Chaos & Candyland

My exploration of wholeness led me to encounter recursion in its raw form. Just as Korzybski learned about a non-Aristotelian perspective by knowing the nature of an Aristotelian one first and then went beyond it, I needed to do the same with wholeness. In the Valley of Normality, wholeness is presented as complete, yet remote. It was presented on a cosmic or microscopic scale. When I searched for models that were on my level, the so-called ‘mesoscopic’ one, I found a complementary process that made wholeness incomplete, yet intimate. This was my experience of fractals in the spring of 1994. I was reading the book called Future Edge by Joel Arthur Barker and he made this declaration at the back of the book that shook my foundation of reality from its moorings. It was subtle and innocent at first, but, well you know,…recursion took over.     

"Fractal math allows you to write a formula that when plotted on a computer screen will generate incredibly intricate patterns of extraordinary beauty.....Your circulatory system is fractal.  Your heart beats in a fractal pattern...And once you can use mathematics to deal with these patterns, you have a tremendous advantage for understanding and manipulation."1
Now as Barker was describing what he called the ‘"mathematics of nature", he was also gleefully violating Korzybski’s concept of non-identity using the word ‘is’ to essentially equate these equations with the objects he perceived. Yet, just as General Semantics instructs us, an extensional orientation ‘includes the ability to use intensional approaches when appropriate.” Up until that moment I didn’t have a clue what he meant by appropriate. Then it hit me. Wholeness becomes intimate when you can combine seemingly opposing elements and remain engaged in a bi-fold awareness of their presence. In other words, you need to merge what appears at first as opposite to you into an open-ended whole that contains dynamics that feature the original elements. The best example I can offer is a tasty treat we know to be Reece’s Peanut Butter Cup. 
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With each bite you are reminded of the blend of chocolate and peanut butter, two foods that have an established extensional quality by themselves. The ‘wholeness’ of the Peanut Butter Cup takes places in an intensional 3D space-time while it’s significance to us as a treat remains extended in a 4D spacetime. In a way, we never experience all of the meaning, yet each bite represents a ‘fractal’ reminder of the whole we perceived. Maybe it would help to define what a fractal consists of and then put it into context. I’ll offer two versions of the story so you can observe which one makes sense to you first.   

What is a fractal?

The simple answer is that a fractal is a shape that, when you look at a small part of it, has a similar (but not necessarily identical) appearance to the full shape. Take, for example, a rocky mountain. From a distance, you can see how rocky it is; up close, the surface is very similar. Little rocks have a similar bumpy surface to big rocks and to the overall mountain.2

Fractal: A geometrical pattern, structure, or set of points which is self-similar (exhibiting an identical or similar pattern) on different scales. For example, Benoit Mandelbrot, the discoverer of fractal geometry, describes the coast of England as a fractal, because as it is observed from closer and closer points of view (i.e., changing the scale), it keeps showing a self-similar kind of irregularity. Another example is the structure of a tree with its self- similarity of branching patterns on different scales of observation, or the structure of the lungs in which self-similar branching provides a greater area for oxygen to be absorbed into the blood. Strange attractors in chaos theory have a fractal structure. The imagery of fractals has been popularized by the fascinating graphical representations of fractals in the form of Mandelbrot and Julia Sets on a personal computer. Unlike the whole number characteristic of our usual dimensions, e.g., two or three dimensional drawings, the dimension of a fractal is not a whole number but a fractional part of a whole number such as a dimensionality of 2.4678.3 

If you’re getting good at this wholeness thing you can see how fractals establish integration between discontinuous scales with the continuity of a pattern. If not, all it means for us is that Watson’s enformed systems route to wholeness through the portal of dimensionality has a tangible analog in fractals that parallels what we had with somas. And since we made the point how somas conduct consciousness across dimensions, it makes sense to go back and explore how the models play into this. 

