Recovering Our Beneficial Presence
There is no such thing as genius.
Some children are less damaged than others.
-R. Buckminster Fuller

If we dwell in a community that is comfortable, then it’s probably not broad enough a coalition.
-- Bernice Reagon, of the gospel group “Sweet Honey in the Rock.”
the mindful custodianship of this principle.
Morowitz acknowledged the omni-reciprocal dynamic of cosmic wholeness in his proposal of a fourth law of motion, which maintains that matter is organized by the manner in which energy flows through a system.
Pay less attention to the damage.

The quality we call “genius” is inherent in all persons as the resident genie in us, so to speak. 

ingenium n (gen ingeniī) natural character, talent, skill or aptitude with which one is born
From Latin genius (household guardian spirit), the guardian spirit of a place or person
Original self-dominion 

Genius is inclusive of not just in those whom we perceive as unusually accomplished individuals. Genius is an innate capacity that we more or less develop into realized ability. Each of us is capacitated with an individual expression of genius that no one else has ever been or ever will be born with.

Nothing new under the sun?

I am proof this is not so.

No matter what’s been done before, or thought before,

I am the one who is doing and thinking 

in the space of my own here and now.
Never before has the universe happened 

in just the way that I do.

There is always something new under the sun

whenever someone new is doing it.

In my life and through my hands

the universe continues to form shapes
that it has never had before. 

Our capacity for new expression was once affirmed by Judy Garland as the potential to be a first-rate version of oneself, rather than a second rate version of someone else. It was also affirmed by Benjamin Franklin as he attended the Montgolfier brothers’ first successful launch of a hot-air balloon in France. In reply to a skeptic who blustered, “Humph! What good is a balloon?” Franklin countered, “What good is a baby?”

Though we are born with the capacity to be integral whole-sum beings, we instead develop that capacity into the ability to be incongruent role-and-goal-sum beings. As we are “raised” to civilized adulthood, our integral child-likeness tends to be thrown out with the bath of our dysfunctional childishness. Unfortunately, many of us nonetheless emerge from this process with our dysfunctional childishness more intact than our child-like integrity. With this eclipse of our child-like nature, the nectar of our magnificence becomes likewise obscured, as portrayed by poet Christopher Morley: 
The greatest poem ever known

Is one all poets have outgrown:

The poetry innate, untold,

Of being only four years old.

Still young enough to be a part

Of Nature's great impulsive heart,

Born comrade of bird, beast and tree

And unselfconscious as the bee--

And yet with lovely reason skilled

Each day new paradise to build,

Elate explorer of each sense,

Without dismay, without pretense!

In your unstained, transparent eyes

There is no conscience, no surprise:

Life's queer conundrums you accept,

Your strange divinity still kept.

Being, that now absorbs you, all

Harmonious, unit, integral,

Will shred into perplexing bits,--

Oh, contradiction of the wits!

And Life, that sets all things in rhyme,

May make you poet, too, in time--

But there were days, O tender elf,

When you were poetry itself.

The “contradiction of the wits” that eclipses our expression of whole-self beingness does not put an end to such beingness itself. It rather necessitates the mindful recovery and re-origination of the “poetry” of whole-self beingness, now to be expressed in knowingly matured forms rather than in its initially uninformed, merely instinctive infant manner. Nor does the restoration of our integral whole-self beingness require that our role-and goal-self beingness must in turn be forsaken as our primal beingness is reclaimed. Our challenge is rather to integrate our diverse expressions of role-and-goal-self beingness within a mindfully reclaimed expression of our whole-self beingness. 
The inner dwelling place of each person’s genius of whole-self beingness is always accessible, and though our window of time for the optimum development of some its capacities may have passed, much of our original genius remains that still may be brought forth. Furthermore, not only is our generic whole-self beingness subject to our reclamation thereof, the possibility of its reclamation is likewise generic. As Swami Satchidananda declared in his 13-word summary of all recovery stories ever told:

We started out fine.

Then we got de-fined.

Now we are getting re-fined.

The secret of recovering our whole-self beingness is to focus our attention on what is being recovered rather than on what we are recovering from. Since focused attention is the coin of all realization, whatever we “pay” our focused attention to we “buy” as our reality. It would never occur to us to drive a car while focusing our attention on its rear view mirror. Yet directing our life from the perspective of where we have been – i.e., what we are recovering from – is no different. We cannot accomplish our imminent refinement so long as we continue to look back at our eminent definement. One is required to cease defining who I am in terms of what one was.
In recovery of our “high sobriety” as mutually inclusive whole-self beings, we turn from the conditions and conditioning that occasioned its eclipse. As we thus re-originate our whole-self beingness, our destiny becomes subject to our own self-direction:
· We started out fine. We were (and still are) originally endowed as a beneficial presence whose instinctive nature is mutually inclusive.
· Then we got de-fined. We accepted the invitation to forsake our inclusive nature by adopting attitudes and behaviors of “grown up” exclusivity. Born to express the inclusivity of integral whole-sum beingness, we learned to express instead the exclusivities of disintegral role-and-goal-sum beingness.
· Now we are getting re-fined. We are presently in mindful recovery of our mutually inclusive beneficial presence, as we turn from the “deforming mirror” of our acquired attitudes and behaviors of exclusivity.
The process of recovering our beneficial presence proceeds as an ongoing reality check.
, when it comes to making reality checks I invariably write my own, and all of my reality checks are payable to me.

Changing one’s outlook is a process of changing the one who is looking out.

