet even though their perceived meanings exhibit a far greater range of variance than do those of most other words, their dictionary entries are relatively modest. (Once again, the qualifying term “almost” tends to further rest the plaintiff’s ongoing case concerning the relativity of words v. meaning.)
Given the slippery proposition that “words don’t mean, people do,” it is appropriate to know the particular meaning that is assigned to specific words by certain persons (or, if you’re thinking conversely, the specific meaning assigned to particular words by what might otherwise appear to be uncertain persons). For instance (example?), if the word game that unfolds as I am writing these pages is to be played within a reasonably common semantic ballpark, it is important that I and my readers both know how I signify heavily freighted words that I repeatedly use. And it is equally important to recognize that my attributed meanings (not the meanings) are ultimately assigned, not to the words themselves, but rather to whatever my words point.
Now that I have fully elaborated what my use of the word “signifies” signifies, it is appropriate that I next address what is signified by my use of the word “definition”, as in the process called “defining my terms”. In addressing this word’s specificity, I note that while its root, “fine”, signifies (among other things) great precision, the word “define” – whose prefix is meant to signify “taking apart”, as it does in the word “deconstruction” – would rather seems to connote imprecision. Such lack of exactness attends almost all cases of word v. meaning, including presumed exceptional cases, such as when we are defining matters as presumably precisioned as “rocket science” and “brain surgery”. 

In other words, defining terms is at the very best a more or less inexact science, á la theologian Reinhold Niebuhr’s definition of democracy: “finding proximate solutions to insoluble problems.”10
The inevitability of semantic approximation was accounted for by high-energy physicist Geoffrey Chew:11
All ways of seeing are approximate. Each experience is an approximation abstracted from a larger context. We don't even know why scientific objectivity works as well as it does [and] if this workability is ever understood, such knowing still won't be the totality of truth. Consciousness itself is approximate, and our experience of consciousness is an interaction among approximations. 
In short: all assessments of reality, experiencing and consciousness are at best approximate, because we ourselves are always proximal to all three of these, rather than being their total equivalent.  
While it has been said that “There’ is more to reality than meets the eye,” it now can be said that almost all of reality actually fails to meet the eye. For example, current cosmology reveals that only 4% of the universe’s energy and matter is accounted for by contemporary science. The remaining 96% consists of non-electromagnetic energy and non-atomic matter, concerning both of which our cluelessness is revealed in its signification as “dark” energy and matter.12 Concerning contemporary science’s being entirely in the dark about all but a fraction of the universe, theoretical physicist Leonard Susskind has stated that13
…the hardwired concepts that evolution equipped us with are not suitable for visualizing the strange and unintuitive behavior of the quantum world,, let alone- the quantum-gravity world. Still, physicists have been very good at rewiring their circuits by means of abstract mathematics, which must replace old ways of visualizing the world each time we encounter something radically new.
When we know that most of reality is hanging out so far beyond any present means of comprehension, it becomes sometimes essential to override our pre-conditioned mindsets while nonetheless mindfully retaining an appropriate degree of convention. For as country musician Waylon Jennings once wailed,14
I've always been crazy but it's kept me from going insane.
Within the overall context of the foregoing pages, and for the sake of also clarifying what I signify herein as “Noelese”, I feel it especially appropriate to alert my readers to what the word “reality” signifies in my Noelese-ment thereof. I do this because so much of what I have to say and write emerges specifically from my operational understanding of humankind’s individual and collective interrelationships with reality. (I also feel it appropriate to alert readers to my uncommon yet mindful way of alternately juxtaposing commas and periods with end-of-quotation marks, (,” v. ”, and .” v. ”.). I do, however, leave it to them to deduce the rationale of the mindfulness thus applied.)
As concerns what is “real” (aka “what’s so”), one cannot specify what reality actually is without reference to one’s own actual experiencing of reality. Nor can one talk about one’s experiencing of reality without reference to what one presumes to be real, nor talk about what one presumes to be real without reference to the reality that one is presuming. What actually is real, and our experiencing of that actuality, are so mutually intertwined and so co-formative of one another, as well as all else that we may be experiencing, that neither can be known independently of the other’s contextual influence. Nor can either be known independently of the contextual influence of one’s accompanying consciousness of both what is actually real and one’s experiencing thereof. 
Consciousness is the all-encompassing contextual milieu of the mutually co-forming influence of our sub-contextual experiencing of reality and the sub-contextual reality of our experiencing. In the midst of this circuitously “whirled viewing”, our experiencing is the bridge between our consciousness of reality and the reality of which we are conscious. This inevitably is the case because, in the absence of any experiencing with which to become aware, our consciousness would have no content. Even persons who participate in total-sensory deprivation experiments, as a consequence of having nothing to experience, eventually experience in the absence of ordinary sensory experiencing a variety of neurally self-induced hallucinatory substitutions for “the real thing”.  
Our physically incarnated consciousness is deeply habituated to being conscious of its physical milieu. Therefore, whether we are subjected to sensory overload, sensory deprivation or sensory equilibrium, the interwoven contextual trinity that we signify as “reality”, “experiencing”, and “consciousness” perpetually outfits the interpretive perceptual and conceptual arena within which everything is encountered of which we are sufficiently aware to recognize and talk about (to say nothing about the surrounding and inner realities that entirely escape our cognitive awareness). It stands to reason, therefore – at least for those who aspire to being reasonable – that in the course of one’s very reasoning itself, one’s understandings of reality, experiencing and consciousness are not “givens” of so called “hard reality”, and are rather multi-contextual self-constructions of the scaffolding that we call the “frame of mind” that contextually structures our reasoning’s content.
In short: it is the recognized reality of our conscious experiencing, intertwined with our recognized experiencing of the reality of which we are conscious, which interactively establishes the defining context of our perception and conception of whatever content may come to our awareness. We thus exist in what quantum physicist Eugene Wigner has cited as a two-fold reality:15
There are two kinds of reality or existence: the existence of my consciousness and the reality of everything else…. It is profoundly baffling that the existence of the first kind of reality could ever be forgotten [because it] was not possible to formulate the laws [of quantum theory] in a fully consistent way without reference to consciousness.

In other words, the content of one’s experiencing of reality and the content of the reality of one’s experiencing are both relative to the context of one’s consciousness, as well as to the contexts of one another, even as the content of one’s consciousness is likewise simultaneously relative to the contexts of these other two. This nine-way interplay of context and content is such that the trinity of “reality”, “experience”, and “consciousness” forms a perpetually intertwining milieu where each is ongoingly both the simultaneous content and the context of the other two. 
Amidst the perpetually fluctuating convolution of reality and our consciousness and our experiencing thereof, every attempt to define what reality actually is tends to brew a semantic stew that few (if any) of us can readily digest. The interlocking circular ambiguity of the triune interrelational contexts and contents of this triangularity puts our negotiation thereof on an irremediablely ambiguous slippery slope, on which any attempt to definitively pin down even one component of this trinity makes the slope proportionately more precipitous. 
To establish my own navigational charting of this slippery slope, I have waded through the semantic swampland of psychologically, philosophically, scientifically and metaphysically jargoned discourse in which most accounts of reality and its formation are deeply mired. My objective in so doing was to drain the swampland to reveal reality’s most traversable terrain. I quickly discovered that any endeavor to assess reality’s origin, nature, order, function and form takes place in a perceptual and conceptual sticky thicket of countless overlapping sub-realities, which include (not exhaustively but exhaustingly) outer objective reality, inner subjective reality, physical reality, quantum reality, sensory reality, functional reality, operational reality, evidential reality, providential reality, consequently reality, historical reality, ancient reality, indigenous reality, civilized reality, modern reality, post-modern reality, existential reality, inferential reality, referential reality, consequential reality, immediate reality, remote reality, emergent reality, convergent reality, given reality, contingent reality, experiential reality, personal reality, interpersonal reality, transpersonal reality, self-fulfilling reality, cognitive reality, emotional reality, intuitive reality, behavioral reality, collective reality, consensus reality, socio-cultural reality, national reality, global reality, planetary reality, cosmic reality, practical reality, potential reality, virtual reality, mass-mediated reality (aka “hyperreality”), virtual reality, and so on ad (approximately) infinitum. 
In other words, the only thing all of these realities can have in common for me is the extent (if any) to which I either directly experience them at first hand, or indirectly experience them via others’ spoken or written hearsay. And even my so-called “direct” experiencing of reality is not actually “at first hand” because, to quote neuro-imaging expert Chris Firth, author of Making Up the Mind: How the Brain Creates our Mental World:16
My perception is not of the world, but of my brain’s model of the world.
Amidst the foregoing congeries of omni-mutually co-formative realities, my experiencings of these realitie and the realities of my experiencing are like two sides of a single blank coin on which an unlimited variety of impressions may be made. And to further compound and confound the prolific omni-diversification of cosmic reality overall, science is now hypothesizing the “hidden reality” of a multi-verse, within which our known universe may be but one of an infinite number of “bubble” universes, in many of which we are simultaneously although unknowingly co-existent17 (and perhaps one of which is the long-fabled “best of all possible worlds”?). 
Talk about a “whirled view”!!!
In any event, the technical term for resolving semantic ambiguities is “word sense disambiguation,” whose process of presumed clarification tends to extend the very quagmire of signification that it would presume to disentangle.18 One therefore inevitably incurs the occupational hazard of anyone who presumes to address anything that has unresolved philosophical implications, because whatever one may say about reality will in all likelihood be dismissed by at least a few thoughtful others as being short-sighted, incomplete, or otherwise lacking. This inevitable return of events arises from the professorial reality that delivering such comeuppance is what most philosophers do most of the time for most of their living.
In acknowledgment of reality’s generic ambiguity, John Lennon once commented that “Reality is not what it used to be.” In the wake of my consultations over many decades of thousands of books, articles, and theories about the nature of reality and of our experiencing and consciousness thereof, I have become reasonably uncertain whether reality even used to be whatever Lennon or anyone else has presumed that it once was. I therefore have ceased myself to presume any likelihood of ever knowing what reality is, and am focused instead on the far less daunting task of assessing what reality is like. For while there may be no ultimate consensus even on what reality is like, we may come far closer to agreeability on this than to a consensus on what reality actually consists of.
The likeness of reality to our experiencing of it represents the only reality that we can ever actually know. And since we cannot have an experience of reality in which we do not ourselves participate, reality cannot appear to anyone as anything other than what it is like in one’s own experiencing of it. Consequently, while reality itself is an all-inclusive integral whole, it can be known to any participant therein only as his or her own localized and personified experiencing thereof, and can never be known in the context of anyone else’s experiencing. One’s very own experiencing is ultimately the only evidence that one can ever have, as psychologist Ronald D. Laing so poignantly stated in The Politics of Experience:19
We can see other people's behavior, but not their experience.... The other person's behavior is an experience of mine. My behavior is an experience of the other.... I see you and you see me. I experience you and you experience me. I see your behavior. But I do not and never have and never will see your experience of me. Just as you cannot see my experience of you... Your experience of me is invisible to me and my experience of you is invisible to you.
I cannot experience your experience. You cannot experience my experience. We are both invisible beings. All beings are invisible to one another. Experience is being's invisibility to being. Experience used to be called the Soul. Experience as invisibility of being to being is at the same time more evident than anything. Only experience is evident. Experience is the only evidence. 
The “politics” of experiencing are so mutually invisible that how any given associate of mine (sibling, friend, co-worker, spouse, etc.) would have experienced his or her life to be different if I had never participated therein can never be known to anyone concerned. This is because one’s participation in reality is one’s reality, an experientially-constructed interpretation of reality that is formed by one’s moment-by-moment lone experiential engagement thereof in the context of one’s selectively remembered former experiencing.  
Yet by nonetheless (insofar as possible) setting all semantic and experiential relativity and ambiguities aside, and by duly honoring all remaining uncertainties that are less subject to being sidelined, I have succeeded in identifying several generalizations that seem generic to everyone’s experiencing of what reality is like. I conclude, therefore, that all individual and collective endeavors of reality-formation may be accounted for experientially, and only experientially, as follows:
· Reality is always experienced as multiple and at minimum threefold: this, and/or that, plus an observation of any such distinction.
· Reality is an integrally, synchronously and confluently ensembled, unified and all-inclusive whole.
· Reality is consequential to all concerned, both individually and collectively.
· Reality is only approximately knowable.
· Reality is only approximately manifest.
· Reality is probabilistic and mutable, rather than certain and fixed.
· Reality is influenced by our knowing of it, as well as known by our influencing of it.
· Reality cannot be accounted for by a single model thereof. 
· Reality as we experience it is whatever we individually and collectively make of our self<↨>world interrelationships.
It is with all of the foregoing taken into consideration that I form my bottom-line conclusion concerning the nature of reality: As distinct from what reality, in and of itself, either actually is or actually is like – whatever we may know about reality is experientially constructed. In short:20
All formation of knowable reality is an experientially constructed inside job.
Given this irreducible experiential bias to all possible knowing of reality, the problem of pinning reality down even if all of it is a single thing, each experiential personification of reality is doing that single thing differently. In reality’s final analysis, therefore, there can be no final analysis. Nor can there ever be a final synthesis. 
Thus reality’s tune was perhaps most closely announced in the popular mid-1940’s song, “To Each His Own” – from which is still left out her own. And in any event, every reality check is written by oneself and to oneself and is either cashed or cached in only by oneself.
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The Inside Story of Now-and-Here-I-Am Self-Presencing 
and of the Shining of Our Intervidual Brilliance

[We] experience our own consciousness as the center of our reality –

we always look from here, from some point of view that is characteristically us.

