WE ARE ALL INCLUDED

~ Newer Thought on Our Common Unity~
Revs. Noel McInnis and David Alexander

A human being is part of a whole, called by us the “Universe,” a part limited in time and space. He experiences himself, his thoughts and feelings, as something separated from the rest – a kind of optical delusion of his consciousness. This delusion is a kind of prison for us, restricting us to our personal desires and to affection for a few persons nearest us. Our task must be to free ourselves from this prison by widening our circles of compassion to embrace all living creatures and the whole of nature and its beauty. Nobody is able to achieve this completely, but the striving for such an achievement is in itself a part of the liberation and a foundation for inner security -Albert Einstein
Man is learning to think of himself, not in egoistic terms as an absolute entity, but as a part of a single, planetary being, with the human race developing as the tip-end of the vast brain-nerve system of animate nature. -Oliver L. Reiser  
The purpose of life is a life of purpose, whose purpose is life itself. 
-from The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense  
This is Part One of the introductory section of our forthcoming book on the metaphysics of inclusivity, an overview of how our individual presences in the world are compounding themselves into a collective presence of global humanity-at-large whose bio-psycho-social dynamics are transforming the person-planet relationship of every human being. As a vanguard of this transformation, the New Thought spiritual community is called accordingly to complement our present consciousness of self-reliant unity with a comparably realized consciousness of the global common unity we share with all of our planet’s creaturehood.
Consciousness of our global common unity empowers our individual and collective potentials to promote coherent and harmonious inclusivity rather than incoherent and contentious diversity. Common-unity consciousness enhances New Thought’s traditional paradigm of I-centered individuality and self-reliant oneness with an emerging I-and-we-centered paradigm of mutuality and omni-reliant allness. This consciousness of our common unity embeds New Thought’s principle of independent self-dominion within a universal and complementary principle of interdependent common unity, the mindful consciousness of which we are calling “Newer Thought”. 

Newer Thought is neither an improvement nor a replacement of New Thought. It rather is a co-paradigmatic complement of New Thought:
                             New Thought                                                 Newer Thought  
                            I-centeredness                                            I-and-we-centeredness

                             self-dominion                                                 selves communing

                              individuality                                                         mutuality

                            independence                                                  interdependence

                             self-reliance                                                omni-mutual reliance

                the immediate unity of oneness                          the common unity of allness

                                 dharma                                                             sangha
As we incorporate our I-centered New Thought perspective of self-reliance within the far more inclusive I-and-we-centered Newer Thought paradigm of omni-mutual reliance, we are empowered to accommodate our diversities co-operatively rather than contentiously, in realization that diversity is a principle of coherent union rather than a cause for divisive competition. This larger perspective is conveyed via a vocabulary of I-and-we-centeredness to which few of our readers are as yet accustomed. Initially, therefore, this vocabulary may seem to elude your comprehension. Yet the language of Newer Thought feels increasingly familiar as we open our minds to its perspective, just as did the language of New Thought once we opened our minds to it.
To facilitate your understanding of the vocabulary of Newer Thought, both the uncommon terms we introduce herein and existing terms that we uncommonly employ are initially featured in bold face type, and are defined in the glossary that concludes this introductory section. Equally facilitative of your understanding of our universally shared common unity is our incorporation throughout the book of metaphoric and symbolic I-and-we-centered insights that are presented in anecdotal, poetic and lyrical form.
Inclusivity Is a Way of Being
We breathe the same air

Drink the same water

Walk the same earth

Kiss the same sky

Breathe the same air

And I think we oughtta

Get along better

You and I

-Daniel Nahmod
The word “inclusivity” is so new that it is absent from most dictionaries, even in their listing of derivatives for “inclusive”. In the absence of a standard definition, therefore, “inclusivity” tends to be a highly ambiguous concept. For example, one person we know defines “inclusivity” quite simply as “being nice to everyone.” Another defines it as “the Golden Rule in practice.” Still another defines it as “the total interrelatedness of all things.” 
Yet inclusivity is far more than just a way of relating to others and/or of thinking about the way that all things relate. Inclusivity is first and foremost a way of being shared by all of Earth’s creaturehood, and only secondarily is also a way of relating and thinking about relationships. Nor is every so-called “inclusive” practice truly such, since some are either deliberately or subtly excluding. For example, “being nice to everyone” is often a mere pretense of inclusivity that masks a “nice” person’s actual tendency to be excluding, a pretentiousness signified, for instance, by the term, “making nice”. 
The word “nice” has had doubtful connotations throughout the history of its usage. In its beginning (13th century) the word signified foolishness and stupidity, and for centuries thereafter it signified separative discernments between things proper and improper (in British English, between “good form” and “poor form”). Not until the 18th century was “nice” used to signify the pleasantness and agreeability of behavioral forms that “proper” people deem as being appropriate.
In any event, it is kindness rather than niceness that moves us to be authentically inclusive. No one can “make” kind because kindness is a spontaneous expression of kindred knowing and being, while niceness represents a calculated discernment of acceptable behavioral expression. True kindness honors a knowing of alikeness, i.e., of kindness that transcends any inclination toward niceness that falls short of being kind. 
Inclusivity is a formal principle rather than a principle of mere form, as it signifies the ultimately kindred nature of all things, the universal common unity acknowledged by naturalist John Muir in his declaration that “When one tugs at a single thing in Nature, he finds it hitched to the rest of the Universe.” Inclusivity’s common unity binds everything together in time as well as space, as astronomer Carl Sagan noted in his quip, “If you want to bake a cake from scratch, you begin by creating a universe.”
The term “common unity” signifies more precisely what New Thought honors as our universal “oneness”, by likewise honoring our “allness” as well.  Our common unity transcends the presumed “six degrees of separation”, the sequence of who-knows-who) that links any two persons on our planet. Current experimental efforts to verify or disprove this estimate of “separation” are utterly beside the point made by Muir and Sagan and confirmed by quantum physics as well:
There are only degrees of inclusivity, whose number is infinite.
Inclusivity’s common unity permeates the universe with what Buddhist monk Thich Nhat Hanh calls “interbeing”:

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.

