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FOREWORD: A generation ago, numerous persons whom I considered to be “living prophets” foresaw what even today most people outside the business world still perceive dimly if at all – even though what was foretold is now an actuality.  I have patiently contemplated their prophetic wake-up call for some thirty years, trusting that a day would come when a “they told us so” might contribute to the awakening process.  On New Years Eve, 1999, that day arrived.  The promise of what was prophesied became evident on that day as never before.

Citing prophecy is a precarious endeavor for a minister, whose expected role is to comfort the afflicted with a consoling call.  Prophecy’s role is to afflict the comfortable with a wake-up call.  Even a prophetic “heads up” from prior generations may still be perceived by some as a slap in the face.

If the following assessment appears to be such a blow, please know that my intention is for the perceived slap to be a wake-up call, not a put down.  What follows is neither a criticism of human nature nor of particular human beings, but of organizational systems that increasingly prevent human nature and individuals from being all that it and they might otherwise be.

OVERVIEW: Organizational endeavors are administrated by one of two managerial modes: division of authority, and synergism of authority.  Officialdom compartmentalizes the managerial process via division of authority, so that the organization’s parts manage one another in part.  Alternatively, institutional networking synergically integrates the managerial process via distributive sharing of authority, so that the organization’s parts are self-managing both in part and as a whole.

Divisive compartmentalizing policies and procedures of officialdom systemically compromise all tendencies toward wholeness, both physical, such as the ecological hierarchies that harmoniously coordinate natural systems, and metaphysical, such as the unitive spiritual philosophies of Jesus and the founders of New Thought.  Officialdom’s divisiveness is ill fit to survive the natural selection process that is now adapting human managerial systems to the integrity of a global information environment.  In the context of this global evolutionary phase transition, officialdom is everywhere in the process of devolution.

Survival in an information environment depends on communication - full, rapid, honest and accurate communication by, from, to and among all concerned.  Accordingly, officialdom is being succeeded by co-managerial networks, in which equally autonomous yet interdependently dispersed centers of authority communicate, co-initiate and co-respond holistically.  As a consequence, unitive spiritual philosophies may be liberated from their denominational captivity.

While emergent co-managerial networks are transforming all devolutionary administrative systems, their implications for organized Religious Science are herein specifically addressed.

The Age of Global Interconnectivity
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 [1964], 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....

In the electric age we wear all mankind as our skin.

–Marshall McLuhan
These are the times that ally human souls.

On December 31, 1999, the Public Broadcasting System, CNN and other television broadcasts celebrated the millennial shift as a 24-hour event, featuring successive New Years Eve celebrations in dozens of countries.  For those with eyes to see and ears to hear, this unitive global event was an awakening to the powerfully positive potentials of humankind as an aware participant in the membrane of planetary consciousness that Teilhard de Chardin called the “noosphere.”   This 24-hour New Years documentary, the first programming of its kind, also confirmed Marshall McLuhan’s intuition in the mid-1960’s of an imminent global interconnectivity, for the essence of which he coined the holistic metaphor, “global village.”

Shortly after McLuhan’s intuitive leap, NASA’s physical leap into space brought us pictures of our “Whole Earth”, which gave the “global village” metaphor its first semblance of actuality.  As British astronomer Sir Fred Hoyle had predicted in 1948: “Once a photograph of the Earth, taken from the outside, is available . . . a new idea as powerful as any in history will let loose.”  Our immediate tendency to capitalize the term “Whole Earth” was confirmation of Hoyle’s foresight.  The globally adopted Whole Earth image became humankind’s first trans-cultural icon.  Wherever it was seen, the beholder’s perception of Earth as a geographical jigsaw puzzle began to give way, however subtly, to an all-in-the-same boat “spaceship earth” perspective – another global metaphor that has been traced to Adlai Stevenson.  This shift toward perceptual holism was reinforced by many astronauts who shared their own experience thereof.  For instance, as Rusty Schweickart testified:

You realize that on that small spot, that little blue and white thing, is everything that means anything to you—all of history and music and poetry and art and death and birth and love, tears, joy, games—all of it on that little spot out there.... You recognize that you are a piece of this total life.... And when you come back there is a difference in that world now. There is a difference in that relationship between you and that planet and you and all those other life forms on that planet, because you've had that kind of experience.

Peter Russell, in his 1983 book, The Global Brain, portrayed this shift of perspective by analogy:

We Earthlings might be likened to fleas who spend their whole lives on an elephant, unaware of what it really is.  They chart its terrain – skin, hairs, and bumps – study its chemistry, plot its temperature changes, and classify the other animals that share its world, arriving at a reasonable perception of where they live.  Then one day a few of the fleas take a huge leap and look at the elephant from a distance of a hundred feet.  Suddenly it dawns: “The whole thing is alive!”  This is the truly awesome realization brought about by the trip to the moon.  The whole planet appears to be alive – not just teeming with life but an organism in its own right.

Thirty years ago the outer space program awakened us to consciousness of the Whole Earth.  Today, cyberspace programming, whose digital infrastructure made the 24-hour planetary New Years event possible, is awakening us to our consciousness as the whole earth.  Our millennial transition was celebrated as a global awakening of humankind’s collective consciousness to its own self-awareness.

The globally unitive information environment, proclaimed to be electronically at hand four decades ago by McLuhan and many of his contemporaries, is now digitally in hand.  Numerous formerly remote cultures are now present in our collective awareness.  Just as the human species became global in previous millennia, so are its formerly local diversities becoming global as we enter the new millennium.  The aborning information age transcends the divisive ethnic, economic and political tendencies of the preceding agricultural and industrial ages, liberating all of humankind’s major diversities from former geographical, political and organizational compartmentalization. 

In a world where signals emanate omni-directionally from everywhere and radiate to everywhere slse, former compartmentalizations of culture, finance and organizational control are unsustainable.  The resulting pluralism suggests a planetary oxymoron: global diversity.

