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INDUCTION
A Paradigmatic Backdrop for Newer Thinking:
Complementing All-Oneness with All-At-Once-ness
It’s Time for a Change of Whether . . .
A change in the weather is enough to renew the world and ourselves. 

–Marcel Proust
Though the present planetary change of weather known as “global warming” may be renewable of the world, it is questionably renewing of ourselves – the question being whether its overheating of Earth’s global climate serves our wellbeing or ill-being. The answer will depend on a corresponding global change in the climate of human opinion. Now that we are a ready-or-not planetary community, will we give global warming the cold shoulder, or will we correspondingly warm to the challenges it presents?
The change of Earth’s physical weather system calls for an equally profound change in our metaphysical whether system. For instance, when Hamlet wondered whether “To be or not to be” he did so at the dawn of a forthcoming era of individualism, and his query was accordingly a question of singular wellbeing. Now that the carpet is being pulled out from under the most dangerously non-compliant varieties of rugged individualism, the remaining vestiges thereof are waning in the dusky memories of those who are still dwelling in the previous era’s metaphysical twilight. 
Today the question that Hamlet posed is a query into the nature of communal wellbeing, both locally and globally, in consequence of the present dawning of an era of we’re-all-in-this-together-ism. Foreseeing this new era, R. Buckminster (“Bucky”) Fuller proclaimed in the 1960’s that “On spaceship Earth there are no passengers, only crew.” And as the arch-individualist, Ralph Waldo Emerson had already observed a century earlier – his own individualism notwithstanding – “No member of a crew is praised for the rugged individuality of his rowing.” Though Emerson’s individualism was assertively self-reliant, it far from being self-defiant.
No longer, therefore, is Hamlet’s ontological question one of “whether 'tis nobler in the mind to suffer the slings and arrows of outrageous fortune or to take arms against a sea of troubles, and by opposing end them.” Today’s minding of “to be or not to be” is a global question of communal both/and mutual alignment rather than a sub-global question of individual either/or mutual antagonism. Today’s “to be or not to be” challenge is a growing question of globally circumambient common unity than of local individual or civic opportunity, as it becomes increasingly clear that all local fortune is inextricably entwined with the destiny of each locality’s greater commonwealth. 
New Thought’s ontology of “being all one” now requires a complementary ontology of “being all at once.” Accordingly, the metaphysical change of whether-ing now upon us is a question of “whether ‘tis nobler in the mind to give comparable devotion to our greater common unity, as is so readily given to our local opportunities.”
The underlying planetary matrix of both/and common unity is occasioning a global shift of human perspective that is rapidly making over our current paradigms, mindsets, and other frames of reference. “Are we to be?” is the focus of today’s ontological query, insofar as our future wellbeing is each year more in question than it was the year before. 
The scope of our present whether-ing is far too miniscule to effectively address the issues of both individual and communal wellbeing now posed by our planetary plight. Our present global situation calls upon us to thoroughly rethink our individual and collective roles within a common unity that is becoming ever more planetary in dynamical scope. Gross opportunity will soon cease to Trump our common unity, because from time immemorial common unity has been the universe’s trump card over individuality, in a game that common unity sooner or later always wins for the simple reason that Nature, as cosmic principal, always bats last.
To successfully whether the planetary common unity now bringing us to our senses in new and frightening ways, our thinking requires a perceptual makeover – not just a mental tune-up, rather a mindful general overhaul of the way we relate to the cosmos, via a shift of perception that empowers us to see from communal realities that presently (and barely) we are only looking at. The perceptual makeover called for is a metaphysical perspective that we are calling “Newer Thought.”
The 19th century Newtonian New Thought paradigm of all-oneness is a perfect, whole, and complete spiritual philosophy that is quite well suited to its primary jurisdiction, the realm of the lone-ranging individual self. New Thought nurtures the thinking that is focused on the outcome of our manyness, as in the slogan e pluribus unum, “from the many, one.” Yet we are now so narrowly focused on our oneness that we are unable to see from our oneness. We have dismally failed to even recognize, let alone realize, that as more and more of us become all one, our all-oneness thereby also becomes increasingly more of itself all at once here right now, in every “here” that exists.
The New Thought paradigm of individualized all-oneness does not effectively address the societal realities of our communal all-at-once-ness, realities that we are only just now beginning to recognize, and as yet only dimly so. To accommodate the awakening of our all-oneness to its all-at-once-ness, we must complement New Thought with Newer Thought, whose thinking comprehends the universal simultaneity portrayed in the quantum-relativistic paradigm. 
The perceptual makeover thus necessitated was heralded in Ernest Holmes’ remark, “It would be wonderful indeed if a group of persons should arrive on Earth who were for something and against nothing. This would be the highest good of human organization, wouldn't it?” – which accords with another of his insights: “To affirm the presence of God is better than to deny the presence of evil.”
In other words, “whether 'tis nobler in the mind that we be the ones who arrive on Earth to stand for something and be against nothing” – that is now the question whose answer we are awaiting, and the we thus being called upon to be the awaited answer is weary of its own waiting to get on with it.
If we are to demonstrate the highest good of human organization via the wellbeing of our common unity, the frontier of our metaphysical intuition must be as all-inclusive as is the leading edge of our quantum-physical intuition. Accordingly, our metaphysical pioneering requires a Newer Thought paradigm of communality to complement New Thought’s paradigm of individuality. 
Only as we undertake this metaphysical perceptual makeover can we secure the common unity that we have professed in our own spiritual community’s mission statement:
We serve God in our service to each other and our global family. We are Spirit in action.

. . . and Also for a Change of Bellwhether
[W]e do not know of any phenomenon in which one subject is influenced by another

without the other exerting a corresponding influence thereupon.

-Eugene Wigner
Sheep herders will hang a bell on a castrated ram (a.k.a. “wether”) that leads a flock of sheep, hence the term “bellwether.” Metaphysical analogues of a bellwether include paradigms, mindsets, and other mental frames of reference that lead our thinking – and tend as well to castrate our thinking by becoming B.S. (belief systems). 

Because our mental frames of reference shape the answers to our metaphysical whethering, we herein refer to them as bellwhethers. For example, the bellwhether of New Thought is the paradigm of individual being: all is one; while the bellweather of Newer Thought is the paradigm of interbeing: all is one and all at once. (For the sake of convenience we hereafter reference these paradigms with their respective acronyms, POB and POI.)
The dynamics of interbeing are less visible than those of individual being, especially for those who have no metaphysical grasp of the latter’s principle. Our own grasp of the interbeing principle is greatly aided by Buddhist monk, Thich Nhat Hanh’s portrayal of its dynamics in his book, The Heart of Understanding
Xxxx
Such is the perspective of those who perceive into the dynamics of interbeing, as also did physicist Fritjof Capra in an incident that inspired his writing of The Tao of Physics:
Xxxx
Even more rare than such perceiving of the dynamics of interbeing are occasional experiences of perceiving from these dynamics, as reported in basketball player Bill Russell’s autobiography, Second Wind:

Xxxxx

The foregoing accounts serve as vivid bellwhethers of Newer Thought’s perspective, which complements our all-one scene with our unseen all-at-once-ness.
Complementing Our Scene with Things Unseen
Once when my children asked me what God is, I replied that God is the deepest inside of everything. We were eating grapes, and they asked whether God was inside the grapes. When I answered, “Yes,” they said, “Let’s cut one open and see.” Cutting the grape, I said, “That’s funny, I don’t think we have found the real inside. We’ve found just another outside. Let’s try again.” So I cut one of the halves and put the other in one of the children’s mouths. “Oh dear, “ I exclaimed, “we seem to have just some more outsides!” Again I gave one quarter to one of the children and split the other. “Well, all I see is still another outside,” I said, eating one eighth part myself. But just as I was about to cut the other, my little girl ran for her bag and cried, “Look! Here is the inside of my bag, but God isn’t there.” “No,” I answered, “that isn’t the inside of your bag. That’s the inside-outside, but God is the inside-inside and I don’t think that we’ll ever get at it.” –Alan Watts
Inclusivity is as invisibly interior to our being as is our individuality is exterior thereto. Yet however difficult it may be for us to “get at it,” the testimonies of folks like Thich Nhat Hanh, Fritjof Capra, Bill Russell, and Alan Watts make easier for us to identity, conceptualize, and perceive from the common unity that we all share. What inclusivity most requires of us is the ability to point and think from the common unity of our all-at-once-ness.  
Although the principle of inclusivity may be no more visible than the principle of gravity, its similar omni-cohering presence is intuited by those whose perceptiveness accords with Vaclev Havel’s definition of education, “the ability to see the hidden connections between phenomena.” Such invisible connectivity has been long acknowledged, as for example in the Biblical assertion that “Things which are seen are not made of things which do appear” (Hebrews 11:3). Contemporary science echoes that assertion, as in an observation by physicist John D. Barrow that “the true simplicity and symmetry of the universe is to be found in the things that are not seen.”
The simple symmetries of realms non-apparent are discernable via the inferential evidence of their dynamics, such as the dynamics evidenced by gravity and utility. The unseen dynamics of utility in the realm of “things which are seen” was portrayed some 2600 years ago in the Tao te Ching: 

The wheel’s hub holds thirty spokes.

Utility depends on the hole through the hub.

The potter’s clay forms a vessel.

It is the space within that serves.

A house is built with solid walls.

The nothingness of window and door alone renders it usable.

That which exists may be transformed.

What is non-existent has boundless uses.

The dynamics of all-at-once-ness are such that effective transformation of what exists often requires nothing more than the utility of our getting and staying out of its way. Hence also the Tao te Ching’s counsel that “to those who can perfectly practice inaction, all things are possible.” Such possibility flourishes even under duress:

I can surrender to sorrow and pain.

Do birds fight the seasons? Do flowers fight rain? -Summer Raven
Though many may counsel that the secret of inaction (a.k.a. “non-action”) consists of “going with the flow,” we are persuaded by metaphysician Terry McBride’s caveat, “the only thing that goes with the flow is a dead fish.” Inaction/non-action (hereinafter referenced as “non-action”) consists not of inert passivity, rather of being one’s own flow in harmony with the greater flow overall, after the manner experienced by Bill Russell. 
As any body of flowing water will tell whoever is fully listening:
Be, 

as water is, 

without friction.

Flow around the edges

of those within your path.

Surround within your ever-moving depths

those who come to rest there—

enfold them, while never for a moment holding on.

Accept whatever distance 

others are moved within your flow.

Be with them gently

as far as they allow your strength to take them,

and fill with your own being

the remaining space when they are left behind.

When dropping down life's rapids,

froth and bubble into fragments if you must,

knowing that the one of you now many

will just as many times be one again.

And when you've gone as far as you can go,

quietly await your next beginning.

The next beginning that is heralded by Newer Thought will be a synthesis of two trends that are also observed by John D. Barrow: “Until the Scientific Revolution of the seventeenth century, meaning flowed from ourselves to the world; afterward, meaning flowed from the world to us.” It is time for us to forego the either/or-ness of these two perspectives and proceed from now on with an oar in each, while being mindful of Rainer Maria Rilke’s invocation, “May what I do flow from me like a river, no forcing and no holding back, the way it is with children.”

Rilke’s invocation is remindful of Ernest Holmes’ vision of being for something and against nothing, as is likewise the following Zen couplet:

When you come we welcome,

when you go we do not pursue.

The Holmesian and Zen visions of not pursuit call for the bi-focal vision of New Thought complemented by Newer Thought. Our fervent prayer is that both New and Newer Thought may coherently proceed without generating unnecessary friction at the interface of their dual unity.
Awakening to Our Individuality’s Communalities
The opposite of a correct statement is a false statement;

but the opposite of a profound truth may be another profound truth.

–Niels Bohr
The inexorable planetary transmission of avian flu may turn out to be worth a million billboards like those once sponsored by the Bahâ’î faith that urged

One planet.

One people.

PLEASE!
Avian flu may be even more influential than the so-called “greenhouse affect” in globally warming an overdue awakening to our planetary common unity. In any event, it is a fitting omen to all those who dismissed such billboards as being “for the birds.” 
One way or another, our planetary communality will eventually awaken us to itself if we don’t sooner awaken ourselves to it by complementing our New Thought paradigm of all-oneness with a Newer Thought paradigm of all-at-once-ness.

New Thought is a practical metaphysics of individual unity, which supports one’s wholly belonging to one’s immediate self. Its paradigm of individual self-dominion is born of looking within to the integral unity of one’s I-that-is-me self. Setting aside this perspective is neither required nor desirable. What’s additionally required and desirable is a Newer Thought practical metaphysics of common unity, which supports one wholly belonging to one’s transcendent self. Its paradigm of mutual dominion is born of looking from the integral unity of one’s I-that-is-we self. 

New Thought and Newer Thought perspectives are to exist in dual unity rather than duality, in a state of both/and complementarity rather than one of either/or disparity. Their complementarity is to parallel the one attributed by Albert Einstein to science and religion: New Thought without Newer Thought is lame, while Newer Thought without New Thought is blind. It is for the sake of our being neither blind-sided by a lame individuality, nor being made lame by a blindness to our communality, that we are encouraging the development of Newer Thought. It is not the purpose of Newer Thought to bend New Thought, rather to blend with it in dual unity. Such blending is vitally essential, for however considerably we may be able to adapt our communality to our perceptions of it, our communality in turn requires a comparable adaptation of our perceptions to it. 
From a Newer Thought perspective, the dynamics of perception are a reciprocal function of perceiver and perceived, a reciprocal functionality long ago illumined in the wisdom of Zen: “Is it the bell that rings, is it the hammer that rings, or is it the meeting of the two that rings?” The answer that the Newer Thought paradigm suggests has been cast in the contemporary wisdom of quantum metaphysics by Mathew Jacobson: “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.” Persian Sufi poet Rumi drew the same conclusion long ago concerning grapes: “It is we who make wine drunk.”

In a similar recognition of the reciprocal functionality of simultaneous subjectandobjectivity, operations researcher Alan Smithson has portrayed the dynamics of perception in terms of right-timing: “Ultimate reality is encountered neither in our minds nor in the physical cosmos, but at the point where these meet.” Smithson signified this perceptual junction in the title of his book, The Kairos Point: The Marriage of Mind and Matter. 

The Greek term kairos is commonly translated into English as the “fullness [or the ripeness] of time.” Right-timing may thus be perceived as a function of ripe-timing, the dynamics of which are likewise implicit in Alfred North Whitehead’s understanding {paraphrased) that “Insistence on birth at the wrong time is the trick of all error.” This Whiteheadian dictum signifies that things made to happen “ahead of time” or prevented from happening “on time” are thereby deprived of their natural full-fillment. A familiar example of such untimely birth is the “ahead-of-time” brand of tomatoes that we call “hot-house,” which lack the savory texture and full flavor of naturally ripened tomatoes. Most other super-market produce is now likewise “hurried up,” with the consequence that today’s fruits and vegetables seldom taste as good or nourish us as well as they once did.  

“Super” marketing signifies commerce that has been “souped-up,” a term that originated among race-car drivers. Now that such souping-up is the order of the day for the production of almost everything  being raced to our consumption-driven marketplace, all of the planet’s natural resources are becoming “fast food” for our global economy – or at best half-fast food. Global warming is therefore in large part a demonstration of our rapid conversion of the Earth into a hot-house planet. 

This global hot-house marriage of mind and matter is presently evidencing the potential likelihood of “going on the rocks”:

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?

Postponing the birth of common-unity consciousness is a “big-time” trick of human error, of which a Newer Thought paradigm may be corrective. Gestating this paradigm’s timely birth is essential to our shaking the dustiness of this error from the thoughts we are presently circulating around our planet.

Warming Up to Our All-at-Once-ness
We cannot beat Nature at its own game

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

-Ernest Holmes
While the presence of avian flu is yet (if ever) to become pandemic, the effects of global warming are most certainly to become so because global warming is already happening to all of us at once. It is the closest thing we have to a sure-fire wake-up call to a Newer Thought metaphysical perspective: the inclusive, all-at-once nature of our all-oneness. To be all one is to be so all at once, because there is only one universe and that universe is our universe right here and now, already and always inclusively every-where-when. We aren’t included in just some part of the universe, one after another, we’re included in the entire universe all at once. Because universal inclusivity is total and absolute (a.k.a. metaphysically as “infinite” and “eternal”), it is thus an inviolable universal principle. 
Though violations of this principle are not always immediately redressed, such redress is ultimately no less avoidable than are violations of gravitational principle. As Thomas Troward said of the inexorable lawfulness of all cosmic principles, whether they be physical or metaphysical, those who endeavor break the law succeed merely in breaking themselves upon the law.
Since all of us are in this one universe together, everywhere I go, here I am – whoever and wherever “I” may be – surrounded by and inextricably related to all with which I am together, known metaphysically as “all that is.” Though what the “all that is” is made of may forever be a mystery, one qualities thereof is affirmed by all practitioners of New Thought as it was by Ernest Holmes, who when asked what he thought the universe was ultimately made of replied that although he couldn’t be certain, “I am sure that there’s only one of it.” 
Hence such oft-repeated New Thought affirmations as “there is only one Life, that Life is God’s Life, and that Life is my Life right now”; “there is only one Power and Presence in the universe, the Power and Presence of God”; and “there is only One Mind” – or as Emersion initially proclaimed: “There is a single mind common to all [individuals]” (Emerson actually wrote “individual men” in reflection of an earlier gender paradigm.) 
These affirmations exemplify New Thought’s acknowledgement of the singular nature of the “all that is.” Yet contained within this singular all-oneness is an invisible simultaneity of cosmic proportions: all is one and all at once – simultaneity reflected in Holmes’ surety that instead of God and God’s creation, there is only God as God’s creation; and similarly, that instead of a spiritual community and its members, there is only spiritual community as its membership. And so it is likewise for families, teams, and all that else that exists on the cosmic scale of atom to cosmos. Nothing is “and” to itself, yet each is “and” to every other thing. Hence the complementarity of singularity and simultaneity: “all is one and all at once.”
The term with which we signify this complementarity is “inclusivity.” And the term with which we signify the consequence of inclusivity is “common unity.” Our common unity is in turn signified by our “inextricability” from its dynamics, which in further turn is signified by what we call a “universal principle.” Beyond such universal principality there is only one other signification at which one may point, the one cited by physicist Max Planck in his Nobel Prize acceptance speech:
Religion and natural science are fighting a joint battle in an incessant, never relaxing crusade against skepticism and against dogmatism, against disbelief and against superstition, and the rallying cry in this crusade has always been, and always will be: "On to God!"
Perhaps it was Planck’s on-to-logical signification of the Divine that inspired Ernest Holmes to commence his book, The Science of Mind, with the sentence, “We all look forward to the day when science and religion shall walk hand in hand through the visible to the invisible.” In any event, both Planck’s and Holmes’ statements have inspired our own determination to take a closer walk with the invisible, on the path of which we have discovered a cloud of witnesses to matters both scientific and spiritual, and whose testimony we generously share herein as integral to our own.
As a metaphysical abstraction, the simultaneity of “all is one and all at once” may not seem all that big of a deal. Yet it’s the biggest deal in all of time and all of space, because it is all of time and all of space. In the cosmic card game we call “life in the universe,” each of us has been dealt all of the cards. Each of us has been given the full deck with which the game of life is played.
That indeed is a big deal. 

Dealing with Our All-at-Once-ness
Thou canst not pluck a flower without troubling a star.

–Francis Thompson
Our equally dealt full cosmic deck has many cards for each of us to deal with that we have yet to acknowledge as being present in the hand that we’ve been dealt. Nor can we deal with all that we’ve been dealt until we realize the most important thing about the thing that’s most important: Because we are all one, we are one all at once. In short: Uno, ergo inclusivity.
(Our apologies, by the way, to both our Latin and English teachers
and to René Descartes for thus philo-linguistically entangling our case).
New Thought is a practical metaphysics par excellence of all-oneness, of the thing deemed most important by most us: our individuality. “Individuality” signifies “indivisibility of the one,” and our New Thought practices nurture the individual opportunities afforded by our inclusivity. 
Newer Thought is now required to practice the metaphysics of all-at-once-ness, which empower the most important thing about our individuality, namely, its communality – “I am one, therefore inclusivity.” The term “communality” signifies “inextricability of the one” and our Newer Thought practices of communality (still aborning) shall nurture the common unity afforded by our inclusivity.
Newer Thought is the practice of demonstrating from our knowing that whenever we pluck a flower we do literally impact the stars that gave its atoms birth, just as poet Francis Thompson intuited. Such is the ultimate reach of our common unity’s cosmically circumambient inclusivity. The universal principal of inclusivity is equally non-partial to all things.
“How can this possibly be?” we may ask. To answer that question we must first understand why the question faces us, understanding that begins with knowledge like that provided by Anglican priest/physicist John Polkinghorne in his book, Science and Providence:

Molecules in a gas behave, in many ways, like small colliding billiard balls. After only 10-10 seconds [i.e., one ten-billionth of a second], fifty or more collisions have taken place for each molecule. After even so few collisions the resulting outcome is so sensitive that it would be affected by the variation in the gravitational field due to an extra electron on the other side of the universe – the weakest force due to the smallest particle the furthest distant away!
Quantum physicists have demonstrated that in the underlying quantum matrix of the physical cosmos, every particle has a micro-dynamic influence on every other particle. Understanding the behavior of molecules in a gas is thus a good place to begin our understanding of such all-inclusive behavior, because in the beginning – allowing for a bit of poetic license – the universe was a gas! (Not, we should note on behalf of balanced reportage, that the primal inclusivity of the Big Flatulence has been endorsed as a good thing by a uniform brigand of happy hitchhikers. As Douglas Adams reported, “In the beginning the Universe was created. This has made a lot of people very angry and been widely regarded as a bad move.”)
Nonetheless, to again quote a physicist in and for whom knowledge of cosmic inclusivity has moved quite well, John D. Barrow, recipient of the $1.4 million dollar 2006 Templeton Prize for Progress Toward Research or Discoveries about Spiritual Realities: “The nucleus of every carbon atom in our bodies has been through a star. We are closer to the stars than we could ever have imagined.” 