~Joel Primack~

Human life is a reality in which everything is internal,

including that which we call external.
~Ortega Y Gasset~
We are all the same person trying to shake hands with ourselves.

~Hugh Romney, clown (a.k.a. "Wavy Gravy")~
The inner reaches of outer space, as mythologist Joseph Campbell observed in a book he thus titled, are such that1
[O]uter space is within us inasmuch as the laws of space are within us: outer and inner space are the same. We know, furthermore, that we have actually been born from space, since it was out of primordial space that the galaxy took form, of which our life-giving sun is a member. And this earth, of whose material we are made, is a flying satellite of that sun. We are, in fact, productions of that earth. We are, as it were, its organs. Our eyes are the eyes of this earth; our knowledge is the earth’s knowledge. And the earth, as we now know, is a production of space.

In Alan Watts’ inimitable way of saying more with less, he observed more succinctly outer space’s inner reach:2+
We don’t come into the world, we come out of the world. Flowers blossom, trees branch and earth peoples.
Even more briefly said, the internal realm of subjectivity intuits the external realm of objectivity, and ever the twain shall meet. From the perspective of my innermost being, therefore, wherever I may go, now-and-here is where I actually always am. Being forever now-and-here is the only constant in my experiencing of reality, a constant to which all of my other experiencing is relative. 
Furthermore, now-and-here is where everything always is from the perspective of its own existence. This stability of everything’s whereabouts is sustained by a universally omni-located quintessence of self-presencing that is eternally now-and-here, regardless of where and when this self-presencing emerges, and no matter in how many persons, places and things it is emerging all at once.
Given this built-in stability of my whereabouts, I have never been “there”. Nor can I ever get myself to “there”, because every there, where and when throughout spacetime is universally and simultaneously right now and right here within the simultaneously universal everywhere and every-when of now-here-I-am self-presencing. Therefore, “now-here” may also be spelled “nowhere,” because no local instance of this self-presencing is capable of relocating itself to some other locale.
In other words, now-here-I-am is like the river described in Herman Hesse’s novel, Siddhartha.3+
…everywhere at the same time, at the source and at the mouth, at the waterfall, at the current, in the ocean and in the mountains, everywhere . . . [T]he present only exists for it, not the shadow of the past, nor the shadow of the future . . .
Now-here-I-am is a realm of eternal a.m. dawnings that eventually have an end, yet none of which dawns upon the end, because “what’s real” is endlessly flowingly rather than solidly fixed. This overall fluidity of the domain we commonly call “reality” was noted over two thousand years ago by the ancient Greek philosopher, Heraclitus, in another realization about rivers:4+
You could not step twice into the same river; for other waters are ever flowing on to you.

In a perpetual reality that undergoes endless change, the best way to negotiate its fluctuating terrain is to
Be,

as water is,

without friction.

Flow around the edges

of those within your path.

Surround within your ever-moving depths

those who come to rest there —

enfold them, while never for a moment holding on.

Accept whatever distance

others are moved within your flow.

Be with them gently

as far as they allow your strength to take them,

and fill with your own being

the remaining space when they are left behind.

When dropping down life's rapids,

froth and bubble into fragments if you must,

knowing that the one of you now many

will just as many times be one again.

And when you've gone as far as you can go,

quietly await your next beginning.
It is important to realize that being one’s own flow is an altogether different proposition than “going with the flow.” The dynamics of flowing currents are such that, as cited in Heraclitus’ counsel, the only thing that “goes” with the flow is a dead fish. As all of us generically knew when we were small children – and have since forgotten – gently being one’s own flow is appropriate even when one is “merrily, merrily, merrily, merrily” rowing down the stream. Whatever is ours to be and to do, it is most effectively accomplished by rowing with our own inner flow amidst all other flowings, thus creating energetic patterns like those of the overlapping wave forms of raindrops falling on water.
Being forever stationed in the unique flow of one’s own quintessentially personified now-here-I-am self-presencing is the most immediate and consistent feature of anyone’s current location (the word “current” being synonymous with “flow”). Yet this everywhere-self-presencing universal quintessence is the least definable and describable aspect of one’s personification’s whereabouts. All attempts to make finite the imminent quintessence of our own personified self-presencing by endeavoring to define its I-dentity, are as fruitless as is trying to capture the quintessence of a musical composition, whose defiance of define-meant was cited by composer Aaron Copeland:5
The whole problem can be stated quite simply by asking, “Is there a meaning to my music?” My answer to that would be, “Yes.” And “Can you state in so many words what the meaning is?” My answer to that would be, “No.”

Although now-here-I-am is the perpetual outlook of every being, this permanently stationed yet portable viewpoint proceeds from a realm of consciousness that evades any matter-of-fact reduction to specificity, as in “Prolegomenon # 1”, p 2).  Thus the Russian proverb, “the soul of another is a dark forest,” has implications for the fathoming of one’s own soul as well, which is discernable only as if one were peering “through a glass darkly.”6
Because this impenetrable mystery is inevitably consequential to our being incarnated within a physical sensorium, our intangible intuitions were signified by philosopher Michael Polanyi as “the more one knows than one can say.”7+ This inscrutability pertains especially to oneself, and its breadth and depth of its mystery are represented by the fact that in nearly four out of five English language words that begin with the letter “u”, the letter “n” immediately follows. . . as in the word “unknown.” 
The exact whereabouts of the now-and-here that each “I am” occupies is as immune from precise demarcation as is whatever one may signify to be “God”, because one’s “I am” locale, whether in time (now) or in space (here), is no more definable than is the locale’s “I am” landlord. Ultimate delineation of either “now”, “here”, “I”, or “am” is no more likely of our accomplishment than is freeze-drying the trajectory of a butterfly, as suggested in an incident reported by Alan Watts:8
Once when my children asked me what God is, I replied that God is the deepest inside of everything. We were eating grapes, and they asked whether God was inside the grapes. When I answered, “Yes,” they said, “Let’s cut one open and see.” Cutting the grape, I said, “That’s funny, I don’t think we have found the real inside. We’ve found just another outside. Let’s try again.” So I cut one of the halves and put the other in one of the children’s mouths. “Oh dear, “I exclaimed, “we seem to have just some more outsides!” Again I gave one quarter to one of the children and split the other. “Well, all I see is still another outside,” I said, eating one eighth part myself. But just as I was about to cut the other, my little girl ran for her bag and cried, “Look! Here is the inside of my bag, but God isn’t there.” “No,” I answered, “that isn’t the inside of your bag. That’s the inside-outside, but God is the inside-inside and I don’t think that we’ll ever get at it.

The conundrum that consistently confronts all attempts to I-dentify the quintessential inside-inside of the cosmos’ everywhere-indwelling now-here-I-am self-presencing is analogous to the inability of an eye to see itself, of an ear to hear itself, or of a fingertip to touch itself. The built-in invisible foundation and scaffolding of this perennial I-dentity question was acknowledged in Saint Augustine’s assertion that “The thing we are looking for is the thing we are looking with,” as well as in a former Dalai Lama’s reply to a seeker’s question, “Who am I?” with the further query, “Who is it that asks?” 

The answer to the Dalai Lama’s question is lurking in the first impolite play on words overheard in my childhood that took up permanent lodging in my memory: 
“I see,” said the blind man. 
“You don’t say,” replied the deaf-mute. 
In other words, it is the blind-to-the-senses scaffolding of our now-and-here-I-am self-presencing that seeks to know the I-dentity of its deaf-mute foundation.
In short: “Now”, “Here”, “I”, and “Am” reside within the very quest that seeks to know their nature and location. They are the four dimensions of the self-same consciousness that contemplates their “Now”-ness, “Here”-ness, “I”-ness,” and “Am”-ness.9+
The resolution of all such querying is to be found only in what mythologist and story-teller Michael Meade alternately calls “The World behind the world” and “the Real behind the real,”10 which likewise may be called “the Now behind the now”, “the Here behind the here”, and “the  I behind the me”. Accordingly, the quest to identify the eternal (time-transcending) and infinite (space-transcending) now-and-here that harbors the equally eternal and infinite “I-am”, will forever elude full disclosure to our physical sensibilities. 
The ultimate I-dentity within now and here is not to be found “out there somewhere” (á la the familiar X-Files tag line), for it is nowhere overtly discernable in the material landscape, which has no furnishings of inside-inside now-and-here-ing aids. “Now”, “here”, “I”, and “am” dwell instead in the deep interiority of cosmic self-expression that poet Gerard Manley Hopkins called the “inscape” – the inside-inside that eluded discovery by Alan Watt’s successive splittings of a grape. Hopkins signified “inscape” variously as “the ‘outward reflection of the inner nature of a thing,’ . . . ‘the individually-distinctive beauty’ of each creature . . . the ‘thisness’ or the ‘selfing’ that makes every animate or inanimate creature a distinctive individual”11+ It has also been signified as “the unified complex of characteristics that give each thing its uniqueness and that differentiate it from other things”12 and as “the distinctive design that constitutes individual identity. This identity is not static but dynamic. Each being in the universe 'selves,' that is, enacts its identity.”13 Along with educator George Leonard’s phrase, “the perfect rhythm that exists in each of us,”14 these designations characterize the “quintessence” of every person, place, thing and activity within which the self-presencing now-and-here-I-am “inscape” is resident. 
From an operational perspective on the inscape’s presence, it is the domain in which the universal I-am self-presencing perpetually journeys “now-and-here” within the “nowhere” that distinguishes point Alpha (Source) from point Omega (Resource). Yet because no verbal definition, description or depiction of this all-over-the-place cosmic self-presencing can ever be the I-dentity thereof, we continue to be in the permanent company of the more we know than we can muster an ability to say – even as we nonetheless persist in our questing to say it. 
Our continued indulgence of the futile endeavor to define the more than we can say honors the spirit of quantum physicist Henry Stapp’s response to the caveat of his mentor, Werner Heisenberg, that words are incapable of describing quantum reality. Stapp countered Heisenberg’s certainty about quantum uncertainty with an affirmation: "You may be right, but unless we attempt to do so, we'll never know how close we can come."

What also may be said with reasonable certainty is this: Even though no person, place or thing can in any given moment be anywhere other than where he, she or it already is, nor can the same space-time location be occupied by more than one person, place or thing at the same time, the universal I- Am-Now-and-Here behind the immediate I am now and here is the simultaneously omni-localized perpetual homestead and home address of all that has “existence” (i.e., emergence from is-ness). The declaration “now-and-here-I-am” accordingly denotes the cosmic common unity that is shared by all persons, places and things, in keeping with the Hermetic conundrum, “God is that whose center is everywhere and whose circumference is nowhere.”

The omni-mutual common unity of now-and-here-I-am self-presencing is an all-encompassing cosmic field of omni-interwoven relationships that seams the universe’s diversity in an unbroken wholeness of all-at-once at-one-ment, within which everything exists as a single unified universal kindom of individually and collectively localized self-expressions. Within this cosmic common unity, differentiations of person, place and thing preclude the uniformity of anything except this kindom’s omni-inclusive principles of sustainability.
I single quintessential now-and-here-I-am self-presencing dwells within all places, persons, things and activities, and self-manifests as such. Yet its self-presencing is simultaneously unique to the localized quintessence that inheres (and therefore is in-“Here”-ing) each person, place and thing. This eternal in-her(e)itance was immortalized in the punch line of the Eagle’s song, Hotel California: “you can check out any time you want, but you can never leave.” This leaves us with the collateral inheritance of only one possible story of separation, an illusory scenario in which, although we are forever pre-ordained to be now-and-here, we futilely attempt to become someone who is different by going “there,” as if our forever now-and-here self-presencing is amenable to home-improvement merely by its presumed displacement to a location “somewhere else” in mere spacetime.
The futility of all such trial-running is described in Greek poet C. P. Cavafy’s “The City”: 15
You said: "I'll go to another country, go to another shore,

find another city better than this one. 

Whatever I try to do is fated to turn out wrong 

and my heart lies buried like something dead. 

How long can I let my mind moulder in this place?

Wherever I turn, wherever I look, 

I see the black ruins of my life, here, 

where I've spent so many years, wasted them, destroyed them totally."

You won't find a new country, won't find another shore. 

This city will always pursue you. 

You'll walk the same streets, grow old 

in the same neighborhoods, turn gray in these same houses. 

You'll always end up in this city. Don't hope for things elsewhere: 

there's no ship for you, there's no road.

Now that you've wasted your life here, in this small corner,

you've destroyed it everywhere in the world. 

The eternally good news of our universally localized now-and-here-I-am self-presencing is that the homestead of our being is forever to be found in the only place where any ruination may be redeemed, namely, within our forever self-renewing and thus perpetually self-initiating I-amness, which is right (and always rightly) now-and-here.
An incident of the universal Now-and-Here-I-Am’s personfied self-recognition occurred while an Eastern European family of so-called “displaced persons” was immigrating to the United States after World War 2. Their presumably “displaced” young daughter was sitting on a pile of baggage as her parents were being processed by immigration officials at New York’s Ellis Island. Despite her obvious bewilderment, in response to a passing social worker’s sympathetic remark, “It’s too bad you don’t have a home,” the little girl brightened and replied, “Oh, we have a home, we just don’t have a house to put it in.”
One may wonder how the cosmic housing bureau goes about the business of establishing and sustaining its commonly unified homestead of localized yet universal and eternally check-out proof at-one-ment, which because it is everywhere unique, nowhere is it special. This wonderment was addressed by astrophysical cosmologist Brian Swimme during a 1993 interview I conducted at his kitchen table for Science of Mind magazine, during which he portrayed a cosmic real estate scenario that confirms Ralph Waldo Emerson’s intuition of his rose bed’s now-and-here-I-am self-presencing:16
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.

