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Afterward-The Problem with Man

 Version 4-21-92
This essay does not really belong to the book proper.  I do not wish to turn my book into a vehicle for invective or for my own personal opinions and I have a great hesitancy in beginning the essay at all.  I feel it needs to be done however, but I also feel that it should be done correctly -with clarity, objectivity, and most of all, without "carping"!  I feel my cause is too crucial to alienate anyone who might help it!!

If my fundamental convictions, (ethical, social, aesthetic, etc.), are valid -then they will be validated from the theory itself.  I believe that whatever is truly significant, (and not just historical), will be found to exist as invariants, as inherents in the new science!  I believe they exist as inherent aspects in the implicit definition of mind!  If my own personal convictions are not such, then, ultimately, they are not important.  I am willing to trust them to this inevitable process of history and of science, and I ask the same of you.  The imperative is to expedite the process itself.


Is this utopian?  Surely it is.  Utopianism fails when it rests on false or incomplete assumptions, but not when it sits on a proper foundation.  Physical science itself is utopian!  It believes that effects really do follow from correct causes.  If my thesis is really science, then the same assumption is valid. If it is really science, then it is the science of man!

In this essay, at a less than specific level, however, I would like to broach the problem of mankind's basic dissatisfaction, his universal pain.  I have referred several times to the need to "cure man".  What is this "sickness", then?  How is he ill?

The basic problem with society and with the life of mankind in general, I believe, its "sickness", is not that it is "evil", but that it is fundamentally unreal!    It is not in contact with the larger potential of human reality as illuminated by "implicit definition"!! (Alternatively, we could define "evil" as the unreality of that contact.)  ”Mankind, I believe, has in an invalid, a "skewed" contact with ontology!!  The historical orientation of man and of society, and the focus of the preponderance of living, is invalid and inconsistent with the actual and proper orientation of mind, (in all its aspects -scientific, aesthetic, experiential, ethical), to ontology!  This is manifestly obvious in the investigation of "implicit definition", and the inherent nature and proper orientation of "mind" which derives from it!  What do the "things" of man or of his societies have to do with his essential nature?  They are expressions, I believe, of his incompleteness and of his frustration!

Jesus:Buddha:Einstein,
 this, I believe, is man's true and actual nature and it is the actuality of his relation to ontology!  I do not propose this as an ethical or an idealistic goal, but as the inherent nature of man -of the potentiality of the  mind of all men!

Ethics and idealism derive, fundamentally I propose, from his nature, they are not superimposed goals!  If he does not destroy himself first, or lock himself into a prison of drugs or the totalitarian control of growth, he will get there!  He will do so not because he wants to, but because he will have no other choice!  I believe that all the factors of his being, his reason, his aesthetics, -even his perversions are grounded in this core, and that it is the goal and the fulfillment of them all!   

Let me get more specific!  I want to change tone and level and open a new perspective.  There seem to be several problems here:

1.  An ethical one and the argument against Jimmy Stewart's "It's a Wonderful Life" portrayal of man, (as an example operating in my specific culture), which masks the problem.  I submit that it is totally contrary to fact.  This is what "nice" people want to believe.

2.  The organic one -which contrasts the essential nature of man with his current development.  This should also develop the evolutionary case - e.g. vis'-a-vis' less developed animals. Do they have the same problems?  I don't think so.

First things first -a disclaimer!  I claim no "holier than thou" status, nor do I write this critique from that standpoint.  My personal credentials are worse than most of yours.  There is a smallness, a pettiness, a meanness in me that is very real.  I wish it were not so, but it is.  But there is also an envy, an appreciation of goodness. I have no illusions that I have ever been "good".  I respect goodness, and I value it, but I am not it.  Every time I have tried to become that, I have become worse.  Every time I have attempted bravery, I have become a bully.  Cowardness and self-centeredness are my daily companions.  I truly understand Paul's words: "that which I desire, that do I not, that which I desire not, that do I do...."  This is an honest humility- as I truly believe it, and its simple statement is not a self-contradiction or covert self-glorification.

But this does not disqualify or prevent me from clearly seeing the difference.  Perhaps it gives me a special qualification!  I value the good and need the cure from my nature as much as any other man.  (Perhaps, instead of being good, I can do good!  This breaks the koan of "goodness" and egotism!)