Let’s use our Reece’s Peanut Butter Cup example again. To harken back to Hanna’s osmotic function, we assimilate (desire) the whole candy, yet we accommodate (consume) the components of it,  and stay aware of their uniqueness. If we just took a chocolate bar and some peanut butter and ate that, it wouldn’t have the intensional ‘label’ of a Reece’s Peanut Butter Cup so we would lack the enformy to allow us to extensionally group them and remain aware of their ‘dualistic’ presence. In other words (again), for wholeness to become intimate, we must allow it to remain incomplete, which means to allow aspects of it to go unnamed yet still experienced. That’s why we can create nicknames, short hand, and other jargon and have it make perfect sense to us and be utterly unintelligent to others. Our wholeness is intimate to us, yet it’s incomplete to the targeted other, which in this case was a Peanut Butter Cup. If you’re hungry now, you get it. If you’re still in your head, go to the fridge and look at the brands you buy, not the food. You are purchasing a story, a worldview, that resonates with yours. That’s what self-similarity really boils down to when you get very quiet with wholeness. You are blending your maps with the maps of the targeted other and when you get a match, a fit, or even something near the bull’s eye, you have entered into an intimate wholeness.

My adventures with fractals led me to uncover another extensional device of wholeness that would confound/amaze me and provides even more context for somatic incarnation. Again my curiosity about recursion led me to it. I had bumped into something called phase space in my digging about fractals and nonlinear systems.          I also encountered recursion’s cousin, iteration, around the same time. Both of these concepts made wholeness more remote again. As I’d learn, wholeness can get slippery. 

Let’s begin by making an clear distinction between recursion and iteration. Humor me!

To iterate means to repeat. However iteration should be distinguished from simple repetition, which may produce nothing. In the process of iteration a series of actions is carried out, the result of each action in the series becoming the object of the same action the next time it is performed… Recursion is related to iteration by a simple twist of definition.  Instead of the result of an action being the object of the repeated action on the next occasion it is performed, as in iteration, in recursion the object of the action becomes itself; in other words the action becomes a self-referential one….Iteration takes place in a series of steps in time, while recursion takes place outside time or rather embraces all times in its definition. Iteration works forwards, by taking a value and then building on it to produce the next in a series; recursion, on the other hand, takes a value and defines it in terms of itself.. Recursion and iteration can be seen to be inverse processes rather like multiplication and division, or addition and subtraction. What is inverted is time: iteration takes place in time as it moves forward, while recursion involves an apparent backward step in time, implied by the element of self-reference in its definition.4

Geez, another way to wholeness from two complementary processes. Is this getting through to you at this point? The moment you use your intensional capacity to describe, infer, generalize and maybe even believe and value, wholeness gets remote and complete. The moment you use your extensional capacity to change, sense, map, and relate, wholeness gets intimate and incomplete again. We can say that an intensional orientation offers more opportunity for iteration, which points toward the level of generalization (in Aristotelian style) in the process of abstracting. When we combine that with the self-referencing (or SELF-referencing if we ‘speak’ enformed systems) we get the recursive side of the coin that allows us to claim our experiences holistically.

With that hurdled, let’s go forward into phase space.  It helps to have two versions of the story to tease out more meaning since we’re dealing with some truly unmarked territory.  

phase space: a hypothetical space constructed so as to have as many coordinates as are necessary to define the state of a given substance or system.5

phase space is a useful construct in mathematics and physics to demonstrate and visualize the changes in the dynamical variables of a system. The resulting plot, of position and momentum variables through time, is sometimes called a phase diagram….Every degree of freedom or parameter of the system is represented as an axis of a multidimensional space. For every possible state of the system, or allowed combination of values of the system's parameters, a point is plotted in the multidimensional space. Often this succession of plotted points is analogous to the system's state evolving over time. In the end, the phase diagram represents all that the system can be, and its shape can easily elucidate qualities of the system that might not be obvious otherwise. A phase space may contain very many dimensions. For instance a gas containing many molecules may require a separate dimension for each particle's x, y and z positions and velocities as well as any number of other properties.6

Suddenly, with the addition of fractals and phase space we have a way to link maps and objects without having to even know what enformy or any of that complicated math is. We now need to learn how to  ‘visualize change’ in whatever relationships we’re in and then use the resources of iteration and recursion to drive the process of abstracting. In order to make that a ‘reality’,  I needed to apply this visualization part to recursion itself.