Now That We’ve Wired Our Planet . . .
The entire human race now for the first time faces a single collective challenge. During the next few decades it must decide what kind of man and community is to survive on this planet. In the past, regional civilizations have come and gone, but now we are all involved together and share a common future. –Lancelot Law Whyte (1948)

McLuhan’s “prophecy” was an intuitive rather than a clairvoyant one.  As he himself observed, “A prophet is not someone who predicts the future.  Anyone who understands what is happening right now is 50 years ahead of everyone else.”  Since McLuhan’s time, the process of change has accelerated to the point that today’s prophets may be seeing only 10 years ahead of the rest of us.  Today, even a so-called “minor” prophet can see that the global village no longer exists in prospect.  The global village is here, and we are already so digitally incorporated therein that we are the global village.

Now that our organizational endeavors are globally paced by a digital interconnectivity that functions at light’s speed, formerly linear rates of change have become exponential.  Officialdom is incapable of moving at the pace now required for organizational viability.  As a consequence, what formerly qualified as an organized “movement” becomes increasingly an organized “stuckment.”  The splintering of administrative functions within the divisive hierarchies of human officialdom deters us from realizing the quantum expansion of organizational potentials that is empowered via the synergisms of authority inherent in co-managerial systems.

Such fixation is today short-lived.  The global digitization of all graphic, information and communication systems is transforming divisively stratified economic, social and political structures into unitive co-managerial networks.  Stratified officialdoms are likewise non-durable within the resulting planetary interconnectivity, wherein authority becomes co-extensive with whatever it authorizes.

Humankind is authorizing the establishment of nothing less than a digitized central nervous system for the global coordination of its affairs, for which another holistic metaphor has been coined, the “wired planet.”  On such a planet, comprehension of the whole by compartmentalized officialdom is just that: only part mentalized.  In organically “wired” nervous systems like our own, both the authority and knowledge of the whole, rather than being centrally concentrated, is co-extensive with all coordinating functions (i.e., with every cell).  An effective nervous system is an impartial manager of its cells, including those of its coordinating brain.  My nervous system – like all others – is a co-managerial network, in which every cell, tissue and organ is fully informed by the whole and fully informing of the whole concerning all matters relevant to its function within the whole.  There is no other way to maintain as a whole the synergic integrity of an organic system, all of whose parts know more than any lesser combination thereof.  We are now able to specify the uniform basis of all wholeness that is greater than the sum of its parts: the process of co-managerial networking.  This process, forever common to organic, ecological and cosmic systems alike, is now informing all human systems as well.

Our wired planet is evolving a global nervous system, a virtual neural network that distributes informative capacity throughout.  Officialdom is incapable of facilitating such wholeness, because it structurally short-circuits the synergic processes that are essential to a whole’s being greater than the sum of its parts.  While the natural cosmos is a network of networks within networks, the administrative cosmos of officialdom is a make-work of make-works within make-works.  In the process of administering so much make-work, one can no longer see the cosmos for the memos.

Officialdom is less than the sum of its parts, hence its burden of having to make things work rather than aligning with and facilitating the way things naturally work.  This burden of make-work would establish a single planetary officialdom as the father of all tyrannies, while a planet with multiple officialdoms, as at present, is like a shipload of numerous admiralties, many of whom are trying to sink others without regard to the fact that they are all in the same boat.

Everywhere today, officialdoms are fruitlessly impeding the inexorable evolution of the virtual neural network now required for the vital coordination of human affairs with all of the preceding organic processes on our planet.  To resist this process, rather than align with it via accommodative organizational policies and procedures, is to court institutional extinction in the future immediately before us.

Concerning our future, anthropological prophetess Margaret Mead, a contemporary of McLuhan’s, foresaw that we had entered the era of “pre-figurative culture,” an era – and world – in which the traditional enculturation process had become reversed:

Today, nowhere in the world are there elders who know what the children know, no matter how remote and simple the societies are in which the children live.  In the past there were always some elders who knew more than any children in terms of their experience of having grown up within a cultural system. Today there are none. It is not only that parents are no longer guides, but that there are no guides, whether one seeks them in one’s own country or abroad. There are no elders who know what those who have been reared within the last twenty years know about the world into which they were born.

In the global amalgamation of pre-figurative cultures then emergent, Mead concluded that there is only one thing that all cultures have in common: the state of their shared world.  In her view, the only basis for a global culture is a vision of the future that is shared by all regional and local cultures.  New Years Eve, 1999, was the first global celebration of humankind’s shared future, a positive awakening that has potentially made the more angst-producing aspects of our shared future seem less formidable.

Of humankind’s new global condition and new global possibility, Mead further observed that “We now live in a world where all of us must know tomorrow what none of us knew yesterday.”  In such a world, effectiveness (doing the right thing) depends largely on right relationship to what is yet to be known, and efficiency (doing things right) depends on closing the gap between the already and not yet known.  Nothing less than a virtual neural network of planetary scope is capable of providing such effectiveness and efficiency in a world where, because all of us know more than any of us, none of us can reliably know better than anyone else, and no one or “some of us” can reliably know best.

Only our all-of-us-ness as the whole knows what is best for the whole.  Just as Ernest Holmes prescribed, the human cosmos must align the way it works with the way of the greater cosmos, in which the self-dominion of the whole as a whole is not compromised by the self-dominion  of the parts as its parts.

As we wire our planet with an extended version of our central nervous systems, we make a high-tech hologram of our collective consciousness, thereby establishing McLuhan’s prophesied “technological simulation of consciousness, when the creative process of knowing will be collectively and corporately extended to the whole of human society....”

In the digital age we think with all humankind as our mind.
The Preeminence of Harmony
The Original Spirit is Harmony.

–Ernest Holmes
Stay with the One and never deviate from It, never leave It for a moment.  Nothing else can equal this attitude.  TO DESERT THE TRUTH IN THE HOUR OF NEED IS TO PROVE THAT WE DO NOT KNOW THE TRUTH. When things look the worst, that is the supreme moment to demonstrate, to ourselves, that there are no obstructions to the operation of Truth.  When things look the worst is the best time to work, the most satisfying time. The person who can throw himself with a complete abandon into the Limitless Sea of Receptivity, having cut loose from all apparent moorings, is the one who will always receive the greatest award. 
-Ernest Holmes
The evolutionary progression from divisive to unitive social, economic and organizational modes, and the corresponding devolution of officialdom, was brought to public attention in the 1960’s by McLuhan, Mead, Buckminister Fuller, Robert Theobald, Kenneth Boulding, Peter Drucker, Warren Bennis and numerous other visionaries.  They portrayed how unsuited were divisively mechanistic administrative processes, designed for the management of a material-based technological environment, to a cybernetic, high-technological communications environment in which information is the primary resource.  They understood that in a world rapidly evolving from a disjointed agglomeration of crop-and-product-driven local and national economies to an integral network of information-driven global economies, the moorings of stratified control systems are disruptive – when not destructive – of otherwise harmonious processes.

