Seminar Orientation 

This seminar is counter-assumptive to the mindset that we grew up with, which “knows” that one cannot be for something without therefore automatically setting oneself against something else. If this knowing is correct, then Jesus gave us an impossible prescription when he commanded, “Be ye perfect as your father in heaven is perfect.” Would Jesus knowingly give us an impossible commandment? Or did he know something that we don’t?
In Jesus’ thinking, perfection and inclusivity were synonymous, and what he meant by his commandment to be perfect was quite different than what we understand in our translation thereof. In the Aramaic language with which he delivered the commandment, the word translated into English as “perfect” signified all-inclusiveness. What Jesus actually prescribed, restated in non-theistic terms, is that we be all-inclusive just as the cosmos is all-inclusive. 

Both God and cosmos, which is the Grand Order and Design for those who believe in both, are consistently for everything and against nothing. With only one notable exception, the cosmic design is egalitarian throughout. The notable exception is ourselves whenever we think, speak and act in contradiction of cosmic inclusivity, the inextricably interrelated common unity of all that the cosmos contains. There is nothing else in the known universe, other than ourselves, that is fundamentally self-contradictory.
One reason we are self-contradictory is that, unlike all other creatures, each of us interrelates with all else in the cosmos via the medium of language. As Zen philosopher Alan Watts has noted, “Things are separable in words that are inseparable in nature because words are counters and classifiers that can be arranged in any order.” Language inevitably creates and reinforces perception of separation in all who use it, because every word refers to something to which all else is “other.” This is especially the case with polarizing words like “good” and “bad.”
[Neckar Cube “Good”-“Bad” illusion]
Some of our words are inherently self-contradictory in and of themselves, let alone we who use them. Take, for instance, the words “one” and “oneness”, as well as the symbol of the circle, when any of these is employed to signify all-inclusiveness:  [ 
Unity. The One. God. The Great Spirit. Mirror of Wonders.  The still eternity. Permanence. There are countless names for it.

According to one perspective, one cannot actually speak of the One, because to speak of it is to make an object of it, implying separation from it, thus misrepresenting the essence of oneness from the start, a mysterious conundrum. 

The One is the limit of all, first before the beginning and last after the end, alpha and omega, the mold that shapes all things and the one thing shaped by all molds, the origin from which the universe emerges, the universe itself, and the center to which it returns. It is point, seed and destination.

One is echoed in all things and treats all things equally. Its stability among numbers is unique, one remaining one when multiplied or divided by itself, and one of anything is uniquely that one thing. One is alone, all one, and no thing can exist to describe it.
All things are immersed in the shoreless ocean of Unity. The quality of oneness permeates everything, and while there is nothing without it, there is also no thing within it, as even a communication or idea requires parts in relationship. Like light from the sun or gentle rain the One is unconditional in its love, yet its majesty and mystery remain veiled, and beyond apprehension, for the One can only be understood by itself. It is alone, all one, and no thing can exist to describe it.

One is simultaneously circle, center, and the purest tone.

[From Sacred Number: The Secret Qualities of Quantities (Miranda Lundy, Wooden Books, 2005) p. 2. Note that the above paragraphs can be read just as meaningfully by substituting “God” or “Tao” for “oneness” and “The One.” ]

A word can only point to (i.e. signify) its referent and never fully embody it or equate with it, á la the axioms “the map is not the territory” and “the menu is not the meal.” Nor can any combination or volume of words equate with anything to which we refer them. 
Words are no more the equivalent to what they refer than are one’s references (a.k.a. “resumes”) equivalent to oneself. This is perhaps most obviously the case with the word “oneness” and other referents to all-inclusiveness such as “God” and “Tao”: 

You can’t understand oneness [God] [Tao]. You can’t define oneness, and you can’t contain oneness. But you can, if you don’t look at yourself, be oneness.

The way to keep from looking at yourself is to be so busy doing your best that you don’t have anything left over to look with.

You can’t know the totality of oneness with your finite mind, because oneness is infinite, and your material plane intelligence is finite – it cannot contain an infinite thing. But if you aren’t pressing about the totality, and just relax and observe what’s in front of you, you are knowing oneness, because that’s all there is to know.