It is meaningfully coincident that this description of the omni-cohering dance of inclusivity is featured in a book entitled The Heart of Understanding. The dynamics of “interbeing” are the heartbeat of all authentic inclusivity. Yet because interbeing’s omni-embracive dance is extra-dimensional to the world of our experience that we conform mostly to the limited perceptions of our five-sense physical sensorium, interbeing’s heartbeat is discerned only by those whose capacity for intuitive perception is likewise a realized sense-ability. In the absence of a complementary intuitive beholding of things that are tangible to our physical sense-ability, our appreciation of inclusivity tends to be more “nice” than it is kind.
The Mutuality of All That Is
The evolution of man brings him arbitrarily to a place where true individuality functions.

From that day, a further evolution must be through his conscious co-operation with Reality.

-Ernest Holmes
Co-operation (a word that signifies coherent working together) is the foundation of all workable reality. Co-operative inclusivity is the cohering ground of all boundary conditions, a ground that is partitioned by dotted lines rather than by walls. Thus all boundaries not of human fabrication function as intersections, permeable zones of coherent interaction rather than barriers thereto. In accord with their governance by the inclusivity principle, all boundaries are transactional rather than counteractive. Within the universally principled dynamics of inclusivity, all endeavors to establish exclusivity are self-initiated á la Ralph Waldo Emerson’s dictum, “Those who are exclusive exclude themselves.”
The walls I place

between myself and others
have many textures:

blame,

self-pity,

busy-work,

competition,

self-righteousness,

saving the world,

cynicism,

the turn off,

the put down,

and so many more.
I erect my walls to keep out

criticism,

hurt,

disappointment, 

let-downs,

and the like –

yet all to no avail.

My defenses meant to keep out others

only keep me in
where I fester in my flailing to exclude from my awareness

others’ unwanted presences and points of view.

Though I may one day pound

against my walls to get out
my bombardment will likewise be of no avail 

for such beholding of my walls is only half. 

I shall liberate myself only as I understand

that my walls are built for yielding from the other side.

There is no getting out

without a letting in.

Healthy boundary conditions facilitate co-operative, impartial wholeness rather than uncooperative or disoperative partiality. They sustain the omni-cohering dance of interbeing that incorporates diversity by maintaining co-operative linkages of mutuality. The boundary conditions of interbeing contrast starkly with our disoperative endeavors of counter-being via arbitrary blockage of whatever and whomever we would exclude from the world of our experience. 
As a prime example of coherent boundary conditions, a healthy oceanside ecosystem sustains a greater diversity of creaturely interbeing per cubic foot of Earth’s surface than does any other ecosystem on our planet. It was during an oceanside meditation that Fritjof Capra, author of The Tao of Physics and The Web of Life, experienced the extra-dimensional common unity of interbeing:
I was sitting by the ocean one late summer afternoon, watching the waves rolling in and feeling the rhythm of my breathing, when I suddenly became aware of my whole environment as being engaged in a gigantic cosmic dance. Being a physicist, I knew that the sand, rocks, water and air were made of vibrating molecules and atoms, and that these consisted of particles which interacted with one another by creating and destroying other particles. I knew also that the Earth’s atmosphere was continually bombarded by showers of ‘cosmic rays’, particles of high energy undergoing multiple collisions as they penetrated the air. All this was familiar to me from my research in high-energy physics, but until that moment I had only experienced it through graphs, diagrams and mathematical theories. As I sat on that beach my former experiences came to life; I ‘saw’ cascades of energy coming down from outer space, in which particles were created and destroyed in rhythmic pulses; I ‘saw’ the atoms of the elements and those of my body participating in this cosmic dance of energy; I felt its rhythm and I ‘heard’ its sound, and at that moment I knew that this was the Dance of Shiva, the Lord of Dancers worshipped by the Hindus.

Direct experiences of interbeing’s dance are reflective of the experiential milieu of those who have the experience, and they are therefore quite different (for instance) for a basketball player than for a physicist. As Bill Russell reported in his autobiography, Second Wind:

Every so often a Celtics game would heat up so that it became more than a physical or even mental game, and would be magical. That feeling is difficult to describe, and I certainly never talked about it when I was playing. When it happened, I could feel my play rise to a new level. It came rarely, and would last anywhere from five minutes to a whole quarter or more. Three or four plays were not enough to get it going. It would surround not only me and the other Celtics, but also the players on the other team and even the referees.

At that specific level, all sorts of odd things happened. The game would be in a heat of competition, and yet somehow I wouldn't feel competitive--which is a miracle in itself.  I'd be putting out the maximum effort, straining, coughing up parts of my lungs as we ran, and yet I never felt the pain. The game would move so quickly that every fake, cut and pass would be surprising, and yet nothing could surprise me. It was almost as if we were playing is slow motion.  During those spells, I could almost sense how the next play would develop and where the next show would be taken.  Even before the other team brought the ball into bounds, I could feel it so keenly that I'd want to shout to my teammates, "It's coming there!" --except that I knew everything would change if I did.  My premonitions would be consistently correct and I always felt then that I not only knew all the Celtics by heart, but also all the opposing players, and that they all knew me.  There have been many times in my career when I felt moved or joyful, but these were the moments when I had chills pulsing up and down my spine.

Sometimes the feeling would last all the way to the end of the game, and when that happened I never cared who won. I can honestly say that those few times were the only ones when I did not care. I don't mean that I was a good sport about it – that I'd played my best and had nothing to be ashamed of. On the five or ten occasions when the game ended at that special level, I literally did not care who had won. If we lost, I'd still be as free and high as a sky hawk.

The co-operative “high” of inclusivity freely soars wherever two or more are gathered in the name of any game, be it a local game of sport or the global play of our planet’s game of life. The extra-dimensional dance of interbeing is everywhere immediately at hand, however seldom is our direct apprehension of its all-inclusive boundary-cohering dynamics. What Russell experienced during a particular time, place, and situation was the local immediacy of a global boundary condition that Alan Watts called our “humanvironment”. Watts perceived us as human interbeings who co-exist as respective environments of one another, as does each grouping of us likewise, up to and including the all-inclusive group called “humankind”. And humankind itself, in turn, is one of the many environments that compose our planet’s biosphere.
Watts described our immediate humanvironmental boundary condition as a transactional zone of interbeing:
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. 
Watts’ description puts flesh on the bones of Emerson’s assertion that “We live in a liquid universe that appears as a solid fact.” This fluid perspective, as also affirmed two millennia ago in the Biblical assertion that “Things which are seen are not made of things which do appear” (Hebrews 11:3), was confined to metaphysical intuition until it was confirmed in the physical realm by the science of quantum mechanics, giving rise to contemporary assertions like that of physicist John D. Barrow: “The true simplicity and symmetry of the universe is to be found in the things that are not seen.” A comparably deep intuition of interbeing is likewise embodied in Vaclav Havel’s perspective on education as “the ability to see the hidden connections between phenomena,” and in spiritual philosopher Ernest Holmes’ perspective on salvation: “We do not save that which is lost, we merely discover that which needs to be found.”
Alan Watts perceived the human body as a “flow-through” of its environment, which in turn flows through the environment that is flowing through it. How this flow-through exemplifies itself in our bodies becomes apparent when we stop to consider their age. As a form that grows and persists from its initial conception to its transition from this world, one’s body is no older than the number of years of its present life cycling to date. Yet its content is subject to two additional accounting systems, one short-term and the other long-term. 