While co-managerial networks conserve the pluralisms that make harmony possible, the tendency of officialdom is to reduce such harmony to the uniform monotony of a single note.  As Buckminster Fuller was fond of remarking (also in the 1960’s) that “Unity is plural, and at minimum two.”  Though officialdoms are multiple, each tends to strive toward the eventually of there being at minimum one.  It was Fuller who likened such striving on “spaceship earth” to a ship of fools endeavoring to sink one another on the same boat.

The prophetic insights of McLuhan et. al. were congruent with the “general systems theory” that was then emerging from a new, holistic perspective on organic and ecological systems.  Like quantum physics, general systems theory reveals underlying patterns and harmonies that integrate otherwise diversifying tendencies, as well as the synergetic processes that maintain these patterns and harmonies.  General systems theory is to stratified theories of order as is quantum physics to Newtonian theories of order, with one critical difference.  The impacts of quantum and Newtonian dynamics are mutually compatible because they function within radically different scales of cosmic order.  Yet integrative organic systems and divisive administrative systems function within the same scale of order, in which they are dis-harmonious.  While natural systems do sometimes stratify matter, as in sedimentally layered rocks, they do not stratify processes and people in the divisive manner common to human hierarchies.  What integrative organic hierarchies join together, stratified human hierarchies put asunder, being arbitrarily divisive of an underlying, harmonious unity rather than synergizing yet-to-be-harmonized diversities as an extension of the unification process.

While organic networks function as command systems, officialdoms function as control systems – literally chains of command whose linkages are binding of organic processes.  In organic systems, command is unified throughout.  Thus our neurally networked brains, other organs, tissues and cells are comprehensively commanded by and commanding of one another, maintaining a whole that is greater than the sum of its parts.  By contrast, control is divisively stratified within administrative systems, leaving a hole that is greater than the sum of its parts – which tends to be a black hole for budgetary and productivity efforts.  As a function of this contrast, the divisive rank-orderings of controlling officialdoms disrupt the unitive ecological command systems of our planet’s biosphere, as our administrative control systems persist in confounding the harmonious order of natural systems. 

The presumed difference between “human nature” and the rest of nature would seem to be this:

· In nature, things change (i.e., evolve) so that their underlying patterns and harmonies are conserved.  To conserve is to maintain.  Evolution maintains organic relationships that would otherwise be caught in a devolutionary jam.  This underlying evolutionary principle of conserving what does work, and harmoniously so, is termed “Rohmer’s Law”.

· In human nature, things are prevented from changing so that arbitrarily divisive administrative relationships may be preserved.  To preserve is to jellify.  Officialdom preserves devolutionary jams.  This underlying administrative principle of preserving what makes work, and dis-harmoniously so, is termed “Parkinson’s Law”.

Just as Hamlet was able to prophesy that “something is rotten in Denmark,” so did many prophesy a generation ago, upon getting a good whiff of rank officialdom in response to their protests of concern, that something was rotten in the biosphere.  As a consequence of their persistence, the convergence of emerging “Whole Earth” consciousness, the unitive perspective of general systems theory, other emerging holistic perspectives and the ecological consequences of industrial-age officialdom gave rise to the environmentalism of the 1970’s.  Throughout that decade, I was a founder and facilitator of the nation-wide environmental education movement, which synergized co-operative efforts among schools and colleges, governmental energy and land management agencies, and the timber, oil and other industries that co-opted the environmentalist perspective on behalf of an environmentally correct public image.

The hierarchies of educational, governmental and corporate officialdom did everything they could to short-circuit the transformational potentials of the environmental education movement.  When I tired of such resistance, and in the late 1970’s moved from the confining administrative hierarchies of educational officialdom into those of denominational officialdom, it was – to cite a Casey Stengelism – deja vu all over again.  I now encountered institutions that were systemically resistant to the transformational core potentials of their own organizational movement.

All official hierarchies of control have become so utterly non-adaptive to the new digital reality that, even at age 63, I confidently anticipate outliving these administrative structures.  However well officialdom may have fit pre-digital environments, its systemic unworkability in a digital environment now qualifies it as terminally devolutionary.  The only hierarchies to survive will be those that transform themselves from control systems to command systems.

This is in keeping with McLuhan’s observation of all that seemed workable prior to the commencement of our wiring the planet: “If it works, it’s obsolete.”

The Obsolescence of Officialdom
Officialdom is now outgrowing its own outfit and can no longer fit within its boundaries because it does not hold reality as it truly is evolving.  –Barbara Marciniak
By “wiring” our planet – an organic system – we have irrevocably interfaced our administrative management systems with the planet’s ecological management systems, which in turn are interfaced with the co-managerial dynamics of solar, galactic and cosmic order.  Carl Sagan once quipped that baking a cake from scratch begins with the creation of a universe.  As we cosmically intuit that it takes an entire universe to produce a cake and locally intuit that “it takes a village to raise a child,” we may also globally intuit that it now takes a planet to sustain a village.  In an environment thus thoroughly interconnected, an organization’s viability can be no greater than the degree of informed and concerted participation by its constituents. 

There are two prerequisites of organizational viability in an information environment: co-extensive distribution of authority throughout the whole, and the availability to all participants of whatever information impacts on their contribution to the organization’s mission.  Fulfillment of these prerequisites empowers concerted organizational performance analogous to that of a symphony orchestra.  Compartmentally divisive officialdoms are no more viable, relative to these prerequisites, than is an appliance wired for alternating current when it becomes instead subject to the prerequisites of direct current.  Thus the adoption of co-managerial processes, policies and procedures, foreseen as an emerging institutional necessity four decades ago, has become the institutional common sense now expressed in the writings of Margaret Wheatley, Joseph Jaworski, Barry Carter and others.  This is largely a consequence of the business community’s increasing adoption of co-managerial teamwork and networking processes that more adequately accommodate the new digital reality.  (See this assessment’s concluding bibliographical note).