One of the best aspects of being led from wholeness to recursion to fractals to iteration and on into phase space was that I got to cross paths with Chris Lofting.  Like Barresi and some of the others we’ve discussed, I’ve never gotten a chance to meet Chris, but I have had an opportunity to explore his work through e-mails, most of which would make your hair hurt. What Chris did was focus on how we make meaning through recursive dichotomous analysis. He came up with a system called IDM, which stands for Integration, Differentiation & Meaning. It was my introduction to metaphorical structure, call it a lebenswelt primer. To cut through that learning curve, here’s Chris’ base camp.    

	The Fundamental Object/Relationship Template: Bottom-Up 

	The Whole 
	Static Aspects 
	Parts 
	Dynamic Aspects 

	The Whole 
	The Parts(Object as relationship) 

	The Whole (Object) 


This template encapsulates the first few steps we make when we categorize. Thus, working bottom-up, from the whole we distinguish the aspects in the form of the parts and also distinguish the static and dynamic relationships.

Parts have a special function in that they can also be wholes but at a different level of analysis; they are thus removable aspects; the word 'part' manifests and entanglement of two meanings -- the meaning of an object combined with the meaning of a relationship. In this sense the word 'part' manifests a superposition, a sharing of the one space by two meanings. The word is thus an example of hybridization in that relationships are what happens between objects but also include objects themselves.7

Looking at this, I’m glad I got that Reece’s Peanut Butter Cup story across to you first. 

What Chris goes on to say about this model will help us understand the recursion within the process of abstracting from a contemporary standpoint. Maybe it’s because the majority of Chris’ work has been in computer programming that he framed it this way…

	The Extended Object/Relationship Template: Bottom-Up 

	Contractive Whole 
	Contractive Static Aspects 
	Contractive Parts 
	Contractive Dynamic Aspects 
	Expansive Dynamic Aspects 
	Expansive Parts 
	Expansive Static Aspects 
	Expansive Whole

	Contractive Whole 
	Contractive Parts 
	Expansive Parts 
	Expansive Whole 

	The Whole (Object) 


By adding the dichotomy of contract/expand we get a full template…In fact, any map (metaphor) of objects and their relationships that has dichotomous roots will slot onto this template. What then emerges is a sense of meaning for each cell that is unconsciously expressed in our descriptions and these descriptions will use words analogous to terms used to describe ways of mixing

This mechanism of description, combined with a system of labeling, enables us to use the same general meanings in different contexts and so particularize those meanings; all dichotomy-derived disciplines come with their unique lexicon that helps to differentiate 'this discipline' from 'that discipline'. What is suggested here is that the words are different but they all point to the same general set of meanings based on descriptions of object/relationships interactions.

I suggest that the meaning template is part of the neurology of the brain and is the tool used by us to categorize. Thus the ease with which we can make analogies across apparently widely different disciplines - these are possible since the template forms the basis of categorization and thus 'resonates'; it is not the things that are connected but the method of their categorization. The template is the underlying structure of dichotomously-derived metaphor and meaning is built-in to the method of analysis.8

I warned you. He’s worse than me. Yet what he’s telling us in terms of recursion and it’s influence on our experience of wholeness boils down to noticing the ‘layer’ of description we’re abstracting from so we can make word choices more specific to that ‘cell’ of the template. In that way, Chris asserts, the meaning we create will possess more integrity and therefore carry less incoherence within it. Here’s his summary of that.

