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The Mathema

We frequently encounter the proposition that
God _runs the universe with love. This may
sound good to many of us; but, in scientific

erms, to suggest thayf love)is the logical foun-
j dation of Reality would seem a bit much. In

ct, love has no basis in scientific theory of any
sort. Currently, love is not even the backbone of
any major school of philosophy. Even in the

quently sit “second pew?, behind issues suchas
“economic and social justice” or other concerns
of doctrine and theology, much of which seem

set by its founder.
The small hold that love does have seems to
_be bound up in our innermost subjective expe-
riences; these with our intimate few family and
friends, and gur personal relationship with,
divinit%, whatever it may be. But in the wider
scope of things, love seems to be without much
foundation. One modern psychologist sug-
gests that “love may be like a crutch, impeding
the development of the new social forms so
important for the development of a better and
more satisfying human condition....”
(SOL,p51) To such thinkers “love” is simply a
superfluous hangover of our family and tribal
evolutionary development—an emotion that
must gradually diminish in importance as
greater social organizations unfold. Doctors
now recommend, for example, that working
parents get their children into day-care before
extensive bonding of love takes place—it -
makes “separation” less stressful. This does not
suggest that parents are cold-hearted; but only
dealing with the practicalities of modern lifein
a professional and scientific manner. Even in
these more intimate matters,we tend to follow
the lead of scientific thinking much more than
we usually realize. And although we all wel-
come the experience of love, the cold factis tha
scie
foundation ig our civilizatjon. As one thinker
xpresses it: “it would be a mad romantic {t0
propose that] love can be the energy of the
» social order”—the large scales of social, busi-
ness, economic, and political organization.
(ANAJ,p39) As another summarizes the case:
“the value of love has yet to be demonstrated.”
(SOL,p27) And without a foundation of scien-
tific usefulness, love is, as Jesus seeins to have
expressed it, “the stone the builders have
rejected.”

Science is the search for logical foundations,

the search for consistent or unchanging prin-

ics of Love

religion of 1ove, Christianity, love seems to fre- 4 love

tar removed from the smele example of love, ‘

speak, that underlie our life experiences.
Science is, as Einstein defined it, “methcdical
thinking, directed toward finding regulative
connections between our sensual experi.nce.”
(I&0O,p50) And love seems to be a_“sensual”
experience, so to speak, something we actually
can discern by our senses. So it would seem that
jentificall
can find in it any such “regulative connec-
tions,” consistent causes, or “logical founda-

tions.” The key tosucha %ww
would beto finda way o Wa&m
actually experience it rather than trying to
Bﬁ#ﬁBEWOm killing it, and dis-
secting it. Perhaps it could be observed in
“everyday life” where it seems to occur; and

perhaps this would meet scientific standards,
for, as Einstein observed: “The whole of science

is nothing more than a refinement of everyday

thinking,” (1&0,p290)
or several years now [ have been involved
insuch

like to share some of the ixnamgs with you.

The first thing an observer notices about love,

in everyday life,is that it is something that

seems to occur between an individual and

another person or object. And, that it can only
be obsmd@__ﬂ%@aks place between
the two. [am not saying that love consists only
in action, but that love mazgfests only in action)
This is akin to saying “Love without works is
.- dead,” which, of course, is nothing new. But
what is somewhat “new” is thaf(the actionsgf
love can be classified into & limited numbero
istinctly separate categories; there are only so
many ways to love someone or something.
This means that,regardless of what goes on
mentally or emotionally, and there is a lot of
mental and emotional processing involved in
love; the actions of lovejoceur in certain clearly
definable and consistent! patterns;, patterns
which | term Love’s action elements. These action
elements form the major expressive component
of Love termed, Sarejand behind Care with its
action elements there are many other mental
components and elements crucial to Love:
‘with its elements such as recognition
and admiration; Knowledge with its elements

such as patience, humility and forgivenegs; and
Resgggg;blht%//wuh its elements such as trug
and loyally But regardless of all of the mental

elements vital to love, it all gets down to action.