In the shorter term the atoms that presently compose one’s body have been resident therein for at most a year or so. For example, the atoms that make up the lining of one’s intestines and skin are completely sloughed off and replaced in a matter of hours or days, while all of the body’s other atoms are replaced weekly, monthly, or annually. In the longer term that accounts for atoms with respect to their energy rather than their mass, each atom in our bodies is as old as the universe itself. In a universe where neither matter or energy can be created nor destroyed, only transformed from one into the other, all of the universe’s energy and mass has existed since the Big Bang and will forever continue to exist, however transient may be its myriad energetic and formal expressions.
In other words, every body embodies its surrounding environment as its surrounding environment in temporary expression. And since each body’s environmental “surround” includes the innumerable stars and galaxies through which every atom has passed prior to taking temporary bodily residence within us, our humanvironmental impact draws upon and re-extends itself to infinity, as does likewise every other environment in the cosmos. It is, therefore, only by the flow of mutual interbeing that anything can exist, whether it is deemed to be “living” or otherwise. 
From the flow-through perspective of interbeing’s common unity, everything is “living”. And our human bodies live so inclusively that each of them gives harbor to at least a trace of all the 92 chemical elements that compose the universe. Physically as well as metaphysically, therefore, each of us is a walking, talking whole-universe catalog. 
Inclusivity, indeed!
The Co-operation of Each with All and Everything
...we do not know of any phenomenon in which one subject is influenced by another

without [the other] exerting a [corresponding] influence thereupon.

-Eugene Wigner
An entity that sustains itself as a flowing event, which is itself flowing through the same fields of energy that likewise flow through it, may be signified as an “entity/event” or, more simply, as an  “eventity”. An eventity is a sequential flow-through of what Alfred North Whitehead signified as successive “occasions of experience”. As Alan Watts suggested, every eventity is exemplified by the flow-through dynamics of a whirlpool. No separation exists between a whirlpool and the surrounding stream of water that momentarily swirls into, through, and beyond its swirling twirl, while the whirlpool itself is no more than a passing phenomenon of somewhat longer endurance. It is thus that all eventities, however animate or inanimate, are ultimately transient:

I met a traveler from an antique land 

Who said: Two vast and trunkless legs of stone

Stand in the desert.  Near them on the sand,

Half sunk, a shattered visage lies, whose frown

And wrinkled lip, and sneer of cold command,

Tell that its sculptor well those passions read

Which yet survive, stamped on these lifeless things,

The hand that mocked them, the heart that fed.

And on the pedestal these words appear:

“My name is Ozymandias, king of kings.

Look upon my works ye Mighty and despair!”

Nothing beside remains.  Round the decay

Of that colossal wreck, boundless and bare,

The lone and level sands stretch far away.
  -Percy Bysshe Shelley, “Ozymandias”

All phenomena qualify as “eventities” of varying duration. Each eventity is a field of energy-flow that itself flows through the surrounding energy fields of which it is a conduit, thereby making the term “eventity” applicable to everything from a sub-atomic particle to the third rock from our sun and beyond, and ultimately applicable to the universe as a whole. 
The mutual interbeing of all eventities structurally patterns the circulation of flowing energy within every dynamic system, be it an organic system that sustains a body, an economic system that sustains a society, or the ecosystems and solar-galactic systems that sustain a planet. The common unity of patterned interbeing circulates throughout the universal field-of-fields-within-fields whose integral configurations of atoms-within-molecules-within-elements compose the total assemblage of sub-atomic to super-galactic eventities that we call a “cosmos”.
As a mutual synonym for “eventities”, “energy fields”, and “dynamic systems” one may also employ the term “holon”, which was coined by social philosopher Arthur Koestler from the Greek word holos (meaning “whole”). According to the definitions at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Holons and http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Holarchy:
A holon refers to a system (or phenomenon) that is a whole in itself as well as a part of a larger system. It can be seen as systems nested within each other. Every system can be considered a holon, from a subatomic particle to the universe as a whole. On a non-physical level, words, ideas, sounds, emotions – everything that can be identified – is simultaneously part of something, and can be viewed as having parts of its own.

Since a holon is embedded in larger wholes, it is influenced by and influences these larger wholes. And since a holon also contains subsystems, or parts, it is similarly influenced by and influences these parts. Information flows bidirectionally between smaller and larger systems. When this bidirectionality of information flow and understanding of role is compromised, for whatever reason, the system begins to break down: wholes no longer recognize their dependence on their subsidiary parts, and parts no longer recognize the organizing authority of the wholes. Cancer is a good example of this breakdown in the biological realm. . . .
This hierarchy of holons is called a holarchy…. Holons in a holarchy have the dual tendency of integration and development and out of balance they tend to a pathology.
A “holarchy” consists of ordered sets of interbeing relationship that are embedded within other thus-ordered sets, a well-known overall example of which is a hologram. Each part of a hologram, like a drop of water from the ocean, exemplifies the pattern of whole-part relationship that exists within the larger holographic eventity in which it holonically participates. In a holarchy, wholes and parts are equally co-participative in full total each-of-the-other inclusivity. 
Although the holarchic aspect of interbeing is also extra-dimensionally elusive to our normal way of thinking, its significance is articulated in statements such as “for want a nail a horseshoe was lost, for want of a horseshoe a horse was lost, for want of a horse a warrior was lost, for want a warrior a battle was lost, and for want of a battle a nation was lost.” Less well-known than this militaristic articulation of holarchic interbeing is a fable entitled “The Weight of a Voice”:

“Tell me the weight of a snowflake,” said the little bird to a dove.