–The Gospel of Yet To Be Common Sense

I then proceed to testify that what I am recovering from is far less germane to my whole-sum being than what is thereby being uncovered. 

I am recovering from my adult-eration of the human kindness that is inherent in my humankindness, which I suppressed while adapting myself to the either/ordered conditioning that was meant to grow me “up.” I am in recovery of the whole-sum-ness of my being, which I perceptually cached in by adopting goals and roles that merely add up to goal-and-role-sum being.

Having beheld myself to pieces as it were, I am now in the process of beholding myself together again. In support of recovering my innate togetherness, I am reframing my perspective on the world by altering the mindstyle with which I accommodate the world. Since my mindstyle precedes the lifestyle that outpictures the manner of my minding, the way I mind my life determines how I live it. As Gurdjieff noted (and Wayne Dyer quoted), it is as I believe that I correspondingly see. My come-from determines my get-to, be it where I get to, what I get to do, and how I get to these or any other outcomes. All human busyness is conducted thus.

Our First Perceptual Makeover (from “Safe Passage in My Mind” Folder: FMS Final)
You’ll see what it’s really like when you grow up!

–Approximately every parent
Given the universality of this story, I was once inclined to conclude that I had come to a silly planet, whose unforgiving outer reality fails to check with the instinctively forgiving inner reality of my being. What I have since concluded is that I do not experience this so-called “silly planet” as it is. I experience the world as I perceive my relationship with it to be. I experience my life, not as it is, rather as I am. Therefore, when it comes to making reality checks I invariably write my own, and all of my reality checks are payable to me. In reality, I am here for the purpose of living in a harmonious relationship to this planet, a harmonious relationship unique to my own way of being. How well I fulfill this purpose, in recovery of my forsaken beneficial presence, depends upon how effectively I address the five perennial questions with which my experience of this planet brings me face to face, the perennial questions of I-dentity, integrity, reality, appreciation, and release.

Instead of telling you the long story of my recovery in terms of what I am recovering from, I’m going to give you some forgiving generic versions of the recovery story, and then focus on what is being recovered – namely, the beneficial presence that resides in every one of us at birth and awaits its expression as we choose to forgive the adult-eration to which it was subjected as we grew up. 

To a world whose trumped up value system decrees that he who dies with the most toys is a winner, Emerson observes, “Nature never became a toy to a wise spirit.”

Ours Is a Time whose Idea Has Come: Our Common Unity
We are evolution’s way of becoming aware and directive of itself.

-Julian Huxley

We have met the so-called “missing link” between the apes and civilized humanity – and behold! It is us.
-from The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense

It is not uncommon in the history of science that once a general new phenomenon has been identified, one can see that there was already evidence of it much earlier. But the point is that without the framework that comes from knowing the general phenomenon, it is almost inevitable that such evidence will have been ignored. -Stephan Wolfram

Why in the name of common sense need we assume that only one…system of ideas can be true? The obvious outcome of our total experience is that the world can be handled according to many systems of ideas. –William James  
The time has come for humankind to do some newer thinking. The world cannot accommodate the diversity of our present thinking until our mutually exclusive systems of ideas are reconciled to mutually inclusive ideas of systems. Newer thinking of systemic inclusivity requires newer thought forms of holistic concentricity, ideas new or newly reframed that reveal to our perception the many interdependencies essential to our wellbeing, yet which until now we have been ignoring. 
As an example of revelation by newer thought, the so-called “hole” in Earth’s ozone layer went unnoticed for many years until the idea of such a possibility was conceived. It was only after the system of ideas called “atmospheric science” was thus opened to this possibility that the ozone hole’s presence become visible to our scrutiny. The hole in the ozone layer’s whole was then found to have been present in the data of previous atmospheric surveys conducted over many years, as well as in current surveys. Its presence had been ignored in our viewing of the big picture of atmospheric reality until a newer thought awakened us to the fact of its existence. SInce the ozone hole was at last detected, some of the technology that sustains our present lifestyles has been modified, and scientists now predict restoration of the ozone’s wholeness later in this century.