observe the experience of love in a scientific
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Acmns are the only things by which we can -

ciples, the search for “foundation stones,” so to

to see if we «E

a “scientific” study of love, and [ would &~
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So our first lesson in the mathematics of Love
begins with: “How do I love you? let me count
the ways.” And if we do count the ways, we

3 L 21E Wa
ok find (so far) that there are onlten waysywe can
L ardless of how much we may
love someone—eleven ways if we include a
zero-action element. Keep in mind that these
elements can be combined or mixed in any

particular instance of love.
o avine i

| -
4

“First) we can express love i -
%@ this is called Attegtiveness.
T , We can express lo
another. And here listening is defined as con-
scious assimilation of all sensory data by ears,

eyes, touch, smell, or whatever. Students of -, Jesus suggests,

Jesus will recognize that he alwayGszed¥irst

W “What is it that you seek?”;
“What is it that I should do unto you?”

3- Third, we can express love by ZMHnE
another—something as simple as “Than
you.

4~ Fourth, we can express love
another. Encouraging means to “spur on” or to
”insgxre” as when we send someonea card. Or ;
it may takeon the form of W"
Jesus’ “1 will be with you always” is a form of
encouraging, as is his suggestion isit the
sick, the widowed, the orphaned, and the
prisoner.

- Fifth, we can express love by Praising
another—by expressions intended to com-
mend or At its highest intensities,
praising becomes glorification or worship.
Sixth, we can express love by

another. Comforting traditionally means “con-
solation” to someone in distress; but here com-
forting is used in its more expanded meaning,
thatof “providing orincreasing( Hor
v direct physiological con-
tact, that is, by direct touch or by tool. This is
morealong the lines of the use of the term when
we refer to a comfortable chair. Most touch
associated with love falls in this element, in-
cluding that of a sexual nature, or even that of
the casual handshake. Onealso may “comfort”
inanimate objects, as a sculptor may with clay,

or as a musician may do with aninstrument, Or N

as any workman doing any task may do when-

ever a tool or a product is touched.

Seventh, we can express love b x“
another. Assisting is dire expenditure
made in alignment with another’s egEoE: SUch
as “lending the helping hand” to help someone

change a tire.

Eighth, we can express love by Sharing wi
another. Sharing is a temporary or permanent
tra f direct or invested energy to another,

Yy -

-

I intent-to-please. Jpo

but with some reciprocal arrangement usually
implied. When you share your lawnmower
with your neighbor, you expect to get it back.
When you share your ice-cream cone,you ex-
pect the sharee might do the same with his or
her ice-cream cone next time, and so on. Lend-
ing is a form of sharing, even when, as Jesus
suggests, you sometimeslgg exzectin‘ -
,iﬁgjn return. But even if you do not expect a
return, sharing always allows for a reciprocal.

4-Ninth, we can express love ontributin
sopething to another. Contributing is a_per-

manegt transfer of direct or inves e
it no reciprocityyntended. In fact, the ulti-
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“The key to such a
scientific study of
love would be to find
a way of observing
love as we actually
experience it rather
than trying to bring
it into the laboratory,
killing it, and
dissecting it.”

mate contributing is performed(in_secret)as N
N

maggg %Egg ﬁﬁii} hle.
We also, of course, contribute many things to

those who know where they are coming from,

especially to children, yith o direct, immedi-

ate m’ Brocitx igtendg.

{2 -~Tenth, we can express love by Lrofecting

another, Protecting is the direction of action or

: . , “
energy so as to oppose potential or immediate #

2

threats. There are both “passive” and “active”
modes of protecting; but we should keep in
mind that the same individual who suggests
that one “turn the other cheek” was speaking
of a “smite from one’s neighbor,” not a battle ax
swung at one’s head; and that the same Jesus
appears to have warned us to always be ready

“I am not saying that
love consists only in
action, but that love )

manifests onlz m
)

action.”
e

to “sell our garment and buy a sword.” Protect- ee———

ing is a crucial action element of love, even if
not always recognized as such.
!\ —Finally, we can express love toward another

by simply n i m, by “let-
tin " sometimes.