Is man basically "good"?  Does Jimmy Stewart's town really exist?  Or did it ever exist?  Was the populace in nazi Germany really so atypical?  Were they really somehow organically or sociologically different from any other populace?  Or were the component elements of a lynch mob in Mississippi really so different from those of a church gathering in Massachusetts, let's say?  Remember, I am talking about organic difference here.


How is it that a hemisphere of "Christians" has the past history that they do in fact have?  Or Buddhists for that matter?  Has time so changed the species that our prior barbarities are impossible now?  Certainly the nineteenth century believed that and that man had changed.  History just as certainly proved them wrong.  I maintain that these are not aberrations, but are a part of the nature of man himself - wherever he may be.  But this is only the most obvious part of the picture.

Consider man in the whole.  I submit that our societies are only law-organized systems of parasitism.  The rich and the powerful parasitize the poor and the helpless with only the weakest mouthings of "compassion" and righteousness.  (And the poor just as surely parasitize the rich!)  There are people who spend enough on an automobile to feed a thousand starving families.  Most lawyers would drive a widow to destitution and spend the fees on an idiocy.

Capitalism enshrines this parasitism explicitly. I am not talking about efficiency here, which is an entirely different issue, but rather, about ethics.  And nations embody this savagery on their own level.  Those sops to decency that they give are only justified on the level of expediency.  We feed the poor not out of love or decency, but rather so that they might not vote us out of office or that they might not riot.

On the neighborhood level, what neighbor would you trust to feed your starving children?  (I don't say they don't exist, but that they are far rarer than society –“Jimmy Stewart’s society” -would have us believe).  Which neighbor would you trust if it were to his advantage to be otherwise?  Suppose you were to be split from your fellows on some obvious criterion.  Suppose you had expressed yourself violently in opposition to Kennedy just prior to his assassination, or had a Japanese wife in 1941-what would be your safety margin in your society.  Hell, just put the wrong bumper sticker on your car!

What about the day to day life of the average person?  What are the just subsurface levels of violence and indecency that drive him, whatever his rationalizations?  I maintain that the normal, “Jimmy Stewart” world does not exist.  There is a level of violence, of anger, of profound indecency, and of profound discontent in the "normal", the "good" man.  I call this "sickness".  The wars, martial and economic, the rape of the weak, the violence which lies beneath the surface of the most benign gathering, the hate and the perversion of the most innocent amongst us - this is the sickness I speak of.  I am talking of the sickness of the norm of humanity, its overt cases are obvious.

It is a function of society to deny this ongoing reality, to tell us we are O.K., but it is a lying function!  The pain, the violence of day to day existence is always there.

Why do we applaud war -so long as we win?  Why do we revel in the destruction of our enemies?  (How many here wouldn't have cheered to see Nixon actually crucified? (Substitute your unfavorite politician!)  Where is our compassion?  Why is it such a little part of our existence -only for our priviledged few, (and ourselves)?  Why do we have so little love?  Why are we so petty?  Why do we glory in our own pomposity?

And who am I talking about, dear reader?  Why you and me too, of course -and I think that each of these accusations applies to each of us! As a mass, we are not a "nice" people, nor are we "civilized".  As a mass we are worse than we are as individuals, as any possibility of chance compassion is lost.  Obvious examples of this are found in the law and in government.  A mob is one of the most truly frightening things I can conceive!  A country is just an ordered mob.  The social "epidemics", -our wars, our savageries are outbreaks of the inherent sickness of its individuals!!

But aren't there "good" currents in our societies as well as evil ones?  Of course there are, but they are small currents.  To paraphrase Shaw's devil, what is there in our good works to compare to the beauty, the sophistication and the glory of the rapid firing machine gun or the missile-firing submarine?  (Which of these impresses your children?)  What was the Marshall plan, (its motives aside), compared to the Manhattan project?  Shaw's devil makes a very good case.  But then, so did Shaw:  man strives for something much more, he strives for the "superman"!

But perhaps worst of all is the "murder" of time!!  Where is most of our time spent?  It is spent in the destruction of the precious seconds of our existence!  Most non-dedicated time is spent in the escape from reality.  We wish to forget the death that is inevitable and the sterility of the life which is our actual existence.


