QUANTUM
THEOLOGY

DIARMUID O’MURCHU, M.S.C.
(WFO (B0 EARTUSPIR/TRISING - ORT-
EARTYAS TEACKER (P AOC. COM

@

A Crossroad Book
The Crossroad Publishing Company
New York

1947




1997

The Crossroad Publishing Company
370 Lexington Avenue, New York, NY 10017_

Copyright © 1997 by Diarmuid O’Murchu, M.S.C.
: . L
All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced, stored in a
retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic,
mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise, without the written
permission of The Crossroad Publishing Company.

Printed in the United States of America

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
O’Murchu, Diarmuid.
Quantum theology / Diarmuid O’Murchu.
. cm.
Tncludes bibliographical references and index.

1. Quantum theory. 2. Physics - Religious aspects — Christianity.
3. Theology. 1. Title.
BL265.P4048 1997
231.7-dc21 96-49656

CIP

Contents

Acknowledgments. . cvunirnn ittt ix

Part One
THE INVITATION

1. You Are Invited. .. cciiiirinieriiinenennneanann 3
2. What Do We Mean by Theology? ...cvveieeennnnn. 7
Theology and Religion 9
Theology and Spirituality 12
Contemporary Theology 13
Conclusion . 21
3. What Is the Quantum A11 About? ..........c...... 23
The Classical Model 24
The Quantum Theory 27
Do We Create Our Own Reality? 29
Wholistic Consciousness 32
Part Two
THE DANCE
4. Energy, Movement, and Rhythm.................. 39
Dancing to Our Sacredness 40
Dance of the Gods 43
Dance as a Scientific Metaphor 44
The Symmetry Within 47
Music as a Pulse of Creation 47
The God Question 49




vi CONTENTS
5. Wholes and Parts .vvvnennineiiineenennnnnnnnans 52
Beyond the Mechanistic Metaphor 53
Wholes and Parts 54
Our Holographic Universe 56
The World as Subject 58
Wholeness and Uniqueness 60

Part Three

THE RELATIONSHIP

6. The Horizon of Belonging .....e.vvieeeenennnnns 65
Fields of Influence 66
In Relation to the Whole 69
Whither Revelation? 72
7. Beyond Our Isolation............ Cetesseana e e..78
Trinitarian Relatedness 80
Individual Uniqueness 84
The Search for Community 86

Part Four

THE STORY
8. In the Beginning...... e D * K
The Potential for Self-Organization 95
The Gaia Hypothesis 96
Propensity for Self-Regulation 100
The Creative Vacuum 102
The Anthropic Principle 103
Humans and Gaia 105
Theological Implications 106
9. Stories Generate Meaning..... ceereeenae ee...110
Stories Stretch the Imagination 111
The Word as Story 113
The Central Myth of the Christian Story 115
Interpreting Sacred Texts 117
Story in Peril? 119

CONTENTS

Part Five
THE SHADOW

10. Embracing the Dark ......covevievenn..

Black Holes

The Theory of Chaos
Being and Nothingness
Salvation and Redemption

11. Integrating the Shadow .................

The Power of Dualisms
Integrating the Shadow
Sins of Our Time

Part Six
THE LIGHT

12. The Search for Enlightenment ...........

The Light That Shines

The Path to Enlightenment
The Sacrament of Light
The Sacramental Process

13. Reaching toward Infinity ...............

Resurrection from the Dead
The Universal Will to Life
Whither Afterlife?
World without End?

Part Seven
THE FUTURE

14. The Promise and the Peril ..............

Our Calvary Moment
Quantum Yearnings: Within and Without
God and Creation in Process

123

124
127
131
133

137

139
141
144

178
181
183




Viii CONTENTS

15. No Greater Love. .. .....oovuuuunninnonnnnn.. 186
Power of Love or Love of Power? 187
The Embodiment of Love 188
New Horizons of Human Sexuality 190
The Spirit as Friend 192
The Love That Liberates 194

Appendix One:

Principles of Quantum Theology vovvvvnnnnnn.. .. 197
Appendix Two:

Doing Theology in a Space-Time Continuum ......... 204
NoteS. o 209
Bibliography......ooviiniuiiinn i, 213
Index. ... 221

Acknowledgments

This book feels more like a process than a product. It draws together
the ideas and dreams of many people. In recording my gratitude,
I do not differentiate between the living and the dead, because in
a quantum world, these are merely two dimensions of the one-life
experience.

Theologically, I belong to the Catholic tradition, often perceived
to be restrictive and legalistic. For me, it has been a fermenting
ground of many questions and few answers, abetted by inspiring
people to whom I owe so much. Chief among these are Pierre
Teilhard de Chardin, Ladislaus Boros, John Macquarrie, Karl Rah-
ner, Mary Daly, Ursula King, Sallie McFague, Gustavo Gutiérrez,
Leonardo Boff, Mary Grey, Katherine Zappone, and Thomas Berry.

Scientifically, I am very much a late developer, and I cherish deeply
those colleagues and friends whose patience and tact opened up for
me the wonders of science, reassuring me, time and again, that what
I was talking (writing) about made a great deal of sense (and, occa-
sionally, a good deal of nonsense!); in this context, Paul MacAlevey
and Chris Elliot merit special mention. I have engaged with scientific
exploration as much through books as through people; from a quan-
tum perspective, ideas are rich in potential whatever their source.
Whether through personal or written contact (sometimes, both), T
wish to record my indebtedness to David Bohm, Stephen Hawk-
ing, Ilya Prigogine, Paul Davies, Danah Zohar, Kitty Ferguson, Peter |.
Russell, James Lovelock, and Rupert Sheldrake.

Dialogue is an invaluable resource to clarify ideas and unearth
their deeper meanings. My special thanks to those who have be-
friended and encouraged me in my quantum explorations, particu-
larly Frances O’Kelly, Elizabeth Smyth, Kathleen Lyons, Sion Cowell,
John Woodcock, Maura Corbett, John Doyle, David Smith, and
the provincial of my religious order, Ciaran MacCarthaigh, for his
continuous suppott.

In preparing this manuscript for publication John Eagleson was
meticulous with detail and gracious with advice. I very much ap-

ix




10 THE INVITATION

be understood in the narrow linguistic sense of a special set of words
which state what reality is, or determine what it should become. This
literary understanding and application of concepts is very much the
subject of modern linguistic analysis, highlighting the relative nature,
on the one hand, and the symbolic significance, on the other, of all
spoken language and written text (see Alston, 1989, and the valuable
feminist critique in Nye, 1990).

From within the Christian tradition itself is a rich, inclusive, global
sense of logos, which dominates the opening verses of John’s Gospel,
and is specifically outlined in the Hebrew Scriptures, where logos

is translated as dabbar, meaning wisdom as a creative, divine en-

exploration of that wisdom which awakens and sustains the creative

) impulse of life. Central to this inquiry is the ability to liste7, to be
open and receptive to the life-giving energy of the divine Jogos. Ac-
cording to Collins (1995, 226), “It is increasingly in the cathedral
of the environment that our contemporaries are rediscovering a way
into the realm of the transcendent; they are discovering the sacred
presence that stands behind the natural world.”

It may sound sophisticated and grandiose, but in fact humans have
been exploring spiritual meaning from time immemorial. When we
examine primitive (so-called) and prehistoric religious behavior, we
find a wealth of custom, ritual, and ceremony, not bestowed by a
formal religion, but invented by the human imagination as a means
to discern, accommodate, and internalize the primitive fascination

erg{. The task of theology, therefore, could be understood as an
Exp

with _mystery.

ong before we humans ever invented the formal study of the-
ology, people did theology. They grappled intuitively and ritually,
sometimes in awe, sometimes in fear, with the encircling mystery of
life. Long before they thought of God as a divine being, they felt
and celebrated a sacred presence which evoked in them feelings of
amazement and trepidation, respect and intrigue, but above all a
reassurance that, despite everything, the ultimate mystery of life is
benign and benevolent. —_—

ver the millefinia — some seventy thousand years — we humans
lived in a spiritual ambience.l We sought and éscovered meaning
in the events and experiences of daily life. We senséd the Frighten-
ing, yet benevolent, power of the divine iq_ghiriiﬂm\:hgf_lw,
in the changing seasofs; i the warmth of sunshine, the light of
the moon, the destruction of storm and thunder. The entire uni-
verse was alive with potential meaning, perceived Tor over thirt thirty
thousand years as a Dlvine‘MMr(fdigious fertility and nur-
—————

—
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turance; fortunately there were no theologians around to accuse us
of pantheism.

Then came the Agricultural Revolution (around 8000 B.c.E.) and
with it the insatiable desire to control the precarious elements of
life, including the religious ones. We began to take over the planet
and claim it as our own, dividing it into segments, later known as
continents and nations. We began to master and control the environ-
ment, and we didn’t know when or where to stop. We even invented

- warfare so that we could conquer and control every alien force.? 2

Prior to this time, quite a different worldview prevailed. De-
spite occasional tendencies toward cannibalism and other macabre
practices, Planet Earth was_revered as the Great Mother Goddess,
birthing forth a prolific variety of life, the sacredness of which domi-
nated all other concerns. Prehistoric cosmology sometimes engenders
a sense of fear and trepidation, as people confront the vast unknown,
but far more prevalent is the feeling of being at home in Planet

were largely unknown and warfare, as a dominant mode of declaring
superiority, is very much an invention of the postagricultural era.

The craving to _dominate took on diabolical proportions. Iribal
and ethnic groups vied for ultimate supremacy, as Planet Earth was
carved into sections and nations. Finally, we humans tried to conquer
and control the Godhead itself, that divine, mysterious force, that

eligiop is one of the great anomalies of our evolution as a human
species. It is the mstrument with which we tried to gain supremacy
qyer the Godhead itself, by anthropocentrizing the divine power and
molding it into a system of duties and expectations of our making. In
the name of religion we have invented a litany of gods, many made
in our own image and likeness, and not a few serving as projections |
of our own distorted will-to-power. Religion is the greatest idolatry
of all time, and in many ways, the most dangefous also. _——
The major religions known to us today came into being in a time
span of about forty-five hundred years (3000 B.c.£.~1500 c.E.). For-
mal religion is a very recent visitor to Planet Earth. It has been
around for about 3 percent of humanity’s spiritual journey, which
began to unfold about seventy thousand years ago.

That religion should have arisen as part of the ethos of the Agri-
cultural Revolution is understandable. One could even argue that it
was appropriate and necessary for that phase of our evolution as

Earth, nurtured and sustained by its egalitari rodigious cre-
ativity. Consequently, rivalries between nations, races, and re igions)

\.I;K
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12 THE INVITATION

a human species. What we cannot escape is that we as a species
have outlived that phase of our evolutionary development and so,
quite appropriately (it seems to me), thousands of people are leaving
religion aside, no longer feeling the need for it. One of the most pre-
carious dilemmas of our time, however, is the vacuum created by the
demise of formal religion.

s,

Theology and Spirituality

Most of us have grown up with a religious legacy. Even those who
have never partaken of a formal practice of their faith carry within
them cultural norms and expectations. Our surrounding culture is
heavily tinged with religious symbol, feeling, and expectation. I don’t
wish to deny that religion has brought benefits to our lives and to
our planet. My concern is that it is, and for some centuries has
been, ow;ershadowing a more fundamental human aspiration, namely,
ity.

The word “spirituality” has several meanings. I use it with a very
basic connotation: the human search for meaning.> All of us, all of
the time, operate out of g sense of being connected to an i or
of meaning. Thompson (1990, 19%%%%&%
nervous system communicates and transmits information in order to

WL{A DNA helix can validly be spoken of as carrying

meaning becaus€ it bears information which is transmitted, received,

—

for it, and imposing it where we feel it doesn’t exist. We cannot
do otherwise; it’s our very essence as human beings. We’re crea-
tures of meaning and the drive toward meaning comes Trom dee
_vyi\t\ E’nf-x.lot just w1th1n ourselvqs, but also, I dare to suggest, frog
deep Within creation itself. In this context, therefore, spirituality is
planetary (and cosmic) as well as personal — which maTyRE'ﬁo'ther
rendition of the feminist claim that the pérsonal is political.
From the beginning of our evolution as a species; ave been
exploring and expressing our spirituality — with both its light and
shadow. Not everythifig in our spiritual unfolding is necessarily
good — but always activated for a perceived good. The_ spiritual
search, tbg&s&:_it\oi:’r_nm, has several mediations and expres-
Sions. We worship several gods, many of which are false, including
some of the most cherished in our formal religions.

and interpreted in terms of protein structures used to build the bod
and enhance the quality of lif
Throughout Tife; umans are exploring meaning, searching \
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Our spiritual identity _is{ i able;/ without it we simply
wouldnt exist. How we enculturate and express it is a separate
question, which I have explored in another book (O’Murchu, 1986).
Religion is one aspect of our spiritual unfolding, but only one. Our
spiritual evolution as a species took place for an esti@f
thousand years without formal religion, and there are many indica-
tions that we are, once more, evolving spiritually into a(nonreligious)
ambience. As a human species we are outgrowing our need for
formal religion,

mortant that we differentiate between spirituality and {

religion. Mﬁg_& to the human condition — also_to
Planerary and cosmic growth; in my estimation, religion is not. Spir-
ituality has an enduring quality, coterminous with human evolution;
religion serves a transitory and temporary purpose.

Theology, therefore, has a great deal more in common with spir-
ituality than with religion. Theology belongs to the primal and

primordial aspirations that underpin the search for meaning, pre-
dating religion by thousands of years. When our ancient ancestors
grappled with the mystery of life, even at the “primitive” stage of

prearticulate speech, they were already doing theology. They were

|

connecting with the divine energy; they were opening their hearts

and minds to divine wisdom.

By adopting theolo§y , and using it —
as happened for much of the Christian era —as a tool to suppress
and oppress others (pagans, infidels, heretics, among a range of other
Iabels), we humans were debasing one of the oldest and most sacred
of the sciences. Since it is also one of the most creative and subver-

sive fields of exploration, it is understandable, if regrettable, that we
sought to curtail its influence.

Contemporary Theology

Formally, theology still belongs to official religion, and in its gen-
eral usage it is almost exclusively a Christian concept. Informally
and unofficially, it is a powerful ferment for thought, reflection,
dialogue, and provocation. It is emerging as one of the most multi-
disciplinary of all the sciences and in recent years has assumed new
political, global, and cultural significance (see Lash, 1986; Hopper,
1987; Liechty, 1990; Krieger, 1991). The new theological agenda is
multifaceted, as can be gleaned from four recent developments which
I outline briefly.

/

/
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20 THE INVITATION

personal context. Each religion is understood to be a cultural,
historical attempt at contextualizing the one divine plan of rev-
elation and salvation. This is not to say that all religions are
equal, or that one religion is as good as another. Rather, it de-
clares that each religion is right for its time, that each offers a
partial and limited view of reality, yet each can genuine y lea
us to God and communicate God’s design for ourselves and for
| the world.

. A§ a new theological paradigm, the multifaith dialogue is only be-
ginning to create an impact, and it seems that it will be quite some
time before the religions will feel free and safe to participate as equal
partners in the dialogue. Meanwhile, the dialogue raises even more
acute concerns beyond the formal agenda of multifaith research:

a. The perception that all religions, even the so-called revealed
ones (Christianity, Judaism, and Islam), are human attempts to
construe and contextualize God’s revelation to humanity.

e ——e

b. The fact that each religion — and religion in general — per-
petuates forms of idolatry which have caused, and continue to
cause, immense pain and suffering in our world.

c. The possibility that the religions, understood in evolutionary
terms, properly belong to the Age of Patriarchy (c. 8000 B.C.E~
2000 c.t.), a.nd may have i@inishe importance for humanity
as we move into a new evolutionary epoch.

d. The fact that although in the past religion was the chief means
through which people explored and articulated their spiritual
desires and their search for meaning in life, today increasing
numbers of people are discovering their spiritual identity in
contexts other than those of formal churches or religions.

As a new paradigm the theology of interreligious dialogue rel-
ativizes the very foundations that theology has always taken for
Md, namely, religion and religious belief. As that basis is progres-
sively eroded — which does not necessarily mean a world engulfed in
atheism and agnosticism — theology will begin to outgrow its nar-
row religious niche in preference for the open arena of the world.
Sote people would consider this to be the end of theology, and,
indeed, multifaith dialogue is only one of a number of recent de-

velopments that pushes theological exploration toward renewed and
enlarged horizons.

WHAT DO WE MEAN BY THEQLOGY? 21

Conclusion

Th ical trends, and a host of others that could be named.®
invite us to engage in a new theological discourse. The spiritual
landscape, rather than the religious tradition, has become the arena
for theological exploration. And the theological excursion may no
longer begin with God and work downward; rather, it will originate
in the human experience of searching and seeking and move outward

to embrace ever wider horizons of life and reality. Like the universc

tself, ou cal _parameters are expanding, not contracting.’
The context in which we do theology is becoming as important as
the science of theology itself (see Bevans, 1992).

To this day the Christian church claims a monopoly over theo-
logical discourse and conscientiously believes that it has a duty to
safeguard the purity and integrity of doctrine. Meanwhile, theolog-
ical exploration — by which I understand the human attempt to
grapple with_divine-human co-creativity in the world — is outstrip-
ping not merely its ecclesiastical context, but even its religious one.
The emerging theological agenda is based on questions from the
world to the world; the earthly and cosmic dimensions can no longer
be ignored or relegated to a secondary role. If the churches and reli-
gions wish to be involved they seem to have little choice other than
dialogue with the world of our time.

Instead of feeling threatened and responding in a negative and de-
fensive fashion, surely the churches and the religions can find here
a moment of liberating grace to allow and enable the world to take
future responsibility for that treasure which the churches and the re-
ligions have reserved to themselves for so long. Are our churches
mmmm&d and big-hearted enough to
cut the proverbial apron-strings and entrust the theological heritagc
to a new parent or, perhaps more appropriately, to its own emergin
maturity? o
~This book sets out to explore another theological horizon: the
mystery and meaning inherent in the quantum theory. This is not
an attempt to make science sacred, godly, or holy; rather, it is an
exploration of the divine co-creativity emanating from one of the
most ingenious scientific discoveries of the twentieth century. Nor is
it a new way of exploring the dialogue between science and religion
(outlined in comprehensive review by Rolston, 1987, and Barbout,
1990). No, it is a great deal more, embarking upon a creative thresh-
old that will push both the scientific imagination and the religious
fascination to new frontiers unknown to previous generations.

——.




32 THE INVITATION

situa_ted elsewhere, my perception — in minute details — would be

cons.xderably different. In other words, innately I perceive in wholes,

not in parts; my brain is tuned to perca‘75-‘7-&']E)'H;Pti—ca'ﬁf.“'—""'>

S cr——— A e e,
Wholistic Consciousness

The work of Karl Pribram (1971) in the 1960s and 1970s con-
firms these discoveries in his holographic model of the human brain.
The brain, functioning as a hologram (described below on pp. 55~
56), interprets bioelectric frequencies, not at individual centers,
but throughout the brain. Informatiop is not localized but spread
t,l”u:nudeﬁ, frequency pattermo& of fine
fibers on the nerve cells. Only such a model could interpret and
“understand out holographi graphic, wholistic universe.

Danah Zohar (1990, 1993), acknowle ging the holographic
model of mind and consciousness, secks to push the quantum vi-
sion even further. She proposes a_guantum, mechanical model of
consciousness to explain how the brain and its neurons can act in
a coherent, unified way. The necessary physical mechanism, which
functions at normal bojy temperature, seems to be similar to the
“pumped system” of electrically charged molecules (dipoles) first
described by Herbert Frohlich (1968). When energy is pumped into
electrically charged molecules, a threshold of excitation is reached
beyond which the molecules begin to vibrate in unison. They do so
increasingly until they pull themselves i ordered form
known as a “Bose-Einstein condensate.” When all membranes vi-
brate sufficiently to pull themselves into the most coherently possible
form of order, we have a Bose-Einstein condensate, with the aid of

which we can distinguish conscious from nonconscious systems: In
Zohar’s own words:

Evidence for coherent states (Bose-Einstein condensates) in bi-
ologu;al tissue is now abundant, and the interpretation of its
meaning lies at the cutting edge of exciting breakthroughs in

our understanding of what distinguishes life from non-life. I
think that the same Bose-Einstein condensate among neurone

constituents is what distinguishes the conscious from the non-
—>= conscious. I think IW f consciousness.
(Zkol;a?,’199o, 67-68). <~

Zoh.ar. works on the assumption that consciousness is a property
of all living systems and, in a quantum context, Becom the basis
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not merely for awareness, but more importantly for relationships, an
innate potential for@ua] cooperation)between all beings and sys-
tems within the one quantum universe. In this model, the dualistic

dichotom between observer and that being observed itself breaks
down; the collapse of the wave function leads only to reductionistic
confusion. Instead, it is suggested that observation gives way to rela-
tionship, a complex mode of interacting, fluctuating between giving
and receiving, until a sense of resonance (see Taylor, 1991; Metz-
ner, 7) emerges, whereby the individual parts (giver and receiver,
observer and observed) lose their dualistic, independent identities, -
but rediscover a_sense of the “quantum self” i the interdependent
relationship of the new whqle, which might be anything from the
marriage of two people to a newly felt bond with the universe jtself.

Living systems are by their very nature neither subjects alone nor
objects isolated, bu subjects and objects in a mutually com-
municating (and defining) universe of meaning. At a deep level, each
[iving being is implicated in every other. Fach suffering, each extinc-
tion, affects usand impoverishes us. Similarly, we partake of thejoy
and creativity of each individual organism. The capacity of organ-
isms to evolve thus depends on their capacity for communication.
This deeper truth has been ignoreEW%—T)ﬁxﬁWh
sees evolution only in terms of competition of the fittest in the battle
for survival. Ultimately, it is not the individual species which evolves
as much as _:Lthﬂg&}:__stems connected interdependently within.a
coherent whole.

Contemporary advocates of the quantum theory, while acknowl
edging the historical significance of the Copenhagen interpretatio::
(which, among other things, claims thatthe observer influences -- -
to the point of determining — the outcome of any experiment .
observation),yno longer adhere to its anthropomorphic impact. We
humans do not and cannot determine the final outcome, except by
a quality of interference and control that is often deleterious rather /
than beneficial to progress and growth.

We himans are not the masters of creation; we are participators. in
a co-creative process that is much greater than us and probably quitc
capable of getting along without us (as happened for almost fifteen
billion years before our species evolved). If we are to influence global
and planetary life, we’ll do it in cooperative interaction rather than in

competitive strife. Our interrelationship with life — at both the micro
and macro levels —is a learning process utual interdependence,
and not that of exploitation, combat, and warfare, a lethal process

which is almost certain to destroy us in thé end.
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34 THE INVITATION

We can now return to some of the key concepts of the quantum
theory and explore their meaning in the light of our new vision.
Cause and Effect

In a quantum universe, all life is understood to operate within the
context of relational interaction. Eve

ing is affected (rather than
causqd) by_gm_&T h?ne Ise.~Tire poet Francis Thompson seems to
have imbibed this view when he wrote: “Thou can’st not stir a flower

without disturbing a star.” At the observational level, my action of
turning on the I'V may be described as cause and effect. The quan-
tum vision invites (and challenges) me to the realization that such an
“effect” is only possible in an electromagnetic universe; my ability
to move my hand in order to push the switch is also affected by the
universal law of gravity. There is a great deal more to switching on
the TV than mere cause and effect. In fact, cause and effect has to
do with the “part” which can be fully understood only within the
wider, global “whole.”