So these are the ten action elements of love:
Attentiveness, Listening, Thanking, Encourag-
ing, Praising, Comforting, Assisting, Sharing,
Contributing, and Protecting. Usually, several
of these elements are involved in any particular
“event” of love, and occasionally one delib-
erately “leaves someone alone” or opts for
love’s zero-action element.

But even the zero-action element of love is
made up of ‘something very vital. And this

"something ‘we can always sense, or discern,

yhen love j n;xgzt; it is what I term(the
might wish to term it
goodwill, but it is actually not a general notion
as goodwill is usually considered. The jntent-
tg-please is a very specific assertion toward
another person or object. When incorporated
into action, it occurs right at the “impulse tg
action” and becomes a recognizable part of it.
T becomes embodied within the action itself.

Without the jyigatelo-please, love simply does

“So our first lesson
in the mathematics of
Love begins with:
‘How do I love you?
let me count the

r

ways.

not seem to occur. But with the integg-gg-glaasg,

@ : To Please = To Satisry Needs

45



SCIENTIFIC SYMPOSIUM 1

D
~
\
.
N

“Jesus describes it
perfectly with his
statement: ‘Ido \E
_ lways,thos??ﬁm

that please the
Father. The intent-to-
please becomes love's
common element.”

“...the observed
presence of the action
elements...occurring
from one person
toward another
means only one
thing. It means
love—so long as the
intent-to-please is
there also.”

any of the preceding action elements, even the
zero-action element, fall within love’s domain.
Jesus describes it perfectly with his statement:
“I do always those things thakplease the Father.”
The intent-tg-please becomes love's common

there are other “mental” components and ele-
ments of love which are necessary; but if
science is to deal with love, it must deal
primarily with gbsgrvables, the simplest of
wh'x:h have just been summarized as Jove's
action elements.

glement. It must be there every time, allthetime,
whether direct action is taken or not.

I stress that the pleasing aspect of the intent-
to-please should not be confused with simple
pleasure, any more than a parent pleases the
child by offering the pleasure of perpetual ice-
cream cones. In mathematical language, the
intent-to-please is of a higher order integration
than pleasureor pain; that s, it includes a much

ter spectrum of (information.) Even that
which is painful, like a good athlétic workout,
can be pleasing. And that which is pleasurable
can be far from pleasing—especially in
retrospect.

Now this may all seem quite simple, and it
is, but let us look at what has been accom-
plished. From all of the reported experiences
related to love, out of all of the “billions and
billions” of actions that humans use to express
love toward one another, or toward anvthing,
we have reduced love's possible expressions to
just_ten—or eleven—simple categories. In so
doing, we have achieved what science first at-
tempts to achieve when it focuses on any
phenomenon. We have recognized some under-
lying consistencies in love's everyday experience.
And this is far from trivial, for what we now
have is a format of ten action elements, and a
zero-action or common element, which define
love’s expression whenever and however it
may occur—whether the individuals and/or
objects involved are young orold, of the present
era or of the ancient past; regardless of
geographic location; and regardless of the lan-
guage, or educational or cultural context. In
any situation, the general association of these
ten action elements, with -necessa

se, can be

These gbservable agtion.clemants of loye,
and the discernible [qterit-to-please, can now be
looked at from a m%?g?cfa%)r‘mathemancal
perspective. The mathematical perspective is
not so much concerned with numbers, as it is
concerned with the search for “relationships of
relationships,” as one famous mathematician
(Von Neumann) explains it. .

Each action element of love constitutes a real

ssion, a real ” ’ that
has a certain sense, a certain direction toward
someone or something, and an amount orznag- J
nitude of energy. In mathematical terms, such
aﬁf‘ﬂ? rgy event” is termed a vector. A whole
event of love may embody many such vectors,
but let us keep it simple here.

Let us first take a closer look at a vector, an
“energy event” embodying sense, direction, and
magnitude, and see just how accurately this
mathematical language fits the action elements
of love.

The Sense of a vector means just what it says:
you can “sense” when someone’s action is Lis-
tening, or when someone’s action is Thanking,
or Sharing,gr Protecting, and so on. Similarly,
you can csensgs whether, within the very core
of the action impulse, there is an 2i

se.” [t is vital to keep in mind that any vector

that may constitute love,can have a “sense” which
is clearly not of love. There can be a loving thank-
you, and a very spiteful thank-you; there
be Sharing out of love,or Sharing out of feaf;
Assisting out of love or Assisting out of fear or «=—
coercion, and so on-—the same general profile
of an energy event, but with entirely different
“sense.”

The Direction of a vector also means just what

common eleme t;w
recogmza as love, or as what | call the system
e

“TY0E, Some of these elements may take on
literally billions of differing expressions and
many quite different forms. Some may be
couched in even ignorant action—such as early
physicians attempted the comforting of
patients by bleeding them. But nevertheless,

 the observed presence of the action elements of
. Attentiveness, Listening, Thanking, Encourag-
: ‘ M E—— w

raisin

Comforting, Assisting, g

E ontributing, and Protecting occurring from

one person toward anot er, means only one

it says: you can direct the energy of any action
element at yourself, for example, or toward
another person or object.

And the Magnitude of a vector also means just
what it says; but itis a relative energy amount, not
one we can measure precisely in absolute
terms. Jesus makes this clear when he observed
of the widow’s last mite going into thedonation
box, “She has given more than all the rest.” The
greatest relative magnitude of a vector of love
is also described by Jesus: “to lay down one’s —=—
life for a friend.” There is no more energy that
one can give; and also note that the direction is —e—

thing. It means love—so long as the intent-to-

totally aimed at another. Jesus thus defines the

LElease is there also. As already mentioned,

precise maximum magnitude for a vector of



love’s action. Whether such a maximum vector
might be one of Assisting, or Protecting, or
some combination involving love’s other vec-
tors, we would usually term this high mag-
nitude of love one of Devotion. Right beneath

——————

it would be the lower magnitude of Nurturing;

then below that would be_the magnitude of
below thatnd final-
)

ly, the least magnitude of love’s vectors, that of

> Lyrtesy. [ will not elaborate on these various
magnitudes, but this simply shows how all of
the language fits, and stresses that love’s action

elements can be observed across a wide range

of magnitudes,appropriate to various situa-
tions. A simple, courteous thank-you is an ap-
propriate magnitude of love in some instances,
just like g devoted sacrifigce of self may be an
appropriate magnitude in another instance.
And, by the way, if vectors and love seem a
strange mix of language, keep in mind that it
was Jesus who first used the concept that any
mathematician will instantly recognize as the
language of vectors: “Giveand it shall be given

MAY 13-15, 1988 NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE

Quantum Theory, and it is an error to suggest
thathe rejected it. Hedid have “problems” with
it, so to speak. And his fundamental argument
with Quantum Theory was that its probabilistic
nature, its foundation of “chance,” could not be
the ultimate logical foundation of Reality. Thus
his famous statement: “God does not play dice
with the Universe.”) ~

instein’s kind of thinking is so profcund
that, as one fellow scientist observed as early as
1936, “In him philosophy, logic, theology,
physics, and mathematics become reunited.”
(IQOM,p33) Einstein held that consistent prin-
ciples that do not change, must-underlie the
Whole of Realityyand must be objectively
@Eﬁ;‘ﬁpreerably in the language of
mathematics.

By finding that |Qyg manifests in terms of 3
consistent, obiectively descnibable set of action
elements that can further be defined as vectors;

we have taken the first step in finding some-

4

“...1f vectors and
love seem a strange
mux of language, keep
in mind that it was
Jesus who first used
the concept that any
mathematician will
instantly recognize
as the language of
vectors....”

thing about love that “does notseem to change” -

even as we change our perspective. We have

/\ back to you”; “For with the measure you mete
it shall be measured back to you again.” Jesus
is speaking about the general sense, direction, and
magnitude of Jove’s “energy events.”