As unitive authority becomes essential to organizational survival, the “grapevines” that once eased the divisive effects of administrative fragmentation are now becoming the next institutional form: synergically integrative co-managerial systems.  Stratified administrative structures are giving way to more formalized “grapevines,” co-managerial networks in which omni-directional communication from all points replaces the linear “chains” of command that confine organizationally vital information and resource flow to “approved” channels.  As they democratize the communication process, these networks also synergize the potentials for co-creativity among all participants.

Concerning all stratified officialdoms today, the only alternative to their democratization is extinction.  This has been most apparent to me in four decades of experience with denominational churchdom, formerly in the United Methodist Church and, since 1978, in the United Church of Religious Science.  Denominational hierarchies are among the least adaptive of all officialdoms today because they have yet to organizationally embrace the transforming power of cybernetic technology to the extent that corporate, educational and governmental officialdoms have.

I use the term “churchdom” rather than “religion” because all denominational officialdoms have fallen short by tending to place churchianity – ideologies and idolatries of church growth and maintenance - ahead of spirituality.  Churchianity is an administrative mindset committed to making churches happen via make-work chains of command, with the intent of increasing the supply of spiritual services as a means of generating a greater demand for them.  The underlying assumption of this mindset is that our churches are, in terms of an Emersonian metaphor, the “better mousetrap” that will attract a spiritually starved world to our doors.

Yet it is the Science of Mind philosophy, not our churches, that represents our “better mousetrap” as an attractor of the world – precisely because it is not a trap!  No penalty of self-denial is sprung upon those who take our cheese!  A far more effective and efficient way to grow Religious Science churches, therefore, would be as an adaptive consequence of making Ernest Holmes’ writings so universally known and available that the demand for centers devoted to their celebration and study arises as naturally as it does enormously.

Unrecognized supply generates little demand, hence the high cost of advertising one’s otherwise unrecognized existence to attract the world to one’s door.  For a small fraction of such cost, given the new networking capacities of the Internet, awareness of our actual “better mousetrap” can be so widely activated by word-of-net that demand for places to learn more about it does, indeed, become enormous.

Officialdom exemplifies Bob Dylan’s observation that “He not busy being born is busy dying.”  Until generation of demand precedes generation of supply, on any given Sunday we will continue to lose more than we might have won.

The Dynamics of Co-Managerial Systems 

Unity is not something we are called to create;

it's something we are called to recognize.

-William Sloan Coffin
Ernest Holmes best stated his case for Science of Mind with the assertion that it is an “open at the top” unitive philosophy in which there is no divisively stratified, compartmentalized, or otherwise privileged knowledge or position.  There is no divisive fragmentation in Science of Mind’s perspective. There is only “what works” for the unity of the whole and the diminution of whatever confounds it, according to Holmes’ own articulation of the conservative evolutionary principle embodied in Rohmer’s Law: “Everything in the universe exists for the good of every other part.  The universe is forever uniting what is harmonious and diminishing what is not.”

In stark contrast to its open, unitive perspective, Science of Mind philosophy is not openly and unitively institutionalized.  Science of Mind is bound by the administrative fragmentations of two divisive chains of command, each of which is further disunitive of an already bifurcated organizational foundation.  Administrative stratification keeps each organizational component largely ignorant of the whole and vice versa, and thus confounds even the recognition of unity, let alone its creation.  Constant preoccupation with stratified procedures of church growth – Religious Science churchianity - prevents Science of Mind philosophy from being the great spiritual impulsion that Ernest Holmes envisioned.  Science of Mind, not Religious Science churchdom, is the genesis of that impulsion.

Impulsions are directly proportional to the number of persons who are aware of the impulse. Science of Mind may now become more widely known as it is liberated from denominational administrative binds by co-managerial networks, like those exemplified in e-mail “grapevines” and the trans-denominational Affiliated New Thought Network (ANTN).  Religious Science officialdoms, already in advanced diminution, will fade out as alternative co-managerial systems proliferate to liberate Science of Mind from denominational captivity and facilitate its more widespread promotion.

These emerging “grapevines,” like all co-managerial networks, are analogous to a spider’s web, on which activity at any point sends a vibration throughout the web.  From wherever the spider may be on its web, it can detect and pinpoint activity at any other location, such as where its dinner (a snared insect) has arrived.  Hence the logic of designating some Internet search engines as “spiders.”  

There are, however, at least two critical differences between spider webs and the Internet: we are all spiders on the co-managerial World Wide Web, there being no ultimately positioned spider; and the Internet features omni-directional communication among all who are on it, rather than confinement of information flow to a linear “chain” of commandments.

[One may notice the phonetic similarities of the term “Internet” and the ancient Sanskrit image of “Indra’s Net,” a cosmic metaphor for the universal interconnectivity that Ernest Holmes called “The Way It Works.”  Sanskrit phonetics were intuitively developed to resonate with the silent vibrational patterns of what each Sanskrit word designates.  Thus “Om” may be presumed to represent the sound of what scientists today call the “cosmic background noise,” the attenuated vibration of the “Big Bang” that started it all – a bang so big that its omnipresent reverberation continues.  The fact that “quantum flux,” the contemporary scientific analog to Indra’s Net, bears no phonetic resemblance thereto may suggest that the mathematical algorithms of Jeffersonian Internetworking more closely approximate a unified field theory than do the Hamiltonian calculations of quantum physics.]

The Equity of Co-Managerial Systems
I honor the place in you where the entire universe resides.

I honor the place in you, where lies your love, your light,

your truth and your beauty. I honor the place in you, where...

if you are in that place in you... 

and I am in that place in me...

then there is only One of us. 

–Leo Buscaglia

We are all the same person trying to shake hands with ourself.

–Hugh Romney

Unitive structures (a.k.a. “general systems”), represented by the quantum flux, holography, neural networks, synchronicity theory, satellite communication networks, the Internet, and church support networks like ANTN, link locally autonomous components from all to one and one to all with the co-managerial capacity to accommodate three zillion mouseketeers.  Network participants work together co-operatively as a whole that facilitates the blending of participant’s perspectives and capacities rather than the divisive ranking and compartmentalization thereof.  Networks facilitate an ecology of perspectives rather than an arbitrarily divisive segmentation.  No part of a co-managerial network is partitioned from the whole, nor does it exercise centralized administrative control of the whole.  Nor does any special local benefit accrue to parts that distort or withhold vital information from other parts for fear of losing or not gaining a perceived advantage.  (Imagine, for instance, a human body or planet that functioned this way.  Our current name for such functionality is “cancer.”)  