In the sequence of eventualities that emerged from the Big Bang, inclusivity came first and individuality followed. Individuality is derivative, not primal. Cosmic principal always bats last because, in the beginning, it batted first. Such are the terms on which all things are constrained to negotiate the cosmic playing field. 

This is why within the quantum field of our cosmic common unity, each atom in our body is inextricably entangled with every other atom in the universe. Concerning this entanglement, physicist Erwin Schrödinger, who was the first to understand the underlying dynamics of universal inextricability, asserted that “Entanglement is not one but rather the characteristic trait of quantum mechanics.”
Newer Thought is a metaphysics of entanglement that likewise is the characteristic trait of our local-to-global common unity, and which brings us home to our inextricable Earthly entanglement within the cosmic common unity by empowering us to find and feel ourselves at home therein.
The Good News and the Other News
As a working hypothesis to explain the riddle of our existence, 

I propose that our universe is the most interesting of all possible universes, 
and our fate as human beings is to make it so.
-Freeman Dyson

The good news that Newer Thought heralds likewise brings us closer to the stars, as heralded half a century ago in astronomer George Wald’s proclamation that “Matter has reached the point of beginning to know itself…. [Man is] a star's way of knowing about stars.” Biologist Julian Huxley brought this good news even closer to home in observing that “We are evolution’s way of becoming aware and directive of itself.” Newer Thought is nothing less, therefore, than a metaphysics of conscious evolution. 

In other words, while New Thought is the metaphysics of homo sapiens, Newer Thought is the metaphysics of homo earthians. 
One of us (McInnis) initially discovered this good news in the autumn of 1954 while reading a book by Roy L. Smith entitled You Are Important: 56 Little Lessons in Spiritual Efficiency. In the lesson that Smith also entitled “You Are Important” he wrote:
A skeptical professor with great contempt said of us: “Astronomically speaking, man is but the tiniest speck in such a universe as ours.” To this another professor, equally learned, replied: Astronomically speaking, man is the astronomer.” And that’s the nub of the matter. Better to be the one who can think about the mystery, than to be the mystery itself.
To stand in the midst of this vast universe characterized by incredible distances and incomprehensible magnitude, as the only self-conscious personality in existence, makes man stupendous. It puts him at the very center of the known worlds and skies. He is the most magnificent thing in all creation.
The book you are now reading was seeded in the moment that I read the words, “man is the astronomer.” I vowed to fathom the depths of everything those four words signified, and to report my findings to the world at large. One of these findings was independently discovered by each of us and we are moved to cite it first of all because it flavors all else we have found worthy of good report: There is something better yet than being one who can think about the mystery rather than be the mystery itself. Best of all, one can be both, for as physicist Victor Weisskopf has observed, “We cannot at the same time experience the artistic content of a Beethoven sonata and also worry about the neurophysiological processes in our brain. But we can shift from one to the other.” 
It is in our ability to make such shifts that we are the ultimate mystery in expression of its very self.
Before proceeding further with the good news, we are also moved to cite as well the other news: only a relative handful of people on the planet have heard the good news concerning our entangled all-at-once-ness; and furthermore, even most of those who have heard the good news do not yet know how to live in conscious mindfulness of its mystery – even though each of us knows with exquisite precision how to unconsciously live its mystery with every heartbeat and each breath.  
The good news of inclusivity is something that the few who know about it have yet to know from it. Knowing about our common unity is merely to recognize the greatest challenge now facing every living creature on our planet. Knowing from our common unity is the key to meeting that challenge, and Newer Thought is the metaphysical turn-key.   
Our present era is a virtual field day for Newer Thought, in both the quantum and metaphysical sense of “virtual fields.” Newer Thought will empower us to play the game of life so that all living things may win in a cosmic playing field within which each living thing has been dealt all the cards.
And that’s a very big deal.

INTRODUCTION
A Paradigmatic Foreground for Newer Thinking:

Complementing New Thought with Newer Thought
The New Thought Paradigm of All​-Oneness
A half-truth is a whole lie.
–Yiddish proverb

With all of the foregoing as a paradigmatic backdrop for all else that is forthcoming in this book, we shall now focus more specifically on the complementarities of New Thought’s paradigm of all-oneness and a Newer Thought paradigm of all-at-once-ness. It is only as this complementarity is likewise incorporated into our paradigmatic backdrop that perceiving from the metaphysics of inclusivity becomes possible. 
Full appreciation of Newer Thought requires a comparable appreciation of New Thought, whose paradigm of all-oneness is a foundation for Newer Thought’s paradigm of all-at-once-ness. There can be no appreciation of Newer Thought’s half of metaphysical truth without a prerequisite appreciation of New Thought’s half.
The New Thought paradigm is a good-news metaphysics of self-dominion, which since its origination in the latter 19th century has fully attended to matters of individual concern while scantly attending to matters of societal concern. At the very first meeting in 1889 of what would eventually become the International New Thought Alliance (INTA), a session was devoted to “The Social Implications of New Thought.” Nonetheless, further INTA consideration of New Thought’s social implications has subsequently been approximately non-existent. Only with the formation in 1995 of the Association for Global New Thought (AGNT) did deliberate consideration of New Thought’s societal implications become officially welcomed.
New Thought’s single-minded emphasis on individual self-realization has persisted to the present day, with three recent exceptions worthy of note (and possibly others that have yet to come to our attention): AGNT member church participation in the annual Season of Nonviolence, observed between January 30 and April 4, the respective memorial anniversaries of Martin Luther King Jr. and Mohandas Gandhi; the United Church of Religious Science’s “Global Heart” organizational paradigm; and the involvement of several Portland-Vancouver area New Thought churches in Sharif Abdullah’s inclusivity training. 
Such communal considerations represent a departure from New Thought’s traditional self-reliant frame of reference, the individualistic nature of which reflects the particularistic cosmological paradigm that shaped all thinking during the century of its origin. New Thought’s variation of that paradigm was born as a correlation of Emersonian metaphysical perspectives with novel mental practices of individual healing with one’s mind via the thoughtful healing of one’s mind. From the New Thought paradigm’s perspective, mind is the practitioner of which Jesus spoke when he cited the proverb, “Physician, heal thyself.” (Luke 4:23)
As a creature of its 19th century origin, New Thought reflects the Newtonian paradigm that then prevailed, a particle-istic paradigm of differentiation and diversity. From the individualizing and linear perspective of this mechanistic paradigm, all whole-part interaction is frequently likened to the visible dynamics of billiard balls in play. In the dynamics of a mechanically billiard-like universe, all change of condition and circumstance is accomplished by physically moving parts (including people) around within the whole – or when one is in distress, by banging them about (people again included).
The New Thought paradigm correspondingly assumes that altering one’s present situation is best accomplished by mentally manipulating the content of one’s thinking as if one’s thoughts were individual parts within the whole of one’s consciousness overall. New Thought presumes that “thoughts are things,” that our concepts are individual bits of computation, mental stuff that we can disassemble and reassemble to fit our current pictures of a loving, healthy, and prosperous right relationship to life. Accordingly, one of the most prominent New Thought rules of thumb for making over our thoughts is “change your thinking, change your life.” Thus is New Thought primarily focused on the metaphysical dynamics of performing conceptual makeovers.
In summation: Both physically (as in the Newtonian paradigm) and metaphysically (as in the New Thought paradigm), the prevailing assumption that reality is mechanically particle-istic impels us to imagine that the universe is a Lego-verse. (Earlier playtime analogues of the Newtonian paradigm include the Erector Set, Tinker-Toys, and Lincoln Logs.)
Complementing Our All-Oneness with Our All-at-Onceness
A man is the whole encyclopedia of facts.

-Emerson, in “History”

A cultivated person’s first duty is to be always prepared to rewrite the encyclopedia.
–Umberto Eco

Also a good news metaphysics

In complementarity of New Thought’s lone-ranging perspective of self-dominion, what we herein present as “Newer Thought” is conceived (and still in gestation) as an all-ranging perspective from self-dominion. New Thought’s paradigm of all-oneness – “from the many, one” – focuses our perception primarily upon the one-of-a-kindness that characterizes us individually. Yet this is only one side of our coin of metaphysical destiny. The other side of this coin is “from the one, many,” which signifies the all-at-once-ness that characterizes us communally.
While New Thought treasures the one-thing-at-a-time dominion of the individually unionized I-that-is-me, Newer Thought treasures the all-at-once dominion of the communalized I-that-is-we, which is the common unity of family, community, and our other local-to-planetary interrelationships. In keeping with this enlargement of our I-dentity from its all-oneness to its all-at-once-ness, Newer Thought is compassionately attentive to societal concerns. 
Newer Thought incorporates the scientific worldview still emerging from 20th century quantum and relativistic cosmological perspectives, which is complementing our earlier intuitions of mechanistic particle-ism with aborning intuitions of systemic holism. Mechanistic systems are now increasingly perceived from the perspective of the larger whole systems of which they are a part.

A “whole system” consists of a set of interrelating parts that functions as a congruent holistic unit. The systemic worldview now unfolding is a holistic paradigm of coherence and inclusivity. From the synthesizing and omni-linear perspective of this holistic paradigm, all whole-part interaction may be likened to the invisible dynamics of a basketball team at play. 
A rare direct experience of whole-system dynamics is reported in Bill Russell’s autobiography, Second Wind:

XXX
As Bill Russell’s direct experience of whole-system dynamics suggests, the holistic paradigm thus implicated compels our adoption of a comprehensive all-at-once perspective, a perspective that is ever-self-refreshing, and from which all changes of condition and circumstance are best accomplished by aligning oneself with whatever else is moving around within the whole in order that we may not be banged about.
Newer Thought’s worldview correspondingly assumes that altering one’s present situation is best accomplished by mentally tuning in to the dynamics of one’s consciousness as if one’s own consciousness is co-operatively entangled with the consciousness of others. Loving, healthy, and prosperous right relationship to life, when viewed from this perspective, result from the thoughtful inclusion of one’s interpersonal communality in one’s exercise of self-reliant, one-of-a-kind, personal individuality. Only via such inclusivity may we take full account of our individuality, a word that signifies the indivisibility of our all-oneness, by likewise taking into account the all-at-once-ness of our communality. 
Since our communality’s all-at-once-ness is forever fluctuating, an appropriate Newer Thought rule of thumb for making over our thoughts would be “change your thinking’s scope, to accommodate the ever-changing dynamics of your communal life.” Such a change is essentially perceptual, not merely conceptual, because it changes the way one arranges one’s thoughts, not merely one’s arrangements thereof. The New Thought rule of thumb is thus translated to “change your thinker, change your life.” Thus is Newer Thought primarily focused on the metaphysical dynamics of performing perceptual makeovers.

In summation: Both physically (as in the quantum-relativistic paradigm) and metaphysically (as in the Newer Thought paradigm), the prevailing assumption that reality is systemically holistic impels us to imagine that the universe is a Playdough-verse (in Western perspective), or (in Eastern perspective) an Aikido-verse. 
Although in adopting the perspective of systemic holism we are tending to rewrite the encyclopedia of cosmic fact, we will continue to honor all that is truly factual. New paradigms effectively succeed previous ones only as they retain all former claims of what’s so and what works that continue to have enduring value (a.k.a. the “facts” of “reality”). It is thus that Newer Thought’s communally self-inclusive frame of reference will complement rather than replace New Thought’s individually self-reliant reference frame. 
********************

The course of transformative “non-action” is also most readily discernable via the imagination of an understanding heart, whose compassion empowers the flow of our immediate each-oneness within our transcendent and unseen all-manyness:

No matter where we may cast our I within the cosmic field of play, and especially when we there look from the compassionate imagination of an understanding heart, we may discern its nesting of the oneness of each being within the very allness of our oneness’ inter-being. It is our uncorrupted allowance of this omni-entangling nestedness, rather than our present fouling thereof, with which the imagination of Newer Thought most concerns itself. And yes, once again, this “newer” thought bears an ancient lineage, as it was Aristotle who observed that “Educating the mind without educating the heart is no education at all.”

Complementing Thought with Image-in-ation
The universe is real but you can’t see it. You have to imagine it.

–Alexander Calder
Believing is seeing.
–G I. Gurdjieff
 “Information,” as the word suggests, is data in formation. For the data of our experience to be informative, there must be some form for it to take. In-formed perception is prerequisite to informative conception, as it is part of the intermediate function of information processing.  Accordingly, today’s cognition is yesterday’s imagination, as acknowledged in Olympic pentathlete Marilyn King’s insight concerning the dynamics of perception: “If you can't imagine it, you can never do it. The image always precedes the reality.” 
All cognition is re-cognition, a recollection of some in-formed conscious pattern that one has already imagined (i.e., “imaged-in”) from past experience. Perception is as much the active projection of inner image-in-ation as it is the passive identification of outer things that are tangible to our senses.
Perception is a neuron-bio-physiological art of composition. Perceptivity doesn’t passively record reality as it is by taking pictures of it, it actively paints reality as experienced. This is readily proven by having any number of people paint the same “still-life” portrait of a fruit-filled basket, no two of which compositions will be identical. Just as music cannot be composed without a pre-existing means of in-forming its notation, neither can perception be composed without some prior in-forming means of giving structure to the data of our senses. 
Accordingly, all of our looking for is informed by some previously in-formed looking from, a perceptual dynamic epitomized long ago in St. Augustine’s statement, “What we are looking for is what we are looking with.” This dynamic is likewise epitomized in an exchange from Buddhist lore:  

 “Who am I,” asked the devotee. 
“Who is it that asks?” the Master answered. 
Once again, it is we ourselves who are the answer to all our questions of I-dentity and being.
In our present day, physicist Arthur Zajonc likens the process of visual perception to the title of his book, Catching the Light, in which he summarizes voluminous research indicating how one must initially have some concept of what one is viewing before one can actually distinguish what one sees. Hence the subtitle of the book, The Entwined History of Light and Mind, which acknowledges a vital co-dynamic of the aforementioned “marriage of mind and matter.” 
Most simply stated, unless there is already an in-formed sensibility in one’s mind that is meaningfully entwine-able with whatever one is viewing, no thing is seen. Nor are colors of things seen, only a blur of light. The world that initially greets us at birth, in the words of psychologist William James, is a realm of “buzzing, blooming confusion.” 
This is also the case for persons born congenitally blind who in later life have their blindness surgically corrected. They likewise initially detect neither things nor colors, only a patchy but otherwise uniform brightness. They must learn to visually differentiate what their other senses have already brought to their awareness, a challenge that was vividly portrayed in the movie, If You Could See What I Hear.

Vision is the physical sense that most depends on all of the others to in-form it, which makes it the most kinesthetic of our senses. One cannot visually perceive anything for which one lacks some pre-formed sense of its in-formed structure. And since we similarly learn to employ each of our sensory endowments, all dynamics of perceptivity are a co-creative fabrication of both perceiver and things perceived.
It is both physically and metaphysically correct, the author reveals, to say that there is nothing to be seen in the light that surrounds us without a well-developed inner "mind's eye" that is capable of perceiving it.  This has been demonstrated by numerous persons who, born blind and having visual sensation surgically activated in adult life, remain unable to see.  Although they become aware of a diffuse brightness, they do not at first perceive any of the things that the brightness illumines.  Nor can they develop an ability to perceive forms or colors clearly without a prolonged and intense effort that exceeds what most of them are willing to endure.  

As a complement to conventional science, which tends to denude the physical universe of all values other than numerical, technical and commercial ones, Zajonc advocates a scientific perspective associated primarily with Goethe, Emerson and Rudolph Steiner: the contemplation of things whole, beautiful and harmonious rather than in pieces.  

For Zajonc, light is not a property of the universe--it is the very nature of the universe.  For example, in a statement that takes account of both the contemporary scientific and perennial spiritual perspectives on light, Zajonc observes: "Circling through the life of light, we can hold its essence only gently, as we might hold a fledgling bird ready to fly.  Fitted for air and space, it touches the earth awkwardly.  Following it in flight, running with light, we seem caught up in its mysterious nature, at once here and there, a connective tissue weaving together all of existence, a whole whose parts are wholes themselves, a thing for which time and space disappear.  I cannot describe it, my imagination can only just touch its hem, but I do know that at its core there seems to live an original or 'first light' within which wisdom dwells, a wisdom warmed by love and activated by life.  Around it a many-roomed mansion has arisen, and our wanderings there have not exhausted its riches."

The process of visual learning is as much a trial-and-error procedure as is that of learning to walk. Lest we take for granted in the latter case the whole-system mastery of all-at-once-ness that is essential to our ability to walk, Milton Erickson’s description of that process is insightfully re-in-formative:

Potentials, not actuals.
We are born with many potentialized capacities that become actualized abilities only via our taking conscious command thereof. Like all other endowments of our sympathetic nervous system (for talking, hearing, tasting, smelling, etc., as opposed to the automatic functions of breathing, digesting, heart-beating, etc., that are governed by the parasympathetic – a.k.a. autonomic – nervous system), both walking and seeing are subject to outcomes of potentialized capacity that we have actualized as developed ability. 
New Thought is a self-reliant perspective on the dynamics of conception 

Newer Thought is a self-compliant perspective on the dynamics of perception. 

We no more arrive at birth with picture-taking built into our minds than we come with step-taking built into in our bodies. With one exception, there are no pre-existing visual structures in a newborn’s awareness that correspond to what its eyes look out upon. The exception is a built-in neural ability to image-in (and thus perceive) such “leading edge” qualities as line, angle, and curvature. These perceptual aids are a baby’s only “head start” program for learning how to picture its experienced world upon taking command of its vision in order to see, which it does with no less deliberateness than it does in taking command of its body’s potential to walk. 
Until such command of capacity is converted into ability, there is only the limitation acknowledged by Mark Twain: “You cannot depend on your eyes when your imagination is out of focus.”
?????   Complementing Our Inner Being with Our Inter-being   ?????
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

Complementing Reality with Mentality
We see things not as they are, but as we are!
-Ken Keyes, Jr.
The place to find is within yourself.

–Joseph Campbell

In our description of nature the purpose is not to disclose the real essence of phenomena but only to track down, as far as it is possible, relations between the manifold aspects of experience.
-Niels Bohr

Realities are optional. Creating them is not. Every perception of reality contributes something to its creation.
Albert Einstein’s assessment of our perceptual relationship to the world of our experience accorded with the foregoing survey of how the process of dynamical perception is developmentally learned:
Physical concepts are free creations of the human mind, and are not, however it may seem, uniquely determined by the external world. In our endeavor to understand reality we are somewhat like a man trying to understand the mechanism of a closed watch. He sees the face and the moving hands, even hears its ticking, but he has no way of opening the case. If he is ingenious he may form some picture of a mechanism which could be responsible for all the things he observes, but he may never be quite sure his picture is the only one which could explain his observations. He will never be able to compare his picture with the real mechanism and he can not even imagine the possibility or the meaning of such a comparison. 
In short, as John Lennon once quipped, “Reality leaves a lot to the imagination.” For all of us, reality is forever more than we can imagine. And for some of us, as Lennon’s assassin perceived in retrospect, reality is sometimes other than we have imagined thus far.
Einstein’s assessment was the basis of two of his additional pronouncements, that “Imagination is more important than knowledge” and that “Your imagination is your preview of life’s coming attractions.” Einstein conceived the dynamics of relativity by initially imagining what it would be like to ride a beam of light. He thereby “saw” the relativistic space-time implications of light’s motion before he formulated his theories thereof. Einstein’s persistent reliance on Gedanken experiments (“Gedanken” being the German word for “thought” and the “experiment” being a thoughtful exercise of envisioning) was his ultimate testimony to the necessity of our having some prior image of things that are knowable in order that we may know them. 
The dynamics of cognitive real-ization (making real) were recognized much earlier in Galileo’s assertion at the dawning of modern science that “You cannot teach a man anything; you can only help him to find it within himself.” These dynamics were also re-cognized by one of Einstein’s contemporaries, in Marcel Proust’s catching of his inner light that led to his observation that “The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking new landscapes but in having new eyes.”
New Thought has from its beginning acknowledged the essential role of prior image-in-ation, by noting that one can experience only that for which one has what Emmet Fox termed a preceding “mental equivalent.” Thomas Troward signified this dynamic as the mental formation of a “spiritual prototype.” In the mid-20th century this dynamic was made popularly known as “positive thinking” by Norman Vincent Peale, a friend of Ernest Holmes:

Formulate and stamp indelibly on your mind a mental picture of yourself as succeeding. Hold this picture tenaciously. Never permit it to fade. Your mind will seek to develop the picture. Do not build up obstacles in your imagination. 