Discerning a hole in the ozone layer is an entirely different order of disclosure than that of detecting subatomic particles. Detecting the ozone hole was a discovery of the obvious, as is likewise the discovery of global warming, which first became statistically obvious in the late 19th century to the Swedish scientist, Svante Arrhenius, and became tangibly obvious to many others in the 1970’s. 
Something else quite obvious that still awaits our discovery is the principle of inclusivity. The concept of inclusivity is such a newcomer to our systems of ideas that the word “inclusivity” is absent from most dictionaries, even in their listing of derivatives for “inclusive”. According to the online Wiktionary [http://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/inclusivity], the word “inclusivity” was coined to signify a business strategy of forming partnerships that facilitate interoperability. Significantly, this has been our planet’s ecological strategy from the very beginning of its life cycle. The fact that interoperability is now of interest to the business community is a hopeful sign. This word is also a relative newcomer, as was the word “interconnectivity” when it was adopted a few decades ago to signify interoperability among diverse computer hardware platforms, software programs, and operating systems. Yet what both of these words signify is as old as the universe itself.
The fact that many recent linguistic coinages feature the prefix “inter-” is a prime example of our awakening to the systemic reality of inclusivity. Inclusivity has been the universe’s operating system since a billionth of a second or so after its grand opening with the Big Bang. Our planet’s version of this operating system is its all-inclusive lifecentric ecosphere. The term “ecosphere” is yet another linguistic newcomer, coined in the 1960’s to signify the entire realm of planetary life in concert with all of the natural systems that are vital to life’s sustainability. Earth’s lifecentric ecosphere is the integrated totality of all its local and regional ecosystems which, though they are sometimes in discordant harmony, are ongoingly mutually co-operative rather than antagonistic.  
All of these newer thought forms are evidence that the oldest and most universal feature of cosmic reality, its dynamics of systemic inclusivity, is awaiting our further discovery of the obvious. This requires our adoption of a new collective mindset, a perceptual makeover (a.k.a. “paradigm shift”) that allows the nature of inclusivity to become readily apparent to our sensibilities. The existence of these newer thought forms signifies that we are gradually awakening to the reality of our interdependency. Indeed, the principle of “inclusivity” is an outright declaration of interdependence.
We no longer can afford to blind ourselves to the reality of our mutual interdependency by adhering to paradigms of mutual exclusion rather than paradigms of mutual cohesion. Mutual exclusion is premised on a collective mindset that looks at our planet and sees only a collection of independent parts without seeing as well an arrangement of conjoined sets of relationships (hereafter abbreviated as “relationship sets”). We are in urgent requirement of adopting paradigms of mutual coherency premised on a collective mindset that sees in addition to our planet’s independent parts their interdependent coherency as well. 
The mindset of interdependent coherency has served our collective wellbeing before when, for instance, Benjamin Franklin prevailed over the diversity of 13 mutually contending British colonies with his argument that in the aborning big picture of his day’s international political reality the colonies would either “hang together or hang separately.” The Declaration of Independence and Constitutional Convention are two of history’s greatest steps toward sociopolitical inclusivity, steps that have since united 50 states in the coherency of distributed sovereignty. This coherency prevailed over the Civil War’s attempt to transpose the “t” and the “i” in the United States, and it continues to accommodate diversities as great as those that commonly untie other sociopolitical unions. 
A central fact of all-inclusive coherency is Ralph Waldo Emerson’s recognition that “Those who are exclusive exclude themselves” (or, in Franklin’s terms, “hang” themselves). Since Emerson’s time our species has become fully capable of inducing its own self-exclusion from today’s big picture of ecological reality by continuing to maintain sociotechnical lifestyles that are tending to exempt us from continued residence in Earth’s ecosphere.
The antidote to our growing potential for collective self-extinction is our exercise of another capability we have successfully employed in the past: a change of collective mindset. We require a current collective perceptual makeover comparable to that of several centuries ago, when we likewise faced a new big picture of our global reality by looking at the heavens and seeing the sun, not Earth, as their most immediate center. We slowly scrapped our Earth-centric paradigm in favor of a Sun-centric paradigm. Today’s big picture of global reality requires a comparable (and swifter) shift in the collective mindset that presently views our species as the center of Earth’s enterprise – as if our planet were an anthropocentric egosphere rather than a lifecentric ecosphere.
Today’s big global picture reveals that lifekind is Earth’s central enterprise, not humankind apart from other life as we presently perceive ourselves to be. Our current collective mindset encourages us to proceed as though our species’ role is to be Earth’s Captain Kirk, bolding taking the human enterprise where no ecospheric enterprise can go. Yet in the big picture of today’s ecospheric reality it is becoming quite apparent that our species’ collective role is rather one of planetary caretaking. We are here to be boldly sustaining of our planet’s greatest enterprise: the ecospheric kindom of all that lives, the common unity of lifekind as a whole.
Although the term “lifekind” was coined in the early 1970’s it has yet, like the word “inclusivity”, to gain general currency in human discourse. The occasion of “lifekind’s” coinage was its author’s recognition that the most inclusive of Earth’s biological groupings is the global community comprised of all things that live and move and have their being in our planet’s ecospheric household. From an ecospheric perspective of inclusivity, nature’s ecological harmony is more immediately perceived as “the balance of lifekind” than as the more impersonal “balance of nature.” Also from this perspective, our planet is perceived not as a scattered aggregation of human kingdoms and nation states, rather as an omni-inclusive congregation of lifekind, a planetary kindom of all living creatures co-evolving together within their overlapping life-sustaining ecosystems. Far from being an aggregation of independent parts, Earth is a congregation of interdependent relationship sets that are sustained by the systemic wholeness of their common unity.
Nothing is ultimately more important to humanity’s well-being, both individually and as a species, than is the kindom of common unity that lifekind’s ecospheric balancing act sustains. Our growing concern with “sustainability” (another newer thought form) is directly correlated with the sanctity of lifekind’s ecospheric common unity, whose deep ecological kindom is the ultimate standard to which all life-sustenance is accountable. Whatever diminishes the wellbeing of lifekind also diminishes humankind’s wellbeing proportionately, because lifekind’s ecospheric kindom is the ultimate “it” that we all are in together. Sustainability of lifekind’s common unity is an inescapable prerequisite to the sustainability of humankind’s wellbeing.
Nothing in the realm of our experience is more inclusive than lifekind’s ecospheric kindom. Regardless of who we are in terms of race, culture, nationality, gender, age, geographical location, etc., and regardless of our lack of appreciation for likekind’s kindom, we are included in the ecospheric common unity of all that lives. If we were all as awake to the systemically inclusive common unity of everything that shares our planet’s ecospheric household as we are to the fact of Earth’s helio-concentricity with every other planet that shares its solar system, we would clearly recognize our species’ central role as that of planetary caretaker:
If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter, 

floating a few feet above a field somewhere, 

people would come from everywhere to marvel at it.  