Now let's turn our perspective around and look at man from the model I have constructed in the other essays.  The essence of man is quite different from what I have expounded above.  Is the "sick" man derived from the "animal nature" then?  I don't think so.  Certainly animals kill, they act for their own, (or the tribe's), self-interest.  But there is little maliciousness in them.
If my model is correct, then we might approach the problem in this way:  in the evolutionary development of man the world-model and the world-view-model passed the level of simple and optimal relationship to external reality for survival and turned on itself -approaching its own roots.  The mystical integration hypothecized in essay3 became possible -conceivably as a cofactor of our intellectual and verbal developement.  The same development which led to our evolutionary superiority also embodied the roots of our discontent.  The goal came obscurely into sight but remained profoundly and maddeningly out of reach.  I believe this "talent" is inherent in man, -and that it is the lack of its fulfillment, (its being “maddeningly out of reach”),  which is the source of his discontent.  Man, all men, are divided from their deepest nature and their deepest desire whether it is explicit to them or not.

Man is meant for better things than his trivial and petty nonsense.  I can think of no more trite destiny than to be an emperor or a president or preposterously rich!  Man has a magnificent destiny, I believe.  I believe he is inherently noble, not petty.  I believe he is inherently a creature of love, not pettiness and hate.  It is the twist in his being that has caused his dilemma and his constant pain.  He is separated from the integration and the joy that is the fact of that integration.  Man is separated from himself and has developed a brain talented enough to sense the fact, - but has no notion of how to cure the dilemma!

He is meant to soar.  He has in him the means, (by that very talent), to free himself from his present condition.  But he must work for this. It will be long and difficult to achieve, but it is the highest imperative of the race!  But it is in an expansion of science, not in invective or dogma that it will be achieved. 

On Religion and Ethics
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Is religion defensible in any sense today -or is it a relic? I intend to put the subject on a concrete basis, (within my worldview), and to suggest its relevance there.

I feel that if religion is to be maintained, or, more properly, resurrected, that it must join the path of science, (however strange that may sound), as a full challenger and not as a grudgingly tolerated and beaten foe, (tolerated like an idiot child)!  It must prove, or disprove its very groundwork!  If it is real, then it will survive.  If it is not, then it does not deserve to!  In short, I intend to take religion for what it claims to be.

I do not intend to talk about "sunday school religion" -polite religion, nor do I intend to talk about "niceness" or "goodness" per se.  I intend to talk about what I believe is the essence, the core, the bottom of religious experience by its most talented, its mystics.  This is something quite different!  I believe that if there is any validity in religion at all, it is here.  If there is none in this place, then I believe religion is truly and permanently dead and deserves to be buried.

I believe that religion at its depth has to do with a totally different level of EXPERIENCE from that of normal man.  I believe it has to do with the dissolution of the distinction between the self and the things of reality.  I believe it has to do with the functionality between objects and the field.  I believe it has to do with both world model and world view model.  I believe it yields a homogenous field of experience with no rigid separation between self and objects, and no separation between sensory experience and meaning itself!  I believe that it embodies that "integration in depth" of the mind that I have described!

I believe that the sense and the pertinence of this definition can be documented by the writings of the universal community of mystics historically, from all religions.  Whether this indeed proves the valid existence of the phenomenon itself or its validity to reality or not is another question.
  A context is needed to show the real possibility and meaningfulness of the experience, and how it might fit into our experience of reality as a whole.  This definition is certainly in line with the sources quoted in "Radical Proposal", James, Underhill, Smith, etc.

Surely this possibility is believable and can be oriented in the context of the "solution space" I have sketched in "Radical Proposal", (and was developed to some extent there), -and the further hypotheses of world view model and world model in "Further Thoughts" in that the model there is indeed unitary and homogeneous.  The question here, rather, is how objects could lose their separateness to yield a uniform space under my scheme? 

But our solution space is certainly more than that-- it is a fully integrated mathematico/logical field-- for the solution of the homunculus problem-- the whole of the field is unitary and virtual!  That objects are localized in the world model is apparent, but they are neither "hidden" nor separate from the space as a whole- they are a continuous functional variation, a "curvature" of the field -and not separate in any real sense. 

"Self", also, is only a "crystallization" in this field.  The world view model which I believe is the home of meaning is in no way completely separate from the world model.  Indeed, it is not totally clear whether these are totally separate in or "dimensional" aspects of the solution space.