There is nothing else to know; and the knowledge, the knower, the thing known, and the act of knowing are all one.

You are the eyes with which oneness looks, and the mind through which oneness understands itself. 
[The unknown source of this statement used the word “God” rather than “oneness.” We may also just as meaningfully replace the word “oneness” in this statement with “Tao” . . . or with one’s own name while also substituting first person pronouns for those in the second person ]
The words “one” and “oneness,” when used to signify what Rev. David calls our “common unity,” point to more than the metaphysical reality with which we most commonly associate them. They also signify the physical cosmos of hierarchically nested forms that range from quark to cosmos overall, with the possibility that even smaller and/or larger forms than these exist as well. The cosmos is an eternally singular whole comprised of an infinite plurality of parts, whose unbroken wholeness is no less within each of its parts than is each of its parts within a wholeness that ultimately permeates all of time as well as all of space. 
Although no words, nor any combination or volume of words, can effectively embody and equate with oneness, verbal descriptions and diagrams of holistic process more closely approximate doing so than does the word “oneness” by itself. For example, consider astronomer Harlow Shapley’s calculation of the ultimate dispersion of the molecules in a single breath of exhaled air. Such calculation is feasible because, though our atmosphere consists mostly of carbon, nitrogen and oxygen, it also contains atoms of argon.  Since argon atoms are inert, they do not combine with any other atoms. Nor do they dissipate into outer space, being heavier than most other atmospheric gases and thus gravitationally retained close to Earth's surface. 
Given these conditions, the number of argon atoms in Earth’s atmosphere is for all practical purposes constant, which makes it possible for one to calculate their dispersion rather precisely. In an essay entitled "Breathing the Future and the Past" in his 1940’s book, Beyond the Observatory, Shapley described what happens to a single breath ("Breath X”) whose contingent of argon atoms approaches the number of grains of sand on all of Oregon’s beaches:

[Breath X] quickly spreads.  Its argon, exhaled this morning, by nightfall is all over the neighborhood.  In a week it is distributed all over the country; in a month it is in all places where winds blow and gases diffuse.  By the end of the year, the quintillions of argon atoms on Breath X will be smoothly distributed throughout all of the free air of the Earth. You will then be breathing some of those same atoms again. A day's breathing a year from now, wherever you are on the Earth's surface, will include at least 15 of the argon atoms of today's Breath X.

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

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

The cosmic common unity of all things in both space and time is also portrayed by Buddhist monk Thich Nhat Hahn in his book, The Heart of Understanding, in which he invites his readers to contemplate a piece of paper:
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.

 [Holocoenetic diagram: holos = whole, koinos = common, ergo “common unity”]
The universality of the common unity of all things throughout both space and time becomes apparent when you fully address the question, “How old is your nose?” Your answer to this question depends upon whether you are assessing the age of your nose’s formal structure, or the age of the material that comprises it. The structural form of your nose is as old as you are chronologically. Materially, however, its age can be assessed in two different ways, both of which are correct. The atoms that presently comprise your nose have been in your body for less than a year, while they have been occupants of the universe-at-large in various material and energetic forms since its origin some 13-20 billion years ago. [Our knowledge of cosmology has become so precise that we now know the age of the universe to within several billion years. Cosmology, as well as the use of words, is somewhat inexact.] 
Your nose is simultaneously less than two years old, as old as your body, and also as old as the universe. Like all other profound questions, such as “What is the nature of God?” and “What is the nature of the universe?” the answer to “How old is your nose?” is also a trinity.
Far more important than the age of your nose is the fact that neither your nose, nor the rest of your body, nor the consciousness that inhabits your body is a permanent fixture in the universe. Nor is your nose or body even a permanent presence in the universe. Only your consciousness is an eternal presence in the universe, and even its current manner of being present will lapse as soon as its current body is vacated. 
Our presence in the universe is like that of a fish in water. A fish flows through the same water that flows through it, just as we flow through the same air that flows through us. As Alan Watts described our ultimately flowing nature, 
A living body is not a fixed thing but a flowing event, like a flame or a whirlpool: the shape is stable, for the substance is a stream of energy going in at one end and out the other.  We are particular and temporarily identifiable wiggles in a stream that enters us in the form of light, heat, air, water, milk, bread, fruit, beer, beef Stroganoff, caviar and pate de fois gras.  It goes out as gas and excrement – and also as semen, babies, talk, politics, commerce, war, poetry and music.  And philosophy. 