Determinism

Ip a quantum universe,(nothing_ is predictable,) and the idea of
life being in any way determined is abhorrent. Quantum theorists

very much l.ike. the word “probability” (for which Heisenberg’s un-
certainty gnncqgle” is a basic tenet). Surprise, expectancy, wonde

-

creativity, beauty, and elegance are the kind of words that enable the | «—

Quantuif scientist to make sense of reality.
. There is a shadow side to this description which goes something
like this: if the universe is not determined by an external agent (e.g.,
_C_?g_d,. as both Newton and Einstein believed), then we can begin de-
termining and controlling it for our own self-aggrandizement. Let
me empbhasize: this is 70t quantum theory in its purity (if there is
such a quality of theory); this is an aberration of what the original
theopsts conceived. Throughout the 1940s and 1950s it became the
fiommant orientation of the scientific and medical communities, and
it still prevails, although its prevalence is beginning to wane in the
face of recent scientific awareness and the challenge of a growing
wholistic consciousness. _—
abandonifig deteriinism, the proponents of the quantum the-
ory were, inadvertently, advocating a quality of mystical receptivity:

be open to _the unfolding (evolving) nature of life at all levels. Life is
not determined by 5553] external forces; it is affected, for weal or for

=
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woe, by the quality of our respect for its inherent processes and our
willingness to interact with (relate to) all Tife forms in a gentle, non-
exploitive, cooperative manner. Modern ecology, with its acute sense
of planetary homeostasis, is deeply in tune with the original dream
of the quantum physicists.

The Whole Equals the Sum of the Parts

Although quantum theory is widely accepted in scientific circles,
there are very few scientists who understand it fully or who claim
to be able to explain it in a simple and succinct way. I would sub-
mit that quantum theory is complex, but not necessarily complicated.
The human body —a prime example of quantum theory at work —
is highly complex, yet exhibits an amazing sense of order, rhythm,
and purpose.

What makes the human body special is the complex interaction
of so many forces and energies that we do not (and cannot) observe

in everyday life. There is no scientific, sociological, or psychological |

|

means of measuring the intimacy and exhilaration of courtship, the |

eroticism of sexual embrace, the ecstasy of contemplative prayer, the
gripping excitement of sport or achievement, the placid serenity of a
beautiful sunset, or, alternatively, the rending terror of pain and suf-
fering or the mental and physical exhaustion of agony and torture.
In all these situations, and in many others, what is happening in the

whole person can_be_peither analyzed nor understood in terms of

some or all the parts of the human personality.

!

|
/

~ For the quantum theorists, the fact that the whole i%‘.

the sum of the parts underpins all reality. For everything in lifc.
there is more to it than meets the eye. The real essence, and the rcal
meaning, is deep within, which in effect often means both inside an.
outside the object we are observing.

Like many discoveries in the early years of the twentieth cen-
tury, it took some thirty to forty years before the new quantum
awareness seeped through the sturdy barricades of rationalism and
conservatism. Eventually the barricades began to crack and crumble.
It all hit us in the 1960s as “bundles of energy” seemed to be cas-
cading from all quarters. Among the leading discoveries was that

of the quark assemblage, generating a precocious sense of excite-
menﬁmﬁgléﬁt fundamental “building blocks” might ar
last be nailed. But w@ﬂﬂ%ﬁ% and its
quantum significance we’ll review in a later chapter.

In modern physics, the image of the universe as a machine has

i
J




48 THE DANCE

struments such as the drum (see Swimme and Berry, 1992, 44), rasp,
rattle, and harp were used. In prehistoric times, music was consid-
ered to have magical qualities, facilitating communication with the
gods, and capable of driving away evil forces. Music was used to in-
duce altered states of consciousness in an attempt to realize in oneself
and awaken In others (an nature) the God-consciousness which
pervades all life. According to some theorists (€.g., Hayes, 1994),
music is based on notational structures which reflect the fundamen-
tal design of nature itself (e.g., the predominance of combinations of
three, further explored in chapter 7).
ur ancient ancestors seem to have had an intuitive appreciation
of music as a primordial, archetypal form of sound. And that sound
was a creative energy — a vibration resonating through the instru-
mentation of created forms. Thus, the original power of creation is
described in many religions as the power of sound, wma'a%m
and Christianity we refer to as the “Word.” As already indicated, the
Aramaic dabhar does not mean “word” as understood linguistically,
but rather an irresistible creative energy eglodigg into voluptuous
and prodigious creativity (see Fox, 1984, 35-40).

Music, song, incantatiom, mbody this primordial
creative potential which animates the created order. It is IE)TF}T;:‘::
dent, therefore, that contemporary physicists are rediscovering the
@_W to our creative universe. Echoes can be de-
tected in the fascination and controversy engendered by superstring
theory, which postulates that the fundamental egergy that enlivens
everything in the universe may be compared to the vigratmg energy
that occurs when we move the bow over a musical string, the music
being the “voiced” language of the silent energy. Swimme and Berry
(1992) make liberal use of the music metaphor and in a rather inspi-
’rational passage (p. 40) describe humanity’s role as a sounding board
for a_universe that is essentially melodious in nature.

For science and theology alike, I believe we ar??Suching here on
a truth of great depth and originality. The medium of scientific re-
search can no longer be constrained by classical categories nor by
traditional methods of observation and measurement. We can con-
ceive of a universe in which the spheres themselves are dancing, and
from the musical ﬁbraﬁonsTv?;rLeEEanmE?J impse a whole
new sense of what the universal life is about. In the poetic words of
Davidson (1989, 402), we are invited to dance “according to some
higher strings.”

The energy that animates and enlivens all life may well be super-

sonically melodious, and the life force itself may be something more
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akin to an orchestra than to any spiral of subatomic particles. These
considerations enable us to formulate our first principle of quantum
theology:

There is more to our world than what can be perceived by the
buman senses or envisaged by the human imagination. Life is
sustained by a creative energy, fundamentall ‘ in nature ‘,
with a tendency to manifest and express itself in movement, \
rbythm, and pattern. Creation is sustained by a superbuman,

pulsating restlessness, a type of resonance vibrating throughout

time and eternity. /

The God Question

Theologians in general are not likely to quibble with these ideas,
but those of more orthodox leaning will i arting point,
ich is not God, but rather our experience of the world as per-
ceived with the quantum imagination. Even in the ?p/ecﬁc‘mr:m}s ol
quantum mechanics, the universe is fundamentally(mysterious) We <=~
can break down its constituent parts and reassemble them. No prob-

lem there! When t stand how the parts interact and
functiomg‘;f:%then the mystery begins to un-
fold, and we confront questions of ultimate meaning that concern
theological discourse. At the heart of that mystery is the sense of a
superhuman, creative restlessness.

¢ reader will notice that I refrain from using the word “God.”

I do so for a number of reasons:

a. Traditionally, theology began with God and the divine reve-
lation as disclosed through the “deposit of faith” as contained i
sacred writings (the Bible) and their interpretation by lawful (church)
authorities. In that context, only those who believed in God (as de-
scribed by formal religion) could be theologians. Quantum theology .
seeks to dismantle this exclusivity and open up the theological ex- |
ploration to everybody, to all who are prepared to engage with their
lived experience of the universe as a quantum reality."* ‘.

b. In traditional theology, there tends to be an emphasis on the %
God who creates from nothing (ex #ihilo), and is therefore superiar
and external to the created order. Even in an incarnational religion |
like Christianity — with the focus on the God who becomes human |
in the midst of creation —the God “up above” often takes priority'
over the God who is immanent in the world of our experience, \

i
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In quantum theology, the creatin/pate/ngz—xDemerges (evolves) from

within the cosmos. “God™To=<Teates in conjunction with the evolu-
tionary process. Questions of the “beginning” or “end” of creation

are considered to be anthropomorphic speculations (i.e., human con-

structs) that distract from the immediacy and challenge of how we

experience our world ag(parficipants)in its emerging evolution.

¢. Traditional théology is characterized by a strong fear of panthe-
ism, the notion that God becomes so identified with the created order
that (s)he has no identity apart from it. Scholars like the late J. A. T.

* | Robinson adopted the notion of “panentheism” — God is present i

< Jall_aspects of creation but not confined to it — to offset that fear.
Quantum theology wishes to transcend the dualistic (either/or) un-
dercurrents that lead in the first place to the perception that God
must be either inside or outside the created order. As we shall see
in later chapters, quantum theology seeks to demolish all dualisms,
on the conviction that Jjfe is diamgntallzmm
M’ that the dixine energy operates as an o en-ended,

'* ive yibration, of surprises, probabiliti unpreé’ctasﬂities.

Pantheism may be of concern to us humans, but it 15 unlike y to
of any consequence to the creative life force which impregnates and
enlivens our world with prodigious resourcefulness. .

d. For quanmmmwl\ﬂMy are among the
great sins of traditional theology. By attempting to state clearly,
logically, rationally, and philosophically the attributes and nature
of God, traditional theology begets an ideology (blind, irrational,
and irrevocable convictions) rather than a theology, of God. It has
generated images of God largely made in the image and likeness
of man(kind). It has stripped God of the splendor, elegance, and

‘intimacy of the divine co-creativity.

Quantum theology seeks to_recapture the ery of God with-
out in any way diminishing the incarnational aspect (cherished by
Christianity). In conjunction with Buddhism, it refrains from confin-
ing the divine power to religious categories. It opts for more dygamic

na s like the creative energy, the ultimate life force, the source of
being, rather than the word “God,” which is perceived to be loaded
with idolatrous and izeologlg:al connotations. In conjunction with Is-
lam, it seeks to uphold a sense of reverence, awe, and respect for the
divinity, and with the gFEat Fastern religions advocates deep gjlnse
ai a i rimary mode of connecting with the divine wellspring of
‘m]m M

Quantum theology abhors the human tendency to attribute lit-
eral significance to the sacred writings of the various religions. It

W

o
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acknowledges that the sacred texts of all the religions may be di-
vinely inspired, but that inspiration has been, and continues to b«
mediated through the human mind and imagination and is commir-
ted to human language which is always conditioned by the particula;)
influences and nuances of specific cultures. Language is a human
invention, a symbolic system which seeks to convey meaning in lo-
cal cultural settings. It can never be absolutized to communicate the
depth or totality of the divine intent.

e. Finally, quantum theology radically challenges the cosmology
(worldview) of traditional theology. Although mainstream theology
has changed many of its views on the world — quite profoundly ir:
some cases — it has not made the quantum leap of acknowledging
the evolving world as the arena for the drama of divine revelation;

s marks the starting point for quantum theology.

Although the quantum theory highlights the illusive and transitory
nature of the observable world, its primary concern is the pervading
and permapent sense of reality that both underwrites and trafiscends
that transitoriness. In the quantum view, the reality of our world
does not need an external supernatural raison dctre or explanation
To Uncover what 15 really real. No, theNMImate tationale is within
the creative, evolving process itself. Our world is not devold of,; ot
lacking 1, rezlity; its potential is vast, largely unmanifest in the cre-
ative dance of energy that will unfold — perhaps forever — certainly
mmnlimited futute.

The dance and its vibrating music are key metaphors for this new
theological vision. They help to uncover that sense of dynamism and
movement which characterizes the divine unfolding fvithin}the evo-
lutionary process. There are other dimensions to this dynamic for
whic metaphor of the holon 1s frequently used. We’ll explore its
meaning in the next chapter.
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} ‘ of matter, influenced as it is by consciousness, is a recapitulation of
all past creation and carnes@n nferent propensity to become some-

W, Bohm coined the term “holomovement.”

Yerythlng in the cosmos is made out of the seamless, holographic
fach of the implicate order. An electron is not just an elementary
particle; it is a name given to a certain aspect of the holomovement,
one of the several dancers in ic sequence of movement
and pattern. Despite the apparent separateness oi things at the exphi-
cate ievel, everything is a seamless extension of eve ing else, and
ultimately the implicate and explicate ordersm?ﬂ%:z)\mﬁﬁther.
t’I}')hesle considerations lead us to a second important tenet of quantum

eology:

. . . Wholeness, which is largely unmanifest and dynamig (mot sta-
l QWture, is the wellsprin®®ofall possibility) ﬁz‘zeeking
‘ to understand life, we begin with_the whole, which is always

. greater thay the sum of the parts; paradoxically, the whole is

e« gontained in gdch part, and yet no whole is complem

The World as Subject

Traditic;nal Cl(;risti?n theology, along with Judaism and Islam in
particular, tends to focus on the parts rather than on the whole. Con-
sequently, mainstream tﬁeology portrays quite an ambivalent attitude
toward thc? world. All the major religions view the world as an object
to be studied, analyzed, and dissected, not as a subject to be related

to with love, respect, and admiration. —

WﬁFﬁe 100!5 on the world as object, we then tend to adopt to-
ward it a confrontational, clinical attitude. We set ourselves up as
the masters of nature and the conquerors of alien forces. Finally, we
develop a notion of God as the supreme (masculine) controller —
lgving the world, yes, but from a safe distance. We retain the divi-
sive, dualistic mode that begets fragmentation and destruction rather

than growth and development.
Haught (in Birch et al., 1990, 171) reminds us that the percéption

of the universe as subject marks a return to a very ancient wisdom
underpinning evelution itself. Our tendency to perceive and treat the
cosmos as an object to be conquered and controlled has alienated us
humans, not merely from the cosmos (especially from the earth), but
from our very selves as relational creatures. Because everything in

thing more than it is at any present moment)For this songinyous,
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our universe is interdependent, evolutionary growth is fostered not
by the competitive ability of the various life forms to outwit each

other (as in the Darwinian-type survival of the fittest), but by the co-
operative apd.cancgrted interaction, characterized by rr_lggmtﬁ‘!m
and 3 communal commitment to.the advancement of all. For us hu-
mans, to Tet g0 of our adversarial and arrogant stance, over against
the universe and the earth, and learn instead to befriend universal
JAife, as subject in relation to subject, is the unique and most urgent

challenge of our time.
When we begin with the whole, of which we ourselves and every-

thing around us 1s g particular as ifestation, we are invited
to engage with som sasiglakes

understand its totality. .

b. The creative which makes all things possible and keeps
all Emgs In being is within and not outside the cosmos. The no-

tion of an eggernal creator 1s a construct of the human mind, a
projection initially adopted to assuage Qur Iea cat and
possible annihilation. Creation is sustaled

from without. N,
S ———

c. !?e cosmos survives_and _grows amid continuous flow and
change, in an evolutionary unfo ing OF great age, COmpIexity,
and destiny (developed at length in Part Three). In itself, the
evolutionary process is the greatest “proof” of a divine creativ:
energy at work in our world, a conviction that 1s beaul y il-
Tustrated by swimme and Berry (1992) in their rendition of the
universe’s story.

d. As a human species, we grossly exaggerate our role within
the evolutionary process. The monotheistic religions in partic-
ular — Judaism, Christianity, and Islam — consider ours to be
the final and ultimate species to inhabit, not just the earth, but
the entire universe. This is anthropomorphism of a dangerous
and delusory type, leading not merely to a grossly inflated self-
image, but also to a caricature of our God as the one and only
true one.

e. And from our exaggerated anthropomorphism comes another
3 . v 0 . .
misguided notion of our time, namely, “specieism,” the ten-

" . . -\
universe is sQ vgﬁlx gomEIex and m¥ster10us that no
one species (no matter how enlightened) and no one religious

system (no matter how sophisticated) gould comprehend and

dency to set humans over against and superior to all other
M S AR

vy
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subject with Ehoma living organism within which we,

live, and move, and have our beig, and without which we have
neither meaning nor purpose ineusdaily lives.

e is_a sphere ofl belonging) Planet Earth js_home,to

-
the human species and e rorms too (see especially,

McFague, 1993, 103-29). It is our sense of “cosmic homelessness”
(Haught in Birch et al., 1990) TMAT alienates us, not just from Iife

gender our growth, that nurture and enliven our inner being.
We are got the masters and controllers of our own destiny; we are
not the ultimate species. We belong to somgthing igger and. greater
than ourselves which is forever unfolding and evolving, and within
that dynamic, creative process we rea;'scover, again and again, the

meaning and purpose of what life is about.

Whither Revelation?

Our considerations of field theory and the sense of i as
a realm of belonging invite us to address the major theologicai is-
sue of revelation. l!BIsi is a distinctly Christian notion and a central
focus in the dialogue taking place between the major religions (see
Hick and Knitter, 1988; Tracy, 1990). Although specifically a Chris-
tian concept, all the religion ress a sense of diyige disclosg;g.
God has “spol'c'en” ;Hroug% specific persons, writings, or experiences,
and each religion considers its version to be superior to any other.
The Christian church goes further, claiming that what it has inher-
ited the divine disclosure (contained in the Bible) is #nique and
embodies the fulness of tevealed truth, not merely for Christians but
for people of all creeds. Therefore, from a Christian viewpoint, the
revealed truth of other religions is valid but not complete; only the
Christian version is complete.

Not all Christian theologians would be as dogmatic as that; in-
creasingly they appreciate that this understanding of revelation is
constricted (and constricting). It arises from an isolated, adversarial
view of Christianity and religion in general. It fails to acknowledge
the spiritual evolution of the human sfiecies over thousands of years
before formal religion ever came into b&ng.

In prehistoric times, people acknowled®d and responded to the
Mﬂ' ine disclosure from an innate, primordial sense of the sacred. The
divine “spark™ within sensed a divine energy without. This led to a

around us but also from e inner selves. We are largely out of
ne with the creative gnez%es lEat form and mold us, that sustain

(O3]
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wide range of prereligious rituals ranging from animism (based on

the notion that everything has a soul), to nature worship, totemism,
magic, etc. No longer do we consider these to be infantile, prelogical,

e bppropriate) for our ancestors at

primitive, an rites; the
their stages of evolyti developm More significantly, they
embody wmm T and primasdialaspizagions that are fundamental to

our human condition and have been largely subverted by modern,
formalized religion.

The primitive urge to connect spiritually is innate to our human
nature and, from a quantum viewpoint, it is also considered to be
an intgipsic feature of univ ife, manifested in the attraction and
repulsion of subatomic particles. There is in all things a “within” for-
ever yearning to ith a “without” which in fact, Is itself a
iarger within,” already described as a realm of belonging. Accord-
ing to Rahner (1969, 16), human beings are essentially and always

listeners for a possible revelation from God, because innately we arc
q q T
isposed to fuﬁer 11?; and trythee

Our consciousness does not need to be informed by formal reli-
gious awareness in order to be disposed and receptive to the divinc
disclosure. Our very nature as human beings is to be open and ™~
A ] -

orous to deeper ing. And the spiritual story of humankind,
unzoming over the millennia, suggests that the divine life force (God)
reveals itself with a prodigious generosity o presence, power, and
cultural expression.

That we can be blind ff’_trw-ﬁ-di&ﬁ%_‘%r% that we can block
or hinder its impact on our lives, that we can resist the challenge to
change and becomg whole (conversionmml truth that mil-

jons vehemently deny today. To a degree, the religions themselves
are culpable for this recalcitrant attitude. Not infrequently, the very
system that was intended to mediate divine life and create a cli-
mate of openness and receptivity, has been the one that has alienated H
seeking souls from the wellsprings of hope and truth.

Religious dogma often assumes ideological significance because it
fajls to acknowledge the initial, experiential context; This applies
particularly to the manner in which revelation is portrayed in the var-
ious religions. The emergence of formal religion, about five thousand

ears ago, undoubtedly marks a new stage in human and planetary
evolution. But there is a shadow side to this, as there is to every ma-
jor cultural development. As already stated, formal religion emerged
from within the culture and context of the Agricultural Revolution

and assumed many of the positive and negative qualities of that
development.
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Today we focus a great deal on the pros and cons of the Indus-
trial Revolution, to such a degree that we tend to underestimate the

enormous impact of the Agricultural Revolution. Culturally, it was a
supreme moment of breakthrough, but also one of long-term nega-
tive and destructive repercussions. For the first time in history, we

humans carved up and fragmented our world, imposing divisions

and categories that in time became the basis fo ibes, cul-

tures, nations, and religions. The dominant patriarchal orientation
was to §1v1§§ and COEHE er, and hence the introduction of the dead-
liest divisive force of all: warfare. The idea of man being master of

creation emerged at this time and became ingrained in the form.
religious creeds of subsequent centuries.

body oE revealed truth, confirms the “divide and conquer” mental-
ity of the Agricultural Revolution. Today we are rediscovering our
sense of one world, an essential unity, that we choose to divide and

fragment at a_terrible price. This creates a new agenda for politics,

economics, education, and also for our understanding of zgligion as
afglobal)cultural reality. It is not the _@Euenesigf each part that
matters anymore, but the uniqueness of the whole, which is tuid

meaning.
mquently, we are invited to move toward a new revelatory
horizon. It is new in terms of recent theological reflection, but very
old in terms of our human, spiritual unfolding. It suggests that the
(creation itself}is the primary revelation (Collins, 1995, 11-12, 219,
224; La Chance, 1991, 79; Swimme and Berry, 1992, 243, 255), of
which the various disclosures of the major religions are particular
expressions offered in the specific context of a certain historical and
cultural milieu.

Two important considerations emerge here:

a. The creative process itself — with its beauty and elegance, but
also with 1ts pain and destructibility — is our primary, tangi-
ble source for experiencing the divine energy. In this way we

have had access to the "divine power~ for possibly a hundred
thousand years, whereas the formal religions, with their offi-

cial perceptions and interpretations of divine disclosure, are no

more than five thoysand ygars old. To reclaim tha-
ture of the cosmos— and of Planet Earth in particular ==1§ 6fie
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The fact that each religion sought individual autonomy and in-
tegrity, setting itself m, with its ownGique)

and open-ended, an unfol matrix o ilities, m@gﬂs
mysterious divine potential as it impregnates creation with hope an

of the outstanding spiritual challenges of our time. It has also
within it the potential for a whole new sense of what theology
is about.

b. If revelation is mediated primarily through the creative pro-
cesses of our universe, then our primary call is to be listeners

at the heart of our world (and not just in the context of the
church). Our human responsibility as one voice among so many
throughout the universe is to develop our capacities to listen as
incessantly as the hovering Fydrogen atoms, as profoundly as
our primal ancestors and their faithful descendants in today’s
indigenous peoples. In the words of Swimme and Berry (1992,

44), the adventure of the universe depends upon our capacity
to listen (see also Grey, 3, 89-92).
———=—,

There is nothing particularly revolutionary or heretical about
these ideas, because it is exactly what we humans had been doing
for thousands of years before formal religions emerged in the wake
of the Agricultural Revolution. The role of the church, therefore, is
to keep us focused on the world and on the divine unfolding forever
emerging therefrom. This is essentially what Jesus was suggesting
when he spoke of the New Reign of God (the Kin]gdom), for which
there are over 140 references in the Gospels, with only three allu-

sions to the church (more on this topic on p. 115 below). Contrary
to the dominant asceticism of the past few thousand years, Chris-

tianity is a2 world-loving religion, and not one based on dismissing,
fleeing, or distancing itself from the world. A church which claims
to be opposed to the world is fundamentally glienating itself from
God’s prodigious creativity at the heart of creation. Little wonder
that many people today are abandoning the church.