Brian’s quantum-mechanical validation of Emerson’s rosy intuition was offered in response to my inquiry about three declarations in his recent book, The Universe Story, a narrative of ongoing cosmogenesis (cosmic self-creation and self-regeneration) that he co-authored with theologian Thomas Berry: 17
· The human being within the universe is a sounding board within a musical instrument.
· Walt Whitman is a space the Milky Way fashioned to feel its own grandeur. 
· The Milky Way expresses its inner depths in Emily Dickinson's poetry, for Emily Dickinson is a dimension of the galaxy's development.
I recognized these acknowledgements of personified self-presencing as testimonials to the vibrational alignment of what physicists call the “co-resonant frequencies” of “tuned resonant systems” (aka “oscillators”), some examples of which include the mutual resonance evidenced in the tendency of mechanical clocks in close proximity to eventually tick in unison, as well as in a vocalist’s ability to shatter a crystal drinking glass by sounding a tone that has just the right volume and pitch, and in the likelihood that women who live together will synchronize their periodic menstrual cycles. Another technical term for such periodic co-resonant dynamics is “wave-phase entrainment”, a further example of which is the attunement of our body-mind’s frequency with that of the planet when both vibrate at the 7.5 hertz wavelength equivalent to Earth’s width. It is in the meditative state that our body-minds are most likely to attain such co-resonance, whose entrainment with Earth’s fundamental resonant frequency accounts for the harmonious “vibes” that meditation may induce.18+
Our quest to comprehend the conundrum of our core I-dentity may be facilitated by an appreciation of how, at the quantum-mechanical level of cosmic order, there are only fluidic resonant frequencies, whose particle fallout into the realm of material density we perceive to be and – because thus believing becomes seeing – we therefore accordingly experience as “hard reality” and “stuff happening.” As another astrophysicist, Freeman Dyson, has noted:19
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.
Albert Einstein similarly testified to the fluidic foundation of experienced solidity:20+
Matter which we perceive is merely nothing but a great concentration of energy in very small regions.  We may therefore regard matter as being constituted by the regions of space in which the field is extremely intense. . . . There is no place in this new kind of physics both for the field and matter for the field is the only reality.
Obliquely pertinent to Einstein’s testimony is another of his declarations, that time is a persistent illusion of the human perceptual apparatus that we outwardly project on our worldly experiencing from our respectively unique space-time frames of reference. Cosmologist John Archibald Wheeler further observed in this regard that the purpose of this timely illusion is “to keep everything from happening at once”; and someone has since thoughtfully added that the purpose of the illusion of space is “to keep everything from happening to me.” There is far more truth in both of these statements than meets the sensory eye, truth that resides in the “I” of its beholding and discernment of the more than “me” can say.
The invisible interpenetrating relationships that facilitate the emergence of substantial material phenomena from insubstantial resonant quantum frequencies are as utterly defiant of ordinary comprehension as is our now-and-here-I-am self-presencing. It is this confoundment that moved me to reference the three statements from The Universe Story, each of which points beyond the what we know to the more than we can say, as a preface to my request that Brian describe as clearly as possible just how the invisible domain of quantum-mechanical resonant frequencies goes about co-weaving the material fabric of cosmic wholeness.
Brian tapped his fingers on the table, glancing thoughtfully about several times before addressing this question from his perspective of evolutionary cosmogenesis, according to which the creation of the universe is from moment to moment forever emergently ongoing and ongrowing:
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.”

Most simply said, therefore, the entire universe may be described as Siddhartha viewed a river. Or, in meta-cosmological terminology: The inscape of all perceived individuality is quintessentially intervidualized via the quantum-physical domain of universal cosmogenesis, which gestates the materialization of now-and-here-I-am self-presencing by everywhere shining its omni-localized intervidual brilliance in multividual manifestation. 
Phew! (Or do I hear a “ew?”)

Brian’s account of the quantum-mechanical domain’s own accounting system is in keeping with the derivation of the word “person” from the Latin verb personare, “to sound through.” Like Emerson’s self-referring roses, each person uniquely resounds (re-sounds) his or her unique interviduation of the universe’s unbroken wholeness via a resonant “vibrational fingerprint” that is unlike the signaling that emerges from any other interviduation. Therefore, while I may appear from the perspective of macro-cosmic material physicality to be reducible to the sum of my localized parts, from the perspective of micro-cosmic quantum-mechanical multiplicity, I am produced as a local mini-cosmic manifestation of the universe’s everywhere-diversified interviduating totality. 
Nothing new under the sun?

I am proof this is not so.

No matter what has been done before, 

nor what has been thought before,

I am the one doing and thinking 

in the right here and now of my own being.

Never before has the universe experienced itself

in just the way that I do.

There is always something new under the sun

whenever someone new is doing it.

In and as my life and via my own hands

the universe takes and makes new shapes 

that have never been experienced before.

In short: I am an ongrowing variation of the universe’s symphonic evolutionary progression toward ever greater complexities of interrelationship.21+ It likewise is no mere coincidence, therefore, that the Latin root of the word “complex” signifies “interwoven,” “braided,” or “plaited,” because viewing the universe from either a quantum-cosmological perspective or from the perspective of complex adaptive systems theory22 reveals it to be an omni-inclusive multiplex of cosmically entangled interrelationships, in which each apparent individual is instead an intervidually manifest expression of the cosmos’ multividuality.  It is from this meta-cosmological ground of all being that each person is an instrument for the unique local composition and expression of universally quintessesential now-and-here-I-am self-presencing, in variation of the cosmos’ eternal theme of unbroken and unbreakable at-one-ment. 
In our own local co-weavings of this timeless and boundless quintessential self-presencing, each of us is significantly other than his or her sum-totaled bits and pieces, as acknowledged in “Prolegomenon One”, p. 2. Furthermore, as a consequence of our cosmic interviduation, all being is interbeing, as illustrated in “Prolegomenon Two”, p. 8. 
From the perspective of the emerging paradigm of integral omni-inclusiveness, we are whole-self beings who are locally attuned to the cosmos’ common unity overall, rather than mere bio-chemical role-self beings who have been machined on a cosmic assembly line process presumed by the Cartesian-Newtonian paradigm of categorical omni-compartmentalization. 
Persons who are graced with CNPD (Cartesian-Newtonian Paradigm Deficit) – which includes some if not many who are on the so-called ADS (Autism Disorder Spectrum) – may benefit from the intuition that we are local assemblers of the ongoing means of cosmic order while likewise being uniquely diverse local assemblages of that order’s universality, in whom the purpose of our life is a life of purpose whose purpose is our life itself. 
Concerning the collective purpose of lifekind overall, along with its entire cosmic support system, its function is to reconcile all local dis-ease to the harmony of our cosmic common unity. As biophysicist Harold Morowitz has delightfully explained, all pain and disharmony manifests locally in the universe’s parts, while ease and harmony prevail in the universe as its unbroken wholeness overall. In Morowitz’ characterization of this principle, local pain is always being reconciled to cosmic joy.23 Spiritual philosopher Ernest Holmes described this universal redemptive process of reconciliation in a marvelously concise summary of evolutionary dynamics:24
Everything in the universe exists for the harmonious good of every other part. The universe is forever uniting what is harmonious and diminishing what is not…. It is the unessential only that is vanishing, that the abiding may be made more clearly manifest.
Thus does the all-inclusive kindom of lifekind exist for the perpetuation of its own collectively interviduated harmonious well-being overall, rather than for the maintenance of humankind’s presumptively privileged political kingdoms. For even though human governance no longer takes the political form of kingdoms as such, the empire-building paradigm of hierarchal dominance over many by a few still persists in the human psyche, not just politically but  biologically as well, e.g., as in our scientific attributions of “plant kingdom,” “animal kingdom”, etc.
Lifekind’s kindom is beneficially present in every placement and moment of its existence, for as Emerson further commented on his rose bed’s shining brilliance:25
Before a leaf-bud has burst, its whole life acts; in the full-blown flower there is no more; in the leafless root there is no less. Its nature is satisfied, and it satisfies nature, in all moments alike. But man postpones or remembers; he does not live in the present, but with reverted eye laments the past, or, heedless of the riches that surround him, stands on tiptoe to foresee the future. He cannot be happy and strong until he too lives with nature in the present, above time.
Another way of conveying Emerson’s insight is to honor the manner in which a rose is always whole (unbroken), complete (nothing left out) and perfect (all-inclusive). For example, a rosebush is the rose being whole, complete and perfect as a bush; the rosebud is the rose being whole, complete, and perfect as a bud: the rose blossom is the rose being whole, complete and perfect as a blossom; the rose seed or graft is the rose being whole, complete and perfect as its seed or graft. At any given time the rose is wholly, completely, and perfectly present just as it is in every other moment of its now-and-here-I-am self-presencing. . . and is never finished. Furthermore, even when, where and to the extent that a rose is blighted, it is wholly, completely and perfectly thus blighted.
Like the roses outside Emerson’s and Brian’s windows, it is in our moment-to-moment shining of our own invisible and silent now-and-here-I-am intervidual brilliance that we forever are at home in the at-one-ment of the kindom of our common unity.  We ultimately are that homestead itself, which is established in and as ourselves, whether or not we are aware that this is so. Accordingly, our dawning awareness of this kindom represents an emerging new order of consciousness, not a faulty disorder of consciousness.26+ 
This newly ordered realization is perennially at hand, even when (or perhaps especially when) we are “attentionally challenged” like autistic systems engineer Temple Grandin, whose intuition of our contextual kindom has resulted in far more humane procedures for the handling of livestock. Therefore, even though our practice of slaughtering animals for their food value is evidential of how scarcely awakened our cosmic kindom consciousness may as yet be (as I elsewhere acknowledge in an emerging set of books whose series is entitled The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense),27+ the fact that Temple Grandin has widely succeeded in establishing more gentle treatment of animals during their preparation for slaughter clearly indicates – at long last – that the emergence of kindom consciousness is today becoming more presently at hand.28+
The autism pandemic that, according to the latest research, now effects one of 98 newborn children,29 has been likened in many (not all) instances by autism researcher and expert Simon Baron-Cohen as an extreme form of masculine consciousness. This is not because it affects mostly boys, but because it is an extreme form of “figuring things out” á la Cartesian-Newtonian categorical rationality, rather than, as feminine consciousness tends to do, integrally and empathically “figuring things together” á la integral rationality. Baron-Cohen calls this masculine/categorical-feminine/integral distinction “the essential difference” in the respective consciousness of the two genders, in a book by that same title.30
While one may therefore be tempted to hypothesize that autism in males tends to epitomize the prevailing categorically logical world view (though most certainly not in all cases), while autism in females tends (as in Temple Grandin) to epitomize the emerging configuratively logical world view, it is far too soon to draw any such conclusions. Yet one still may be inclined to wonder whether autism would be emerging so pandemically in a world where integral paradigms have prevailed as intensively as have categorical paradigms during the past few centuries.
Whole Shebang  - “daughter wave”
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ADDENDUM ONE
Living What We’re Made Of
We will discover the nature of our particular genius when we stop trying to conform to our own 

or to other people's models, learn to be ourselves, and allow our natural channel to open. 

~Shakti Gawain~
But yield who will to their separation,
My object in living is to unite
My avocation and my vocation
As my two eyes make one in sight.

~Robert Frost~
The machine age introduced the paradigm that what is most worth having doesn’t exist until we have “made” it in both senses of that word, i.e., until we have first contrived whatever “it” is, and have then “arrived” as a successful consumer thereof. Prior to the advent of the industrial mindset of fabricating stuff to “make a living” (which in some minds goes so far as to equate “having” sex with “making” babies), people assumed that being alive was their living, instead of the mere means of “getting” a life. Rather than “making a living,” they lived the life they had, however bleak or difficult it might be, and they bettered it as best they could. Living was not one’s left-over time from a day-to-day life sentence to hard laboring for others, with overnight paroles and weekends off for good behavior.
The machine age’s all-pervading paradigm of “making a living” (MAL) has become a cultural hairball that is choking our individual and collective vitality to the point that the global increase of joblessness  is encouraging us to chuck up this MAL-adjusted paradigm. The paradigm of “making a living” presumes that the artificial fabrication called a “job” is one’s only means for living, and without which one cannot “get a life” to be enjoyed between one’s “daily grinds” in the workplace. 
It was not until my early thirties (in the mid-1960’s), when I was a graduate student of the history of European and American thought, that I realized how, prior to the reduction of our human status to that of being commodities in the job market, people didn’t view their workaday world as something set apart from living. Historically, the “making a living” paradigm is a modern cultural invention that emerged from the Industrial Revolution, and is not, therefore, the fundamental law of human existence that we have made it out to be. Throughout our previous history, unless one was overtly enslaved, people assumed that they were living their lives full time, not “making” a part-time life. Perceiving no requirement to make aliveness possible, they lived whatever life they had as best they could. All of their life was their living, however onerous its circumstances might be, and their workaday life, whether it be farming, a craft or a trade, was an integral part of their living, not a pre-requisite thereto.
Over the past three centuries, with the inventions of industrial manufacturing, commoditization, and consumerist trance-formation – all of which are supported by hundreds of millions of menial jobs – the Industrial Revolution gave birth to the idea that our lives have to be put on hold throughout the day as we conform ourselves to the requirements of work formats that have been prefabricated by our employers, i.e.,  the “jobs” they have created for us so that we can make a living. According to this insidious idea, life is something we make for ourselves by devoting our most fresh, alert and energetic hours to earning the right to live during the left-over, weary hours thereby presumably "made" livable. 
Today, hundreds of millions of people worldwide perceive living as a “spare time” reprieve confined to the “off hours” that follow the daylong effort that permits them to finally come alive at day’s end. By “going to work” we serve a day-to-day life sentence, with overnight parole and weekends off for good behavior. And for the tens of millions of Americans who now work 50 to 60 hours a week via overtime and/or at extra part-time employment, the paroles and good behavior breaks have become quite meager. 
This estrangement of our lives from our living of them is reflected in the weekly cycle of our nation’s mortality trends. Nine o’clock on Monday morning, as 160 million U. S. Americans face another week of making a living, variously known as “going to work”, “doing my job”, “getting by”, “making ends meet”, and running “the rat race,” is not only the moment when we renew our weekly vocational estrangement of “making a living.” It likewise is the moment at which more Americans die each week than at any other moment. Our departure rate from the planet consistently peaks at 9 a.m. each Monday morning, in the prospect of enduring yet another week-ening of our spirit as we daily subtract our eight (or more) most alert and energetic hours from the life that awaits our living of it accordingly.
The association of "making a living" with the foregoing dehumanizing metaphors tends to explain the erosion of values in American civilization. After earning their "living" all day long, day after day, year after year, people are inclined to take a break from further responsibility, and often at the expense of maintaining what ultimately gives life worth, even up to and including the point at which, sooner or later, our planetary life-support system will likewise be taking a break.
Historically our species has sought to rise above the limitations of its worldly existence by placing faith in some means of their wellbeing’s ultimate salvation. As progressively civilized beings we have sought salvation by faith in religion (belief), by faith in science (control), by faith in reason (intellect), by faith in the machine (industry), by faith in society (socialism), by faith in financial prosperity (capitalism), by faith in material acquisition (consumerism), by faith in knowledge (education), by faith in communication (mass media), and only quite recently – and as yet quite scarcely – by faith in life-sustaining principles. 