Relating to the last thing on Watt’s list of our outputs, my wife, Heidy, recently asked me, “Who are you, and what do you want?” These two questions are ultimately as tricky as the Zen koans, “What was your original face before you were born?” and “What is the sound of one hand clapping?” It took me nearly a full minute of contemplation to satisfactorily formulate an answer that is equally true of myself and of all other manifestations from quark to cosmos. I finally replied, “I am a unique self-revelation of God that wants to be more fully self-revealed.” 
Heidy then asked, “How do want to more fully self-reveal?” Since I was at that moment editing the syllabus for this seminar I said, “In this moment by more fully articulating the Tao of Inclusivity.”  Her laughing response was characteristic of her good-humored nature: “That’s why we’re in debt, isn’t it?”
Heidy’s response was utterly appropriate from the perspective of a monetary paradigm of prosperity. I, however, happen to have a vocational paradigm of prosperity. I define prosperity in terms of being able to spend my life doing what I feel most called to do, without having to do anything primarily for monetary gain rather than for vocational or recreational gain. I am therefore willing to be in debt when no acceptable (to me) alternative presents itself.

In other words, I am not here to “go with the flow” of the world around me, because the only thing that “goes” with the flow is a dead fish. Going with the flow is passive floating, not active being, as in the familiar song. “Row, row, row your boat, gently down the stream . . . .” Most people don’t fully get the major point of that song, which is to row to the rhythm of your own flow even when you’re headed downstream. For example, fish undulate to their own rhythm whether they are swimming upstream, cross-stream or downstream. Each of us is likewise present in the world as the flow of his or her unique self-revelation of God, and being present as such takes a lot of rowing no matter in what direction our surrounding stream of circumstances or consciousness may be going.
*************************

What this seminar is ultimately about is summed up in a poem that came to me 31 years ago in a time of mental and emotional anguish. At the age of five I discovered a way to dissipate my anguish, which was then over the situation in which I found myself when my divorced mother married a farmer and I was suddenly stuck out in the countryside with no children in the neighborhood for companions. I literally overnight went from having friends to play with every day to having no playmates at all.
One day I decided to walk around the farm to see what it was all about. I soon came to a creek, which was my first experience of seeing the dynamics of flowing water in anything other than a faucet or a gutter. I was utterly fascinated with the patterns woven by the movement of waterbugs on the otherwise still surface of the creek’s slowly flowing water. I marveled at the blending of the radiating circular waveforms that their activity set in motion (also known in current quantum mechanical terms as the “entanglement” or “superposition” of interference patterns). I imagined (again in terms of my vocabulary today) how wonderful it would be if human beings were as mutually accommodating of one another’s “making waves.”
I lost all sense of time as I observed the creek, and when I returned to my customary perception of duration my anguish over being alone was gone, never to return as more than an echo of its former intensity. From that time onward, therefore, whenever I felt greatly stressed I would go where I could observe water flowing in a stream or tiding on a beach.
Such was the case once again in July, 1977, when I was temporarily “hanging out” in Aspen, Colorado, while being unemployed and yearning for loving companionship as I was sorting myself out between wifetimes. I had no idea where I would be going, with whom I would be going, or what I would next be doing for my livelihood. I was feeling one "L" of a way from being "all one". 
And so one day I sought solace in a creek that alternately tumbles and meanders down a mountain slope into the Roaring Fork River south of Aspen. As I walked along the creek’s course, I was struck by the stark contrast between its turbulent and smooth passages. The contrast seemed to emulate the stream of my own consciousness, as well as the uneven rhythm of my life’s alternately tumultuous and timorous course. Respecting an urge to fathom what this correspondence might indicate, I sat down with pen and paper in hand to take dictation, and solicited the creek’s advice: "If you were literate, what message would you have for me?"