People would walk around it, 

marveling at its big pools of water, 

its little pools 

and the water flowing between the pools. 

People would marvel at the bumps on it, 

and the holes in it, 

and they would marvel 

at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it 

and the water suspended in the gas. 

The people would marvel at all the creatures 

walking around the surface of the ball, 

and at the creatures in the water.  

The people would declare it as sacred 

because it was the only one, 

and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt. 

The ball would be the greatest wonder known, 

and people would come to pray to it, 

to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty 

and to wonder how it could be. 

People would love it, 

and defend it with their lives, 

knowing that their own roundness could be nothing without it. 

If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter. -Joe Miller
With only one exception, Earth has no requirement of human beings “to defend it with their lives.” That exception is the growing necessity for its ecospheric common unity to be defended from human intrusions thereupon. We have been long engaged in an ongoing war of the worlds by virtue of a collective mindset that is for all practical purpose extraterrestrially contradictory to the workings of our planet’s ecosphere. Earth require not our defense of it with our lives, rather our honoring of it with our lives. Earth is fully capable of defending itself with our lives, by releasing us as it has the millions of former maladapted species now extinct. The more we eliminate species that are maladapted to our sociotechnological way of life, however unintentionally, the more likely is our own malevolent adaptation to Earth’s ecospheric common unity to be reckoned with accordingly. 
The Way of Exclusivity
We cannot beat Nature at its own game

for we are some part of the game She is playing.

-Ernest Holmes
What is ultimately to be reckoned with is our adversarial attitude toward the natural world. Among our many systems of ideas is the notion that our planet is a piece of real estate to be carved up and owned by those of us who are clever and/or strong enough to take it over.  This blatant disregard of our shared common unity with lifekind’s ecospheric kindom began 10,000 years ago. Although prior to that time we lived out our lives in relative harmony with likekind’s kindom, as social psychologist Diarmuid O’Murchu relates
Then came the Agricultural Evolution (around 8000 B.C.E.) and with it the insatiable desire to control the precarious elements of life, including the religious ones. We began to take over the planet and claim it as our own, dividing it into segments, later known as continents and nations. We began to master and control the environment, and we didn’t know when or where to stop. We even invented warfare so that we could conquer and control every alien force.
This collective anti-lifecentric perceptual makeover also empowered us to determine which plants and animals are to be subordinated to our exclusive purposes, even unto extinction when this has carelessly suited such purposes. We thereby introduced into our planet’s ecosphere its only chronic dynamic of antagonistic discord. 
Our antagonism to Earth’s common unity was further reinforced by the Industrial Revolution. Ever since the latter revolution’s 17th century pre-dawning in Sir Frances Bacon’s time, our species has increasingly embedded itself in a consciously proclaimed planetary war called “the conquest of nature.” It was Bacon, often called the “father of modern science,” who urged that nature’s “book of God's works” be henceforth consulted just as diligently as was the Biblical book of God’s word. And the purpose of our thus studying nature, according to Bacon, was to conquer it.

Bacon urged that the aborning science of his day be dedicated to rendering the world unto seizure, as nature is "hounded in her wanderings," “put into constraint,” "bound into service," and made a "slave to the new mechanized devices" – all with the intent to "torture nature's secrets from her.” Some scholars insist that Bacon’s words were purely metaphorical and, when seen in their full context, bear no hint of our separation from nature, nor any intended harm or animosity toward it. Nonetheless, it is the mindset in which Bacon’s advice was taken, rather than the mindset in which he may have given it, that has made the ultimate difference. 
In today’s pursuit of natural conquest we are becoming an evolutionary weapon of mass destruction, a planetary menace to the deep ecology that sustains the precious (and now increasingly precarious) balance of lifekind’s ecospheric common unity. As a consequence of our endeavor to beat nature at its own game, we are putting our entire planet at risk as collateral damage. In doing so, we overlook to our own peril the fact that, just as a dog can shake off its fleas, our planet has comparable defenses against our adversarial and parasitical infestation of its ecosphere. 
Our diversity has become an ecospheric adversity, for which the ecosphere has ample remedy.  We will experience that remedy when the adversity of our perversity toward our planetary kindom’s diversity results in a proportionate inversity of our species’ population. If and when this occurs, it will be our own adversarial pursuit of “conquering nature” that has excluded us, as portended in a poem by Sara Teasdale:
There will come soft rains and the smell of the ground,

and swallows circling with their shimmering sound;

and frogs in the pools singing at night,

and wild plum trees in tremulous white;

robins will wear their feathery fire,

whistling their whims on a low fence-wire;

and not one will know of the war, not one

will care at last when it is done.

Not one would mind, neither bird nor tree,

if mankind perished utterly;