Since all of today’s pre-technological indigenous cultures associate their wellbeing with a deep, abiding faith in the principles that sustain it, we can reasonably assume that such was the case for our species overall prior to our invention of so-called “civilization.” In our millennia-long search for the means of our salvation, we are only just now – and barely so – beginning to come full circle to an understanding of the ultimate principles that assure the sustainability of our wellbeing.
In the meantime, ever since World War II the means of salvation in which Americans have placed their greatest faith is material acquisition, a faith that is sustained by two weapons of mass trance-formation, compulsory jobism that is motivated by the compensatory mass trance-forming power of consumerism. 
The advent of endemic consumeritis was already so apparent by the 1920’s that Will Rogers could remark, “Americans spend money they don’t really have to buy things they don’t really want to impress people they don’t really like.”1 It was also in the 1920s when German sociologist Walter Benjamin recognized the religious aspect of consumerism: “[Capitalism] is a religion because it is based on faith – untested and unproven by the individual acolyte – in materialism and rationalism. It is a passive worldview, a negative theology.”2 Were Benjamin alive today, he might note that capitalism has become our God and that corporatism is its greatest prophet (as well as its greatest profit). 
Following World War 2 consumeritis became pandemic, as the industrial means of our winning the war – the so-called “war machine” – had either to be dismantled and abandoned at the war’s conclusion, or else to be redeployed for an alternative purpose. Its deliberate makeover from a war machine to a consumer machine was inspired by retail analyst, Victor Lebow, who officially advised the nation’s commercial elite in an article that appeared in a widely read (by business leaders) July, 1944 issue of The Journal of Marketing:3+
Our enormous productive economy. . . demands that we make consumption our way of life, that we convert the buying and use of goods into rituals, that we seek our spiritual satisfactions, our ego satisfactions, in consumption . . . at an ever increasing rate. 
Lebow’s reasoning for this conclusion was as follows:
The measure of social status, of social acceptance, of prestige, is now to be found in our consumptive patterns. The very meaning and significance of our lives is to be expressed in consumptive terms. The greater the pressures upon the individual to conform to safe and accepted social standards, the more does he tend to express his aspirations and his individuality in terms of what he wears, drives, eats - his home, his car, his pattern of food serving, his hobbies.
These commodities and services must be offered to the consumer with a special urgency. We require not only ‘forced draft’ consumption, but ‘expensive’ consumption as well. We need things consumed, burned up, worn out, replaced, and discarded at an ever increasing pace. We need to have people eat, drink, dress, ride, live, with ever more complicated and, therefore, constantly more expensive consumption. Home power tools and the whole ‘do-it-yourself’ movement are excellent examples of ‘expensive’ consumption.
There is some uncertainty whether Lebow actually meant his words to be taken literally, or whether they were an ironic statement of the ultimately self-defeating nature of unbridled consumerism. Yet far more relevant than whatever he may have meant is the fact that his prescription was aggressively adopted by the U.S. business community as gospel truth, whose shortest verse is the now-famous credo in the movie, Wall Street, that “greed is good.”4 The captains of the post-war industrial machine took Lebow’s prescription with a religious fervor comparable to those who idolize Jesus’ “Sermon on the Mount,” and to this day it has prevailed as the gospel of U.S. American finance, commerce, salesmanship, marketing and advertising. 

Historically, therefore, consumerism and its epidemiological cohort, “boomeritis,” didn’t just happen, it was deliberately chosen by our civilization’s leadership as the ultimate rationale for our existence. As they took LeBow’s prescription to heart, consumerism became America’s prevailing religion by deliberate collective intention. As a consequence, the nation’s top lifestyle values today include the consumerist battle-cry “shop ‘til you drop” and its production-value corollary, “drill, baby, drill,”, as well as the trumped up commandment that “He who dies with the most toys wins.”
The top consumerist production value is “planned obsolescence,” initially via the deliberate creation of short-term durability in American consumer products so that they had to be frequently replaced, and ultimately via the marketing psychology employed to convince consumers that they must stay annually up to date by buying the newest model, improvement, upgrade, version, edition, etc., of a product, even when the older one is still quite adequate.

This institutional canonization of affluenza as the mythical precondition and grounding of all material, social, personal and spiritual fulfillment moved Rod Serling to forecast a cultural Twilight Zone in which5
We're developing a new citizenry, one that will be very selective about cereals and automobiles, but won't be able to think.
Consumerism is a classic example of our having freedom of choice but not of consequence, as noted by economist John Kenneth Galbraith’s comment about the Great Depression of the 1930’s:6
The threat to men of great dignity, privilege and pretense is not from the radicals they revile, it is from accepting their own myth. Exposure to reality remains the nemesis of the great – a little understood thing.” 
The planet is now exposing us to the consequential reality of our acceptance of consumerism as our civilization’s number one value, who consequential threat to our planet’s well-being is not all that different than in the days when “consumption” was the name given to the disease now called “tuberculosis.”  We are systemically destroying, among other things, the capacity of our planet to breathe, and its stormy attempts to catch its breath are becoming ever more severe.
Because of our nation’s wholesale adoption of Lebow’s revised slandered version of gospel truth, our sustained fervor for material consumption in U.S. America today exceeds our combined fervor for all other formal religions. Consumeritis received political certification as our nation’s #1 religion just after 9/11, when President Bush urged Americans to continue going to the malls to shop as usual rather than (for instance) loving their neighbors and/or going to church and/or to pray, as he also assured the consuming public that keeping their shopping malls safe was a top government priority. 
What the ancient Roman Empire accomplished by distracting and numbing its citizenry’s consciousness with bread and circuses, the U.S. consumerist establishment is now accomplishing with fast food and television. The public's addiction to consumerism has become so firmly established that the term "substance abuse" now describes the way we treat our entire planet. Just as addicts abuse drugs, so is a civilization of workaholics now abusing the material resourcefulness of the Earth, to the point that – and to conclude with a slight whiff of wistful reJoycement – the myocardial infarction of American excess is becoming an unsound fury signifying the nothingness that we call “death”.  
1. Versions of this statement have been widely attributed to others as well. 
2. Walter Benjamin, at http://tinyurl.com/3gc4grs. See also Benjamin’s Reflections: Essays, Aphorisms, Autobiographical Writings, Peter Demetx, ed. (NY: Schocken Books, 2007).

3. The first page of Lebow’s article is at http://tinyurl.com/3fkre7s and full article is at http://tinyurl.com/4xtf5uv. A brief bio on Lebow is at http://tinyurl.com/5nmtkw. A 20-minute online documentary on consumerism that features Lebow’s statement is at http://www.storyofstuff.com/ . Commentaries on the documentary are at http://tinyurl.com/3b86w7f and at http://tinyurl.com/dd59ep. A historical over view of consumerism entitled “The Gospel of Consumption: And the better future we left behind” is at http://tinyurl.com/dnl28y. The non-sustainability of consumerism is reviewed at http://tinyurl.com/g241. Other commentaries on the impact of consumer consciousness are at http://tinyurl.com/3b6z363  and at http://tinyurl.com/2v9kwp. A book entitled The Ethics of Consumption is briefly reviewed at http://tinyurl.com/3gan83j, and the book is at http://tinyurl.com/3tkc8qg. An environmentally oriented assessment of consumeritis, entitled How Much Is Enough? is reviewed at  http://tinyurl.com/3d4nb4o.. The book is at http://tinyurl.com/3l92r7d. 
4. Gordon Gekko (Michael Douglas) in the 1987 movie, Wall Street (http://tinyurl.com/yttn7).   
5. Rod Serling, at http://tinyurl.com/3r2jvyn 
6. John Kenneth Galbraith, at http://tinyurl.com/4yqvylm 
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ADDENDUM TWO

Welcome to the Paradigm Shift:

Thinking the World Together Again
This is a thorough upgrade and update (with the addition of sub-headings) of a widely circulated though unpublished statement that was initially written in 1966 for the experimental seminar described in Part One. It articulates the segregative paradigm that is associated with modern science’s perspective of fragmentive linear causality and categorical analysis, which has been reinforced by the linear influences of alphabetical languages, the technology of movable type, and mechanically calibrated space and measured time. A newly added concluding section views the integrative paradigm that is now emergently upon us. 

What follows, therefore, is the version of this paper (at last!) that I was yearning to bring to a hopeful conclusion half a century ago.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Schizophrenia may be a necessary consequence of literacy.
~Marshall McLuhan~

Everything that rises must converge.
~Flannery O’Connor~

The epigraphs by McLuhan and O’Connor respectively represent the atomizing segregative paradigm of modern Western civilization, with which we think the world to pieces, and its successor that is just now emerging, a synthesizing integrative paradigm with which we can think the world together again – with the humpty-dumptied shortcomings of all the king’s horses and men to the contrary notwithstanding. (While the author of the 17th century Humpty Dumpty nursery rhyme1 may have had no inkling about its iconic representation of the segregative paradigm that was emerging at that time, it stands as such nonetheless.)
The foundational frame of reference of the diversely atomizing segregative paradigm is one that conditions us to perceive our self↔world interrelationship through a lens of fragmentively compartmentalized divisiveness. The contrasting foundational reference frame of the inclusively synthesizing integrative paradigm opens us to perceiving our self↔world interrelationship through a lens of highly co-ordinated universal interconnectivity. 

Because the significance of the integrative paradigm’s capacity for thinking the world together is best appreciated in contrast to its predecessor (and vice versa), we begin with an assessment of the segregative paradigm’s capacity for thinking the world to pieces, which slowly but surely is being downsized within the more inclusive outlook of its successor paradigm. 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Thinking the World to Pieces
The restructuring of human work and association was shaped

by the technique of fragmentation that is the essence of machine technology.
~Marshall McLuhan~ (UM,23)
Marshall McLuhan’s association of phonetic literacy with the schizoid (i.e., fragmentive) reality-forming tendencies of the segregative paradigm was elaborated at great length in his 330-page 1962 book, The Gutenberg Galaxy: The Making of Typographic Man.2 McLuhan demonstrated therein how phonetic languages composed of meaningless alphabetical isolates (the letters “a” to “z” having no significance in and of their respective selves) tend to reinforce the diversely compartmentalized modern worldview whose origin is commonly traced to the respective influences of Rene Descartes’ philosophy and Isaac Newton’s science. 

The reality-formative influence of mass phonetic literacy, which has existed only in modern times, is so omni-pervasive that it conditions the worldview of illiterates as well. From the perspective of this segregative paradigm, reality is perceived as a fragmentary (hence schizoid) arrangement of diverse categorical objects in compartmentalized space. The fragmentive reality-formative influence of phonetic linearity tends to prevail regardless of in whichever language its alphabet is formatted, be it English, French, Spanish, German, ancient Latin, or modern Greek, etc. Every phonetic language has a built-in tendency to induce a correspondingly fragmentive mindset, no matter with which of them one’s linear perspectives are spelled out.  
Every medium has a reality-formative impact on individual and collective behavior, as elaborated in McLuhan’s 1964 book, Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man,3 in which he introduced his equation, “the medium is the message.” By the word “medium” McLuhan signified any material or ideological externalization (and thus extension) of a human function or capacity into an artifact or a technological form or process, as earlier recognized by anthropologist Edward T. Hall’s in his 1959 book on nonverbal forms of communication, The Silent Language:4  
Today man has developed extensions for practically everything he used to do with his body. The evolution of weapons begins with the teeth and the fist and ends with the atom bomb. Clothes and houses are extensions of man’s biological temperature-control mechanisms. Furniture takes the place of squatting and sitting on the ground. Power tools, glasses, TV, telephones, and books which carry the voice across both time and space are examples of material extensions. Money is a way of extending and storing labor. Our transportation networks now do what we used to do with our feet and backs. In fact, all man-made material things can be treated as extensions of what man once did with his body or some specialized part of his body.
In McLuhan’s perspective on every form of human technological extension,5
Any technology tends to create a new environment. Script and papyrus created the social environment we think of in connection with the empires of the ancient world. The stirrup and the wheel created unique environments of enormous scope. Technological environments are not merely passive containers of people but are active processes that reshape people and other technologies alike. 
It was these “active processes” that McLuhan signified as the “message” in his medium=message equation:6
…the ‘message’ of any medium or technology is the change of scale or pace or pattern that it introduces into human affairs.