The full 'mixing' template, presented below, gives the preferred terms for description. Thus, for example, static relationships are linked to the term 'bonding' (the formation of a bond - a joining) whereas dynamic relationships are linked to the term 'binding'. (e.g. contracts are 'binding'. They define a dynamic relationship that extends through time with parties being separate other than for the contract). Wholeness is linked to the term 'blending' (a blend being a balanced mix) and parts is linked to the term 'bounding' (to enclose and so distinguish 'this' from 'that'). The final step is to add the dichotomy of contract/expand which is synonymous to the dichotomies of negative/positive, context/text etc:9

	The Mixing Template: Bottom-Up 

	Contractive Blending 
	Contractive Bonding 
	Contractive Bounding 
	Contractive Binding 
	Expansive Binding 
	Expansive Bounding 
	Expansive Bonding 
	Expansive Blending

	Contractive Blending 
	Contractive Bounding 
	Expansive Bounding 
	Expansive Blending 

	The Whole (Object) 


Now, just as Chris attempted to decode our implicit, other-than-conscious aspects of our meaning-making processing, he also studied how all these interactions with the targeted other shift over time. For me, his work is getting into how wholeness is enformed by our autonoetic consciousness so we can effectively ‘time-bind’ and share our ideas. 

In the act of analysis or the making of a prediction, we recognize that as an object moves through time, so it is open to influences that can lead to change. Change is distinguished when the nature of the object is detected to be different when compared to its existence in a previous timeframe. These changes may be obvious and extreme, or manifest in the development of subtle biases.

To be able to predict an object's future, I rely on information about its current and previous contexts. From this data I then extrapolate possible futures. I can reinforce my prediction from information about other similar objects in other similar contexts, and applying that information to the current situation.

As we move through time, we determine an object's state based on previous contexts.

(o) T6

(o) T5   ^

(o) T4   |

(o) T3   |

(o) T2   |

(o) T1   |

X

An object's observed path through time. The context at T6 is

the sum of texts and contexts from T1 to T5.
As we move through each frame, we are moving from a gross state to a more refined state in that 'meaning' is becoming more precise since our assessments of the current state use all of the previous states as context. Thus what distinguishes refined from gross is an increase in the number of states at a level resulting in finer descriptive choices, since each state associates with a specific description of whatever is under dichotomous analysis.

In traditional 'logic' time is never explicitly considered since the dichotomous analysis emphasizes a 50/50 point of view (to cut into two) , equivalent to being always at level 1. Time, however, emphasizes possible variations in contexts,…where an apparent choice of 'no change' leaves one in an 'unbalanced (extreme)' position when seen in the framework of the whole. Time introduces 'reality'.10
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If we quickly shift back to The Structural Differential, Chris’ map takes this visual form.

In addition to considering the 'time', or order, aspect of abstracting in the vertical plane of the model, we can also envision a horizontal succession of these abstracting processes, one after the other, for every moment of our lives. In this case, with successive abstracting processes, we can picture the feedback, or circularity, arrow projecting from our prior inference to our next experience: In terms of differentiation, we 'should' note that… 

1. What happens (Event) is NOT ... 

2. What I sense non-verbally within my nervous system (Object), which is NOT  

3. What I can describe verbally about my sensing (Description), which is NOT  

4. The meaning(s) I generate based on what happened; etc. (Inferences) 

Similarly, our experience/inference/meaning at Time4 is NOT the 'same' experience/inference/meaning at Time1.11
What Chris has given us amounts to a way to use that descriptive level as a crossing  over point where we can make word choices that perpetuate the recursion and utilize an extensional orientation and stay rooted in our context or (dichotomous conjunction) we can ‘continue’ the process of abstracting and employ an iterative mindset, which utilizes and intensional orientation. Either way, we are generating meaningfulness that can be expressed in a whole form as long as we remain aware of how we are bringing the opposing elements of the targeted other together in our map. Seems like a whole-mess!

If you want to bumper sticker Chris’ template and not fry your mind anymore, use this:

“..it is not the things that are connected but the method of their categorization.”
If you just keep this in mind as you label different aspects of your experiences, when you plop them into your self-narrative, at the very least you’ll be using a more specific form of description. Just by getting more accuracy there, you’ll develop more of a (SoC).     