The creek responded as if it were literate, for this is what I “heard” it “saying” to me
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.

The verbal “flow-through” of this poem so profoundly transformed my overall life perspective that ever since whenever I have been in anguish and there is no flowing or tiding water conveniently nearby, I can get a equivalent healing by remembering my experience of receiving the poem, and by quietly awaiting once again my next beginning.   

*************************

Another way of summing up what this seminar is about is to acknowledge that we have come to a crazy world, and that playing with the world’s craziness is sometimes the only thing that keeps us from going insane. The Sanskrit word for such sanitizing “play” is leela, which signifies the creative outcome of divine play. 
The secret of maintaining one’s sanity is to play with the world’s craziness without playing into it.  Playing into the world’s craziness eventually manifests in afflictions, addictions and other forms of dis-ease. Persons who are free of affliction and addiction have learned how to play with the craziness of their world without ever playing into it – “being in the world, but not of it” as Jesus advised. Being thus crazy is sometimes the only way to retain our sanity, hence the playfulness of what Buddhism calls “crazy wisdom.”
One of my favorite sources of Western crazy wisdom is a little book called Daily Afflictions, a collection of brief affirmations that challenge our conventional view of life’s circumstances. Of these affirmations, my favorite one is entitled “Breaking Up with Yourself.”:
The majority of people are subjective toward themselves and objective toward all others . . . but the real task is, in fact to be objective toward oneself and subjective toward all others. -Soren Kierkegaard
The time immediately after a bad relationship is filled with promise. It’s as if you’ve rid yourself of something that was weighing you down and keeping you from reaching your full potential. You feel light and clear and free. But this honeymoon with yourself is short-lived and you’re soon in a new relationship fraught with the same old problems. This pattern continues until you finally realize that most of the issues are your own, and that to be truly free, you must break up with yourself.
Doing so is not always easy. Yu might become nostalgic for the better times you’ve had with yourself and feel sad to let yourself go. But you must be strong. You must remember the pain and anguish done to you and be ruthless. You must look yourself in the eye and say all those things you’ve been keeping inside for years. You must dump yourself without remorse or apology, and as you slowly get over yourself, you mustn’t call.
I can be my own best ex.

The most effective way to break up with yourself is to do so metaphysically, by freeing yourself from what you know. This is accomplished via the dismantling of the structure of your knowing and returning to what Tao calls “beginner’s mind,” which is your mind’s “original face” before you were born. The term “beginner’s mind” signifies a consciousness that accurately reflects the structure of the present moment, because it is neither perceptually nor conceptually holding on to any structure formed from past experience or ongoing habit.
In addition to being free from the influence of all remembrance of things past, beginner’s mind is likewise free of all anticipation of things to come. Beginner’s mind is an empty mind – not empty of all content but empty of all preconception and other pre-structured formation of its content, only the form and content of the present moment. Like a mirror, beginner’s mind reflects any structure that is currently presented to it, yet does so for no longer than the structure is immediately present to it. A mirror no more retains an image that is momentarily presented to it than does the ground hold on to a passing shadow. 
It is thus that beginner’s mind honors the three rules of engagement essential to living in present moments:
· When you come, we welcome you.

· When you stay, we do not hold onto you.

· When you leave, we do not pursue you.
These rules of engagement are embodied in every one of us at birth, the proof of which is demonstrated each time we place a finger in the hand of a newborn child. All newborns instinctively embody the common unity of which they are a part. For example, whenever a finger was placed in either of your infant palms, you greeted it with a welcoming clasp of your own fingers that did not hold on, and you gently released the visitation’s withdrawal. You accepted the offered finger regardless of the color, race, creed, gender, ethnic origin, size, appearance, etc. of whoever made the offer. You were unconditionally acknowledging and allowing of any finger that came to rest in your hand for as long as your gently enfolding clasp was accepted, and you surrendered just as unconditionally to the finger’s passage at the instant it was removed. No matter whose finger it was or which of their fingers was presented, you inclusively graced its presence and just as gracefully relinquished it by feely allowing its departure.  