and Spring herself, when she woke at dawn

would scarcely know that we were gone. -Sara Teasdale
Far more probable than our extinction, were we to continue our present adversarial anti-lifecentric course, is the catastrophic diminution of our species’ population and a reversion to lifestyles that are less destructive and disruptive of Earth’s ecospheric common unity. Our only alternative is to re-accommodate ourselves to today’s big picture of ecospheric reality. This re-accommodation requires us to move beyond our conceit as a species that is presumably twice wise (Homo sapiens sapiens) so that we may fully embrace our emerging collective evolutionary role as Homo custodiens – a species in whom, as Julian Huxley proclaimed, the evolutionary process is becoming consciously aware and directive of itself. As further proclaimed by philosopher Oliver L. Reiser:
In the world that is now in process, 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.
In adopting our evolutionary role as planetary custodians we had best assume our custodianship with the humility toward the Earth that tended to prevail in our species prior to the Agricultural Revolution. For instance, to be consciously aware and self-directive of Earth’s further evolutionary course does not mean that we are to alter that course in further subordination of nature to our purposes. Rather, our role as Homo custodiens is to perceive the human species within the big picture of evolutionary reality overall in ways that empower us to be of beneficial assistance to lifekind’s continued well-being. We are here to be a beneficial planetary presence, not an adversarial one. Only as we are a beneficial presence in Earth’s ecosphere are we likely to develop new sociotechnological lifestyles that enhance the sustainability of our ecospheric common unity, rather than be constrained by a regression to former lifestyles.
From the perspective of today’s big picture of global reality, it is the ecospheric kindom of lifekind as a whole that constitutes our planetary evolution’s leading edge. Humankind evolves from lifekind, not the other way around. Accordingly, as Sir John Templeton beseeches us,
[I]s it sensible to think that the vast cosmos was created for the purpose of producing happiness for a single species on one planet? Humans have not yet discovered any other species anywhere with the ability to plan for progress and for the expansion of information. Does this raise the question of whether we may have been created to serve as helpers in the acceleration of divine creativity?

Templeton’s perception of humankind as “helpers” is congruent with our custodial planetary role, and is in stark contrast to the arrogant role we’ve instead adopted in our presumed twice-wiseness:
The scientific community, emboldened by humankind’s increasing command of molecular, atomic, and genetic engineering, technologies that were formerly attributed only to God, decided that our species had no further use for a deity. A representative was therefore deputized to inform God that He could take the rest of eternity off.

God, however, was not convinced. “Do you really think that you can create life from scratch exactly the way I did?”

“No problem,” said the scientist, as he stooped to pick up a handful of dirt.

“No, no,” said God. “That’s not the way I did it.”

“What do you mean?” asked the scientist.

“Get your own dirt.”
While humankind is a remarkable example of what Earth’s dirt turns into, the ecospheric spectrum of lifekind overall is far more noteworthy. This spectrum evolves as an integrated whole by consistently nurturing the diversity that makes it thus, since lifekind’s evolutionary security is in direct proportion to the number of its co-operating species and the diversity of its ecosystems. Accordingly, mass extinctions take place only in times of ecospheric catastrophe, such as when the dinosaurs and other “super-sized” species were wiped out by an asteroid’s collision with the Earth 65 million years ago and disastrously altered the planet’s life-sustaining climate. 

Except in times of such catastrophe, Earth’s evolutionary development tends to honor a principle cited by ecologist Aldo Leopold: “The first law of tinkering is to save all the parts.” This principle of evolutionary conservatism is why, in our planet’s response to any human-induced catastrophe, our species is likely to experience diminution rather than extinction.
While from a human perspective diversity is often perceived as a principal cause of conflict, from lifekind’s perspective diversity is the cause of Earth’s cohering common unity. And while our current anthropocentric perspective sees nature’s coherent whole as a collection of independent parts, an ecospheric lifecentric perspective reveals as well the myriad interdependent linkages that sustain nature’s holism. Diversity is nature’s way of maintaining lifekind’s kindom in the cohering stability of ecospheric common unity. Lifekind’s diversity is the foundation of its own self-sustainability, and ours is the time to which this newer thought of cohering inclusivity has come.
Since biodiversity = life-sustainability, our role as Homo custodiens is to comprehend how lifekind unfolds as a whole and to be caretakers of the inclusivity that sustains the conservation and further realization (Templeton’s “acceleration”) of likekind’s ecospheric common unity. Our role is to be beneficial conservators of lifekind’s integrity, rather than the adversarial arbiters thereof that our “us first” anthropocentric egospheric mindset has made of us instead. The biological fitness for survival of any creature or species can ultimately be no greater than the biological fitness for thrival of the ecospheric kindom of lifekind that evolves it. Accordingly, rather than continuing to nurture 10,000-year-old thought forms of local survival based on mutually conflicting human practices of exclusivity, we are here to nurture ideas of global thrival based on a single universal principle of omni-mutual common unity. 
We are here, that is, to create what Sharif Abdullah envisions as “a world that works for all.”

The Way of Omni-Mutual Common Unity
As things are above, so things are below.

As things are within, so things are without.

-The Principle of Correspondence

We mostly spend [our] lives conjugating three verbs: to Want, to Have, and to Do. Craving, clutching, and fussing, on the material, political, social, emotional, intellectual, even on the religious plane, we are kept in perpetual unrest: forgetting that none of these verbs have any ultimate significance except so far as they are transcended by and included in the fundamental verb, to Be . . . -Evelyn Underhill, Spiritual Transformation
As long as our systems of ideas are premised primarily on wanting, having, and doing, we are out of synch with the ecospheric ground of being that sustains the fulfillment of all such longings. Only as our wantings, havings and doings are co-operative with our ecospheric ground of being are they more than fleetingly sustainable. There can be no fulfillment of our longings other than that which arises from our most fundamental belonging. 
Co-operation (literally mutual “operation” or “working together”) is the way of all belonging. Each interdependent component of lifekind’s kindom either works together with all others in maintaining and sustaining the all-inclusive ecospheric common unity of the whole, or else it ultimately ceases to operate at all. Every operation that persistently defiles the ecospheric co-operation of lifekind’s kindom eventually becomes no operation. We are included only so long as we belong to that which includes us. Therefore, to belong or not to belong is today’s principal life-or-death question.
The belonging maintained by our common unity is ultimately universal, and is sustained locally on our planet by the integrity of lifekind’s planetary kindom. Both geologically as Earth’s ecosphere and ecologically as the balance of lifekind, our planet’s ecospheric common unity is a local variation on a universal theme, a balancing act that is equitably performed throughout the cosmic whole. Buddhist monk Thich Nhat Hanh portrays this balancing act as a dance of “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.

-from The Heart of Understanding
The dance of interbeing is manifest in the mutual co-operation of all things and systems within our holistic universe. “Interbeing” signifies the interoperability of the universe’s interconnected wholes, working together as interdependent relationship sets. Thus does interbeing manifest as its “interdoings”, another newer thought form that signifies the interoperability of all parts within their common whole as well as the interoperability of all wholes with one another. 

Interbeing, interdoing, interoperability and all other interrelating processes are dynamically holistic manifestations of a holonically structured – and thus holistically concentric – universe. The term “holon” was coined by Arthur Koestler from the Greek word holos (meaning “whole”) in his 1967 book, The Ghost in the Machine, to signify what we have herein been calling “relationship sets.”  As defined 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.
The holonic dynamics of interbeing, in which each interacting component is a relationship set that embeds other (and is embedded by still other) relationship sets and which thereby interrelates each thing to all others, would perhaps be more perceptible were we to cease using the static word “part” and substitute for it the operational term “interaction.” For what is ultimately signified by the newer thought form of holarchic interbeing is that interaction is the how of a whole’s being greater than the sum of its parts. It also signifies that this how is most often as uncontrollable as it is likewise most often unforeseeable. (And even when it is foreseen by a few, such as global warming, such foresight gains value only as it becomes generalized.)
In a holonically nested systemic structure, every action participates with other actions in a holarchy of interacting relationship sets. Within every holarchy, the dynamics of its interbeing and interdoing are productive of one or more unpredictable, novel consequences, such as when the action of mixing two gases, hydrogen and oxygen, results in a liquid we call “water”. Since this liquid emerges from the gas’s holonic interaction, water is called an “emergent property” of their interaction within the all-inclusive holarchic relationship set that we call “chemistry.” 
Similarly, in evolutionary terms, extinction is an “emergent dynamic” of maladaptive relationship sets, and global warming is at least in part an emergent dynamic of a maladaptive interaction between the holarchies of human technology and planetary ecology. All such properties and dynamics are “emergent” because they have no independent existence in any of the co-operating holons that produce them, nor is their emergent existence as such distributed in bits and pieces among their co-operating holons. They are rather a manifestation that arises from the interoperative betweenness of co-operating holons, whose interdoings are the meeting place from which emerge all manner of unforeseen consequences. Even when such consequences are predetermined, their predetermination is not detectable prior to their occurrence for the first time, nor (unless they are catastrophic) does their initial occurrence become evident to our scrutiny until we have conceived the possibility of their existence.
What may be at least roughly predetermined, however, is that beneficial interactions produce unforeseen beneficial emergent properties and dynamics, while malevolent interactions produce unforeseen malevolent emergent properties and dynamics. Since predictive foreseeability is the prerequisite of all control, in a global reality that is increasingly beyond our control it behooves those who contemplate malevolent action to heed the advice of an ancient Chinese text on military strategy, Sun Tzu’s The Art of War: “To win one hundred victories in battle is not the ultimate skill. To subdue the enemy without fighting him is the ultimate skill.”
Each holon and holarchy happens interdoingly with all other related holons and holarchies, rather than happens to each other. Thus all Earthly interdoings are the planetary “so things are without” of the universal “as things are within.” Correspondingly, therefore, within the deep ecology of universe, planet, and creature alike, all action that is inclusive is self-including and all action that exclusive is self-excluding – whether or not the “selves” concerned are conscious of this principle, or are mutually blameful of each other for the holistic consequences of their interactions.
Thich Nhat Hanh has elsewhere noted that neither interbeing nor its interdoings can be understood by mere rational comprehension, and are rather intuited from a “long process of conscious awareness.” Non-rationalized conscious awareness is uncluttered by liabilities of rational thinking such as, for instance, mutually excluding blamefulness. Thus one of the oldest commentaries on uncluttered conscious awareness, the I Ching, is redundant throughout with counsel of “no blame.” 
The essence of blameless perception is the intuitive realization that since all activity of interbeing is the interdoing of each holon’s doing unto itself in concert with the interdoings of all other related holons, harmonious holonic co-operation is the only sustainable long-term course of action. Again quoting Hanh (from Peace Is Every Step):

When you plant lettuce, if it does not grow well, you don't blame the lettuce. You look for reasons it is not doing well. It may need fertilizer, or more water, or less sun. You never blame the lettuce. 

Yet if we have problems with our friends or family, we blame the other person. But if we know how to take care of them, they will grow well, like the lettuce. Blaming has no positive effect at all, nor does trying to persuade using reason and arguments. 

That is my experience. No blame, no reasoning, no argument, just understanding.

What most urgently requires blameless, co-operative understanding in the big picture of ecospheric reality is how the interdoings of human technology impact the overall ecology of interbeing, as glimpsed by Richard Moss in his book, The I That Is We: 

A group of 40 people could fabricate a satisfactory home rather quickly.  They could build a foundation, floors, walls and a roof, insulate with natural elements and incorporate fireplaces for heat and cooking.  This could be relatively easy.  But if all 40 people were to work together for the rest of their lives they could not collectively reproduce one disposable ballpoint pen.  To do so would require the mining of ores and the refining and smelting of metals.  It would mean drilling down through the ground to liberate the stored oil and understanding how to process it to synthesize plastics.  It would require knowledge of dyes and fluids.  Forty people, or even 400, are not sufficient to this task if they stand outside the industrial collective.

A simple thing like a disposable ballpoint pen stands as a monument to our collective nature—a perhaps absurd symbol of our inseparability.  And it points to this oneness in a single dimension, the material plane. We are, I have discovered, equally as one in the bodily, emotional, mental and energetic dimensions.

It is just such equitable oneness, often compromised by human technology, that is signified by the newer thought forms of “inclusivity”, “interconnectivity”, “interoperability”, “interdependence”, “relationship sets”, “coherency”, “lifekind”, “kindom”, “common unity” (ecospheric, interpersonal, social, and otherwise), “sustainability”, “Homo custodiens”, “beneficial presence”, “thrival”, “interbeing”, “interdoing”, “holon”, “holarchy”, and “betweenness.” Each of these terms is representative of a universal conserving principle that all of them exemplify and by which all holons and holarchies are governed, the principle of omni-mutual reciprocity. 
Our way to omni-mutual inclusivity is by means of our honoring the principle of omni-mutual reciprocity. Collectively, therefore, the foregoing thought forms represent an emerging perceptual makeover of our species’ collective mindset, a perceptual makeover in which viewing parts as independent of one another is complemented by our simultaneously viewing them as interdependent sets of holonic relationships. This perceptual makeover reveals to us the true meaning of “independence” – that every holon exists in dependence on its embedding holarchy.
Independence – being in holonic and holarchic dependence on the whole – is the universal “so things are within.” Corresponding interdependence within and of the whole is the universal “so things are without.” It is this principle of omni-mutual reciprocity that sustains the universal common unity of all that is, from cosmic and ecospheric to intra-personal and sub-atomic. This common unity is the omnipresent ground of interbeing’s balancing act, and manifests itself in the homeostasis of our psyches and our bodies, as well as of our planet, solar system, galaxy, and universe. As quantum physicist John Archibald Wheeler describes this homeostasis of common unity in cosmic perspective:
…the universe is a grand synthesis, putting itself together all the time as a whole. Its history is not a history as we usually conceive history. It is not one thing happening after another after another. It is a totality in which what happens “now” gives reality to what happened “then,” perhaps even determines what happened then.

It is from a comparably dynamic homeostatic perspective that social psychologist Diarmuid O’Murchu calls for our principled exercise of omni-mutual reciprocity with beneficent respect for the ecospheric common unity that sustains our Earthly kindom:
Life is not determined by blind external forces; it is affected, for weal or for woe, by the quality of our respect for its inherent processes and our willingness to interact with (relate to) all life forms in a gentle, non-exploitive, cooperative manner. 

In other words, as a species that belongs within the holarchy of lifekind, the purpose of our life is a life of purpose whose purpose is life itself. 
The Way to Omni-Mutual Common Unity
Ultimate reality is encountered neither in our minds nor in the physical cosmos, but at the point where these meet. –Alan Smithson, The Kairos Point
The way of common unity is exemplified in the motto of Alexandre Dumas’ fictional Three Musketeers: “One for all and all for one.”  Holism by any other name is just as complete. And it is also just as timely, because we cannot survive in a one-for-all-and-all-for-one holarchic environment with an each-thing-for-itself monotonic collective mindset.
Our alternative – the way to omni-mutual common unity – is to perceive interbeingly. One way to such perception is suggested in Alan Smithson’s book, The Kairos Point: The Marriage of Mind and Matter. Smithson defines the borrowed Greek term kairos as “the totality of the person-moment in which a decision is embedded” and defines a “kairos point” as an instant in which a decision is made. Each person-moment exists holographically in what Smithson calls the “Wholocosm”, a term he coined to signify the omni-inclusive totality of all that is, ever has been, and shall be, in concert with all past, present, and future experience whose subjective and objective aspects are equally real.
It is thus, according to Smithson, that ultimate reality – the manifest marriage of mind and matter – has its existence in the interoperative betweenness of all that is. Contrary to our conventional wisdom, therefore, everything is what it is cracked up to be. 

The dynamics of interoperative betweenness are also similarly acknowledged in the Whiteheadian proposition that “substance is occasionally secreted in the interstices of process.” In fortunate contrast to the deep cerebrations of both Smithson’s and Whitehead’s process-philosophical constructs, the deep ecology of quantum physics affords a more direct glimpse of the interoperative betweenness that characterizes the manifest marriage of mind and matter. As Mathew Jacobson proclaimed, “The raspberry within itself does not contain its sweetness, nor does the tongue. It is in the interaction between the two that this glorious manifestation of the divine resides.”

Similarly, as poet Rumi once observed, “It is we who make wine drunk.”
Smithson, Whitehead, Jacobson, and Rumi all address the conundrum posed by St. Augustine in his recognition of how all perception exemplifies its immediate holonic grounding: “What we are looking at is what we are looking with.” This same conundrum was similarly posed by a former Dalai Lama, who in answer to someone’s asking of the perennial question “who am I?” responded “Who is it that asks?” 
We are the who it is that asks. We are individuated conscious states of interoperative betweenness that is contemplating its own existence. Some of us are awakened to this ground state of all being by Zen inquiries such as “Is it the bell that rings, is it the hammer that rings, or is it the meeting of the two that rings?” The dynamic to which we are thereby awakened is also cited in an anecdotal Zen teaching that likewise addresses the manifest marriage of mind and matter:
Two monks were approaching town on a windy day. Observing a flag that was flapping noisily in the wind, one of them commented on it. "No," said the other. "It is not the flag that is waving. The wind is waving."