“Nothing more than nothing,” was the answer.

“In that case, I must tell you a marvelous story,” the little bird said. “I sat on the edge of a fir tree, close to its trunk, when it began to snow – not heavily, as in a blizzard, but gently, like in a dream without a sound, and without any violence. Since I had nothing else to do, I stayed and counted all the snowflakes that landed on my branch. They eventually numbered 3,541, 952. When the 3,541,953rd snowflake landed on the branch, what you call ‘nothing more than nothing” broke off the branch.”

With that, the little bird flew away. The dove, since Noah’s time an authority on the matter, thought about the little bird’s story for a while and finally said to herself, “Perhaps there is only one person’s voice lacking for peace to come to the world.” –Author unknown
So-called “chaos theory” and “complexity theory” are today giving emergence to a sophisticated scientific understanding of the intricacies of holarchic interbeing. These theories facilitate calculation of the causal influence that microscopic holons have on macroscopic ones, such as the “butterfly effect” whereby a miniscule atmospheric turbulence caused by the flapping of a butterfly’s wings in Japan compounds with other atmospheric turbulences to emerge as a hurricane in western North America. Thus can an absence of the “voice” of merely one pair of flapping wings make an enormous additive difference in the overall flap of our planet’s weather system as a whole. Once again this part-to-whole relationship is not altogether unfamiliar to us. A similar intuition informed the World War II admonition to those who knew the whereabouts of their loved ones in the Navy: “Loose lips sink ships.”
It is rather ironic, in contrast to Thich Nhat Hanh’s harmonious portrayal of interbeing’s dance, that our examples thereof are mostly associated with such tumultuous eventities as warfare and hurricanes. And such will continue to be the case, maintains a recent book entitled The Trouble with Diversity, so long as our contentious perceptions of diversity prevail over our intuition of coherent inclusivity. 
Cosmic Joy and Local Pain
The awesome cosmic intelligence that surrounds us is also within us. The universality of the laws of nature is at least one way in which we are part of the world mind. Even if transcendence is beyond our grasp, the immanence of god is awfully impressive all by itself. –Harold Morowitz
Inclusivity is the consequence of self-manifesting coherence, whose everywhere-immanent congruency represents a universal principle of omni-mutual co-operativity. This principle,  which is physical as well as metaphysical, sustains the common unity whereby all things ultimately work together (co-operate) for the harmonious good of the whole that they compose, even as the whole thus mutually composed in turn co-operatively composes each of them. 
In seeming exception to this universal co-operative principle is our frequent choice as conscious beings, whether unwittingly or deliberately, to live in disruptive contradiction of our common unity. Yet the principle of omni-mutual co-operation ultimately prevails over our contradictions in accordance with the system dynamics that biophysicist Harold Morowitz epitomizes in the title of his 1987 book, Cosmic Joy and Local Pain: Musings of a Mystic Scientist. Morowitz signifies “cosmic joy” as the cohering bond of the universal flow of cosmic energy overall, while “local pain” signifies all tendencies of contradictive incoherence among its parts. 

Morowitz also authored what he heralded as the fourth law of thermodynamics, which states that the flow of energy through a system acts to organize that system. He demonstrated that the overall energy flow of the system that we call “universe” is quintessentially coherent. Just as gravity binds together all things as a unitary whole, so does the coherence of the universe as an energetic whole prevail over all local tendencies toward contradictive incoherence. By systemically reconciling every local instance of instability to the cohering common unity of the energetic cosmic whole, the universe remains unflappably congruent overall despite however many butterfly wings are locally tending to make it otherwise. Thus is every pain of local diversity eventually reconciled to the joy of cosmic inclusivity. 

Morowitz’s account of how the co-operative flow-though of universal energy ongoingly facilitates the reconciliation of local pain to cosmic joy is a scientific confirmation of what we spiritually intuit as the principle of “grace”: the reconciliation of soulful distress to the harmony of Spirit. A direct witness to this principle of reconciliation was experienced in anthropologist Loren Eiseley’s grace-full accommodation of his own local pain after he tripped on a curbstone while walking to his office. 

. . . I caught the toe of my shoe in an ill-placed drain. Some trick of mechanics brought me down over the curb with extraordinary violence. A tremendous crack echoed in my ears. When I next opened my eyes I was lying face down on the sidewalk. My nose was smashed over on one side. Blood from a gash on my forehead was cascading over my face. 

Reluctantly I explored further, running my tongue cautiously about my mouth and over my teeth. Under my face a steady rivulet of blood was enlarging to a bright red pool on the sidewalk. It was then, as I peered nearsightedly at my ebbing substance there in the brilliant sunshine, that a surprising thing happened. Confusedly, painfully, indifferent to running feet and the anxious cries of witnesses about me, I lifted a wet hand out of this welter and murmured in compassionate concern, “Oh, don’t go. I’m sorry, I’ve done for you.” 

The words were not addressed to the crowd gathering around me. They were inside and spoken to no one but to a part of myself. I was quite sane, only it was an oddly detached sanity, for I was addressing blood cells, phagocytes, platelets, all the crawling, living, independent wonder that had been part of me and now, through my folly and lack of care, were dying like beached fish on the hot pavement. A great wave of passionate contrition, even of adoration, swept through my mind, a sensation of love on a cosmic scale, for mark that this experience was, in its way, as vast a catastrophe as would be that of a galaxy consciously suffering through the loss of its solar systems.

I was made up of millions of these tiny creatures, their toil, their sacrifices, as they hurried to seal and repair the rent fabric of this vast being whom they have unknowingly, but in love, compounded. I was their galaxy, their creation. And I, for the first time in my mortal existence, did not see these creatures as odd objects under a microscope. Instead, an echo of the force that moved them came up from the deep well of my being and flooded through the shaken circuits of my brain. I was they – their galaxy, their creation. For the first time, I loved them consciously, even as I was plucked up and away by willing hands. It seemed to me then, and does now in retrospect, that I had caused to the universe I inhabited as many deaths as the explosion of a supernova in the cosmos.