This gesture was your primal handshake and primal hug, the inner default setting of your common unity with all whom your infant self instinctively accepted as an extension of its own wholeness. The primal rules of kindred engagement – welcoming, non-possessiveness and non-pursuit – did not require your conscious knowledge thereof, for they were your instinctive embodiment of the integral self-knowing operational embedment within you of the co-operative common unity that these rules of engagement represent. 
In full accord with the trustful nature of this instinctive primal greeting you neither rejected nor grabbed at an offered finger, nor did you obsessively clutch, cling or otherwise possessively grab on to it. You enfolded the presence of all persons and allowed them harmless passage without prejudice, distinction or other imposition. It could have been George Bush’s finger, Saddam Hussein’s finger – no matter whose finger it was or how the finger (or which finger) was given to me, I unconditionally accepted it, allowed its presence, and willingly let it go.
It is only as our welcoming, non-possessive embrace and non-pursuing release of others is betrayed by prejudicial distinctions and dominating imposition that we become grabby and controlling of what comes to our hand. Meanwhile, our primal rules of kindred engagement semi-consciously linger at the threshold of our awareness, instinctively awaiting our mindful re-honoring thereof.
*************************

Our initial gathering here tonight is a briefing session centered in and from the perspectives presented in the document that orients us to the seminar’s mission, objectives, realities and contingencies. Unlike all of our subsequent sessions, this evening’s session is rather conventionally structured for the purpose of surveying the terrain that we will be exploring in the coming seven weeks. In our subsequent sessions we will function as a fluidly structured learning community, rather than as a conventional class or seminar.

So-called “classes” are structured for the transmission of their teacher’s knowledge of a “curriculum” (the Roman word for “race course”). Seminars are structured for the assimilation of the teacher’s knowledge. In either case, dissemination of a teacher’s knowledge by any other name is just as elite. The shortcoming of teacher-centered elitism was identified by Thaddeus Golas in his book, The Lazy Man’s Guide to Enlightenment:

Every person who allows others to treat him as a spiritual leader has the responsibility to ask himself: Out of all the perceptions available to me in the universe, why am I emphasizing the ignorance of my brothers? What am I doing in a role where this is real? What kind of standards am I conceiving, in which so many people are seen to be in [lack], while I am the enlightened one? 

Unlike teacher-centered information environments, learning-communities are non-elitist structures, because every participant learns from all others the value that each has to offer the rest, and benefits from the worth that each part of the learning community brings to its harmonial whole. This is our only way to fully benefit from the fact that all of us know more than any of us, and that each of us has both something to be learned by and something to learn from everyone else. 

Each of us is already intuitively knowledgeable of the wisdom signified by the Tao Te Ching. Wisdom is knowledge that has been lived in one’s personal experience, and each of us has livingly (if not lovingly) embodied knowledge of which s/he is not yet conscious. And since nobody experiences anything precisely the same way as anyone else, each person’s wisdom is experientially unique. Each of us embodies wisdom as does no one else nor ever can, namely the wisdom of his or her own unique experiencing, as noted by author Aldous Huxley in his book, The Doors of Perception:
We live together, we act on, and react to one another; but always and in all circumstances we are by ourselves. The martyrs go hand in hand to the arena; they are crucified alone. Embraced, the lovers desperately try to fuse their insulated ecstasies into a single self-transcendence; in vain. By its very nature, every embodied spirit is doomed to suffer and enjoy in solitude. Sensations, feelings, insights, fancies – all these are private and, except through symbols and at second hand, incommunicable. We can pool information about experiences, but never the experiences themselves. From family to nation, every human group is a society of island universes.”
Were this all that can be said on the matter of our embodied state, life would be as unbearable as it is thus presumed to be un-bare-able. Yet sometimes, as poet William Blake asserted, “the opposite of a profound truth may well be another profound truth.” Hence the testimony of John Dunne:
All mankind is of one author, and is one volume; when one man dies, one chapter is not torn out of the book, but translated into a better language; and every chapter must be so translated.... As therefore the bell that rings to a sermon, calls not upon the preacher only, but upon the congregation to come: so this bell calls us all: but how much more me, who am brought so near the door by this sickness.... No man is an island, entire of itself...any man's death diminishes me, because I am involved in mankind; and therefore never send to know for whom the bell tolls; it tolls for thee.
Hence also the briefer testimony of Hugh Romney to the same effect: “We are all the same person trying to shake hands with our self.” (Hugh Romney’s other name is “Wavy Gravy”.)

Our hidden inner wholeness is the source of what philosopher Michael Polanyi signified as “tacit” knowing, our silent knowing of more than we are able to express. Everyone in this seminar knows more than he or she can express, which is also more than all the rest of us can express, yet some of which we all may join in expressing better than any of us can express it on his or her own.

While Polanyi signified tacit knowing as the more we know than we can “say,” I choose the term “express” because of its literal meaning: to press outward from within. Expression is our saving grace, the tolling bell of our individualized existence as island universes, to which Alfred North Whitehead so eminently testified
Expression is the one fundamental sacrament. It is the outward and visible sign of an inward and spiritual grace. It follows that, in the process of forming a common expression of direct intuition, there is a first stage of primary expression into some medium of sense-experience which each individual contributes at first hand. No one can do this for another. It is the contribution of each to the knowledge of all.  
In this seminar, expression is the intended grace of the island universes herein assembled as a learning community, in which the hidden wholeness that yearns in every one of us for a fuller self-revelation thereof may find its voice as we allow it to speak to one another in, through and as our lives.
Nothing new under the sun?

Each of us is proof this is not so.

No matter what has been done before, 

and no matter what has been thought before,

it is equally true of all concerned

that I am the one doing and thinking 
in the near and how of my own here and now.

Never before has the universe happened 

in just the way that I do.

There is always something new under the sun

whenever someone new is doing it.

In my life and through my hands

the universe continues to shape itself

as it never has before. 

[The contrast of our island-universe existence and the belle-weathering grace of self-expression is explored at http://isu.indstate.edu/ilnprof/ENG451/ISLAND/index.html.]
Spiritual philosopher Ernest Holmes spoke to both of the foregoing profound truths. For our condition as island universes he accurately prescribed:

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 meditations and nothing else. 

Holmes also extolled the ocean of consciousness in which we as island universes abound, and prescribed our redeeming virtues of the hidden wholeness
We are surrounded by an Infinite Possibility. It is Goodness, Life, Law and Reason. In expressing Itself through us, It becomes more fully conscious of Its own being. Therefore, It wishes to express through us. As It passes into our being, It automatically becomes the law of our lives. It can pass into expressi0on through us only as we consciously allow It to do so. Therefore, we should have faith in It, and Its desires and Its ability to do for us all that we shall ever need to have done. Since It must pass through our consciousness to operate for us, we must be conscious that It is doing so.

It is thus that we assemble via this seminar, as a learning community of eavesdroppers on one another’s talkings to ourselves, to thus overhear the mutual generation and expression of our common unity’s fuller self-revelation.
*************************

One way to signify our hidden wholeness is to call it our “whole-self being,” whose fullest self-awareness and outward expression is obscured by the expressions of our role-self being-ness. Each of us performs several roles in life, such as parent, child, sibling, relative, worker, co-worker, boss, manager, butcher, baker and indigent thief, and we tend to be so identified with and wrapped up in the expressions of our role-selves that our whole-self expression gets lost in the crowd. 

Our objective this evening is to orient ourselves to this seminar’s perspective on how we may liberate our inner hidden wholeness in outward expressions of whole-self being. Our objective in the seven weeks that follow this evening is to cultivate the liberation of our hidden wholeness both individually and collectively. Its collective expression is so vital to its fullest individual expression that when we cultivate it only in solitude we can become too heavenly to be of earthly good.