In some individuals, the religious mystics,  I propose that the solution has shifted more to the whole- and into the continuity or functionality of the solution space -and away from the strict localization of the "objects".  I propose that they found a completeness that was impossible in the narrow world-view they inherited!  They sought and found the completeness that was their inherent nature, deriving from the inherent structure of the solution space -from the inherent structure of mind/brain.

The how of this is beyond present knowledge, but is surely a scientifically investigable phenomenon as our knowledge of mind/brain develops, (its possibility is certainly believable in this context, however).  Natural ability surely has something to do with this, as does training, as all religious orders, (I will use the term "religious mystical" from now on), develop extensive training programs- from Zen to monastic Catholicism -even a Baptist service has large elements of this in the nature of the service itself!

I guess one real question at this point is how the admittedly few genuine religious mystics over history managed to influence such a large portion of humanity -and hence, why and how universal religion?  This is rhetorical, of course, nobody will ever be able to truly answer that question!

One possibility is that their absolute certainty and fanaticism made them natural leaders and innovators in societies without strong or committed ideologies. (Also, I believe, they were inherently "concept makers"- they had an inherent fecundity in generating concepts).  This would certainly be a major factor in ages not grounded in other ideologies such as our own which is totally committed to science -and the electric light bulb, a miracle which works!

That religion was transformed to mythology, (which I believe it universally has been), in such a context is quite understandable -in the translation into the superstitious and mythological language and world view of the masses, (to include most of the "church" who were not religious mystics either -mysticism is a rare phenomenon).  Indeed, the original translations by the mystics themselves through their native world views must have been part of this process.  (I should do an "aside" here:  being a valid mystic doesn't seem to guarantee a more profound world view -except in the aspects directly and uniquely experienced, and even these would be interpreted and expressed in the context of the rest of their unique, personal world view!)

Another possibility is that all men have this faculty on a lesser level -and that they can respond to some degree -and have a need to respond to the message of the great religious mystics!  That the minds of normal men have the latent possibilities of those minds is the rationale of this.  I believe both these lines have merit.

That religions, (and their societal forces over time), should distort and pervert their sources is almost a given, and this is surely the history of every major religion.  Religions have devolved into myth, triviality, ritual, distortions and worse.  The amazing fact seems to be that it is still possible for them to nurture an occasional (true religious) mystic!  Perhaps this is because of that very ritualism and dogmatism -in that they maintain some of the essence, albeit in cryptic form, to which the talented can respond!
Can normal people ever get to that same place -assuming they wanted to?  Given the development in mind/brain I hope to see, I think the answer is yes.  Will they want to?  This will depend on the result of the inquiry.

But what about "GOD"?  I want to differentiate between religious mysticism generally, and "god" or "gods" which are not common to all religions, and are different concepts.  There is a distinct question in Buddhism, for instance, as to the existence of god at all!  Let's take two lines.

(1) Religious mysticism:  the discussions of  world model/world view, "solution space", etc. -i.e. of the unitary and homogeneous experience of reality.  The development above and in "Radical Hypothesis" is generally what I have to say-- some realization of the solution space is this thing!  The overall "lay" has a reasonable parallel to James' development in relation to "the subconscious" -which conceptual scheme I differ from obviously, as our mechanics are totally unconnected.  The translations are relatively obvious, however.  He has done a pretty good job in mapping the phenomena of mysticism generally, I feel.  (I do not feel he did as well with the phenomenon of "god", however, as I think it is a very distinct and explicit aspect of mysticism as opposed to merely the "oneness" of reality).

(2) God(s):  there is possibly a profound difference between a singular god, a discovered reality, and the manifold gods which are a mythic generation of the world view?

I will take these in reverse order.  Multiple gods:  Did mystics generate gods?  This is interesting!  Was mythology itself the creation of perhaps less developed mystics?  Could these be mystical discoveries of "centralizations", (pre-scientific Copernican "concepts"), in the solution space, perhaps in the context of a more primitive, less developed, and less unitary world view than our own?  The relationship between the world view , (the home of meaning and logic), and the world model, (the home of "reality"), seems quite relevant here in that the "meaning" content of the gods in mythology is an important element, maybe more so than their "existence" content, and is quite consistent with this hypothesis!   (On another level, there is a possible implication here related to the primitive development of language itself and the origin of words as "crystallizations"!  Interesting!)
I feel there is a much more profound difference between multiple gods and a singular one than just a battle for "turf" between religious groups!  I feel the mystical concept of the singular god, or godhead might represent a unique and profound existence, (singularity), in the solution space.