Weeks later, recovering, I paid a visit to the place of the incident. A faint discoloration still marked the sidewalk. I hovered over the spot, obscurely troubled. They were gone, utterly destroyed – those tiny beings – but the entity of which they had made a portion still persisted. I shook my head, conscious of the brooding mystery that the poet Dante impelled into his great line: “the love that moves the sun and other stars.” –from The Unexpected Universe
The mystery of common unity that momentarily suffused Eiseley’s awareness on this and numerous other occasions reported in his writings has been alluded to throughout our history. When, for instance, in the book of Genesis, Joseph confronts the brothers who had sold him into slavery in Egypt when he was still a boy, which is where he eventually saved all concerned from the devastation of a dreadful famine, he explained that what his brothers had intended for evil God had turned to good. This principle of omni-mutual co-operativity is similarly acknowledged in Romans (8:28): “. . . all things work together for good to them that love God, to them who are the called according to his purpose.” In the context of Newer Thought we may articulate this grace-full principle by affirming that each and all of us are called to our ultimate purpose of working together in and for the common unity of the Divine Whole. 

Whether we us the term “Divine Whole”, “God”, “Lord”, “Universe”, “cosmic common unity”, or more cumbersomely (as does one scientist) “the comprehensive whole system”, how we thereby designate the ultimate field-of-fields-within-fields is more revealing of ourselves than of the ultimate holon that we thus signify. Such self-revelation is evident, for example, in the unlikelihood of one’s praying, “Now I lay me down to sleep, I pray the comprehensive whole system my soul to keep.”
As authors we are aware of the self-transparency with which we signify the ultimate holon by our own designations of things profane that do appear and of things sacred that do not appear. It is in mindful accordance with Ernest Holmes’s assertion that “the universe is the manifest body of God” that things considered by us profane (e.g., of the “universe”) and sacred (e.g., of “God”) are conceived by us to be covariant mutual expressions of an invariant common unity.
Whether we herein call it “God”, “universe”, or by any other name that is just as mutually complete,  the ultimate holon thus signified is ordaining, sustaining and forth-bringing from within itself innumerable additional holons that co-operate interbeingly in cohering common unity with one another. At the same time, the ultimate holon also dissipates non-co-operative holons (local pains) that are ongoingly contradictive of its omni-cohering tendency. As Ernest Holmes described the dynamics of omni-mutual co-operativity (more simply called by him “the way it works”):
Everything in the universe exists for the harmonious good of every other part. The universe is forever uniting what is harmonious and diminishing what is not.

It is the unessential only that is vanishing, that the abiding may be made more clearly manifest
In Holmesian perspective the manifest body of God embraces all diversities that are harmoniously inclusive, while diversities that persist in contradicting that harmony are subject to eventual extinction. Because the universe is quintessentially co-operative, every diverse expression either works together with all other diverse expressions as a cohering omni-inclusive whole, or else eventually ceases to operate at all. This principle is utterly democratic in its function, again á la the Emersonian dictum that “Those who are exclusive exclude themselves.” Inclusivity’s common unity exists for the well-being of the whole, forsaking only parts that forsake themselves. Accordingly, all adversity born of perversity is ultimately self-excluding from the cohering dance of harmonious interbeing. It is s/he who plays the piper that calls the tune, insofar as s/he is either in or out of tune.
In accordance with the principle of omni-mutual co-operation, “right” and “wrong” are operationally discerning of what works rather than moralistically discerning of what conforms. As the 19th century French physician, Claude Bernard, observed, “Theories are neither right nor wrong, they are either fertile or sterile.” Bernard aptly understood that workability is the ultimate standard of what does or does not serve the well-being of our common unity.
Like the principle of gravity, workability is not just a good idea, it’s the law. Likewise as with gravity, workability’s law is one to which there are no exceptions: 
Doing what doesn't work does not work.

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

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

Improving what doesn't work does not work.

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

Perfecting what doesn't work does not work.

Mastering what doesn't work does not work.

The only thing that works is what does work. –Douglas Yeaman
All attempts to break the universal law of workability are ultimately broken upon that very law. Thus, for example, were all attempts at human flight ultimately deadly until the Wright brothers discovered how to co-operate (work together) with the principle of gravity in a way that complies with gravitational law rather than contends against it. We may likewise soar above our worldly discontents when we have learned how to co-operate with the principle of inclusivity, and cease being disruptive of its cohering diversities. 
Inclusive interbeing is a universal standard of optimum workability which is grounded in the common unity of omni-mutual co-operativity. Interbeing is accordingly our own optimal way of being in the world. Each of us is here to inter-be with others as a beneficial presence to the ongoing well-being of all and everything that we encounter. 
Our Original Rules of Engagement: Being a Beneficial Presence
When you come we welcome,

when you leave we do not pursue.
-Taoist Wisdom
Omni-mutual co-operation is the universal birthright of every person, and is “hardwired” into the body~mind of every newborn human infant. Each of us is born to be a mutually inclusive beneficial presence to the well-being of all concerned, for no other reason than that each of us is born as such a presence. We were, for example, devoid at birth of such excluding tendencies as prejudice, fear of others, and grudge-holding unforgiveness. Instead of excluding persons that we perceived to be individually or categorically “other”, we were inclusively present to everyone we met.
As newborns, the evidence of our hardwired inclusivity was immediately at our hand. Whenever the finger of an “other” was placed in either of our palms, we tenderly clasped it with our own fingers and gently released it when it was withdrawn, regardless of the color, race, creed, gender, ethnic origin, size, appearance, etc. of the “other”. We were unconditionally acknowledging, accepting, and allowing of every finger that came to rest in our hand, enfolding it for however long our gentle clasp was accepted in return, and just as unconditionally surrendering to the finger’s passage at the instant of its withdrawal. No matter whose finger it was or which finger was presented, we unconditionally welcomed its bearer into our beneficial presence and just as gracefully allowed its bearer’s departure.
This gesture of common unity was at once our primal handshake and primal hug, an innate greeting which embodied the co-operative rules of engagement that initially governed our beneficially present encounter of all other persons: “When you come we welcome, when you leave we do not pursue.” We did not have to apply these rules of engagement self-knowingly because they were innately embedded within us as the universally operative principle of omni-mutual co-operativity that they represent. In accordance with the trusting nature of our primal greeting, we neither rejected nor grabbed at someone’s finger, nor did we obsessively clutch, cling or otherwise persist in possessively holding on to it. Since our welcoming embrace and non-pursuing release of all whom we met was as yet untainted either by prejudicial distinction or dominating imposition, we made no attempt to control the offered finger, nor did we attempt to impede its passage.
Our primal handshake/hug represents the innate default setting of our embodied common unity. This beneficially present default setting is established in the womb, as cited in Gregg Braden’s book, The Isaiah Effect. Braden quotes a father who had been midwife to all four of his children’s births, the youngest of whom was named Josh:
Everything was going fine, just the way it should. My wife’s water had broken and her labor had progressed to the point where we found ourselves having our fourth home birth. Josh was in the birth canal when suddenly everything stopped. He just stopped coming. I knew that something was wrong. For some reason I thought back to a police operations manual that I had read years earlier. There was a chapter on emergency births, with one section dedicated to possible complications. . . . 