When we suggest that the world is the arena of divine disclosure,
we need to outgrow our Jualistic tendency to attribute all goodricss
to God and all evil to Satan (whom we perceive to be the opposite
of all that God stands for). In a quantum universe, dualisms_of this
nature make no sense. Very negative and destructive experiences may
also be deeply‘e?ﬁ@ﬁening, particularly as we humans co-create (o:
fail to do so) in conjunction with the creative divine energy. Fresh
questions also arise on how we understand the divine energy and
whether or not we can develop a sufficiently inclusive orientation
whereby we include (rather than split off) our negative perceptions

and projections.
Along with the creation-centered focus for the divine disclosure,

P
-

there is always a historical context that can be liberating or re-
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strictive, perhaps both at different times. According to Boff (1987,
62), revelation is historical and uses the sociohistorical context o
gt —
communicate its call andthallenge. Its forms are miuence y the
- — - 3 . R —
articulars of a place and time. It is important theg always to discern
thﬁansxegt historical ex jon from God’ ‘m ommu-
nicatOM. History and revelation are always intermingled, but the
revelatory call Will always embrace !arger vision than that embodied
in any one histgrical or cultural contexty
It is thigExpanded)
the quantum theologian. It evokes a whole new way of doing theol-

ogy and grounds the theological enterprise in_the heart of creation
. w—_-
itself.

belonging is the context in which revelation tgkes place; all creatures

(co-creative¥ask of being
and becoming. All life forms have unigue roles in this process, the
primary focus of which is creation itseli rather than formal religion.

So where does this leave formal religion? In responding to this
question, it may be helpful to return to the field theory. On a univer-
sal scale, there is the field experience of spiritual emergence in which
the whole of life, animate and inanimate, participates. How the
animate and inanimate forms experience this probably constitutes
separate but overlapping fields. Within the field of human spiritu-

ality, we may consider the vagious religions to be subfields with a
particular cultyral realm of ipfluence. For example, Hinduism clearly
explores and articulates the Indian subculture (without being neces-
sarily confined to India) in a manner that Christianity cannot do.
In this context, the religions have a cultural relevance and may re-
tain their relevance, but it will have to be within the horizon of
belonging that we call spirituality. If the religions can accept and in-
tegrate this new challenge, then their self-understanding, along with
their cultural and historical relevance, is likely to change signifi-
cantly. Without that change, religion will fail to have any significant
Imeaning in our quantum universe.

Undoubtedly, some religions will fade into oblivion. That is also
appropriate. In a quantum universe, birth-death-rebirth is ceas-
of a

ing process. And with the death of a religion comes the end
articular God-concept, which by that stage has probably become

an 1dolatrous burden and hence a ha,::rier to fresh spiritual growth.

The life-giving ferment is in the sFiritu ifolding, not in formal re-

ligious adherence, Quantum theology seéeks to safeguard the Erimﬂ
oprirituZ] growthlrathcr than the promotion of formal religion.

£~
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‘SEiritual unfoldiné )’s a universal field of influence and belongin;:.
We all inhabit it and are inhabited byﬁ'ﬁt constitutes a central aspect
of our being annd unites us indelibly with the tapestry
of creation itself."It stretches far beyond the realm and influence of
Teligion, which for many peopﬁﬁﬁmﬁs with spirituality. And
this is one of the great misconceptions of our time, one that leaves

the spiritual potential of many people dormant, und ed, m'ui
often repressed. More than anything else, our world today and it

peoples need to be spiritually liberated.

Reclaiming our spiritual identity is not a case of becoming rc-
ligious again, going to church on Sunday, following the rules and
laws of a particular faith, reading the Bible or Koran everyday. Nn,
it goes much deeper than any of this. As many of the great faiths
suggest (but poorly implement) spirituality is about guhgﬂe_awggw
and liberation. The spiritual journey is about gpening up new hori’y
zons of love and understanding, not by ignoring or bypassing thel
‘darkness and pain of life, but precisely through experiencing and «
[nteprating Jhem, Through this process we arc liberated from tht P
confines, restrictions, and limitations imposed on us frequently by /
our own personal ignorance, but also by the collective oppression vif -

our man-made institutions. ' .
Our spiritual enlightenment js. abavg all else a_journey into i

mystery of belonging where(@ll is one)and the patnarchal .l
isms and distinctions are seen for what they really are: destructivs,
controlling devjces that fragment and alienate. Although we are sur-
rou by interconnectedness (which for Grey [1993] is the cote
element in the contemporary theology of revelation), we can spend
a whole lifetime in the enclaves of our cultural darkness and fail to

comprehend or appreciate the mystery of belonging, within which
we are all intractably united Anj that universal cali to_unity mani-
ests 1tself particularly in hich are the embryonic web

of all life forms. And there are quantum ramifications to all our
relationships, which we’ll explore in the next chapter.
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Chapter 7

Beyond Our Isolation

Science cannot solve the ultimate mystery of nature.
And it is because, in the last analysis, we ourselves are
part of the mystery we are trying to solve.

“~— —Max PLANCK

I realize I am a maverick, for I can settle for nothing
less than the whole.
S R———

—~ReNEE WEBER
Gravitation binds everything so closely that glignation.

is @ cosmologicg] im Eossibiligx.

-THOMAS BERRY

The suggestion that our world is an interconnected web of relation-
ships was initially voiced by the physicist Wgemer Helsenberg. It 1s a

S . . . o g .
notion that no serious quantum scientist is likely to dispute.

When J. J. Thompson succeeded in splitting the atom in the 1890s,
little did he think that he was opening up a mysterious horizon of be-
longing and interrelatedness. His intention and dream were exactly
the opposite: the discovery of the ultimate building blocks, out of
which everything is made, a reductionistic pursuit of the tily units
of matter, the bits and pieces, that make up the fabric of universal
life. In pursuing the elementary particles, which we presumed (and
many still do) to be isolated and independent, we continued to split
the subatomic particles. We then proceeded to bash them to pieces in
powerful particle accelerators of which CERN near Geneva and Fer-
milab near Chicago are among the better known. By 1960, we had
already identified over a hundred different types of particles, without

as yet any clear sense on how they related to each other.
In the early 1960s, scientists identified a new set of subatomic

particles, about which they became immensely gxcited. They named
them “quarks” (and proceeded to call their opposites “leptons™). At

the time everything suggested that these might well be the ultimate
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building blocks, the final units_of matter out of which everything

am made. It took over thirty years to identity and assemblc

the tota quarl-(l repertoire; the sixth and final quark was discovered
in March 1995 at Fermilab. Ti-e-%iegance and beauty of the quark
world has led to such namings as “strange,” “charm,” and “truth.”
(On the discovery of the quarks, see Riordan, 1987; see also th:
special supplement in New Scientist, July 10, 1993.)

The excitement was eminently appropriate, yet it dissipated
rapidly when the quarks refused to fit the mechanistic expectations.
In experimental conditions quarks cannot be isolated. The hadron
within which they are embodied cannot be split nor bashed into

smaller units. ahlangremses to reveal her truths in the form of iso-
lated, independent quarks (hence the oft-quoted quip of the 1960s:
mnaked quarks”). Perhaps nature can’t do

that; maybe she has never dongTt!

For the physicists, this was not good news. It posed a threat to
the subconscious desire to conquer and control. The quarks were

proving to be highly elusive, making sense only in groupings of two
or three, displaying-an elega lity to manifest their existence
cap

nt vergatility t
acity to]relate Jeems to be at The heart

of the quark world!

And this was not all! Quarks insisted on playing to the quantum
dance of the particle-wave duality. Whether it manifested itself as
a particle or as a wave, no one could ever be sure. All one could
be certain of was that the energetic force was operative, but it was

elusive, strange, and Fet so attractively glegant, it continued to com-
mand attention and tascination. All of this S\Wﬁnal
analysis, nature is made up of patterns of energinterrelating,)and
not of ismm& T
Physicists were becoming impatient with this uncertainty, despite
g ——

the relatively wide acceptance of Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle
(which states that we can never be certain of a particle’s velocity and
position at the same timegcertainty in regard to one automatically
means uncertainty regarding the other)3So the scientific community
has agreed to spend billions of dollars building bigger and more
powerful accelerators that, it hopes, will eventually provide the ex-
perimental conditions to crack open the quarks into smaller isolated,

independent units of matter,
Perhaps they’ll succeed, but many are skeptical. The quarks might

well be the end of the particle line. We may have discovered the
“ultimate building blocks,” and we are left with the mysterious,

paradoxical dilemma that they are nofblocks” with which we can




&particles.in relatiqpship.” Eveﬂing is_ created out of relatedness,
sustained through relationships, and thrives on interdependence.
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build a Newtonian edifice. But perhaps they are bundles of gxpen-
ence Jquanta) which will enable us to engage more meaningrully in

e dance of life and understand afresh the creative energy at the
heart of our quantum universe.

Trinitarian Relatedness

While the scientific community continues on the (misguided) task
of trying to split the quarks into the hoped-for ultimate b.l.glgl_nf
blocks, their very discovery raises urgent theological questions whic

‘Will Gccupy our attention for the rest of this chapter. The quarks

demonstrate in a compelling and exquisite way that life_in_gQu
universe thrives not on jsolationism but on the capagi
Zohar (1990, 206; 1993, 190ff.) goes even further and suggests that

bosons as the basic glue in the particle world should be described as

“

s 1s an ancient wisdom, long known to mystics and sages and
courageously reclaimed by many feminist theologians today (e.g.,
Heyward, 1982; King, 1989; Zappone, 1991; Brock, 1992; Grey,
1993). It is also a fundamental, archetypal conviction underpinning
all the great religions known to humankind. Over the centuries,
that basic, pristine truth has been couched in sacred dogmas which,
paradoxically, have often camouflaged rather than disclosed deeper
meaning. I refer to what Christianity calls the mystery of the Trinity.

In the early centuries of Christendom, theologians grappled with
the mystery of the Godhead and concluded that God is fundamen-
tally a unity (hence, monotheism) but one within which there coexist,
in total equality, three separate persons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.
m&m understood by “person” con-
tinues to be debated even to this day. Seemingly, the intention was
to offer an understanding ofﬁgd%pjgg%, taking person-
hood (as then understood) to be the supreme mode of meanmg%ul

jstence. The dogma of the Trinity retains this deep, personal cori-
notation in its description of how the Trinity functions. The Father
begets the Son in a manner that includes biological procreation but
far exceeds it, and the Holy Spirit is born of the loving union that
exists between Father and Son; the Spirit is that bond, but also a
“person” in his or her own right.

Belief in the triune nature of God is considered essential to the
Christian faith. Most Christians don’t comprehend the “mystery,”

|
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nor does it have any real significance for them in their daily lives.
Nor indeed do the heavy patriarchal overtones make it a credible
or attractive notion for@ world yearning for more wholistic and in-
clusive modes of perception and action)(see Brock, 1992, 4, 54-535;
Kimel, 1992).

At this juncture we note that many of the major religions have
a similar notion in their belief systems. Examples that spring to
mind include: (@) the triune figures of Vishnu, Shiva, and Shakti in
Hinduism; (b) the Buddhist doctrine of the three bodies (manifesta-
tions) of the Buddha, namely, the dharma-kaya (eternal dimension),
nirmana-kaya (appearance body), and sambhoga-kaya (bliss body};
(c) the Zoroastrian triplicate of Zurvan, the mighty god of time, and
his two sons, Ahriman (active force) and Ormazd (passive force);
(d) the Egyptian cult of Isis, Serapis, and the divine child, Horus;
(e) the Neoplatonic triplicate of the Good, the Intelligence, and the
World Souyl. Traces of this triune relationship also occur in the lit-
erature on the Great Mother Goddess worshiped by humans io:
some thirty thousand years in prehistoric times, echoes of which
occur in one of the most unexpected of sources — an early vei-
sion of the Islamic Koran (see Hayes, 1994, 165ff.). We are dealin
with something that is not unique to Christianity, but an archetypal
phenomenon that transcends all the religions, a key ingredient of
universal life and culture. -

Greenstein (1988) and Barrow and Tippler (1986) also allude to
this trinitarian_aspect of yniversal life. They note that the three-
dimensional nature of space is an inherent quality of cosmic inter
gsw.dmg% on the one hand, necessary To-maintam appropimte

istances of space between the various planets to facilitate their oi-
mmmmsemial to the proper
functioning of the human nervous system and the flow of blood in
the human body. In two-dimensional space, objects settle down to
rest or to stable orbits, whereas those interacting in three dimen-
sions show a unique complexity and a potential for novel behavior
as they weave in around each other. Of the entire range of con-
ceivagig dimensions only one number — three — is amenaEle to hifec.
Any choices above three make it impossible for planets to remain

at proper distances from their suns. Anything below three scram-|
bles the orderly communication so crucial to living beings. For gods

and creatures alike, three seems to be a number of imygense cosmic
1

significance.
;lﬁe Dutch theologian Van Beeck (1979) claims that theology
thrives on overstatement. In regard to the doctrine of the Trinity, the
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problem may be that we Christians explain it (or explain it away)
by understatement. By inventing a type of theological jigsaw puzzle,

ing to fit the three into one, we have created a rather mechanistic
paradigm for the Godhead that makes little sense in a wholistic age.

For orthodox theology and mainstream religion, Ogmas serve as
landmarks for guidance and certainty. In a quantum world, they
serve a different purpose: they arc poi to a deeper truth, the
totality (whole) of which is never fuiI 2 an ands fresh
reformulation in each new cultural eEocﬁ. I suggest that the doctrine
my is an attempted expression of the fact that the essen-
tial nature of God nd the ity to relate,

and pow _H_?iﬁﬁﬂﬁ'

that the propenst er to relate is, I 1act, the ve ce
1s s o . | S —
of God.> God simavx ual}identity 1s of no real consequence ia!'

ddbists claim). God becomes meaningful in the very process of

g.)God’s revelation or self-djsclosure is, in essence, gn 1gvit3-
diop to mutuality (see the pioneering work of La Cugna, 1991). In
the plain but profound language of the Christian Bible: God is love!

Judaism, Christianity, and Islam pride themselves in being mono-
theistic religions. They promote and safeguard the oneness and unity
of God (particularly, Islam). But historically, monotheism 1s based
on a very spurious polemic. It is very much the product of the po-

litical and religious aftermath of the Agricultural Revolution when
the planet was divided into contine religions, tribes, and races.
Monotheism became a powerfurfaécﬁc)gyw;w%m“v
prehistoric belief systems in which a polytheistic faith (in numerous
gods) was widespread, a notion that has been retained in Hinduism,
the oldest of the major religions. ‘

The development of the monotheistic religions (as in Judaism,
Christianity, and Islam) is often portrayed as a maturation of an in-
choate, disparate, primitive set of beliefs, incorporating the notion
of many gods rather than one. But that is a perception born out
of a particular mode of consciousness, appropriate (perhaps) to hu-
mans at a certain time in our cultural and evolutionary development

but today inappropriate and irrelevant for our emerging, wholistiS

(quantum) consciousness.
The real Issue IO 8ur time is not whether God is monotheistic or

polytheistic, a distinction with dualistic overtones of bygone days.
What science — for long the perceived enemy of religion — reveals
and confirms is what many belief systems have been struggling to
articulate in their trinitarian doctrines: God is first and foremost

D P ey
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(exemplified in the quarks interdependently and inter
connectedly. The earthly, the human, and the divine are in harmorv
Mdamental natures, in their common propensity to relat=
and to_enjoy intgrdependent coexistence.

Questions arise which become immensely disturbing for orthodo
theologians. “Does God, then, have no independent existence?” “Is
God somehow depemgnt on evolution?” (a misgiving often voiced
against process theologians). “Doesn’t your argument about related-

ness slide into_pantheism?” These questions — and many others —-
arise from a human need to couch the God-question in specific,

-mad ical categories. They arise from a certain modc
of patriarchal consciousness, characteristic of our mechanistic age,
needing certainty, precisiog, an horjtati ity. They are valid

questions, but of no real interest to a quantum theologian, who
is Ws and wishes to refrain
from casting profound, evolving truths into too neat a set of human
constructs.

For the quantum theologian, the doctrine of the Trinity takes on a
very vibrant meaning, intensifying the call to relate, in love and jus-
tice, to all life on Planet Earth and Beyond. This in turn calls into

question the tendency in traditional Christian theology to uphol:
the dignity of the individugl person as a special duty. The notion

of individual uniqueness is a relatively recent one in human evolu-
tiomuch a byproduct of industrial society when
ersonal competence and the ability to compete became core valucs.
%ouna these expectation®;TOVErt rather than overt, there grew up
an array of cultural systems — educational, medical, ecclesiastical —
with the focus on the robust individual, independent and alone. Thus
for much of the twentieth century, indeed ever since the time of the
Reformation in the sixteenth century, the salvation of the individual
soul was considered to be the ultimate goal of the Christian faith.
In prehistoric societies, and in many parts of today’s world (es-
pecially Africa, Latin America, and Asia), the individual’s value and
worth are esteemed relative to the person’s role within and contri-
bution to the common good. Cooperation rather than_competition
i¥The guiding value. But tFﬁﬁ'ngch'E' deeper is at stake, a con-
viction that is resurfacing in the emerging consciousness of our time,
namely, we are ouMWhat we are as individuals, and
what we will bécome In the tuture, is determined by the quality ot
our interdependence on others — humans and nonhumans alike.

ur very being as persons is dependent initially on the procreative
act of two people. The quality of our life,’hw, and well-being very

-
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capture this central concept without which its existence is largely a
charade.

The Christian churches have also developed a sacramental sys-
tem, with — in some cases — quite an elaborate ritual (as in the
Orthodox churches) to celebrate, communally, the living out of their
faith. Baptism and Eucharist are two of the more widely practiced
sacraments (with interesting parallels in other major religions). Bap-
tism celebrates the welcome and formal admission into the Christian
community, while Eucharist provides a sacred, ritual meal in which
members of the community reenact the breaking of bread and shar-
ing the cup, as a celebration of new life bestowed on them by Jesus,
their Savior.

Sacraments are intended to serve a purpose similar to rites of pas-
sage in other cultures. The participants move into a different mode
of being, not to escape from the realities of life, but to reenter, re-
newed and refreshed for the ongoing task of human, planetary, and
cosmic regeneration. A sacramental experience is a distinctly social,
communal event; it awakens a desire for communion and confirms
the sense of community that already exists. Sacraments in their pris-
tine meaning were never intended to be ritualistic acts designed to set
the individual at rights with God, and insofar as they have evolved
along these lines (as has largely happened in the Catholic tradition)
then, proportionately, they have lost their power to be communal
and transformative experiences. They have become insipid rituals
instead of life-giving experiences.

Donovan (1989) is one of a number of modern theologians who
provide a timely critique on how we celebrate sacraments in the
Christian tradition and offer creative alternatives, encouraging a
relocation of sacramental celebration from the cloister-like, anti-
worldly atmosphere of many of our ecclesiastical buildings to the
heart of real-life experience. He suggests that in our celebration
of Eucharist we try to rediscover the original tradition of the sa-
cred meal — celebrated initially in people’s homes (a custom still
retained by the Jews in the weekly shabat) — and develop a con-
temporary context in which the celebration of Eucharist becomes
a real experience of life around the sacredness and sharing of
food.

Ritual and sacraments are not merely inventions of formal re-

ligion. We humans are essentially creatures of

‘We use symbolic behavior to express and communicaté some of o0
deepest Telational intentions, e.g., in the act of sexual intimacy where

the physical aspect is transcended into wtender “mystical”
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experience. In our contemporary culture i sym-
ﬁca 0 porary , our capacity g relate sym

and imaginatively is poorly developed; we have becomr
too mdivid alistic, !itera!isti rational, logical, and clinical. We havey ¢
argely lost our capacity to dream, to Imagine, to be playtul, to cci-
ebrate, to ritualize, and being thus impoverished, we have lost our ) @)
capacity to relate wholistically. A rediscovery of meaningful ritualf
and inspirational sacrament 1s one of the more urgent needs of our
time, a prerequisite for rediscovering an authentic sense of human,
lanetary, and global community. '
The search for community is not merely a pursuit of security
and intimacy to obviate our loneliness in an anonymous and in:
personal world. It is much more than that. It 15 the expression -
Fowever haphazardly and imperfectly made — of a yearnin frow
deep within the created order itself, a groaning arising érom the hear:
of creation (to paraphrase St. Paul), seeking reciprocity and muti
ality. The very fabric of creation and the very nature of God sin
in ugnjson a song of love. According to Plato, Jove is the pursuit ot
ur broken, fragmented world ygarns to be Whole agaii.
‘We humans imbibe this longing and, on behalf of creation, we give
it conscious expression, particularly in our desire and efforts to rz-
create a sense of the earthly and cosmic community (see Swimmnic
and Berry, 1992, 257).
Thus the quantum theologian is concerned with church at ¢
heart of the world rather than with church over against the worldl.
nd church is, first and foremost, community gathered around il
exploration and articulation of a deep, spiritual yearning. To ¢u-
gage with that yearning, we commune through rituals and sac::
rites, in which we become present to one another in a quality
relatedness that often transcends words. In the depth of that sac:..i
experience, we encounter the trinitarian relatedness of the Godhe
itself. At some deep, mysterious level, we know in the depth of cur
hearts that we are in touch with the Whole, the source of all we 4:-
and have, ' -
From these reflections we offer another central element of quan-
tum theology: Because the capacity to relate is itself the primary
divine energy impregnating creation, we bumans need awihentic o
clesial and g-ﬂm.s to explore and articulate o
innate vocation to be people in relatiouship.

Humanity today hungers tor genuine love, the ability to inter
relate and interconnect. We yearn to realign the disparate parts and

outgrow our man-made, competitive, \I%M_/esm;dmjsmt_i_o_g. The
future toward which we are evolving, the call to participate in the

-
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Chapter 8

In the Beginning

The nature of the universe was from the beginning
such that it would come alive however and wherever
R ———

possible.

~ELIZABET SAHTOURIS

Only now can we see with clarity that we live not so
much in a cosmos as in a cosmogenesis, a cosmogenesis
best presented in narmw its data, mythic
in its form.

—BRIAN SWIMME AND THOMAS BERRY

Every child, and the child in every one of us, is ready
to plead: Tell me a story. For the role of stories is to
explain life, and the good stories, in their very sub-
stance and in the structure of their language, become

revelation.
S
~ ANDREW M. GREELEY

In the beginning, the energy of silence rested over an infinite horizon

of pure nothingness. 1he silence lasted for billions of years, stretch-
Ing across aeons the human mind cannot even remotely comprehend.

Out of the silence arose the first ripples of sound, vibrations of pure

energy trom the nothingness of the creative vacuum. The stillness be-
came Testless and tiny bubbles of ether emanated from the space of
infinite em tiness,?ﬁelf;at_urznass ferment o}_quantm
And 2 mighty sound ruptured the tranquil stillness as a singlc
point of raw potential, bearing all matter, all dimension, all en-
ergy, and all time, exploding like a massive hireball. 1he temperaturc
exceeded 1,000,000,000, degrees centigradc, so hot that even ¢l
ementary particles like electrons and protons could not exist. Th:
time, according to human reckoning, was somewhere between_fiftcen

and twenty billion years ago. From that time on, the silence begets
the dance and the dance explodes into story.

93
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It was the greatest explosion of all time. An irruption of infinite
energy danced into being. It had a wild and joyful freedom about it,
and like all dance it was richly endowed with coh ¢, elegance.
and creativity. The earth is still so radioactive from this imti,; ex-
plosion that its core is kept hot by continuing nuclear reactions, and
many atoms all over its surface — in rocks and trees, even in our own
bodies — are still exploding. In our own bodies, Sahtouris (1989, 35)
estimates that three million potassium atoms explode every minute.

Current theories state that after one-thousandth of a second of
the so-called Big Bang, the universe had cooled sufficiently (to
100,000,000,000 degrees centigrade) for elementary particles —
electrons, protons, and neutrons — to form. Three minutes later,
when the temperature had dropped to 900,000,000 degrees centi-
grade, neutrons and protons combined to form stable atomic nuclei,
initially those of‘hld_rggg%dhre_l_i}%n. The cosmic dance of inger-
relatigg and procreating was well underway.

iﬁle universe continued to expand and cool until after about seven
hundred thousand years, when the temperature fell to about 4,000
degrees centigrade, which is roughly the temperature of our sun. At
this stage, the first simple atoms came into being. Below 4,000 de-

grees, the force of gravitation joined the cosmic dance, and atoms
began to clump together forming, over thousands of millions of
years, into clusters (communities?) of primordial galaxies. Within
these giant clouds, hydrogen and helium gases continued to gather
into ever more condensed masses, eventually giving birth to the first

stars about five billion years ago. :
Many of these early stars were intensely hot. They flared up and
exploded in brilliant supernovas, each as bright as an entire galaxy.

The force of those explosions sent heavier elements spewing out into
space, condensing over millions of years into new stars, of which
our sun is probably a fourth generation progeny, dated at 4.3 billion
years ago. ,
Tt was about this time also that our solar system was formed from
a huge cloud of interstellar dust. Most of the cloud consisted of
frozen hydrogen, helium, and ice, but Planet Earth was fortunate to
|condense out of a part of the cloud rich in a diversi;z of glements,
including all those necessary for the evolution of carbon-based life.
Some four billion years ago, with the appearance of the first algae
and bacteria, the dance of life reached a more complex level of in-
tegration. Molecules clustered together to form the first cells; it was

the beginning of biological life as we know it today.
Fish began to inhabit the waters about four hundred million years
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ago, and two hundred million years later wﬂ.z% appearcd
on earth. Mammal and animal evolution became mor. orate and

sophisticated right up to Wﬂ, which today
we can trace back to some 4.4 million years ago (preceded by prim-
itive forms dating back possibly to 1% million years ago), with ou
species Homg sapigns sapiens emerging around 40,000 B.C.E.

Both religion and theologymfggely lost the central signifi-
cance of our human, planetary, and cosmic story. They have become
preoccupied with fact and to a corresponding degree have lost touch

with mystery and myth. In a universe which is actually expanding
(FubbIes tﬁeory of the 1920s) and will continue doing so for some

millions of years yet to come, quantum theology calls for g morc
expansive understanding of the universe and of our role in it. The
cosmic evolutionary saga 1s JaLteouy Eﬁi'éhed. T fact all indications
are that this is a relatively young universe, which in evolutionary
terms may still be growing ;Erough its adolescent phase (Sahtouris,

1989). And in the ensuing millennia or billennia, we humans will be

2
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outgrown by other species, as yet not even vaguely imagined in the > ,f’\ 2
N T -

universal Mind.
The evolutionary narrative is the membrane for every story ever

told. It is a quantum story of unlimited potential and indescribablc

elegance. It is a story withgut beginning or end, an epic of ceaselcs-
becoming. It embraces all the dreams and aspirations, pains and con-

s, that ever have been or ever will be. It is the context for
all science and for all silence. It is the womb of creative vision.

The Potential for Self-Organization

Let’s return to the story! As the explosive energy of the Big Bang
began to cool — in those first microseconds of space-time — atoms
began to form from subatomic particleg, which themselves were pro-
duced from the cooling of energy. Other invisible forces, which today
underpin all life in the universe — gravity, electromagnetism, the
strong and weak forces (described in end note 13) — became op-
erative. The universe was already displaying one of nature’s most
ele nd creative potentials: the power of self-organization.

%Ee abiiity to selE—or anize seems to be a function of invisiblc
fields (described iﬁ_cﬁa-p%er_ﬁ associated with all matter, from the
tiniest subatomic particles to the most complex creatures, humans

included. When atomic fields interact and join together, a molecular
field is evoked; the interaction of molecular fields leads to the cre-

|

“¥




100 THE STORY.

had the initial curvature been a fraction larger, or an explosion into
a scattering of lifeless particle;miﬁaa) fraction smaller. In-
deed, it-is onl i
‘we can perceive and appreciate the multipl¢ bf the cosmic
tapestry. Only when we realize that we hunians are totally depen-

ent on the material of stars (carbon) for our existence, and that
the very creation of that substance is something of a cosmic mira-
cle, can we begin to contemplatepurpose) not in terms.of a final
outcome, but in the very process and nature of evolution itself. (For
et elucidation, see Greenstein, 1988; Sahtouris, 1989; S
and Berry, 1992).

These conditions are all interdependent. Nothing is brought about
by our ability to discover it. It is not because we are here that the
world comes to be so disposed, but rather the opposite. The planet
survived — and thriv‘ea_:-afﬁilﬁons of years Wjiih;:;‘y’_cmm.ig; and
long after we have outlived our usefulness as a plaf species, the

earth will continue its evolutionary unfolding.

Propensity for( Self-Regulation

At the heart of the Gaia hypothesis is the controversial claim that
earth, like all living organisms, functions as a self-creatin; fself-
regulating, autopoietic system. The function of aufopoiesis (from
the Greek for—‘?s:glf-pxgguction”) occupies a special place in the
earth’s story (see Jantsch, 1980). The concept was introduced in the
early 1970s by the Chilean biologist Humberto Maturana (along
with Francisco Varela). A system is autopoietic when its function
is primarily geared to self-renewal Whereas a machine is geared to
the output of a specific product, a biological cell is primarily con-
cerned with renewing itself. Upgrading (anabolic) and downgrading
(catabolic) processes run simultaneously. Not only the evolution of a
system but also its existence in a specific structure becomes dissolve
into(process,) In the domain of the living, there is little that is solid
It is in this capacity for self-organization and self-renewal that the
earth story manifests its uniqueness. Throughout its evolutionary his-
tory, the earth has endured and survived several major catastrophes,
many of global, universal proportion. Because these often resulted
in large-scale extinction, we know relatively little about them. The
nineteénth-century Frefich geologist Georges Curvier claimed that in
its long evolutionary history, Planet Earth has experienced twenty-
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seven major transitions. Many of these were cataclysmic in nature,
involving severe climate changes, widespread volcanic eruptions, and
meteorite impacts over large segments of the earth (see Russell, 1992,
184ff.; also Verschuur, 1978).

And yet Planet Earth not merely survives, bu Perhaps
one of the most fascinating examples of autopoietic, self-regulatory
action was about three billion years ago when photosynthesis (ihc
use of light in the manufacture of food) began, and the first alga:
and bacteria evolved. Some of these were known as blue-greens (I:c
cause of their color). By assimilating the energy of light and hydrogc::
from the seas, they grew and thrived. But all growth is at a price, i
this case, the release of a deadly poison caused by the utilization o
hydrogen. “Oxygen” was the name of the poisonous substance.

We think of oxygen as good and necessary, a life-giving and lif-
saving gas that is essential to the maintenance of life. But for the fi1 ..
living creatures it was lethal; in fact, it was more destructive th .
ultraviolet. If the atmosphere then became full of oxygen, as it no
is, the large molecules could never have formed, and life would huv
ceased to exist. But Mother Earth, ever inventive, and apparently
never to be outdone, made an ingenious i rention.

The free oxygen combined harmlessly with dissolved rock min-

erals, such as iron, and while it was absorbed in this way, it |

remained safe. About a billion years later, however, all the iron had
been turned to rust, and the oxygen began to accumulate in the
atmosphere.

Initially, some bacteria responded by burying themselves in tlie

mud where the poisonous oxygen could not get at them; the bac-
terial agent which today facilitates the digestion of hay in cow’

stomachs is believed to be the product of this ancient self-regulatory
behavior. Blue—greens which neutralized the oxy-
gen’s harmful effects. Others solved the problem by living together

i thick colonies where those of the outer layer were burned to death

and thus formed a protective cover for those underneath. The bluc
greens, while creating food molecules, learned how to use the wast -
oxygen to burn those same molecules and thus create energy. To A
day we call this process “respiration.” It is a classic example of hc. |
Planet Earth converts a potential threat into a resource that not only !
resource, Ly

saved the world from extinction, but made possible the vast array oi |

" - —_ _° H
life forms that have evolved since then. ,

There is a final chapter to the oxygen story which further illus ]i
trates the extravagance of Gaia’n order to escape thq,

poisonous effects of oxygen, the early bacteria veered more toward |
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the sunlight and in the process were destroyed by the radiation. A
new planetary crisis was imminent, until the extra oxygen combined
to form what we now call the “ozone layer” in the upper atmos-
phere, thus warding off the damaging effects of ultraviolet light. In
Lovelock’s words, a murderous intruder was turned into a powerful
friend!

The story of Planet Earth is a not a descriptive tale about some
object out there in space, dependent on us humans for its survival
and growth. The true narrative is not about life oz earth, but about
the life that is earth. Could it be that we are dealing with a life
form more sophisticated, creative, resilient, and integrated than our
human mode, perhaps even more enduritig than all the known life
forms combined? Could it be that our anciént ancestors in identify-
ing the earth with the Great Mother Goddess were in fact unraveling

the mystery of our existence with a degree of wisdom and intuition
which the rational mind of our time is unable to attain? The answers

to these questions are likely to emanate from the planetary story it-

self. The unfolding narrative of evolution is a wellspring of profound

wisdom.

The Creative Vacuum

As the story unfolds, the interdependent nature of planetary and
cosmic life becomes all too apparent. A vital clue to the planet’s
ghixb/nsh_i&mherplamt‘______mi_&is the nature of space itself.

ccording to Greenstein (1988), the emptiness and vastness of space
is essential to planetary existence and presumably to stellar inter-
action also. Our cosmos seems to need a_vast amount of empty space
if it is to be cool enough to generate and maintain the diversity of its
life forms. Greenstein suggests that we imagine the earth as a marble,
then the sun could be modeled as a medicine ball and would sit three
hundred yards away. But the star Alpha Centauri would be a full
49,000 miles away and, in terms of our planet, that is considered to
be the closest star.

The vastness of space is not just to accommodate the dance of life.
It is an aspect of the dance itself, in fact, a very critical dimension.

It is grossly misleading to suggest that it is “empty.” Its fulness is a
reservoir of prolific energy, which Davidson (1989) very rightly calls

the “creative vacuum,” and which the great scientist Max Planck
once described in these words:
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As a man who has devoted his whole life to the most clear-
headed science, to the study of matter, I can tell, 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
the most minute solar system of the atom together. ... We must
assume behind th\ig force that existence of a conscious and in-
telligent Mind. Thif Mind J§ the matrix of all Tatter. (Quoted -
in Davidson, 1989, 128)

In probing the nature of the vacuum, Davidson reclaims the
notion that (a)ether is the fundamental stuff of “empty” space.
Underpinning the ether — or perhaps inherent to it — are the vari-

ous field energies, formative blueprints, a creative memory holding
tormative blueprin

original Tmpressions which, over time, become manifcsted in the cx-
ternal forms of creation. But for Davidson (1989, 125), there is 1.
even deeper reservoir, namely, @to which he attribute:
divine origin and describes it as a vast holigraphically structurca
mega-computer where the primal power or undiffercntiated energy
is wrapped around with pattern, vibration, or form, giving rise to
the laws of polarity or causality. It is the architect of cosmic jus-
tice, a mechanism which never fails since its power co@he
supreme consciousness of God.

The Gaia story focuses on how earth is alive from within; the vac-
uum is a reservoir pregnant with unlimited possibility. To describe
the world as “teeming with life” sounds exhilarating, but in the light
of our evolving story it may even be an understatement. The poten-
tial for life is so overwhelming, pervasive, and mysterious, it almost
defies human comprehension.

Yet, we continue to analyze, rationalize, and interfere. We have
created an_anthropomorphism that js as deadly as it is irrelevant.
We set ourselves up as the masters, not merely of Planet Earth, but
of the entire universe and, in the infamous words of Francis Ba-
con, we ruthlessly set out to torture nature until she reveals her last
secrets to us.

The Anthropic Principle

'We have scarcely begun to address our insatiable compulsion toward

self-inflation, This addictive drive, with its sinister undercurrents ot

control and manipulation, undermines the wholeness and vitality of
1nes the wholenes
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the quantum vision which is at the heart of our planet’s story. Instead

of addressing the whole, we go part of the way and end up with

what seems a praiseworthy “enterprise,” but in effect it is flawed
in its fu | logic. One such enterprise is what scientists have

In 1974, the British physicist Brandon Carter coined the term “an-
thropic principle,” which basically states that if some features of the
natural world are required for our existence, then the world doesn’t
make sense without us. Another formulation focuses on the convic-
tion that the universe would have no meaning unless we were here
to give it meaning: the only things that can be known are those
compatible with the existence of knowers.
ere we touch on one of the great unresolved debates of the
quantum theory. According to the Copenhagen School (Neils Bohr
and associates), geality does not exist until we observe it, Therefore,
our observation creates the world with which we interact or, to use
Wheeler’s language, the universe in which we participate. The alter-
——————

native, many-worlds view, suggests that our world, even if created by
Qur observation/perception, is only one of many worlds and, conse-
quently, apart from our observations, an objective world exists out
there that can be measured and analyzed objectively.

In my opinion, both arguments are flawed and the consequent
dualism (the either/or) becomes unavoidable. The major weakness
in both arguments is the assumption that we humans, at this stage
in our evolution, can pronounce the final word on how things are in
the universe. There is no higher wisdom than ours — we implicitly
(and often explicitly) claim — and we seem to add, subconsciously,
that there never can be. This anthropomorphic strain is one of the
major pitfalls of classical science and, sadly, permeates many of the
scientific breakthroughs of the twentieth century.

The anthropic principle is the icing on the cake of this misguided
anthropocentric drive. It brings into consciousness and validates (or
tries to) what for long has been an unquestioned assumption. Now
that the issue has been exposed, we can examine more openly what
it attempts to state.

Barrow and Tippler (1986) provide a comprehensive overview of
the anthropic principle. There are four dominant variations, offer-
ing ranging degrees of emphasis on the underlying conviction which
claims that the highest, possible levels of intelligence, information,
and consciousness are those developed, or due to be developed, by
human beings, in their presently evolved state. But we humans, in
our presently evolved state, are not the final goal of evolution. We are
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not the ultimate, nor even the penultimate, chapter of the story; in
fact there may be no such thing as a final chapter. Homo sapiens wii!
evolve into a more highly developed creature who will view, observe, ;
and relate to the planet (and to the universe) in a more sophisticated |
and enlightened way than we are capable of doing. ,
Yes, our universe is an intelligent organism, with an infinite capa:
ity for enlightened, autopoietic growth and renewal. In the billio:.
of years of future evolution,;we humans will be surpassed by oth.:
more highly developed creatures. The time has come to acknowleds;.
this fact, and to reevaluate, &bfeﬁy,_honestly, and M_ly, our role

in the d_evolutionary story.

From the beginning of time until now, every creature and specics
has contributed to‘ﬁ_vt_l;%)iﬁ(_dliguwf%l%c;f life. The process ot
photosynthesis, which began billions of years ago, is intelligent al
truistic behavior of an alive planet where all the parts cooperar.-
under the influence of a higher intelligence which is greater than ti-
sum of the parts. Thm interaction of subatonii. |
particles — along with their mysteriously poised measurements (t.

minute degrees of 1 percent, as in the case of the neutron outweigh-
ing the proton, or in the ability of the strong force to hold the

deutron together) —illustrates a profound and elegant wisdom.

Humans and Gaia

Theologians may be quick to suggest that this is living proof of di-
vine creation; proponents of the anthropic principle will argue thac
it’s all in place for the sake of intelligent (human) life. But the
quantum theologian (e.g., Ruether, 1992) tends to opt for a more

wholistic stance and will plead that we: I

SN
( ® refrain from the analysis for a while and simply behold (con-) 7}{‘

template) the sheer wonder of it all;

® open up our limited intelligence to the universal Mind, whos¢
resourcefulness far outstretches what we humans have eve:
achieved;

® at least entertain the idea that the planet we inhabit is endowed
with a quality of “aliveness” that supersedes our human form

and may be more elaborate and dynamic than all the life form:

known to us;
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® open our hearts to the “call to conversion,” the letting go
we need to do if we really wish to be participants in the
evolutionary letting-be.

Both Lovelock (1979, 1988) and Sahtouris (1989) in their ex-
plorations of the Gaia hypothesis present a grim future for us
humans if we don’t learn to refrain from our exploitation of plan-

ife and choose to continue on’ our ego-inflationary route of
self-aggrandizement and deleterious interference. In the evolution-
ary story — ours and that of Planet Earth — the planet always
wins out. Mother Earth has an amazing resilience, a very profound
intelligence, and can be quite ruthless in maintaining her integrity.

In Gaian terms, we are just another species, neither the owners nor
the stewards of the planet. Our future depends much more on a right
relationship with Gaia than on enforcing our self-righteous claim to
be masters of creation. Gaia is not purposefully anti-human, but so
long as we continue to change the global environment against her
preferences, we encourage our replacement with a more environmen-
tally benevolent species. We are also discerning that M s incredibl
complexity makes her tougher and more resourceful than we are. We
are far more likely to obliterate our own species by destroying our
environment than we are to kill Gaia. We would be wise to remind
ourselves often that Gaia’s dance will contipye fith or without us.

We humans havé become/a cosmic anomaly We rape and pollute
the very womb that E%ures and sustains. Weme—é—ay?‘
functional family, blind to our own addictions, heading headlong for
self-destruction (see Wilson-Schaef, 1987; La Chance, 1991). As we
approach the end of the twentieth century, time seems to be running
out for Homo sapiens. The wisdom that begot the Agricultural, In-
dustrial, and Information Revolutions is largely a spent force. Our >
achievements have become our atrocities. Only an honest confronta-
tion without helplessniess or hopelessness can in any way bring us to
our senses. That is unlikely to happen — but what we can’t do for
ourselves, Gaia will do on our behalf; therein lies some semblance
of hope for the future! We'll return to this subject in subsequent
chapters.

Theological Implications

It is only in the past twenty years that theology has given serious
thought to evolution, and as yet few theologians put cosmology
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center stage. Meanwhile, cosmologists and philosophers grapple un- | |
ceasingly with the imponderables of how it all began, particularly \ i
who or what caused the Big Bang and what, if anything, was there | |
before it. Did God have to create and to what degree does God’s !
creation inhibit or enhance human freedom?

These questions recur many times in the story of orthodox the-
ology. They take on a fresh significance today, because they aris-
within a whole new cosmological context, context is new pre-
cisely in its invitation to_seek meaning\from within)rather tha:
from without. Even those theologians who adopt an evolution:-
ary perspective tend to image God as_an external agent directiny
the evolutionary unfolding. On meologiam
(Whitehead, 1979; Cobb and Boswell, 1982) claim that God co-
¢reates in_conjunction with the evolutionary process, which often
sounds as if the pace and course of evolution dictates the mode and
degree of God’s creative power.

To these profound and intricate questions, quantum theology
wishes to bring some fresh considerations:

a. Since the whole is greater than the sum of its parts, then the
“whole” of the evolutionary/creative process will always out-
stretch our human, scientific, and theological speculations. The

evolutionary/creative process is a subject for contemplation and
stical comprehension)rather than for theological discourse or
scientific analysis.

b. Quantum theology asserts that the greater “whole” of ti:-
. f . ST A

é&elutxongy/creatlve process is empowercd and animated L,

a supernatural life force. However, it considers that life fore:

to be inherent to the creative process rather than exteri:

to it. -
—————

¢. Quantum theology is not particularly concerned about the na
ture of Gdd. Since any quantum vision has to accept_ and
integrate unanswerables and imponderables, quantum theol
ogy happmm God! Orthodox
theology often seems to collude with mainstream religion it
subconsciously trying to “conquer” God by discovering and /
knowing everything about the divine reality. The outcome iz !
nearly always an idolatrous one — with notorious valida-
tions of war and manipulation in the name of one or other
omniscient, omnipotent God.
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d. These reflections on the Godhead demand novel perceptions on
humanity’s role in the co-creative process. Since “God” is not
into conquering or controlling the world, nor the evolutionary
process, neither should we humans be. We are not in charge

of the universe; vw&@jpgmhiﬁs.g:m? and develop-
ment. We belong to the universe and to its unfolding process.

~—=Our lives have no meaning apart from the universe; The uni-

verse is not an object set over against us, the subjects. No, it is
the great Subject, with whom we are invited into a subjective
interrelationship (explored in chapter 7). —

So what is our role in the grand, evolutionary process? Perhaps
we are intended to be the nervous_system of Planet Earth, or as in-
creasing numbers of scientists and philosophers are intimating, the

conscious Jdimension of the universe — in the sense that reflective

consciousness (the ability to reflect on the fact that we can reflect)
seems to be unique to us humans. In the mechanistic worldview, we

assume that we have been endowed with{consciousness Jn order to
subdue all other, erior” life forms. In thé quantum worldview,
we are invited to use this gift jn the service of the universe, becomi

more conscious, since consciousness 1s perceived to be embedded in

all creation and seems to be awaiting a fuller sense of awakening;

hence, Zohar’s provocative and perceptive insight that we ourselves
might be thoughts (excitations) in the mind of God (Zohar, 1990,
212). Perhaps the fullness of evolution itself is the conscious universe

fully alive! :

Beyond these speculations and reflections, the quantum vision in-
vites us to a new theological threshold. Since all theology is about
the logos, the Word and the wording of ultimate reality (God), then
the quantum horizon becomes an energy Tor storytelling. In quantum
terms, our theological role as human beings may well be that of nar-
rators of the sacred, cosmological story. Beyond the academic pursuit
of ultimate building blocks and the intellectual search for convincing
(“provable”) answers is the creative, contemplative exploration of
the evolutionary story itself, where divine initiative and human ge-
sponse blend into one. Only when we enter deeply into that story,

feel its meaning in the depth of our hearts, have we really under-

stood what life is about. We won’t have conquered the world, but
we will have understood; we will have seen the Light! Then, and
only then, can we be truly at peace — with ourselves and withihe
whole of life. —
~~We conclude with another key principle employed by the quantum
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theologian: Qur passionate desire to understand in depth will not be Y
attained by intellectual prowess or technological achievement, but by
immersing ourselves in the divine, evolutionary story and committing |
ourselves to the contemplation and narration of that story in each |
new epoch.
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ously, this is more apparent in the case of theology. Even the very
name, with its focus on logos, conjures up narrative impact.

In the scientific literature, we occasionally catch glimpses of the
nagrative infrastructure. Examples that spring to mind include Ein-
stein’s rigid allegiance to the God of mechanistic science, illustrated
in the oft-quoted words, “God does not play dice with the universe”;
Bohr’s sense of shock at the incomprehensibility of the quantum
theory: “Those who are rm first COME across.
‘quantum theory, cannot possibly have understood it”; Heisenberg’s
somber and reflective mood when he narrated: “I remember discus-
sions with Bohr (1927) which went through many hours until very
late at night, and ended almost in despair. ...I went for a walk in the
neighboring park and repeated to myself again and again the ques-
tion: Can nature possibly be as absurd as it seemed to us in these
atomic experiments?”; Feynman's poent quip: “To do science you've
got to have taste”; or Hawking’s cryptic remark: “Every time I hear
about Schrodinger’s cat, I want to reach for my gun.” Finally, there
is the story of Einstein’s humble sense of humor that when a news-
paper announced: “One hundred scientists prove Einstein wrong,”
his reply was: “It would only have taken one.”

In all these “throwaway” phrases, and a host of others which spo-
radically turn up in the scientific literature, we get unfiltered access
into the struggles, the meanderings, the imaginings, and the questions
of the scientific mind. But more than that, we begin to get a feel for
the scientific “heart,” searchi d seeking out the ultimate mean-
ings — those unanainﬂgrtﬁm_tﬁe Seeker to the point
of despair, but never culminate in intellectual or spiritual paralysis.

Norman O. Brown one time claimed that meaning is not in things
but in between. It’s not in events, nor in objects, nor even in proven -

didcoveries that ultimate truth lies, but 1n the proc { seeking,
searching, experimenting, and djgcoveringmm—%ﬁzxﬁ-th—aumr-
1ties 1s an nternar process which manifests itself in the unpredictable
infrastructure of any science reveals 2 dep R of trith and meanin;
which no laboratory experiment, no matter m

vey or communicate. The deeper meaning is embedded in the story,
not in the verifiable facts. o

onsequently, story and the narrative process are the primary
contextual framework, a type of primordial laboratory for the
scientific pursuit, for the wisdom and discovery that comprises sci-
entific exploration. Without the underlying story, science becomes a
mechanistic ideology, compulsively bent on domination and manipu-
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lation, juxtaposed to other branches of wisdom and exploration, an:i
both alienated from and alienating to the wholeness that comprises
universal life. - -
~Not only B story at the heart of scientific pursuit, but science i
self, in common with all other forms of wisdom, is born out of stor .
It is very much the product of humankind’s need tmiiif
meaning out of life. But it goes even deeper: the scientific StOry 1t
also a statement of the universe’s own potential and desire to give
expressign to its inherent creativity, T0 MarTatc its evolutionary uil
foi%lng in the various manifest forms that comprise the visible and
tangible world around us. When we learn to let go of our anthro-
pomorphic stance over against the universe (as subject vs. object),
and re-vision our role as co-creators within the evolutionary process,
then and only then will we grasp the deeper meaning, which for sci-
ence and theology alike is in the story and its narrating and not iu:
irrefutable dogmas or in objective verification. -

The Word as Story

Theology has not entirely abandoned its rootedness in story (scc,
for example, Shea, 1978, 1980; Wright, 1988). Christian theoloyy
claims to spring from the revealed word of God in the scriptur:!
story of the Old and New Testaments. But as Fox (1984) astutcly
remarks, our theology is so focused on words that it has largely b
trayed the Word (in its original Aramaic, dabhar, meaning creati-
energy). In our attempts to get to the theological building blocks (i
what sense was Jesus God apd/or mmm; ,
into one Trinity? What precisely makes a sacrament a sacrament-,
we have often lost sight of the story which sustains and nourishcs
theological discourse. And because we have neglected the story s
story, we have, over the centuries, turned it into an ideological statc
ment giving literal significance to something that was never meaut
to be taken literally (e.g., the Genesis creation story, the Virgin birth
story, the parables).

Over time, facts and dogmas tend to assume ideological propor (
tions. Truths that initially offered liberation, hope, and new life often |
become millstones, burdens that stifle and stultify. All the maju: )
religions today — and theology in general — suffer from narrati:¢
deprivation. Even when original myths (beginnings and endings) a1«
still narrated, they are over stylized and couched in legalistic and
devotional categories that inhibit, and frequently prevent, the story
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from being retold in today’s context, and not in that of hundreds or
thousands of years ago. B

Readers of this book, whether Christian or not, will have some
contact with dominant Christian stories such as the Virgin Birth of
Jesus, the resurrection from the dead, the miracle stories, and such
well known parables as the Prodigal Son (Father) and the Good
Samaritan. I wish to submit that W_}b&
sacred texts of other religions, is first and foremost a_sfory, and
not a r of dehnite Tacts and events. In terms of faith, what
brings meaning and integration to one’s experience, the facts are
quite secondary. It’s the story (and not the facts) that grips the imag-
ination, impregnates the heatt, and animates the spirit within (the
spiritual core).

Whether or not there was an empty tomb, whether or not any-
body actually saw the Risen Jesus, is not of primary significance. If
through modern archaeological research we were to rediscover the
remains of Jesus, thus establishing that he never rose physically from
the grave, that discovery would not undermine the faith of a genuine
believer. It would create immense doubt and confusion for millions
who follow a dogmatic creed rather than a spirituality of the heart.
(It could also be a catalyst for a profound conversion experience.)

Theologians in general and guardians of orthodox religion will
find the above comments quite disturbing; some will consider them
to be blatantly heretical. I invite such people to explore the pedagogy
used by Jesus and by all the great teachers of the various religious

traditions. Jesus did not theologize, legalize, or preach in any formal
sense. Jesus(7old stories,)the best known being the parables. Cate-
chists and religious educators often portray the parables as simple

stories to illustrate important truths. Often the parables are reinter-
preted, in preaching and teaching alike, in terms of immediate

and personal experience. A sense is conveyed that everybody and
anybody can apply the parables to contemporary experience and get
the_full impact of the original message.

This is a reductionistic approach, with the accompanying risks of
oversimplification, misinterpretation, and narrative deprivation. Of-
ten the original context is not appropriately acknowledged. Scant
attention is given to the hermeneutical task of translating ideas,
concepts, and language from one culture to another. Consequently,
the narrative impact, along with the inherent call to change and
conversion, is often negated.

The parables of the Christian story, and corresponding narratives

in other faith systems, mmw
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They are not just ordinary stories; in fact, there is no such thing as
an “ordinary” story. Their original context and impact is one of a
newly emerging culture engaging with an established, orthodox onc
and confronting it with its inevitable demise. The parables in the

New Testament largely belong to the vein of prophetic discourse i1
the Qld Testament, where the old order is crumbling and a new yi-
ion is struggling to be born. The parables are transitional Storics |

that are intended to disturb and challenge the hearers, and motivate
them to move into a radically new way of engaging with the world
and the call of the times. -
Bausch (1984, 117-37) delineates six characteristics of the New
Testamen ——

¢ They uncover our competitiveness and envy and invite us to

brotherhood sisterhood instead.

® They uncover our wrong centering and invite us to a righ:
centering.

¢ They uncover our need to hoard and exclude and invite us to
share and include.

They uncover our assumptions and challenge us to turn them
around. -

They uncover our timidity and invite us to risk all for the sak:

of God’s Kingdom. T

They uncover our self-centered despair and distrust and invi.
e ————————————
us to hope.
.

The Central Myth of the Christian Story

In the Christian context, the parables serve as subplots in an even
more embracing story, which the Gospel writers invariably call the
“Kingdom of God” or, as in Matthew’s Gospel, the “Kingdom of
Mn'” This is the central myth of the New Testament, the core
message of Jesus for humanity and for the world. It is the archetypal
truth that underpins all that Christianity stands for, the fundamental
norm that makes Christianity unique, not in the sense of being apart
from, but in what it has to share with the other great religions and
with all people who embark on the spiritual journey of life.

What Jesus meant by the “Kingdom” (what others prefer to call
the “New Reign of God” or, in feminist terms, the “Kindom”) is
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So how do we get sufficiently close to obtain the crucial informa-
tion without getting sucked into the depths of no return? Hawking’s
response is highly spmnds the re-
spect and credibility of many scientists. In quantum terms, empty
space is never reall% emEEz. It is always active and cluttered. Pairs
oE elementary particles like electrons and their anti-matter opposites
(positrons) exist for a fraction of a second before annihilating each
other. At an event horizon, it is conceivable that, prior to annihila-
tion, one particle gets caught in the grasp of gravity, but the other
escapes back into universal space. To an observer, it would look as if
the second particle had just popped out of the black hole. In fact, the
escapee has become a new particle in its own right having assimilated

lsome of the properties of the black hole.

Let us assume that this process 1s happening on a large scale
with perhaps millions of particles impinging upon the event hori-
zon. What in fact is transpiring, in Hawking’s opinion, is that the
black hole W as it explodes more and more
“new” particles into the universe:™h time, over millions or billions
f years, the orderliness of the universe will absorb the disorder of
e black hole.

Quite an amount of research and exploration centers on the black
hole phenomenon, briefly but comprehensively surveyed by Powell
(1993). What is progressively emerging is that black holes are not as

destructive as we once assumed. Indeed, evidence to the contrary is
accumulating, suggesting that they may be reservoirs of enormously

creative energy. :
The black Eole is a metaphor of profound scientific and religious

significance. It has a Bermuda triangle connotation of mysterious
alien power from the clutches of which nothing can escape. And yet,
if Hawking and other scientists are right, it possesses crucial infor-
mation on the origin, meaning, and creativity of our world. But more
than that, its power to captivate and destroy may not be as definitive
as we have long assumed.

If our present universe began with the explosion of ggmgdaﬂ,f
as is widely believed, and that singularity was itself the product of,

black hole activity, which would normally be the case, — then our
UNIVETSE Orl a black hole. Such speculation has led scien-
tists like awking (1993) to suggest that our cosmos may consist of

many universes, born from the mysterious forces which defy human
mtelixgence but continue to fascinate the human imagination. Ac-
cording to these speculations, the black hole produces rm tupne
in space-time, and whatever disappears down its singularity exists
T — | —
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There may well exist an intriguing interplay of order and disorder
where the forces of life do not merely win out, but stretch the will-
to-live to proportions our feeble brains have not as yet even vaguely
comprehended. (More on worm holes in Boslough, 1992, 189-91,
206-9). .
"What is worth noting at this juncture is that we humans have littic
or no control over the quantum behavior at the heart (singularity)
or at the verge of the black hole (although the Copenhagen school
would claim that whatever is happening there is caused by our per-
ception or_gbservation of it). The electrons and positrons are doing
their own dance on the periphery where the forces of life and death
interact in fascinating ways. Perhaps it is one of the few situation:
where we Rumans can do little other than stand still, contemplatc,
and behold the wonder inherent in the creative process itself.

There is a paradoxical quality to black holes, whereby their dc-
structive power of absorption seems to be a precondition for thei:
life-giving power of “evaporation.” The particles that escape may be
endowed with information about the black hole, obtained from its
Counterpart that has been sucked Into the Black hole; in this way w:
may obtzin access to a profound cosmic wisdom which, otherwisc,
remains trapped within the entropy of the black hole. Perhaps herc
we have on a grand cosmic scale an insight known to_mystics for
centuries: abnegation is a precondition for fulfillment; struggle is «
pathway to happiness; sickness is the shadow side of hggith; failur«

o ¥ ¥ = . e———
is success In disguise; Calvary precedes resurrection; darkness gives
way to light.

P —————— .

The Theory of Chaos

What the black hole represents as a quantum phenomenon stretches
the human imagination to its absolute limits. We are only at the ear-
liest stages of this fascinating and enormous exploration. Not at all
unrelated to these considerations is the theory of chaos, also of recent
discovery and far more comprehensible (but no less mysterious) than
the black hole phenomenon. Readers are likely to be familiar with
the notion of chaos from the popular work of Jammes Gleick (1987).
Now that science is looking, chaos seems to be everywhere, and
it provides the crucial link to interpret and comprehend aspects of
universal life that heretofore tended to be regarded as deviations. Be-

‘;‘__\
somewhere else at another time through a reciprocal white bole (an
object from which matter and radiation escape, but nothing falls in).

)
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cause it is a science of the global pature of systems, it has brought
together thinkers from wide y diverse fields of study. In fact, many
scientists now believe that the theory of chaos may be as central to
twentieth-century exploration as reiativi and quantum mechanics.
In classical science, chaos was attributed tm
of nature that science might one day understand and control. Clas-
sical examples of chaotic behavior include the dripping of a water
tap, the turbulence of a river, the design of snowflakes, the unpre-
dictability of weather, the fibrillation of the human heart. Now that
chaotic systems are being mathematically modeled, we are discover-
ing hidden patte f order and beauty embedded in the chaos —
the approacE adopted by Gleick (1987), gtewart (19897, Feigenbaum
(1978, 1979), Mandelbrot (1977), and Wilson (1983) in his develop-

ment of renormalization. There is an alternative approach, developed
primarily by Prigogine and Stengers (1984), suggesting that chaos
is a precondition or stimulant for ggtivating the self-organizing cre-
ativity mherent in all living sysém&t;;a‘p;ME
consiéered complementary rather than opposed to each other.

What in fact is happening is this: advocates of many scientific
disciplines are acknowledging that our universe, at all levels of ex-
istence, has a strange and amazing propensity that often comes to
light most elegantly in dealing with irregularities and chaotic be-
havior. Feigenbaum Constants, named after the American physicist
Mitchell Feigenbaum (1978, 1979), offer an intriguing example. In
attempting to calculate movement in irregular or chaotic systems
such as dripping taps or pulsating stars, researchers tend to en-
counter period-doubling, where the solution curve breaks into two
directions, known as a bifurcation. On this first break, the curve can
take on two values and for some time it will oscillate between the
two. Further on, more bifurcations occur leading to what is known
as a bifurcation tree. The rate of dividing or branching gets faster

until %M@Eb’mgm\esis reached. This point is often
described as the onset of chaos.

In numerical terms, the critical value at which chaotic behav-
ior begins is calculated to be 3.5699. The gaps between successi
%%Pgs_become closer and closer; one finds that each gap is
slightly less than one-quarter of the previous one, a ratio that tends
to have the fixed value of 1/4.669201. Feigenbaum also noticed that
the rate of shrinkage between the prongs on the bifurcation tree is
also close to a standard two-fifths of the previous one and calculated
to the numerical value of 1/2.5029. We are describing a phenomenon
known as scale-invariance: as we examine the detailed nature of
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the bifurcation tree, we discover within the derailed (deep) structure
atterns which enable us {o com nd and understand the wholc.
eigenbaum initially came across the curious magic numbcrs
4.669201 and 2.5029 by accident while toying with a small cai-
Culator. The significance of these numbers lies not in their valuc:
but in the fact that they recur, again and again, in completely di:
ferent contexts. It seems that chaos has universal features and th:
Feigenbaum’s numbers are funQarmentar constants oF nature. Thus,
although chaotic behavior 1s by dehnition dauntingly cult o
model, there is still SQIme, underlying order in its manifestation, an.
we now have mathematical models that enable us to understand th

rinciples that govern this particular form of complexity.

The theory of chaos draws together many strands of research
on the complexities and irregularities inherent in nature. Gone ar
the days wﬂen the isolated building blocks were the main target o:
research and exploration. We now acknowledge that gur univere:
cannot be broken down into a few simple elementary units of mattc:.

Not only is that ultimate stmplicity based on false assumptions, b

1t undermines the ve
e mE——

an essenna_dmwg_ of all living systems.!” ]
Wwos has become Eig business. Peters (1991), Wheatlc,
(1992), and Chorafas (1994) are all specialists of the commercial,
business world who are encouraging their colleagues in commer. -
and finance to explore the possibilities for growth presented by ..
fluctuating, chaotic market. Arbuckle (1988) suggests that contein-
porary transitions within church life need to be understood and

interpreted in a way that accommodates (rather than denies) ghaotic |

dimensions. Hayles (1991) provides a fascinating and comprehen
sive review of how contemporary literature explores the metaphor o1
chaos. Around the world, mainstream institutions — political, ecc
nomic, social, and religious — are scarcely able to hold together th:
chaotic forces that seem to threaten the very fabric of our “civilized”
S0ciety. Chaos is all around us. Chaos abounds! (For a recent surve;
on chaos theory in a q m cofftext, see Gutzwiller, 1992).
The major problem confronting us is not the chaos itself but o
attitudes toward it. By and large, we deny its very existence, becaus:
“We are scared of its impact. Why? Because we perceive and inter-
pret its significance within an old paradigmatic context. Within thc
old paradigm, chaos was considered to be evil, disruptive, danger-
ous; it threatened the status quo of our patriarchal value system,
and threatened our power as the managers of a hierarchical, or-
derly system. Within this paradigm, there was no room for deviation,

tivity of life which requires complexity as ) x

i
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cause it is a science of the global pature of systems, it has brought
together thinkers from wide y diverse fields of study. In fact, many
scientists now believe that the theory of chaos may be as central to
twentieth-century exploration as relativi and quantum mechanics.

In classical science, chaos was attributed tasmﬂ(
of nature that science might one day understand and control. Clas-
sical examples of chaotic behavior include the dripping of a water
tap, the turbulence of a river, the design of snowflakes, the unpre-
dictability of weather, the fibrillation of the human heart. Now that
chaotic systems are being mathematically modeled, we are discover-
ing hidden patte f order and beauty embedded in the chaos —
the approacE adopted by Gleick (1987), %tewart (1989, Feigenbaum
(1978, 1979), Mandelbrot (1977), and Wilson (1983) in his develop-
ment of renormalization. There is an alternative approach, developed
primarily by Prigogine and Stengers (1984), suggesting that chaos
is a precondition or stimulant for ggtivating the self—or%anizing cre-
ativity mherent in all living systems. These two approaches may be
consiéered complementary rather than opposed to each other.

What in fact is happening is this: advocates of many scientific
disciplines are acknowledging that our universe, at all levels of ex-
istence, has a strange and amazing propensity that often comes to
light most elegantly in dealing with irregularities and chaotic be-
havior. Feigenbaum Constants, named after the American physicist
Mitchell Feigenbaum (1978, 1979), offer an intriguing example. In
attempting to calculate movement in irregular or chaotic systems
such as dripping taps or pulsating stars, researchers tend to en-
counter period-doubling, where the solution curve breaks into two
directions, known as a bifurcation. On this first break, the curve can
take on two values and for some time it will oscillate between the
two. Further on, more bifurcations occur leading to what is known
as a bifurcation tree. The rate of dividing or branching gets faster

until Wmﬂlzgmis reached. This point is often
described as the onset of chaos.

In numerical terms, the critical value at which chaotic behav-
ior begins is calculated to be 3.5699. The gaps between successi
l)rl%Eangs_become closer and closer; one finds that each gap is
shightly less than one-quarter of the previous one, a ratio that tends
to have the fixed value of 1/4.669201. Feigenbaum also noticed that
the rate of shrinkage between the prongs on the bifurcation tree is
also close to a standard two-fifths of the previous one and calculated
to the numerical value of 1/2.5029. We are describing a phenomenon
known as scale-invariance: as we examine the detailed nature of
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the bifurcation tree, we discover within the derailed (deep) structurc
atterns which enable us to com nd and understand the wholc.
eigenbaum initially came across the curious magic numbcrs
4.669201 and 2.5029 by accident while toying with a small cai-
Culator. The significance of these numbers lies not in their valucs
but in the fact that they recur, again and again, in completely di
ferent contexts. It seems that chaos has universal features and th
Feigenbaum’s numbers are fundamental constante or nature. Thus,
although chaotic behavior is by dehnition dauntingly cult v
model, there is still so erlying order in its manifestation, ai
we now have mathematical models that enable us to understand the

principles that govern this particular form of complexity.

e theory of chaos draws together many strands of research
on the complexities and irregularities inherent in nature. Gone ar
the days wden the isolated building blocks were the main target o
research and exploration. We now acknowledge that gur univerc:
cannot be broken down into a few simple elementary units of mattc:.

Not only is that ultimate simplicity based on false assumptions, b

1t undermines the ve tivity of life which requires complexity as ) ;

an essentia,_dmm&)él_ of all living systems.'” o
Today chaos has become Big business. Peters (1991), Wheatlc,
(1992), and Chorafas (1994) are all specialists of the commercial,
business world who are encouraging their colleagues in commer. -
and finance to explore the possibilities for growth presented by .
fluctuating, chaotic market. Arbuckle (1988) suggests that contein-
porary transitions within church life need to be understood and
interpreted in a way that accommodates (rather than denies) ghaotic

dimensions. Hayles (1991) provides a fascinating and comprehien

sive review of how contemporary literature explores the metaphor o1
chaos. Around the world, mainstream institutions — political, ecc
nomic, social, and religious — are scarcely able to hold together th:
chaotic forces that seem to threaten the very fabric of our “civilized”

w .
society. Chaos is all around us. Chaos abounds! (For a recent survc;

on chaos theory in a qUAMTGm cONText, see Gutzwiller, 1992).
The major problem confronting us is not the chaos itself but ou
attitudes toward it. By and large, we deny its very existence, becaus.

we are scared of its impact. Why? Because we perceive and inter-

pret its significance within an old paradigmatic context. Within thc
old paradigm, chaos was considered to be evil, disruptive, danger-
ous; it threatened the status quo of our patriarchal value system,
and threatened our power as the managers of a hierarchical, or-
derly system. Within this paradigm, there was no room for deviation,
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differences, disagreements. The shadow side was totally suppressed.
Our linear mindset was neat and orderly, but so much out of touch
with personal and planetary reality.

Denial, more than anything else, is what we use to subvert the po-
tential creativity of chaos. We pretend not to see what Is s0 glariigly
o s: old institutions and their accompanying values are fraying
at the seams. But we continue to plaster over the fissures, hoping
that some day the storm will abate and we’ll return to “normality™:
full employment, proper balance of payments, elimination of crime,
diminution of poverty, strong religious allegiance! No, we live in a
different era; the old world order is collapsing, and as we approach a
new evolutionary threshold, the chagtic fotees are likely to intensify
before they abate. Chaos W long time to come?

—————— o .

But, of course, is there €ver a time in wMund?
Perhaps chags is as integral to order as conflict is to harmony and
%Mm the dualistic ether/or, but the
integrative both and. We are more aware of chaotic forces at the
present time for two main reasons:

a. Our species and our planet seem to be undefgoing a major evo-
lutionary shift, and movements of this nature have never been
smooth or easy, as is convincingly illustrated by Swimme and
Berry (1992).

b. We are emerging from a protracted era of masculine dosgj-
nation_and control in which negative experiences like cﬁaos

Terided to be suppressed. Consequently, we are now having
to endure the massive eruption of repressed and submerged
feelings, long subduied by repressive FOrces.

Learning to embrace the chaos, acknowledging its cultural and
personal impact, and striving to integrate its effect on our lives, per-
sonally and collectively, are among the major cRallenges of our time.
What makes the task so daunting is that most of the main insti-
tutions (of church and state) to which we look for guidance and
support are unable to assist us in this endeavor. The institutions for
the greater part are playing the old games of dgnial and resistance.
Only when the changing consciousness reaches a more critical mass
can we hope to (co)create institutions that will enhance rather than
inhibit our evolutionary development.

In today’s world, traditional scientific values such as determinism

and predictability yield pride of place to o ess and creatiyity.
Instead of equilibrium, we seek moyement and imbalance as %emg
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“normal” states of being. Instead of trying to conquer and eliminate

the negative, we try to compt appreciate itsfcomplemen-
tary ro%elfor the positive. Finally, instead of the second law of

ermo ynamredicts that everything in the universe is
declining in a progressive, entropic deterioration, toward the ulti-
mate destruction of a heat-death we nogerealize that our universe 1
an open, creative system, capr ver and over
again {which, 1n fact, may BYRET Interpretations
of the second law; see Pagels, 1985). Once more, we encounter the

!
inescapable paradox: in_destruction ‘lgigia(;edesi&ned;-?in chaos it x/
reformed; in death life flourishes anew! — |

Being and Nothingness

Starhawk (see Fox, 1984, 135) describes the dark as “all that we arc
afraid of, all that we don’t want to see — fear, anger, sex, grief, death
and the unknown.” We dread the dark and we fear the chaos. In
the Western world, we tend to suppress pain and we shudder at the
thought of death. We are scared of being alone. We have largely lost
touch with our human vulnerability and, to a corresponding degree,
—

with our planetary home, the earth.

We surround ourselves with all types of gadgetry and material ac-
quisition to numb our senses againgt the reality of life. We seek to
drown out our alienation with alcohol, drags, sex, and hedonism.
We try to keep Tite as full as possible, totally cluttered on the outside
but, alas, a lonely empty shell within.

Contemporary writers such as Wilson-Schaef (1987) and I
Chance (1991) vividly portray the addictive trap which we humans
have created in our world. Its central feature is an illusion of power
and control which has become progressively compulsive, acquisi-
tive, manipulative, anccording to Wilson-Schaci

{7-8);This cultural/global addiction is based on a fourfold myth:

a. The White Male System is the only thing that exists.
b. The White Male System is innately superior.
c. The White Male System knows and understands everything.

d. It is possible to be totally logical, ratiopal, and objective,

In our addictive commitment to power, we ourselves have become
quite powerless, but like all addicts we vehemently deny and disown
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that fact. We have become a dysfunctional species, codependent on
forces that alienate us from‘frenﬂrﬂoTnERelves, because we
ourselves have created and sustained that alienation. The very re-
sources of life, intended to nourish and sustain us, are poisoning us
through our cultural intoxjcatiop (see La Chance, 1991, 46). By pol-
luting our water, we pollute our own unconscious. We do the same
when we cough industrial filth into the air. The destruction of the
soil community is the destruction of the community of which we are
all members. When we eliminate a species, as we do by the thousand
yearly, we diminish the vocabulary of our own unconscious. Because
we are the conscious phase of the earth’s process, everything we flush
into _the earth washes back to intoxicate us.

e are caught up 1n a spiral of power and powerlessness; the more
we try to control, the more everything gets out of control. The only
way we can break that cycle is to admit our powerlessness, but that
would mean the collapse of the great Western empire that we have
fabricated — and it is highly unlikely we’ll agree to that. We are
then left with the grim option of species self-destruction, which is
manifested in behaviors ranging from the chronic toxification of the

lanet to the elimination of so many life forms, to Qur rabid pation-
alism, to our several forms of addictive consumption. Each of these is
PrOBressive and potentially deadly to our spirit, to our culture, and
even to our planet.

We live in a dark age, but, alas, nobody wishes to entertain that
notion. We are unable to befriend the darkness because our_addic-
tiveness and compulsiveness keep us firmly rooted in jal. The
whole thing 15 too painful to look at, so we choose to befriend
our pathology rs'tﬁ?rgﬁln‘befriend its deeper truth. And our denial
becomes even more convoluted when people who are striving for

ersonal integrity realize that the social and political structures are
%mﬁ';ﬁﬁive. This is where the real sinfulness is embedded,
where the darkness assumes demonic proportions, as we’ll explore
at greater length in the next chapter.

The reader is left bewildered, wondering what to do about it.
Where does one begin? Even to allow or enable oneself to become
more aware is a step toward befriending the dark, which is the

critical response needed to break the addictive cycle.
We dread emptiness of any type, and we dare not even think of

nothingness. Yet, most of the known universe is made up of emgty
ost

space, toral nothingness, in the Buddhist sense of no-thing-ness.

humans take for granted the vastness and emptiness of open space.
To our mechanized, pragmatic Western consciousness, it is neither
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of interest nor of concern. It doesn’t earn us money, nor enablc
us to produce arms, oil, or motor cars. And yet, therein lies the
paradoxical secret to much of life’s meaning and purpose.

The emptiness is in fact a fulness from which everything emanatcs,
whmd Highfie 1, 141-42) appropriately call “the
seething vacuum.” And the fulness is not a neat smooth accumula-
tion of life forces, but a boiling, chaotic conundrum of raw potential.
When matter and anti-matter meet, physicists talk of “annihilation.”
Actually, it is not annihilation, but a process of “transformation,”
bringing into being a totally new reality (see Zohar, 1990, 207).

But let’s not dimimish tVEe pamntul, destructive force; the trans-
formation is a diminution, a dying, a dissolution, for the sake of
something else, for the benefit of new Tife. There could be no ~new-

0 0 . ————A
Dess’ without a Ealn;u[ termination of the old. S'uch is the mysterious
mterE ay of lire an eath, chnance and necessity, rest and activity,

emptiness an ness.

Salvation and Redemption

Many of the issues explored in this chapter tend to be treated in
a fragmentary and partial fashion in orthodox theology. Notions
such as “original sin,” “salvation,” and “redemption” explain away
rather than explain the encapsulating mystery. Quantum theology
offers a very different set of insights.

1. Creation is an unbroken whole, a totality within which every-
thing™ Including darkness, chaos, pain, and suffering — plays an

interdependent role
2. Creation(s_essentially good Jand not evil. Original blessing
rather than original sin Characterizes life in its fundamental essence”

Negative forces such as suffering, pain, and chaos ensue from the
free, indeterminate nature of evolution itself. In Teilhardian terms,
mring may be understood to be the byproduct of an open and
free creative process (e.g., the “waste” created in making a suit of
Clothes). '

3. Much of the meaningless pain $d suffering is directly, and of-
ten deliberately, caused by human beings. Daly (1988, 167) claim:
that the greatest and most meaningiess sutferings ensue from human
behavior, intensified by the cgnscious or u'nconsci.ous des‘ire to Inflict
pain on others. Nonhuman violence, devoid of this conscious malice,
is more easily tolerated and integrated. If the human contribution to
the world’s pain was eliminated, or at least diminished significantly,
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the unconscious to be located in the id and thus emanating totally
from within the individual person. It is, therefore, up to each individ-
ual to change and modify the instinctual forces by bringing them into
consciousness under the guise and direct control of the ego. This was,
and still is, considered to be the work of Freudian psyﬁoanalysis.

Freud’s influence on the culture of the twentieth century is largely
underestimated. He is often depicted as a liberal thinker who
brought sexual ghosts out of the closet of repression and encour-
aged us to ventilate our anger openly. Perhaps that was his intention,
but what society extrapolated from Freud was his image of the
sick, neurotic individual forever battling with the instinctual drives
of passion and power. Proponents of original sin had a heyday
with Freudian theory; so had all regimes which sought to justify
oppressive measures of any type.

Jung never warmed to the Freudian image, and in fact spent his
whole life striving to dismantle it. Even to this day, Jung is not
taken with great seriousness — although scholars of many disci-
plines acknowledge the depth and profundity of his vision. Where
Freud and Jung differ most radically is in their understanding of the
human personality. For Freud, each person is a unique, independent
phenomenon in his or her own right; the world is populated with in-
dividual (atomized, if you wish) beings. Underpinning the Freudian
vision is the classical scientific claim that the whole equals the sum of
the parts, and hence, the acceptability of Freud among mainstream
scientists and theologians alike.

For Jung, people are unique, not in their own right, but in terms
of the larger entities to which they belong. All of us are products
of our relationships. Our very attempt to be independent is itself a
statement of our mutual interdependence. And our interdependence
is not merely intemet d cosmic, even in
minute details. From this vision, nggmm the “col-
lective unconscious.” He called it a Grenzbegriff, a concept used to
describe something that feels very real but somehow beyond analy-

sis or even description. (Kant used the same term to designate the
concept of God.)

For Jung, the _@H@W is a vital force permeating all
creation; it contains both past and future, light and shadow, pres-
ently active in humans and in all created reality. It may be described
as a ;_xgg of cthereal gnergy, containing all the thoughts, feelings,
and dreams of the past and all the hopes an aspiratio e
mmnary “aspirations” of the universe itself. It

contains both good and evil, more ag€omplementary 3
g mplementary
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posite poles, and its attraction or magnetism is toward growth and
integration.

According to Jung, the reality of the unconscious represents th
mysterious, guprarational within humanity and within creation, and
this for Jun.gﬂgmﬁﬁd merits as much attention, as the ration::
and observable. It is at this juncture that many colleagues of ortho-
dox psychiatry and academic psychology part company with Jung,
considering his taste for the spiritual and mystical to be unscientific,
misleading, and even dangerous.

What I wish to adopt from the Jungian vision for the purposes of
the present study is:

a. the commitment to the greater totality (the quantum) as being
the more authentic reality; —

b. the rejection of dualistic thinking and dualistic value systems.
because dualisms misrepresent reality in its deeper meaning. ..
e T -~

The Power of Dualisms

Dualisms are so attractive, and yet so lethal! They enable us to divide |
things up into neat constructs of opposing forces. Obviously, we all i
favor what we perceive to be good, and we begin to develop men-
tal constructs, attitudes, values, educational systems, and political
regimes which set us so dEHﬁly on the pursuit of the good that we,
unconscioysly, adopt all sorts of strategies to eradicate the “Bad.”
Every now and again, something reminds us that the negative is also
part and parcel of lifei which usually provokes us to activate yet an
other set of culturally learned reactions (defenses), first to deny whart

we perceived and, second, to_bury it even more deeply in the per-
sonai ungonscious, Unknowingly, we are driving ourselves mad, in « L ‘l

world that is already largely insane. Why? Because it has chosen to
sut.itself off from 50 percent of its essential nature.

Let’s take the case lalreaay citea) oF an alcoholic, a person who,
according to the medical/psychiatric textbook, is addicted to alcohol,
a condition that cannot be cured, but can be remedied by eliminat-
ing the consumption of alcohol. We assume the condition to be an
individual one and we label the condition “alcoholism.” No mat
ter how we try to understand the condition, the label takes on
negative, derogatory connotation. So do all labels (“schizophrenic,

“manic-depressive,” “homosexual”). Labels arc also highly dange:
ous insofar as they provide a(partial explanation of whar~ts=wstrall,
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a’ condition, demanding not one, but fSeveral Frames of
reference. '

e traditional treatment for alcoholism involved hospitalization
(drying out) and counseling. Often the recovery was remarkable and
lasted, perhaps, for the rest of one’s life, but not always! On return-
ing to the social context of one’s family or workplace, the old habit
commenced again, or if it didn’, it recurred elsewhere in the social
system, e.g., the spouse or another family member began to drink
heavily, and not infrequently the pattern recurred in a subsequent
generation.

Today the focus of treatment has shifted significantly. Even in
orthodox medical circles, it is generally recognized that alcoholism
can have not just one, but a range of significant meanings. The
biomedical model is perceived to be too mndividualistic and mechanis-
tic. Systemic factors have become quite central, especially the family
unit, for which the alcoholic person may be serving the unconscious
role of s oat, In other words, it is the family as a system that
is Stek and within the intriguing dynamics of the family system, a
Vulfierable member has been loaded with the unresolved pain of the
sick system. Hence the popular but poignantly true statement: “They
drove me to drink.”

It is when we refuse to deal with the si within the system
that the problem recurs in all sorts of unexpected places, especially i1t
subsequent generations, and even in the partners we choose as signif-
icant others. Healing, therefore, is mediated by addressing, not just
the individual problem (which may not even need address at an indi-
vidual level), but the whole system, for which the individual problem
serves as a symptom, as a classic example of scapegoating. Only by

%gglair_lgfhr_mme” can we hope to bring healing to the in-
ividual person. Hence, the increasing popularity of family thera
and systems therapy to address addictive behavior today.

Wﬁat we are witnessing here is another shift from the mechapistic
to the wholistic worldview, from the atomized (individualistic) ap-
mmﬁ;ﬁtmﬁﬂe) one. It makes so much sense, and yet
meets with enorm esistance — for a range of reasons:

a. Our uﬁhﬁnﬁn is so deep-seated; we have
turned Tdividualism TF6-SUCEE hecots el That e SHudkTo at the
thought of destabilizing it.

b. In the systems approach, we are all called to be carespangible
and to cmma'ﬁ'ur mutual deviation. That presents a
totally unacceptable option for our Eatriarcgg[ culture. Patriarchy
of its very nature demands idols to be emulated and deviants that

KN
P
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stand condemned. Patriarchy thriv dualistic divisions; it would
crumble to pieces mﬁ%mmmer times,”
women were classic scapegoats for our predominantly patriarchal

culture.)

¢. Our mechanistic, patriarchal culture cannor stomach too muct:

vulnerability. Feelings, emotions, woundedness — and even positiv

feelings of joy, exuberance, and imagination — must not become

public property. They are relegated to the private domain of the

clinic, the surgery, the psychiatric hospital, the confessional, t:

be sorted out before they become too public. Our dominant cul-

turg today is fundamentally alienating, deceptive, oppressives. and

immoral.

. The gystems approach invites us to acknowledge and own our

. . 0 N
darkness as well as o t. It invites us to integrate our fundamen-
tal goodness, but also our fundamental self-destructiveness. This is

ormously difficult and very threatening to a culture that from thc
cradle to the grave is being brainwashed, through advertising and pa-

triazchal propaganda, but also througn childrearing, education, and
social influence, t_oa_s_tx;gz_g_ﬁg_[_a_gerpetual high of achievement and_
success. Little wonder we live in such an addictive society.

e. The systems approach seeks to confront our subtle (and at
times very open) tengency wﬂu@ml rather than engay:
weaningfully with jt. Western political systems and mainstream rcii-
gious organizations are notorious for duplicity and collusion. Both
Christianity and Islam morally endorse modern warfare (the ju..
war and jihad theories). The British government proudly displays it :
National Health Service, which is effectively a National Sickness Ser
vice, with the national quality of health deteriorating all the tin:-
while annual health costs continue to rise. Governments all over the
world give assent to helping Third World nations and add injury o
insult by spending approximately ten times more on armaments tli::
on food relief. Little wonder that our Western culture — along witi:

its major institutions — is scared of systems analysis, wherein all arc
called to be accountable. o

Integrating the Shadow

Jungian psychotherapy (and analysis) focuses very specifically on the
integration of the shadow. Instead of splitting off the nasty bits of

ourselves (and thug giving them power over us), we are invited to ac-
kngwledge and own € aspects Urserves we would ordinharily

I
N
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Sins of Qur Time!®

For the quantum theologian, the following are among the major sins
of our time, needing urgent redress:

"Biocide/Geocide
e ettt

All the formal religions include suicide, homicide, and genocide
among their major moral transgressions, with only scant or negli-
gible attention to our destruction to, or neglect of, the earth itgelf
and _its varioug life forms. Legally and morally we seek to protect
human beings, with Tegislation also intended to foster growth and
development. Only in recent years have we begun to recognize that
the resources of creation, on which we depend for life and mean-

g, also have a claim on our concern and protection. The political

gestures made to date, particularly by the United Nations, on issues
of environmental protection, fall well short of comprehensive moral
responsibility; and in not a few cases Western governments ignore
these guidelines to suit their individualistic self-aggrandizement.

On an international and global scale, the religions and churches
are so anthropoceptric in their moral teachings that environmental
and ecological issues scarcely get a mention. We are still stuck in th
anti-world polemic of being on the side of the sacred and, therefore,
must not be contaminated by the affairs of the world. Such dualistic

rationalization is untenable in the Erecanous world situation of the
present time.

Specieism

ieism is based on the COIlVlCthrl (rarely articulated) that

anet Earth herself — and the entire cosmos — is also endowed w1

life (of which we are an interdependent part). We also tend to ignore
the fact that ;hg cosmic evolutionary process predates our existengg,
ears an ou

by billions o S Dy billions yet to come.
Specicism refers to the grossly exaggerated and highly destruc-
tive role we attribute to our human species. Implicit in this claim

is the perception that we, at this stage in our evolutionary unfold-

ing, comprise the highest possible form of crea't;gghood. In other
words, we assume that we € en e evolutionary line, with

e e e e
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no possibility of a better or more enlightened being evolving in the
future.

This sin often manifests itself as anthropomorphism: the ten-
dency to understand, interpret, and absolutize various aspects of
life (e.g., our images of God) according to our limited understand-
ing of the human condition (see Guthrie, 1993). A great deal of
scientific modelmg -—Wthh considers the human mind to be infal-
lible_and insurmgountable in terms of future evolution — is affected

% ven some theologians succumb to the
anthropomorphxc aw, as mdicated in the following quote from a
contemporary, reputable theologian (Cupitt, 1988, 24, 26):

~

The old objective theological drama of creation, judgement and
redemption is now hominized. It has become the drama of our
own responsibility for creating our own future. Our life and
our death are in our own hands....Salvation is full personal
integration.

Dualisms

Dualisms are human fabrications of reality, designed to reinforce
our human, addictive compulsion to conquer and control. Dualisms
undermine the wholism and mystery of Iife; they present a false,

divisive, and misleading picture. They encourage thwarted growth

and development, always tending to to project_the “negative” on to

an external scapegoat, and thus discouraging the Integration of our
personal, social, and cultural shadows.

Insularism
The sin of insularism has several familia st g
e personal individualism: ;w’;y@;glf‘:;@
e tribal exclusivity: acting out of a false superiority in terms of
amily or business status;

¢ nationalism; rating my (our) national needs above those of

the Ianet and cosmos), and acting aggressively to defend my
nationa ts”3

® time restriction: examples being our tendency to define civi-
lization as a “post-Christian” phenomenon in a world at least

billion years old, or our tendency to teach history in a
manner Ctarianism, natignalism, and specieism; -~
Ao S AR m
m

S ———
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® sexism and racism: two of the most obnoxious manifestations
of the insular mindset, whereby we categorize and label people

in order to exert destructive pressure or power over them.

Idolatry

Anything to which we are deeply committed can become a “god.”
Money, power, possessions, pleasure, scientific certitude, religio
IEmaoa aﬂﬁongtem;%ﬁs' of our age. Insofar %.rﬁ
ese can bring us ultimate happinesg or fulﬁll\_ment? they are false
jdals. We worship them not out of love, but out of an unconscious
Many of the gods of formal religion are also false, in the sense
that they are caricatures of our own perceptions. Even in the revealed
religions (Judaism, Christianity, and Islam) we use buman language
and ideas to describe the Godhead, and then turn our humanized
image into a divine caricature in the name of which we often carry
out gutrageously immoral acts of control and domination. The fact
that two mainstream religions, Christianity and Islam, morally jus-
tify war (the just war and jihad theories), is evidence of a Eerverted

religious _ideology. :
A recent Christian document, signed by Christians from various
parts of the Third World, describes idolatry as the denial of all

hope for the future. We become so locked into the religious/political/
scientific ideologies of the past, that we prevent ourselves and others
from addressing the pressing needs of the present and future. We
become blind to the real world. In fact, we become “gods” unto |
ourselves.
Our world today is rampant with idolatry, specieism being one
of the most pervasive manifestations. All forms of idol worship tend
to be self-validating and self-perpetuating, resistant to change, and
consequently deaf to the call to conversion.™

Militarism

Modern warfare is largely a byproduct of the Agricultural Rev-
glution, commencing about 8000 B.c.e. Armies and the general
infrastructure of warfare claim to be the guardians of freedom and
democracy. In effect, they serve now in subtle and devious ways what
they set out to achieve at the dawn of the Agricultural Revolution:
to conquer and divide the planet, at the whim of male, insatiable
craving for power and domination. —

o’
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Currently, the production, distribution, and use of arms absorb-

more time, money, and energy than any other activity of the human
species. As a species, we are engrossed — to an irrati i
lethal war games. Unconsciously, we are bent onelf-destruction.?)

heritance from bygone days that may have been appropriate then
(that, too, is disputable), but in our wholistic era, it has neither sensc
nor meaning. Nor can we any longer ignore the grave moral and
ecological side effects of modern weapons of destruction.

O reverse, or even diminish, our addiction to warfare is a hugc
moral challenge for the twenty-first century. It will take something ot '} - _; ;
a miracle, probablo bring about such a deep change l‘ "—}{ij‘

of heart. ¢
——

-

(Man)Power

The issue of power is closely related to warfare. Here I am referriny
to the use of power in a masculine, rational, competitive, and com-

ulsive manner, leading to the subjugation of ;&Hf%fme by others,
and the notion that the earth {and cosmos) exists to _be conquerci

and controlled according to human whim and fancy. In other words,

human beings try to play God, assuming that in God’s name, they

will do what is best for all, thus failing to recognize that there is

lalso a shadow side to the God-power, which often manifests itself ii. \(

U

barbarity, crime, destruction, and warfare. (\

A

Injustice

The fact that our world is so blatantly divided between “haves” and
“have-nots,” the fact that the dai lture on armaments would
eed the world’s population for a whole year, that most Western na-
tions give less than 1 percent of their GNP to developing countries
are just a few of the flagrant structural sins of our time. Qur world iz
riddled with injustices, and most of these are political and Structural
In nature, often 1mtiated and sustained by greedy, insatiable Western
multinationals.

The Christian churches, often caught in a collusive web with
Westcmm champion the cause of love, but rarely
preach justice with comparable or compelling conviction. Love with-
out justice, which is often the ambivalent message from th&ThRtrches,
is a charade which often leaves millions with neither love nor justice, i
care nor compassion, in their daily lives. i

-~
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There is also an “eco-justice,” or what Conlon (1990) calls “geo-
justice,” claiming our attention today: the painful reminder that we

humans cannot live in dignity and freedom while we exploit_and
Eollute our planet&g home (see also Kroh, 1991). In the o%—quotea
phrase o ore Roszak, we need to recall, again and again, that

“the needs of the planet 3&%&2@@1 and the rights of
& the person are the rigﬁts of the planet.

Blasphemy

Traditionally associated with taking God’s name in vain, blasphemy
today is evident in convoluted, pernicious activities, such as clergy
blessing nuclear weapons before they are disseminated to bunkers
around the world, or religious leaders, committed to simplicity and
frugality of life, living in luxurious palaces. To invoke God’s name to
justify oppressive regimes is another example of this moral outrage.

Even in our largely nonreligious Western culture, we continue to
invoke God’s name (and blessing) on all sorts of politically and reli-
giously deviant systems. It gives a veneer of respectability to what are
fundamentally immoral or, at best, morally ambivalent consumerist
and oppressive regimes.

These structural sins of our time create an immoral enigma of
huge proportion, yet millions take them for granted and assume
them to be inevitable consequences of “the way things are.” While
the major religions preach and admonish ethical and responsible be-
hayiqr at a personal and interpersogal level, they largely ignore the
massiVestructural and systemic ﬁgture of gross immorality. How
can people be c
dled with immoral incongruity? How can any of us hope to create
a more just society when many of our major institutions (including
religious ones) are riddled with injustice?

For quantum theology, morality is one of the most critical and en-
gaging issues. Our value-free culture has largely become a value-less
culture, or rather the values of insatiable power, manipulation, and

™ism prevail in ways that have become Chlturally acceptable
and often politically and religiously validated) but, nonetheless, po-
tentially lethal for the future of life on earth. We pride ourselves in
having drawn up an international charter for human rights, and in

. many parts of our world we have courts defending pegple’s rights,

' lRarely do we emphasize the complementary value of duty. And
without this complementary emphasis, our rights often become in-
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struments for manipulation, to enhance our insular, anthropocentric
congerns. p———
There is great urgency in drawing up a new international, glol.:
moral code, one that will strive to safeguard the interdependent -
e of a1l life forces at the service of our evolving cosmos. 1T Tiut |
merely peopie who need Tiioral values and guidelines. The planet al... ;
needs them and so does every institution and sociopolitical syst:
at we humans invent. Without such guidelines, the shadow sidée
life (the tendency toward the irrational) is either ignored, i.e., denic.i,
or reaps uncontrolled havoc, as is currently happenin o
terms, the purpose of morality is{theTtegration of the shadow i

Y
i
3
§

P
all its various expressions, ranging from the personal to the global. ¢ {

Traditional morality oftén seemed to be unaware of the power u:

the shadow and alienated the darkness even further by labelling :

as “evil.”
Quantum theology believes that:

e the shadow is a real and powerful dimension of all life; .

——

* we cannot eradicate or eliminate the shadow, and the more w«
try, the more POWEr We give 1t OVer Us,

¢ the shadow becomes a potential source for creativity preciscs

Consequently, quantum theology adopts as a key principle: Siri

tural and systemic sin abounds in our world, often provoking peoy!.
to behave immorally. To igtegrate the global shadow, we need fre .
moral and ethical guidelines to address the structural and systeniic
sinfulness of our time. The formulation of these guidelines is as niiic/-
a QOTE!'%I as a religious obligation.
orality called for in this chapter seeks to_outgrow thec
istic distinction between church and state. All people and l!
institutions are coresponsible for a world order that enables and e1:;
powers people to live in a creative and responsible way with each
other, with the planet, and with the cosmos. Morality is not thz
&[Or_eyen the primary concern of churches or religions. It is
esponsibility, mediated through all structures and sys-
tems that impinge upon our daily lives. Only cumulative good will
tm threat to our world today.
Our moral sensitivity is heightened and our moral consciousness

is sharpened when we ackn dge our mytual sinfulness, when we

\

when we engage with it in a spirit of receptivity and dialogu- )
as we Strivto the rhythm and flow of life. -

-

-
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learn{to betriend the dfa—rknes;that we all inhabit. In one degree
or anSther, we are all tamted; in Christian Tanguage, we all have
sinned. A precondition, therefore, for a_more responsible and com-
passionate world is that e inning with ourselves
and extending our forgiveness toward the many others we have hurt
or used.

Many people today are disillusioned, some embittered, others ap-
athetic, when they confront the plight of our world. We cagpot undg
or change the past; recrimination or bitterness is futile.
is the only disposition whereby we can let the past be the past—in
the deep, and often painful, awareness that it cannot be changed —
and rediregtQur creative ener* to a fresh Tuture. ForgIveness is a
liberatmg mode that promises hope and new Tife. Wﬂ%&')frust
once again and give of ourselves more fully to each other and to the
universe.

Forgi opens up fresh possibilities. We begin tg_let go of
old animosities. We acknowledge more readily our own limitations
and those of others.(We tolerate inconsistencies without becoming
complacent or indifferent;)And we are disposed to grow into that
liberating and healing wiSdom that respects the shadow side of life

for what it really is: an essential incompleteness forever awaiting
fulfillment, a fertile emptiness (a nothingness) out of which creativ-

lty yearns to explode. Such is the paradoxical nature of the great
shadow, the ecstasy and pain of life which we are ever invited to
embrace anew.

Part Six

The Light

What immortal hand or eye
dare frame thy fearful symmetry?
~WiLLiaM BLAKE (referring to the tiger)
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becomes holi; i decoded, and the individual experiences a
state of unjtlye consciousness with the entire universe.

The potential to be more enmla& to lifein a
more enlightened way seems to be largely unrealized. At this moment
of our human, evolutionary unfolding, our capacity and need to be-
come more enlightened people is evoking new ways of connecting us
to the sources of universal wigdom. Meditation, of course, is an an-
Cient wellspring of wisdom, but its popularity today among people
of such diverse cultural and spiritual backgrounds seems to suggest
that it is mediating something of immense sigg' cance for our times.

There are several methods or techniques ot meditation. Following
the great mystical traditions of our world, we could say that it is
not we who meditate; rather, the divine life force meditates within
us, Meditation is very much a matter of !e?goz releasinE the

rops, the attachments, the will to power_and control, which has
et or Wesern mnd and poyche.

The mystical mode of meditation is that of disposing oneself, in
quietness and solitude, to the vibrations of inner power, especially
the inner resourceﬁﬁnem In the East
and West alike, there is a well-established traiitlon of Centering
Prayer, sometimes called mantric meditation; the Jesus Prayer of the
West and Transcendental Meditation from the East are among the
better known versions. In this approach, the emphasis is on &h—
ering together our scattered energies so that we may use them in
3 more creative and wholistic way. In the Buddhist tradition, there
is a strong emphasis"on cornicentration (especially of the breath) in

order to_bring the mind to the still point, whence enlightenment
be .

atthew Fox (1983, 188-200) devotes considerable attention to
the notion of meditation through art, a creative medium that un-
leashes repressed and unintegrated energies for novel use in more
integrated living. In Fox’s outline, art may be that of music, sculp-
ture, poetry, or movement (dance). Modern psychotherapy often
employs these approaches to help the client become more centered,

focused, and integrated in_bghavior.
’F\mﬂ'yfmﬁét?emphasize that meditation is a natural birth-

right, a_poten wai ization within ev human being.
There Is a danger today that we perceive meditation as a highly spe-
cialized skill (especially for religious freaks) that we can buy with
money or learn from a textbook. We are in danger of trivializ-

ing this precious commodity which, although innate to the human
psyche, needs tender and careful nurturing by experienced medita-
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tors, whether spiritual gurus, creative artists, mystics, or spiritual
directors.

As a means of enlightenment, meditation breaks open new hori-

gns_of light. hope, beauty, and truth. It reconnects us to the
fundamental goodness Jipon which life relishes and thrives. It chal-
enges us to inflame the tfue Light which ignites, enlivens, purifies,

and sanctifies. It helps us to make that quantum leap of mind

and_spirit that compels belief in, and commitment to; an_unfolding
evolutiongry process that is(benigngn its fundamental orientation.
In all the great mystical and religious traditions, light 1s an endur-

ing and predominant symbol. In the. major religions it is the most
fre uentiLiTs‘m-tc')ZHe_sc-ribe the essence of God (Noor in Islam,
Jote in Sikhism). It deFStes_uEimateMmE ana fulfillment (as in
the phrase: “may light perpetual shine upon them”), the resolution }
of pain and suffering (“light in our darkness”), the presence of the !
divine in our midst (“the light has come into thﬁiﬂfﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁ A
pathway to truth and ultimate happiness (“follow the light”), (Fo. !

further examples, see Eliade, 1965.) !
In orthodox theology, light is not a topic of serious consideratio.
like salvation, sacrament, God, or sin. Theologians seem to allocai-
it to the realms of the spiritual life or the mystical journey, thu:
underestimating its more universal and generic significance. It is oi-

ten contrasted with sin, evil, and the powers of darkness in a classica!
dualism whereby light denotes all that is good and dark all that

is evil. As indicated in previous chapters, this simplistic dichotomy
belies thegffich© Ty valuefof both concepts. &

The Sacrament of Light

Why are people so fascinated by light?> What is its_deep, archetypal
significance for our personal lives and for our universal culture?
ﬁx%ﬁt it point to some ultimate state of completion to which all life
yearns for fulfillment? Perhaps the Omega point is 3 fulness of light!
Eastern mystics tend to identify sound as the primal energy of life.
Sound is considered to be the original life force out of which all elsc
unfolds. Hence the Christian and Jewish idea: in the beginning was
the Word (dabbar), the energy of sound. Many Eastern meditation
techniques use mantras, not for their theological or religious mean-

ing, but for the sound quality of the words. They believe that the
regular use of the mantra realigns the meditator with the original
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Chapter 13

Reaching toward Infinity

We are, as the aborigines say, just leaming ow to

syrvive in infinity.
—MicHaeL TaLBOT

Where the telescope ends, the microscope begins.
Which of the two has the grander view?
~Victor HuGo

*_ There are moments where lime suddenly stands stjll

and leaves space for eternity.

-.

-FYODOR DOSTOYEVSKY

In Christian theology, “demythologization” became a central con-
cept for much of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. It was an
attempt to strip’ away the mythic elements in the scholarly pursuit
of pure, factual truth. Applied to the Bible and other sacred texts,
it involved the recovery of historical facts over against the literary or
cultural trappings that created an impressive story but not necessarily
true-to-life history. Events in the Gospels, such as the birth of Jesus,
the miracles, and the resurrection, came under intense scrutiny, and
in the absenge of hard historical data were often considered to be
theological fabrications of no real Iactual significance and, therefore,
not deserving of serious theological reflection.

This trend, more fashionable in Protestant than in Catholic theol-
ogy, emulated the rational, scientific consciousness of the time. Pure
truth was based on observation and measurement, carved out by the
human mind, whose basic level of intelligence was assumed to be the
ultimate barometer of verification and veracity. In this context, myth
m&%& imagination which
added color, and perhaps excitement, to the facts, but deviated from
the true nature of reality. Myth was deemed to be a primitive, infan-

tile instinct which, in a mature, rational, developed culture should be
outgrown and discarded.

164
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Meanwhile, scholars of a different intellectual pursuit — especialls
anthropologists, psychologists, and social scientists — were propos
ing quite a different way of viewing reality. Facts were deemed (o
be superficial impressions; the real meaning resided much deeper, in; ;
the subtle and often undetectable realms of consciousness. Of par-{
ticular interest to anthropologists were the great universal stories o:
beginnings and endings, which occur time and again across human
cultures. There were universal and deeper truths which could b
accessed only through a quality of story called “myth.” Myth cou.
tained a_depth and intensity of truth that no amount of scientif: -

rification or tational thought could ever hope to explore. smm—

Allf sacred texts — including the Christian Bible, the Muslii:. |
Koran, the uru Granth, and the Indian Bhagavagita — .. |
predominantly mythic in nature. This is what authenticates them |
sacred texts. The Elg&ggca! facts are relatively unimportant; in thein |
selves, they are incapable of eliciting or confirming genuine faiti: |
(belief). It is the myth that awakeys the sense of numinosity, that |
evokes the spirituaT%x-wrgy, that empowers the person to respond tc {

/

the divine urge (whether we consider that to come from within o1
Trom Wwithout). ——————

-

K’
Resurrection from the Dead

Among the better known mythic tales is that of resurrection from thx
dead. It occurs in many of the major religions in one form or another,
and several examples occur in prehistoric belief systems. In the Chris-
tian Scripture, it provides the grand finale to the life and ministry of
Jesus. “Finale” may be the wrong word, because, in fact, resurrcc-
tion leaves everything open to fresh possibility, and the story of ti:.
Ascension in Luke’s Gospel (Luke 24:50~-53), which is intended to
get Jesus back to heaven after the resurrection, is yet another mythi.
tale with the motif of closure or completion as its obvious goal.

The historical facts of the Christian resurrection narrative are
subject of intense debate among biblical scholars and theologians.
Basically, we do not know when, where, or how Jesus was buricd,
nor have we any concrete, historical facts or artifacts to verify hi.
miraculous rising from the dead. What we do have is the life-witnes,
of a group of disenchanted followers, so transformed by the expe
rience (whatever that was) that they give their very lives for their
Christian convictions and, second, a Christian culture of two thou-
sand years numbering today 1.5 billion people spread throughout the
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earth. It is hard to imagine that the totality of Christian culture, as
we have known it to date, is based on a grand delusion.

The facts of the resurrection story are relatively unimportant.
Even if some researcher of impeccable quality could prove that he or
she had discovered the actual earthly remains of Jesus (thus negating
the fact of resurrection), it would not undermine Christian faith in
any serious way. What happens in the experience of the resurrection
is that the close followers of Jesus begin to rediscover their Savior’s
presence with them, and they experience this presence with an in-
tensity and reassurance that transcends the quality of his earthly/
human presence among them. To make sense of this new experience,
the frightened and excited disciples start telling a story: “It was as
if....” The story helps to contain the vision, the dream, the myth.
The mystery is made tangible and its challenge accessible. And the
story spreads like wildfire, all the time gathering coherence and clar-

ity. But the more the storytellers focus on w of the story,

the more the story loses its essential meaning. In time, logic threat-

ens the myth, and historical fact distracts from the challenge of the

mystery.

wﬁat is most gripping in the resurrection myth is its power to
transform. At a personal level, it depicts the frayed, bruised, humili-
ated Jesus exonerated in his essential, human dignity. At a structural,
systemic level, it signifies that the political, cultural forces of injus-
tice and oppression do not win out in the end. And at the global
(whohsnc) level, it projects a world of unrealized possibilities, open-
ing up into an mal future, Resurrection elevates human yearmng
into infinite proportions and invites us to understand creation (the
entire cosmos) as endowed with an eternal destiny. The myth of
resurrection opens up global horizons for person and universe alike.

The great Eastern Felgoms-speak of reincaiation rather e
resurrection. The Eastern spiritual vision comprises a cycle of eter-
nal birth and rebirth. The underlying myth is not fundamentally
different from that of Christian resurrection. The cultural expres-
sion is different, but not the fundamental mystery which the human
heart seeks to comprehend. Whether we embrace resurrection (in the
Christian sense) or reincarnation (in the Eastern sense), the impor-
tant thing is that we do 7ot dogmatize either. Qpce a myth becomes
a dogma, it Joses much of its capacity to inspire and to enlighten. If
the dogma prevails it will eventually become an idolatrous ideology
in which ﬁ_r_u;h.and_mgmg become largely, if not totally, _S_Lbigp‘d
At the end of the day, both resurrection and reincarnation are buman
namings, attempts to make human and earthly sense out of divine,
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eternal realities. A humble acknowledgment of this fact provides =
far stronger guarantee of truth and doctrinal integrity than the many
religious dogmas that have surfaced over the centuries.

The Universal Will to Life

Contemporary science has its own version of resurrection and re-
incarnation, known as “autopoiesis” (see Jantsch, 1980, especially
10ff., 90ff., 187-91). The concept was introduced by the Chilean bi-
ologist Humberto Maturana in the early 1970s. Autopoiesis refers tc
the ability of living systems to renew themselves continuously and to
regulate this process in such a way that the integrity of their structurc
is maintained and continuously enhanced.

Already in 1926, the South African statesman Jan Smuts was ex

ploring the wholistic nature of evolution. It took a good hfty years
for mainstream science to acknowledge his contribution; it will take
at least another twenty before these creative insights are integrated in
a coherent way. Meanwhile an all embracing concept such as autc
poiesis projects the scientific pursuit toward new horizons whereby it
becomes a key concept in one of the most promising and provocative
interdisciplinary explorations of all time.

Autopoiesis incorporates a range of ideas which taken togethe:
gives the quantum vision substance and conviction:

a. It considers everxthmg to be a hvm§ system. Dead, inert mat-

ter is a perception of the mechanistic worldview of classical science.

From a suantgm.‘wl_lohan v1ew20mt a stone is a crystallization
(compaction) of energy, not a lifeless object. The universe itself i 1s not |

a machine-like entity, but an organism endowed with a hlghly de-
Veloped, sell-orgamzin life System, outlmed in the Gaia hypothesis
(Loveloclw Living systems are esscntially dynamic (as
distinct from static). They grow, change, and adapt. They possess a
will-to-live, an amazing and intriguing capacity to regenerate, usually
through the cycle of birth-death-rebirth.

b. It holds that every living system has an inherent capacity fo.
self-organization. Contrary to the long-established second law of

ermodynamics, which postulates the gradual decline and ultimatc
extinction of all life forms 3 are now beginning to ac-
knowledge the capaci fos a more fundamental
aspect of nature. In 194 Waddington introduced the no-
tion of the “epigenetic process, > the selective and synchronized usc
of structurally coded genetic information (as in DNA and RNA) by

M
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the processes of life in interdependence with their relations to the
environment. In the 1970s, Ilya Prigogine (1980, 1984), with his col-
laborators in Brussels and i_nmsz-x_tgﬁ,&l'féxas, introduced the notion
of “autocatalysis”: order through (chaotic) fluctuation, the inher-
ent tendency of living systems to move beyond equilibrium, through
instability, to adopt a totally new, life-enhancing structure. And at
a cosmic level, Swimme and Berry (1992) postulate a similar self-
regeneration process, which they call the “cosmogenetic principle,”
according to which the evolution of the universe is characterized by
differentiation, autopoiesis, and communion, throughout time and

space and at every level of reality.

c. Living systems are rarely static, and if they are, they are likely
to atro die stagnation. Living organisms do not thrive
in a state of balanced equilibrium, but usually in a fluctuatin t-
lessness often described as being “far from eqﬁﬂlsnum.” Living
” - . . - .
systems, therefore, are essentially dissipative structures, a concept in-
troduced by Prigogine in the 1960s for which he won the Nobel prize
in 1977.

These are structures with an innate capacity to dissipate any-
thing that comes in to disturb the system. The term “dissipate”

is somewhat unfortunate, because what really occurs is integration
and not dissipation. The system is shaken up — usually by an out-

side mfluence; a chaotic dysfunctional phase may ensue. The ur%e

toward self-organization or regeneration is invoked (at a subtle, sub-
consclous levei, ‘which nobody reaﬂy understands) and tEe systeq
evolves into a and more creati of being. At the human
Ye-veﬁve see this process happen in the case of recovery from illness,
trauma, or addiction. We also recognize that recovery may never
happen, and death may ensue. But in quantum terms, death is not a

n——
meaningless termination; it is a transformation into a more wholistic
way of being.

5. Autopoiesis is essentially a leaming progess. According to

Jantsch (1980, 8), evolution is open not only with respect to its prod-
ucts, but also with regard to the process within which it unfolds.
Once the human body has developed an immunity to one or other
illness, it retains that resource for a whole lifetime and uses it to rec-
ognize and ward off the intruding antigen. Proponents of the Gaia
hypothesis claim that the same happens at the planetary and cosmic
levels on a grand evolutionary scale. Chance and necessity are com-
plementary principles (and not just a biological urge to survive) in

what increasingly resembles a mystical, spiritual will-to-life,
e. In quantum terms, the'Autopoietic process makes the notion of
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an gl iverse (Gaia) a great deal more meaningful and attrac-
tive than the e mechanistic concept of an external agent (God or
otherwise) empowering the unfolding process from without. Thig ip
itself is not, nor is it intended to be, an argument against an exter-
nal agent. Rather it is an invitation to take the focus giftheyithoi,
where so much energy and creativity is projected and dissipated, anc
refocus on the within (of all things) where such a reservoir of life
Wixovem Once we begin to understand and in-
ternalize the sacredness OF MMt from within — ourselves, our planet,
and our UnIVersE==Then The-cTassical academic search for an exter-
nal agent may become quite irrelevant. Once we genuinely make the
connection, the deep realization of the interdependence of all things,
we readily endorse the quantum conviction téat' the 1within and the
without are, in fact, one and the same reality, T o—
my, there are the quantum dimensions of autopoiesis itselt.
a tendency that knows no boundaries, no before or after, a_will-
to-life_that stretches mto MIAIYThe innate driving force of tht
autopoietic’ PYOTess 15 something that science, by itself, can never

hope to comprehend fully, no more than theologians can ever fathom
fully what we understand by resurrection or reincarnation. These

concepts, at the different, but complementary, levels of science and
theology, aremmlou?ms,
fhe pull (urge, desire) toward infinite horizons. St. Augustine seems
to have hmtc yearnings when he
wrote: “You have made us for yourself, ord, and our hearts are
restless until they rest in you.”

Whither Afterlife?

St. Augustine’s cosmology had a simplicity to it that proved attractive
over subsequent centuries. It was a dualistic view of this world and
the next world. This domain of existence was considered transitory,
fragmentary, illusory, sinful, a place of pilgrimage to be endured un-
til, in death, we escaped to the real life beyond. The next world was
deemed to be eternal, real, and complete in every sense. It, too, had
its dualistic poles of heaven (absolute happiness) and hell, (eternal
pain and suffering). In Catholic theology we added purgatory, as an
interim “place” of purification in preparation for heaven.

In Augustine’s worldview, heaven, hell, and purgatory were rea!
physical places. Heaven was considered to be above the sky, hell be-
neath the earth, and purgatory in some unknown location. Although
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we even begin, if we wish to set things right? What’s the point in
beginning if — as many think — it is already too late?

From a quantum perspective, the impact of impending global
disaster needs to be treated with profound theological seriousness.
Centrat to the Christian faith is the Calvary experience, which we
tend to explain in terms of personal (or interpersonal) redemption
and salvation. But the Calvary experience — and its equivalents in
other religious systems — has a symbolic meaning of planetary and
global proportion, a dimension largely ignored by orthodox religion
and theology.

Liberal theologians of the nineteenth century tended to distinguish
between the particular (historical) Jesus and the Christ of faith. In
other words, the actual, historical person of Jesus preached and em-
bodied a vision for a new world that had an immediate application
to the people of his time (and to those who, subsequently, aligned
themselves with Christianity). That same Jesus, besides his specific,
personal identity, has a cosmic significance for all people and for
the whole of creation. Christian theologians tend to argue that the
Cosmic Christ makes no sense apart from the particular, historical
Jesus. Without the concrete person, we cannot imagine nor create
the universal ideal.

This is where quantum theology differs radically. It considers the
Cosmic Christ, the God of universal life and love, whose revelation
unfolds over fifteen billion years of (known) evolution, to be the
originating mﬁér‘y—Mwe devise all our divine personages
and images. All the god-figures of the different religions, including
Christianity, emanate from this cosmic originating source.

Consequently, all the events narrated in the Christian Gospels,
particularly those that impact upon universal human and planetary
yearnings — beginnings (e.g., the Infancy Narratives) and endings
(e.g., Calvary, resurrection), miracles, parables — are particulariza-

tions of a more unjyersal narrative of faith and meaning. They
point to sometRing greater than their immediate terms of reference.

They offer a universal sEr_nboh'c significance as well as having an
immediate, pra application.

Our Calvary Moment

Taken in its universal sense, the Calvary experience is a sym-
bolic encapsulation of the yus and disintegration which is

Dreakdoum :
endemic to evolutionary unfolding and W
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evolutionary threshold from whic M orms of life gmerge. In
the great ﬁstern Teligions, this process is described as the cycle oi
birth-death-rebirth. =

world today is in_the throes of g Calvary disinte ratioq.
Death, destruction, and despair dominate our world scene. Exploita-
tion, violence, and desecration are all around us. Our Western world
has adopted a stance of outright denial: we don’t want to know thr
real truth, and we’ll do all in our power to subvert it by accommo-
dating a range of addictive behaviors. Thus we trip headlong into

chaos, destruction, and eventual annibilation.
It sounds too pessimisticC to De taken seriously; so we resort to

denial and rationalization. We choose to forget the thousands oi
species — animal, bird, and plant — that human interference has con-
demned to extinction. We fail to internalize the horror and disgust of
tropical forests being eroded at the rate of one hundred hectares per
week. We numb our intelligence to the realization that we have cre-
ated enough bombs and nuclear arsenals to destroy the world, not
once, but several times over. We are immersed in a cultural death-
wish of the gravest proportion, one from which we can only hope to
escape by some divine miracle.

From a quantum perspective, the miracle has already happenedi
The Christ-event, with its climax of death and resurrection, with
specific faith content for Christians, has a global symbolic signifi-
cance of divine rescue. This can be understood as a once-and-for-all
event (or experience) in the traditional Christian sense, or as an ¢
during quality of universal life, manifested in many spiritual trend:
and scientific discoveries of theyrecent past. The onus is not on som.
divine, external agent who can reverse, with sleight of hand, the cu:
mulative destruction we humans have caused. The burden is ours t.,
own and o bear. We are the stewards of creation and the time is ai
hand to _render an account of our stewardshi )

t1s unlikely that we humans will survive the impending global
crisis, Whether 1t be & Tuclear holocaust {possible but unlikely),
chronic oxygen-depletion due o pollution of air and water (quit:
DOSTBI], o s EXRCROTE et Hlobal wwariaing (k). oo,
species faces VMWH fifty to one

red years, -
Rather than contemplate the enormity of the_disaster, we con-
tinue to evoke human good Will and some unexpected reprieve —-
from nature or from God. We need to recall that there have been.
not one, but several mass extinctions in the history of our world.
and climatic factors usually play a Key m-é%cord destructive
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impacts like the extinction of the dinosaurs at the end of the Creta-
ceous Era (some gixty-six million years ago), but we fail to appreciate
the larger more wholistic, interpretation that this is one of nature’s
strange and ingenious ways of withholding her creative energy fo
ew outburst of evolutionary life (Swimme and Berry, 1992, 50~
60, 94-95, 1181 are profounﬁ!y informative on this topic). Species
emerge and become exginct, land masses surface and become sub-
merged, cultures unfold and decline again, but the evolutionary story
of creation moves unceasin?z on its infinite trajectory.
We are a dimension of the evolutionary story, co-creators but not
masters. As highlighted so often in this book, o € no sense
art from the planet and cosmos we inhabit. We mkem
e larger reality to which we desperately try to give meaning. In
our battle with the so-called “alien forces” of nature, we have now
reached a nadir point where we could destroy the whole enterprise,
ourselves included (as in a nuclear hofocaust). In this grim scenario,
we need to remember that the real lojer would be our own species.
Temporarily, but not permanently, we would have destroyed the
processes of nature. However, we would not have destroyed the will-

to-life which rapidly would reinvoke jgs self-organizing, autopoietic
potential and begin the co-greative Er%ess all over again.

Within a short period of time, possibly within o€ hundred years
(a mere millisecond on the evolutionary time scale), the cycle of l;te
would_recommence, regenerating human life, possibly within one
millennium. What prm years would now hap-
pen in a few minutes of evolutionary time. And from the Calvary
of Homo sapiens would emerge (in gjl probability) g.neuequglity of
Meqtﬁpped emotionally, intellectually, psychically, and
spiritually to become more attuned to the new evolutionary age. Not
for the first time in the universe’s story would death have given way
to resurrection!

e quantum theologian needs to take extinction seriously. With-
out it the dance of life is fundamentally mcompicte. The precise
details are unimportant; scientific evidence, compulsively bent on
controlling nature, is incapable of engaging with this dimension
of our evolutionary story. Our patriarchal consciousness cannot
confront the shadow, that dark pai

requisite for fresh possibilities, i
and control Is the ﬁeaaly addictionof our age, destined to reap
voc on planetary life. The grisis seems unavoidable; we may not

be able to prevent it, but we cap anticipate it, enter its painful and
paradoxical life-giving energy, and in this way possibly survive it.

s
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We cannot address the future in a serious or comprehensive way
without embracing the dark and perilous threat that hangs over us
as a human and planetary species. And in quantum terms, we are
compelled to assert what seems initially to be an outrageous claim:
a radically new future demands the destruction and death of the old
reality. It is from the aying seeds that new life sprouts forth. Dc-
struction becomes a precondition for reconstruction; disintegration
undergirds reintegration; Calvary Is a prerequisite I19r resurrection.

Quantum Yearnings: Within and Without

Our future, therefore, is about peril and promise, annihilation anc
fresh possibility. All fields of humam Tearning offcr drcams for a new
uture, and science has engendered some fascinating possibilitics.
These can be explored in terms of an inward and outward path, ot
fering complementary rather than opposing strands of development.
We haﬁ%eﬁe imminent prospect OE a universal Calvary, with
the demise and Jjkelihood of extinction f 1 ens. I suggest

it will take nothing short of a_universal resurrection if we humans
are to retain some sense of sanity an “thc future. Signs of

this possible resurrection are already abundant for those who can
see with the eyes of quantum vision.

In terms of the inward journey, scientific exploration has moved
into the invisible realm of the subatomic world, a hybrid of intensc
and awesome activit.y which we can intuit in the heart long before
we cam, 1n any sense, apprehend with our human senses. We have
shifted the quest for the origin of the universe from what happened
in the first minute of time, to the first second, milli-second, and now
we talk of the first billionth of a second, a concept which the human
mind (at this stage of its evolution) cannot even remotely grasp. Bio-
logically, we have probed the genetic code to a depth that is vergine
on mystery itself. The word “micro” is one of the most frequent!
used in modern technology.

Spiritually, the path of the inner journey is frequently traveled
today. Religious adherents tend to judge prematurely and harshly
the perceived secularism of our contemporary Western culture; this
perception often betrays a_myopic view that negates the spiritual
search of our time in the Imgﬁﬁealm. As increasing TMtbers
ose faith in the institutions of state and church alike, people oftcn

find themselves adrift in a spiritual wasteland. This is the mythic
desert space, which, contrary to popular opinion, does not alicn-

o
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Charles Hartshorne, John Cobb, and David Griffin. Central to pro-
cess theology is the conyiction that God is responsible for ordering
hction, but by providing the various
universe is then free to actualize.
in the creative process rather than
rom without. In the very becoming
God’s creativity is manifested or
revealed primarily e process of creation itself. ——
Process theologians offer us the model of a dieolar God; The two '
poles are described by Whitehead as primordial and consequent, the
former relating to the abstract essence of God: free, complete, eter-
nal, immutable, and unconscious; and the latter, referring to God’s
concrete actuality: determined, dependent, incomplete, vulnerable,

an omnipotent

and conscious. Both aspects are necessary to comprehend God’s
activity at any moment in time. \J
antzen (1984) adopts a somewhat similar approach in propos-
ing that we consider the world to be God’s body, wherein God
risks the embodiment "of QIVIe Creativity, eNCINg & perception of
the divine as visible and present to all creation in a palpa .
cFague (1987, 1 verops this idea at great len i

such embodiment as a type of sacramentality, celebrating simultane-
ously ing of the world’s vulnerability and precariousness but

e dipolar description, and 1ts underlying sense of divine em-
bodimengt, is reminiscent of the Christian struggle to reconcile
Jivine and human aspects of Jesus. Our dualistic tendency is to
oppose these two characteristics into conflicting positions which of-
ten become irreconcilable. The heart, mystery, and challenge of the
Christian faith is that they are totally reconcilable, a conviction of-
ten articulated in mystical statements such as: “The glory of God is
people fully alive” (St. Irenaeus) or, “God is what happens to people
on the way to becoming human” (Gregory Baum).

Nonetheless, the concept of a dipolar God does disturb our de-
sire for intellectual neatness and-ﬁgr;emuz'mnplicity, but as Davies
(1992, 183-84) remarks, this is an eminently appropriate model for
our quantum age. In the domain of particle physics, we can no longer
describe or perceive the electron as a simple object. It will manifest
itself as a particle if we are observing its position and as a wavicle
if we are observing its movement. At all times, it is a wave-particle
duality, manifested only in one or other expression. Perhaps we have
Rere a illustration of what all life is about, We hu-

mans can grasp and comprehend only in a partial and tleeting way.
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The “whole” s greater, more open-ended, and more creative than .«
- , G i L i JRE SR
can ever hope to observe or decipher, And it is precisely this grea s

7 .
whole that enlivens and energizes us toward a different and mo:«

creative future.
In this chapter, we have set out to achieve something verging o1
the impossible: to build a bridge between two possible futures for ou::

planet and cosmos — extinction (at least of the human species) an.!
Mﬂm formiation)(by the co-creative forces of evolution itself). Para-
doxically, with all the arguments n the melting pot, the challenge
to perceive and understand our universe on the grand.scale may vet”
prove to be {Be IDOSt rewarding, pathway to the light of truth and
to a real sense of hope for the future. At this juncture, there is .-
creasing evidence to suggest that, for scientist and theologian alil.-,
gakthroughs of the future are more likely to be in the reali::s
etuplatign rather than in laboratory cxp?r‘ﬁgﬁgﬁfiﬁm:l

n fact, the evidence is overwhelming, veering in the direction «:

that truth which asserts that the whole is greater than the sum .

he parts. B

WhaT must be unmistakably clear at this juncture is that we hu.
mans have scarcely begun groping into the dark and mysteriou;
power of universal life: that the arrogant intrusiveness with which
we play God has made our very existence precarious and verging on
meaninglessness; that we humans in the next few decades are in for 2
rude (and possibly highly destructive) awakening; that our only real
hope for “salvation” and new life is to humbly acknowledge how lit-
tle we are in it all, let go of our masculine will-to-power, and allow
ourselves to become the co-creative beneficiaries of an evolutionarv

rocess that far outstretches anything we ever dreamed of. In thai™
‘;LuBTﬁh'E‘and poignant moment of letting go, and Iettinga:?é?)d,” we|l
rediscover who we really are.

The considerations of this chapter leave us with what may well b
the most paradoxical of the twelve principles that underpin quantun:
theology: Extinction and transformation, the cvolutionary equiv.:-
lents of Calvary and resurrection, aré central coordinates of cosmi:
and planetary evolutimerplay at this historical moment
our “kairos” — provides the primary locus for the praxis of i
quantum theologian.




Chapter 15

No Greater Love...

The day will come when after we bave mastered the
winds, the waves, the tides and gravity, we shall bar-
ness for God hen for the second
time in the bistory of the world, manlkind] will have
discovered fire.
——————

~PIERRE TEILHARD DE CHARDIN

In a time such as ours when the intrinsic value of our

world must be stressed, eros as the love of the valuable

is a necessary aspect of both divine and human love.
—SALLIE MCFAGUE

Human society, including its relationship to Planet
Earth, will begin to transform only in relationship to

the evolution of a new sexuality.
—ROBERT LAWLOR

People first began to use fire about six hundred thousand years ago.
For our ancient ancestors, it became one of the greatest stories ever
told. Not only did it provide new ways of cooking food and ward-
ing off the harsh winds of wintertime, but it became a life force
that animated and united. The hearth became a new focal point for
camaraderie, bonding, communicating, celebrating, and “praying.”
ound the bonfire, our ancestors came to know something of the
eaning inherent in all things. And for possibly the first time in
their existence, they consciously acknowledged the power of love.
The warmth of fire awoke the inner flame that draws hearts closer
together and unites people in true mutuality.

Love is a central concept in all the great religions. But it always
tends to be personalized, attributed to God(s) and people, but rarely

to other species, and scarcely ever to the forces of universal life itsclf.
Consequently, we have inherited in Christianity a Tocus on the inner
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forces of love and the outer forces of cold and darkness, another }

classic dualism that subverts deeper meaning.
With the discovery of the quarks (from the mid-1960s to the mid-

1990s), we detect within nature itself tendencies toward mutuality.

Because quarks are discermible only in relationships of diads or tri°

ads, we are confronted with what seems to be a fundamental truth
about all life: connectedpess and_jnterrelatedness are interwove:
throughout the entire fabric of creation. This fmprint 1s not a cold’
mnanimate force, but a_yg i QUErey, etually destine
toward ¢ ian. There are ng limits to the energy of love whicl,
begets Eiﬁer and more complex fite forms, and in that very beget
ting we realize an gssentii] Renign guality with which all reality i
endowed, in the face of which the “perpetuation of the species” and™
the wsutvival of the fittest” become motivating forces of secondary
significance.

Power of Love or Love of Power?

At some moment in every human life, we each grasp something of
love’s own depth and beauty. Unfortunately, we are rarely sensitive
enough to imbibe the experience for the future benefit of ourselves
and others. Life forces us back to basics: the struggle to survive
(for most in the Southern hemisphere) or the struggle to competc
(for many in the West), or one or other of the destructive variants
that lie in between. Our current travesty, as a human species, is that
we have largely lost the capagity to love and to be loyely. We have
succumbed to the crude and cruel Tanctionalism of our mechanized
culture. We are largely a people whose hearts are numb. We are chil-
dren of an unloved and unlovable TGod,” Which, in the West, we
label “civilization.”

In our civilized, mechanized culture, Wo
operation is the dominant mode of action. From the internal bosom
of the Tamily to the geopolitical arena of nationalistic rivalry, there
is an incessant drive of people seeking to outwit_one apgther Opr

culture is absorbed by a-compulsive addiction where one has to be
a winger or a loser, We m&y—féﬁm}dmm&
starved of Joye. And the morewe seek 10 satisfy the power-drive, the
more alienated we become in codependent systems that increasingly

alienate us from other people, from nature, from the divine life force,
- mmw"‘_"“:%‘___“h
and ultimately from our own selves.

In the power game, eVeryimg and everybody is an object to b-
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manipulated and controlled, not a subject to be connected with or
re!ate)a Eo. Western Imperialism — politically, sc1enﬁﬁcaﬁy, and re-
igiously — always seeks to undermine subjectivity. Although many
religions acknowledge anMﬂ‘relaﬁonship with
God,” thex distrust human feeling and emotion. Love for most of
the religions is a rather cerebral concept, oftefi disgmbodied from
real people in a real world. “God” is the object to be worsm'pea and
rescribed in religious dogma, law, and ritual, rather than
(3_life Torce Jpersonal or otherwise) whose very essence.ig invitation
into relationship (hence the notion of God as Trinity, the esta-
ment idea of Covenant, or the Christian conviction that love is the
first and greatest commandment).

Love is the life epergy thag animates eveqﬂ::'ng that exists. Phys-
iologically and psychologically, we can explain”the uzge to lovg in

terms of various biochemical processes, such as phenylethylamine

(PEA) and Oxytocin. These, I suggest, are man;; {oys rather than
causes of loyin %f altruistic behavioq ?he love-energy is too complex,
amorphous, and profound to be embodied in any one set of scientific
explanations)Jt is probably more accurate — as Teilhard de Chardin

observed — to compatre it to fire, with the paradoxical combination
of warmth, tenderness, care, and closeness, on the one hand, and an

enormous power for destructibility. on the other.
«p= Love sets the world on fire through the intimacy of sex and the

—— . N
compassion of Justice. ©Only in recent ¢ we rediscovering
that ality is the creati spirituality and theology (Eisler,

1995; Evola, 1983; Keen, 1985; Lawlor, ; Singer, 1990; Mol-
lenkott, 1992). In prepatriarchal times, especially in the culture of
the great Ice Age, 40,000-10,000 B.C.E., sexual union was frequently
used as a symbolic expression of the divine-human relationship.
Hinduism retains many features of this ancient wholism, where the
beauty and sacredness of the body (human and earthly) are concomi-
tant with the elegance and ecstasy of the divine energy. In the passion
of human Toving, the passionate GH_H manutests the divine eros —in

stark contrast to the defached God of later theistic religion.

The Embodiment of Love

McFague (1987, 1993) offers a contemporary theolo? of love that

incorporates many of these insights. She suggests we adopt new met-
aphors to explore the meaning of God in the context of the emer
wholism which characterizes our age. She proposes that we image
LY
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th d as God’s body (see also Fox, 1991, 61f£.). The being anci

action of God are not limited to God’s embodiment in the visiblc
creation. Rather God “gives birth” to the world (universe) through
divins sclfsexpression and in doing so shapes an embodiment and
generates the presence of, and relation to, all other embodiments
which constitute God’s body. Consequently, we are invited to scc
our own bodies as a dimension of a larger earthly angd casmic bod
which itself is divinely endowed and cherished as God’s special mod:-
of embodiment.

The model suggests — quite unambiguously — that God loves
bodies, that bodies are worth loving, sexually and otherwise, that

assionate love as well as attention to the needs of bodily existenc:
EMvine fulfillment. It is to say further that the basic ne-
cessities Of Boaﬂy existence, such as adequate food and shelter, arc
central aspects of God’s love for all bodily creatures, and thereforc
should be central concerns of us, God’s co-creators.

Beginning with the notion (ﬁhe—vméga"s body, McFague
suggests that we reimage the Trinity in terms of an embodiment that
is characterized by love and nurturance. Instead of the traditional
namings (metaphors) of Father, Son, and Spirit, she suggests Mother
(parent), Lover, and Friend. The Mother-Creator image is offered as
being more inclusive and wholistic than the patriarchal father meta-
phor, which has often been associated with subservience, royalty,

power, and exclusion. G s Mother implies a cosmic generosiry
that gives life to all being with no_fhought of return and continucs
to participate in the unfolding dream of open possibility (hence the

notion of the prodigious womb).

However, this is not a mother metaphor constructed on the tra-
ditional feminine stereotypes of softness, sentimentality, and pit;.
Instead, we are presented with a fiercely protective female, for who
passion and justice are paramount, a woman who rages with angz:
when her offspring (her very own body) are deprived of the basic
essentials of love, care, and justice. Those who produce life hav
a stake in it and will judge, often with anger, what prevents its
fulfillment.

In applying to Jesus the metaphor of Lover, McFague is touching
base with one of the most profound and controversial movements of
our time: the decadgnce of the hero and the upsurge of the lovez as =
dominant cultural metaphor (more on this topic in Keen, 1985). For
McFague the love-energy of the lover is characterized particularly by
eros, that quality of Tove that expresses personal affirmation of the
worth and value of the beloved, the love that draws the beloved o
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eventually surrender to the true love which alone is our life and
salvation.

The other dimension of the table which may need an explanatory
note for nonreligious readers is the root metaphor of “covenantal
faithfulness,” attributed to the befriending Spirit. “Covenant” is a
Judaeo-Christian concept, denoting a love of God for the people that
remains faithful forever, inviting a similar response from those to
whom this covenantal love is offered. I'd like to draw attention to
the global ambience of this love and fidelity, which is apparent in the
diagram in the series of metaphors offered. Organism can be under-
stood as being on its own, complete within | If iEe metaphorical
range then widens beyoncf The “individual” to interpersonal rela-
tions, and again is expanded to assume global dimensions in the
covenantal faithfulness. What in mainstream religion can seem an
exclusive and limiting category, becomes in the quantum vision a
threshold for openness to ne ssibilities and expanded horizons.

Love MOWWFF@%%WW-
elists, artists and comedians all have had a go at exploring its
mysterious power. From the basic particles that hold matter together

(the bosons), to the divine energies that sustain our meaningfulness,
we encounter a life force that lures and attracts, that underpins the

larities of attraction and repulsion; on which all human relation-
ships are based. Our search for meaning compels us to probe this
mysterjous force. Yet m'aﬁves us only partially satis-
Heﬁ, if indeed satisfied at all. Perhaps the great Eastern mystics are
the ones with the ultimate wisdom, which claims that it is onllji
the silence of the tery that we can see the light, and from the
am*(sﬁ%?\;% egin to glmpse its ite meaning.
spired by these reflections, the quantum theologian inv
what seems to be a very old, yet radically new principle: Love is
an interdependent life force, a spectrum of possibility, from its divine

grandeur to its particularity in subatomic interaction. It is the origin
and goal of our search for meaning.

The Love That Liberates

For the quantum theologian, the real question seeking understand-
ing is not about our love for God, but God’s love for us. From the
totality of otherness, from which we often feel distanced and alien-
ated, comes our ultimate meaning. It’s not our individuality that
matters (less so our independence and autonomy), but our person-
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hood, which ‘is_m’egu.i.uéle_ss apart from the relationships that bege:
and sustain each one of us. Even the child born from a pregnancy
caused by rape is the product of a relationship yearning for love, in
this case, the deep pain of love, a love thwarted and distorted, of-
ten because of an intense deprivation of love. Our human longings,
dreams, hopes, aspirations, are focused on love as a goal; our anger,
hatred, fear, disillusionment are inverted desires for a love that has
been refused, or that we were unable to receive. Whatever our con-
ditions or circumstances, _l_o_\f is the focal energy that holds the key
to meaning.

n the fragmented world of our time, we are deeply aware of the
lack of love and the abundance of hatred that prevails. But hatred is

not the opposite of love; indifference is, just as spiritual indifference ;
rather than atheism is the enemy of authentic religion. In our indif-

ference we abdicate our divine will-to-life; we opt to disengage froum
the dialogue of life. We becomre Tove-Tess, and in a sense hate-less;
we lose heart and beim PhY. 1t 13 this lack of passion, often:
provoked by patriarchal institutions and valués, that denudes us o
our dignity, value, and worth as human beings and poses the great
est threat to the future of humanity and to the future of our plane:.
This apathy often assumes masked and distorted power in the com-
pulsions and addictions which are so prevalent in modern society.
Qur abdication of personal power disempowers us (and others) to
the point where we become engulfed by “powers™Which alienate us
from our true selves.

Practically every approach to the treatment of addictions invokes,
in one form or another, the twelve steps of Alcoholics Anonymous
(A.A.). Central to this vision is an acknowledgment that we, indi-

vidually, are no longer in control, and that we are not ultimately
Mdo. We learn, often slowly and
painfully, Wﬂ%& within whose
love and energy we are not absorbed or consumed, but rediscover
anew our true selves, as people born with the capacity to love andto
be loved. It is in this rediscovery of love that we recapture something
of gur true nature. W.

At this moment of omecoming, of reconnecting with the inncr
core of megping, we don’t become hermits cut off from the world,

nor incestuous navel-gazers preoccupied with our own survival. No,
it’s precisely then, and only then, that we can embrace our world

from that center of strength wherein we know we gre loving and lax-
able. From that center point all things are possible. It is tﬂe greatest

quantum leap we can ever hope to take.
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Appendix One -

Principles of
Quantum Theology

Principle 1

o i O S e,
Life is sustained by a creative energyf funZam_entavlly benignin 1.

ture, with a tendency to manifest and express iiself in moveme:,
rhythm, and pattern. Creation is sustained by a superbuman, pulsa:-
ing restlessm%s,.ﬁ-ﬁrpe of resonance vibrating throughout time aii
eternity.

NEW ELEMENTS:

a. God and the divine are described as a creative energy, which i
perceived to include, but also supersede, everything tradition:!
theology attributes to God.

b. The divine energy is not stable or unchanging, but worl.:
through movement, rhythm, pattern, and restlessness — withi.:
the evolving nature of life itself.

c. The Qivine co-creatiyity operates mm} evolutionary pro
cess rather than as an external agent based on a cause and effv.¢
relationship.

d. Notions such as “God” and “divinity” are used sparingly, i
cause these are human constructs (descriptions) that may Lim
rather than enhance our understanding of life’s ultimate sour: -
and meaning.

Principle 2

Wholeness, which is largely unmanifest and dynamic (not static), ;:
the wellsprin of all possibility. In seeking to understand life, we be-
Qin with t’Ze Wh ORI s o lioays greater than the sum of the puri:;

-

paradoxzca”y, e whole is contained in each Dart yet no whole 1:

- quann s N

complete in itself. —
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198 APPENDIX ONE

NEW ELEMENTS:

a. No one source of knowledge, theological or otherwise, can pro-
vide a complete description of reality; the mystery of life is
fundamentally open-ended.

b. Theology is about opening up new horizons of possibility and
ultimate meaning, and not about consigning truth to specific
dogmas, creeds, or religions.

c. Since the whole is understood to be contained in, but not by,
each part, the dilemma of pantheism is Tesolved.

S ——

Principle 3
Evolution is underpinned by a deep unfolding structure, character-
ized by design and ose, necessitating an unceasing interplay of
order and disorder, randomness and creativity.

—— —— oy

NEW ELEMENTS:

a. Evolution is considered to be the primary context of divine-
human creativity in the world.

b. Life, in its basic meaning, is blessed and not flawed (as in the

original sin approach).

c. In ’human unfolding, light and shadow always inter-
mingle; quantum theology, while acknowledging the paradox of
polarity, seeks to outgrow all dualisms, especially that of good
vs. evil,

Principle 4

The expanding horizon of divine belonging is the context in which
revelation takes place; all creatures are invited to respond, to engage
in_the co-creative task of being and becoming. All life forms bhave

uni oles 1n this process, the primary focus of which is creation
itself rather than formal religion.

NEW ELEMENTS:

a. The primary context of divine revelation is the unfoldin
cess_of creation and not formal religion. Each religion is a
parti lization of divine revelation. No one religion,
not even all the religions together, could contain or explain the
fulness of revelation.
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b. All life forms, and not just humans, have a co-creative role in
. . . e
the divine plan for the world and in the responses it elicits and
evokes.

¢. Revelation is ongoing; it cannot be subsumed in any religion,
creed, or cultural system.

Principle 5

Because the capaciis itself the primary divine energy.
impregnating creation, we humans need authentic ecclesial i

sacramental experienc ore and articulate our innate voca
tion to be peopldin relationship.

NEW ELEMENTS:

a. The doctrine of t rinity is a human attempt to describ:
God’s fundamentalfrelational fature,

b. The divine interaction within creation is that of subject to
subject rather than subject to object.

c. The innate human desire and capacity for relationships is the
experience in which we connect most authentically with the
divine ambience of our existence.

d. Church and sacraments are key moments for exploring and
articulating our relatedness, as a divine invitation to life and
meaning, and not organizations and rituals commanding legal
observance.

Principle 6

Ultimate meaning is embedded in story, not in facts. All partic-
ular religious stories belong to a larger story, which includes but
also transcends the specific religious traditions of any one historical
or cultural epoch. All sacred texts are attempts at articulating ulti-

mate truth and archetypal values, gpproximations that require ?resb

interpretation in each new cultural epoch.
NEW ELEMENTS:

a. Sacred story is our primary channel for accessing the divine
source and ultimate meaning of life.




