A New Look at Causality
Science of Mind, New Thought Metaphysics, 

and the Emerging Paradigm of Synchronicity

NOTE:  This article (since revised) was written in the late 1980's, when there was very little in print that addressed the issues it raises.  Recently, C. Alan Anderson has published New Thought: A Practical American Spirituality (Crossroad Publishing Company, 1995), which distinguishes between product-oriented and process-oriented New Thought.  This distinction is also implicit in what follows.

The Paradox of Healing

The Science of Mind and other New Thought metaphysical teachings appeal to persons who are interested in restoring wholeness to imperfect conditions, thereby healing them.  Yet New Thought maintains that so-called “imperfection” is illusory, the universe being at all times and in all things "whole, complete and perfect," and thus always and only expressing wholeness, completeness and perfection regardless of any appearance or experience to the contrary.  New Thought thereby elevates to the level of cosmic imperative the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it."  From the New Thought perspective, nothing is ever broken nor ever can be broken, thus fixing is never required.

When we assume the premise that wholeness (and therefore healedness) is a cosmic absolute—the original and unalterable state of all being that pre-exists any particular manifestation of being—and that wholeness prevails regardless of any perception or action on our part, then whatever so-called “healing” is, it cannot be a result of anything we do to whatever we experience as unhealed.  In a perfect universe where nothing has ever been nor can be in an unhealed state, there is nothing to which anything can be done on behalf of making it more whole.  To be whole is to be as whole as being whole can ever be.

What, then, is healing?  And what is there to be healed?

According to Ernest Holmes, healing is the disclosure of wholeness, rather than a procedure that restores or brings wholeness about.  The Science of Mind is thus a science of revelation, not a healing science.

Healing is not a process but a revelation . . . .  There may be a process in healing, but not a process of healing.  The process in healing is the mental work and the time it takes the practitioner to convince himself of the perfectness of his patient; and the length of time it takes the patient to realize this perfectness. (1)

According to Holmes’ understanding, even though there is no exception to the actuality of wholeness in all things, it is only as this actuality is disclosed to our perception that it does become our experience.  The healing process, therefore, can be nothing more than whatever it takes to heal our perception that healing is required—not that one's eventual perception from the wholeness perspective thereby establishes wholeness, only that we thus allow ourselves to experience the state of wholeness that always has been, is and ever shall be.

Healing is the process of shifting our perception from the perspective of separation (the perception that something not whole requires healing) to the wholeness perspective (the perception of healedness—unbroken wholeness in all things and situations—as the only state that the universe allows).

Since wholeness, which is the original, intrinsic and universal state of all that is, just is, it exists a priori to anything we think, say or do.  Accordingly, healing is not an effect that we can cause.  Indeed, from a New Thought metaphysical perspective, there are no effects that we can “cause.”  

Perception from the wholeness perspective opens one's realization to the unbrokenness of the realm of effects as the universal "ground of being."  Within this ground, all effects are subsets of the ground, arbitrarily separated and “figured” out from the ground by our perception, for momentary and local purposes.  In actuality, all effects remain fully grounded in the state of wholeness from which they are never truly separated, regardless of our perception of their being so.

Ernest Holmes wrote, "the laws of mind can be made to control the physical body and the physical environment when they are rightly used, not through denying body or environment, but by including [mind and body] in a larger system." (2)  The larger system thus referred to is the systemic state of wholeness, completion and perfection in which all things forever participate and, without exception, exemplify.

As embodiments of the cosmic absolute of wholeness, we already have the wholeness we seek, both within us and around us, because we are the wholeness we seek—and so is everything else.

The Process in Healing: Realizing What Already Is

The reason healing cannot be a process is that processes occur over a length of time.  There being no person, place or thing where wholeness (and therefore healedness) can be absent, it follows that there can be no processing toward wholeness, over time, of what is a priori timelessly whole.  There is, consequently, only one process that is relevant to healing, what Holmes called the “process in healing,” which is the experience of altering our perception so that the wholeness to which we are blind becomes revealed to us.

Wholeness always is, as is the sun’s light regardless of how many clouds or obstacles (including the planet’s nighttime shadow) obscure our capacity to see it.  Healing, therefore, is the experience of unclouding our perception, so that the actuality of wholeness is known and experienced.  Since wholeness (and therefore healedness) is a revelation to our perception rather than a result of our perception, Holmes' prescription for all healing was, accordingly, "The perception of wholeness is the consciousness of healing." (3)

In summary thus far:

Once we accept the premise that there is no person, place or thing where wholeness is absent, healing cannot be a process that 'happens,' 'occurs,' or 'takes place' in finite time.  There is no way to "make whole" or to "restore to wholeness" that which forever is in its pristine state of wholeness.  If healing itself is not a process that occurs over time, even when our experience of healing seems so, then healing is subject to something other than time.  The "something other than time" that accounts for the experience that healing does take time, according to Holmes, is the time that it takes for us to acquire the perception of wholeness.

There is actually a further refinement of the process in healing that goes beyond Holmes’ prescription: perception from wholeness.  The perception of wholeness and consciousness of healing are perspectives on wholeness from the viewpoint of a part.  The wholeness perspective, which is perception from wholeness, represents the view of all parts from their comprehensive totality.

The wholeness perspective is what Jesus’ referred to as “perfection.”  Where Jesus commanded, “Be ye perfect even as your Father in Heaven is perfect,” the Aramaic word that has been translated as “perfect” meant “inclusive of all things.”  A precise translation of Jesus’ commandment is, “Be ye inclusive of all things, even as your Father in Heaven is inclusive of  all things.” (3a)

In other words:  Be ye perceptive from wholeness.