Since the co-managerial process of an open network is self-sustaining, minimal time and resources are required for the maintenance of its structural framework.  The only structure maintained by a co-managerial system is its network for the mutual communication among everyone concerned, of all information that is pertinent to their function within and impact upon the whole thus served.

Weblike co-managerial networks support equality of access to whatever is vital to the network’s purpose and to the functionality of its participants.   Communication is entrusted to the non-divisive open framework of the network as a whole, rather than to compartmentalized segment(s) thereof.  Because these networks are integrative rather than concentrative of authority, little if anything is preserved or gained by withholding or “spinning” uncomfortable information.  Occasional exceptions to this rule are the kind that prove the rule – a rule perhaps best articulated in Emerson’s prime corrective: “Those  who are exclusive exclude themselves.”

The Viability of Co-Managerial Systems 

From ancient nature beliefs to recent discoveries of modern day physicists, the reality of life’s luminous interconnectedness through influencing energies has verified the fact that all of life is related, that the separate beingness of every living cell in the world is inexplicably interwoven into a singular pattern of wholeness, now recognized as the Great Web of Life.  We are each a unique vibration on that Web – sensitive and highly responsive to the finest vibratory movements of all other life forms existing upon its shimmering strands. [W]e and nature are each as a strand of life’s fragile DNA web that literally sings with the vibrating song of life. -Mary Summer Rain, The Singing Web
Co-managerial networks are the world’s most truly “democratic institutions,” because they communicate openly as the field, rather than compartmentally and linearly to and from the field.  Since all network participants are locally autonomous, their mutual interdependence is unhampered by administrative politics.  Co-managerial networks are omni-radially coordinated rather than divisively stratified.  As a consequence, they communicate omni-directionally from each of their multiple centers rather than linearly from and to a central authority.  Author-ity pervades the field and functions as the field, empowering each participant to author his or her own local destiny.  Authority is self-managing throughout the field, rather than managing of others a lá stratified administrative systems.  Co-managerial systems manage processes and results, while officialdoms process the people who produce results.

Co-managerial authority is epitomized by the Internet, which networks information placed upon it in the omni-radial manner exemplified by cosmic energy.  In the cosmic order, energy flows radially throughout the universe from each source to all other sources.  Websites are comparably ordered on the World Wide Web.  Consequently, all non-restricted websites are as present to every computer on the World Wide Web as are all frequencies of the non-compartmentalized electromagnetic spectrum present throughout the universe.  In both cases it is I, according to my unique nature, perspective, timing and skills, who locally make my co-managerial selections from and contributions to the totality thus available.

Religious Scientists may recognize how co-managerial systems emulate the Hermetic definition of God: that whose center is everywhere and whose circumference is nowhere.  Co-managerial systems also emulate the democratic relationship between omnipresent Mind-at-large and “local” mind.  Whatever is known in Mind-at-large is potentially knowable by me, and becomes actually known to me as I access it, while whatever knowing I release likewise becomes integral to Mind-at-large.  

Thus is Science of Mind, like quantum physics, a unitive science of decentralized and invisible co-managerial process that apostle Paul so knowingly acknowledged when he wrote: “[T}he worlds were framed by the word of God, so that things which are seen were not made of things that do appear.”  Insofar as officialdoms appear to function as a causal agency, rather than be in functional alignment with causality’s invisible ways, they are committed to a lost cause.

Both information and energy, when they are free of stratified or otherwise divisive compartmentalization, exemplify balanced whole/part reciprocity of authority as well as communication, and they do so with the precision of algorithmic laws.  Although the mathematical and subsequent technological basis for non-divisive, co-managerial communication systems was discovered a mere five decades ago, the 30-year old Internet already has become a global demonstration of how cybernetic systems inexorably democratize all communication processes.

The systemic self-empowerment, self-organization and self-maintenance of a co-managerial network, in which each part inclusively relates to all other parts, is exemplary of the self-dominion that pervades all open-ended spirituality, including that exemplified in Ernest Holmes’ philosophy.  Science of Mind is a philosophy of universal self-dominion – dominion of the self, by the self, for the self, as the self.  Self-dominion is uniformly co-managerial, precisely as Holmes proclaimed: “Talk to yourself, not to the world.  There is no one to talk to but yourself for all experience is within.”  

There is only one dominion, self-dominion, and that dominion is omnipresent to each of us in and as our individual experience.  Self-dominion is uniformly omni-local, not divisively stratified or otherwise compartmentalized.  Within the unitive presence of self-dominion, everywhere I go, here I am, transcendent of all perceptions of “there.”  This is because, unlike any –ism, -ity, –dom, or other –ion, self-dominion is universally co-extensive, and both non-preferentially and non-coercively available to all alike.  None of the universe’s components has more or less self-dominion than any others, merely different degrees of its conscious exercise.  Omnipresent self-dominion is absolutely, eternally, infinitely and irrevocably both “none of the above” in exclusive particular and “all of the above” in inclusive function – hence its openness at the top to Mind-at-large.

Unfortunately, the promotion of Ernest Holmes’ teachings has not been open from the top.  Denominational Religious Science is a closed system, in which the dissemination of our philosophy is institutionally impaired by the administrative checks and balances of officialdom.  The greatest impediment to the movement of the Religious Science “movement” is the investment of time and resources required to maintain its current administrative systems.  Hence the preclusion from wider awareness of the very philosophy whose availability to the world such administration is presumed to facilitate.

The end of such preclusion is now in hand.
Denominational Officialdom: Closed from the Top

The greatest mental disease of our time is hardening of the categories.