A tentative definition of God!  I believe that "God" could quite possibly be the functionality of primitive relation!!  That is, God could be the prime primitive function from which all primitive relation is generated, and hence, all solution spaces would be functional instances of God??
But  this primitive relation is now the essence of reality for us!  ("Radical Proposal").  And God becomes very real!  And very pertinent!  This question, hard as it may be to believe, is decidable in scientific terms, in the same context as the overall hypothesis given in "Radical Proposal".  We will be able eventually to investigate and decide these themes in depth scientifically and logically and mathematically in the investigation of mind/brain!

Faith may have a very real function in spiritual training, but from the standpoint of knowledge it is grossly out of place!  From the standpoint of knowledge, I guess the most pertinent and the crucial questions are:

(1) Can this "god", this "function", (if it holds),  be experienced?  If not, then this God is nonsense and god-based religion is essentially myth as it would have nothing to do with man!

(2) If it can be experienced, then what significance can it hold for man and for human culture?

You see, I plan to approach this "loaded" subject from a rational standpoint- but an honest one.

(1)    Can this "function" be experienced?  The scientific validation of this point is a question for theoretical and practical research.  As a very bold, (and raw), speculation which fits the reported data of mystical experience, however, let me suggest the following:

The approach to God, (godhead), might be on the order of a "centering", (an orientation of world view), Copernican within the basic mystical (homogeneous) integration of the solution space!  A centering not based on self, but a Copernican revolution into a natural, profound center of organization of the primary solution space.  I don't know -this is very interesting, but there is no solid data here as yet.  This might explain the "awe" or "fear" commonly expressed here.  It would be like dropping right into the middle of a gigantic whirlpool, dropping down through levels.  Hofstadter's levels would disintegrate, (or rather, just the opposite -> integrate),  in a millisecond!  Or it would be like a collapse to the center of all the embedded systems in the solution space, or like a reductionism! -> into the base system!  This would be an almost devastating psychological experience!


(2)
The second part of the question- if it can be experienced, what significance would it have for humanity?   It would be that the mind has touched its roots, the common roots of all minds, and the roots of reality!  It would be the most profound of all knowledge by DEFINITION!  It would be the most profound "realization" of the solution space, and, given my world view, the most profound conception and experience of reality!

But at this point it would be wise to turn this discussion completely around and take a good look at the sources I have been talking about!  What about the nonsense, the grossities of emotionalism, the crude sexual overtones, the gross selfishness, the self-conceits,  etc. of religious mystics?  (I did mention that we are not dealing with "niceness" or with conventional religion here!)  We are dealing here with the world views of the individuals and of their historical times, and also with the fact that the solution space contains emotions also!  They cut across these boundaries!  Mysticism must be filtered for truth, and that is an enormous and difficult task!


There are some mystics that are almost impossible to read, e.g. Madame Guyon, in that the narcissistic and crude sexual elements become positively sickening, but some elements ring true nonetheless.  If we wish to judge by unfair, nonscientific and archaic, ("religious"), standards, ("How could a God choose her?"), then her possession of this gift is most unbelievable.  If, however, we wish to approach this rationally and scientifically and realize that we are dealing with a rare and wonderful phenomenon, then we take it where we can.  A butterfly collector may have to go into a sewer to find a rare specimen.  He washes the muck off his boots , (maybe even off of the butterfly), and then congratulates himself on his find.

There exist much purer minds than hers, (Buddha is like a poem, and Jesus like a shining light), but the point is that mysticism is a part of the whole mind, and is affected by the latter.

There is a word and language usage that is difficult also.  You must understand that these are solitary explorers, each unique by definition, and that they have an inherent problem of translation also.  They incessantly cite their own inability to adequately translate what they have experienced!  There has existed to date no language of expression for their experiences.  I hope that the latter situation will change with the development of mind/brain.

If this is indeed a higher level of experience- even the Highest --what about science, then?  What about rationality?  Where do we go from here?  This is a very real question.  Is human consciousness to come merely to this "higher" level of experience as its end product?  Where does it lead?  What are its fruits?  What about rationality and science?  I feel the ultimate is a blend of both.  Science is not trivial, even for the "soul"!