The bedrock of the New Thought paradigm is its mentality of “oneness” á la Emerson’s dictum that “A single mind is common to all individuals” (Emerson actually said “individual men” in reflection of an earlier gender paradigm.) The bedrock of the Newer Thought paradigm is its mentality of “many-all-at-onceness,” a perspective that is today as challenging to our mental equivalency as initially was “oneness.” Given the benefit of the century-plus head start provided by New Thought’s paradigm of oneness, it is presently quite easy for us to image-in the self-relying diversity of one-of-a-kindness, along with its to-each-its-own-ing and one-thing-after-another-ing individualities. It is far more difficult for us to image-in the self-complying inclusivity of manyness, i.e., our individual compliance with the dynamics of an all-at-once-ing and all-togethering common unity.
Just as our ability to give word to the New Thought paradigm emerges from experience that nurtures a habit of individualizing our image-in-ations, our ability to give word to the Newer Thought paradigm is emerging from experience that requires a complementary habit of communalizing our image-in-ations. For even as our cognitions follow our prior image-in-ations – and that we may indeed develop the ability to do so – new terminology follows the experiences that seed such imaging-in. Since 
Given the Newer Thought paradigm’s nature as an emergent response of our present awakening to our experience of communality, we herein present many reports of other’s experiences and perspectives that have been helpful to our own image-in-ation of common unity.
It is widely understood that words don’t mean, people do. We are active meaning-makers before we become passive meaning-takers, and in either case we mean whatever is signified by the words we use to represent the data of our experience. It takes us a while to develop new words that follow upon new experience. Thus for example were the first cars called “horseless carriages” and only sometime later “automobiles,” in recognition of their embodiment of autonomous mobility. In addition to featuring these reports, we also employ new terminology (a.k.a. “neologism”) with which to articulate Newer Thought, and often do so by hyphenating already familiar words, either to break them down to their existing core signification or to string them together on behalf of establishing new significations. 
Both our reports and our new language signify a stretch of the human imagination that we all are presently called upon to make. It is only via such stretching of imagination that we may give to our inclusive manyness the same metaphysical regard that we have long been giving to the diversity of our oneness. It is on behalf of thereby enlarging the scope of our readers’ metaphysical regard that we invite you to stretch your own capacity for new imaging-in by lending to our imaginal and linguistic license your witticism rather than your criticism.
Complementing Our Oneness with Our Manyness
[T]o completely understand any human act, including what we would call a wicked act, we would have to know all the facts of the universe. –Richard Holloway
In keeping with his perspective on knowledge as cognized image-ination, Arthur Zajonc refers to the various branches of knowledge as “imaginations” (such as the “scientific imagination”, the “mathematical imagination”, the “technological imagination”, the “psychological imagination”, etc.). We are accordingly framing our own cognitions in an imaginal context via an occasionally appropriate use of the term “imagination” in place of such words as “perspective” and “worldview”. And in further service of the same stretch-full objective, we shall soon begin to cite the testimonies of many persons whose developed imaginal capacity exceeds our own, and whose representations range from those of basketball players to those of quantum physicists.
We have all developed a robust imaginal capacity for mechanistic perspectives that are cognizant of the diversifying dynamics of oneness, a perspective whose perceptual bias is toward the aforementioned to-each-its-own-ing and one-thing-after-another-ing of our oneness. In contrast to this perceptual particularism, our far less-developed imaginal capacity for systemic perspectives is cognizant of the inclusive dynamics of allness, a perspective whose perceptual bias is toward the all-together-ness and all-at-once-ness of our manyness. It is for the purpose of complementing our prevailing mechanistic imaginal capacity with an equally robust systemic imaginal capacity that we are fueling our own and others’ imaginal capacity for Newer Thought.
Systemic imagination is more elusive than mechanistic imagination, because the inclusive dynamics of allness are less tangibly discernable than the diversifying dynamics of oneness. The distinctness of our diverse eachness more explicitly “meets the eye” – and especially the eye that has been long accustomized to seeing it. On the other hand, the inclusivity of our transcendent manyness is ordinarily perceptible solely to our inferential sensibilities. 
[Bill Russell - Celtics]
From the holistic “sky hawk” perspective of inclusive allness, a “field of play” is a coherent domain of overall and ongoing omni-mutuality of action, whether it be that of a basketball court, an atom, a galaxy, or a cosmos. Within all fields of play, each part’s alignment is so intricately entangled within the whole that its individual movements are from moment to moment conditioned by the fluctuating matrix of the playing field overall. As Bill Russell experienced, these interrelationships are so omni-mutual that each alteration of local circumstance within the playing field correspondingly alters the local situations of all others concerned. This entangled interactivity is signified at the quantum level as “non-locality.” 
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
In other words, the interconnectivity that sustains a field of play 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. How this process plays itself out in the realm of our embodied content was portrayed by Alan Watts with comparable playfulness:

A living body is not a fixed thing but a flowing event, like a flame or a whirlpool: the shape is stable, for the substance is a stream of energy going in at one end and out the other.  We are particular and temporarily identifiable wiggles in a stream that enters us in the form of light, heat, air, water, milk, bread, fruit, beer, beef Stroganoff, caviar and pate de fois gras.  It goes out as gas and excrement – and also as semen, babies, talk, politics, commerce, war, poetry and music.  And philosophy. 
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.
Complementing Our Inner Being with Our Inter-being
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

From the “sky hawk” perspective of the overall cosmic field of play, the systemic matrices of fluctuating holism incorporate intricacies whose entangled mutualities are elusive of comprehension by anyone other than a super-mathematically adept quantum physicist. It is to such intricacies that Anglican priest and physicist John Polkinghorne testifies in his book, Science and Providence:

Molecules in a gas behave, in many ways, like small colliding billiard balls. After only 10-10 seconds [i.e., one ten-billionth of a second], fifty or more collisions have taken place for each molecule. After even so few collisions the resulting outcome is so sensitive that it would be affected by the variation in the gravitational field due to an extra electron on the other side of the universe – the weakest force due to the smallest particle the furthest distant away!
Entanglement is not one but rather the characteristic trait of quantum mechanics. ​–Erwin Schrödinger

In quantum billiard play, each particle in the cosmos is locally subject to the gravitational influence of each of the universe’s quadrillion-times-a-quintillion – and then some – other particles. Thus does the quantum field epitomize the foregoing definition of “system” as “a coherent domain of overall and ongoing omni-mutuality of action.” And thus does it also exhibit so-called “non-locality,” a concept that seems formidable to our general understanding, yet whose formidability has been known to warring generals since some seven centuries ago: “For want of a nail, the shoe was lost; for want of a shoe, the horse was lost; for want of a horse, the rider was lost; for want of a rider, the battle was lost; for want of a battle, the kingdom was lost; and all for the want of a horseshoe nail.” 

And so it is to some extent in every field of play, including such relatively slow-motion fields as those of baseball players. Being effectively “on the ball” – and thus “nailing” it – in any such fluctuating matrix consists of being a “team player,” one who is as continually aware of the ongoing dynamics of the playing field overall as s/he is simultaneously aware of the ball’s ever-changing location. Such is the prerequisite of playful expertise, whether the “billard ball” in question is ceramic or sub-atomic.
Quantum entanglement’s tire meets the cosmic road within the cellular composition of every living person. To quote yet another physicist, John D. Barrow, “The nucleus of every carbon atom in our bodies has been through a star. We are closer to the stars than we could ever have imagined.” 
There are at least trace amounts of each of the universe’s 92 elements in every human body, all of whose atoms were cooked up either in the Big Bang or in the ovens of subsequent stars and supernovae. Thus is each of our bodies quite literally a whole-universe catalog, as if the single mind common to all individuals has likewise taken single-bodied residence. It is our dawning mindfulness of this dynamic that inspired astronomer George Wald’s comment, “Matter has reached the point of beginning to know itself…. [Man is] a star's way of knowing about stars.” Bringing that same fundamental insight even closer to home, biologist Julian Huxley observed that “We are evolution’s way of becoming aware and directive of itself.”
The radical allness of each thing, as evidenced in the slow-motion nail-to-kingdom simultaneity of all particulars, is everywhere implicit, even to the point of its implication in the paper on which you are just now reading these words: 
Inter-being

No matter where we may cast our I within the cosmic field of play, and especially when we there look from the compassionate imagination of an understanding heart, we may discern its nesting of the oneness of each being within the very allness of our oneness’ inter-being. It is our uncorrupted allowance of this omni-entangling nestedness, rather than our present fouling thereof, with which the imagination of Newer Thought most concerns itself. And yes, once again, this “newer” thought bears an ancient lineage, as it was Aristotle who observed that “Educating the mind without educating the heart is no education at all.”

Complementing the Scene with the Unseen
He who cherishes a beautiful vision, a lofty ideal in his heart, will one day realize it. Columbus cherished a vision of another world, and he discovered it. Copernicus fostered the vision of a multiplicity of worlds and a wider universe, and he revealed it. Buddha beheld the vision of a spiritual world of stainless beauty and perfect peace, and he entered into it.

Cherish your visions. Cherish your ideals. Cherish the music that stirs in your heart, the beauty that forms in your mind, the loveliness that drapes your purest thoughts, for out of them will grow all delightful conditions, all heavenly environment; of these, if you but remain true to them, your world will at last be built. 

-James Allen, As a Man Thinketh
Thanks to the hearty testimony of folks like Bill Russell and Thich Nhat Hanh, it is becoming easier for us to point toward and think about our communal manyness and allness. What inclusivity most requires of us, however, is the ability to point and think from such communality. It is our imaginal capacity for pointing and thinking from the common unity of our manyness that is being called forth by today’s urgent requirement for inclusivity.
Though the common unity of manyness is no more visible than gravity, its omni-cohering presence may be intuited by those whose perceptiveness accords with Vaclev Havel’s definition of hearty education, “the ability to see the hidden connections between phenomena.” Such invisible connectivity has been long acknowledged, as for example in the Biblical assertion that “Things which are seen are not made of things which do appear” (Hebrews 11:3). Contemporary science echoes that assertion, as in another observation by John D. Barrow that “[T]he true simplicity and symmetry of the universe is to be found in the things that are not seen.”
The domain of things non-apparent is discernable only via inferential evidence of its dynamics, the nature of which evidence was portrayed some 2600 years ago in the Tao te Ching’s declaration:
The wheel’s hub holds thirty spokes.

Utility depends on the hole through the hub.

The potter’s clay forms a vessel.

It is the space within that serves.

A house is built with solid walls.

The nothingness of window and door alone renders it usable.

That which exists may be transformed.

What is non-existent has boundless uses.

Effective transformation of what exists often requires nothing more than our getting and staying out of its way. Hence also the Tao te Ching’s counsel that “to those who can perfectly practice inaction, all things are possible.” Such possibility exists even under duress:

I can surrender

To sorrow and pain.

Do birds fight the seasons?

Do flowers fight rain?

​    -Summer Raven
The course of transformative “non-action” is also most readily discernable via the imagination of an understanding heart, whose compassion empowers the flow of our immediate each-oneness within our transcendent and unseen all-manyness:
Be, 

as water is, 

without friction.

Flow around the edges

of those within your path.

Surround within your ever-moving depths

those who come to rest there—

enfold them, while never for a moment holding on.

Accept whatever distance 

others are moved within your flow.

Be with them gently

as far as they allow your strength to take them,

and fill with your own being

the remaining space when they are left behind.

When dropping down life's rapids,

froth and bubble into fragments if you must,

knowing that the one of you now many

will just as many times be one again.

And when you've gone as far as you can go,

quietly await your next beginning.

Our next beginning will be a synthesis of two earlier trends acknowledged by John D. Barrow: “Until the Scientific Revolution of the seventeenth century, meaning flowed from ourselves to the world; afterward, meaning flowed from the world to us.” It is time that we forego the meanness inherent in meaningfulness that flows in only one these worldly ways or the other, and instead allow it to flow in a one-worldly way.
Only in like manner may the existing New Thought movement continue to nurture the oneness and diversity of individual consciousness that sustains the inner-beingness of each one’s kinetic I-that-is-me, while an emerging Newer Thought movement nurtures the complementary allness and inclusivity of transcendent consciousness that sustains the inter-beingness of everyone’s energetic I-that-is-we. 
Our own prayer is that both New Thought and Newer Thought may coherently proceed without generating unnecessary friction at the interface of their both/and mutuality, and rather resonate with Rainer Maria Rilke’s invocation, “May what I do flow from me like a river, no forcing and no holding back, the way it is with children.” 
The I-That-Is-Me Greets the I-That-Is-We
Oneness is the interiority of allness locally expressing
Allness is the exteriority of oneness universally expressing.

(Teilhard de Chardin’s cosmology in a nutshell)
Our oneness interiorizes our allness, even as our allness exteriorizes our oneness. Thus do our I-that-is-me selves and our I-that-is-we selves simultaneously express. Yet this simultaneity is not as simplistic as this characterization might make it seem, for given that no two persons identically experience the same family, community, nation, planet, and cosmos, there are infinitely more communal I-that-is-we selves in our communal field of play than there are bio-psychological I-that-is-me selves.
The term, “the I that is we,” was originally coined by Richard Moss in his 1981 book by that title, to signify a universal experience of I-dentity that is beyond the dual unity of inner being and inter-being in its transcendence of all signification other than its trans-imaginal, Tao-like unmentionability. We highly recommend a contemplative reading of his book by anyone who aspires to an ultimate “sky hawk” perspective of the cosmic field of play from the beyond of all our playing, the abode of Rumi’s “I will meet you there.” 

In the meantime, we have adaptively adopted Moss’s term with hyphens added, to signify the entire spectrum of inter-being, the omni-mutuality of which ranges communally from family to planet, and energetically from quantum to cosmos. 
Even the energetic spectrum of inter-being evidences a communal dimensionality within its field of play, which again is only rarely revealed directly to imaginal experience such as the one recorded in Harvena Richter’s poem, “The Child Seeing”:

It was Eden that morning; the child was on earth, 

she did not know it was Eden until there on the barnhill

the curtain slipped hack, the light poured forth,

and for a moment that had no seconds or minutes

she could see unfolded before her the celestial pattern

tier on tier rising, like a vast towering tree 

branching angelic, the movement up-curving,

her place assured, and around in the air

weightless as gauze, a wondrous stuff, the light that was sound,

the musical tinkle of light in a million flakes.

And she stood open to the mystery like a plant in the field,

Good burned like a beacon; whatever seemed evil

was working for good, good arched over all.

And the curtain was drawn... but the child kept on seeing.

And the child saw the stone, and knew it was good,

saw the forms swimming within in amazing sequence,

knew the sky with its planets and stars was inside it –

the  planes of crystal, the hidden prisms:

fire and sun, the blue and the green,

the atom of granite, the garnet eye.

And the child saw the plant, and knew it was good,

saw the sun running up the stalk,

saw the flower-shapes rolled up like flags in the bud, 

the stem's cool green tunnels, luminous tubings

walled in lucite, fitted in amber and emerald.

And the child saw the tree, and knew it was good,

the green universe with cities of leaves on its branches,

the roots in the sky and the roots in the earth,

the trunk a marvelous column of armies,

of secret comings and goings,

of fragrant interior rivers, 

a green print of life that only the child could read.

And the trapdoor opened, the key in the lock turned,

the grinding and creak of the bark, the cortex door:

and she looked inside at invisible greenness, 

green exploding with stars, edging with auras 

the tremendous hallways, the exquisite networks; 

saw the commerce along the quicksilver channels,

the pulleys of bright ropes that checked and that balanced.

And the child saw the fruit, and knew it was good,

saw the seed in the center, the diminutive kingdom;

perfect cradle of newness – and  tightly drawn over,

coverlet of apple skin, or peach fleece or apricot quilt,

plum peel of violet or pear sheeted in jade –

and always inside it

that small world of seed before waters divided,

each pip in its polished case like an Indian child in its basket,

like a small rabbit in a sod hollow,

like the seeing eye in the socket –

the cipher shape that contains within it all numbers,

the unlimited limits, the circled expansion.

And the child saw the world, and knew it was good.

Twenty years later, in a spate of full daylight,

the vision returned, an exact duplication.

It remained but a moment. The child kept on seeing.

The ability to thus “objectively” see the inclusive allness within each existent thing is a major step toward seeing from the perspective of such common unity, which way of seeing is the ultimate mission of Newer Thought. It is as we become able to see from the perspective of our communal I-that-is-we selves that inclusivity may become a way of life rather than something that is “seen” as a good idea.
Honor?  ing the I-That-Is-We
A human being is part of a whole, called by us the “Universe,” a part limited in time and space.  He experiences himself, his thoughts and feelings, as something separated from the rest – a kind of optical delusion of his consciousness. This delusion is a kind of prison for us, restricting us to our personal desires and to affection for a few persons nearest us. Our task must be to free ourselves from this prison by widening our circles of compassion to embrace all living creatures and the whole of nature and its beauty. Nobody is able to achieve this completely, but the striving for such an achievement is in itself a part of the liberation and a foundation for inner security -Albert Einstein

Common to both New Thought spirituality and contemporary cosmology is the principle that the uncompromised unity of the individual whole is essential to the uncorrupted common unity of the collective whole. Cosmologically, this integral principle of omni-mutuality applies to every unit of our universe, from sub-atomic particles to super-galactic clusters. With one exception, the integrity of each cosmic unit is automatically programmed by nature. The exception is ourselves, insofar as our free-willfulness allows us to dishonor nature’s program. 
As Biblically acknowledged in Ecclesiastes 7:29, “God hath made man upright, but they have sought inventions.” In some Bible versions the word “schemes” appears in place of “inventions.” In any event, the inventions/schemes thus referenced are seldom admitted to be such by their perpetrators. They are rather perceived by the upright as “improvements,” and by the socially downtrodden and the morally unscrupulous as “advantages” or “fair game.”
Our accumulated inventions, however they may be named by the upright and the downright, are now in becoming of our collective undoing on a planetary scale. Our technological, economic, social, political, and other inventions not only ever-increasingly abound, they likewise increasingly tend to dis-ease nature’s programming of the systemic communality of wellbeing upon which all other Earth-borne communality of being is founded, and without which neither the upright nor the downright shall much longer have a place to stand.  

Of our Earthborn communality Alan Watts observed, “Flowers blossom, tress branch, Earth peoples. We don’t come to the Earth, we come out of the Earth.” Newer Thought meta-cosmology somewhat qualifies Watts’ view by acknowledging that while our bodies do indeed come out of the Earth, our souls come to the Earth that they might marvel at all of what its dirt is turning into.

As we are presently now unraveling the integrity of our Earth-borne communality of well-being, the time is urgently at hand for us to activate a corresponding metaphysical communality. In addition to preserving our individual I-that-is-me selves, comparable attention is now required for preservation of our communal I-that-is-we selves – our selfhoods of family, community, nation, and planetary citizenship. Since our communal selfhoods are the common ground of all Earth-borne wellbeing, they are likewise the ultimate Earthy grounding of each I-that-is-me. 

As the ultimate foundation of all me-ing, the I-that-is-we is the ultimate communality of each me’s well-being. Our being can be no more well than our well-meing.  

Each of us is multiply interlinked within the universal communality of I-that-is-we well-being via the intermediate sub-communalities of family, neighborhood, community, county, state or province, nation, world, and planet. On behalf of both our individual and omni-mutual well-being, we are called to selfishly preserve the authentic selfhood of each sub-mutuality. Such active preservation thereof is just as essential as the active preservation of our respective parts within them, for neither can any whole be of more enduring benefit to its part than are its parts of enduring benefit to the whole.
A Time Whose Idea Has Come
In times of profound change, the teachable inherit the earth, while those full of knowledge find themselves beautifully equipped to deal with a world that no longer exists. -Eric Hoffer
The time is at hand for New Thought’s teachable adherents to take our spirituality to the communal next step of practicing Newer Thought. The rapidly deteriorating integrity of our present communalities of social, economic, and political order is urgently calling us to restore coherence to a world order that no longer serves the wellbeing of all concerned. Our potential for taking this step has been acknowledged by John Edgerton, president of the International New Thought Alliance: "New Thought not only builds new and better bodies and better conditions, it should build new and better character, new and better service and, as an inevitable result, a new and better civilization."  
Edgerton’s emphasis on newer and better character, service, and civilization honors New Thought’s transformational potential on behalf of our inclusive I-that-is-we self. Our realization of this potential now calls for our active establishment of Newer Thought as foundational to a planetary communality that works for all that lives and for all that makes life possible. 

It is time that we cease thinking so exclusively about what New Thought can do for us as individuals, and to begin thinking as well about what we as individuals can begin doing collectively for – and with – New Thought, with caring concern for the communality of lifekind overall. It is time for Newer Thought to complement our role as homo sapiens sapiens (creatures presumably twice-wise) with the role of homo custodiens. This custodial role was ordained upon our species in God’s commandment, given to both Adam and Noah, to “replenish the earth.” (Genesis 1:28 and 9:1) This ordination clearly establishes that our ultimate role on the planet is to be the custodians of lifekind.  

In retrospect we can see that New Thought, having emerged from the 19th century paradigm of atomistic individuality, was an idea whose right time had come. Today, with the quest for an all-inclusive “theory of everything” as the basis of a new paradigm, our time is one whose right idea has come, namely, the communal application of New Thought’s all-inclusive unified field theory of consciousness that Emerson heralded in his aforementioned assertion of “a single mind common to all individuals.” 

New Thought’s Emersonian unified field theory is not nearly as simplistic as it seems, for within the single mind there are presently six and a half billion human mentalities that are far from being operationally coherent. There being no two identical mentalities in the lot, our sharing of a common single mind is quite perversely diverse. Commonality of mind does not, as with the Borg in Star Trek, assure comparable unity of thought. Even the many mentalities who agree with Emerson’s assertion of one-mindness do not uniformly agree upon what this means. Nor even is uniformity of agreement possible, for while the single mind common to all of us has six and a half billion inclusive points through which to view, the multiple mentalities thus peered through represent six and a half billion diverse points of view. 

Only one conceivable remedy for such enormous diversity is available: a mutually inclusive and coherent agreement to disagree. In accord with New Thought’s paradigm, such agreement begins with self-inclusivity, as exemplified by Palestinian documentary filmmaker Hany Abu-Assad, whose Paradise Now was nominated for a 2006 Academy Award: 

“I am a Muslim in Nazareth. I come from a wealthy family in a poor society. I am a Palestinian in what is called Israel. In Europe I am an Arab, and in Holland I'm a foreigner. Always I'm the minority," he adds with a grin.

“I'm smiling, and I'll tell you why. This is a good way to understand life, in its complexity. Because you are all these conflicting things, you have to create peace between all these identities. In order to create peace, you have to look from all points of view, to get to know more about yourself, about others, about history, about humanity. I am privileged," he says. "I have all these conflicting identities at once, yet there is peace between them, harmony, not war.”
Maintaining one’s internalized ethnic, economic, social, emotional, and other diversity in a coherent state of peaceful and harmonious inner agreement to disagree, thus blending one’s divergent I-that-is-me self multiplicities is the fruit of conscious self-inclusivity. What Abu-Assad has consciously accomplished as an individual within, the diverse communalities of our I-that-is-we self likewise challenge us to accomplish as a planetary communality overall. 