-Robert Theobald

Officialdom divisively fragments authority by distributing it categorically (i.e., preferentially) rather than co-extensively (i.e., equitably), thereby ruling out any effective realization of institutional wholeness.  Officialdom’s administrative hierarchies are structurally incapable of emulating open-at-the-top spiritual philosophies like those of Jesus and the founders of New Thought.  Stratified systems divisively compartmentalize that which only co-managerial systems can synergically integrate.  Thus is officialdom closed from the top.  Howsoeverly open-minded and open-ended a given officialdom’s spirituality, philosophy and mission may be, the maintenance of divisive administrative policy, process and procedure inevitably constrains practice and mission alike.  As a thus-compromised whole, officialdom is neither effective nor efficient.  Just as denominational officialdom has historically compromised the openness of Jesus’ teachings, so does it likewise compromise the openness of New Thought teachings.

The compartmental mindset is self-enclosing around its primary focus: the perpetuation of rank-ordered compartmentality.  The nurturing of such organizational means, i.e., the maintenance of its fiscal viability, continually tends to take precedence over the accomplishment of organizational ends.  In practice, officialdoms tend to be less budgeted to organize than they are organized to budget.  The tightly-enclosed, time-consuming and divisive nature of fiscal processing correspondingly constricts the vital flow of information and other empowering resources throughout the organization as well.  

In co-managerial systems, the network is the team and the networkers are the team members.  In stratified administrative systems, the hierarchy is the team and those thereby administered are the team players.  No one can behave as a team member while managing to be perceived as a team “player.”  The intentionality of networking is non-reproducible by the pretensions of officialdom, in which “co-operation” is a matter of getting along with one another in spite of administratively ranked inequities of perspective and authority, rather than working together synergically on a common mission from a shared holistic perspective.

Spider webs, the Internet, the quantum flux and other integral systems are functionally greater than the sum of their parts because they are reciprocally co-managerial from both part-to-whole and whole-to-part.  Each part is mutually informed of and by all other parts’ activities so that every part’s activity both contributes to and benefits from the co-operative, harmonious integrity of the whole.  Such co-managerial process constitutes the nervous systems and ecologies of all natural orders, from sub-atomic to cosmic.  Via the co-operative flow of information and uniform distribution of informed authority throughout, co-managerial systems are internally self-managing and non-compromising of their wholeness, thus empowering the self-dominion of the whole and each of its parts.

Contrariwise, stratified officialdoms are functionally even less than the sum of their parts, and thus non-unitive if not anti-unitive, because they are linearly managerial from part-to-whole (i.e., from center to extremities) while lacking comparable whole-to-part reciprocity.  This lack sustains the depleting budgetary and productivity hole in the sum of officialdom’s parts.  None of officialdom’s compartmentalized parts is sufficiently informing of (or informed by) all other parts’ activities to effectively establish or maintain the concerted symphonic performance of the whole that is accomplished by co-managerial process.  To the contrary, each part tends to deny information that is incongruent with its own stratified perspective on the whole, and to withhold information that portends loss of regard or favor in the eyes of those who administrate the official perspective. 

It is thus that stratified administrative hierarchies are divisive of the unitive ecological hierarchies which govern living systems.  The physical viability of living systems is never in question: their checks always equal their balances, and their balances always redeem the required checks.  And in the most extreme conditions, when the account of one species is closed, an account for another is opened.  What unitive ecological hierarchies accomplish naturally and organically, divisive administrative hierarchies must first establish arbitrarily and then make to happen artificially.  Such arbitrary checks and balances are hard put to reconcile on a consistent basis.

In contrast to self-managing and holistically non-compromising co-managerial networks, officialdoms are other-managing in a manner which structurally compromises the wholeness that they are presumably meant to facilitate, thus impeding the self-dominion of all concerned.

Denominational Officialdom: Compromising the Whole
We are evoluted by reason of the divine pattern and not the divine plan—

there are no divine plans. That would be finite.

–Ernest Holmes

Life is what happens while we’re making other plans.

–John Lennon

In the cosmic order of omnipresent self-dominion, each component is autonomously whole, while safely surrendered to the co-managerial hierarchies of lesser and greater wholenesses.  For example, I am surrendered to the ecological hierarchy of a planet whose atmosphere impartially filters out frequencies of energy that endanger living systems as a whole, yet does not preferentially compartmentalize the remaining ones within the biosphere. 

In contrast to unitive ecological hierarchies, divisive stratified hierarchies make it unsafe for any part to surrender itself to the whole.  Administrative officialdoms filter information and other resources relative to compartmentally limited perspectives, rather than in accordance with the systemic self-realization of wholeness by the whole that characterizes co-managerial systems.  As a consequence, each stratum of officialdom tends to impeded by some other stratum, and thus co-productive of stasis.  As a sum of all the parts thus stratified, the closest thing to an administrative “whole” is status quo.

Unlike the impersonal cosmic order (a.k.a. “One Mind”) that is no respecter of persons (i.e., is equally respective of all), the administrative rank-ordering of authority establishes privileged relationships by conforming the flow of authority, resources and information in accordance with the stratified perspectives of those who control this flow.  Such procedure is presumed to “rationalize” the organization.  Instead, administrative process is rationalized to reflect the arbitrarily divisive dominion over the whole by constrictive “other plans.”  Preoccupation with plans to which current experience fails to conform precludes the adaptive organizational possibilities inherent in self-commanding co-managerial processes, which harmoniously accommodate the happenstances that tend to confound administrative chains of command.

Because stratified organizations are inherently other-controlling and divisive rather than self-commanding and synergically integrative in tendency, they tend to confine as many (if not more) organizationally vital resources as they distribute.  Thus has Science of Mind philosophy, the most vital resource that Religious Science offers, been precluded from the global recognition that it deserves – a predicament frequently acknowledged in the remark that Science of Mind is the world’s “best kept secret.”

Though officialdom does not always get what it administers for, it does always get what it administers from: institutional self-enclosure.  The closed institutional medium is its own message.  Open communication and uncompromised self-dominion are systemically precluded in spite of the sincere intention of most persons to be as co-operative as possible under the circumstances.  