The question is how can we use all these insights in a practical, natural way so we’re able to remain in a somatic incarnation and not get drawn into the social conditioning again. Korzybski was way ahead of the curve on this one. Again, he knew from the outset that a) Aristotle had about a 2300 year head start and b) time-binding was the optimal change agent for humanity. It must have been a harsh realization for him to know that the intensional orientation had that much of a foothold on human communication. Take a second look at how this plays out in The Structural Differential.
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As we descend vertically, if we remain aware, we get more extensional in our orientation, indicating we get more self-referential, which packages the enformed in our map to targeted object chain. When we travel horizontally, and evaluate the same targeted object in a new timeframe, we get more intensional, which expands the enformy to the surroundings, as Chris says,  introducing ‘reality’, as we experience it from the autonoetic vantage point.  Korzybski wanted us to perfect the recursive loop since he knew the iterative process was an Aristotelian given. The irony is that most of us do not realize how manufactured our temporal experience is until that rhythm is broken. Korzybski seized on this disruption and saw it as his avenue to include and go beyond the intensional orientation without needing to invalidate or compete with it…

semantic reaction - a global reaction of an organism to stimuli, including the part related with the meanings that this organism would assign to words12 
His evidence that General Semantics was impacting an individual was when they could delay their semantic reaction, compose themselves, and use the extensional devices to communicate with words what was happening at the process-object level interface. Maybe a close up of this would make it easier to spot. It’ll also make Chris’ model vital.
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The red dots are where our sense organs ‘react’ to stimuli based on what we abstract from the process level of WIGO (what is going on). This is this origin of the semantic reaction. At this point we’re non-verbal and mostly other-than-conscious (since 99% of our sensory input is discarded – remember?). If we get to threshold, and that factors in stuff like experiences of pain or pleasure (or both), we cycle through to the more verbal levels below and can integrate (red line) lower and higher order aspects of abstracting.   
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The semantic reaction permeates the organism and can be accessed at any point in the process of abstracting. Chris’ model focused on the descriptive level as the point where we could exert some constructive awareness by selecting word choices that were in harmony with the object level’s interaction with the event we’re evaluating  (process/event level). He offered us the option of focusing on  the object, which would lead to tracking it over time (iteration) or our relationship to it, which would lead to a more timeless experience of self-reference. In Chris’ terms, this would constitute an ‘unscientific’  dichotomous analysis. I find this a bit amusing. Let me spell it out for you.     
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The lesson for us here is that when we want to ‘share’ our stories (the meaning part of the IDM model), we need to share both the map (form of analysis, synthesis, etc..) and the territory we’re evaluating/abstracting about. The payoff for being aware of your semantic reactions is that you engage yourself somatically more. This brings your map to life and let’s you reassess your attitude in the moment. So far we have three ways to access wholeness on an intimate, incomplete level; fractals, phase space & IDM. Think about it in terms of the way we’ve discussed all the other contributors’ models. How would these models of wholeness factor into all the various dichotomies we’ve already established to this point in our journey? How would they impact what we’ve presented about the nature of consciousness and somatic incarnation? What can we use here in our interpersonal and intrapersonal conversations? For these answers, we need to add one more to the mix; holons. I promise, the diagrams are much easier this time!