Are the rational and scientific hopes and achievements of man to be thrown away to this closed and impotent self-fulfillment? Is mysticism just a more organic LSD -self-serving, self-fulfilling, and totally dead-ended -as it may very well seem?  (Historically, mysticism has seemed to terminate self-servingly in itself, and to demand the cessation of action and worldly involvement on all levels.)

I don't think so.  There seems a possible integration within mysticism to a higher level of synthesis -of a more profound level of experience, morality, science, and artistic and emotional perceptions of the ground of reality!  But rationality and science are part of this!  Understanding, rational thought and action as well are a part of this integration.  That mysticism has not gotten to this place yet is a function of world views and the historical development of rationality and science thus far- as well as of mysticism itself.  Just as it would be presumptuous to assume that science has reached its ultimate form, so is it presumptuous to assume that mysticism has either!


Buddha:Jesus:Einstein - this is the integration I see, a contemplative and active mystic capable of the highest rational thought, and governed by the highest valid, ("scientific"), ethical insights.  (Beethoven should surely be in here also!)  Bodhisattva is not the lesser mystic!

On Invariants in Human Culture:

Are ethics, art, purpose, aesthetics, morality only a function of arbitrariness-- of the morays of a particular society?  In short, are they capricious?  The current world view seems to think so.  What does it matter whether we cause a rat pleasure or pain except in terms of the qualitative output to be expected?   And how is a man different from a rat except in terms of complexity?  There exists and can exist no absolute ethical criterion from the standpoint of today's rationality and science!
Were the human experiments of Dachau immoral from a scientific point of view?  Even more pertinently, were they immoral from any possible derivative thereof?  (This argument also applies to aesthetics, but I will forego that subject for now.)


Does the possibility of real scientific  knowledge itself and of rationality stop short at the boundaries of what is currently considered the proper domain of science?  (I mean this in all rigor!)  They give no input to these other questions other than randomness.  Or does a larger, future development of knowledge itself ultimately integrate all of these -wherein aesthetics, art, and ethics stand coequally and rigorously with physics as science??  The "solution space" and mystical experience, (which is a function of it), give some indication that this may be so!  That it has only gone this far historically is no proper argument against it!

Ethics seems an inherent and a real part of the mystical world view, and under the synthesis proposed here is capable of existing rationally within hard science -and within the more advanced mind I have proposed.  The solution space is a system of law, (as is our physical reality), because of its relation to ontology.  Ethical imperatives will develop from the imperatives of the solution space itself!


I feel that James' judgement on the meaning and value of "saintliness" is grossly inadequate!  His chapter on "The Value of Saintliness" touches on the most trivial implications of the subject.  I feel that the value of saintliness, (mysticism), is that it foreshadows the ultimate synthesis of the human mind -to include new levels of experience and also the integration and coexistence with new levels and types of thought!

I feel that the western church, (as one instance of religion's response), essentially surrendered to science in the renaissance and retreated to a humanistic and social and untenable definition of religion.  It should, if it were honest and sincere, have retreated from its  indefensible (world view) position to some limited, defensible "trench", some "bunker" -and rigorously pursued science and logic itself, (with the highest level of rigor) -with the idea of eventually counterattacking!  It will never survive with anything less rigorous and provable than science itself -which will be the fulfillment of science and logic!  Again, if it doesn't turn out that way, then religion will be truly dead.

I believe that religion in all its depth is essentially a scientifically decidable issue.  To have said otherwise was a loser's rationalization -I don't buy it!

I believe religion, (mysticism), represents a supranormal rather than a subnormal level of experience and of being.  It is my belief that religion, (and I don't mean a castrated humanism), will find a wonderful explanation and justification in the new science -at least the parts that are real.  The world view that it will exist in, however, must be expected to be radically different.  Will it supplant science?  I don't think so, I believe that there will be a profound synthesis of experience, (on a new level), and of knowledge.

The sectarians and frauds will have to make out the best they can, as they will no longer be able to hide.  The truly great mystics will not be honored less, and meaningful truths will stand, perhaps in translation -but with greater clarity and essence.  New truths will emerge, but the rest will fall away.  Many cherished dogmas and many cherished myths will die and the dogmatists will be violent at their passing, but a profound core will emerge and enlarge to light the way to a future humankind!

� Surely Beethoven and Chopin must fit in here somewhere!


� See William James, "Varieties of Religious Experience" on this question
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