The manual said that every once in awhile during birth, the baby may become lodged against the mother’s tailbone. Sometimes it’s the head, sometimes the shoulder that gets wedged. It’s a relatively simple procedure to reach inside and free the child. This is just what I believed was happening to Josh.

I reached inside my wife, and the most amazing thing happened. I found her tailbone, moved my hand upward a little bit, and sure enough, I felt Josh’s shoulder blade, lodged up against the bone. Just as I was about to shift him myself, I felt a movement. It took a moment for me to realize what was happening. It was Josh’s hand. He was reaching up toward his mother’s tailbone to free himself.  As his arm brushed my hand, I was given an experience that I believe few fathers have ever had….

As his arm brushed my hand, Josh stopped moving, just for a couple of seconds. I believe he was trying to understand what he had found. Then I felt him again. This time he was not reaching up to free himself from his mother’s tailbone. This time he was reaching for me! I felt his tiny hand move across my fingers. His touch was uncertain at first, as if he were exploring. In just a matter of seconds there was a strength in his grip. I felt my unborn son reach out and wrap his fingers around mine confidently, as if he knew me!  In that moment I knew that Josh would be okay. Together, the three of us worked to bring Josh into this world, and here he is today.

As this father’s testimony reveals, our innate birthright as co-operatively inclusive, beneficially present beings was borne as our birth’s rite of passage as well. We suggest to each of our readers, therefore, that at your next opportunity to place a finger in a newborn infant’s hand, you allow yourself to experience the utter synchrony with which you (not just your finger) are welcomed, and are just as gracefully released when you take it away. As it was for Josh’s father, a fully appreciated experience of this mutual exchange of grace is worth a thousand descriptions thereof.
It is thus that each of us is born as an inclusive whole-self being (hereinafter also termed “whole-sum being”) who instinctively greets all others as co-participants in our universal common unity. Our integral whole-self beingness was fully evidenced in our initial handshake, which granted harmless passage to all who came into our presence. Nonetheless, our automatic expression of omni-inclusive acceptance was soon eclipses as we “matured” in protective reaction to life’s so-called “school of hard knocks”. Yet our knowing of this original and ultimate default setting of whole-beingness is preserved within us still, laying dormant in the matrix of our subconscious sensibilities, from whence it is susceptible to our conscious recovery. Our principle challenge as adults, therefore, is to become mindfully self-knowing and exemplary of the integral, whole-sum way of being that we only instinctively embodied and expressed as an infant. This is how we may recover as adults what new-paradigm theologian Matthew Fox has called our “original blessing”. 
A massive collective recovery of our respective beneficial presences is an antidote to our civilization’s current plight, as described in Catholic ethicist Gerald Vann’s World War II era book, The Heart of Man. “The heart of man,” wrote Vann, “is a hunger for the reality which lies about him and beyond him...a hunger not to have reality but to be reality.” The hunger to be reality is our craving to relate with one another as each of us was born to be in this world, a beneficial presence to the well-being all concerned. Our craving to be our own reality in civilized common unity rather than to deal with our reality in civilized discontent was also noted by Fox:
When a civilization is without a cosmology it is not only cosmically violent, but cosmically lonely and depressed. Is it possible that the real cause of the drug, alcohol, and entertainment addictions haunting our society is not so much the "drug lords" of other societies but the cosmic loneliness haunting our own? Perhaps alcohol is a liquid cosmology and drugs are a fast-fix cosmology for people lacking a true one. An astute observer of human nature in our time, psychiatrist Alice Miller, understands the opposite of depression not to be gaiety but vitality. How full of vitality are we these days? And how full of vitality are our institutions of worship, education, politics, economics?

As bearers of the forgotten original blessing that endows us each to be vitally beneficial to one another in common unity, our so-called “original sin” has been to forsake this endowment. Despite our birthright from conception onward as integral whole-self beings, we lost touch with the whole-sum expression of our being as we grew presumably upward into adulthood. We eclipsed our beneficial presence in emulation of the ways of those who “raised” us, by adopting the adult world’s standards of thought, behavior and relationship. Our original rules of engagement were exchanged for the role-playing and goal-seeking rules that govern “grown up” reality. Our naturally ingrained whole-sum authenticity was exchanged for the summation of our culturally entrained aggressive roles of arbitrary authority and possessive goals of compulsive acquisition. Our beneficially present whole-self being was thereby forsaken in exchange for the artificiality of competitive role-and-goal-self being (hereinafter also termed “role-and-goal-sum being”). It is thus that we have come to perceive “human nature” as synonymous with the fractious ego-nature of our adult-erated society. As psychologist Abraham Maslow described this tendency:  
I find children, up to the time they are spoiled and flattened by the culture, [to be] nicer, better, more attractive human beings than their elders…. The ‘taming and transforming’ that they undergo seems to hurt rather than help. It was not for nothing that a famous psychologist once defined adults as ‘deteriorated children.’

Those human impulses which have seemed throughout our history to be deepest, to be most instinctive and unchangeable, to be most widely spread throughout mankind, i.e., the impulse to hate, to be jealous, to be hostile, to be greedy, to be egoistic and selfish are now being discovered more and more clearly to be acquired and are not instinctive.  They are almost certainly neurotic and sick reactions to bad situations, more specifically to frustrations of our truly basic and instinct-like needs and impulses. 
The good news of our whole-sum endowment was proclaimed in John Denver’s acknowledgement that “Each of us is the dwelling place of incredible opportunities.” The other news, again in Maslow’s words, is that consequential to the “taming and transforming” that molded us into role-and-goal-sum beings, “Ninety-eight percent of us die before we taste the nectar of our magnificence.” In the process of endeavoring to attune our ways to the ever-shifting (a.k.a. “shifty”) role-and-goal-summed priorities of the adulter-ated world of our experience, we lament with Indian poet Rabindranath Tagore, “I have spent my days tuning and untuning my instrument, while the song I came to sing remains unsung.”
Nonetheless, the best of all news is that never is it too late to remedy our adult-eration by mindfully recovering the rules of engagement we instinctively honored in our infancy and that remain dormantly embedded in our subconscious sensibility. Our initial rules of engagement did not abandon us, it is we who abandoned them, and they are ever amenable to our conscious restoration.  Our beneficial presence is eminently recoverable.
In other words, the best news of all is that our forsaken beneficial presence is recoverable.