When we mention science or mathematics,
however, wedo not normally think of Jesus, but
of someone like Albert Einstein—probably the
greatest scientist of our times. Einstein set in
place an entirely new framework by which
observation of the universe—and everything
within it—can be conducted. We usually term
this framework Relativity Theory. Unfortu-
nately, his framework has been somewhat
misunderstood by most of us. His essential
principle of Relativity is not even close to what
“cultural or moral relativism” has come to
mean—the justification of various opinions
and diverse perspectives. Einstein used the

term relativity to mean “Seek and you will
=» find”; he did not mean “Just look and you will
see.” For Einstein, relativity described the

taken a small step along Einstein’s route.
Thanking will always appear locally as some-
thing unique, but any observer should have
little trouble defining it as a Thanking vector
regardless of the perspective of culture, time, or
situation With its | . no one
could misinterpret a_thank-you of love for a
vicious thank-you whose intent was to harm.
So a Thanking vector, just like a Praising vector,
a Comforting vector, an Assisting vector, or a
Sharing vector, has its unique consistent lan-
guage of sense, direction, and magnitude
regardless of the perspective of the observer or
the particular context of the event. This unique,
consistent, underlying language of vectors is
themostyniversal ofall language, that of math-
ematics—the ultimate language of science.
Anything that demonstrates consistency or
wgggi_ngn_atur?irrespective of the view-
int, is said, in mathematical terms, to possess

symmetry.JThe great breakthrough of Einstein

search for, and validation of, the invariants, the
constants, the things that do not change, the
things that are “absolute and reliable despite the
apparent confusions, illusions and contradic-
tions” that occur with changes in, or diversity
of, perspective. (EU,p2) His was the search for
the basic principles whose objectivity can be
demonstrated , regardless of the perspective or
viewpoint of the observer.

(It should be stressed that Quantum Theory
is sometimes cited as a rebuttal of Einstein’s
basic framework of Relativity. This is not so.
Although the two theories do not merge per-
fectly, the fact is that Einstein helped found

was, for instance, to realize that the laws of
nature—specifically the laws of physics—had
to be smmetrical for the known universe; the

/
had to be experienced everywhere the same, &

unchanging and equally applicable. Sinc

Einstein’s demonstration of symmetry at the
foundation of physics, modern physicists have
found over and over again that sxmmet?
holds the keys to the laws and operation of the
universe. Modern physics has become essen-
tially a search for ever greater symmetry
ultimately expected to be found in -
damental principle—much as Elnstein

predicted—a principle that is unchanging,

“By finding that love
manifests in terms of
a consistent, objec-
tively describable set
of action elements
that can further be
defined as vectors,
we have taken the

_first step in finding
'~ something about love

that ‘does not seem
to change’ even as
we change our
perspective.”
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“...this would mean
that love is not simp-
ly some subjective
experience but is
something that is
profoundly, objec-
tively real.”

“What all this means
is that love seems to
satisfy the mathe-
matical or logical
conditions of Group
Theory...."

48

invariant, constant, under all circumstances
regardless of the perspective of the observer.
Einstein held that such a principle would
extend far beyond the realm of “physics”ato
include life, intelligence, and even human
personality.

incident with Einstein’s Relativity Theory
and the search for such symmetry, a new
branch of mathematics has evolved and has
proven to be specifically geared for defining the
presence of symmetry in complex phenomena.

i

thank-you note (Thanking) and then havethem
over for dinner (Sharing), is the result different
than if you change the manner of combination
slightly by sending them a gift, and then invit-
ing them over to your home, thanking them,
and having them for dinner? No. There is no
essential difference: the “message” stays the
same as you combine one element with any
combination of two other elements. Love's vec-
tors can be arranged in combinations in any
manner—without changing the love content

This mathematics is called the Theory of
Groups. Sounds simple enough; but as one
great mathematician described it, it is “a super
mathematics in which the operations are as
unknown as the quantities they operate onand
(in which] a super-mathematician does not
know what he is doing when he performs these
operations.” (TTOG,p1559) It's not quite that
bad, and fortunately it can be presented in plain
English. Its essence s that it enables one to take
a collection of vectors that seem to operateasa

itself.
" The third test for a group is to see if the
system of love contains an identical member or
et such that, i it is combined
with Listening, let us say, then the result
remains that of Listening. Or, when combined
with Assisting, the result is still Assisting. The
%A&s&m just such an identical mem- <
r. It also might be considered the zero-action
(zero magnitude) vector and its embodiment
does not change the essence of an action vector.

system, 1153&%’ and test them

for invariance under all possible transforma-

tions, that is, for all possible manifestations, or

conditions, or from all possible perspectives. If

the action elements of love with their common

element can pass this test, if they possess the

“Group property,” then we are no longer talk-

ing about simple consistency of these elements

among various cultures, timespans, and con-

texts; weare reaching far deeper into some type

of fundamental symmetry that emerges from)
the very nature of whatever love is. And this/
that love is not simply some

Jective experience ,but_is_something that is ‘

ow does love perform under this test of
relativity, the test of Group Theory? o
The firsttestof agroup is to seeif itselements,
when combined or mixed, stay within the
group. If we combine, or mix, the vectors of
love, such as Thanking and Listening, for ex-
ample, or if we combine Attentiveness and
Protecting, or Assisting and Contributing, or
any other of these action “vectors,” can we stay
within the domain of love or do we generate
something else, something outside of love? The
answer is that any combination, or mix, of the

It also works either way: you can combine the
intent-to-please with Thanking or combine
Thankinig with the intent-to-please. In the ac-

ual case it makes no difference. However you

add W, like yeast in the bread,
it Z vept "€

e fourth and final test for a group is to see
if there exists a reciprocal for each of the ele-
ments such that, when combined with the ele-
ment itself, the result is the identical member,
or the common element. As t
necessarily includes both a subject and object,

Othis would mean that if you gave someone a

!1

'Obook for Christmas, an act of Contributing, and

Qif they just happened to give you a copy of the
exact same book, a perfect reciprocal, then
while the vectors of Contributing exactly cancel
each other m terms of energy, W

and is experienced in perfect
condition. There is no possible vector of love
that does not have such a possible reciprocal
and from whose combination the intent-to-
please does not survive unscathed.
What all this means is that love seems to °
satisfy the mathematical or logical conditions
of Group Theory, and it therefore must possess

an mnermost S)mmet_j, Pios W

e’

action elements, or vectors, of love,remains
within the group defined as love. This holds for
even its zero-action element which is aiso a
vector; it has love’s sense and direction, but
with zero magnitude.

The second test of a group is a little more
complex: We must see if the rule of combination
of elements is associative. This means: If you
send someone a gift (Contributing) with a

fromall
perspectlves—regardless of place, ime, cul-
ture, language, age of those involved, or con-
text of the immediate situation. And even more
revealing, § changin is its
common element, _{o-pl .Howeve:,J
we transform love into any particular event—
and into any of its manifestations, whether
Listening, Thanking, Sharing, Protecting, or

(O




«ny combination or mix of these or the other of
love’s action elements, M&M
- remains letely invariagt—much as Jesus
- WM “I do always the
things that please....”
But actually, this means much more than
simply finding symmetry, finding something
that does not change regardless of how we look 4

t] information andmlanﬁmminall of its
. . . P . R
at it. WHY is symmetry so important to an ¢} forms ereis nootherknown

Einstein or to any modern mathematician or
physicist? It is not because symmetry always
seems simple, elegant, even beautiful—as well

as unchanging. Science has different interests.
“Science is swayed only by efficient causes,” a
great American philosopher and scientist
Charles S. Peirce has reminded us. Science is
interested in what works, and in what yorks
> ityre: it is called
ficiency. So here we find the reason scientists

pursue symmetry: That which is_inherently

3 smgetn‘ml,iw Symmetry

4 and efficiency are somehow related in the

universe. The sphere, or globe, for example, is_

symmetrical from any perspective, and is per-

fectly invariant in relation to its center. It is also

the most efficient use of energy-matter tg pro-

i imum surface and/or the
maximum volume.

So, by finding an inherent symmetry within
the system gf love and by demonstrating this
symmetry in the mathematical language of
Group Theory, something most significant has
been accomplished: we have crossed over the
line of looking at love as something that is just
simple, elegant, even beautiful. We have
crossed over into the world of science itself; the

= world ofefficiency. As one great mathematician
observed: “...ifand whenever youascertain the
group of all the transformations that leave
invariant some specified object or objects of
thought, you thereby define perfectly some
actual (or potential) branch of science....”
(TGC,p1546) We have just defined such a
group of all possible transformations consist-
ing of the action elements of love with its com-
mon always unchanging element, {e intent-
to- Indeed, we have uncovered the Ne
ot Love, € RN
this change things? I believe it will. If we
were just demonstrating that love looked and
felt nice, that would not do much. But we have
donemorethan that. This “new science” means

that Wis most probably

\ linked to the aé_ﬁs of highg;; glficiency for
ﬁ-needs-m’“m ghuman actiop. The language of
ove, then, is not only that of looking and feeling

nice, it is the language of the “easier yoke and
- the lighter burden”—across the board of pur-

| ]

-erlinkage between efficienc

poseful human activity, precisely as suggested
by Jesus.

Indeed, this should change things, for it con-
stitutes a scientific basis for all the human and
social sciences. The Group of Love's vectors
provides a format which should demogst

profile of any interaction of

strate such symmetry, with its implied effi-
ciency, for the full range of purposeful human
action—across time, place, culture and situa-
tion. I add here that from this work it has been
possible to soundly demonstrate the actual
and love in&g~
measuraole, \need uman activity,
which I &&not go into here in any depth. But |
will say that if you study the Japanese, you will
see the emergent results of love’s symmetry
reflected in raw efficiency of their entire social
order—their psychology, their sociology, their,
business, their economics, their justice, and
even their government. [ do not mean to sug
gest that the Japanese are perfect; but the em
bodiment of love’s elements in their entire
culture—simply loving one another—is such
that it now puts any otheg society on this Flgge;
almost to shame. And with love’s gentle effi-
ciency, they are busily inherfting the Earth—
much as Jesus predicted.

Nevertheless, when all the logic and evi-
dence is weighed, it means that the m 0
love, actually a group in mathematical terms

efinesa uniguelogi Sorallofthe
i i psychology, soci-

, economics, and politics—all of which,
unless they can find a fundamental principle of
symmetry and efficiency of their own, must -
eventually bow to the s ipi t
gfficiency of love, For humans will ultimatel

e the easier way; the most consistent

simplest, anath in everythin:

they do—in all of their “energy events.” And
the logical foundation of moral philosophy
must bow to the same path. So the long-sought-|
for gbjective basis of morality. appears to be
found here also, exactly as suggested by Jesus.
And there is m
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“...we have crossed
over the line of look-
ing at love as some-
thing that is just
simple, elegant, even
beautiful. We have
crossed over into the
world of science
itself....”

“The language of
love, then, is not only
that of looking-and —
feeling nice, it is the
language of the
‘easier yoke and the
lighter burden'—
across the board of
purposeful human
activity, precisely as
suggested by Jesus.”

or ages now, humanity has searched for a
principle that might unite both the natural and
human sciences, as well as philosophy and
religion. Following Einstein’s lead, such a
principle would have to reflect the ultimate
symmetry—and efficiency. In this quest, we
sometimes like to separate humanity from the
rest of Reality, and search for principles that
@ply to science, but not to humans; or tha
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.

“The wholeness of
love must find its

Y
understanding in the

role model of person-
alities who love. And

unbeknownst to
many of us, one of

the greatest of scien-
tists, Einstein him-

self, referred to Jesus
and his teachings as

the ultimate model
_for humans to

apply to humans but not to science. Actually,
Einstein with his “unprecedented univer-
sality” finally mm& this game whether we
recognize it yet or not. There s on
according to Einstein; much as jesus seems to
have observed: W
a. This means that the energy events of
% action, the vectors of love, for instance,
iR ol ch a0k, S0 what g
have encountered is a group composed o@

vectors, not imaginary ones; and this m

that Jove is a manifestati hat\@
ust e it. At the core of f

love’s symmet then, re51des its unchan1 :

follow.”
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mans experience it.

Now it is the nature ofthe i mtent-to-
we ex perience it,to be @ there is
(no coercignibo 1ble , in this

invariant. Its pure attractxon could be sald to
consist of

But, it was Einstein who revealed that w
tigp, whose law sets the general conditions
“which regulate physical phenomena” of the
energy—related or natural sciences (White-

head), is actually ngt.a3fgrcg at all, but is more
of| toward Eaths of highest effi-

glency. So here, we encounter the first merging
of principle that offers to unite hard science
with the invariant we have just defined. In fact,
just such a principle was proposed almost a
century ago by a man who is gradually becom-
ing recognized as perhaps America’s greatest
thinker, Charles Peirce. A scientist, philosopher,
and a mathematician, he termed{the merging
principle of all science, philosophy, and
religion,)lthough too ill to
complete his writings, in an apparent reference
to this integration he stated that his proof
would be “surprisingly simple”; that it would
change our understanding of Natural Laws
and “free will”; and that it would ghgnge

religiousaids \pto memmalamlzzical couiictof-
Unfortunately, he left us before demonstrating

his philosophy in rigorous logic. But, it seems
that the merging of all of ggignge, 0

and religjon cannot be far from this, for Eﬁg
with its ute persuasion toward efficien
demonstrates an objective basis with w not

only the gravity, but also with

_r&ntals of
=¥ which @ hum e glexperience,

including the human experience of values,
morality, and aesthetics, would seem to align.
And while it does not define God, of course, or

if not a loving, nat enetrat-
ing Reality. Indeed, it seems eaht does mt#
M“% with an invariant as tant as

of light or the persuasion of gravity. Per-
haps Einstein’s great intuition foretg

solution when he stated: “There is only one
1mportant guestion for scxentlsts, namely,

~“Xs—the gieat philosopher Alfred North
thtehead observed in 1925: “We are entering
‘1_1pon an age of reconstruction in religion, in
science, and in political thought. Such ages, if
™ they are to avoid mere ignorant oscillation be-
tween extremes,must seek truth in its ultim
hﬁhere csa’m be no vision of this depth of
truth apart from a philosophy which takes full
account of those ultimate abstractions whose
interconnections it is the business of mathe-
matics to explore.” (S&MW,p39)

Accordingly, the mathematics of love setsthe
logical foundation in place by which construc-
tion of the new age may begin. Love, of course,
cannot be understood as simply a matter of
mathematics, of vectors. It is understandable
only in terms of the{whgle p alityf—from
which the vectors of Attentiveness, Listening,
Thanking, Encouraging and the rest emanate.

The wholeness of loyg must find its under-
stan inginm_e%smw.nmwms who
loyg- And unbeknownst to many of us, one of
the greatest of scientists, Einstein himself,
referred to Jesus and his teachings as the
ultimate_model for humans to follow. <=
(TWAISI,p111) America’s greatest scientific
philosophers, Charles Peirce and Alfred North -
Whitehead, also reached the same conclusion.
(ITPOCSP,p462) And it has long been recog-
nized that religions tend to center on the loving,
role-model personality of their founders; even
if not Jesus. By adding the scientific foundation
to what these personalities have demonstrated,
we only clarify their essence. But this also
means that from the perspective of science,
philosophy, and religion, the stone the builders
have rejected is soon due to be recognized as
the head of the corner, assisted by a language
which the builders cannot ignore—the uni-
versal language of science: mathematics, the
mathematics of love.
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