Were not such compromise in force, millions of people worldwide could already be discovering Science of Mind and evoking a flourishing demand for Religious Science publications, classes and churches.
The Compartmental Mindset: Us/Them

One of the main errors in many of today’s modern metaphysical movements is that they have fruitlessly sought to divide the indivisible.... –Ernest Holmes

The world is undergoing the death throes of an old order and the travail of a new birth, and whether or not it remains suspended in a state of indeterminate coma or passes immediately into the Heaven of Divine Promise, will depend entirely upon how many of its ancient corpses it is willing to loose. –Ernest Holmes

Archimedes reportedly boasted, “Give me a lever and a place to stand, and I will move the world.”  There is no fulcrum within the compartmental mindset upon which to leverage an Archimedean stand.  Rank-ordered authority is the only fulcrum that such a mindset can perceive.  The compartmental mindset doggedly preserves its “ancient corpses” of stratified authority in the face of all challenges that call for synergic co-managerial leveraging instead.  Compartmentality pervades every level of the officialdom thus preserved.  Every administrative compartment of a stratified organization tends selectively to conform information and allocate resources in accordance with the perspective of its particular rank within the administrative hierarchy, while disguising or denying (and withholding) whatever does not.

Insofar as it may be “human nature” to conform information and allocate resources to personal and otherwise local perspective and advantage, even co-managerial networks are unable to prevent this behavior.  What they do prevent is the institutional conditioning and reinforcement of divisive perspectives.  The compartmental mindset, whether top-downwardly, bottom-upwardly or laterally, does reinforce any such innate predisposition.  The tendency to withhold or tailor information and resource flow in support of one’s own stratified perspective is common to all participating individuals and sub-groups, not just leadership and management personnel.  There is no “them” in the exercise of compartmentalism – it’s in every one of “us” who participates in a rank-ordered administrative system. 

However universal the exercise of compartmentality may be within the ranks of officialdom, the ranking itself inevitably establishes us/them dynamics via the preservation of divisively stratified managerial roles.  In addition to jellification, to “pre-serve” something means to serve it first.  In all officialdoms, prior service to administrative means tends to take precedence to the serving of organizational ends, i.e., to the maintenance of the stratified perspectives and control systems which determine what information and resources are made available to whom on behalf of the organization’s officialized objectives.  

The certified result of officialdom’s stratification is that some organizational roles are “more equal” than others.  This localizing administrative consequence of the compartmental mindset, in contrast to the universality of its exercise, is what establishes the actuality of us/them-ness in organizational procedure and practice.  

The Transience of Compartmentality

It is the unessential only that is vanishing,

that the abiding may be made more clearly manifest.

-Ernest Holmes
Just as academic compartmentalization of knowledge into separate “fields” precludes unitive knowing, so does the divisive stratification of Religious Science officialdom preclude unitive representation of Science of Mind.  Divisive administrative hierarchies are incapable of fully nurturing and mindfully representing unitive perspectives, because all compartmentalized perceptions are partial, and all partiality is transient. As acknowledged above, “com-part-mentalization” means just what it says: with partial mentalization.  Certainly, there can be no unitive outcome of a thus fragmented, divisive mindset. 

Even the perception of wholeness is partial when it is anything less than the whole’s self-determining view as itself.  Wholeness in the system, as the system, is the system.  Such is the common verdict of general systems theory, ecological reality and New Thought metaphysics.  Not the divisively stratified perception of wholeness, but the unitive perception from wholeness is the highest order of holistic consciousness. Unitive perception from wholeness is the ultimate healing consciousness, and is the most effective perspective from which to practice such consciousness (e.g., “spiritual mind treatment”).  Yet the compartmental mindset systemically rules out perception from the whole because it precludes the organic means for perception by the whole as the whole.  Compartmentality functions instead to negotiate divisive compromises of the whole.  It is thus that divisively stratified administrative officialdoms perpetuate the perception of us/them-ness and preclude perception from we-ness.

It is impossible to function from a rank-ordered mindset without perceiving us/them-ness, because this is the divisive perception that is institutionalized via unevenly diverse concentrations of authority.  As a consequence of this institutional duality, information that calls for adjustment of administrative practice tends to be contained by some of “us” rather than freely shared with all of “them” – until the adjustment is so long overdue that the information loses its initial potential to make a redeeming difference.  

Officialdom favors those who avoid asking hard questions and telling hard facts.  Such obstruction of perception from wholeness is what makes a stratified organization less functional than the potential sum of its parts, a condition that is without precedent in the natural order of things:

· If our nervous systems were to arbitrarily rank-order life energy rather than impartially distribute it, life as we know it would be impossible.  

· If the digital “nervous system” that now sustains global communications were to arbitrarily rank-order information rather than impartially distribute it, global order would be impossible.

· If the ecological hierarchies that sustain our planet were to arbitrarily rank-order energy rather than impartially distribute it, Earth would quite literally be the third rock from the sun.

· If the cosmos were to arbitrarily rank-order energy rather than impartially distribute it, the universe would never have emerged from the initial “cosmic soup.”

Similarly, to the extent that Science of Mind is promoted via an arbitrarily compartmental – and thus partial - mindset, it likewise remains a philosophy whose unitive message falls short of emulation by its divisively fragmented delivery system.  Although Science of Mind is a unitive philosophy, organized Religious Science is a disunitive delivery system.   Since its delivery system largely determines how Science of Mind is perceived, the system’s compromise thereof becomes its most apparent message.  And the message is this: the Religious Science “movement” is a stuckment.  

Promoting Science of Mind via officialdom is comparable to teaching democracy via the highly undemocratic lecture method - the dictation of what democracy is about.  Our mixed message is, “Do what Science of Mind says, not what Religious Science does.”  Of such schizophrenia Emerson likewise had a precise assessment: “What you are speaks so loudly, I cannot hear what you say.”  

The Waning of Officialdom

There are said to be creative pauses,
pauses that are as good as death,
empty and dead as death itself.
And in these awful pauses,
the evolutionary change takes place.
–D. H. Lawrence
Science of Mind is a philosophy interrupted, a philosophical movement contained within an administrative stuckment.  The time to liberate it from such stuckment is at hand.

Religious Science officialdom is ripe for an evolutionary pause, because another characteristic of stratified systems is that, while they are quite capable of creating, defining and coping with the divisiveness of stratification, they are incapable of resolving the divisiveness itself.  Religious Science officialdoms are especially incapable of resolving their greatest problem: Religious Scientists who support and participate in the administrative ranks while denying or rationalizing the non-unitive consequences.  

Even though it is common for those who move up officialdom’s administrative ranks to feel more inclusively “we”, few get to experience their perspective.  Their experience is worth a thousand pictures, yet the many who lack their experience do not get the larger picture.  Furthermore, any perception of we-ness is perpetually constrained by a stratified administrative perspective on the larger picture that is far less comprehensive than the we-ness of the actual whole being pictured.

Until we devise a holistic, single-mindlike, co-managerial delivery system that emulates Science of Mind’s unitive message concerning the democratic relationship between omnipresent Mind-at-large and “local” mind, we fall short of demonstrating our message in organizational practice.  And so long as we excuse this on the basis of human limitation, thereby settling for administrative systems designed to cope with human limitation – and thereby sustain rather than transcend limitation – we flagrantly dishonor Science of Mind’s message.

However viable divisive officialdoms may have been in agricultural and industrial environments, they cannot long survive the “natural selection” that is now operational in the globally unitive information environment.  Fitness to survive in an information environment is dependent upon full, rapid, honest and accurate communication from, to, by and among all concerned.  Additionally, the necessity of our assimilating an ever-increasing information glut affords each of us less and less time for minding the business of others – let alone managing it.  Given this two-pronged selectivity in favor of co-managerial systems, officialdom is a terminal condition about which it is less accurate to say “the emperor has no clothes” than finally to admit that there is and can be no administrative emperor of a world that digitally models Mind-at-large.

To the extent that full communication is managerially vital, stratification is its own problem – and it is now commonly known that solutions are nonexistent within a problem’s own parameters.  Stratification and synthesis are mutually excluding managerial modes.  Accordingly, stratified administrative structures are utterly resistant to transformation.  They are structurally limited to mere reformation, the creation of new forms of divisive stratification.  Re-stratification of any kind merely restructures and perpetuates existing managerial problems in some other form rather than resolves them.  At best it replaces the problems of previous stratification with little more than new forms of the same old problems.  

Officialdom by any other organization chart is just as effete.

The End of Unworkability

Doing more of what doesn’t work, doesn’t work. 

Trying harder at what doesn’t work, doesn’t work.  

Getting better at what doesn’t work, doesn’t work.  

Mastering what doesn’t work, doesn’t work.  

The only thing that works is what works.
-Doug Yeaman
Only in mathematics do two negatives make a positive.  Thus all attempts to make workable what is structurally unworkable will fail to produce positive results.  It is time for us to assess divisive stratification of authority the way warfare in the digital age was assessed by the “ultimate” computer in the movie, War Games: “The only way to win this game is not to play it.”

It no longer works for some of us to be managing of the rest, and for each of us to be managing in part without adequate knowledge of the whole.  Until all of us are co-managing a commonly shared, commonly informed purpose, we forfeit the desired win: realizing our common mission in the most effective manner.  The only way to transform a divisively stratified administrative system is to transcend it with co-managerial systems that retain all viable organizational benefits thus liberated (informing, consulting, publishing, training, credentialing, licensing, installing, ordaining, etc.) while rewarding fully co-operative resource and information flow from, to, by and among all participants.

Institutional forms survive in the same way that organisms survive, by adapting to changes in their environment.  Changes whose form or pace exceeds an institution’s adaptive capability are the occasion of organizational extinction.  The sudden environmental disruption 60 million years ago, now thought to be consequent to an asteroid’s collision with the Earth, occasioned the extinction of all dinosaur species that had inhabited the Earth for millions of years previously.  In contrast, the divisive formalisms of stratified officialdom that now face rapid extinction are at most several thousand years old.  Also unlike the dinosaurs – since organizational charts are only ephemerally skeletal – officialdoms will leave no structural artifacts for unearthing at some later date, having become fossils in their own time.

Yet in all fairness to the tenacious integrity that administrative officialdom does have, its efforts are undeserving of association with the clichéd image of re-arranging deck chairs on the Titanic.  Officialdom represents a far greater integrity than that.  It’s just that such integrity is unworkable in today’s world.  Nonetheless, such unworkability notwithstanding and whatever the odds against it, in the face of the unavoidable evolutionary glacier just ahead, officialdom stands resolutely in the bow with ice picks firmly in hand.
In Conclusion: Beyond Denominational Officialdom

Driven by the forces of love,

the fragments of the world seek each other

so that the world may come into being . . . .

Man discovers that he is nothing else

than evolution becoming conscious of itself.

–Teilhard de Chardin
The open-at-the-top new wine of unitive Science of Mind is bursting the closed-from-the-top old wineskin of disunitive denominational officialdom, which is non-adaptive to the newly prevailing information environment.  No possibility of organizational renewal exists so long as administrative stratification is retained as its operative mode.  To perpetuate such hardening of the categories, especially as Mind-at-large is now awakening to Itself in the collective human consciousness, is to be terminally comatose. Science of Mind’s future therefore lies in the further evolution of the co-managerial networks now emerging informally from within Religious Science officialdom as well as formally on its periphery.

What all the king’s horses and all the king’s men cannot put together again, co-managerial systems are capable of doing most splendidly.  They have held an entire cosmos together for billions of years, and will continue to do so regardless of our splintering compartmental tinkerings.  

As Aldo Leopold, America’s “father” of eco-logical thinking, once observed, the first law of intelligent tinkering is to save all the parts.  What preservative denominational officialdom has tinkered to pieces – the availability of great spiritual teaching – truly conservative co-managerial networks may now restore to their unitive potential.

The Living Church

A living church is a therapeutic, healing community, but without any therapists or healers.  It invites you to get out of the way and trust the Spirit to heal. When you try to become the healer, the minister, the teacher, the technician, you just add more confusion, fear and guilt to everyone’s plate. A living church does not offer techniques for fixing or salvation. It provides a safe space and invites you to share your experience with others. It asks you to help create that safe space by being a gentle witness to others. That is all.

That is enough for a lifetime.

– Paul Ferrini, (from I Am the Door)
Ernest Holmes proclaimed, “It is quite a burden lifted when we realize that we do not have to move the world – it is going to move anyway.”  If we are to be in but not of this world, as both Jesus and Holmes advised, then we are neither to move the world nor to be moved by it.  We are here to be an opening for that which does move the world, that it may move through and as us.  As both Emerson and Holmes observed, we are already inlets of divine workability and have merely to become its outlets as well.

Such is the fullness of the times that ally human souls.

THE ONLINE DISCUSSION FORUM for “Beyond Officialdom” is at http://www.newthought.net/newcommonsense.htm
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