A vigorous argument ensued, in which no agreement was reached. So they consulted their master. "Tell us," they asked, "is it the flag or the wind that is waving?"

"Neither," said the master. "Your minds are waving."
Such is the essence of a perceptual makeover that will allow our ecospheric, technological, cultural, social, political, interpersonal, personal, and intrapersonal holarchies of common unity to be  perceived interbeingly. It is only from such perception – not thinking about common unity, rather thinking from common unity – that our mutual exclusivities may be transcended so that everything of mutual benefit remains included.
Exclusivity can be resolved only to the extent that each member of a group respects its own holonic integrity and the holonic integrity of every other member as well. It is only when and where the holonic integrity of each and all is thereby fully respected by all and each that one-for-all~all-for-one inclusivity prevails. Only within a context thus holarchically inclusively may we resolve our disagreements agreeably, and live in mutual harmony that may at times be discordant, yet will be no longer fraught with mutual antagonism.

In a world where thousands of systems of ideas coexist, it is globally imperative that we learn how to agree to disagree by assimilating our systems of ideas within ideas of systems. This perceptual makeover can take place only as we cease living in discordant acrimony, and learn instead to live and let live in discordant harmony, a global homeostasis that accommodates the occasional frictions of our holonic diversities. Only as we cease to amplify our mutual discords with endeavors to wipe each others’ discord out can our planet continue to be welcoming of our presence.
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 something 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?

This is not quite what Bob Dylan had in mind when he sang, “Everybody Must Get Stoned”. What he may instead have had in mind is a collective perceptual makeover of our planet-stoning mindset. In any event, such a makeover is overdue, if we are to create rather than decreate a world that works for all.
How, therefore, can we learn to think from the perspective of inclusivity and common unity in order to approach Earth’s and our own diversities non-adversarially? More precisely stated, how can we learn to think from the perspective of interoperative betweenness by learning to perceive interbeingly? How is this perceptual makeover to be accomplished, so that instead of seeing wholeness as an aggregation of independent parts in mutual separation, we see it instead as a congregation of interdependent relationship sets in mutual coherency?
The “how” that is now before us as the required new standard of inclusive thinking is ultimately this: how are we to perceive omni-dimensionally, so that we are thereby empowered to see the most universal dynamic that we’ve been ignoring until now? How are we simultaneously to perceive inwardly and outwardly, backwardly and forwardly, and upwardly and downwardly, in an omni-dimensional mode that empowers us to think allwardly?
Thinking allwardly is a challenge comparable to the situation good-humoredly portrayed in Edwin A. Abbott's book, Flatland, in which a two-dimensional creature named A. Square encounters a three-dimensional sphere passing through his two-dimensional plane. A. Square perceives the transiting sphere only as a circle that rapidly grows and then begins to diminish, until the sphere lifts him upward into the three-dimensional plane. From there A. Square also observes the topsides of all the other geometric forms in his native Flatland, as well as the spaces between them. When A. Square is returned to Flatland and tells his family and friends about his experience of going “upward”, he unfortunately lacks any gestures or concepts to which they can relate in order to understand he means by “upward”. Accused by the Flatland establishment of wrong-thinking (as he was similarly accused by the sphere when he asked to be taken further, beyond the sphere’s own dimension as well), he is condemned as a heretic and institutionalized. 

At the risk of being perceived by our readers as wrong-thinking (though, we trust, not of being institutionalized), we propose that the key to perceiving interbeingly is to perceive allwardly. We are not, however, as was A. Square, entirely bereft of clues as to allward’s location. It is to be found in the meeting place that hosts the manifest marriage of mind and matter, i.e., in the meeting place of interoperative betweenness.
Developing our own and others’ perception of that meeting place is the objective of our forthcoming book-length synthesis of the envirometaphysics of inclusivity, which will also tend to facilitate the perceptual makeover that it calls for. In the meantime we look forward to having many others join us the dialogue that this overview is intended to stimulate, and to do so in the spirit of one who many centuries ago perceived interbeingly, Meister Eckhart:
“When is a man in mere understanding?” 
I answer, “When a man sees one thing as separated from another.” 
“And when is a man above mere understanding?” 
That I can tell you, “When a man sees All in all, then a man stands beyond mere understanding.”  
~To be continued~
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Inclusivity Itself: The Field of Fields within Fields
Interbeing integrates each part within the whole, in maintenance of a process of intricate simultaneity within which the local to-each-its-own-ing of our manyness coheres with the non-local all-togethering of our eachness. 

It is thus that the oneness of our inner being is flowingly entangled within the allness of our inter-being. And it is upon this non-local, deep ecological entanglement of allness-within-eachness (whose acronym is “awe”) Newer Thought’s imagination is founded, thereby inviting us to discern the metaphysical inter-being of our respective inner beings.

We are all of us a succession of stillness blurring into motion on the wheel of action, and it is in those spaces of black between the pictures that we find the heart of mystery in which we are never allowed to rest. - Russell Hoban
My unique singular perspective is of enormous value to All-That-Is. There is not another anywhere in the Universe who perceives exactly as I do, right now. As my unique perspective joins other unique perspectives, we embark upon eternal unique combined experiences. -Abraham-Hicks