It is on behalf of knowing our whole-self being, which exceeds the ability of our role-selves to express it, that we are drawn to spiritually oriented gatherings, organizations and classes. We are drawn to such associations because of their potential to acquaint us with our whole-self being and to empower our self-expression thereof.

The most profound written source of wisdom-per-word concerning whole-self being is the Tao Te Ching, which begins by acknowledging that whole-self being is more than any or all of us will ever be able to say. What the word “Tao” signifies is the hidden wholeness that is more than any name that we can give it. The hidden wholeness that can be named is not the hidden wholeness that is. Accordingly, for the purposes of this seminar, the word Tao signifies hidden wholeness, and the terms “Tao” and “hidden wholeness” are synonymous. 

The word “Te” signifies our outward expression of hidden wholeness, the emergence in thought, word and expression-in-practice of our inner whole-self being as lived experience. For the purposes of this seminar, the word “Te” signifies the lived experience of hidden wholeness, and the terms “Te,” “lived experience of hidden wholeness”, and “whole-self-being in practice” are synonymous. 

The word “Ching” signifies what in English is called a “classic,” an outstanding work of literature.  Our mission during the coming seven weeks is to make Tao and Te CHINNGGGG!!! by empowering our hidden wholeness to live itself in each of our lives as a classic work of whole-self being in expression. In support of our mission, we will function in our next seven sessions as a learning community that comes to more wisely know, embody and express the individual and collective whole-self being-ness that we cannot name yet may more fully live.

My function this evening – and only for this evening – is analogous to that of a tour guide. Along with the seminar syllabus that you will be reading in the next few days, I am laying before you the overall scope and context of what we are gathering here to learn from one another during the next seven Mondays. In so doing my role appears to be that of teacher. Therefore, as we say in New Thought, “Bless the appearances, full speed ahead.” 
However, if I appear to be unduly in the role-self of teacher in the weeks to come, you are officially deputized to call upon my whole-self, whose function is to set my role-selves aside and be out in the open saying far less than I will say tonight, listening much more to all of you, and sharing my lived experience in the context of your shared knowing of yours. Each participant in this seminar is authorized to intervene whenever it feels to him or her 1) that one or more persons tends to be dominating our dialog (which is different from having more to say than others in a non-dominant manner),  or 2) that our dialog is spinning its wheels without gaining traction.
In the meantime, the rationale for this evening’s formal briefing is that we cannot be a fluidly structured learning community in our subsequent sessions until we have all been shown what we are here to learn. 
Inventory of regrets.

Make a list of every person, thing, event, circumstance or situation in your life about which you presently have hard feelings, including any hard feelings you may have concerning yourself, i.e., feelings of anger, envy, grievance, resistance, insistence, impatience, competition, possessiveness, etc.
· Reduce the list to a single item by successively subtracting those feelings that you consider the easiest to release.
· Close your eyes and become aware of your #1 hard feeling. Be with the feeling as fully as you can. 

· I will now walk around the room and touch each of you on the shoulder while giving you an instruction.

· “Love your ability to feel what you are feeling right now.”
· What was your experience of this exercise?

Loving our ability to experience something changes our relationship to and of that something. Therefore, whenever you are experiencing unloving feelings, love your experience of unloving feelings and love yourself for being able to have the experience. Whenever you are experiencing being upset, whether physically, mentally, emotionally, psychologically, socially, politically, economically, etc., love your experience of being upset and love yourself for being able to experience being upset. While it may not be always possible to experience love for someone or something else, it is always possible to be loving of your experience. 
Take another item from your list.

· Close your eyes and become aware the feeling.

· Ask yourself, “Am I willing to let go of this feeling for thirty seconds?”
· If you are willing, please raise your hand.

· Now let go of the feeling for thirty seconds.

· What was your experience of this exercise?

There isn’t any feeling that we can’t release if we are willing to love our ability to feel it and be willing to let go of it for 30 seconds. The secret is not to pick it up again.

Inclusivity exercise
Write down one thing you could do between now and next session that would make you a more inclusive person.  Next week we will share with one another our progress in doing so.
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