Calling All Quadrants, All Levels

The toughest concepts to embrace from the confines of the ‘single skulled’ mind are summed up with a pair of extremes; everything and nothing. When we consider the models of wholeness we’ve presented so far, they sort of imply the limitlessness nature they exude without coming right out and saying it. When we use terms like ‘scales’ (fractals),  ‘multidimensional’ (phase space) and ‘recursive dichotomous analysis’ (IDM), the extensional orientation we are striving for gets pushed to the edge of its capacity. The concept of holons, which we’ll develop now, was the prevailing model of  wholeness until these newer ones ‘emerged’ over the last 25-30 years. Wikipedia says:

A holon (from the Greek holos = whole and on = entity) is something that is simultaneously a whole and a part. The term was coined by Arthur Koestler on p. 48 of his book The Ghost in the Machine (1967).  A holon refers to a system (or phenomenon) that is a whole in itself, as well as a part of a larger system. It can be seen as systems nested within each other. Every system can be considered a holon, from a subatomic particle to the universe as a whole. On a non--physical level, words, ideas, sounds, emotions; everything that can be identified (except perhaps creation itself) is simultaneously part of something, and can be viewed as having parts of its own.13

What holons offers us on our journey comes down to way to use the extensional orientation in two directions. We can point to literal or figurative targets and use the natural hierarchy they contain to distinguish socially constructed systems from ones that possess the ‘intergrity’ holons offer us. Let’s revisit Wikipedia as a segway to that angle. 

“Since a holon is embedded in larger wholes, it is influenced by and influences these larger wholes. And since a holon also contains subsystems (parts), it is similarly influenced by and influences these parts. Information flows bidirectionally between smaller and larger systems. When this bidirectionality of information flow and understanding of role is compromised, for whatever reason, the system begins to break down: Wholes no longer recognize their dependence on their subsidiary parts, and parts no longer recognize the organizing authority of the wholes. Cancer is a good example of this breakdown in the biological realm. This hierarchy of holons is called a holarchy. It is a natural hierarchy in the sense that it is objective rather than subjective. Ken Wilber comments that the test of holon hierarchy is that if you were to remove a type of entity from existence, then all other entities of which it formed a part must of necessity cease to exist too. Thus an atom is lower in the hierarchy than a molecule, because if you removed all molecules, atoms could still exist, whereas if you removed all atoms, molecules would cease to exist too. The same test is true for letters and words, or people and countries.”14

That’s the easiest way to introduce our next contributor to our jounney, Ken Wilber. While his work may or may not have crossed your path, his message has. While most of the people we’ve encountered on this path have framed their ideas on the basis of direct experience, clinical trials or some other empirical channel, Wilber offers us more of a philosophical context to place these cumbersome and often overwhelming concepts. His extensional device is encapsulated in what he calls an AQAL approach.

AQAL stands for "All quadrants, all levels", and equally connotes "all lines, all states, all types". An account or theory is said to be AQAL, and thus integral (inclusive or comprehensive), if it accounts for or makes reference to all four quadrants and four major levels in Wilber's ontological scheme, described below. Each holon has an interior perspective (an inside) and an exterior perspective (an outside). It also has an individual perspective and a collective (or plural) perspective. If you map these into quadrants, you have four quadrants, or dimensions. To give an example of how this works, consider four schools of social science. Freudian psychoanalysis, which interprets people's interior experiences, is an account of the interior individual (or upper-left) quadrant. B.F. Skinner’s behaviorism, which limits to the observation of the behavior of organisms, is an exterior individual (upper-right) itself account. Gadamer’s philosophical hermeneutics interprets the collective consciousness of a society, and is thus an interior plural (lower-left) perspective. Marxist economic theory examines the external behavior of a society (lower-right). Thus all four pursuits—psychoanalysis, behaviorism, philosophical hermeneutics and Marxism—offer complementary, rather than contradictory, perspectives. It is possible for all to be correct and necessary for a complete account of human existence. Wilber has integrated these four areas of knowledge through an acknowledgment of the four fundamental dimensions of existence.15

The nuances of Wilber’s AQAL approach are not as salient for us now. We’ll bring them into play a little further down the road when we can readily drape these concepts into a somatic context. For now, the walk away from holons, as a model of wholeness goes into another of fundamental idea that Wilber has staked a claim to with his AQAL model.