Holmes himself acknowledged the wholeness perspective in one of his comments on Jesus’ teachings:

When Jesus explained to his disciples that they had failed to heal because of lack of faith, they protested that they did have faith in God.  Jesus explained to them that this was insufficient: they must have the faith of God.  The faith of God is very different from a faith in God.  The faith of God IS God, and somewhere along the line of our spiritual evolution this transition will gradually take place, where we shall cease having a faith IN and shall have the faith OF.  (3b)

In further summary:

All healing is of perception, not of things perceived.  The realization that healedness already is, is the only attainable objective of any activity that takes place in time.  This is because the only thing that can require a healing is the perception that healing is required.
The Paradox of Causation

The writings of Ernest Holmes and other New Thought authors abound with references to the principle of cause and effect.  Yet Holmes himself stated that "a treatment rightfully given is absolutely independent of every theory of physical cause and effect, of psychic cause and effect, or psychosomatic relationships." (4)  In essence, Holmes acknowledged that Spiritual Mind Treatment causes nothing.  It only reveals what has already been causally established as the foundation of all that is.  The universe began from the wholeness perspective—the faith of God—and that perspective has never been compromised, nor can it be.

With reference to healing, it was essential for Holmes to dismiss all phenomenally-based theories of cause and effect.  These theories presume that every condition is caused by one or more preceding conditions.  Contrary to this conditional view, The Science of Mind (and New Thought generally) instead presumes that causality, while it establishes the nature of conditions—such as wholeness—is nevertheless independent of all conditions.  Cause is not altered by effects because effects have no influence on cause.  Cause is in this sense analogous to a catalyst that does not itself enter into the interactions that it makes possible.

Causality is in the non-manifest field of all possibilities, while effects are in the causally manifested realm of all consequences.  In the mechanistic paradigm, a domain distinction such as this one tends to be classified as a duality, a perspective from the viewpoint of a separate part on relationships also perceived to be separate.  The distinction made here, between the field of all possibilities and the realm of all consequences, is instead presented as an example of what Ernest Holmes called a “dual unity,” two aspects of one whole working as a whole.  Dual unity is analogous to what quantum physics calls a “complementarity.”  Both concepts denote a perspective from wholeness that is comprehensive of all parts.

From the perspective of perception from wholeness, the realm of all consequences was initially and forever ongoingly established “in the beginning.”  All subsequent influence of effects is confined to the realm of consequences that was thereby causally established.  While this realm is totally consequent to the field of all possibilities, it is of no reciprocal consequence whatsoever to the potentiality of the field of all possibilities.  Hence the classical assertions that “principle is not bound by precedent,” that “our past is not our potential.”

Hence also the familiar formula for being at cause in the world rather than being at its effect: "Be ye in the world but not of it."  Hence likewise Ernest Holmes' declaration that "The possibility of demonstrating does not depend upon environment, condition, location, personality or opportunity." (5)  Demonstration does not depend upon any effect or combination of effects whatsoever.  Effects are the consequence of demonstration, never the precedent thereof.

In summary once again:

Within the field of all possibilities is the realm of all consequences, in which new effects are propagated—not caused—as the consequence of prior effects according to invariant and immutable causal principles of interrelationship.

The realm of all consequences, a.k.a. “effects,” is uniformly, universally, eternally and unalterably permeated with wholeness.  Wholeness, being the intrinsic state of all that is, is embodied by all that is.  Nothing can modify the intrinsic wholeness state, for while every extrinsic condition both embodies and is embodied by the wholeness principle, the principle of wholeness is itself unaltered by any of its embodiments.  The immutability of wholeness is the very foundation of that cosmic stability which allows the realm of effects to be in perpetual flux without disintegrating into chaos. 
This metaphysical perspective on wholeness differs radically from the mechanistic view.

According to orthodox physical science:

•
there are no ‘qualities’ of existence, therefore there is no such thing or influence as “wholeness”;

•
a whole is the additive sum of its parts;

•
causality is a directly action on and of each of the universe's parts;

•
each effect is caused by prior effects and is the cause of additional effects.

From the perspective of New Thought metaphysical science:

•
the universal quality that we call “wholeness” precedes and orders the emergence of anything that is or takes place, for the initial moment of Creation was itself an expression of and from wholeness;

•
wholeness is embodied within and thus intrinsic to each of the universe’s parts;

•
causality establishes the invariant and immutable patterns of interrelationship (i.e., principles) that govern the universe’s parts, and it is the resulting relational matrix which immediately governs their exchanges;

•
all effects are propagated as consequences of prior effects in accordance with causal principles.

This stark contrast between physical and metaphysical constructs of causality signifies more than a difference of degree.  Like Newtonian and quantum physics, these constructs differ in kind.  At the same time they are equally as complementary as Newtonian and quantum physics, neither of which invalidates the other since each is workable, and therefore “right,” within its relevant domain.

How is wholeness perpetuated and maintained as intrinsic to all that is?  An adequate response to this question would generate a full manuscript of its own.  Suffice it to say here that the answer to this question appears to lie in the mysteries of quantum reality.  Theoretical physicist Henry Stapp suggests that the quantum realm perpetuates the initial conditions from which the universe was created. (6)  The universe’s underlying quantum matrix may therefore include the ongoing presence of the originating "moment," what one philosopher has called the "ever-present origin." (7)  The relationship between quantum events and "unbroken" wholeness has been extensively explored by David Bohm. (8)

The Process in Causation: “Using” the Science of Mind 

Causation, like wholeness, just is.  Causation and wholeness are omni-relational qualities, not forces in spacetime.  Accordingly, for the same reason that there is no process of healing, there is likewise no process of causation.  Things are as they are because that is the way they are.  Yet just as there nevertheless is a process in healing, so is there a process in causation.  The process in causation is the “learning curve” of acquiring the wholeness (whole to all) perspective as a complement to the partial (part to other parts) perspective.  (Some classical terms for this process in causation are “alchemy” and “the sacred marriage,” approaches to self-transformation that are beyond the scope of this discussion.)

Such an understanding of causation is another example of the inadequacy, for New Thought metaphysicians, of the conventional scientific paradigm of cause and effect.  This shortcoming besets us, for instance, when we consider the prospect of “using” the Science of Mind and its practice of affirmative prayer (a.k.a. "spiritual mind treatment").  Since Science of Mind cannot be applied to cause a healing, but only to reveal the a priori wholeness (healedness) of all things, the Science of Mind also cannot be “used” in the ordinary sense of this verb's meaning, which is to employ something on behalf of causing an as-yet-nonexistent result.

When we relate to affirmative prayer as a means to an end, thus “using” it with the intent of having an influence on the realm of all consequences rather than altering our perception of its effects, we assume the role of participant in a process that takes place over time.  With our perception thus bound to the consequential realm’s perspective of separation, any revelation of wholeness is obscured.  The most we can accomplish by any consequential physical or mental healing is a temporary cure, for in the absence of revealed wholeness—the perception from wholeness—whatever is cured may again be experienced with renewed or different symptoms of "brokenness" (i.e., dis-ease, illness, imperfection). Holmes’ dismissal of mechanical theories of cause and effect was his own recognition that only the experience of a cure, not of a healing, can be derived from physical, psychological and psychosomatic processes.

Affirmative prayer does not change persons, places, things, events, etc., it changes only our beholding thereof.  Affirmative prayer is for the clarification of false perceptions only, not for the manipulation of conditions.  Clarification of perception reveals the eternality of healedness, while the manipulation of conditions, however powerful it may be, has only the temporary consequence (not enduring cause) of a cure.

We are, of course, no more 'wrong' or 'bad' when we employ metaphysics to cure symptoms than when we idle an aircraft engine of several thousand horsepower on a runway.  But just as many people prefer being airborne to idling on the ground, there are also many who prefer to participate in the experience of healedness rather than the experience of a partial, temporary fix.  Among the latter is a Religious Science practitioner whose first question to each prospective client is, “Do you seek a healing, or just to stop hurting?”—thus articulating the choice between being at enduring cause or temporary consequence.

Treatment as Revelation

Like all of New Thought metaphysics—when it is appropriately understood—Science of Mind is a revelatory science, rather than a make-things-happen science.  This assertion in no way contradicts Ernest Holmes' statement that "The Science of Mind is not a special revelation of any individual; it is, rather, the culmination of all revelations." (9)  Far from denying its revelatory nature, Holmes merely asserted that Science of Mind is an inclusive synthesis of humankind's accumulated revelations.  As such, it is a contemporary restatement of what Leibniz and Aldous Huxley called "the perennial philosophy." (10)

Science of Mind's revelatory practice of affirmative prayer aligns the perception of its practitioners with the actuality of wholeness by enabling them to transcend their habitual boundness to sensory awareness in the realm of all consequences.  Sense-dependent awareness is incapable of more than curing and fixing, for our individual mentality, being less than the totality of Universal Consciousness—the One Mind—has a correspondingly partial ability to influence the consequential realm.  Only as our individual mentality realizes—"makes real" to itself—its oneness with all of Universal Consciousness, do we draw upon the totality of available capacity to reveal all effects as they truly are: representations of universal, unbroken wholeness.  As explained by Ernest Holmes:

When we realize that the Law of Mind in action is a mechanical force, all sense of compulsion or trying to make things happen will disappear from our consciousness.  We shall proceed on the assumption that thoughts and things are identical.  Our time will be spent more in acquiring a consciousness than in trying to make things happen. (11)

Ironically, Holmes' description of the Law of Mind in action as "a mechanical force" conveys the very fixation that it denies, reflecting once again the inadequacy of the mechanistic paradigm.  Any association of mental law with mechanism suggests that it is a process, thus obfuscating Holmes' ultimately nonmechanistic perspective on causality and contradicting his assertion that healing is not a process.

Had Holmes more accurately stated that the Law of Mind in action is "like" mechanical force in its precision and automaticity, though not so often in immediacy, he would nevertheless still have been confined within the mechanistic paradigm.  His commitment to establish a contemporary scientific metaphysics, a science of mind, inevitably bound him to the paradigm of his time, which was incapable of addressing causality from his own deepest perspective.

Holmes’ inconsistencies were the inexorable outcome of the conceptual limitations that confine the expression of anyone whose knowing exceeds the capacity of the prevailing paradigm to convey it.  Such knowing qualifies as what philosopher Michael Polanyi called “tacit knowledge,” which is defined as “the more one knows than one can say.” (11a)  Ernest Holmes not only knew far more than he could say, he was aware that he knew far more, and on behalf of conveying to others the more he knew than he could say, he encouraged them to hear and read between the words and lines of both his spoken and written discourse.

The Network of Effects: an Alternative View of Causality 

Ernest Holmes was caught in a "paradigm bind."  The term "paradigm," from the Greek word paradigma, meaning "pattern," designates those patterns of thinking that structure our view of reality.  Adherence to a given paradigm establishes a "mental set" that leaves unexplained—and unexplainable—anything that does not fit within the paradigm's definition of "what's so." (12)

A pattern of thought is analogous to a fishing net.  For example, imagine a blind man fishing with a net of one square inch mesh.  His inability to catch a fish less than one inch long would make it logical for him to conclude that there are no fish of such length.  In much the same way, a pattern of thought that is governed by a mechanical paradigm precludes perception of a non-mechanical relationship.  Everything that cannot be detected by the filter of our assumptions slips through it unnoticed.

According to the conventional scientific paradigm of causality, the universe is a Great Machine, in which every effect or condition has a cause, the most immediate cause of each being a prior effect or condition.  By implication, since this chain of cause-and-effect relationships represents a process occurring over time, everything can be traced back in time to a first, originating cause, known in contemporary cosmology as "The Big Bang," and subsequent to which all things and events are effects that are caused by prior effects.

As we have already seen, and again now briefly review, the metaphysical paradigm of causality, like the scientific one, also posits an originating cause, Universal Consciousness, which is not only initially operative but forever operative, which is not only locally present in the beginning but thereafter everywhere and everywhen present, and which is impervious to changing conditions in the realm of all consequences.  Instead of a linear chain of cause-effect relationships, the metaphysical paradigm of causality presumes an all-comprehending network of interacting effects that embodies and exemplifies an immutable set of causal principles.

Universal Consciousness is the ongoing and ever-present initiating cause of all that is.  This hypothesis is portrayed in the opening verse of the Gospel of John, where the term "word" represents the gestalt of meaning that we today associate with the term "consciousness":  "In the beginning was consciousness, and this consciousness was with God and this consciousness was God."  The hypothesis that the cosmos has emerged from pre-existing intelligence, that cosmic order precedes all manifestation of its order, is now entertained by highly respected scientists as well.  (Review, for instance, the statements by physicist Freeman Dyson on pages 38-39.)

The New Thought view of cause and effect, founded on the evolutionary priority of intelligence,  may be summarized as follows: 

Within Universal Consciousness is a dynamic relational matrix of principled interconnectivity, which governs the activity of all effects, whose mutually recombinant influences, in turn, consequentially propagate further effects.  So-called 'first cause,' in this view, is not the initial one-time-only event in a series, but remains ongoingly originative in the universe as the enduring potential for re-creation in the realm of all consequences.  In the metaphor of computerese, the relational matrix "parallel processes" all co-existing effects simultaneously in an ongoing manner, rather than in serial succession.

What is causally ordained is:

•
all substance from which effects take form;

•
the structure of interconnectivity (a.k.a. relational matrix) within which effects take form and interact;

•
all possible ways of taking form and all possible interrelationships that forms may exhibit with one another.

The metaphysical conception of an indivisible realm of all consequences, which is ongoingly governed according to causally initiated principles of interconnectivity, is so different from the linear mechanical model that a different paradigm is required for its expression.  

Synchronicity

Ernest Holmes' viewed cause and effect in terms of  "the Law of Mind in action," a law which orders relationships according to their “sympathetic vibrations”:

...individual mentalities...are in sympathetic vibration with each other, [and] more or less mingle and receive suggestions from one another.  This is the meaning of mental influence, which is indeed a very real thing. (14)  ...we are all doubtless communicating with one another to the degree that we sympathetically vibrate toward each other. (15)

According to Holmes, not only other mentalities but also things and conditions that resemble one's thoughts are likewise brought into vibratory alignment with the one who is thinking:

If we set up a vibrating point at the center of our own thought receptive to that which is good, to that which is beautiful and true, we shall irresistibly be attracting that condition into our own environment. (16)

The dynamics of “sympathetic vibrations” are implicit in all of Holmes’ discussions of “The Way It Works,” including his cosmic perspective on vibratory alignment: 

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. (17)   

Though few scientists would consider either Holmes' theory of sympathetic vibrations or hypothesis of vibratory alignment to be scientific, he was not alone in recognizing the limitations of the mechanical paradigm of casuality, which has been found wanting since early in this century.  Relativity, quantum physics, the uncertainty principle and numerous other recent understandings of how the universe functions (18) also seem to call for a non-mechanical paradigm of causality, one likely to be compatible with New Thought metaphysics.  Such a paradigm is the novel theory of interconnectivity which, though advanced by Carl Jung in his 1952 essay, Synchronicity: an Acausal Connecting Principle (19), remained almost totally obscure for nearly two decades until it was introduced to the reading public in Arthur Koestler's The Roots of Coincidence. (20)  

It often takes a new concept to articulate the more we know than we can say.  “Synchronicity” is just such a concept.  A simple example of synchronicity is the occurrence of a phone call shortly after we have thought of the person who is calling.  According to the mechanical paradigm of cause-and-effect-via-physically-linked-conditions—the theory of mechanical alignment—the thought could not have caused the phone call, nor could the phone call have caused the thought.

Nor could any known mechanism have been the casual factor in a synchronicity that occurred during one of Jung's therapy sessions: (21) 

Jung's patient was a woman whose highly rational approach to life made any form of treatment particularly difficult.  On one occasion the woman related a dream in which a golden scarab appeared.  Jung knew that such a beetle was of great importance to the ancient Egyptians for it was taken as a symbol of rebirth.  As the woman was talking, the psychiatrist in his darkened office heard a tapping at the window behind him.  He drew the curtain, opened the window, and in flew a gold-green scarab . . . .  Jung showed the woman 'her' scarab and from that moment the patient's excessive rationality was pierced and their sessions together became more profitable.

Wolfgang Pauli, the quantum physicist with whom Jung co-conceived the synchronicity principle, was a notorious exemplar of the principle.  A chaotic pattern of  accidents and equipment failures would often break out during his presence in the various science laboratories that he frequented.  On a very chaotic day at a Berlin laboratory where he was not present, a scientist who was in attendance remarked, “One would think that Pauli was here.”  In fact, Pauli was at that very moment passing through the city by train.

Another "classical" synchronicity is equally inexplicable within the mechanical paradigm: (22)

A certain Monsieur Deschamps, while a boy in Orleans, was given a piece of plum pudding by a certain Monsieur de Fortgibu.  Ten years later he discovered another plum pudding in a Paris restaurant and asked if he could have a piece.  He was told, however, that the pudding was already ordered—by M. de Fortgibu.  Many years afterward M. Deschamps was invited to partake of a plum pudding as a special rarity.  While he was eating it he remarked to his friends that the only thing lacking was M. de Fortgibu.  At that moment the door opened and an extremely old man, in the last stages of disintegration, walked in.  It was M. de Fortgibu, who had got hold of the wrong address and had burst into the party by mistake.

Over 150 other remarkable instances of synchronicity are documented in Alan Vaughn's book, Incredible Coincidence. (23)

In the synchronistic paradigm, coincidences such as the foregoing may be explained in terms of an ordering dynamic that reciprocally aligns effects according to a sympathetic principle.  Synchronicity is the joint response (i.e., co-respondence) in the realm of all consequences of sympathetically kindred effects.  Such effects may co-respond both in local spacetime (as in the above examples) or in non-local spacetime (as in telepathy, clairvoyance or clairaudience).  

In Jung's view, synchronicity accounted for the "coincidence" of simultaneous, meaningfully-related effects (such as thought and phone call) whose co-inciding cannot be accounted for within the mechanical causal paradigm, neither by the latter's linear, chain-of-effects aspect or by its laws of statistical probability.  Accordingly, Jung acknowledged synchronicity as an acausal principle that is transcendently beyond ordinary causality.  Ernest Holmes, however, with his theory of sympathetic vibrations and hypothesis of vibratory alignment, would more likely have claimed it as the causal principle.

Synchronicity is gaining increased recognition as a principle of interconnectivity.  Whether it will become accepted as integral to a non-mechanistic causal paradigm deserving complementarity with the mechanical one remains to be seen.  In the meantime it is the subject of a growing literature that includes such books as Jung, Synchronicity, & Human Destiny  by Ira Progoff, (24); The Tao of Psychology:  Synchronicity and the Self by Jean Shinoda Bolen (25); and in Synchronicity: Science, Myth and the Trickster by Allan Combo and Mark Holland. (26)  The concept has also been extensively explored from the perspective of the new physics in Synchronicity: The Bridge Between Mind and Matter by F. David Peat. (27)

How Does Synchronicity Work?

According to Jung, "Synchronicity suggests that there is an interconnection or unity of causally unrelated events, and thus postulates a unitary aspect of being." (28)  How is one to conceive of this interconnectivity in operative terms?  How does synchronicity “happen?”  Once again, Holmes’ theory of sympathetic vibrations and hypothesis of vibratory alignment seem germane.

If a theory of vibratory alignment is one day granted validity, this would not be for the first time.  It was generally believed, until the rise of modern science in the 17th century, that the content of the cosmos was ordered according to underlying “sympathies.”  The possibility of a fresh incarnation of the sympathic perspective is suggested in K. C. Cole's book, Sympathetic Vibrations: Reflections on Physics As a Way of Life, a view of the entire physical panorama from the perspective of vibrational affinity. (29)

Synchronicity may be the metaphysical complement of the principle of “force” in Newtonian physics.  Or, perhaps, the hypothesis of vibratory alignment may become to the synchronicity paradigm of metaphysical causality what the hypothesis of "force" has been to the mechanical paradigm of physical causality.

In the meantime, the dynamics of synchronicity have also been cited as germane to the process of commitment:

Until one is committed, there is hesitancy, the chance to draw back, and always ineffectiveness.  Concerning all acts of initiative (and creation), there is one elementary truth, the ignorance of which kills countless ideas and splendid plans: that the moment one definitely commits oneself, then providence moves, too.  All sorts of things occur to help one that would never otherwise have occurred.  A whole stream of events issues from the decision, raising in one's favor all manner of unforeseen incidents and meetings and material assistance, which no man could have dreamt would have come his way.

I have learned a deep respect for one of Goethe's couplets:

Whatever you can do,

or dream you can,

begin it.

Boldness has genius,

power and magic

in it.  (30)

The  Complementarity of Synchronistic and Mechanical Views of Causality

Einstein's theory of relativity does not invalidate Newton's laws of motion, any more than an airplane's demonstration of the principle of aerodynamics invalidates the principle of gravity.  All bona fide natural principles and laws are mutually compatible.  Thus the principle of synchronicity, however and wherever it may accurately apply, in no way denies any valid mechanical principle of cause and effect.  As with Newtonian and quantum physics, any seeming incompatibility between the mechanical and synchronistic models of causality is resolved when we acknowledge that they describe different yet co-existent orders or realms of experience and relationship.

The co-existent domains of mechanical and synchronistic causality may be contrasted as follows:

Mechanical Causality                                            Synchronistic Causality

Linear, serial dynamics   



Simultaneous, parallel dynamics

Chained sequence of effects                   

Networked field of effects

Originating ("first") cause       


Originating ("first") cause is 

is local in time and space        


universal in time and space

Originating cause "happens" once  

Originating cause is eternally happening

Wholeness is a by-product of      


Wholeness precedes and orders 

the assembly of parts                    


the assembly of parts

Wholeness is merely an effect            

Wholeness is an absolute principle 

                                    



of order embodied by all effects
The whole is governed by its parts

Parts are governed by the whole

The co-inciding of effects is         


The co-inciding of effects is networked
serially or randomly chained      

            via vibrational co-respondences

The universe is clock-like        


The universe is kaleidoscopic
Causality plays billiards           


Causality plays seek and ye shall find 

Cosmos is inanimate               


Cosmos resembles organic systems (31)

To Effect Is Human, To Cause Is Divine

Human beings, who are forever propagating, arranging and rearranging effects, do not cause any effect.  There are no effects that we can cause. We do not, for instance, cause a pencil to fall by letting it roll from our fingers.  Letting go merely effects the pencil's release.  Nor is the additional consequence of the pencil's fall caused by us, but rather by a principle that orders all physical effects, the principle that we call "gravity."  All we do is employ the law of gravity effectively so that other effects predictably occur.

Universal Consciousness alone is causally initiative, and it causes only the relational matrix, the principles of interconnectivity that immediately govern all effects.  Whatever transpires within this structure is effected according to causal principle.  The effects that we propagate reflect the extent and quality of our alignment with causally established principles of interconnectivity.

And so it is with all employment of the principle of causality.  Only in proportion to the alignment of our endeavors with the causally ordained relational principles can we direct relationships and influence interactions (i.e., be effective) in the realm of all consequences.  The basis for such effectiveness was described in William Blake's observation that "we become what we behold."  As we change our beholding it is we who become different, and as a consequence of our becoming different the persons, places, things, and events around us reflect the only difference that is within our power to make—a difference in our beholding.

Some Common Sensibilities Reconsidered

A major obstacle to our comprehension of the synchronicity paradigm is our prevailing habit of perceiving manyness.  We tend to see only the manyness of effects, and not the wholeness of the relational matrix that structures their interconnectivity.  We then explain the manyness in terms of each part's being caused by another part: A causes B causes C causes D and so on, either prospectively or retrospectively, along the “chain” of cause and effect.  Our perception of a linear, chained relationship beholdens us to the appearance of manyness at the expense of perceiving from wholeness.  We tend to see manyness only as limited sequences of individual linkages, rather than as an all-comprehending web of multiple linkages in dynamic interconnectivity.

Some further implications of the synchronicity paradigm also suggest a requirement for fresh thinking:

•
It is misleading for us to speak of "first cause," because there is no second one.  Cause is singular.  Only effects are plural.  [NOTE: The "Big Bang" hypothesis still serves us well, satisfying our intellectual demand for the specification of a "first" physical effect.]

•
There being no causal “chain,” only a web of multiply interlinked (i.e., networked) effects, so-called "multiple causation" refers not to more than one cause, rather to effects that arise from a multiplicity of prior effects rather than a single one.

•
Effects are preordained, not predetermined.  Therefore, while the ordained "behavior" of the realm of effects may be graphed as a bell-shaped curve, and while every effect is thus pre-ordained to having some position on the curve, the exact position of any effect is subject to probable rather than absolute predetermination.  (As an example of this distinction between preordination and predetermination, if the bottom half of an hourglass were removed, the sand flowing from the top half would form the same size and shape of sandpile where it comes to rest, no matter how many times the procedure is repeated under identical conditions.  Yet, although the final shape and size of the pile is preordained, and thus consistently predictable, the final position of any single grain of sand in the pile is unpredictable, i.e., nonpredestined.  This element of "chance," "play," or "free will" within the relational matrix is an inevitable consequence of the indirect relationship between causality in general and specific effects in particular.)

•
Vibrationally aligned (co-responding) effects need not issue from a single sequence of prior effects in order to be related, as in the co-incidence of thought and telephone call cited above.

•
The better our understanding of the relationship of effects to cause, the more effective are we (a la Genesis 1:28) in our dominion over and subduing of the effective realm.

The Future of Synchronicity
At the very least, the synchronicity paradigm enhances our understanding of interconnectivity in the realm of effects.  One day it may be the way that science, as well as New Thought metaphysics, accounts for causal dynamics.  Yet even if synchronicity were to supersede the mechanistic paradigm, it would still conform to the rule that new paradigms accord any truth inherent in previous ones.

Bibliographical note:  Two recent books that magnificently reflect the wholeness perspective are Kevin Kelly, Out of Control: the New Biology of Machines, Social Systems, and the Economic World (N.Y., Addison Wesley, 1994); etc., and Ken Wilber, A Brief History of Everything, (Boston, Shambhala, 1996).
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Universal Consciousness, as first (i.e., originating) cause, establishes a relational matrix of wholeness, the interconnectivity of which governs the exchanges of co-responding consequential effects, i.e., the context in which all effects take place.
The Causal Triunity

Where mechanism posits only two factors (cause, effect), synchronicity posits three: that which causes, that which is caused, and that which is effected.  In this triune relationship, causation has an ordaining rather than an implementing role, while effects, rather than proceeding directly from cause, are propagated by the interactions of prior effects.  In this view effects, rather than being individually caused, propagate one another consequentially according to causal principle.

That which causes (i.e., ordains): Universal Consciousness.  Causation is the whatever-it-is and however-it-is (metaphysically deemed to be Universal Consciousness as the field of all possibilities) that initiates the physical cosmos by ordaining a set of dynamically interactive, eternal and universally constant operational principles, such as wholeness and reciprocity.  The relational matrix thus ordained, and herein called the “realm of all consequences,” may be considered the “first effect” which is consequentially self-propagating, self-ordering and self-governing of all subsequent effects.  Causality is not, therefore, the immediate precedent of specific effects, since all effects are precedented, not by direct causation, but by the relational matrix. Though it is in the nature of the relational matrix to be forever rearranging the realm of effects, none of the rearrangements alters the nature of the relational matrix.  Hence the causal principle’s independence of changing conditions.

That which is caused (i.e., ordained): The realm of all consequences.  The relational matrix initiated by Universal Consciousness as the realm of all consequences is a dynamic domain of ongoing and ever-recombining energy/matter transactions, a vibratory network of nested fields within fields within fields.  The network's boundaries are operational rather than territorial, and set by causally ordained principles rather than physical perimeters.  All motions, exchanges, transformations and other interactions within the cosmic energy/matter matrix—its interconnectivity—is bound by the causally ordained principles.  (Gravity, for instance, is a principle that orders all interconnectivity in the physical realm, while wholeness orders interconnectivity in all realms.) 

That which is effected (i.e. consequential): Exchanges within the relational matrix.  The manifestation of transient material forms (effects) and their fleeting interactions (events) reflects the eternal flux of energy/matter that Universal Consciousness has ordained as the realm of all consequences.  Effects are gestaltly governed by the overall matrix, rather than locally and serially governing of one other.  They do not cause one another, rather they are consequentially propagated by the interactions of prior effects.  Every effect has an effect on all other related effects in accordance with the principles that govern the relational matrix.  All outcomes in the realm of effects are propagated, not caused, by prior effects.  Though effects propagate ad infinitum, no effect is the cause of any other.  While cause always is, effects are things that come to pass.  Every effect is an occasion that comes and goes.  The only thing caused are the relational principles that structure, pattern and interconnect the coming and going.  Cause is the enduringly whole, effect is the transiently partial.

In the relational matrix, each individual taking of form (i.e., effect) is the self-propagating emergence from the merging, via sympathetic vibrations, of the influences of other forms.  While the way that things work is caused, all things that work "the way" are propagated as further consequences of the effective interactions of prior things.

SYNCHRONICITY PAPER OUT-TAKES

An ancient metaphysical description of self-perpetuating reciprocity appears in the Tao Te Ching:  "The Tao begot one.  One begot two.  Two begot three.  And three begot the ten thousand things." (14)  Since all metaphysical statements of causality assume an Absolute, from which emerges a trinity to order the cosmos, it is no surprise to find this trinitarian paradigm in the Science of Mind: The Thing Itself begets the one, Divine Consciousness (Mind—originating cause); Divine Consciousness begets the two (the Law of Mind in action—cosmic reciprocity); the Law of Mind in action begets the unity of all that is (Completeness and Perfection—unbroken wholeness); and in concert this trinity begets and orders the realm of effects in such a way that comparable effects tend toward mutual proximity.  (The triunity of unbroken wholeness is represented symbolically by the yin-yang, which portrays polarity (twoness) plus the unifying consciousness of polarity's function.)

An ancient metaphysical description of causality appears in the Tao Te Ching:  "The Tao creates the one, the one creates the two, the two create the three, and the three create the ten thousand things." Since all metaphysical statements of causality assume an Absolute, from which emerges a trinity to govern the cosmos, it is no surprise to see this trinitarian paradigm in the Science of Mind: The Thing Itself creates Mind, Mind creates Original Cause (Law of Mind), Original Cause (Law of Mind in action) creates Original Effect, and in concert they order the network of effects.

CAUSE:

Cause establishes the relational matrix that in turn gives rise to effects.  Cause establishes (is?) the potential for effects.

Only God can cause (meaning to establish and fixate for eternity).  And only one Original Effect is established by God: perfect expression of perfect Being.  This omnipresent and eternal Original Effect, conformed to Original Cause by the Law of Mind in action, in-forms each of its expressions.  Because these expressions are infinitely multiple, we experience Original Effect as a network of effects.  Perceiving the network of effects in its manyness, we lose sight of its wholeness, thus adopting the modern scientific perspective that effects are 'caused' by other effects: A causes B causes C causes D and so on down the 'chain' of cause and effect.  The term, "chain," reveals how bound we are to the experience of manyness at the expense of perceived wholeness.  We have learned to see manyness as a sequence of individual linkages rather than a pattern of interconnectivity.

ALIGNMENT:

The concept of 'alignment' has emerged from the humanistic psychology and personal growth movements.

ERROR:

The interaction of all effects is subject to a margin of error like that which produces ineffective mutations in the genetic chain of DNA.  

Because of our freedom to interpret our experience of effects, erroneous perception becomes an ongoing function in the chain of effects.  As our world is effected by erroneous perception, apparent imperfection is the consequence.   

All error is in the perception of effects, not in effects themselves.  False perception is all that there is to change, following which, right action—action corresponding to the perception—inevitably follows.

Not all deviation is in error.  Science treats only non-standard deviation as error.

SPIRITUAL MIND TREATMENT:

"Prayer is not a memo to God, but rather a method of getting in touch  with one's own awareness and thereby establishing a different  relationship with the universe."  Maggie Melville, CmtCls 1991

A practitioner is not a healer, but a revealer of Truth.  Prayer does not heal (i.e., cause healing), it reveals healing.

Treatment is an effect, one which effects the revelation of wholeness.

Skeptics contend that "if the appearances haven't changed, then your treatment wasn't effective."   To this we say that "the only way to know whether a treatment was effective is whether it brought about a change in you."  Spiritual Mind Treatment exists for the clarification of one's own false perception, not for the manipulation of external effects.  Therefore, Spiritual Mind Treatment may be called "ineffective" only when there is, within the mind of the person treating, no change in his/her perception of that which was treated.

Spiritual Mind Treatment effects a truthful perception of wholeness in a mind formerly beholden to a false perception of separation or imperfection.  Where perception is erroneous, treatment can effect a realization that the specific condition or situation being treated is actually the perfect expression of all related persons, places and things at this moment, in this place, regardless of any appearances to the contrary.  

Our treatments don't make or cause anything to happen, they merely reveal what originally happened, always has happened, and always will happen: perfect expression of perfect being.  While they do effect a change in our perception, they do not change anything in the domain of effects.  As a result of a change in perception we may, in turn, behave differently toward what we perceive, effecting a further change.  Again, however, we only effect change, we do not cause it.  

Treatment is not a means to a specific end, but rather a specific means that we employ to reveal the Truth about all means and ends.

Whenever we experience a change of perception, appearances change accordingly.  This is how the so-called Law of Cause and Effect operates—except that we do not cause the change in appearances.  We merely choose to see effects in their original state of perfect expression of perfect being, the only state that Originating Cause allows.

Science of Mind practitioners can effect a cure, but no one can effect, let alone cause, a healing.  The experience of healing can only accompany a revelation of wholeness.  Jesus acknowledged this distinction when his disciples brought him a 'difficult' case:  "This kind cannot be driven out by anything but prayer."  (Mark 9:29, RSV)

In Spiritual Mind Treatment we are able to see through the appearances in the domain of effects and to perceive the causal domain, whose Truth governs the domain of effects.  According to that Truth, we have only effective power, not causal power, with persons, places, things, events, etc.  Our most effective (not causal) power is the power of Spiritual Mind Treatment, which produces the smallest effects of all, changes in perception (which set cause into motion).  

In principle (i.e., Truth), effects conform to Perfect Cause.  In expression, effects conform to our perceptions.  Only the perception of Perfect Cause as perfect expression of perfect being enables us to experience perfect effects.

The apparent contradiction between healing (making whole) and a priori unbroken wholeness is resolved in two of Ernest Holmes' statements about healing:

o "Healing is not a process but a revelation . . . ." (1)

o "The perception of wholeness is the consciousness of healing." (2)

Revelation occurs whenever practitioners transcend their mental limitations.  The practitioner's mind, being less than all of the One Mind, is severely limited in its capacity to influence the network of effects.  But the practitioner's mind, when realizing its oneness with all of Mind, is unlimited in its capacity to reveal all effects as they truly are.  As explained by Ernest Holmes:

The attempt to make things happen reflects our desire for a fix, an example of what the Greeks called hubris: the assertion of a power reserved to the gods—in this case God's power to fixate for eternity. When we do employ the Science of Mind for the purpose of fixing things, the only thing that ends up in a stuck condition—fixed—is our thought.

For Jung, synchronicity was a way of accounting for simultaneous, meaningfully-related phenomena (such as thought and phone call) whose coinciding clearly defies the mechanistic paradigm as well as laws of statistical probability.  However, they respectfully presented synchronicity as a principle that operates "outside" or "beyond" the chain of cause and effect.  

In the synchronicity paradigm, the concept of "vibratory alignment"—the alignment of effects according to like vibrations—complements the concept of "mechanical force."  Vibratory alignment was described in Ernest Holmes' statement, "If we set up a vibrating point at the center of our own thought receptive to that which is good, to that which is beautiful and true, we shall irresistibly be attracting that condition into our own environment."  And, of course, if our 'vibes' are negative, we attract negative conditions.  In Holmes' cosmic view of vibratory alignment, "the universe is forever uniting what is harmonious and diminishing what is not." (11)  Thus does the Law of Mind in action, as understood by Holmes and as practiced in Spiritual Mind Treatment, represent applied synchronicity rather than mechanical force.  

When we approach the Science of Mind as a means to an end, using it to cause a desired effect, we get limited results.  We get only the results of a process, not the results of a revelation.  In terms of the above proposition about healing, the best we can achieve by using the Science of Mind as a means to an end is a cure.  A cure is the result of a process.  In the absence of a healing, a cure is only temporary.  Without a healing, whatever has been cured will soon be replaced with a new need for yet another cure.  This holds true whether the dis-ease that has been cured is one of physical illness, unsatisfactory relationships or insufficient prosperity.

Curing is the result of a process; healing is the result of a revelation.  Science of Mind practitioners can cause a cure, but no practitioner can cause a healing.  The distinction here is profound.  Jesus once pronounced the difference that must be made between a curing and a healing:  "This kind cannot be driven out by anything but prayer."  (Mark 9:29, RSV).

"Synchronicity" is far from being a layman's term.  Closer to being a layman's term is the concept of "alignment' that has emerged from the humanistic psychology and personal growth movements.  "Alignment" is to the paradigm of synchronicity what producing an effect is to the paradigm of causality.

August 8, 1988

Dr. J. Gordon Melton

P.O. Box 90709

Santa Barbara, CA 93190 

Dear Gordon, 

Here is our slightly revised paper, with appropriately formed footnotes.  Most of the revisions were made to clarify the relationship of the terms "Original Cause" and "Law of Mind in action."  We also added a bit more on Holmes' view of "vibratory alignment."

To simplify matters for you, we have noted all revisions on a marked copy of the previous draft.

Our dues for SMS will be sent in September.

                                      Stay in the grace!  



                                           August 19, 1988 

Dr. Rupert Sheldrake c/o TIMES Books

201 E 50th St 

New York, New York 10022

Dear Rupert,

Thank you for the acknowledgment in Presence of the Past—and 
most of all, thank you for writing books that nurture the emerging metaphysical zeitgeist. 

Enclosed is a preliminary description of a conference on Bell's 
Theorem that is being held here on Oct. 21-22, which features, among others, David Bohm.  You will soon receive a formal invitation to address the conference.  Rita and I would be delighted to meet with you again. 

I also enclose a paper on "synchronicity" scheduled to appear, 
with a Whiteheadian critique, in the charter issue of a new journal, MEAT: A Journal of Interdisciplinary Thought, published by the equally new Society for Metaphysical Studies.  While the hypothesis of morphic resonance is highly relevant to the concept of synchronicity, we decided that we would explore that relationship after allowing some time for your latest book to "sink in."  One way to do this would be for us to write an extended  review of The Presence of the Past in META's second (next Spring) issue.  We would appreciate receiving any thoughts you have about morphic resonance as it relates to, modifies or extends present understanding of cause-effect relationships and synchronicity, including any monographs, etc. already in print.

I read some time ago that you and Ken Wilber endeavored to 
conceive of an organic alternative to the concept of hierarchy.  I had the same concern 20 years ago, when I first became aware of general systems theory.  What has worked for me is radiarchy, a center-outward (from subtler to grosser vibrations) rather than top-downward (grosser to subtler forms) conception.  The spectrum of energy which includes morphic resonance is radiarchically more subtle (inward) than the electro-magnetic spectrum, and is thus not subject to direct electro-magnetic detection.  Are you aware of any attempts to establish whether it is radionically detectable? 

We look forward to hearing from you.

                                      Stay in the grace!
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