It is to the latter attainment of communality that Newer Thought is ultimately dedicated. In the meantime, Newer Thought inclusivity begins with our more immediate I-that-is-we communalities.
GRAND OPENING?
********************

NOTE TO DAVID: The foregoing is a comprehensive prefatory statement of our case for Newer Thought. There are 35 (and counting) additional pages that further elaborate all of the above in terms of experience, understanding, and practice, and which have yet to be fully articulated within our “common unity” frame of reference.
Among that material is the following:
Inclusivity in the Major Spiritual Traditions
In all of his bestsellers, the Divine has told the truth -
custom-tailored to the comprehension of the times.
-Hearts and Sand
Jesus custom-tailored the truth of inclusivity to the comprehension of all times in his parable on Divine judgment:
Then shall the King say unto them on His right hand, “Come, ye blessed of My Father, inherit the Kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world: For I hungered and ye gave Me meat; I was thirsty, and ye gave Me drink; I was a stranger, and ye took Me in; naked, and ye clothed Me; I was sick, and ye visited Me; I was in prison and ye came unto Me.” Then shall the righteous answer Him, saying, Lord, when saw we Thee hungering and fed Thee, or thirsty and gave Thee drink? When saw we Thee a stranger and took Thee in, or naked and clothed Thee? Or when saw we Thee sick or in prison and came unto Thee?” And the King shall answer and say unto them, “Verily I say unto you, Inasmuch as ye have done it unto one of the least of these My brethren, have done it unto Me. (Matthew 34-40, 21st Century King James Version)
Likewise custom-tailored to all-time comprehension is the inclusivity of Jesus’ commandment to “love your enemies, bless them that curse you, do good to them that hate you, and pray for them that despitefully use you and persecute you.” (Matthew 5:44) 
As a consequence of faulty translation, essentially lost to the comprehension of King James’ times to the present day was Jesus’ call to inclusivity via his commandment, “Be ye therefore perfect, even as your Father who is in Heaven is perfect.” (Matthew 5:48) In the Aramaic language with which Jesus delivered his teachings, the word translated into English as “perfect” signified all-inclusiveness. Thus Jesus’ actual commandment was, “Be ye therefore all-inclusive, even as [God] is all-inclusive.” 
Concerning Jesus’ own all-inclusive consciousness, Ernest Holmes wrote of an occasion on which Jesus’ disciples were unable to demonstrate a healing:
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. Always in such degree as this happens, a demonstration takes place. We must believe because God is belief; the physical Universe is built out of belief—faith, belief, acceptance, conviction. [SOM 317/3] (SOM, 317:3/318:4)

In Jesus’ understanding, therefore, inclusivity is synonymous with having the faith of God. 
The communal aspect of  Jesus’ inclusivity-consciousness is alive and well today in numerous expressions of Christian faith, such as the “social gospel” of many Protestant churches, the “communal theology” of Unitarianism-Univeralism (which is also in part an Emersonian derivation), and in Jim Wallis’ books, God’s Politics and The Soul of Politics.
Inclusivity-consciousness is likewise either explicit or implied in Martin Luther’s statement, “God's purpose is to make of us a race of Christs” and in Dietrich Bonhoeffer’s Luther-like pronouncements that "Those whose lives are lived in love are Christ in respect of their neighbor..." and "Christ is the measure and standard for our conduct, and our conduct is that of a member of the body of Christ, that is, of one endowed with the strength of Christ's love, in which each of us can and will become Christ for one another." 
Additional testimony to Christ-inspired inclusivity consciousness is evidenced in John Wesley’s dictum to “Think and let think”; in theologian Paul Tillich’s imagination of God as “The ground of all being”; and in Bishop Shelby Spong’s proclamation that "There is only the call to be open to the depths of life and to live in such a way as to reveal those depths." The “depths” of which Spong speaks may be construed as an allusion to the awe (allness-within-eachness) of which Newer Thought speaks as well. 
********************

The Buddhist imagination of inclusivity is a practice of “taking refuge” in a place of safety and of an end to suffering from life’s distressing conditions, a place that Christians would call “sanctuary”. For Buddhists, such safety and end to suffering are to be found in Buddha consciousness, the Dharma (wisdom), and the Sangha (community).
Buddha consciousness: Just as Jesus became “the Christ,” so did the 6th-century BCE Indian prince, Siddhartha Gautama, become “the Buddha.” Rather than being names, “Christ” and “Buddha” are titles that acknowledge an individual’s personification of enlightenment. Such titles represent the enlightenment embodied, and only incidentally the individuals thus acknowledged. This distinction is maintained more clearly in Buddhism’s tendency to reference “the Buddha,” while Christians refer to Jesus Christ (or just “Christ”) as if “Christ” were Jesus’ last name. 

The essence of Buddha consciousness was acknowledged by the Buddha himself in the following exchange: 

"Are you a God?" they asked the Buddha. 

"No," he replied.

"Are you an angel, then?" "No."

"A saint?" "No”

"Then what are you?”

Replied the Buddha, "I am awake."

A Buddha is a person of undistracted awareness, whose being is fully present in all worldly circumstances regardless of how distressing they may be. Therefore, taking refuge in “the Buddha” does not mean taking refuge in a historical prophet, rather taking refuge in that consciousness which is most wise 
The Dharma: Taking refuge in the Dharma signifies awareness and acceptance of the ultimate truth and reality of one’s being and its vocational expression. Whereas Buddha consciousness represents the personification of enlightenment, the Dharma represents one’s experience, understanding, and practice of the impartial, non-personal, and universal laws of being that such enlightenment acknowledges.  

In Buddhist metaphor, experiencing, understanding, and practicing the Dharma is likened to tasting honey. When someone else tastes honey and describes its taste to you, you could then recite their testimony to others without really knowing what honey tastes like. Or you could be told the chemical makeup of honey and thus know all of its chemical properties, or be given poetry about the experience of tasting honey, yet in any event until you have experienced the practice of tasting honey your understanding of honey is not personified. 
The fruit of taking refuge in the Dharma was illustrated in an incident related by Ernest Holmes. During a conference of ministers, each session was begun with a recital of the 23rd psalm. The first minister who performed this invocation was a gifted public speaker with a commanding voice and a flair for drama who, although he delivered the Psalm splendidly, did not experience his audience being nearly as moved thereby as he had expected them to be. A later session was opened with a meek and halting recitation of the Psalm that brought tears to the eyes of many in attendance. Being piqued by this, the first minister asked a colleague why people were more moved by the faulty presentation than by his perfect one. “It’s quite simple, really,” was the reply. “He’s been with the shepherd.”

Those who take refuge in the Dharma also call to mind the advice of Roman philosopher Epictetus:
Never call yourself a philosopher, nor talk a great deal about theories – simply act according to them. When, for example, you’re at a party – don’t talk about how people ought to eat and drink, but simply eat and drink as you should.  Silence is a fine thing. Don’t toss philosophical theorems out for debate, for there is danger in throwing out what you have not digested. If anyone tells you that you know nothing, and you are not bothered by it, you can be sure that you have begun your inner work.  Sheep, for example, don’t throw up their grass to show the shepherds how much they have eaten. Rather, after inwardly digesting their food, they outwardly produce wool and milk. So should you not debate philosophy, but demonstrate the actions produced by the philosophy after it has been digested.
In short: an experience is worth a thousand pictures. Taking refuge in the Dharma is the experience of encountering the ultimate truth of being, and digesting it via understanding practice.
The Sangha: Taking refuge in the Sangha signifies one’s participation in a community of the faithful, a spiritual community of those who support each other in ongoing commitment to taking refuge in the Buddha and the Dharma. The Sangha is committed to the collective personification of enlightenment via the communal experience, understanding, and practice thereof. 
Buddhist concern for inclusivity extends even beyond the Sangha in its concern for the welfare of all sentient beings. While other spiritual traditions are characteristically humankind-centered, Buddhism tends to be lifekind-centered.
********************

NOTE TO DAVID: Fell free to add to, subtract from, or modify the foregoing as you deem suitable.

I would like to include Islam, Hinduism, and Judaism in this section as well.  Do you have the resource material with which we can do this?
In our initial draft to selected members of the NTMO spiritual community, the above would be sufficient if followed by a request for others’ insights on the inclusivity perspectives of the other three traditions.


This is the place in new thought where we need to bring our attention together more powerfully than ever before because it is so easy if before our meditation we allow ourselves and I use to do this before I would do my spiritual practice I would kind of go thru the list of all the things in the world that I was upset about or whatever it was that might have been drawing me to meditation at that particular time so you here things in your own consciousness like this.  If only my parents were more perfect, if only my parents had been completely wise and enlightened, I would be alright.  If only the United States of America had truly a wise and compassionate government that never made mistakes and supported me completely and appreciated me fully, if only my friends were as wise and encouraging as my spiritual teachers are, if everyone around me was perfect, if society was perfect, if the world was wise and perfect, I wouldn’t have any of these problems, but they have all failed me so I am going to go to my spiritual practice and do my thing and I don’t need to worry about that.  We take refuge in that but that kind of refuge is actually taking refuge in a pious righteous indignation about community.  All of those other people around me failed me so I will just have my own spiritual path and I am enlightened and that will be good and I don’t need to worry about the rest of them.  But the sangha going to the sangha for refuge is about going back into the community and being present in the community, it is about how we show up together in relationship to each other, so it is a very important aspect of our spiritual development.  This is the stage at which we must begin to take responsibility for our teachings for new thought, this is where the new thought movement I believe has been brought to it’s edge and must now courageously face thee question , what is the social implication of our teachings?  What are the social implications of our teachings? 


Reverend Noel and I are teaching this wonderful class about the philosophy of Jesus and we have been talking about a lot of different things and we were talking about this very issue the social gospel of new thought if you will, if there is one and if there is, what is it and he said back in and he rattled off some dates, like 1914 and there was a talk given at the international  new thought alliance annual  conference called the social implications of new thought and he said that was the last talk given on that topic until today, there has been no conversation no anything and so he and I were talking about that and he actually gave a talk called the newer new thought in which he brought back the concepts of some of the social implications of new thought and he delivered it at the INTA last year and so we began talking about that and we have a wonderful vision and hopeful statement and thing that we can reach to in the writing of Ernest Holmes who says in the sermon by the sea he says wouldn’t it be wonderful if a group of people could come to the earth who would stand for something and against nothing, for something and against nothing.  That is the social implication of our teachings that as we follow the path and the practice and we embody it in community, we are a community which shows up in such a way that we are for something and against nothing, because you see to show up in political active ways which are against this particular policy or against that particular group, or against that action over there you are dividing yourself again and this is what new thought has kept itself at bay at saying oh yea we can engage in those things because they are polarizing, they have the world labeled in these use verses them  kind of ways and we don’t believe that and we believe that its all one and so we are just going to stay here and do our meditation and call it all God.  Well sorry if you are staying here and doing your meditation and calling it all God you would be showing up in those issues in the world in such a way that you were expressing that truth, you would not be staying in your closet.  So this is the social implications of new thought.


I put this up last week if you saw it during the tribute  we did to Coretta Scott King that the greatness of a community is most accurately measured by the compassionate actions of its members, this is again what this is pointing to the social implications of new thought that as we show up in such a way and would we show up in such a way and let’s take it to the very local level of our community, would we show up in such a way that we put these things that I talked about all the volunteer positions in such a way that you walk by that from week after week and say well that’s not me, there is some other person who will take care of those things, or you walk by the children’s area and you say, well that’s not me, we will let somebody else handle this, or would we show up in such a way as community that those are my children, that is my community, those are my things that are being asked and requested for and this is my house, this is my place in which I contribute and so those requests for service, and those requests for volunteering, all of those things are part of me.  The last two weeks we had some children’s ministry training and I am grateful for all the individuals who stepped in there to help hold that ministry together as we have come thru this last year together and one of the things that we talked about was well what about this idea, what if we did some kind of promotional campaign in which we asked every member of the community to just do one Sunday a year, just one Sunday a year and forget the once a month and we have this pool of people who do it once a month and then we have the pool of people who show up when somebody else doesn’t show up to fill in  and you will always have that, you have those people who compassionately committed to that area but what if all of us had some since of responsibility that ok I will as a member of this community, I see it as part of my duties and my responsibilities to do one Sunday a year and if all of us in this room do one Sunday a year, we would have every Sunday filled, right, so that is just an example of how we would show up as community together.


Let me read to you from one of my favorite living new thought theologians our own Reverend Noel McInnis and this talk that he gave about the social implications of new thought.  He says these political and social and environmental concerns are matters with which new thought is traditionally unconcerned.  New thought is an individualistic prospective that trickles down into the consciousness of old thought thinkers, one brain at a time, with only very rare exceptions does new thought actively address matters of collective concern because when ever two or more are gathered in other than new thoughts name, the specter of dualistic perspection looms with it’s prospect of conflict and conflict tends to be scarcely more welcomed in new thought than the devil is welcomed in Christianity. The moment the wolf of social political concerns to the door, traditional new thought consciousness tends to fly out the window of collective concern on behalf of preserving the higher dualism, preserving new thoughts individualistic purity by non engagement with matters of collective concern.  Which is what I said before about staying in, well yes all that stuff is happening but they view it as black and white and we don’t do that, so we are just going to stay over here in the Buddha and the dharmma and we are not going to engage in the sangha.


Non engagement in social political actions is meant to avoid all other partisanship with consciousness on behalf of the other partisanship of our absolute allegiance to new thought. 

 So what I want us to begin to look at is that part of our own spiritual awakening  and part of our participation in a new thought  community is looking at how we show up in community, yes internally in the affairs of this particular community but also in the world that those are important things.  As I was thinking about this I wrote this in my journaling last night but let this not blind you to the false notion that we must take up our ranks and force change in the external world of conditions, again it is not participating in the “well let’s go out there and campaign for this, against that” and all of those different things.  It is about the embodying of the truth and the principal and we show up in the world already holding the consciousness of the oneness, already holding the consciousness of perfection, already holding the consciousness that peace is possible, whatever particular issue it is that you are looking at and you show up in that way and by showing up and participating in that way, the effects change themselves.  So you don’t have to show up at the door of the political issue or the economic issue, or the world issue and say I’m against that and I’m for this and we are going to show up and force change on this rather you show up and say and you exude the consciousness of the wholeness and the oneness and the love that already is the presence of God and say now with that consciousness and that understanding, how would we address this issue, what do we take care of our environment, how do we handle this conflict over here, how do we do these things and you come from the place of wholeness and perfection already.


Ernest Holmes long before the movement of new thought, religious science gathered huge momentum, one of his earliest writings, his first book published in 1917 called Creative Mind and in the first couple chapters of that he has a passage called the Church of God that I think illustrates both the sangha level of showing up in the community as well as the individual level of holding the vibration of wholeness.  He says the Church of God is not built with hands it is eternal in the heavens, it is not lighted with candles, it’s dome is heaven and it is lighted by the stars of God’s illumined thought and each member in his separate star shall draw the things as he see it for the God of things as they are, here all people recognize their own soul and ask for and see no other God.  When you can look upon all creation as the perfect work of a perfect God you will become a member of this church.  I doubt very much if this church universal admits members from the church individual, when you can see in the saint and the sinner the one in the same person, when you can realize that the one who kneels before the alter, and the one who lays drunk in the street is the same one, when you can love one as much as you can love the other, no doubt you will be able to qualify.  As it is now we have too many preachers who do not understand that have no purpose, too many prayers, too many creeds, too many teachers that have no message, too many churches, to many learned people and too few thinkers.  The kingdom of heaven comment not by observation rather it is the still small voice within that speaks, the expanded thought that will wish to join with others.  Nothing human can contain it; it feels the limitation of form and ceremony and longs for the freedom of the spirit of the great outdoors, the great God of everywhere, alone in the desert, the forest or by a restless ocean looking up at the stars man breaths forth these words with only my maker and me.

And so it is that since of that embodiment of the wholeness of the universe is and then showing up in the world in that way that we are talking about.  Two other things that I want to show you.  So let’s look at our mission statement, so we have these three levels of practice, the Buddha which is the principal, the dharmma which is the teaching, is the path and the sangha which is the community.  We honor and draw from all spiritual paths, I go to the Buddha for refuge, we draw the light and the wisdom from all spiritual paths and I turn to the principal which is found universally in all spiritual principals.  We live and learn our spiritual principals with inclusivity, compassion and joy, I go to the dharmma for refuge, I go to the teachings, I go to the practice, I go to the five principals, I go to the practice of affirmative prayer, I go to living and learning the spiritual principals of new thought, I go to the dharmma for refuge.  We serve God in our service to each other and our global family.  I go to the sangha for refuge, we serve each other in our spiritual family and then the final statement, we are spirit in action, and we are spirit in action and so as I shared last week, planetary healing thru self realization is indeed the new promise of these teachings.


Today we are talking about common unity and last week about what we believe and we discussed a little bit of new thought history and I hope that was useful for you and in the continuing theme of this month of being time for friends and family and fellowship and I went along with that theme and last week I was thinking about us wanting to do a service and do a message which would be something that we could regularly hand out when people ask you  “what does new thought believe and you can have something that you can give them and so I wanted to continue that theme and now talk about community and talk about the message of new thought and we talked a little bit about the history of new thought where it came from and all of that and so these groups got together and  these people got together and they did writings and people followed them and organizations got set up and all of that and so now let us look at how new thought shows up as community, and the importance of that in our spiritual journey, and so that’s what we are going to do.  We read last week from a book from Ernest Holmes called what religious science teaches which can easily be translated to simple say what new thought teaches.


He says in new thought we draw from all spiritual traditions and we borrow the light from all of the lights of the world robbing none of their own light for truth is universal.  So with that idea and the other question that people ask me a lot is do you consider yourself Christian?  Are you a Christian or a new thought Christian?  I will often say yes I consider myself a new thought Christian not in the terms of the general public’s definition of Christianity but in as one who follows the way of the Christ that Jesus was a way shower to us and that new thought writers all talk about that way and that way being universal not being about the man or the individual Jesus or about the religion that was later created after him but about the principal that he expressed himself, so yes I use that term.  Now most people would not be able to hear and do I care if you use that term or not, no but most people would not be able to hear that because you have to do all the translating that I just did and perhaps more.  So in new thought we can have new thought Christians, we can have new thought Buddhists  we can have new thought Jews, and it doesn’t matter Ernest Holmes was very clear that no one had to give up their own spiritual or religious heritage to follow the path of new thought.  It was a philosophy a way of approaching life that could because it brings out the universal truth in all religions and all spiritual paths and it could be applied to anything.  

Let’s pray

Harvena Richter - The relationship between one’s kinetic I-that-is-me and the energetic I-that-is-we 
No such thing as frictionless living – not add to friction, etc. 
Reducing the unnecessary friction between our individual oneness and our communal allness.

You do not belong to you. You belong to the universe. The significance of you will remain forever obscure to you, but you may assume you are fulfilling your significance if you apply yourself to converting all your experience to highest advantage to others. -R. Buckminster Fuller
Converting our immediate significance to the advantage of all. 
Being a beneficial presence. 
Thus far, even though our individual and communal I-dentities require equivalent nurture, our I-that-is-we I-dentity has yet to receive its due share thereof. Hence the timeliness of Newer Thought.

Mechanizing tendency – synthesizing tendency.

By now the reader has encountered enough Newer Thought terms its terminology deserves some explanation.

********************
In the Beginning is the Word.

We serve God in our service to each other and our global family. We are Spirit in action.

-NTMO Mission Statement

For the same reason that cognition succeeds imagination, words similarly follow experience. 

Being “Spirit in action” calls for fresh, newer thought about our spirituality’s focus, for while New Thought attends primarily to our oneness as individual I-that-is-me selves, Spirit is also about our allness as mutually interactive I-that-is-we selves. Accordingly, “our service to each other and our global family” requires newer thinking on our part about the embedment of our individuality within the matrix of interconnectivity that shapes and maintains our multiple mutual relationships. This matrix extends from family to planet, and is impacted upon by numerous energy fields that influence all relationships. Newer thinking about our participative role in this matrix of nested mutualities requires new language for our newer thoughts’ expression. 
New Thought’s personalized frame of reference emphasizes our oneness as individuals, with terms like “one mind”, “affirmation”, “demonstration” (sometimes termed “outpicturing”), and “mental equivalent” (sometimes termed “spiritual prototype”) – terminology that denotes the particularity of our inextricable relatedness to and connectedness within what Emerson called the “single mind common to all individuals.” Newer Thought’s communal frame of reference emphasizes our allness, with terms like “omni-mutuality”, “societal”, “matrix”, “embedment”, “resonance”, “coherence”, and “interconnectivity” – terminology that denotes the inclusivity of our inextricable relatedness to and connectedness within (to coin a brand new phrase) the universal commonwealth of all well-being.  
Since words are coined only after a corresponding experience necessitates their coinage, new terms have meaning only for those whose experience resonates with the new terminology’s signification. To state a public case with terminology that bears no reference to the experience of those who hear or read it is equivalent to aiming sounds at an absent jury, thus signifying nothing. To previous generations, therefore, Newer Thought terminology would have been meaningless to all but a precious few. Nor as yet may it speak to the very many. Newer Thought terminology addresses primarily those for whom the statement “We are Spirit in action” resonates with their experience, and it is to such persons that the Newer Thought terminology herein is addressed.
We therefore urge each reader in whose experience the concept of “Spirit in action” resonates to contemplate the following glossary of bold-faced terms, to sense what they signify in your experience as well as what they collectively signify as an overall, inclusive frame of reference. We encourage you to allow each term to “sink in” as fully as possible to resonate with your own experience of what it signifies, and to return to this list for reinforcement its signification as you next encounter each term (again bold-faced) in the text that follows. 
While it would be seem to be more convenient to your later consultation of this glossary were we to arrange its terms in alphabetical order, we choose instead to arrange them in progression of their respective significations. Convenience of subsequent consultation is served by our alphabetically ordered and expanded reproduction of the [forthcoming] glossary on pages xx-xx, which is the listing we recommend for your use upon your later encounters of these terms.
This is the first of several exercises that will assist you in blending the perspectives of New Thought and Newer Thought.
Frame of reference: a set of assumptions, such as a mindset or a paradigm, that shapes one’s overall perspective. (See p. xx for insight into the respective roles of mindsets and paradigms.)
Interconnectivity: the xxx
Interbeing: the wholeness of all that is, which is universally inclusive of each thing that is.
Oneness: the embodied wholeness of all that is.
Allness: the inclusive wholeness of all that is.
Individuality: the indivisibility of one’s being. 
Authenticity: the xxx
Selfishness: the mindful preservation of authentic selfhood.

Whole-self being: the expression of one’s innate, organic state of coherent well-being.

Role-self being: the expression of one’s acquired (via learning and example) functional state(s) of mind.

Self-dominion: inner sovereignty.

Free-willfulness: the xxx
Diversity: the indivisibility of one’sbeing. 
Inclusivity: existentially: the inextricable connectedness of all beings; operationally: conscious custodial service to our inextricable connectedness.
Holon: a whole that is embedded within a larger whole even as it embeds lesser wholes.

Holarchy: a set of nested holons, analogous to a set of Russian dolls.

Matrix: the holarchy of fields within field within fields . . .

The I-that-is-me self: the individuated self of each being; at best, Hinduism’s Atman
The I-that-is-we self: the inclusive self of mutual being; at most, Hinduism’s Brahma
Commonweal: the xxx
The universal commonwealth of all well-being: our nested levels of interconnectedness, from family, to planet, to the fields of energy beyond.
Coherence: prevalent consistency of being.
Integrity: the coherence of authentic selfhood, both of the I-that-is-me and the I-that-is-we.
The integral principle: the universal foundation of all coherence.
Dynergy: the xxx
Dual unity: both/and mutuality.
Field: a coherent domain of overall and ongoing mutuality of action.
Field theory: a holistic and non-linear perspective on field dynamism.
In-formed: given form.
Informational field: the xxx
Situational field: the realm of one’s overall individual, interpersonal, and communal circumstances.
Perceptual field: the portion of one’s situational field of which one is aware.
Perceptual makeover: the renovation of one’s perceptual field.
Intentional field: one’s conscious endeavor to influence one’s situational field.
Interpersonal field(s): the aspect(s) of one’s situational field that is impacted by and upon others.
Energy fields: the xxx
Temporal field: the continuum of past-present-future.
Enlightenment: freedom from individual and societal contradictions.
Beneficial presence: the expression of one’s being that most coherently serves all concerned.
Lifekind: the xxx
The balance of lifekind: the omni-mutual kindom of all beings (a.k.a. “the balance of nature”).
Kindom consciousness: mindful awareness of the omni-mutuality of all beings.
Homo custodiens: the planetary care-taking complement to homo sapiens sapiens who are now called upon to be the custodians of lifekind and the balance thereof.
While New Thought’s frame of reference tends to be one of individuality, Newer Thought’s reference frame tends to be one of inclusivity. Individuality (acknowledged also as “diversity”) is an essential perspective on our oneness within the universal allness of our being, while inclusivity is an equally essential perspective from our oneness upon our being’s universal allness. To the extent that our diversity is problematical, we thereby have a measure of our requirement for its complement of inclusivity. And until we allow our inclusivity to render our diversity coherent, the situational fields of our contingent individual and communal circumstances will remain chaotically turbulent, and become increasingly more so.
The Interbeing of All Individual Beingness
There is one light of the sun, though it is interrupted by walls, mountains and infinite other things. There is one Intelligent Soul, though it seems to be divided. All things are implicated with one another. The Spirit that bonds us all as One is holy. Everything on Earth, under the heavens, is connected with every other thing. All the different things in the world are co-ordinated and combined to make up the same universe.
-Marcus Aurelius (161-180 AD), the last of the great Roman Emperors and the last Philosopher-King.

A single universal principle governs all that is, including all other principles. This all-governing principle is signified by the word “integrity”, and is therefore termed by us “the integral principle,” which is the universal foundation of all coherence. Everything that exists is coherent both within itself and within its situational field, or else is subject to dissipation. Concerning such dissipation Ernest Holmes proclaimed, “It is the unessential only that is vanishing, that the abiding may be made more clearly manifest.” Holmes acknowledged the inclusivity of this process in a related proclamation: “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.” 
The scientific comprehension of this dual dynamism of vanquishing diminishment and harmonious abidance is signified in the terms “extinction” and “evolution.” In Ernest Holmes’ understanding, all such dynamism represents a complementary “dual unity” rather than an oppositional duality. To state this understanding more explicitly, natural polarities exhibit a both/and dynamic, rather than an either/or dynamic.
In the quantum field that infuses all other fields, coherence is signified by such terms as “superposition” and “entanglement”, terminology which tends to indicate that everything in the universe is interconnected with everything else in one way or another. Each thing is ultimately enmeshed within a matrix that is inclusive of all things, as affirmed in poet Francis Thompson’s testimony, "Thou canst not pluck a flower without troubling a star." The extent of interconnectivity implied by such cosmic poetic license is far greater than that required to maintain homeostasis in the human organism. It is more like the interconnectivity of the human brain, which has been said to have more connections than there are atoms in the universe because hundreds of thousands of its neurons each has hundreds of thousands of connections to other neurons.
Nothing is extricable from its enmeshment within the universally cohering interconnectivity of all that is. 
Though the integral principle is no more visible than is the principle of gravity, 
The Art of Selfishness
There is no wise unselfishness without basic self-concern, no permanent power for goodness
if the organism that fulfills that goodness is limited or injured. Your duty is to yourself.
-David Seabury, The Art of Selfishness
From the perspective of New Thought, whose spiritual frame of reference is in-formed by the integral principle, we implicitly assume that the integrity of each individual is at one with the integrity of all concerned. Since universal oneness of being allows no exception to the cohering integral principle, all compromise of one’s individual integrity likewise compromises the greater integrity in which one’s own is nested. Any corruption of our individual integrity correspondingly dis-eases one or more integral aspects of the universal commonwealth of our well-being.
Yet despite New Thought’s implicit recognition of the omni-mutuality of all that is, it is applied most explicitly to the immediate well-being of particular individuals, with scant reference to the inclusive concerns of well-being’s commonwealth. New Thought tends to flourish as an individualistic spirituality that has no explicit communal component comparable to the “social gospel” of Christianity. Though it sometimes explicitly instructs us not to seek our individual good at the expense of others’ well-being, New Thought does not openly call up us for active support of the immediately communal holons of our well-being. This non-social (though not anti-social) character of New Thought follows from another of its implicit assumptions, that when an appropriate selfishness to one’s individual well-being eventually prevails in all persons, the well-being of all others concerned is thereby fully served as well. In the meantime – and with one notable exception –absent of everyone’s eventually “getting the word,” no intermediate communal contingent of New Thought spirituality has as yet been articulated. 
The notable exception is the annual observance by many New Thought faith communities of the Season of Non-Violence, which lasts from January 30 to April 4 each year, in honor of the respective memorial anniversaries of Martin Luther King Jr. and Mohandas Gandhi, and which has the active support of the Association of Global New Thought. This is thus far New Thought’s only step toward active participation in the inclusivity of our communal milieu. 
The individualized character of New Thought consciousness is born out historically by the fact that the first meeting in the late 19th century of what would eventually become the International New Thought Association featured a talk on the social implications of New Thought. Almost no direct attention has since been paid to New Thought’s communal implications. New Thought continues as an individualized frame of reference for serving the well-being of each, and has yet to fulfill its complementary potential as a common-wealthy frame of reference for serving the well-being of all. Hence yet again the call for Newer Thought.
Rather than take exception herein to what New Thought is – which we do not – we are rather concerned with what New Thought may yet become. We find no fault with New Thought’s individualized premises, which we consider as unexceptionally valid in and of themselves. As affirmed by psychologist David Seabury in The Art of Selfishness – one of the best-selling New Thought-related books of all time – paying diligent attention and intention to one’s own integrity is a prerequisite to exercising one’s “power for goodness,” because we can be of no more enduring benefit to others than we are of enduring benefit to ourselves. Our exercise of such power can come only from within, where it is grounded in the authenticity of our being.  As Seabury reasoned:
The worth of a cabbage depends on the way it fulfills a promise in the seed. The value of a cow inheres in her health and development. The service of each creature lies in this selfishness. When denial constricts this duty of an organism to be itself, it is against life and as such becomes evil. The surrender of the least of one’s primary rights leads to some measure of corruption before the span of life is over. The duty to others is achieved only by being what one can become as radiantly as possible.

Seabury’s reference to maintaining one’s “radiance” brings to mind the fate of a 19th century lighthouse-keeper who took pity on the residents of a nearby village during a whale-oil shortage, and shared with them some of the lighthouse’s reserve supply. During an unusually stormy fortnight that followed, his reserves ran out, and in the absence of a guiding light several ships were wrecked. Any compromise of one’s integrity in sacrifice to others’ shortages thereof is likewise fraught with some diminishment of the contingent well-being of all concerned.
Seabury presented dozens of case studies of persons who remained selfishly faithful to the authenticity of their being despite the pandemic assault on their integrity thereof by family, friends, and peers. Though they were, indeed, called “selfish” by those who were around them, the word was employed as an epithet to shame them into guilty compliance with other’s agendas. Nonetheless, even when these individuals were surrounded by demands to “unselfishly” live up to others’ expectations, they refused to be thus “shoulded” on. They managed instead – in the best sense of the term “selfishly” – to maintain and express their authenticity of being.
Seabury’s book was published in 1937, nearly three decades before Ayn Rand made her “objectivist” case in a similarly titled book, The Virtue of Selfishness, and Seabury’s case is clearly distinguishable from hers. Unlike Rand, Seabury did not champion a right of individuals to pursue their legitimately selfish objectives in contempt of their flawed society and/or at a corresponding and uncaring disadvantage of others. Nor did he tend to perceive a deep regard for others’ well-being to be a moral lapse. A thorough reading of his book is therefore recommended for anyone who accepts the popular “wisdom” that prevails in some quarters, to the effect that being true to one’s authentic selfhood is an indulgent vice, and that subordinating it in service to other’s needs and expectations is a sacrificial virtue. As we make clear in our exploration of the deeper wisdom Newer Thought fidelity to self is actively inclusive of service to others.
The Virtue of Being True to One’s Own Selfhood
Neither selfishness nor unselfishness, when truly applied, has to do with your relation to another person.

They pertain to life. When understood, both are good and beautiful.

–David Seabury
The challenge of preserving the authenticity of one’s being in a world crowded with self-compromising commodities and commotion is noted in Emerson’s essay on “Self-Reliance”: 

What I must do is all that concerns me, not what people think. This rule . . . is the harder because you will always find those who think they know what is your duty better than you know it. It is easy in the world to live after the world’s opinion; it is easy in solitude to live after our own; but the great man is he who in the midst of the crowd keeps with perfect sweetness the independence of solitude.

If, as Emerson so consistently asserted, reliance on the wisdom born of one’s inner solitude is the ultimate expression of true selfishness, then unselfishness consists of compromising the integrity of our being. We indulge in such self-compromise whenever we submit to the manipulation of those who think that they know better what is good for us than we do, or when we ourselves manipulate others on the assumption that we similarly know better than they. In the latter case, what we more often than not covertly presume to better know is the good that we seek to gain from others. It is to such gain that we shamingly contrive to “should” others into serving our well-being at the expense of diminishing their own.
From New Thought’s Emersonian perspective, the terms “selfish” and “unselfish” signify the opposite of what they are popularly thought to mean. We tend to attribute selfishness to those who will not submit to our expectations, and unselfishness to those who are compliant with our wishes. When the self-reliance of others does not fit our own picture of how they should rightfully serve us, we perceive their integrity to be a “selfish” vice, while we attribute to those who do thus comply a virtue that we call “unselfishness.”  

True selfishness – fidelity to one’s authentic selfhood – signifies the integrity of being authentic to the way that one coherently is. Unselfishness, in contrast, signifies infidelity to authentic selfhood. Thus the essence of selfishness is authenticity of being, while the essence of unselfishness is inauthenticity of being. To be selfish is to be self-like – to be one’s innately coherent self – while to be unselfish is to be unlike one’s self. 

Far from being unique to New Thought, this perspective on authenticity is represented in Shakespeare’s 17th century dictum, “To thine own self be true…and thou canst not then be false to any man,” as well as in Anthony de Mello’s 20th century corollary to Shakespeare’s dictum, “If you are not yourself deceitful, you will not be deceived.” Such fidelity to one’s selfhood is the essence of what Ernest Hemingway called having a “crap detector,” a barometer of inauthenticity that detects both one’s own and others’ frequencies of deception. When one’s fidelity to the authentic selfhood of each and all concerned is tuned so finely that s/he is deceptive and manipulative of neither self nor others, it allows a non-compromising surrender of one’s integrity. Such letting go in all good conscience empowers us to be of service in such a way that both our selfishness and any unselfishness bear equal witness to what Seabury deemed to be “good and beautiful.”
Just how does one know the difference between what is or is not authentic in one’s own being? Such knowledge may be gained by observing those expressions of oneself that most enduringly benefit all concerned, and which thereby collectively represent what meta-psychiatrist Thomas Hora signified as the “beneficial presence” of one’s whole-self being. 

Fidelity to the authenticity of one’s innate whole-self being is the essence of all true selfishness. Such truth to selfhood is not easily maintained, for we are constantly challenged to faithfully express our whole-self being while being at the same time appropriately faithful to our acquired expressions of role-self being. Since the latter often tend to be mutually conflictive, self-inclusivity and self-diversity vie within us for coherent allegiance. Thus are we called to practice the art of inclusive selfishness, by expressing the multi-faceted expressions of our role-self being in harmony with the omni-faceted expression of our whole-self being.
Xxxxxxx
Xxxx

-Xxxx
The diversities within and among us are a boon, for as a Yiddish proverb asserts, “If all pulled in one direction, the world would keel over.” Our present challenge is the opposite of uni-directionality, for we instead are pulling the world apart. Thus the refrain of a post World War II song, “Talking Atomic Blues,” is as pertinent today – if not more so – as it was back then:

So listen folks, this is my thesis:
peace in the world or the world in pieces.
The world is presently being torn to pieces by those who seek to curb its societal diversities by imposing numerous mutually exclusive models of external religious, economic, and political conformity. Yet here can be no peace in the world until, like Abu-Assad, we have made peace with our internalized diversities. The formula for such peace-making was also called for in “Talking Atomic Blues”:

The people of the world must decide their fate,
they've gotta get together or disintegrate.
“Getting together” means working together, and doing so as a society overall as well as individually within. “Getting together” calls for co-operation as in “operating together,” not merely cooperation in the sense of “getting along.”
- for a paradigm shift – a thoroughgoing perceptual makeover of our collective consciousness. It is time for us to put our collective heads together on behalf of getting our individual minds together. Both the possibility and promise of our so doing is 
Accordingly, while the one mind is aligned in its seeing from Spirit’s all-inclusive field of whole-self perspective, the many mentalities tend to see only from the mutually excluding fields of their respectively local and often conflicting role-self perspectives. There is only one sure remedy for a mentality whose outlook is limited to its local perspective, and that is to adopt the outlook of Spirit by becoming open to whole-self consciousness.
Our Grand Opening to Whole-Self Consciousness
 [S]uch a vast and complex universe as that which we know exists around us, may have been absolutely required . . . in order to produce a world that should be precisely adapted in every detail for the orderly development of life culminating in man. –Alfred Wallace

Constantly remind yourself, “I am a member of the whole body of conscious things.”  If you think of yourself as a mere ‘part,’ then love for humanity will not well up in your heart; you will look for some reward in every act of kindness, and miss the boon which the act itself is offering. Then all your work will be seen as a mere duty and not as the very porthole connecting you with the Universe itself.  –Marcus Aurelius
Marcus Aurelius’ 2nd century metaphysics of soulful wholeness (see also the citation thereof on page 1, above) and Emerson’s 19th century metaphysics of single-minded wholeness both gained scientific support in the early 20th century when cosmologist Sir James Jeans asserted:

Today there is a wide measure of agreement, which on the physical side of science approaches almost to unanimity, that the stream of knowledge is heading towards a non-mechanical reality; the universe begins to look more like a great thought than like a great machine. Mind no longer appears as an accidental intruder into the realm of matter; we are beginning to suspect that we ought rather to hail it as the creator and governor of the realm of matter.
Jean’s fellow cosmologist, Sir Arthur Eddington, was more concise in his statement of the same case: "the stuff of the universe is mind-stuff." Similarly forthright was Max Planck, the father of quantum physics, when he affirmed during his Nobel Prize acceptance speech:
As a man who has devoted his whole life to the most clear headed science, to the study of matter, I can tell you as a result of my research about the atoms this much: There is no matter as such!  All matter originates and exists only by virtue of a force which brings the particles of an atom to vibration and holds this minute solar system of the atom together…. We must assume behind this force the existence of a conscious and intelligent mind.  This mind is the matrix of all matter.Awake p.
While Jeans’, Eddington’s, and Planck’s comments appeared in books and reports unread by the general public, by the end of the 20th century such testimony was being quoted in weekly newsmagazines, as in the following statement by cosmologist Freeman Dyson in the April 26, 1988 issue of U.S. News and World Report:

The mind, I believe, exists in some very real sense in the universe. But is it primary or an accidental consequence of something else? The prevailing view among biologists seems to be that the mind rose accidentally out of molecules of DNA or something. I find that very unlikely.

It seems more reasonable to think that mind was a primary part of nature from the beginning and we are simply manifestations of it at the present stage of history. It's not so much that mind has a life of its own but that mind is inherent in the way the universe is built, and life is nature's way to give mind opportunities it wouldn't otherwise have…. So mind is more likely to be primary and life secondary rather than the other way around.

Dyson had even more to say about the primacy of mind in his book, Infinite in All Directions:

It appears to me that the tendency of mind to infiltrate and control matter is a law of nature…. The infiltration of mind into the universe will not be permanently halted by any catastrophe or by any barrier that I can imagine. If our species does not choose to lead the way, others will do so, or may already have done so. If our species is extinguished, others will be wiser or luckier. Mind is patient. Mind has waited for 3 billion years on this planet before composing its first string quartet. It may have to wait for another 3 billion years before it spreads all over the galaxy. I do not expect that it will have to wait so long. But if necessary, it will wait. The universe is like a fertile soil spread out all around us, ready for the seeds of mind to sprout and grow. Ultimately, late or soon, mind will come into its heritage. 

Though most of today’s scientists continue to believe that consciousness exists only as the local effects of bio-electro-chemical activity in human brains, and deny any presence of intelligence in the universe’s design, cosmology’s emergent trend continues nonetheless to favor New Thought’s intuition of universal consciousness. New Thought’s one-minded cosmology transcends theories of so-called “Intelligent Design” in which the cosmic design presumes a designer. In New Thought there is no distinction of oneness and a maker thereof, there is only oneness as oneness is. Rather than there being a God and God’s Creation, there is only God as God’s Creation. The design is its own self-designer.
Marcus Aurelius saw our ultimate role in the one-minded cosmos as that of being a “porthole” for the conscious realization of universal inclusivity. This perspective was reaffirmed in 20th century existentialist philosopher Martin Heidegger’s proclamation that a human being is neither a thing nor a process, and rather is an “opening,” a portal through which universal being can realize the potentials inherent in what Heidegger called the “thrownness” of its ever-self-forwarding creative initiative.
In summary: Our role is to provide an all-inclusive thrown room for Earth’s ongoing replenishment, and to cease throwing such room away via our present practices of mutual exclusion. It is time for a “grand opening” of our species to a way of life that restores, even as it consumes, the resources of our planetary abode.
Earth is a single household, etc.

PRODUCTION
A Paradigm of Practice for Newer Thought:

Contributing Individually to Our Common Unity 

Changing Our Course
Those who do not change their direction will end up where they are headed.

–Chinese proverb
What is most required of us today is openness to a change of course, now that our present heading – and headiness – portends our own extinction. The objective of this change of course is suggested by runeologist Ralph Blum: “A shift of a few degrees at the beginning of any voyage will mean a vastly different position far out at sea.” 
Blum’s observation pertains as well to a shift of our present course, which presently finds us way far out at sea. A mid-sea course correction is required if we are to arrive at a collectively sustainable destination rather than a mutually self-destructive one. 
As an overall consequence of our present course of pursuing individual well-being, with each passing year the world is working less well for millions more of its citizens. We are creating a world that soon may not work well for anyone, a planetary mess that Sharif Abdullah has partially catalogued in his book, Creating a World that Works for All, and elsewhere:
· Holes in the ozone layer

· Political corruption

· Homelessness

· Emotional stress

· Destruction of cultures

· Overgrazing

· Children as combatants in warfare

· Violent political conflict

· Spiritual emptiness

· Acid rain

· Pandemics

· Decline in basic values

· Increasing disparities in personal and national wealth 

· Other economic and class disparities

· Racism

· War between nations

· Overconsumption

· Urban deterioration

· Regional famines

· Destruction of the environment

· Child slave labor

· Industrial pollution

· Suicide

· Weapons of mass destruction

· AIDS

· Ethnic unrest and conflict

· Civil wars

· Public school violence

· Spreading desertification

· Political and social alienation

· Extinction of species

· Sexism

· Corporate greed and fraud

· Overuse of fertilizers and pesticides

· Expanding global corporatism

· Destruction of family life

· Colonialism and neocolonialism

· Homicide

· Political apathy and malaise

· Terrorism

· Unsustainability in all aspects of life

· Militarization of outer space

· Genocide

The planetary enormity of this mess’s societal impact is portrayed in The Global Citizen’s Handbook for Living on Planet Earth, written by Ervin Laszlo for the Club of Budapest and prefaced with the affirming title You Can Change the World:
To appreciate the diversity of lives and fortunes in the global village, assume that it is made up of 1,000 inhabitants. 560 of them are women, 440 are men. Nearly 300 are younger than 15 years of age, and 69 are older the 65.
576 0f the 1,000 inhabitants are Asians, 320 are Europeans, Americans, Arabs, and Australians, and 104 are Africans. 162 of them speak Chinese, 81 English, 69 Hindi, 65 Spanish, 52 Russian, 37 Arabic, and 34 Bengali – the rest speak one of the thousands of other tongues. 149 live on an average income of $78 a day, 445 live on $16/day, 406 try to live on $5/day, and 227 have to subsist somehow on $1/day. 140 are illiterate, 328 no not receive even minimum health care, and 19 of the children have no access to a school. 25 are refugees, and 10 are leaving each year their native communities for the cities. The 200 better-off consume 86 percent of everything that is on the market, while the poorest 800 consumes 14 percent. Each of the 149 “wealthy” uses 250 million liters of water in the course of his or her life, 15 million liters of gasoline, 45,000 kilos of steel, 65 tons of cereals, and the wood of 1,000 trees.
If current trends do not change, by the year 2050 there will be not 1,000, but 1,500 people in the global village. 690 of them will not have access to clean water and 300 will have less than $1 a day on which to survive.

Current trends will indeed not change unless we turn from our present fixation on the symptoms of our global mess, and begin to substantially alleviate their ultimate causes. As New Thought co-founder Ernest Holmes so hopefully prescribed, it is only as we turn our attention and intentions from fixation on the corpses of unworkable conditions, and focus them instead on creating workable alternatives, that we are able to serve our individual and collective well-being:
The world is undergoing the death throes of an old order and the travail of a new birth, and whether or not it remains suspended in a state of indeterminate coma or passes immediately into the Heaven of Divine Promise, will depend entirely upon how many of its ancient corpses it is willing to loose. It is as certain as that the laws of nature are immutable, that some day this transition will take place, some day the world will be reborn, resurrected into a consciousness of unity, cooperation, love and collective security.
At the time of Holmes’ pronouncement, our “collective security” was embedded in the context of military defense. Only today are we beginning to realize that there is no security in defensiveness other than securing the ongoing existence of its present condition.
Turning from the Condition
These problems [of the global mess] are not separate elements, but symptoms of a single condition…. Focusing on one part alone means the others are allowed to fester…. It’s time that we tackled the problem, not the pieces. –Sharif Abdullah
The Global Citizen’s Handbook also posits a resolution of our global messiness as a whole, which only is made worse when we endeavor to fix it part by part. All attempts to fix symptoms are of no avail, because all such “fixes” merely serve to increase the grip of their fixations. Messing with symptoms merely exacerbates their causal dynamics. 
As posited in the Handbook, refocusing our attention from our planetary mess to the causes thereof may best proceed by addressing its global underpinnings:
According to estimates by the United Nations, starvation and the worst forms of malnutrition could be eliminated from the face of the Earth with an annual investment of about $19 billion; shelter could be provided for the world’s homeless for $21 billion; clean water could be provided for everyone for about $10 billion; deforestation could be halted for $7 billion; global warming could be prevented for $8 and soil erosion for $24 billion. Investing in such programs for a period of ten years would go a long way towards alleviating frustration and mitigating resentment in the world, and would prove to be far more effective in paving the way to stability and peace than funding military campaigns to kill terrorists and attack unfriendly states and uncooperative regimes.
While $89 billion a year seems like an enormous sum of money, it is what the U.S. spends every two months on national defense, and is several times less than what the entire world spends each day for all local, regional, national, and international efforts of aggression, protection, and defense. Defending ourselves against the symptoms of our planetary mess, rather than repairing the roots of its cause, has become far more catastrophically expensive in dollars (though not yet in loss of lives) than the cost of the symptoms themselves.
Our messed-up world is a consequence of our collectively messed-up minds. Since our collective consciousness is the beholding place-holder of our planetary mess, what most requires repair is the piecemealing mindset that thus holds the mess in place. As The Global Citizen’s Handbook also reminds us, our planetary mess may be effectively encountered only from within:
Harry Truman once said, ‘The buck stops here,’ meaning the desk of the president. Today the buck is more democratic,: it stops with each and every one of us. You make the crucial difference between breakdown and breakthrough in society, in the economy, and in the local and global environment. You make this difference with the way you think and act. In today’s world it is neither wealth and power, nor the control of territory and technology, that makes the crucial difference. How you think and act shapes our present and decides out future. With responsible thinking and acting, you become part of the solution instead of remaining part of the problem.
To turn our outwardly focused attention from the symptomatic conditions of our planetary mess, and focus it instead on the mess’s inward cause calls for a paradigm shift – a thoroughgoing perceptual makeover of our collective consciousness. It is time for us to put our collective heads together on behalf of getting our individual minds together. Both the possibility and promise of our so doing is attested by Hany Abu-Assad, the Palestinian maker of the 2006 Academy Award nominated documentary film, Paradise Now:
“I am a Muslim in Nazareth. I come from a wealthy family in a poor society. I am a Palestinian in what is called Israel. In Europe I am an Arab, and in Holland I'm a foreigner. Always I'm the minority," he adds with a grin.

“I'm smiling, and I'll tell you why. This is a good way to understand life, in its complexity. Because you are all these conflicting things, you have to create peace between all these identities. In order to create peace, you have to look from all points of view, to get to know more about yourself, about others, about history, about humanity. I am privileged," he says. "I have all these conflicting identities at once, yet there is peace between them, harmony, not war.”
Abu-Assad’s testimony is antidotal to the urgings of those who call for a uniform change of direction to a specific religious, economic, social, or political model. The inner change required of us is instead broadly complex, for as a Yiddish proverb asserts, “If all pulled in one direction, the world would keel over.” There can be no stable planetary inclusivity until, like Abu-Assad, we have made a beneficent peace with our internalized diversities.
Welcome to the Paradigm Shift
Do not go where the path may lead,

go instead where there is no path and leave a trail.

-Ralph Waldo Emerson
Our globally messy circumstances are loudly calling for a shift of willingness that will empower us to be a beneficial presence to all that is – not to merely walk and talk the virtues of beneficence, rather to be the living presence of beneficence. As Buddha advised, “You cannot walk the path until you are the path.” Nor may any amount of talking the path ultimately avail for those who at most merely walk it, for as Emerson similarly advised, “What you are speaks so loudly, I cannot hear what you say.” 
Emerson knew that nothing is finally more persuasive than the unspoken presence of one’s own being. Such is the logic that also informs Gandhi’s well-known prescription: “Be the difference you wish to see in the world.”
As “the voice for God” has promised in A Course in Miracles, it takes only our “little willingness” to be a path that works for the optimum benefit of each and all. What accordingly is being called forth from us is our beneficial willingness to create a world that works for the kindom of all that lives. In keeping with this perspective, the events of September 11, 2001, moved one of us [N.M.] to the following self-assessment:
· I am here to be a beneficial presence to all concerned, to be more than a further extension of humankind’s inhumanities to other human kindred. 

· I am here to be a beneficial presence to all concerned, to be more than a reactionary impulse that creates me in the image of those whose own impulses I outwardly discredit. 

· I am here to be a beneficial presence to all concerned, to be more than an instrument of the either/or retaliatory worldview that feeds the cycle of mutual vengeance and revengeance. 

· I am here to be a beneficial presence to all concerned, to be more than an agent of those whose purpose is to shape, direct, instruct or otherwise conform me to their own purposes.
· I am here to be a beneficial presence to all concerned, to be more than a mere defender of the things that I possess, of the thoughts that I profess, and of the feelings that I express. 

· I am here to be a beneficial presence to all concerned, to be more than an expression of self-defeating teachings, preachments and ideologies, of outworn trends and fashions, of conventional wisdoms handed down, of yesterday’s reasons handed over, and of momentary meanings that last only for a season. 

This self-definition befits its author only as an ongoing aspiration, rather than as a fully accomplished fact, for he continues at times to exemplify the less than beneficent non-inclusive consciousness that he knows himself to be more than. Our truest witness prevails only as we willingly release all that prevents the realization of our individual capacities to be a beneficial presence to all concerned. Our collective potential to be beneficially present amidst our planetary mess calls us to be integrally co-creative and co-custodial of a world that works for all.
Integrity as Cosmic Law 

Gravity is not just a good idea.

It’s the law.

-Bumper sticker

Integrity, like gravity, is more than a good idea. It’s a cosmic law. We now know that this law is cosmically operative within all things, from galaxies to planets, and from thence to ecosystems, organisms, and ultimately to the sub-atomic quantum field that underlies all of the above. Our freedom of willfulness to psychologically and socially exempt ourselves from lawfully honoring the integral principle ultimately exempts us only in the manner described by Emerson: “Those who are exclusive exclude themselves.” 
Our freedom to “break” the cosmic law of integrity, whether willfully or unwittingly, is a dubious freedom at best, since we are unable to overrule the law’s prevailing mandates. Our exercise of this freedom ultimately dis-eases both our individual bodies and our social body (i.e., the so-called “body politic”), because whenever we presume to break a cosmic law, individually or collectively, we ultimately succeed only in breaking ourselves and our society upon that law. 
Failure to honor the universal lawfulness of the integral principle is the only “shameful” brand of self-indulgence, the “shame” being that we are punished by the law itself for our breaking thereof, rather than by some other agency for having broken it. The eventual inevitability of such self-breakage was stressed by Thomas Troward, and reflected as well in Ernest Holmes’ perspectives on sin, merit, and virtue.
There is no sin but a mistake, and no punishment but an inevitable consequence. . . . We are not  
   punished for our sins but by them.  Sin is its own punishment and righteousness is its own   

   reward. [SOM 110/4-111/2]
   The reward of merit is an objective outcome of merit itself and not a thing superimposed by any  

   Divine Mandate. Each man is rewarded not for virtue but through virtue. [SOM 442/1]
Troward’s and Holmes’ views are both consistent as well with those of natural philosopher, Ralph Ingersoll:

In nature there are neither rewards nor punishments – there are consequences.
Many are quick to address this view of integrity by insisting that living in a world of six-plus billion other persons necessitates compromise. While most certainly this is so, our compromise may nonetheless accord with Thomas Jefferson’s postulate concerning the exercise of integrity: “In matters of style, swim with the current; in matters of principle, stand like a rock.” In other words, while doing as the Romans do, emulate not their undoings.
Everything That Rises Must Converge

Like the [planet’s] meridians as they approach the poles, science, philosophy and religion are bound to converge as they draw nearer to the whole....  The time has come to realize that an interpretation of the universe – even a positivist one – remains unsatisfying unless it covers the interior as well as the exterior of things; mind as well as matter. The true physics is that which will, one day, achieve the inclusion of man in his wholeness in a coherent picture of the world. –Teilhard de Chardin

This proclamation illumines a fundamental distinction between natural law and laws that are humanly legislated. Manmade laws, even at their very best, are no more than good ideas, while natural laws pre-exist any idea we may have of their existence. Natural laws are already operative prior to the existence of life forms that are capable of knowing them.

Laws of human origin are centered within the formalities of legislative, executive, and judicial pronouncements, while universal laws of nature are centered within everything that exists. For example, gravity is interior to all things, interrelating them from center to center rather than from surface to surface. The command post of gravitational command is mutually centered within all things rather than on their edges or somewhere else in between.

And so it is with all other natural laws of interaction that are co-operative with gravity’s law. For instance, magnetic attraction is also from center to center rather than from surface to surface, even though it appears that the exterior north pole of one magnet is attracted to the exterior south pole of the other. This superficial appearance of external differences obscures the fact that magnets’ seemingly oppositional outward alignment is rather evidence of their mutual inward alignment in north-south polarity. (Hint: all appearances are superficial, because “things which are seen were not made of things that do appear.” Hebrews 11:3)

The terms “gravity” and “magnetism” signify supercentric laws of interior relationship, rather than superficial laws of exterior relationship. Both gravity and magnetism are examples of so-called “marriages made in heaven,” unions that are grounded in mutually supercentric interior alignment. (All contrary unions are subject to eventual dissolution if and when they become sufficiently disillusioned to face up to their superficiality.)

Supercentric and superficial laws are quite readily distinguished by their respective natures. Supercentric laws function from center to center. They are self-legislating as well as self-enforcing, and they never break the law that they thus legislate and enforce. For example, an airplane in flight does not break the law of gravity, it co-operates (works together) with gravity in accordance with a design based on another law concerning the relative pressures of variably moving air flows (the so-called “Bernoulli Principal”). Many have observed how a shower curtain is drawn inward when running water causes the air within the shower to circulate more rapidly than the air beyond it, thereby reducing the interior air’s outward pressure on the curtain relative to the inward pressure of the undisturbed outer air. It is via this same principle that the design of an airplane’s wing creates lift, by moving the air that flows over the wing more rapidly than the air that flows beneath it.
Unlike supercentric natural laws, superficial human laws govern only surface to surface relationships, and therefore require humanly contrived legislation and enforcement as well, for without such contrivances superficial laws can be broken arbitrarily and with impunity. 

Supercentric laws cannot be broken. Airplanes rise as a consequence of the co-operation (working together) of several supercentric laws, including the laws of inertia and of reciprocal action/reaction. If the law of gravity were actually broken by the co-operation of these other laws, the plane would rise forever. It is rather because the law of gravity remains intact that the plane immediately falls when the co-operation of any of these other laws is compromised, such as when a wing breaks off or an engine stalls. Those who presumably “break” a supercentric law succeed only in breaking themselves upon the law.  
The convergent co-operation of multiple natural laws in support of an airplane’s ascent is a demonstration of what Teilhard de Chardin (as in the quotation above) proclaimed to be the ultimate ecological principle: everything that rises must converge. The principle of convergence is ultimate because it is cosmo-ecological, meaning that it is supercentric (rather than superficial) to all that is mutual in a universe whose ecology makes everything mutual.

The corollary of this cosmo-ecological principle is that whatever does not converge eventually falls apart and becomes extinct. Without the principle of convergence, no inclusion of any kind could occur in any place. All would be in a perpetual state of mutually excluding inertial rest – the ultimate state of entropy in which everything has successfully excluded itself from interacting with everything else. (The term “entropy” signifies the tendency of all things to wear out, run down, or otherwise dissipate their form and energy.)

Inclusivity: the Law of All Else That Is Lawful
The term “inclusivity” signifies the inextricable connection of all that is.
-Sharif Abdullah

As with gravity and magnetism so it is with inclusivity, which likewise is not just a good idea, it’s the law. Inclusivity is not just one of many laws, it is an ultimate law. It is the supercentric law, both physically and metaphysically, and co-operative convergence is its function. 

When inclusivity is practiced superficially for the sake of merely “getting along” to avoid experiencing the friction of our mutual edginess, the potential for convergent co-operation is unrealized. Supercentric co-operation (working together convergently) is aborted by superficial cooperation (getting along in spite of our divergency). The supercentricity of convergent relationships neutralizes and transcends the friction of our superficial edginess.

Inclusivity is the practice of supercentrically converging superficially divergent energies. Divergence of itself tends toward exclusivity, the law of which was stated by Ralph Waldo Emerson: “Those who are exclusive exclude themselves.” While inclusivity transcends superficiality, exclusivity exalts it. Nothing is more superficial (and entropic) than exclusivity.

Movie mogul Samuel Goldwyn once said of a deal he wished to have no part in, “Include me out.” (Goldwyn was Hollywood’s Yogi Berra.) The practice of exclusivity also proclaims “include me out.” Our divergent proclamations of exclusivity are presently creating a world that each year works for fewer of us in the short run, and that will work for none of us in the long run. We are systematically including ourselves out of the planet’s environmental integrity, as well as out of human economic integrity, political integrity, and social integrity. As we continue to exclude ourselves, we literally break ourselves on the law of inclusivity. 

All endeavors to rise divergently sooner or later end in our falling apart divergently. It is therefore only a matter of when, rather than of whether, we surrender to the integrity of the law of inclusivity. We may surrender to this law at any time by co-operating with one another in supercentric convergence of our superficially divergent interests, thereby co-creating a world that works for all.                     
[See “Note to David” on next page]
NOTE TO DAVID: 
After fully fleshing out the above opening statement of our thesis, we will address today’s urgent necessity of practicing all-inclusive selfishness in terms of extending our individual selfishness – i.e., maintaining the integrity of the I that is “me” – to the mutual selfishness of maintaining the integrity of the I that is “we”. This will allow us to cite, without pejorative, the historical individual selfishness of New Thought, while making the case for its extension as a selfish social philosophy that supports out creation of a world that works for all – our ultimate “self” being that of the “all” that we call “lifekind”).

As we do this, we will examine the teachings concerning individual and social integrity in the Judeo-Christian, Buddhist, and Islamic traditions, as well as in the writings of Tillich, Niebuhr, and other pertinent theologians and socially oreinted thinkers. Though we may have a sufficient grasp of the Judeo-Christian and Buddhist perspectives for our purposes, we may require some research on the Islamic perspective. Perhaps the best way to do this would be to submit our treatment of the Judeo-Christian and Buddhist perspectives to a knowledgeable Muslim.
wherein the oneness of its kindness denotes individual membership in an all-inclusive and coherent kindred. Such all-inclusive kindredness is everywhere inwardly implicit,
From welcome to the paradigm shift:

…a holistic mindset that fully incorporates the spectator back into the spectacle as a participating observer.  The spectator-spectacle worldview is incomplete, since it cannot account for a fundamental characteristic of process, a characteristic that is the opposite of particlistic reductionism. This characteristic is called “synergy.”  Synergy is the dynamic that integrates discrete phenomena into organic, whole relationships, bringing about behavior totally incapable of components in isolation.  One of the best examples of this dynamic is the molecular interaction of metals in an alloy, which produces a tensile strength much greater than the sum of the metals’ tensile strengths in isolation.

Only a multi-dimensional participant-observer worldview, whose integrity assumes the universal co-operation (synergetic working together) of all things in accord with unifying natural as well as spiritual principles, is capable of upholding the magnitude of human beingness to which we aspire.  From the perspective of a holistic participant-observer worldview, we can unite our positive gains of individuation, acquired during the evolutionary epoch now fading into our past, with the further gains to be enjoyed in the aborning epoch of mutually self-empowering co-operation.

From New Epochal Studies:

The spectator-spectacle worldview is incomplete, since it cannot account for a fundamental characteristic of process, a characteristic that is the opposite of particlistic reductionism. This characteristic is called “synergy.”  Synergy is the dynamic that integrates discrete phenomena into organic, whole relationships, bringing about behavior totally incapable of components in isolation.  One of the best examples of this dynamic is the molecular interaction of metals in an alloy, which produces a tensile strength much greater than the sum of the metals’ tensile strengths in isolation.

Only a multi-dimensional participant-observer worldview, whose integrity assumes the universal co-operation (synergetic working together) of all things in accord with unifying natural as well as spiritual principles, is capable of upholding the magnitude of human beingness to which we aspire.  From the perspective of a holistic participant-observer worldview, we can unite our positive gains of individuation, acquired during the evolutionary epoch now fading into our past, with the further gains to be enjoyed in the aborning epoch of mutually self-empowering co-operation.

From Gestalt Ecology:

To underline what Hall has said, (8.)

. . . both man and his environment participate in molding each other.  Man is now in the position of actually creating the total world in which he lives . . . . In creating this world he is actually determining what kind of an organism he will be. 

The reductionist assumption completely obscures perception of the symbiotic interaction between man and environment that Hall describes. Reductionism is a version of reality which programs us to perceive the elements of reality in isolated parts, whereas symbiotic interaction requires us to comprehend something which cannot be explained by reference to parts in isolation. Symbiotic interaction is a process which inevitably assumes that the whole is different from the sum of its parts. Such interaction can be comprehended only by perceiving the parts of the process in relation to one another as well as separate from one another. Or, more simply, such interaction can be comprehended only by perceiving process itself, as well as the products of process.  

The spectator-spectacle worldview is incomplete, since it cannot account for a fundamental characteristic of process, a characteristic that is the opposite of reductionism. This characteristic is called “synergy.” Synergy is the dynamic that integrates discrete phenomena into organic, whole relationships, bringing about behavior totally incapable of the respective components in isolation.  One of the best examples of this dynamic is the situation in which the molecular interaction of metals in an alloy produces a tensile strength 40 percent greater than the sum of their tensile strengths in isolation. (9.)

Basic to an understanding of synergy in most contexts is the phenomenon we call "feedback," an inter-regulatory process by which the sender of a signal is able to perceive the effects of the signal on his environment and alter his behavior accordingly. The environmental imbalance caused by modern man is analogous to the environmental imbalance that results from an imperfect thermostat. Under proper operating conditions the thermostat sends a signal activating the furnace when the temperature falls below a certain level, and when the thermostat's environment reaches the desired temperature the thermostat modifies its "behavior" to reduce the supply of heat via another signal to the furnace. If something prevents the thermostat from "perceiving" the change in the environment, however, the initial signal will prevail and the environment becomes overheated. Like an imperfectly functioning thermostat, man fails to perceive the fundamental change in his environment introduced by the cumulative and corporate effects of his ecological crisis. The problem lies in man's incapacity to perceive these conditions as feedback from his own initiatives. This incapacity will continue as long as men perceive the world as an external spectacle subject to gross manipulation.

The solution to man's present problems lies in supplementing his reductionist world view with one that permits him to perceive parts in relation to their wholes as well as in isolation, including his part in a society which daily generates global repercussions.  Such a worldview would assess reality in terms of synergism as well as reductionism, and convey an understanding of the process by which the world's communities can hang together rather than be hung-up separately. This would be a participant-observer worldview, in which all actions – even the act of observation – would be perceived as participation in and thus modification of the reality of the world being viewed. The participant-observer worldview would program our perceptual facilities for sensitivity to the phenomenon of feedback, and thus receptivity to gestalt or ecological perspectives.

Without such a worldview, we shall never adequately interpret the effect of our actions on our environment. This point can be dramatically illustrated with reference to just one of the many problems of our technical era, air pollution.  The individual whose version of reality is codified by the spectator-spectacle, Newtonian worldview sees air pollution as an external, local problem. By an external problem, I mean simply that it deposits a film or layer of soot on his white house. The fact that it also probably contributes to his earlier death is not perceived, the cause and effect relationship being only probable and not immediate. His total life span with, as opposed to without pollution, cannot be compared. There is no visible connection between air pollution and deaths from respiratory and cancerous disorders, except in occasionally severe smogs, or in the case of individuals in constant contact with large doses of pollutants. But there is a visible connection between smog and the dirt on one's white house.  The ultimate externalization of the smog problem is explained, however,  by reference to a more deeply seated phenomenon than that of visibility vs. invisibility, for as we have seen, the man whose sense of reality is codified by the spectator-spectacle worldview simply cannot comprehend the possibility of such a direct relationship between the world out there and his own person.

It is this same incapacity to perceive interrelationships which tends to make the spectator-spectacle world viewer perceive ecological problems as local ones. "Get the pollution out of my neighborhood, where it dirties my white house" is his most likely reaction to the problem – if, in fact, there is a reaction at all. If this means that the source of pollution must be relocated in another neighborhood, that is perceived as somebody else's problem rather than as evidence that pollution is everybody's problem and therefore society's problem.  

From: http://people.bu.edu/wwildman/WeirdWildWeb/courses/wphil/lectures/wphil_theme15.htm
Sensibility or perception is the buzzing, blooming confusion of appearances (James). But everything sensible only shows up in the buzzing, blooming confusion at all if it is intuitable, if the human sensory apparatus is such that it can pick up what is out there (like a radio has to be tuned to pick up the right frequency of radio waves). There are two pure forms of sensibility: space and time; any possible perception is intuited spatio-temporally. This, therefore, is the most basic condition of the possibility of something being an object of experience: it must be a spatio-temporal object (remember, objects of experience are perceptions, not things in themselves).

Imagination produces and bears schemata. A schema is a rule that specifies production of images and picks out categories as being applicable to perceptions (appearances). Imagination can be thought of as the mediator between sensibility and understanding.

Understanding is categorial: imagination synthesizes the manifold of appearances into categorial objects of experience, which is how they can be understood. We cannot know without categories, because to know is to judge, and judgment is imaginative synthesis in which categories are applied to appearances.

Neonate Cognition: Beyond the Buzzing, Blooming Confusion
Why focus on early musical development?
From:http://www.sonustech.com/soundsofintent/focus.html  
SOUNDS OF INTENT.ORG

The ‘PROMISE’ research demonstrated that many of those working with children with SLD and PMLD regard music as an essential ingredient in their lives, both as a worthy focus of attention and source of pleasure in its own right, as well as a means of promoting wider learning and development. However, the musical development of children with severe or profound learning difficulties is largely uncharted territory. Currently, prior to the commencement of the current Sounds of Intent project, we did not even know if there is a consistent pattern of musical development within the group, and, if so, whether this is similar to that typically found in the first year or so of children’s lives, or if there are significant differences. Yet without this basic information, how can we be sure that teaching and learning programmes are as effective as they should be? Without a firm grasp of what the developmental phases might be, how can we be sure at any given point what the appropriate next step is (let alone help a child to take it)?
Some argue that it is inadvisable – if not impossible – to attempt to study and conceptualise the early stages of musical development in a discrete way since engagement with music is almost invariably embedded within broader (non-musical) contexts, occurring as part of other activity. Even in the domain of hearing, music often arrives mixed up with everyday sounds and is frequently encountered as a composite form of communication inextricably linked to words. Clearly, such interdependence is fundamental and must be taken into account. However, since music has the capacity to emerge from the ‘buzzing, blooming’ confusion of early perception as a distinct entity in sound, it should be possible to track its development and emergence through the process of maturation and there is now a considerable body of evidence for musical development in the ‘normal’ population. This evidence should in turn enable those working with children with SLD or PMLD both to offer more effective support in engaging with music as an activity in its own right, as well as better enabling them to use music as a scaffold to structure other learning and development.
From: http://www.ship.edu/~cgboeree/kelly.html 
A number of psychologists, most notably Gestalt psychologists, have pointed out that we don't so much associate separate things as differentiate things out of a more-or-less whole background. First you see a lot of undifferentiated "stuff" going on (a "buzzing, blooming confusion," as William James called it). Then you learn to pick out of that "stuff" the things that are important, that make a difference, that have meaning for you. The young child doesn't care if you are fat or thin, black or white, rich or poor, Jew or Gentile; Only when the people around him or her convey their prejudices, does the child begin to notice these things. 

Many constructs have names or are easily nameable: good-bad, happy-sad, introvert-extravert, flourescent-incandescent.... But they need not! They can be unnamed. Babies, even animals, have constructs: food-I-like vs. food-I-spit-out, danger vs. safety, Mommy vs. stranger. 

Probably, most of our constructs are non-verbal. Think of all the habits that you have that you don't name, such as the detailed movements involved in driving a car. Think about the things you recognize but don't name, such as the formation just beneath your nose? (It's called a philtrum.) Or think about all the subtleties of a feeling like "falling in love." 

This is as close as Kelly comes to distinguishing a conscious and an unconscious mind: Constructs with names are more easily thought about. They are certainly more easily talked about! It's as if a name is a handle by which you can grab onto a construct, move it around, show it to others, and so on. And yet a construct that has no name is still "there," and can have every bit as great an effect on your life! 

Sometimes, although a construct has names, we pretend to ourselves that one pole doesn't really refer to anything or anybody. For example, a person might say that there aren't any truly bad people in the world. Kelly would say that he or she has submerged this pole -- something similar to repression. 

It might be, you see, that for this person to acknowledge the meaningfulness of "bad" would require them to acknowledge a lot more: Perhaps mom would have to be labeled bad, or dad, or me! Rather than admit something like this, he or she would rather stop using the construct. Sadly, the construct is still there, and shows up in the person's behaviors and feelings. 

One more differentiation Kelly makes in regards to constructs is between peripheral and core constructs.  Peripheral constructs are most constructs about the world, others, and even one's self.  Core constructs, on the other hand, are the constructs that are most significant to you, that to one extent or another actually define who you are.  Write down the first 10 or 20 adjectives that occur to you about yourself -- these may very well represent core constructs.  Core constructs is the closest Kelly comes to talking about a self. 

From: http://www.pricetheoryapplications.com 
Theory is useless unless it leads to applications. But real-world problems remain a buzzing, blooming confusion absent a systematic theory to put them in intellectual order. Earlier editions Price Theory and Applications pioneered an approach, not totally new but given unusual emphasis by us, that weaves together economic theory and real-world applications. Most current intermediate microtheory texts have come to follow our lead, and also now try to enrich the theoretical exposition with selected applications. Our enthusiasm for and experience in discovering, describing, and analyzing how microtheory works out in the real world nevertheless lend a special strength to Price Theory and Applications.

To this end the many brief “Examples” that direct attention to specific applications remain a hallmark of Price Theory and Applications. These discussions generally describe recent research published in scholarly books and articles, and so also give students a better idea of the scientific work that professional economists actually do. (The media typically picture economists as a band of squabbling soothsayers – some saying business will be good, others always predicting doom. Students may be surprised to find that there are any scientifically validated results in economics.)

From: http://mywebpages.comcast.net/dantsmith/aAquarium/EndtoComplexity.html 
An End to Complexity?
.
When will the limits of physics rain on our parade?
There are various candidates for the cause, for the beginning of complexity.  What though might be the end of complexity? 

It is a basic tenet of materialism that there is no end to complexity, other than what might be arbitrarily imposed by the inherent limitations of physics. 

All of us have access to evidence that appears to contravene this materialist convention regarding complexity.  That evidence is the so-called unity of consciousness.  The human brain is uncontroversially the most complex system known, looking from the outside, at least. 

The view from inside the brain paints a different picture.  There we have the unity of consciousness.  The principle of unification is the self.  There seems to be a control center amidst the buzzing, blooming confusion of the brain.  The neuroscientists cannot locate this center.  It is everywhere and nowhere. 

The materialists have come up with two flatly contradictory explanations for the unity of consciousness: 

1. it is our primary illusion 
2. it has evolved as our primary mechanism of survival 

One might wish that they would make up their minds (sic)! 

The human brain might be the epitome of complexity, but certainly it is not end of complexity.  Nature abounds in complexity as we view it from the outside.  Precious few of us have been granted a view of the inside of nature, even if there could be such a thing. 

Beyond nature we have the exploding complexity of the world of human artifice, now being epitomized in the Internet.  One shudders to imagine what it would be like to be the Internet!  Most of us would pass on that. 

Then there are the theists or, somewhat more accurately, the Teilhardian/Aurobindian panentheists who envision an inner unity or telos of creation.  The buzzing, blooming confusion of the human infested cosmos is just the outward manifest illusion of an inner unity of the mind of God that is the strange and great attractor of all creation.  That divine unity is the beginning and end of all complexity. 

The materialists scoff.  The rest of us wonder.  There is the angst of self-doubt, deserved self-loathing.  I think, therefor I’m not. 

The Sarfattian/Bohmians place themselves squarely in the center of this confusion.  They wonder which way is up.  They suppose there must be a reason for the complexity.  This much complexity can’t quite be an accident.  They posit a strange, back-acting, morphogentic loop in the physical substratum that is the matrix/mother of all complexity.  Quantum back-action is the bootstrap of creation. 

Self-determination is built into the most basic machinery of the universe.  Evolution is an acting out of this self-determination.  And here we are still in the midst, still in the throws of this acting out.  What comes next?  Is there an end to this complexity?  When and how will the limits of physics rain on our parade?  If we live by the physics, must we also die by the physics? 

99.9% of humanity don’t care, don’t want to know. 

I say that it all depends.  It all depends on whether there is an inside to complexity.  It all depends on whether there is also a cosmic self-determination.  Can we deny there is an inner quality to our own complexity?  There is something somewhat simple about what it is like to be the most complex of creatures.  Is there also something like what it is to be the cosmos?  And finally, where lies reality?  Does it lie inside or outside?  It all depends on how we wish to go. 

If there is no inside we will end up as infinitely cloned silicon processing nodes on the Cosmic Internet, the weather and physics permitting.  What then will it be like?  If we don’t like it, who will pull the plug?  What will be the final thought?  From inside that Cosmic Brain Vat how will we know what is up or down, what is inside or out, and will it matter?  Does it matter now?  How long must we wait to find out? 

From: http://www.ship.edu/~cgboeree/anticipation.html 
There must also be a layer of processing "beyond" the lowest levels of anticipation -- a sensorimotor layer that prepares the raw material of events for anticipation.  Phenomenologically, the world is never truly a "buzzing, blooming confusion," and research with infants  (e.g. Bower and Wishart, 1972) suggests that it never was.  Likewise, physiological research has long shown processing of information at practically the first instant of neural activity, such as lateral inhibition in the retina. 

From: http://www.enneagraminstitute.com/forum/topic.asp?TOPIC_ID=10819
Five-ish fear reactions are evident in nearly half the

images. During Part I, Russ’s analogy for the Five is

someone who was just suddenly dropped on the planet

Earth. We look around us, and we just flat-out don’t

get what’s going on -- the world is the proverbial

“buzzing, blooming confusion.” 

For this reason, we Fives are related to Autistics,

whose brains grow at a rate that exceeds the rate at

which neural connections form. Consequently,

Autistics also find the outer world to be a buzzing,

blooming confusion. 

As you know, the specific Fear Reaction of the Five is

to turn away from the exterior objects of the world

and to make abstract concepts out of them. We then

find ourselves preoccupied with using these

abstractions to build a coherent model of the Universe

in our minds -- playing with our “Inner Tinker Toy,”

as Don & Russ would say. 

Since the world is a buzzing, blooming confusion, 

we try to “decrypt” the exterior world, and we’re

preoccupied with finding the underlying patterns. 

“Coherency” is the gold that we seek in our

excavations.

So, starting from the top, left-hand corner, we see a

depiction of stars and constellations. The stars are

external objects. The constellations are the patterns

created in the mind. A random distribution of stars

would represent the buzzing, blooming confusion. 

Out of fear, the Five can even impose pattern where 

none naturally exists. 

There was a scene in A Beautiful Mind where

John Nash entertained his girlfriend by creating 

impromptu constellations in the sky. That was an 

example of imposing pattern where none exists, but 

indicated no psycho-pathology. Where Nash went off 

the deep end was when he started finding Communist 

sabotage plans embedded in The Ladies Home Journal. 

So at the top of the collage, we see an array of

letters -- a portion of a puzzle where puzzle solvers

circle words that they (think they) find going

horizontally, vertically, or diagonally. Or we can

just leave well enough alone and assume that it’s 

only an array of random alphabets. 

The array of letters is empty of meaning. According

to the Prasangika Madhyamika view of Emptiness, 

sentient beings (of all EnneaTypes) can find meaning 

Five-ishly imputed in the mind. But it is the Five 

who avoids emptiness more than other EnneaTypes. 

In the collage, I chose the scene where John Nash 

scribbles equations on the windows. These equations

can represent the algorithms in our mind that impute

pattern. And these algorithms are the software

encoded into the Five’s windows of perception. 

As we look out the window at the world, the embedded

software imposes pattern on the buzzing, blooming

confusion out there. Order and pattern is “good.” 

The Five’s superego rewards the Five for finding

coherency embedded in the Chaos. 

In my opinion, another effective image would have 

been John Nash looking out at the stars through the 

window, and taking a grease pencil to connect the 

stars together into constellations on the window pane.

My personal experience of this is to have mental 

windows in my mind -- a library of pattern templates 

that I use to understand the world around me.

“Putting the pieces of the puzzle together” is a 

straight-forward analogy. Fives do appreciate a 

global picture, and seeing the forest from the trees. 

But I was happy to find the image of a jigsaw puzzle

made entirely from glass tiles -- so that everything

is “perfectly clear.” 

At the lower left-hand corner, there’s a reference 

to “Encrypting the world.” As I mentioned, Fives 

actually want to decrypt the world. (And Stephen 

Hawking wants to decrypt the entire Universe.) 

But in the process of decrypting the world, Fives 

simultaneously encrypt the world by developing their 

own personal shorthand for abstract concepts. Hence, 

non-scientists flipping through a text on Mathematics 

may feel as if they’re now looking at a buzzing, 

blooming confusion. 

The solitude of the Five is depicted in the lower

right quadrant of the collage. The black and white

photos capture the mood and the possibly the outlook. 

The world out there can seem bleak, barren, and gray. 

The Five’s Inner World of concepts is in full-blown 

Technicolor. This kind of mirrors the Four, who can 

also see the world out there as being bleak, barren 

and gray. But for the Four, it’s the Inner World of 

emotions that is in full-blown Technicolor. 

I didn’t deliberately do this in the collage, but I

like the effect. 

The black and white pictures of John Kennedy and the

man on a park bench convey an internal mood from the

Four/Five range. So does the image of Edward 

Scissorhands. I do have those moods from time to

time, but I would rarely be found assuming the 

physical postures in which we find John Kennedy and 

the man on the bench. Nor would I be found with 

Edward Scissorhand’s facial expression. Keeping a 

stiff upper lip is my normal, counterdependent 

modus operandi. 

One of my favorite images is the little girl with the

umbrella. She has her backpack, her umbrella, and her

warm boots. She navigates down the Path of Life solo, 

self-contained, and self-sufficient. It’s perfect as 

a black and white photo! 

The world is gray and the path ahead is even hazy -- 

representing an uncertain future. The little girl 

herself is defined by crisp, clear lines. This 

quality of being well-defined symbolizes an 

indomitable sense of self. I’m glad I made her 

the centerpiece of my collage. I feel a strong 

connection with her. 

The Buddha at the upper right-hand corner represents

my spiritual destination through the sublimation of 

the Sexual instinct into the Spiritual instinct. 

The words “Inner Peace” represent my best state of 

mind. “Inner Peace” is also what I feel in my heart 

when life is at its best.

Data and Edward Scissorhands are two Fives that look

enough alike to be brothers. One has a Six wing; the

other, a Four wing. Both convey my internal moods at

various times. Both are outsiders in the world of

humans. 

Most importantly, both Data and Edward Scissorhands 

are incomplete. Data is missing a chip and 

Edward Scissorhands’s creator died before he was

completed. As a child, I always felt incomplete -- 

as though I needed a “download” before I could 

navigate through the world outside. Again, Russ 

uses the analogy of Fives being dropped down to 

the planet Earth. 

I have never felt sorry for myself. So who wasn’t 

dropped down to this planet? Even the Threes who are 

known for their Savoir Faire did not arrive 

preprogrammed with the knowledge of how to order a 

Vodka Martini, shaken-not-stirred. Any of us can 

learn how to be in this world. All of us can find 

our own way to be.

Anyway, Katherine, thank you for asking the question. 

It opened up an avenue for self-exploration. 

Perhaps you’ll find my input useful for your

research.

As I’ve also posted my collage at other sites, I hope

you don’t mind my reprinting this letter as well.

Best,

Robin
· “We started out fine.” Each of us is an innately endowed beneficial presence whose nature is unconditionally trusting.

· “Then we got de-fined.” Each of us was invited to forsake our innate beneficence

· “Now we are getting re-fined.” Each of us is presently in recovery of our beneficial presence. 
To Tell the Truth

The opposite of a correct statement is a false statement;

but the opposite of a profound truth may be another profound truth.

–Niels Bohr
There are no whole truths; all truths are half-truths.

It is trying to treat them as whole truths that plays the devil.

-Alfred North Whitehead
A half-truth is a whole lie.

–Yiddish proverb

We are only provisional creatures,

and the only truths we have available are unstable constructions.

–Ingrid Wassenaar

Concerning the scientific search for truth, Emilio Segrè has said, “It is one of the special beauties of science that points of view which seem diametrically opposed turn out later, in broader perspective, to be both right.” Equally scientific, therefore, is A. J. Balfour’s counsel: 

Think not to settle down forever in any truth.  Make use of it as a tent in which to pass a summer's night but build no house of it, or it will be your tomb.  When you first have an inkling of its insufficiency and begin to see a dim counter-truth looming up beyond, then weep not, but give thanks.  It is time to ‘take up your bed and walk.’

From a unitary perspective, truthful perception takes precedence to perception of the truth. This precedence is best conveyed anecdotally, which is why so-called wisdom literature tends to be story-laden. Take, for instance, a story from the literature of Zen, concerning a farmer whose horses broke down a fence and ran away:

"That's too bad," his neighbor said upon hearing of the farmer’s loss.
"Who knows what's bad?" replied the farmer.
The next day the farmer's son found the wayward animals amidst a band of wild horses.  When they were once again securely fenced at home, several of the wild horses were now among their number.
"That's good," said the neighbor, reflecting on the farmer's gain.
"Who knows what's good?" replied the farmer.
The following day, the farmer's son, while trying to break one of the wild horses, broke his leg instead.

"That's too bad," the neighbor commiserated when he heard of this latest turn of fortune.

"Who knows what's bad?" replied the farmer.
Yet another day later, a trio of soldiers visited the farm, to conscript the son into military service.  Upon seeing his condition, they rode on.
"That's good," the neighbor said when told this news.
"Who knows what's good?" the farmer shrugged.
In my endeavor to emulate the farmer’s blameless psyche-space, I am learning to be at ease with contrasting views, including those that conflict in my own mind. I take as further precedent for doing so another story concerning a rabbi’s consideration of a marital dispute, at which his spouse was also present. When the husband concluded the summary of his discontent, the rabbi reflected for several moments upon the case presented, and then remarked, “That’s right, that’s right.” 

“But you haven’t heard my side of it!” the wife protested vehemently, and spilled forth her version of the matter in dispute. When she had finished relating her own duel-minded side of the case, the rabbi again remarked after considerable reflection, “That’s right, that’s right.” 

The rabbi’s wife, who overheard the contentious reports, observed that the opposing views could not both be right. Reflecting on his wife’s assessment, the rabbi yet again remarked, “That’s right, that’s right.”

The so-called “no-fault” divorce is one in which official blamefulness is set aside on behalf of an official agreement to disagree. Such divorce is not without natural precedent:

Oil and water do not mix,

a situation which no vow of union may transform

without destroying the individuality of each.

Yet it does not occur to us to blame the oil or the water,

nor does either one contrive to blame the other.

Happening Runs

The first virtue is to restrain the tongue; he approaches nearest to the gods who knows how to be silent, even though he is in the right. -Cato the Younger
Some folks honor differences of opinion with the statement, “I respectfully disagree,” thereby more deeply entrenching their disagree ability. I tend to respond quite differently when I am being urged to agree with someone else’s perception in abandonment of my own. I am likely to reply in one (and often both) of two forgiving ways: “What you say does not match my experience,” and/or “I am willing to live with our differences of perception.” The former statement invites further dialog, as it raises the question – even in my own mind – of just what my experience happens to be. And when my own experience remains subsequently unsolicited, or is dismissed as being irrelevant to another’s argument, my statement of willingness tends to diffuse (and thus defuse) contentiousness, in part by attributing it to the relative impersonality of “perception” as contrasted with “opinion.” 

So just what is (when asked for) my own experience?  Ultimately this: that truth is transcendent of all perceived representations thereof. So long as I do not presume to already know the truth, numerous and varied are the paths that will lead me to it. And so long as I do not presume to have arrived at the truth, any chosen heartfelt path to truth will continue to bring me ever closer to it. Once I “pin it down,” however, the flow of truth is dammed by my blockage of its confluence. Truth, thus dammed, serves only to amplify the static of contention, because pinning down the truth is no more practice-able (as heretofore suggested) than freeze-drying the trajectory of a butterfly.
In Alan Watts’ Zenterpretation of life’s experiential course, he likened it to (as he entitled one of his manuscripts) “The Watercourse Way.” Water has long been archetypically associated with consciousness, in metaphors both collective (“the sea of consciousness“) and individual (“the stream of consciousness”). The association of water and consciousness is profoundly apt. As with the numerous undercurrents in the world’s seas, the streaming of my individual consciousness runs deep, however superficially shallow may be my experience of and with the greater ocean of awareness. 

Concerning the water-like course of consciousness, Donovan Leitch proclaimed in song:

Happiness runs in a circular motion,

Life is like a little boat upon the sea,

Everything is a part of everything anyway,

You can have everything if you let yourself be. 
It is in keeping with this archetypical, hydrodynamic understanding of consciousness that I report herein my odyssey of de-complicating my life from the unforgiving, over-simplifying perplexes that tend to either/order the stream of my awareness.
What will mind choose to do when it informs and controls the universe? That is a question which we cannot hope to answer.
A living body is not a fixed thing but a flowing event, like a flame or a whirlpool: the shape alone is stable, for the substance is a stream of energy going in at one end and out the other. We are particular and temporarily identifiable wiggles in a stream that enters us in the form of light, heat, air, water, milk, bread, fruit, beer, beef Stroganoff, caviar and pate de fois gras. It goes out as gas and excrement – and also as semen, babies, talk, politics, commerce, war, poetry and music.  And philosophy. –Alan Watts

…it will forever remain true that our reactions to life are in our own mind, what we see is in our own eye, and what we experience is our own creation. [PJ 8/11] 

If we would bring a new order of Life, Light, and Liberty into our lives we must commence by bringing a new order into our thought, not by the force of personal will, but by union with the Divine Spirit, which in the expression of its inherent love and beauty, makes all things new.  -Thomas Troward

God sat at the organ of possibilities, and improvised the world. Poor creatures that we are, we men can only hear the vox humana. If that is so beautiful, how glorious the Whole must be. ​ -Carl Ludwig Schleich
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
If you think you need to get it all done before you can be happy, consider that on the day you die, you will have email in your inbox. -Robert Holden
The difference between what we do and what we are capable of doing would suffice to solve most of the world's problems.
-Mohandas Gandhi
The best way to deal with other people is to just let them be other people. After all, that’s how you want them to deal with you. -from “Notes from the Universe” by Mike Dooley 
We do not know our own souls, let alone the souls of others. Human beings do not go hand in hand the whole stretch of the way. There is a virgin forest in each; a snowfield where even the print of birds’ feet is unknown. Here we go alone, and like it better so. Always to have sympathy, always to be accompanied, always to be understood would be intolerable. –Virginia Woolfe, On Being Ill, p. 11
Thinking about interior peace destroys interior peace. The patient who constantly feels his pulse is not getting any better.-Hubert van Zeller
So many people work so hard, to achieve, attain, accumulate and cherish their fortunes. How many of us blissfully fill our days and nights being the Divine expression we are? This is the meaning of life. It is to be. As a result, all of your creations are a natural outflow from the Divine within your being. This is the joy of life. -Barbara Rose

Every choice we make contributes a subtle current of our energy to our universe. Managing the power of choice, with all its creative and spiritual implications, is the essence of human experience...Choice is the process of creation itself.  -Caroline Myss
I do not feel like an alien in the universe. The more I examine the universe and study the details of its architecture, the more evidence I find that the universe in some sense must have known we were coming. –Freeman Dyson
Each of us is a walking universe.  Our inner space spans huge differences, with unreachable horizons in all directions.  We contain black holes of lost memory and white holes of erupting joy.  A mysterious center of gravity keeps all our mental processes in delicate balance.  To change this vast, intricate, ever-evolving system, you must know how to overturn worlds.  The only person who can do this is the god who presides over this inner cosmos, and when I presume to break into a patient's mind, it is to implant the idea that he is that god. By thinking, feeling and acting, he is altering the universe that is himself.  If a person can gain that insight, even in a brief glimpse, anything in his life can change.  -Deepak Chopra, Unconditional Life
I'm astounded by people who want to 'know' the universe when it's hard enough to find your way around Chinatown. -Woody Allen
Doing work which has to be done over and over again helps us recognize the natural cycles of growth and decay, of birth and death, and thus become aware of the dynamic order of the universe. “Ordinary” work, as the root meaning of the word indicates, is work that is in harmony with the order we perceive in the natural environment. –Frotjof Capra

He who cherishes a beautiful vision, a lofty ideal in his heart, will one day realize it. Columbus cherished a vision of another world, and he discovered it. Copernicus fostered the vision of a multiplicity of worlds and a wider universe, and he revealed it. Buddha beheld the vision of a spiritual world of stainless beauty and perfect peace, and he entered into it.

Cherish your visions. Cherish your ideals. Cherish the music that stirs in your heart, the beauty that forms in your mind, the loveliness that drapes your purest thoughts, for out of them will grow all delightful conditions, all heavenly environment; of these, if you but remain true to them, your world will at last be built. 

-James Allen, As a Man Thinketh
When your imagination awakens, then you begin to realize that one of the great loyalties in life is faithfulness to your own originality. And that anything that contains you, or limits you, or is too small for that originality is too small for the great force and sacrament of your life. –John O’Donohue, The Divine Imagination

One does not become enlightened by imagining figures of the light, but by making the darkness conscious. -Carl Jung
There are enough genuine difficulties in life to encounter, don't allow your imagination to increase the number. -Neil Eskelin
This is the true horror of the world we have imagined into being. If children are not nurtured properly in homes where true love prevails, and are raised in a culture endorsing deceit and a Darwinian competition for jobs and resources, a “friendly universe,” one they could have otherwise internalized as emotionally real for themselves, may elude them all their lives. 
In the so-called First World, we seem to have dug ourselves into a God-sized hole. But the First Law of Holes is to stop digging. If there is some vast consciousness that dreamed this whole shebang into existence, one thing we embody from Him/Her/Whatever is a spark from the fire of creation: the power to choose, to imagine, and to dream new worlds into being. –Geoff Olson
So you see, imagination needs moodling – long, inefficient, happy idling, dawdling and puttering. -Brenda Ueland, If You Want to Write
The principle of limitation is the only saving principle in the world.  The more you limit yourself the more fertile you become in imagination. -??
The best you can hope for in a relationship is to find someone whose flaws are the sort you don’t mind. It is futile to look for someone who has no flaws, or someone who is capable of significant change; that sort of person exists only in our imaginations. –Scott Adams

There is a great secret that beings throughout time have announced, the secret of an extraordinary treasure, the treasure of the nectar of eternal life. It is the nectar of pure beingness, recognizing itself as consciousness and overflowing in the love of that recognition. / If you imagine yourself to be located in a body, then you will move that body from place to place, searching for this treasure of nectar. But, if you will stop all searching right now and tell the truth to yourself, you will know what is known in the core of your bones. You will know what these great beings knew and attempted to describe. You will know it with no image of it, no concept of it, no thought of it. You will know it as that which has eternally been here. And you will know it as yourself. –Gangaji

What happens after death is so unspeakably glorious that our imagination and our feelings do not suffice to form even an appropriate conception of it... The dissolution of our time-bound form in eternity brings no loss of meaning. -Carl Jung

I try to see through people’s faces into their minds and listen through their words into their lives, and what I find there is beyond imagining. - ​Richard Preston, The Hot Zone
There are only two emotions: love - our natural inheritance, and fear - an invention of our minds which is illusory. --Gerald G. Jampolsky, MD, [Teach Only Love]
Nothing can be sole or whole that has not been rent. –William Butler Yeats, “Crazy Jane Talks with the Bishop”
Who knows his manhood's strength, 
Yet still his female feebleness [tenderness] maintains;
As to one channel flow the many drains, 
All come to him, yea, all beneath the sky. 
Thus he the constant excellence retains; 
The simple child again, free from all stains.

Our highest endeavor must be to develop free human beings who are able of themselves to impart purpose and direction to their lives. The need for imagination, a sense of truth, and a feeling of responsibility – these three forces are the very nerve of education. –Rudolph Steiner
[T]he quality of the community cannot be seen in terms of the best-off part of the community; it's measured in terms of how the most vulnerable people are doing. -Max De Pree
This is the true joy in life, the being used for a purpose recognized by yourself as a mighty one; the being thoroughly worn out before you are thrown on the scrap heap; the being a force of nature instead of a feverish selfish little clod of ailments and grievances complaining that the world will not devote itself to making you happy.. . . I am of the opinion that my life belongs to the whole community and as long as I live, it is my privilege to do for it whatever I can. . . .  I want to be thoroughly  used up when I die, for the harder I work the more I live. I rejoice in life for its own sake. Life is no brief candle to me. It is a sort of splendid torch which I've got hold of for the moment and I want to make it burn as brightly as possible before handing it on to future generations. -George Bernard Shaw (Val Scott composite)
I am of the opinion that my life belongs to the whole community and as long as I live, it is my privilege to do for it whatever I can. –George Bernard Shaw
Somewhere there are people to whom we can speak without having the words catch in our throats.  Somewhere a circle of hands will open to receive us, eyes will light up as we enter, voices will celebrate us whenever we come into our own power.  Community means strength that joins our strength to do the work that needs to be done.  Arms to hold us when we falter.  A circle of healing.  A circle of friends.  Some place where we can be free. –Starhawk      

In every child who is born, under no matter what circumstances, and of no matter what parents, the potentiality of the human race is born again; and in him, too, once more, and of each of us, our terrific responsibility towards human life; towards the utmost idea of goodness, of the horror of error, and of God. –James Agee
As long as the Earth can make a spring every year, I can. As long as the Earth can flower and produce nurturing fruit, I can, because I'm the Earth. I won't give up until the Earth gives up.  -Alice Walker 
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
Time-lapse photography has allowed us to glimpse the unfolding of flowers and embryos and galaxies. If we were able to view the sense of self in a similar way, we would be able to glimpse also the external deconstruction and reconstruction of the sense of self in ever-moving, sequential, and beautiful patterns of unfolding. We do not yet have a good vantage point on ourselves. -Kathleen Dowling Singh
No Journey carries one far unless, as it extends into the world around us, it goes an equal distance into the world within. –Lillian Smith, The Journey
I travel not to go anywhere, but to go. I travel for travel’s sake. The great affair is to move. –Robert Louis Stevenson

The Greek word ”eros” denotes “want,” “lack,” “desire for that which is missing.” The lover wants what he does not have. It is by definition impossible for him to have what he wants if, as soon as it is had, it is no longer wanting. This is more than wordplay. –Anne Carson

A spiritual path becomes --on this earth--not so much learning something new as it is unlearning a thought system based on fear so that we can shine again from our native truth.  -Marianne Williamson, from her Sunday lecture of 11/11/01

It is probably as meaningless to ask how much room an electron takes up as it is to discuss how much room a fear, an anxiety, or an uncertainty takes up. –Sir James Jeans
We should know what our convictions are, and stand for them. Upon one's own philosophy, conscious or unconscious, depends one's ultimate interpretation of facts. Therefore it is wise to be as clear as possible about one's subjective principals. As we are, so will be our ultimate truth. -Carl Jung
The door to happiness does not open away from us: we cannot rush at it to push it open.  It opens toward us and, therefore, nothing is required of us. -Soren Kierkegaard
In evolution, new behaviors routinely precede the appearance of concrete adaptations that facilitate those behaviors. ​–Alan Walker & Pat Shipman, The Wisdom of the Bones, 1996

The greatest discovery of my generation is that a human being can alter his life by altering his attitudes of mind.

-William James

SEE ALSO ALAN ANDERSON’s WEBSITE FOR JAMES’ COMMENT on NEW THOUGHT (America’s first psychologist of world-class repute)

Be ye born again. Greek tense
There must come a new impulse to the mind, a new way of looking at things. This is what Jesus called the new birth. He referred to this when he said that we must be born again, we must be born of the Spirit, which means being born into a complete conviction of the Presence and the Power and the Activity of God in and through us. The results that follow this new birth are automatic, and this is why Jesus told us that if we would seek the kingdom of God first, everything else would be added. EH-POJ-1/26 (p. 4 MSWord file)

From: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aorist
Aorist (from Greek αοριστος, indefinite or unlimited) is a term used in certain Indo-European languages to refer to a particular grammatical tense and/or aspect. It is used to denote action in the past, but is distinguished from the imperfect and perfect; it is similar to the preterite in languages such as Spanish.

There is some confusion over whether the aorist is a tense or an aspect. This reflects the double nature of the aorist in Ancient Greek, the most well-known language with an aorist. In the indicative, the Ancient Greek aorist represents a combination of tense and aspect: past tense, perfective aspect. In other moods (subjunctive, optative and imperative), however, as well as in the infinitive and (largely) the participle, the aorist is purely aspectual, with no reference to any particular tense. Modern Greek has inherited the same system.

In Proto-Indo-European (PIE), the aorist was originally just an aspect, but by late PIE it had probably already developed into a combination of tense and aspect just as in Ancient Greek, since the same system is represented in Sanskrit.

I recycled the bottomed-out line of our self-pitying belief systems by composting our generic B.S. in a lament entitled, “The I Ain’t Responsible ‘Cause Someone’s Doin’ It To Me Blues.” Beginning with a fragment of another’s testimony about being conceived out of wedlock in the back seat of an automobile, the song proceeded to chart the downhill course from the womb into the lower berth of life-perceived-as-difficult. The anti-phony-us wordplay of my lyrics illuminated our mutual dependency on each other’s dependencies (called “co-dependency” for short), by acknowledging that I need not look beyond my own self-abdication to see how I contrive to have others take my hand in being a mutual estranger in sacrifice.

The lyrics to my impromptu blues song have unaccountably dropped out of my ego’s otherwise thorough “look-what-I-wrote” filing system, and are now beyond my recall because since writing them I have changed my tune – a change that was set in motion with another song I had written fifteen years earlier. [Misery]

What I am recovering from is a circumstantial story that is common to most recovering adults.  The more I listen to people describing their recovery from adulteration of their being, the more it seems that all of us have had the same parents, the same siblings, and the same friends, teachers, bosses and spouses who at best let us down and at worst put us down.  In recognition of the underlying universality of all such story-telling, I was once inspired to write a song entitled “The I’m Not Responsible, Someone’s Doin’ It To Me Blues.”

I have chosen an alternative to such participation in my own self-denial and consequent self-adulteration, and thus the forfeiture of my self-dominion. The alternative is that while I continue to acknowledge what I am recovering from, I do so less from the perspective of my former circumstances than from the perspective of the beneficial presence thus being recovered.

Only as a critical mass of us chooses self-dominion may humankind's possibilities be realized. This website/workshop celebrates the emergence of this critical mass: Those who take charge of their own consequences.

I am yet to experience a reality prior to my becoming aware of it. I must first detect a reality before I can perceive and experience it. Yet my perception governs which realities I may or may not detect, because rather than experiencing reality the way it is, I experience reality the way I am.
Since my very perception of reality contributes to its creation, and since shifts in my perception alter that creation, I experience reality as insurmountably ambiguous.
Ambiguity is "built in" to my reality because, as Ernest Holmes observed (quoting St. Augustine), "the thing I am looking for is the thing I am looking with." Making stuff up is the inevitable consequence of having my own perspective built into every examination of reality that I make. Reality invariably accommodates the assumptions and design limitations inherent in my examining apparatus, whether sensory, extrasensory, mechanical or electronic. By reality’s very design, therefore, I am without any way of knowing what a particular reality is like when I am not interacting with it.

My ambiguous relationship with reality may seem so obvious that it doesn't bear mentioning. Nevertheless, it is the occasion of much puzzlement, uncertainty and sometimes confusion in my life - and, I daresay, in the lives of almost everyone who reads these words.

This ambiguity has enormous implications for everyone's life. It means, essentially, that in the process of detecting, perceiving and experiencing reality, we are all making stuff up about reality. 
· Whatever may be the nature of reality independent of my detection of it, that nature cannot be known consciously by me. Only those aspects of reality that I am aware of can be consciously perceived and experienced by me.

· An uncountable number of ways exist for me to perceive reality, and each of these ways shapes and limits what I can and cannot detect. My experience of reality is always a reflection of the limits of my chosen perception.

· My relationship with reality, in other words, is a participatory one. I construct my reality according to my choices of what and how to perceive.

· I experience reality as constant - a given - only as I continue to make the same perceptual choices from moment to moment.

· My experience of reality changes only when and as I choose a new and therefore different way to perceive it.

All of the foregoing is as true for everyone else as it is for me. We all participate in the creation of - making stuff up about - our reality.

Realities are optional. Creating them is not. Every perception of reality contributes something to its creation.
This is a strong incentive for me to choose my realities wisely.

From Truth and Consequences:

Though being born does have consequences, the consequences are not immutable.  My past is always subject to revision.  Thus, when I recently heard a colleague assert (referring to himself) that "I cannot reweave the patterns of yesterday," I could not accredit his statement as the truth of my experience.  I have even rewoven the pattern of my childhood once more, so that today I am a person whose childhood was neither predominantly happy or unhappy.  It was a lot of both.  Far more satisfying to me now than the celebration of my childhood's happy portion is my ownership of all of it.

Go confidently in the direction of your dreams,

Live the life you have imagined.

-Henry David Thoreau

If one advances confidently in the direction of his dreams, and endeavors to live the life which he has imagined, he will meet with a success unexpected in common hours. He will put some things behind, will pass an invisible boundary. . . . If you have built castles in the air, your work need not be lost; that is where they should be. Now put the foundations under them. -Henry David Thoreau
Only in man’ s imagination does every truth find an effective and undeniable existence. -Joseph Conrad 

When I first heard of higher states of consciousness, I imagined they would bring awareness of subtler dimensions, possibly new energies, or some other aspect of reality that was beyond my everyday perception. Over the years, I have gradually realized that enlightenment is seeing the same world, but in a different light. It is not seeing different things so much as seeing things differently.  – Peter Russell
Our social personality is a creation of the thoughts of others. We fill out the physical appearance of the being we see with all the notions we have about him. –Marcel Proust
To be a good writer, you must have the paradoxical trait of being a gregarious loner. Marcel Proust claimed that he needed to leave his friends so he could truly be with them; while thinking and writing about his friends, he communicated with them far more thoroughly than when he was with them at a party. –Josip Novakovich, Fiction Writer’s Workshop
>>>The slightest shift in the imagination holds more power than even the most sweeping action. –Paula Sirois

The blade of grass is a thing of perfection, functioning perfectly in its particular sphere.  All its atoms are things of perfection, acting and reacting according to perfect law.  This same perfection is true regarding man.  But with this exception, man can think and he has gradually built mental concepts of imperfection, has gazed upon them, then has fallen down and worshipped them.  Instead of knowing a God of Perfection, man in his imagination has created many gods of imperfection, and they are all creatures of his own imagination -- they have no basis in reality. -Ernest Holmes, Practical Application of the Science of Mind (1958)

When we use our creative imagination in strong faith, it will create for us, out of the One Substance, whatever we have formed in thought. In this way man becomes a Co-Creator with God. -Ernest Holmes
*The word “selfishness” as used herein signifies “preservation of authentic selfhood,”

which is the essence of maintaining the coherence of one’s integrity.

we cannot sober up to reality and get rid of our religious hangovers until we stop believing that endorsing superstition is a prerequisite for spirituality. - Walter Starcke - The Third Appearance?
the belief that there is anything affecting our lives that is not related to our own consciousness is superstition.
All good already exists. It can only come from us - from our realized consciousness. The belief that the things we need or want are drawn to us by anything other than our own consciousness is superstition.
JOEY CHEEK – magical moment – 500 meters

$25,000 + $15,000 bonus to Right to Play – to refugees in the Darfur region of Sudan.

Challenged corporations to match – raised $310,595 in one week.

RTP helps children in war torn countries to develop and grow through sports. RTP believes that kids who learn to play together when they are young will some day live together in peace.

C.E.O. Johann O. Koss founded RTP in 2,000

Chosen to carry U.S. flag in closing ceremonies.

Cheek to Zambia as RTP ambassador

“More than medicine and food . . . let these children have a chance to play and through play learn something about health and about supporting each other.”

“The Olympics is a very selfish pursuit. I wake up every morning and I ask myself how can I focus all my energy on what I do so that I can be the best in the world. After years of this I feel that it is important to give something to someone who is less fortunate than myself.”

INCLUSIVITY METAPHORS/THEMES/SUBJECTS:

COMMONWEALTH/COMMONS
The corporations now own the commons
WEAVING:

Just as a spider weaves a web out of itself, so does God weave all that is. Earth peoples.

COHERENCE:

Society represents interpersonal coherence on a grand scale, with intrapersonal coherence is its basis.

VACATE THE ORDINARY:

i.e., whatever is ordinary for you.

MUTUAL CO-OPERATION
Mutually empowering one another rather than mutually accommodating or tolerating one another.
RECPROCITY:

Xxxx
BIOFIELDS

Xxxx

THE POWER OF LIMITS 
Xxxx

DINERGY - DYADIC

Xxxx

Extend the selfishness of the I that is me to the I that is we.

Bonhoeffer References...

"Those whose lives are lived in love are Christ in respect of their neighbor..."  (The Communion of Saints(CS), his doctoral dissertation finished at age 21 (1927) first published in 1930)  pg. 59 in "A Testament to Freedom" compilation book.

"Christ is the measure and standard for our conduct, and our conduct is that of a member of the body of Christ, that is, of one endowed with the strength of Christ's love, in which each of us can and will become Christ for one another." (pg 59 also.)

Spong quote is from page 148 of "Why Christianity Must Change or Die"  

"There is only the call to be open to the depths of life and to live is such a way as to reveal those depths."
Abu-Assad: http://www.alternet.org/movies/33071/ 

For want of a nail . . .: http://www.rhymes.org.uk/for_want_of_a_nail.htm
Concluding Metaphysical Postscripts
A further note on this book’s linguistic style:

After McInnis’s discovery in the mid-1950’s that he could successfully cobble together the piano styles of Pinetop Smith, Floyd Cramer, Joe “Fingers” Carr, Fats Domino, Jerry Lee Lewis, and Ray Charles into a drop-stitch style of piano playing that was uniquely his own, he proceeded in the decades that followed to cobble together his own unique word-play by synthesizing the journalese and academese he learned in college with his practiced emulations of the writing styles of Dr. Seuss, O. Henry, James Thurber, Ogden Nash, Marshall McLuhan, Emile Chartier (pen-named “Alain”), Marilyn Ferguson, Marcel Proust, James Joyce, Ernest Holmes, and numerous others including (as the length of this somewhat longish, one-sentence paragraph testifies) Thomas Troward.

goes beyond almost everyone’s reach.