Turtles All The Way Down, And All The Way Up - In Sex, Ecology, Spirituality, Wilber (1995) lays out twenty tenets he sees as orienting generalizations of the Kosmos. These twenty tenets serve as the framework for Wilber's entire model; they are the "patterns that connect." Essentially what Wilber is doing here is expanding on Whitehead's "Category of the Ultimate," which has three concepts: creativity, the many, and the one. Wilber embraces this formula of an ultimate category, (i.e., the category needed to understand all other categories), but he represents it as twofold: creativity and holon (many/one) (p. 529).Wilber claims that reality is not composed of parts (atomism) or wholes (processes) but, rather, is composed of whole/parts, which he defines as holons… Wilber formalizes this insight as his first tenet, which indicates the primacy it holds in relation to the nineteen tenets that follow. Wilber claims that everything is a holon, (simultaneously a part and a whole), all the way down into less complex organization (e.g., atoms, quarks, and strings) and all the way up into more complex organization (e.g., plants, reptiles, mammals, and humans). Every thing (part) rests within a context of relationship (whole), which he names "agency-in-communion." There is a one/many relationship occurring in every pocket of the Kosmos, whether it is in the individual and collective spheres or the interior and exterior dimensions. Wilber refers to this as "turtles all the way down, and all the way up" in reference to an old joke that points out the infinite directionality of context.16
This takes us way off the beaten path we’ve been traveling on. Holons bridge what we’ve been discussing up to this point as the elusive moment when we need the ‘the ability to use intensional approaches when appropriate’, even though we are developing a more extensional orientation. We can now use an AQAL approach as an extensional device to guide the process (oops!, this is really a tough one to shed) of abstracting and reframe it as an ‘ontological scheme’, which uses a descriptive motif that includes both the map (scheme) and the time-binder (ontological source). So, we’ve been folded up and sent back across the threshold from a YES awareness to an IS awareness. In the most intrinsic sense, the developmental models that Barresi, Porges and Siegel offered us contain a natural hierarchy that positions the IS as the base of our ‘SELF holarchy’.

While holons are an easier way to conceptually get to that ‘intimate, incomplete wholeness’ we were seeking, it tends to drop us off at the descriptive level and use the convention of hierarchy to proceed ‘up’ or ‘down’. The utility of the AQAL model provides us a framework to effectively ‘step off the ladder’ and view wholeness from multiple perspectives at the same time.  As we’ll discover later on, the story doesn’t end there. Right now, what’s more valuable for us is creating a model of wholeness for ourselves, so we can ‘transcend and include’ the contributors we’ve been meeting along the way. We’re about to become somatic cartographers. As both Wilber and Watson have demonstrated, the map (scheme) and the territory (SELF) are not just interconnected, they’re interchangeable! This supports what Hanna has taught us about the nature of the core and cortex of a soma. It also reflects Lofting’s contentions about categorization, which goes all the way back to the intensional/extensional path to wholeness we started out with before all these recursions started falling from the sky.
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Note: References 7  through 10 are no longer active links. Chris Lofting passed away in 2010 and it seems his material was pulled from the web. I’d love to find it somewhere so if you can ‘unearth’ please LMK!   
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Here’s where Chris enters the process of abstracting from a meaning-making standpoint. He wants us to notice how our senses are interacting with the event we’re evaluating. He calls it a ‘whole’ an object, so don’t get confused, it’s just a way to frame what we’re focused on. Anyway, what Chris is after comes down to letting the sensory experience direct the semantic conversion. In that way, he contends, we remain open to a more refined way of expressing ourselves and align our brain processes with our social interactive ones. To me, Chris is taking Korzybski’s model to a more 3D space-time context. It seems like a manual override way to use enformy. What’s so funny is that this is happening so fast, and for the most part outside our awareness, we’d need to have Chris’ map to make the very distinctions he has shared with us. Since he focuses on the dichotomies we create, the descriptive level is where he sees a rare opportunity to alert people to wake up. If they are drawn to the intensional orientation, they can still use extensional devices like dating and indexing to stay rooted in their biological recursive nature.      
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