Recovering Our Beneficial Presence
One discovers that destiny can be directed, that one does not need to remain in bondage to the first wax imprint made on childhood sensibilities. One need not be branded by the first pattern. Once the deforming mirror is smashed, there is a possibility of wholeness; there is a possibility of joy.

-Anais Nin
The beneficial presence of our whole-sum way of being awaits our mindful recovery from its dormancy, a recovery that is both individually and collectively imperative. It is individually imperative because, as Maslow also noted, “What we can be, we must be” – words that echo Jesus’ admonition in the newly-found Gospel of Thomas: “If you bring out what is within you, what you bring out will save you; if you do not bring out what is within you, what you do not bring out will destroy you.” Contrary, therefore, to Jean Paul Sartre’s declaration that “hell is other people,” hell is the agony within ourselves of the repressed “other” whose beneficial presence we’ve forsaken.
The recovery of our whole-sum way of being is also now a collective imperative because of our species’ emerging evolutionary role. As biosocial philosopher Julian Huxley proclaimed over a half-century ago, “We are evolution’s way of becoming aware and directive of itself.” In further definition of our collective evolutionary role, visionary author Ken Carey more recently affirmed:
The field of collective human consciousness is now entering the final stages of the awakening process, congealing into awareness of itself as the organ of consciousness (similar in function to a brain) of a single planetary being, a being with internal organs of oceans, forests, ecosystems and atmosphere.  Humankind is its system both for processing information and for directing its future development. 
As New Thought has revealed, we are the authors of our individual self-dominion. Newer Thought reveals that we are now assuming as well the authorship of our collective global dominion. So long as our collective authorship is as absent-minded as it has thus far been, we will continue our Mickey Mouse variations on the sorcerer’s apprentice theme as we are accordingly caught up in our planet’s rising waters. As Earth warms itself to our violations of its global common unity, the collective recovery of our beneficial presence becomes the order of the day:

Earth is a single household.
The planet's winds and waters see to that, 
so interlinked are they
that each square mile of earthly surface is host
to dust blown in from every other mile.

Some say the winds carried topsoil 

sent aloft by the 1930's U.S. Dust Bowl
three times around the Earth
before the atmosphere was cleansed of it.

Today, Earth's soiled air disseminates
exhaust of billions of tailpipes and chimneys,
while the global network of her waterways
spreads other human waste around the planet.

As we alter thus the content of Earth's atmosphere,
and tamper with the chemistry of her waters,
we take her life into our hands
along with all lifekind that's yet to come.

Earth is a single household, but the homestead is not ours;
we are only visitors in the living room of those about to follow,
caretakers of the hospitality and shelter that our children's home affords.

Our children, not ourselves, are the earthly homestead's host,
and we are but their household's privileged guests.

Why then do we abuse their mansion so,
as if we had the right to wreck their residence?
What have they and their children done
to earn a life of struggling to restore what we've undone?

Of what crimes do we hold Earth's children guilty,
that we sentence them to life at such hard labor?
And what are we doing to our children's living room,
as we trample, scrape and pave its carpet bare?

Our children ask the Earth for bread.
Are we giving them a stone?

The collective planetary imbalances now being wrought by our individual pursuits of happiness are urgently recalling humankind’s attention to the common unity of all living things and the planetary systems that sustain them, the global kindom of lifekind overall. We can no longer continue to seek the realization of our individual destinies in compulsive appeasement of our insatiable consumerist role-and-goal-sum being – a sum that another author has represented as “non-stop infotainment, recreational shopping, and compulsive motoring” – when such realization is at the expense of our collective destiny. Just as New Thought has so well served our constructive realization of individual self-dominion, Newer Thought may now serve the fruition of our collective self-dominion as we take custody of our planet’s well-being rather than being consumers of it. 
The distinction between individual and collective destiny is honored in Buddhism’s complementary understandings of dharma and sangha. Perennial philosopher Rene Guenon defines dharma as “the essential nature of a being, comprising the sum of its particular qualities or characteristics, and determining, by virtue of the tendencies or dispositions it implies, the manner in which this being will conduct itself, either in a general way or in relation to each particular circumstance.” Furthermore, as Guenon additionally remarks on such authenticity of being, “The same idea may be applied, not only to a single being, but also to an organized collectivity, to a species, to all the beings included in a cosmic cycle or state of existence, or even to the whole order of the Universe; it then, at one level or another, signifies conformity with the essential nature of beings.”
The “organized collectivity” of which Guenon speaks is signified by the Buddhist concept of sangha, the gathering together of mutually communing, interbeing selves. It is on behalf of evolving a global sangha that we are now called upon as an entire species to mindfully reclaim our instinctive ability to be a beneficial presence to the well-being of lifekind’s kindom overall. It is time for us to establish a global sangha of homo custodiens while ceasing to perpetuate the divisive ways of homo consumerans.
Futurist author David Korten portrays our collective custodial relationship to the global kindom of lifekind in the title of his book, The Great Turning: From Empire to Earth Community. Korten proclaims that “We face a defining choice between these two contrasting models for organizing human affairs,” and signifies this choice as follows:
Empire organizes by domination at all levels, from relations among nations to relations among family members. Empire brings fortune to the few, condemns the majority to misery and servitude, suppresses the creative potential of all, and appropriates much of the wealth of human societies to maintain the institutions of domination.
Earth Community, by contrast, organizes by partnership, unleashes the human potential for creative co-operation, and shares resources and surpluses for the good of all. Supporting evidence for the possibilities of Earth Community comes from the findings of quantum physics, evolutionary biology, developmental psychology, anthropology, archaeology, and religious mysticism. It was the human way before Empire; we must make a choice to re-learn how to live by its principles.
Empire is a role-and-goal-sum dominative relationship to the world, in whose worldpicture we are divorced from the common unity of our planetary well-being. The restoration of Earth Community is a whole-sum co-operative relationship to the world, whose worldpicture empowers each of us to become once again, as mindful adults, the way we instinctively were as infants: a beneficial presence to the well-being of all concerned. 
Empire is a choice to institutionalize local pain. Earth Community is a choice to institutionalize cosmic joy. As Harold Morowitz earlier addressed these choices three decades ago:

I would argue with those who concentrate just on pain and suffering. To do so is to deny cosmic joy, to deny the miracle of existence. This seems like an act of blasphemy.