In other words, the “message” of a medium is the socio-cultural impact that corresponds to its format and function, “the structural changes in human outlook” and “the psychic and social consequences”7 that result from its reality-formative influence on the spacing, timing, pacing and patterning of individual human experiencing and of collective human interaction, thus shaping our socio-psychological, political, economic and environmental patterns of self↔world interrelationship. In accord with its function, each medium’s message correspondingly formats (McLuhan sometimes said “massages”) the attention, perceptions, experiencing, behavior and interrelationships of all concerned, and the collective socio-cultural consequences of such formatting are widely evident. For example,  
· the message/massage of the automobile is, among many other things, its hastening of our lifestyles (in contrast to horse-and-buggy lifestyles), and the formats of suburban sprawl and roadside strip malls;

· the message/massage of the household plumbing systems that replace village and neighborhood wells in modernizing cultures is the consequent elimination of the community’s daily gathering at the wells, and the corresponding atomization (a.k.a. as “detribalization”) of its social structure; 
· the message/massage of nuclear weaponry is the reformatting of warfare, first from hot to so-called “cold” warfare, and eventually to the atomized terrorism that has replaced the pre-nuclear format of collective warfare on a global scale;

· the message of the computer is comprehensivity (Utopia and Oblivion, p. 68)
· the message/massage of the Internet is the establishment and social networking among global online communities of shared concern, and the emergence of global democracy, for reasons reviewed in Addendum Eight, “Our Future as Planetary Conscious Evolutionaries ,” p. 97.

A medium’s message is far more formative of our perceiving and our patterns of being, having and doing – and thus reality-formative – than is the meaning conveyed by its content, whether the content be philosophy, politics, pornography or whatever. This is because the social-structuring function of a medium’s format correspondingly formats the outlook, lifestyle and behavior of those who are in the medium’s thrall, as is evident, for instance, in the contrast of the automobile-driven lifestyles of most U.S. Americans with the horse-and-buggy-driven lifestyles of the nation’s Amish subculture. While the content of both automobile and buggy is the same – the people and stuff that they transport – the Amish know that the worldview which informs their cultural perspective on people and stuff could not prevail if they abandoned their reality-formative horse-drawn-buggy-and-trailer culture for the surrounding automotive culture that elsewhere prevails. 
In other words, a medium’s technological impact is transformatively overhauling of its socio-cultural milieu, while the impact of its content is at most reformative of a mere attentional tune-up. Thus, for example, is the technology of television far more transformative of individual and family lifestyles than are any of the value-messages embodied in its content. The commanding “message” of the television medium, no matter what content one is attending to (news, drama, situation comedies, reality shows, talent contests), is the reality-formative changes of its viewers’ family patterns, recreational life, social activities, sleeping schedules (to watch late night TV), and the way they spend their time and money (in response to the punctuated onslaught of TV commercials), etc. 
Every other medium is likewise far more commanding of it viewers’ experiencing than is any content it may convey. For example, the nonverbal communication known as “body language” is a message of expressed self-I-dentification that tends to override the meaning of the linguistic content of one’s spoken language, as acknowledged a century before McLuhan’s time in Ralph Waldo Emerson’s assertion:8
What you are stands over you the while, and thunders so that I cannot hear what you say to the contrary

The message of every medium’s perceptual makeover and behavioral command, both individually and collectively, speaks more loudly than does its content, which is why the meaning of whatever one may say is less commanding than is the manner of one’s saying it – unless, of course, the two are congruent. And in any event, other folks tend to be just as hard of hearing what we have to say as we are hard of seeing (from their viewpoint) the way that we are saying it and the perspective from which we say it.
Since the mode of linguistic communication is as well far more commanding of our perception than a language’s content, the fragmentive alphabetic structuring of phonetic literacy harbors and conveys a prevailing segregative perspective overall, no matter how holistic may be the perspective of the content that it conveys. This is in stark contrast to pictographic and ideographic languages composed of meaningful images rather than of meaningless letters, and which by their imagic nature are more inclusively holistic to begin with.9 Phonetically conditioned cultures are thus far more inclined to a segregative worldview than are cultures whose language is formatted in graphic images. The contrasting mindsets that respectively correspond to phonetic and imagic languages embody and project profoundly different ways of perceiving, being, having and doing for the socities that they respectively format. 

Accordingly, the mindsets and cultures of populations that are beholden to imagic languages tend to be synergistic, organic and integrative, while phonetically beholden mindsets and cultures are correspondingly linear, mechanistic, and segregative. While imagically formatted cultures are biased toward unitive synthesis, phonetically formatted cultures are biased toward divisive atomization.
One of the most succinct understandings of the medium = message equation is conveyed in Robert Butler’s statement:10
The problem with nuclear weapons is nuclear weapons. 

Butler’s insight became instantly apparent to J. Robert Oppenheimer who, as scientific director of the Manhattan Project that pioneered the initial development of nuclear technology, is remembered by many as the "father of the atomic bomb." As Oppenheimer observed the first detonation of a nuclear weapon in early summer, 1945, he recalled a passage from the Bhagavad Gita:11
Now, I am become Death, the destroyer of worlds. 

Just as a picture is worth a thousand words, so is an experience worth a thousand pictures. Thus the live viewing of a nuclear explosion is far more impactful on one’s consciousness than is reading or being told about it, or than is viewing a series of still photographs thereof, or a film or video thereof. Oppenheimers’s on-site viewing experience significantly altered his comprehension of warfare, as he further observed in 1946:12
It did not take atom weapons to make war terrible…. It did not take atomic weapons to make man want peace, a peace that would last. But the atomic bomb was the turn of the screw. It has made the prospect of future war unendurable. It has led us up those last few steps to the mountain pass; and beyond there is a different country.

Someone else (Albert Einstein?) was likewise peering into that different country’s “message” with the assertion that13
I don't know what kind of weapons will be used in the third world war, assuming there will be a third world war. But I can tell you what the fourth world war will be fought with – stone clubs.
Given the contrasting impacts of words and moving pictures, had radio not been succeeded by television its coverage of events over the past half century could not have had nearly the dramatic impact on our worldview that its visual successor has had. This is because the visual format of television has far more influence over the content of its spoken words than vice versa. Were this not so, television programming would have continued to be as linearly formatted as were the sequential story lines of the old movies that provided much of its initial content.

Furthermore, given that the “message” of television’s multisensory audio-visual format is far more dramatic than the single-sensory format of radio, TV’s advent necessitated a complete makeover of radio’s format. Since radio-mediated drama is not nearly as compelling of our attention as is televised drama, radio had to cease the dramatic programming that was abandoned by millions of people formerly had formerly listened for several hours each week, as they gravitated to TV’s far more dramatic format. When it became impossible for radio to continue selling soap operatically – nor either via quiz shows, talent shows, and situation comedy – given TV’s added visual component of dramatic presentation, radio’s format became primarily musical, preachy, and chatty. TV also reformatted many comedians’ delivery from their former narrative style to their current stand-up style. 
Perhaps most significantly of all, television reformatted our attention span, as evidenced in its effect on the production of movies. Unlike the pre-television format of movies in which long segments of fixed viewpoint from a stationary camera angle and distance were common, television is formatted in short sight-bites, as its physical viewpoint changes every few seconds. Today’s movies are accordingly far more TV-like in this regard than they were fifty years ago. 

In the educational world, teachers who continue to rely on didactic methods of instruction that are most fully represented in lecture methodology  complain about their students’ short attention spans, are failing to comprehend that the long attention spans of earlier generations have not survived TV’s natural selection of our ability to process many points of view in rapid succession.
Immediately upon my own comprehension of the principle of medium-as-message, I recognized that the message of my lecturing as an educator was far more formative of my students’ responsiveness than was the message of my lectures’ content. To be specific, I instantly recognized the futility of instructing students on democratic principles via the conventional classroom format. Given on one hand a medium’s corresponding reality-formative message, and given on the other hand our common tendency to do what others do rather than what they say – another Emersonian example of how the medium of our body’s language is the primary message that one conveys – I realized that the reality-formative influence of the conventional college classroom was the antithesis of democracy, the content of whose principles cannot be effectively taught in the context of a non-democratic medium.
In other words, I realized that my students’ worldviews were being formed far more by the authoritarian format of my lecture-driven classroom than by the democratic content of my lectures. And since, like everyone else, students learn most effectively from what they experience rather than from what they are told, exposing them to ideas of democracy in the context of an authoritarian learning experience favors their assimilation of their experience of authoritarianism in the absence of experienced democracy. Perhaps nowhere is the built-in self-contradiction of authoritarian pedagogy more evident than in the discrepancy inherent in our allowance of teachers to use “lecture notes” while condemning students’ similar practice as using “cheat sheets.” 

It therefore was no wonder to me that students of that time were yearning to “do their own thing,” having grown up in the authoritarian structure that we call “schooling,” whose experiential message is to don’t one’s own thing.
Supported by both McLuhan’s and Peter Drucker’s insights (see p. 8), I immediately reconfigured my instructional approach to replace one-way transmission of content via lecturing with dialogic exchange in which my students and I learned together from each others’ diverse perspectives on the subject matter presently at hand, and often arriving at a perspective that was somewhat different from what any of us had begun with, myself included. Rather than lecture at and to my students, I folded my own perspectives into our shared dialog at those points where my offering became relevant.

I have ever since consistently endeavored to facilitate democratic learning experiences rather than authoritarian teaching formats. Nonetheless, today’s students continue to be taught democratic principles in authoritarian classrooms, and the authoritarianism thus caught is far more formative of their worldview and behavior than are the democratic principles they are formally being taut. (A deliberate play on words, not a misprint.)

This realization served me especially well when I subsequently “specialized” in the more holistic perspectives of environmental education. (For the ultimate futility of specializing in holism see Addendum Five, “Gestalt Ecology: How We Create Our Space”, p. 79.) As an environmental educator, I recognized that whatever people are able to learn about their natural environment is dependent more on the reality-formative influence of their immediate learning environment than on the natural environment itself, from which their built environment segregates them. 

Learning about is segregative, learning with is integrative. I accordingly based my dialogic approach on the integrative proposition that you (i.e., the student) are yourself the most immediate environment over whose reality-forming impact you have the greatest command. Mindfully examining one’s own immediate self↔world interrelationship, even while one is within the built environment of classroom education, is the starting point for truly relevant environmentally-based education, because changing one’s own relationship to one’s environment is the only effective way to change one’s environment accordingly.

Having realized this environmental perspective, my mission was to environmentalize the educational process by complementing single-discipline instructional environments that are departmentally structured for segregative teaching with trans-disciplinary learning environments that are structured for the integrative enlightenment of all concerned. My implementation of this environmentalizing mission, which is detailed in Addendum Three, “Lamps to be Lighted,” p. 72, also moved me to write a book entitled You Are An Environment: Teaching/Learning Environmental Values, 10,000 copies of which fairly saturated the newly emerging field of environmental educators.14
The concept of medium-as-message was perceived to be so innovative that one of McLuhan’s editors noted in dismay that three quarters of the material in Understanding Media was new, while a successful book cannot be more than ten percent new. Nonetheless, the book was so immediately successful that McLuhan became one of the most sought-after public speakers of his day. 

McLuhan’s genius was his reduction to a five-word equation a principle that has been variously observed since antiquity, and perhaps never otherwise so precisely as in Buddha’s assertion:

You cannot travel the path until you are the path.

Winston Churchill, in being faithful to his political conservatism, likewise acknowledged the power of a medium’s reality-formative message when he insisted in 1945 that the war-torn House of Commons be precisely restored to its pre-war form, lest British parliamentary tradition be compromised: 
We shape our dwellings, and then our dwellings shape us.
The self-I-dentifying impact of a medium as its own reality-formative message was likewise implicit in philosopher Georg W. F. Hegel’s pronouncement, 

Man, insofar as he acts on nature to change it, changes his own nature.
Hegel thereby presaged a foundational principal of integrative worldviewing, which is that every relationship is an interrelationship. (See also p. 66.)
Physicist Max Planck similarly asserted that
Science cannot solve the ultimate mystery of nature. And that is because, in the last analysis, we ourselves are part of the mystery that we are trying to solve.
In other words, as every Gnostic, mystical and other comprehensive paradigm maintains, we are ultimately inseparable from our self-extensions. This includes our perceptual, conceptual, and ideological projections as well, as acknowledged in cosmological terms by astrophysicist Sir Arthur Eddington:

We have found a strange foot-print on the shores of the unknown. We have devised profound theories, one after another, to account for its origin. At last, we have succeeded in reconstructing the creature that made the foot-print. And lo! It is our own.
Cosmologist John Archibald Wheeler similarly observed the evidence of our own reality-formative participation in whatever we observe:

We had this old idea, that there was a universe out there, and here is man, the observer, safely protected from the universe by a six-inch slab of plate glass. Now we learn from the quantum world that even to observe so miniscule an object as an electron we have to shatter that plate glass; we have to reach in there. . . . So the old word observer simply has to be crossed off the books, and we must put in the new word participator. In this way we’ve come to realize that the universe is a participatory universe.
Poet William Blake came close to articulating the medium-as-message principle when he proclaimed, 

We become what we behold.

More precisely said, “we become as we behold,” because it is the how of our beholding that determines the perceived reality of what is beheld. Our perceived reality is the only reality that one can know, and the way we behold reality forms our perception of it far more than do the objects (i.e., the content) of our beholding. 

To state the medium↔message equation more generally, the context from which our beholding is projected ideologically, or with which we project it technologically, is far more reality-formative of our worldview than is the content which thereby becomes contextually enfolded.. The reality-formative influence of our contextual frame of reference prescribes both what is perceived and how it is perceived. This is why, although we don’t always see what we are looking for (content), we do always see what we are looking from (our various contextualizing frames of reference) and what we are looking through (the lenses of our numerous technologically framed “messages”).
Shorter yet (and even one word shorter than McLuhan’s equation): context always trumps content. 

Furthermore, new ways of perceiving content emerge only after one’s perceptual context has changed. This is why new information so often fails to change one’s way of perceiving things, while a change in one’s environment always modifies one’s perception. Perception is changed far more by active experiencing with, than by passive experiences of. It is thus that one of history’s greatest perceptual makeovers occurred only after our planet had been circumnavigated by ocean-bound explorers and traders, which recontextualized our former perception of flat-Earth two-dimensionality into spherical globality. 

The principal of reality-formative interrelationship between content and context is largely lost on the educational establishment, which is predicated on the proposition that behavior can be altered by the introduction of new information. Yet new information tends to become relevant only when it accompanies a change in one’s experiential environment, which was my underlying rational for environmentalizing education via the establishment of democratized learning environments that facilitate assimilation of knowledge, in place of authoritarian information-transmission environments that prepare students to subsequently regurgitate what they have been told. 

It also was Max Planck who acknowledged the persistence of modern science’s long-established segregative worldview when he noted that “science progresses funeral by funeral.” Outmoded worldviews die hard, as evidenced in our continued assumption of long-established provincial outlooks in spite of the emerging context of a planetary socio-cultural reality that is hourly becoming more globalized via the message of digital media formats, a matter that is addressed in the conclusion of this addendum at p. 68. And No less than scientists tend to do, most other placeholders of an established worldview likewise cease to hold it in place only when they themselves have deceased.

In any event, whether by perceptual makeover or by old age turnover the emerging context of forthcoming integrative worldviewing will eventually incorporate and succeed the segregative worldviewing of the present that is provincially beholden to geographical locality, cultural exclusivity, and ideological insularity – unless, of course, our civilization undergoes one or more of the hyper-calamitous world-wide upheavals that today’s numerous purveyors of apocalyptic scenarios would have us buy into. 

As for one’s own behaviorally self-extended expression, as distinct from the content of one’s verbal expression, from the perspective of what one’s self calls “here” it is always difficult to notice in ourselves what others see in us from “there.” This is because, as St. Augustine observed of one’s manner being its own primary message, whatever one may say to the contrary,

The thing we are looking for is the thing we are looking with.

It is with this understanding of one’s embodiment of oneself as one’s own primary message that a former Dalai Lama further inquired of a monk who asked, “Who am I”:

 Who is it that asks?

Nor was the Dalai Lama unique in this regard. When fourteenth-century Zen master Bassui Toshuko, who taught that “seeing one’s own nature is Buddhahood,” was asked how seeing into one’s own nature is accomplished, replied15
Now! Who is asking? 
Similar enlightenment concerning the interwoven message of the medium we call our “self” is embodied in the multi-faceted realization of Trinh T. Minh-Ha, author of Woman, Native, Other:16
I write to show myself showing people who show me my own showing. 
(I invite readers of Min-Ha’s statement to identify its embodiment of the old saw, “whenever you are pointing at another person, three fingers are pointing back at yourself.”) 

The operational conclusion to be drawn from the experiential primacy of one’s bodily medium over the content of one’s verbalized communication was stated by spiritual philosopher Ernest Holmes:17
Talk to yourself, not to the world. There is no one to talk to but yourself because all experience takes place within. Conditions are the reflections of our [assumptions] and nothing else.

As for another inquiry that correlates with the question of one’s self-I-dentification, namely, “what’s going on?” today’s understanding of this question is being dramatically transformed by the globalizing message of digital technology. This new understanding is consequent to the message of digital clocks, whose faces are devoid of anything other than the current hourly minute (i.e.,  the moment of “now”), and of digital networking that is interconnecting our species like nothing else has ever done before. Yet before we examine the reality-formative message of our digitally extended central nervous system, it is appropriate to review the previously established reality-formative messages that our digitally empowered media are presently transcending.

The Dis-Assembly Line of Categorical Space and Time
Printing from movable types created a quite unexpected new environment – it created the PUBLIC. Manuscript technology did not have the intensity or extension necessary to create publics on a national scale. What we have called “nations” in recent centuries did not and could not precede the advent of Gutenberg technology any more than they can survive [today’s] advent of electrical circuitry with its power of totally involving all people in all other people.18+  
~Marshall McLuhan~

The compartmentalizing fragmentive message of atomization that is inherent in alphabetical languages was greatly amplified by the reality-formative linear messages of two other extended human functions that emerged more or less simultaneously in Western civilization during the 15th century, movable type and the mechanical clock. Movable type’s reality-formative message is the wide-spread individualism of viewpoint made possible via mass dissemination of information to the public at large, and the individual’s (or a group’s) ability to interpret information from a particular point of view and to print and disseminate one’s divergent perspective. The consequent atomization of worldview made possible by Gutenberg technology inspired Austrian nobleman Eric von Kuehnelt Leddihn’s characterization of atomized democratic citizenries as “voting microbes.”19+
As for the parallel and similar reality-formative message of the mechanical clock, it similarly atomized our view of time. The clock empowered the categorical timing of our life, just as movable type empowered the categorical spacing out of our individualized points of view.

Central to every worldview is its respective perspectives on space and time, as “messaged” via the extension of its spatial and temporal frames of reference. In the pre-modern worldview of medieval times, for instance, spatial and temporal frames of reference were correlated allegorically, rather than co-ordinated categorically as they are in our present-day worldview. Cultural historian Lewis Mumford captured the essence of medieval space-time correlation in three succinct paragraphs:20
During the Middle Ages spatial relations tended to be organized as symbols and values. The highest object in the city was the church spire which pointed toward heaven and dominated all the lesser buildings, as the church dominated their hopes and fears. Space was divided arbitrarily to represent the seven virtues or the twelve apostles or the ten commandments or the trinity. Without constant symbolic reference to the fables and myths of Christianity the rationale of medieval space would collapse. Even the most rational minds were not exempt: Roger Bacon was a careful student of optics, but after he had described the seven coverings of the eye he added that by such means God had willed to express in our bodies an image of the seven gifts of the spirit.

Size signified importance: to represent human beings of entirely different sizes on the same plane of vision and at the same distance from the observer was entirely possible for the medieval artist. This same habit applies not only to the representation of real objects but to the organization of terrestrial experience by means of the map. In medieval cartography the water and the land masses of the earth, even when approximately known, may be represented in an arbitrary figure like a tree, with no regard to the actual relations as experienced by a traveler, and with no interest in anything except the allegorical correspondence. One further characteristic of medieval space must be noted: space and time form two relatively independent systems. . . 

The medieval artist introduced other times within his own spatial world, as when he projected the events of Christ's life within a contemporary Italian city, without the slightest feeling that the passage of time has made a difference, just as in Chaucer the classical legend of Troilus and Cressida is related as if it were a contemporary story. When a medieval chronicler mentions the King . . . it is sometimes a little difficult to find out whether he is talking about Caesar or Alexander the Great or his own monarch: each is equally near to him. Indeed, the word anachronism is meaningless when applied to medieval art: it is only when one related events to a co-ordinated frame of time and space that being out of time or being untrue to time became disconcerting . . . [italics mine]
In short: pre-modern Western cultures viewed space and time as independently ordered yet integrally correlated aspects of the human experience; while in modern Western culture they instead are treated as co-ordinated yet ultimately compartmentalized aspects of human experience, an atomizing tendency that owes much to the “message” of mechanically sequenced time. 

As mechanically-measured time and mechanically-clocked timing replaced our former association of time and timing with natural cycles, clockwork co-enforced the linear conditioning of Gutenberg's mobilized alphabet by introducing the same basic message of sequentially atomized mechanical order in yet another perceptual context. As the allegorical worldview of medieval times gave way to the modern era’s categorical worldview, the latter’s "co-ordinated frame of time and space” eventually produced the assembly line, whose technology is a full-blown microcosm of the mechanistic categorical macrocosm of our prevailing segregative paradigm. 
Assembly lines engineer the co-ordination of measured space (i.e., of a worker’s productive motions as precisely calibrated in inches and feet) with categorically measured time (i.e., of time precisely calibrated as passing minutes or seconds). This is done for the purpose of correlating efficiently minimized fragments of a worker’s bodily movement with efficiently minimized fragments of passing time, a.k.a. “scientific management” and “Taylorism” (after Frederick Taylor who pioneered the science of time-motion study).21
Taylor’s scientific coordination of fragmented motion with fragmented time was accompanied as well by fragmentation of the human worker,22 as summarized in the results of over 400 interviews with automobile assembly line workers by Robert H. Guest, who reported the typical plight of one of these workers:
... the engineer, in applying the principles of mass production to the extreme, [factored] out virtually everything that might be of real, personal value to the worker. The sense of anonymity implicit in much of what this particular worker said can be traced back to some of the basic characteristics of his immediate job:

· The conveyor belt determined the pace at which he worked.  He had no control over his pace.

· Because it was broken down into the simplest motions possible, the job was highly repetitive.

· Simple motions meant that there was little need for skill.

· The tools and the work procedure were predetermined. And when techniques changed, it was the engineer – not the worker – who controlled the change.

· He worked on a fraction of the product and never got a sense of the whole. (He admitted that in 12 years of work he had almost never seen a finished car roll off the final line.)

· Some attention was required. Too much to allow him to daydream or carry on any sustained conversation with others; but not enough to allow him to become really absorbed in his work.

· The technical setup determined the character of his work relationships. This man identified himself with the partner who worked with him on the opposite side of the line, but beyond that he displayed almost no identification with a work group as such. Men on the line work as an aggregate of individuals with each man performing his operation more or less independently of the others. The lack of an intimate group awareness appeared to reinforce the same sense of anonymity fostered by the conveyor-paced, repetitive character of the job itself.

Man is by nature a many-faceted yet highly integrated being who finds complete fulfillment only in the expression of the psychological, social and physical integrity of his whole-self being. Yet on an assembly line a person tends instead to be at most a pair of hands transported by two legs, at worst one hand operating from a sedentary body, and at any rate a being sufficiently engrossed in the work at hand to prevent escape into any realm of greater awareness – and is thus in sum a being whose capacity for integral fulfillment is stifled for up to eight hours or more each day. His whole-self being is completely reduced to the role-self being of a performing apparatus (a.k.a. “cog”) that for all deliberately calculated intents and purposes make him an extension of a machine. Thus the reality-formative message of the assembly line is its fragmentation of the human operator, the denial of his existential integrity. This mutually servo-mechanistic bond between an extended machine and the machine’s reciprocally extended operator perfectly exemplifies the principle that every relationship is an interrelationship, and that every interrelationship is mediated by the “message” of one’s extended self.  
NOTE: The fact that the generic term “man” is commonly used to represent the entire human species is indicative of another alphabetical “message” addressed in a 1999 book entitled The Alphabet Versus the Goddess, which chronicles the relationship between the advent of alphabetical language and the transition from matrilineal to male-dominated societies, and reveals that:23
Literacy has promoted the subjugation of women by men throughout all but the very recent history of the West. Misogyny and patriarchy rise and fall with the fortunes of the alphabetic written word.
What presently qualifies the “all but…” proviso of this statement is the integrative “message” that McLuhan attributed to the imploding (i.e., converging) influence of electricity.
Insofar as the assembly line is caricaturistic of segregative worldviewing, it is a working model of such viewing’s comprehension of passing time. In the fragmentive model of time (as well as timing) embodied in modern man's ultimate technological idol, the mechanical clock, time is represented as an ever-present conveyor belt that today paces all of human activity. As it divides our experiencing of duration into hours, minutes and seconds, the clock heightens our moment-to-moment awareness of the limits of our own duration by making us conscious of an ever-fleeting present. Thus modern man has become more conscious of passing days by recognizing that they contain a limited number of hours, and he has become more conscious of fleeting hours by recognizing their limited number of minutes. And we tend to be at least subconsciously aware of passing minutes, as evidenced by the number of clocks and watches bearing second hands which, even though they are rarely if ever consulted to determine with such precision “what time it is” (an exception being most sporting events). Yet by their obvious motion, second hands tend to convey the message that "time flies." 

In short: the “message” of the mechanical clock is time’s passage, rather than its duration and/or length. Prior to the advent of the mechanical clock, the life of pre-modern man – who was unaware of "flying" time (and therefore of potentially wasted moments – timed his living to cycles of Earth’s natural order. He rose and retired with the sun, worked according to the season, and marked the passage of daily time with such imprecise (to us) designations as "midday" and "sundown." His successor, modern man, having created his own mechanical order to which he regularly refers for instructions lest the maximum opportunity to perform some function tick by, is always bound to an implicit (if not explicit) timeline, in which “Midday" has become "12:00 sharp!" And of all the reality-formative influences that are incidental to our mechanically paced timelines, the most insidious to our lifelines is the message/massage of mechanical timing’s so-called “deadlines.”
Functionally-ordered time condemns modern man to the perpetual fate of the March Hare – potentially always late for an implicitly important date. By replacing medieval allegorical time with modern categorical time via the division of time’s duration into hours, minutes and seconds, we have compartmentalized human activity into "work time," "lunch time," "break time," "bed time," "a time to love" (if any is left over), "a time to die" (frantically postponed), etc. Thus does our segregative paradigm tend to order time in functional categories, with specific measurements of duration allocated to the performance of specific activities and roles. By compartmentalizing our various forms of expression, we put ourselves on a disassembly-line, fragmenting our integral being by divisively scheduling its expression according to a pre-arranged performance-and-production schedule.

Along with categorized time, modern man has likewise created a world of categorized space, i.e., of space that is conceived as measured (or measurable) units of distance, ranging from nanometers to light years in extent. In addition to having a time for everything we now have a place for everything as well. The implicit corollary, "and everything in its place," reflects the same linear, fragmentive bias as does the functional division of time and the subject-object divisiveness of phonetic language. To the burdens of timekeeping we have added the burdens of housekeeping as well.
The attempt to co-ordinate categorized space with categorized time produces an additional fragmentive quality to the segregative paradigm, because categorized space and time give rise to opposing tendencies. While categorized time tends to contract one’s awareness of duration, categorized space tends to expand one’s awareness of extension. Calibrated measurement of distance reveals the emptiness between two points of reference, and the perception of emptiness suggests the potential for its occupation. Thus space perceived as distance tends to compel the extension of one’s movement through it. 
Accordingly, while pre-modern man would never climb a mountain “because it is there" (to quote Sir Edmund Hillary), such motivation is quite in keeping with the perception of space as measured or measurable distance. As modern man became increasingly conscious of traversing distance, he felt compelled to travel through every distance his mind perceived. He extended himself into outer space with the telescope, into inner space with the microscope, and into geographical space with successively faster means of travel. And he now feels compelled to extend his entire body, not just his telescopic eyesight, into outer space. 
The ultimate conquest of categorized space, when co-ordinated with categorized time, adds yet another factor to our spatial frame of reference. As the message of incrementally measured time tends to compel rapidity, our ultimate goal becomes to traverse space ever more quickly. The successively quickened pacings of steamship, railroad, automobile, airplane, missile and rocket ship have been adopted as successively more efficient means of contracting distance via the contraction of measured time, an aspect of space-time relativity that brings to mind Einstein’s correlation of increased speed with similar dynamics of contraction.  

Modern man has a word for his compulsive contraction of extended distance by contracting the amount of time required to occupy or transverse it – "progress" – and his principal strategy to achieve progress has always implicated the transcendence of limitations associated with spacing and timing. Given the movement-compelling message of categorically formatted space, literate man tends to perceive all measurable distances as ultimately surmountable, including the scaling of a mountain “because it’s there.”
There is only one limitation that we neither can ignore, contract nor annihilate, the fixed limitation of the amount of mechanically measured time at one’s disposal, which is always absolute. This is because there is only one minute between any measured moment of now and the measured moment that occurs sixty seconds from now. Only in the timelessness of the endless now called “eternity” – i.e., the forever-present state of one’s being between the no longer and the not yet – does our experiencing of otherwise passing duration become nonexistent. 

The segregative paradigm that modern science, phonetic languages, movable type and the mechanical clock so robustly reinforced is at present giving way to an integrative paradigm that is today being messaged/massaged by the forever-in-the-nowness of digital technology. As this new paradigm emerges, the schizoid implications of the segregative paradigm that preceded it become ever more apparent, as the message of cyberspace increasingly converges our “Hi there!” space into a globalized moment-by-moment now.
The Emerging Global Brain
This segment was compiled and added to the 1966 version in April, 2011.
There is a single mind common to all individuals.

~Ralph Waldo Emerson~
After three thousand years of explosion, by means of fragmentary and mechanical technologies, the Western world is imploding. During the mechanical ages we had extended our bodies in space. Today, after more than a century of electric technology, we have extended our central nervous system itself in a global embrace, abolishing both space and time as far as our planet is concerned. Rapidly we approach the final phase of the extensions of man – the technological simulation of consciousness, when the creative process of knowing will be collectively and corporately extended to the whole of human society. Much as we have already extended our senses and our nerves by the various media.

~Marshall McLuhan~
The point of all evolution up to this stage is the creation of a collective organism of Mind. . . . 

With cyberspace, we are, in effect, hard-wiring the collective consciousness.

~John  Perry Barlow~

The hard-wiring of our collective consciousness, of which cyber-networker John Perry Barlow speaks, is a joining of our consciousness with the biocosmic intuition of our planet,24 concerning which transformational author Ken Carey earlier stated:25
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. 
Barlow's and Carey’s proclamations were foreshadowed in Nobel scientist George Wald’s assertion three decades earlier that26
Matter has reached the point of beginning to know itself…. Man is a star's way of knowing about stars. 

Cosmologically speaking, physicist Paul Davies likewise observed:27 

[We are creatures in whom] the laws of the universe have engineered their own comprehension.
Deeply implicit in the foregoing statements is an evolutionary phase transition in humankind’s collective consciousness envisioned in two books that were published in the early 1980’s. As psychologist Barry McWaters wrote in Conscious Evolution: Personal and Planetary Transformation:28+ 
We now enter a period wherein the goal of individual salvation is no longer appropriate. Our guidance calls for a collective transformation... The present recognition of our emergent collective consciousness represents a quantum transformation in human evolution…. While much of human consciousness is still caught in a separative, alienated condition, significant numbers of individuals and groups are consciously working toward critical mass. When just the right quantity and quality of catalytic influence is reached, the entire process will be affected.
Paralleling McWaters’ envisioned catalytic influence of a critical mass of human consciousness, a 1983 book by transformational scientist Peter Russell, entitled The Global Brain: Speculations on the Evolutionary Leap to Planetary Consciousness, cited the catalytic potential of an intriguing evolutionary coincidence. Russell speculates therein that because it takes about 10 billion atoms to form a complex living cell, and then 10 billion living cells to form a complex self-conscious brain, as we now approach the same number of human brains being interlinked via global digital networks, the resulting interconnectivity of 10 billion individual brains may induce their integration as the nerve cells of an emerging global brain.29 The prospect of our evolving a unified planetary brain is portrayed on Russell’s website in a documentary video,30 which is highly worthy of closely “paid” attention by anyone who is open to “buying” a positive vision of transformed human collective consciousness in our time.
According to paleopsychologist Howard Bloom, however, a humanly digitized global brain will not be Earth’s first mass planetary brain:31+
[A] worldwide neocortex…is not a gift of the silicon age. It is a phase in the ongoing evolution of a networked global brain which has existed for more than 3 billion years. This planetary mind is neither uniquely human nor a product of technology. Nor is it a result of reincarnation, or an out-growth of telepathy. It is a product of evolution and biology. Nature has been far more clever at connectionism than have we. Her mechanisms for information swapping, data processing, and collective creation are more intricate and agile than anything the finest computer theoreticians have yet foreseen.

From the beginning, we've been yanked together by the tug of sociality. Three and a half billion years ago, our earliest cellular ancestors, bacteria, evolved in colonies. Each bacterium couldn't live without the comfort of rubbing against its neighbors. If it was separated from its companions, a healthy bacterium would rapidly divide to create a new society filled with fresh compatriots. 5 Each colony of these single-celled foremothers faced warfare, disaster, the hunt for food, and windfalls of plenty as a megateam. From the beginning, we living beings have been modules of something current evolutionary theory fails to see, a collective thinking and invention machine.

In any event, the increasing interconnectivity of our individual minds via digital technology – the worldwide web, e-mail, cell phones, social networking, etc. – does emulate the way that nerve cells interconnect to form individual brains. For example, as Nobel Laureate neuroscientist Gerald M Edelman has estimated32
A match-head's worth of the brain contains about a billion connections that can combine in ways that can only be described as hyperastronomical—on the order of ten followed by millions of zeros. There are only about ten followed by eighty zeros' worth of positively charged particles in the whole known universe. 
The emerging digitized global brain similarly embodies an exponential interconnectivity quotient, which can be calculated by a simple mathematical algorithm: n2 minus n divided by two. For instance, a single interlink conjoins two points (22 minus 2 divided by 2 = 1). 
●↔●
Three interlinks conjoin a triangle’s points (32 minus 3 divided by 2 =3), as you can draw for yourself
●
● ●
Six links conjoin a squares’ points (42 minus 4 divided by 2 = 6), as you also can draw for yourself.  
● ●
● ●
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, twenty-one; among eight, twenty-eight; and so on. Because our interconnectivity increases logarithmically with the addition of each additional member, 50-persons have an interconnectivity quotient of 1225 interlinks, 1,000 persons have an interconnectivity quotient of 449,500, and the addition of just one more person to a group of 1,000 increases their interconnectivity quotient by another 1000. Furthermore, if you calculate all of the two-person groups, three-person groups, four-person groups, etc. that can be formed by just 50 persons, the resulting interconnectivity quotient is soon in the millions.33 
Were Marshall McLuhan still alive to enjoy his hundredth birthday this coming June (2011), his assessment of digital technology’s message would most likely corroborate the vision of an emerging global brain, in extrapolation of his earlier assessment of electricity’s message as “involving all people in all other people” (see the epigraph on p. 67 above), as a consequence of which he proclaimed: 34
In the electric age we wear all mankind as our skin.

This was McLuhan’s way of acknowledging that on a globally wired planet (for which it was he who coined the term, “global village”) all of human history and culture, past and present, becomes everywhere potentially accessible to everyone, just as all computers on the Internet are potentially accessible to all others thereon. What McLuhan thus foresaw in prospect, Ken Wilber has reported in retrospect:35
During the last 30 years, we have witnessed a historical first: all of the world’s cultures are now available to us. In the past, if you were born, say, a Chinese, you likely spent your entire life in one culture, often in one province, sometimes in one house, living  and loving and dying on one small plot of land. But today, not only are people geographically mobile, and have studied, virtually every known culture on the planet. In the global village, all cultures are exposed to each other.

As I contemplate the reality-formative message of the digitally cyberspaced medium, and its potential for empowering our collective emergence as a digitalized global brain, I can clearly hear the sound of McLuhan’s voice in my memory as he today might quip: 

In the digital age we think with all of humankind as our mind.

Yet the message of digitization is not only expanding the inclusivity of our worldviewing from the segregative concept of the kingdom of “mankind” to the integrative concept of the kindom of humankind, it is likewise awakening us to the kindom of lifekind overall. Nor will we have effectively embodied the message of the medium called “Earth” until we are thinking with all of lifekind as our mind.

For a further assessment of the message of the cyberspace medium, see Addendum Eight, “Our Future as Conscious Evolutionaries,” p. 97.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Outtakes
The foregoing Worldview Document was compiled from the approximately ten thousand pages of material I have written over the past few decades. The following material was likewise initially selected for possible inclusion in this document, and remains to be edited as carefully as the foregoing.  Such editing would have taken more hours of “disambiguation” into palatable prose and seaming into the foregoing Document than I presently have available. The next time (if ever) you may see it, it will be at least as clear as the material included above, much of which was a similar semantic stew prior to its incorporation into this document.

The material is written in the first person plural because it is taken from a co-authored book entitled The Science of Causing Outcomes, which is very much a work in progress.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

While the ambiguity that is associated with terms like “inclusivity” and “common unity” cannot be eliminated, it can be managed, and the foundation of such management is for all concerned to be clear about what each of them means when using such words. We therefore begin our book by clearly stating what the terms “inclusivity” and “common unity” signify to us. We do this not to solicit universal agreement that the meaning we attribute these terms is the meaning thereof, rather to so clearly present what these terms signify to us that our readers can discern with comparable clarity whether our meaning is congruent with or divergent from the meaning that they associate with these terms.
Inclusivity is presently one of humanity’s most central concerns, as evidenced by the scientific community’s growing interest in formulating an all-inclusive “Theory of Everything” (TOE), a single theory that fully explains the physical behavior of all things in the universe (i.e., their common unity) from the smallest sub-atomic particles to the largest galactic clusters. When (and if) such a TOE is one day formulated, it will provide an all-inclusive definition of common unity, in which the entirety of energy, matter, space, and time is encompassed by a single explanation that leaves out nothing in its description of how everything in the universe works, lest we otherwise stub our TOE on it.
In the meantime, we need not await the formulation of a comprehensive TOE in order to have a comprehensive Theory of Inclusivity (TOI). We already have a provisional answer to the ultimate question that drives the quest for a TOE: “Is there a single organizing principle – i.e., a cosmic “standard operating procedure” (SOP) – that governs all of everything; and if there is, how does this single organizing principle actually operate?” Our provisional answer to this question is “yes”, and our operational definition of this principle is “omni-inclusive reciprocity”. In other words, omni-inclusive reciprocity is the way that common unity works: All of everything in the cosmos exists in a reciprocally influential relationship with all of everything else. 
Each thing that exists in the cosmos, however tiny or large, is interrelated with every other thing in the cosmos. This includes matter, energy, information, life, consciousness – whatever is common to human experience. Each thing that exists has some influence on and is influenced by every other thing that exists. Even when we alter just one aspect of something as miniscule as a single electron, this disturbance resonates throughout the entire universe. (Coincidentally, it is a man named Alain Aspect who assisted in experimentally demonstrating that this is so.)
What the common unity of inclusivity signifies to us, therefore, is the mutually influential interrelationship that inextricably associates each person, place, thing, and event in the entire cosmos with every other person, place, thing, and event therein. 
As our wordsmithing of this book proceeded, it brought to our attention a historical contingency of science: had the biological life sciences been the founding discipline of Western science rather than the life-slighting physical sciences, we would now be complementing long-standing configurative open-systems perspectives with a perceptual makeover that is incorporative of compartmentalizing viewpoints. In any event, today’s emerging whole-systems and field perspectives transcend and include, rather than replace, the linear perspectives that they complement, in keeping with the principle that viable new paradigms incorporate the effective aspects of former ones.  It is quite inappropriate to eliminate linear models of causality insofar as they remain effectively applicable to piecemeal dynamics of how what-there-is and the-way-it-works proceed in stepwise fashion. Instead of scrapping these models as summarily as they have dismissed the existence of consciousness, we re-contextualize their linearity within the configurative models of energetic causality that are applicable to what-there-is and the-way-it-works as a whole.
See “2 PTMC Overview 10-17-08”
Statements requested:

The Universe is a synchronous network.

Chaordic - combination of chaos and order.  Systems on cusp between chaos and order.

SynchroNETicity holds them together.

Complexity evolves to preserve simplicity.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Dear Messengers of Light,

The attached metaphorical romp is the closest I can presently come to “full disclosure” of what is signified to me by my standard opening song, “Everywhere I go, here I am.”  Because I have presently put the conceptual cart ahead of its horses, please take seriously the recommendation that you read the Addenda on pages 8 and 9 before reading what precedes them. The Addenda will appear as Prolegomena in the eventual maxi-book-length development of this statement. 

This romp is the most satisfying (to me) metaphysical (actually meta-cosmological) statement I have ever made, with the exception of the “Flow” poem with which it begins. I have been laboring since the summer of 1965 to come up with a Goldilocks (just right) statement of the new cosmology that then was emerging in academic discourse. 

My challenge has been to rescue the new cosmology from the language of academese, without forsaking its power to articulate in breadth and depth what journalese and other ordinary –ese-meants cannot. 

Only when the new cosmology has become the order of the day, as has the Newtonian cosmology that continues to prevail, will the appropriate simple words have emerged to make it the next common sense it has yet to become.

The occasion of my metaphorical romps’ “just rightness” was my discovery two weeks ago of Mark Twain’s statement, “The difference between the almost right word and the just right word is the difference between the lightning bug and lightning.” This reminded me of my realization 40 years ago that trying to articulate the new cosmology in “just right” expression was analogous to getting a field of fireflies in flock formation. 

Ever since my discovery of Twain’s statement, I have been contemplatively entertaining the question, “What is the lightning word that signifies the essence of the emerging new cosmology?” At noon on Friday the just-right word came to my attention as I discovered it in my own handwriting, in a marginal note I wrote several years ago in a book that has for the past few months been sitting face up next to my desk and staring in my face. I’ve continued to postpone looking at “until I have time.” A marvelous synchronicity occurred a few days ago, which made it clear that the time to take that time was urgently at hand.

The “just right” word in my own handwriting that I saw immediately upon opening the book is “intervidual.” 

That word ties together everything I have to add to a meta-cosmological understanding of what Ernest Holmes called “The Thing Itself”, “The Way It Works”, “What It Does”, and “How to Use It”. 

How this is so may be deduced from the attachment, with portions of which I have already made many of you familiar.

ENJOY!

FROM CELENET

NOTE: An earlier and more brief version of the following article appears in the June, 1996 issue of The Science of Mind magazine. The material on "The Law of Increasing Returns" does not appear in the published version.

THINKING THE WORLD TOGETHER
BY REPLICATING THE ONE MIND 

During the past four centuries of scientifically analyzing and technologically subduing our planet, we have mastered the process of thinking the world to pieces. Today, as a consequence, Earth's ecologies bear stark witness to our ignorance of the commandment, "What God hath joined together, let no man put asunder." Having already sundered the planet all that we may dare, it is prime time for us to think the world together. 

I do not conceive "thinking the world together" as comparable to reassembling Humpty Dumpty. Humpty's prophetic author, foreseeing the fragmentive implications of modern science, cast his (her?) critique in the form of a nursery rhyme, just as Jesus sometimes conveyed his truth in expressions that were discernible only by those with ears that could hear. 

Today most ears are still unable to hear that our planet is beyond restoration to its prior state. Earth can be restored only to a new state of realized wholeness, not to an old one. Accordingly, we are to "think the world together" as we would sing a song in unison: mutually complying with the song's integrity by respecting its particular togetherness. 

Thinking the world together--mutually complying with the planet's integrity--honors the truth in Ernest Holmes' declaration that we may have earthly dominion only to the extent that we are in harmony with the principles that govern Earth's being. "To command nature, we must first obey it," Holmes insisted, meaning that the ways of our being must be in compliance with the essence of whatever we would master. 

There is only one intelligence governing all things, Holmes proclaimed, only One Mind within which everything is connected to everything else. "Everything exists for the harmonious good of every other part," Holmes avowed. Accordingly, the essence of all things in the universe, from thought forms to physical forms, is their interconnectedness. Since the essence of the One Mind is its interconnectivity, command of the One Mind in any of its expressions becomes possible only as we are in compliance with the interconnectivity of all things. Such is the deep ecology of Spirit. 

Interconnectivity: A Medium As Its Message
My own awakening to the deep ecology of Spirit was triggered in the 1960's by media prophet Marshall McLuhan's quip, "In the electronic age we wear all mankind as our skin." I recognized that the potentials of electronic communication were far more than skin deep, and that one day we would think  with all of humankind as our mind. We would then be thinking the world together. 

In light of this recognition, I pondered two questions: while thinking the world together, what would we think about, and what medium would serve as the conveyance of our thoughts? McLuhan's most famous statement seemed germane to these questions, his proclamation that "the medium is the message." The ultimate message of any medium, McLuhan maintained, is not its content, rather it is the change in our behavior and lifestyles that is brought about by the way the medium works and what it does. The "message" of TV, therefore, rather than the content of its programs, is the individual and collective changes it introduced into the way that people spent their time and money, altered their social activities, revised their sleeping patterns, etc. 

In contemplation of this relationship between medium and message, I concluded that while thinking with all of humankind as our mind, what we would think about  would be our interconnectivity, and what we would think with  would be a mass medium that reinforces interconnective behavior. In keeping with this conclusion, I was from the late sixties through the mid-seventies involved in the founding and development of environmental education in our country's school systems. I realized all along, however, that even though environmental education was increasing humankind's awareness of interconnectivity, the medium of schooling had a countering tendency. The uniform thinking that schooling and other one-way mass media enforce is counterproductive to the interconnectivity of independent minds. 

It wasn't until 1977, upon discovering the Science of Mind, that I found a more profound way of thinking about our interconnectivity. And it was yet six more years until I discovered a mindful theory of human interconnectivity while reading Peter Russell's book, The Global Brain  (recently revised). Observing that it takes the interconnectivity of 10 billion atoms to make a human cell, and of 10 billion human cells to make a human brain, Russell hypothesized that as we approach having 10 billion such brains on the planet, they will somehow interconnect to create a collective human consciousness. Earth's global body would thus acquire a global mind. 

A potential candidate for global brain-like interconnectivity, the Internet, already existed in embryonic form when Russell's book was first written. Yet only today, with Internet activity increasing more rapidly than has any other technology in history, do we at last have a mass medium that reinforces our interconnectivity by empowering--as a consequence of linking--independently thoughtful minds. 

Non-Locality Is Here to Stay
The Internet reflects a recently discovered and mysterious quality of the universe, a quality of so-called "non-locality." The term "non-local" was initially coined to describe observable and measurable interactions that seem to exceed the speed of light. For instance, certain influences of sub-atomic particles on other particles are instantaneous, occurring in less than the amount of time required for light to travel between them--as if the particles were telepathic. And in the cosmos at large, galaxies that are many more billions of light years apart than the universe is billions of years old, respond identically to the same physical laws even though no signal could have traveled between them to convey the influence of these laws. 

According to the macrocosmic view of non-locality, any particles that have once been in local relationship remain forever within each other's immediate influence, no matter how far apart they may drift. This suggests that everything has always been in relationship with everything else ever since the "Big Bang," the moment of cosmic origin during which all of the matter and energy in today's far-flung universe was initially localized at a single point. 

Universally distributed influences are termed "omnipresent" when they are considered to be spiritual. They are called "non-local" by those who conceive of them as purely physical. Regardless of what we may choose to call them, such influences by any other name are just as mysterious, and they are likewise just as lacking for an explanation within the limits of current scientifically ordained reality. 

Another type of omnipresence, or non-local everywhereness, is also characteristic of holograms in which the totality of the holographic image is present at every point. What is thus non-locally characteristic of the hologram is likewise for the Internet: the entire Internet may be accessed from any computer, even though none of the Internet's contents resides in most of the computers that access it. Furthermore, only a minute fraction of the Internet's information is resident in any single computer. 

It was experimentally confirmed almost a generation ago that the human brain processes data as if its information, as well as some of its "programs," were holographically distributed. And so it is with our most likely candidate for a global brain, the Internet. 

Mind-At-Large Comes Down to Earth
Ernest Holmes often remarked that "what exists in mind anywhere exists in mind everywhere." So it is with the Internet, which also tends to exemplify Holmes' other descriptions of the way the One Mind works. The message of the Internet--how it works and what it does--is the global interconnectivity that it is rapidly establishing among people and ideas. The Internet "behaves" in much the same way as "The Thing Itself"--i.e., Universal Intelligence, Ultimate Reality, or God. We are now consciously creating within the universe "below" the dynamics of Spirit that hitherto have functioned only unconsciously from "above." 

The Internet is replicating the One Mind! 

The Internet has already begun to restructure the way business is done, the way work is done, the way money flows, the way learning takes place--and virtually every other form of human interaction will undergo revision in response to the interconnectivity of the "information superhighway." Everyone's way of life is being reshaped by participation on the Internet, whether or not they themselves are among those participating! This is because, like radio and TV, the Internet is a mass medium. Yet, while all previous mass media have communicated one-way, confining us to information consumption, the Internet is omniparticipatory--an every-way mass medium that empowers us to be producers of information as well. The Internet is to the mobility of our minds what the wheel has been to the mobility of our bodies. 

Everyone who has access to the Internet can participate equally in addressing a global audience. And the prevailing trend is toward making Internet participation as affordable and accessible as is TV. Thus may the Internet become the physical world's first truly democratic institution. (The metaphysical domain, of course, has always had the One Mind.) 

The Law of Increasing Returns
The Internet is reversing an age-old "law" of lack, the so-called "law of diminishing returns." In physics this law is exemplified by the concept of "entropy," according to which the entire universe is undergoing perpetual diminishment: everything is wearing out, running down, burning out, or otherwise losing substance and/or energy. 

Growing organisms are sometimes cited as exceptions to the law of diminishing returns, yet in time every organism dies and decomposes. From the perspective of the law of diminishing returns, the so-called life force thumbs its nose at entropy only for a season, since eventually every life form ceases to exist. 

As a whole, however, the totality of life on Earth has continually increased ever since our planet ceased to be a barren rock. Given enough niches, life inevitably increases, and as we move out into the universe, life will find or create niches in which to survive even the eventual demise of its present planetary niche. 

There is something else in the universe that inexorably increases so long as it continues to find new niches: information. Only in the absence of communication can the total amount of information remain constant or decrease. As long as communication exists, information always and only increases by virtue of finding new niches. For example, since the same information is processed differently--and thus into new information--by every mind that receives it, it is thereby multiplied accordingly. Information exchange thus exemplifies a fundamental law of goodness and prosperity which we have barely begun to acknowledge and honor: the law of increasing returns. 

Although the law of increasing returns is at present categorically denied by scientists and economists worldwide, it has always been covertly acknowledged in the cynical aphorism that "the rich get richer and the poor get children." It is also acknowledged in Jesus' parable of the talents: to those who increase their good by circulating it, even more is added; to those who do not increase their good, because they have taken it out of circulation, even what they have is also taken away. 

The Internet, which portends the greatest increase in interpersonal information exchange that humankind has ever experienced, likewise portends the world's greatest demonstration of the law of increasing returns. 

The New Natural Selection
Ever since the publication of Darwin's Origin of the Species, it has been scientific dogma that environments select for survival only those creatures who are appropriately adapted thereto. This process is characteristic of technological as well as natural environments. Thus the mechanical environment of the Industrial Revolution favored the survival of those who were adept at linear logic. Today's newly prevailing electronic environment, which is epitomized by the Internet, favors the survival of those who are adept at non-linear logic. 

Survival in an information environment requires the ability to exchange information rapidly, accurately and honestly. The information environment itself is an ever-deepening sea of information which, traveling at the speed of light on a very small planet, creates a non-local collective consciousness that is most readily accessed and fathomed by non-linear mindfulness. The highest expression of non-linear mindfulness being intuition, and one of the highest expressions of intuition being telepathy, the Internet environment is akin to "training wheels" for learning to be telepathic. It is no mere coincidence, given the way that natural selection works, that telepathy is the most rapid, accurate and honest mode of information exchange that we know. 

We have now reached a point in the evolution of our planet where the global information environment is selecting for the same consciousness as the cosmic One-Minded environment. Accordingly, the Internet presents an ideal environment for the natural selection, a.k.a. realization, of Ernest Holmes' vision of Science of Mind as "the next great spiritual impulsion." In compliance with the nature of the newly emerging information environment, Science of Mind magazine and numerous Religious Science churches and other organizations are creating a presence on the Internet that may be accessed by instructions given elsewhere in this issue.
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