I would equally confront those who spend their lives in paeans to cosmic wonderment and ignore the reality of pain and suffering. To do so seems like an act of nonconcern and selfishness. Individuals cannot save themselves; salvation is an act of planetary togetherness. 

Between experiencing cosmic joy and alleviating local pain there is a path that each can follow. If it is a narrow path, it is at least wide enough to walk on . . .  
In other words, our salvation is to be found in the common unity that was commended to our species in the very first Biblical commandment, which was forthrightly delivered both to Adam (Genesis 1:28), and to Noah (Genesis 9:1):
“Replenish the Earth.”

In our own understanding of inclusivity, this commandment prescribes our entry level for what Sharif Abdullah has called Creating a World that Works for All.

Summary
God hath made man upright, but they have sought inventions.
-Ecclesiastes 7:29
Inclusivity is a universal way of interbeing that co-ordinates the harmonious oneness and mutual allness of the metaphysical and physical domains in common unity. Although we embody and instinctively evidence our common unity at birth, we “mature” by learning to contradict its principle of omni-mutual co-operativity. Our exercise of that perilous contradiction is now bringing us to the point that mindful recovery of our common-unity consciousness is urgently called for, lest we exclude ourselves from the coherent union that sustains our well-being within our planetary kindom of lifekind as a whole.
Glossary

beneficial presence: This term may be generally defined as a way of being present that serves the well-being of all that one encounters. The term was coined by Thomas Hora, the founder of meta-psychiatry, which integrates the principles of metaphysics, spirituality, and psychology. Overviews of Hora’s life and work are featured at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas_Hora and at http://www.pagl.org/hora.html. Hora’s perspective on being a “beneficial presence” is in a chapter by that name in his book, God in Psychiatry: The Mystery of Suffering and Being Born Again (see http://www.pagl.org/books.html).
body~mind: body and mind as an integrally co-functioning unit.
co-operativity: realized co-operation. 
common unity: the cosmic as well as local foundation of all community, the ground of interbeing that harmonizes the manyness of parts with their oneness as a whole. A given community can be no stronger than its commonunity.
eventity: an ongoing local field of energy-flow which itself flows through the larger field that is flowing through it. 

extra-dimensional: beyond the dimensions that are tangible to the physical senses, thus requiring the additional sense-ability of intuitive awareness. The nature of common unity’s extra-dimensionality is further described in subsequent chapters of this book.
grace: the reconciliation of soulful distress to the harmony of Spirit.
holon: anything that is whole in itself while also being inclusive of and/or included within other wholes.
inclusivity: the way of being that emerges from our collective awareness of the common unity that is shared by all of Earth’s creaturehood, and is most briefly defined as “common-unity consciousness”.

interbeing: the omni-inclusive and mutually supportive interrelating of each thing with everything else.
kindom of lifekind: the common unity of all living things and the planetary systems that sustain them. 
mindfulness: to be mindful is to be acutely knowing and discerning of, responsive to, and directive of your relationship to the totality of the present moment. 

omni-: a prefix that signifies the allness and everywhere-ness of whatever it precedes.
omni-mutual co-operativity: the universal working together of each with all and of all with each.

profane: sensorially tangible
sacred: spiritually tangible
self-dominion: the principle of self-sovereignty and accountability for the conduct and quality of one’s life, in accordance with the “addendum” that follows this glossary.
role-and-goal-self being/role-and-goal-sum being: self-expression that is dominated by role-playing and goal-seeking behaviors,
whole-self being/whole-sum being: self-expression that is whole (unbroken), complete (nothing left out), and perfect (all-inclusive).
the world of our experience: the world that seems to be as we materially seam it by our five physical senses and immaterially feel it by our intuitive sensibilities.

worldpicture: one’s overall perspective on the world and our relationship thereto.
Addendum: The Principle of Self-Dominion 
Most of us don’t have much to change, just a lot to get over.

-Bradford Brown
The principle of self-dominion is exercised less by what I do than by what I cease to do. Therefore, as the mindful sovereign of my own being:

· I cease presuming to choose for others, and allowing others to choose for me.   

Though I do choose to have others in my life, I do not make choices for them once they are old enough to choose for themselves. All of my choosing is self-choosing, by myself, for myself, as myself.  Since this is true of every person, I respect the power of choice in others accordingly. Rather than presume to advise them, I instead assist them in clarifying their own options, whether they are children or adults.

· I cease holding others accountable for the quality of my experience, and holding myself accountable for the quality of their experience.
Even though I am constantly surrounded with circumstances generated by others, it ultimately matters not who, how many or whatever else is generating these circumstances, since the quality of my experience thereof is entirely self-assessed. I am the sole (and soul) proprietor of the meaning of my experience, and I honor that same proprietorship in others.

· I cease making others responsible for the consequences of my experience, and likewise refrain from holding myself responsible for the consequences to others of their experience. 

I am responsible for others' consequences only in the way that I allow their consequences to affect my own. And so it is for others in their relationship with me. Where I once made others wrong when their ways did not agree with mine, I now merely let them know (and only when necessary) that their ways do not match mine.

· I cease denying the effects on others of my own choices and consequences, as well as discounting the impact that their choices and consequences have on me. 

I hold myself accountable only for and to the realm of my own consequences, which includes the impingement of my consequences on others and of theirs on me, and I support others in being likewise response able.  I also hold myself accountable for seeing the gift in every consequence, whether it be my own or someone else's. 

· I cease blaming others or myself. 

Blame, no matter of or by whom, is always a diminishment or denial of my own or another's ability to respond. Since the only way to obtain response ability at discount is to reduce the very ability itself, I instead assume my full response ability . . . blamelessly.

Reader’s Notes:
