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2.0 Introduction 

Why a Metaphysical Framework Must Now Answer to Praxis 

Part I proposed participatory ontology as a unified metaphysical grammar: reality as 

frequency-structured (analogically), consciousness as scale-invariant in functional form, the 

universe as participatory and self-interpreting, and entanglement as the grammar of 

unity-in-difference—culminating in a Logos-centric Christology in which the Incarnation is the 

historically singular event of maximal participatory coherence. The aim was not to 

domesticate theology into science, nor to replace theology with metaphors, but to articulate 

a metaphysical horizon in which classical Christological claims remain intelligible amid 

contemporary frameworks of mind, relation, and complexity. 

Yet a system can be true in outline and still fail its hour. The present world does not 

merely invite metaphysical synthesis; it demands it be accountable. Ecological instability 

accelerated technological mediation, epistemic fragmentation, institutional distrust, and 

existential disorientation form a convergent crisis of intelligibility and coordination. In such a 
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context, metaphysical claims cannot remain content with elegance. They must show how 

they bear weight—how they generate criteria for discernment, practices of formation, and an 

account of collective action that does not collapse into either technocratic control or spiritual 

privatization. 

This Part II therefore assumes an explicit burden: to demonstrate that participatory ontology 

can be translated into praxis without being reduced to policy, and that it can withstand 

critical scrutiny on three fronts: 

1. Praxis critique: Does the framework address structural injustice, institutional power, 

and public life—or does it retreat into interior coherence while the world burns? 

2. Scale critique: Does “scale invariance” clarify consciousness—or dissolve into 

vagueness and causal irrelevance? 

3. Method critique: Does the framework undermine scientific rigor by importing 

meaning and ethics—or does it diagnose a real limitation in a paradigm built for 

necessity and causal closure? 

To keep the discussion ethically clean, the critics are anonymized throughout Part II as 

the Praxis Critic, the Scale Critic, and the Method Critic. An extended praxis critique is 

reproduced (with identifying details removed) in Appendix A. 

Two acknowledgements belong here, because they sharpen the work precisely where it 

could drift. 

1. Special thanks to Alexandru Gheorghiu for pressing the question of Jesus’ apocalyptic 

urgency with historical seriousness and moral honesty, preventing the framework 

from treating eschatology as mere symbolism or postpone-able rhetoric. 

2. Special thanks to Robert P. Medzie for repeatedly pushing for clarity on language and 

embodiment—for refusing formulations that sound like disembodied metaphysics 

and insisting that any participatory ontology must be legible in the flesh: in practice, 

in attention, in communal life, and in the ordinary sacramentality of matter. 

 

2.1 Scope and Method 

This Part II is constructive, critical, and translational. It clarifies levels (ontology vs policy), 

strengthens exegetical anchors, and operationalizes the framework through ethics, 

formation, and education. 

The discussion of VUCA conditions, institutional instability, and “futures multiplied” is derived 

from (Dobson, What Future Are You Multiplying? 2025). 

The VPM framework (Vulnerability, Pluralism, Universal Ethics) and its application to 

fractured public life is derived from (Dobson, Vulnerability, Pluralism, Universal Ethics for a 

Fractured World (Revised Edition), 2025). 
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The account of “ghost frequencies” (collective memory, trauma, and destabilizing residual 

patterns in societies) is derived from (Dobson, Billion People and 82 Billion Ghosts, 2025). 

The emphasis on algorithmic amplification, ethical fragility under pressure, and the need for 

formation before governance is derived from (Dobson, Before the Machine Decides, 2025). 

The integration of layered cognition, multiple logical regimes, and post-bivalent reasoning is 

derived from (Dobson, Layered Intelligence and Logic in Reality: Toward Transformative 

Leadership and Collaboration, 2025 - hereafter LIT). 

This part also draws on classic sources—Aristotle (necessity vs contingency), Pauline theology 

(especially Ephesians’ ἐν Χριστῷ), Hebrews’ Melchizedekian priesthood, and the Sermon on 

the Mount as praxis—while making careful use of Jung and Pauli’s discussion of synchronicity 

as a methodological reminder that causality is not the only way meaning becomes intelligible. 

 

2.2 A Necessary Level Distinction 

Ontology Is Not Policy, But Policy Without Ontology Goes Blind 

The Praxis Critic’s central challenge is morally bracing: a metaphysical system does not, by 

itself, dismantle exploitation, decarbonize economies, regulate AI, or protect displaced 

persons. That critique is correct—if participatory ontology were claiming to be a policy 

platform. 

But ontology is not policy any more than grammar is speech. Ontology answers a prior 

question: 

What must be true of reality for justice, education, science, and governance to remain 

intelligible and non-destructive over time? 

Policy answers a different question: 

Given goals and constraints, what actions and institutions best reduce harm and increase 

flourishing? 

Civilizations do not do policy in a metaphysical vacuum. They do policy inside an implicit story 

about what a person is, what matters, what counts as real, and what the good is. When that 

story collapses, “neutrality” does not emerge; power does. Optimization replaces wisdom; 

coercion replaces persuasion; cynicism replaces hope; propaganda replaces truth. The 

modern crisis is therefore not only a technical crisis. It is an ontological crisis: a crisis in the 

grammar by which truth, meaning, and dignity remain coherent. 

Participatory ontology cannot replace praxis. But it can become a condition of possibility for 

praxis that does not devolve into technocracy or despair. The test is whether it can translate 
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into criteria—diagnostics for coherence and dissonance in persons, institutions, technologies, 

and cultures. That is the task of the following sections. 

 

2.3 Apocalyptic Urgency, Kenosis, and the Rough Seams of Tradition 

(With special recognition to Alexandru Gheorghiu whose dynamic contribution pushed the 

boundaries of comprehension) 

A recurring dispute in modern theology is whether Jesus’ proclamation of the Kingdom was 

apocalyptic in an urgent, imminent sense—and if so, whether the delay of consummation 

undermines Christian claims. Attempts to neutralize apocalyptic urgency by indefinitely 

postponing it can become special pleading. Here the insistence of Alexandru Gheorghiu is 

crucial: historical honesty is not optional. 

Part II holds together a triad: 

1. Historical honesty: Jesus’ apocalyptic urgency was real, sincere, and costly. 

2. Theological coherence: that urgency does not negate divinity, because kenosis entails 

real constraint and risk. 

3. Text-critical inference: the tradition’s rough seams are more consistent with organic, 

contested transmission than with centralized ideological manufacture. 

First, apocalyptic must be defined carefully. In its primary sense, apocalyptic is not 

countdown engineering; it is unveiling (ἀποκάλυψις)—a disclosure of reality’s decisive 

horizon that forces decision and reorders allegiance. The “nearness” of the Kingdom 

functions as crisis-speech: the present becomes charged with ultimacy. This does not deny 

that some early receptions included expectations of imminent climax; it clarifies that 

apocalyptic language is at its core a summons to participation rather than a schedule for 

spectators. 

Second, acknowledging urgency does not require concluding Jesus was merely mistaken or 

non-divine. A kenotic Christology offers a coherent account: if the Logos truly enters history 

under real constraint, then proclamation occurs within temporal vulnerability and epistemic 

finitude rather than from the posture of omniscient forecasting. Kenosis is not an ad hoc 

rescue; it is precisely the logic of divine action through vulnerability rather than control. On 

this view, “nearness” is not primarily chronological but an existential event horizon. Once 

crossed, the subject is reoriented: perception, agency, and meaning reconfigure from within. 

Apocalyptic is not passive waiting; it is participatory transformation. 

Third, the New Testament’s textual roughness—overlapping eschatological grammars, 

unresolved tensions, later recalibrations—should be treated neither as proof of truth nor as 

evidence of deliberate fabrication. It is better read as a probabilistic signature: not decisive, 

but more consistent with plural, contested, organically transmitted movements than with 

centrally engineered manufacture. If the tradition were centrally engineered, we would 
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expect harmonized timelines, rhetorical finality, and fewer embarrassing residues. Instead, 

we find communities arguing within the texts rather than smoothing them. The messiness is 

what we would expect if an event exceeded conceptual containment and was carried 

forward without total editorial closure. 

This triad matters for participatory ontology because it reframes eschatology as ontological 

relocation rather than ideological postponement: the Kingdom is near because participation 

in a new order of intelligibility is now opened. 

 

2.4 ἐν Χριστῷ as Participatory Ontology 

Ontological Relocation, Corporate Incorporation, and the Re-Ordering of the Powers 

This subsection is derived from (Dobson, Participatory Ontology and the Logos (draft), 2025), 

with expansions responding to the Scale and Praxis critiques. 

In Ephesians, ἐν Χριστῷ names not merely a belief-state but an ontological relocation—a shift 

of existence into a new sphere of life, agency, and intelligibility. The phrase functions less as a 

report of inward assent and more as the grammar of incorporation: to be “in Christ” is to be 

taken up into a reconfigured field in which identity, time, and community are re-ordered by 

divine action. Meaning arises not from external observation but from relational inclusion. 

Ephesians provides unusually strong anchors for this claim: 

o Eph 1:3–14 repeatedly locates blessing, election, adoption, redemption, and 

inheritance “in Christ / in him,” suggesting a sphere of existence rather than a mere 

opinion. 

o Eph 2:13–22 frames reconciliation as a new humanity “in Christ,” with access “in one 

Spirit,” culminating in a corporate dwelling place—explicitly ecclesial, embodied, and 

communal. 

o Eph 4:15–16 describes the Church’s growth “into” the Head, from whom the whole 

body is joined and held together—coherence language embedded in the text itself. 

Within participatory ontology, this “in-Christ” sphere is a field of intelligibility: not simply a 

moral improvement project but a reconfiguration of belonging and orientation. The emphasis 

on “powers” in Ephesians sharpens the ontological claim. Christ is seated above rule and 

authority (Eph 1:20–23); the Church is the site where wisdom is made known to the powers 

(Eph 3:10); struggle is not against flesh and blood but against principalities (Eph 6:12). These 

are not merely mythic decorations. They function as an ontology of conflict: coherent 

participation threatens regimes—spiritual, cultural, institutional—that depend on division, 

fear, and reduction. 
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Thus ἐν Χριστῷ implies: 

1. A new identity (not self-generated, but received), a new time-relation (Kairos 

compressing the present), a new corporate embodiment (body/temple imagery), a 

new politics of the powers (resistance without scapegoating). 

2. This also clarifies why Christian language exhibits plurality and interpretive tension: 

finite language strains to articulate an ontological relocation whose depth exceeds 

conceptual containment. 

 

2.5 Melchizedek and the Ontology of Participatory Priesthood 

From Countdown Religion to Incarnate Mediation 

This subsection is derived from (Dobson, Vulnerability, Pluralism, Universal Ethics for a 

Fractured World, 2025] and (Dobson, Participatory Ontology and the Logos (draft), 2025), 

with expansions addressing the Praxis Critic. 

Melchizedek appears briefly in Genesis, yet Hebrews treats him as a decisive theological key. 

In Gen 14:18–20, Melchizedek— “priest of God Most High”—meets Abraham not with 

apocalyptic calculation but with bread, wine, blessing, and a reordering of recognition: 

Abraham receives and responds. The encounter is sealed not by explanation but by 

participation. The text’s liturgical concreteness matters: bread, wine, blessing, and relational 

alignment are not abstractions; they are embodied mediation. 

Psalm 110 intensifies the claim: “You are a priest forever according to the order (τάξις) of 

Melchizedek” (Ps 110:4). Here “order” is not mere job description but a pattern of being—an 

ontological form of mediation not grounded in genealogy, tribal boundary, or cultic 

exclusivity. It is older than the Levitical system and wider than the nation, thereby capable of 

naming a priesthood whose logic is communion rather than control. 

Hebrews makes this typology the framework for understanding Christ’s work: Jesus is High 

Priest “according to the order of Melchizedek” (Heb 5:6, 10; 7:1–28), not by legal descent but 

by “the power of an indestructible life” (Heb 7:16). Crucially, Hebrews does not introduce 

Christ primarily as a predictor of dates. It introduces him as the mediator who opens access, 

purifies conscience, and reconstitutes human agency in covenantal communion (Heb 4:14–

16; 9:11–14; 10:19–22). The Melchizedekian order is therefore not decorative. It names 

Christianity’s deepest grammar: participatory priesthood—the enactment of reconciliation 

and blessing in history. 

This reframes “apocalyptic” in its proper sense. Apocalyptic is unveiling, not scheduling; and 

what is unveiled is a new order of relation. Hebrews even speaks in present participatory 

terms: “you have come to Mount Zion… to Jesus, the mediator of a new covenant” (Heb 

12:22–24). The future remains real, but the mode of Christian life is not speculative vigilance; 

it is liturgical, priestly participation in a reality already opened. 
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Within participatory ontology, Melchizedek functions as an ontological “signature pattern”: 

blessing mediated through embodied encounter; communion enacted rather than merely 

asserted. Christ is the radical incarnation of that order—not merely teaching communion but 

becoming the historical locus where communion becomes actual. And this priesthood is not 

clerical specialization alone. The New Testament frames the redeemed people as priestly 

participants: “a royal priesthood” (1 Pet 2:9) and “a kingdom and priests” (Rev 1:6; 5:10). The 

point is not that Christ mediates instead of the world in a way that excludes creaturely 

participation, but that Christ mediates for the world in a way that opens participation. 

This is why participatory priesthood is a political threat to the powers. Regimes of domination 

rely on separability: my safety against yours, my prosperity against yours, my tribe against 

yours. Priesthood is communion enacted—non-separability lived in history. If the powers 

depend on dissonance, then Melchizedekian participation is resistance: not conquest but 

witness through blessing, sacrifice, and love. 

 

2.6 From Backward Explanation to Forward Orientation 

Why Science Must Expand Its Scope Without Losing Rigor 

This subsection is derived from (Dobson, What Future Are You Multiplying?, 

2025) and (Dobson, LIT, 2025). 

The Method Critic’s challenge can be summarized: participatory ontology seems to import 

meaning and ethics into science, thereby weakening rigor. The response begins with a 

concession: modern science has been extraordinarily successful because it is optimized for 

domains governed by necessity, repeatability, causal closure, and backward explanation. 

But the crises now governing human survival—ecological instability, technological 

amplification, social fragmentation—are open, historical, and future-oriented. They are not 

merely puzzles about past causes. They are problems of orientation: what futures are being 

multiplied, what vulnerabilities are being exploited, what coherences are being destroyed, 

what meanings are being manufactured. 

Living systems are not only reactive; they are anticipatory. They act in light of possible 

futures: biological regulation, human planning, social coordination, ethical deliberation. This 

does not require backward causation. It requires acknowledging that finality and orientation 

are explanatory in open systems. Efficient causation explains how events occur; orientation 

explains what a system is doing—what it is attempting to preserve, repair, or become. 

A science that refuses orientation as intelligible will increasingly fail in precisely the domains 

where science is now most needed: AI governance, climate resilience, education reform, 

public health trust, conflict de-escalation. The paradigm shift required is therefore not away 

from science but toward a science adequate to contingency: rigorous where necessity holds, 

and disciplined in judgment where futures remain open. 
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2.7 Aristotle’s Logical Pluralism 

Necessity, Contingency, and Why Phronesis Is Not Inferior to Proof 

This subsection is derived from (Dobson, LIT, 2025), integrating Aristotle’s distinction 

between demonstrative knowledge and practical wisdom. 

Western modernity often assumes one rationality: bivalent, reductive, proof-oriented. Yet 

Aristotle never intended demonstrative reasoning (epistēmē) to govern all domains. In 

the Posterior Analytics, demonstration is suited to domains of necessity—where premises are 

stable and outcomes repeatable. But in the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle insists that ethics 

and politics are domains of contingency, where outcomes are plural, contextual, and 

future-oriented. Here, the governing virtue is phronesis—practical wisdom: deliberation 

under uncertainty, guided by the good, responsive to particulars. 

The implication is decisive for the Method Critic: expanding science to include ethics and 

meaning is not anti-rational. It is a recovery of rational pluralism. In contingent domains, 

demanding mathematical certainty is not rigor; it is category confusion. Rigor here means 

disciplined judgment, iterative learning, moral constraint, and humility about prediction. 

Participatory ontology aligns with this Aristotelian insight: a science adequate to human 

survival must become capable not only of explaining what is, but of guiding responsible 

action amid what might be. 

 

2.8 Beyond Bivalence 

Fuzzy Logic and Layered Intelligence in Reality 

Why Reality Is Graded, Not Binary—and Why Formation Matters 

This subsection is derived from (Dobson, LIT, 2025) and (Dobson, Before the Machine 

Decides, 2025). 

A symptom of modernity’s epistemic overreach is the tacit assumption that reality must 

conform to bivalent logic: true/false, on/off, success/failure. This works brilliantly in certain 

physical domains. It fails repeatedly in life, mind, and society, where states are graded, 

relational, and context-sensitive. 

Fuzzy logic (formally articulated by Zadeh, 1965) names what lived reality already displays: 

degrees of truth, degrees of coherence, degrees of risk, degrees of agency. Biological 
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regulation is seldom binary; psychological states unfold on spectra; social trust is graded; 

ethical judgments involve trade-offs among overlapping goods. 

Layered Intelligence Theory (LIT) extends this logically and anthropologically: 

o Physical domains often permit bivalent models. 

o Biological domains require probabilistic, graded, dynamic logic. 

o Cognitive domains require pattern recognition, anticipation, and self-modeling. 

o Social domains require meaning, norm negotiation, and conflict management under 

constraint. 

A participatory ontology is therefore naturally allied with post-bivalent reasoning: coherence 

is not “present or absent” but achieved in degrees, sustained through feedback, and 

vulnerable to dissonance. This matters ethically because contemporary technology 

increasingly converts fuzzy human realities into binary optimization targets. The result is not 

clarity but violence: the flattening of persons into metrics, the conversion of meaning into 

engagement, the conversion of deliberation into control. 

The paradigm shift is therefore also a logic shift: from proof-only rationality to layered 

rationality, where multiple logics serve multiple domains—without surrendering rigour. 

 

2.9 Jung and Pauli 

Individuation, Synchronicity, and Circumambulation as 

Methodological Reminder 

Meaning Is Not Always Causality—and Formation Is Not Optional 

This subsection is derived from (Dobson, Billion People and 82 Billion Ghosts, 

2025) and (Dobson, What Future Are You Multiplying? 2025), with explicit engagement of 

Jung and Pauli. 

Jung and Pauli’s discussion of synchronicity is often abused as “alternative physics.” That is 

not its value here. Its value is methodological: it reminds us that causality is not the only 

mode by which reality becomes intelligible.  

Causality explains how events occur; meaning explains why events matter,  

how they reorient a life, how they constellate transformation. 

This matters for participatory ontology because the Praxis and Method Critics often assume 

that only what can be reduced to efficient cause counts as real. Jung’s psychology challenges 

this reduction by insisting that human life is structured by archetypal patterns and that the 
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task of maturity is individuation—the integration of fragmented elements of the psyche 

around a deeper centre. This integration is frequently described by Jung with the image 

of circumambulation: the slow circling of a centre that cannot be seized directly, approached 

instead through repeated encounter, symbol, and disciplined attention. Circumambulation is 

not only a psychological image; it is also a liturgical and anthropological one: human beings 

become coherent by repeatedly turning around what is ultimate. 

Here Joseph Campbell’s comparative work is relevant—not as a reduction of Christ to myth, 

but as a reminder that human cultures repeatedly encode transformation through patterned 

narratives (departure, trial, descent, return). Campbell’s “hero’s journey” can be read as a 

cross-cultural map of initiation, but Christianity insists on something more than archetype: a 

historical Incarnation, a cruciform Logos, and a participation that is not merely symbolic 

self-realization but ontological relocation in Christ. Still, Campbell can help contemporary 

readers recognize that formation is not optional: societies require initiation into meaning, or 

they collapse into nihilism, addiction to certainty, or manufactured identities. 

Participatory ontology can therefore say: synchronicity is not proof of metaphysics; 

individuation is not salvation; circumambulation is not ideology. But together they name a 

human fact: meaning arrives as participation—through attention, pattern recognition, 

relational encounter, and the long circling of a centre that exceeds control. In a world of 

acceleration, this becomes politically and ethically urgent: without formation, humans revert 

to fear under stress; and fear becomes the fuel of the powers. 

 

2.10 VPM 

Universal Ethics Without Uniform Belief 

Vulnerability, Pluralism, and the Conditions of Coherence 

This subsection is derived from (Dobson, Vulnerability, Pluralism, Universal Ethics for a 

Fractured World (Revised Edition), 2024). 

A central anxiety behind the Praxis Critic’s concern is that metaphysical frameworks often 

become elitist because they demand conceptual assent as the price of moral membership. 

VPM is designed to avoid that trap. It begins not with doctrine but with shared conditions. 

1. Vulnerability is ontological. All humans are exposed to fragility, dependency, injury, 

entropy, and loss. Vulnerability is not a political preference; it is a condition of 

embodiment. Any ethics that ignores vulnerability will become cruel, because it will 

treat suffering as an externality. 

2. Pluralism is empirical. Human beings generate diverse meaning systems—religions, 

ideologies, narratives, rituals—because meaning is required for agency. Pluralism is 
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not merely a modern inconvenience; it is a structural feature of human 

symbol-making. 

3. Universal ethics emerges from shared conditions, not uniform belief. Because 

vulnerability is universal, and because cohesion is necessary for survival, there are 

ethical constraints that can be argued for across traditions: protection of the 

vulnerable, truth-telling as social infrastructure, non-humiliation, reciprocity, and the 

refusal to treat persons as disposable. 

VPM therefore provides an ethical grammar that is compatible with pluralism without 

dissolving into relativism. It also clarifies why ethics is a scientific concern in a VUCA world: 

scientific and technological systems shape vulnerability, cohesion, and meaning. If science 

insists ethics is “external,” it is not neutral; it is blind to its own causal participation in the 

future. 

VPM also responds to the Scale Critic: it makes scale-invariance concrete. Across scales, 

vulnerability must be managed, cohesion regenerated, meaning stabilized. The mechanisms 

vary, but the functional requirements remain. Ethics is the intelligence that keeps those 

requirements from being violated—especially when systems become powerful enough to 

externalize harm. 

 

2.11 The Sermon on the Mount 

Praxis of Coherence Under Uncertainty 

A Liturgy of Non-Escalation, Truth, and Participatory Agency 

This subsection is derived from (Dobson, Vulnerability, Pluralism, Universal Ethics for a 

Fractured World, 2025) and (Dobson, Billion People and 82 Billion Ghosts, 2025), expanded in 

dialogue with the Praxis Critic. 

If participatory ontology is to answer to praxis, it must show how coherence becomes 

embodied. The Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5–7) can be read not as utopian idealism but 

as training for coherence under conditions of vulnerability, injustice, and uncertainty. 

Consider several structural features: 

o Non-retaliation (“turn the other cheek,” “go the second mile”) interrupts escalation 

dynamics. In systems terms, it breaks positive feedback loops of revenge that amplify 

violence. This is not passivity; it is a refusal to let the opponent define the field. It is 

agency exercised as non-mirroring. 

o Enemy love is not sentimental affection but the discipline of refusing dehumanization. 

It protects cohesion at the deepest level: the refusal to sacrifice truth and dignity for 

the sake of tribal certainty. 
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o Truth-telling (“let your yes be yes”) is social infrastructure. In a world of epistemic 

fragmentation, truth-telling is not merely personal virtue; it is the condition of 

collective coordination. 

o Freedom from anxiety is not denial of danger; it is resistance to fear-based 

governance of the soul. Anxiety narrows attention and makes humans 

programmable—by propaganda, by outrage cycles, by algorithmic manipulation. 

o Hiddenness of piety (“do not practice righteousness to be seen”) is an 

anti-performance ethic. It aligns directly with Robert P. Medzie’s insistence on 

embodiment over rhetoric: practices that form the soul rather than advertise the self. 

o Forgiveness is not moral amnesia. It is release from captivity to the past to restore 

agency for the future. 

Within participatory ontology, the Sermon’s “Kingdom” language is not countdown 

mechanics but a description of a reconfigured order of participation: a life lived “in Christ,” 

coherent with Logos, embodying a priestly mediation in the world. The Sermon is therefore 

not an add-on to metaphysics. It is the praxis through which metaphysics becomes flesh. 

This is also why the Sermon is politically dangerous. Powers that rely on fear, humiliation, and 

scapegoating cannot tolerate communities trained in non-retaliation, truth-telling, and 

enemy love. Such communities are coherence-amplifiers. They threaten regimes that 

stabilize themselves through dissonance. 

 

2.12 Sansai and Nepsis 

Formation for Agency Under Pressure 

Why Insight Without Training Collapses 

This subsection is derived from (Dobson, Before the Machine Decides, 2025), with expansions 

responding to Robert P. Medzie’s emphasis on embodiment. 

A decisive practical problem in the modern world is the assumption that rational insight 

automatically becomes behaviour. Under stress, humans revert to habit, fear, 

certainty-seeking, and tribal aggression. Ethical commitments collapse unless attention and 

impulse are trained. 

Two traditions name the same functional capacity: 

1. Sansai (martial traditions): disciplined presence, regulated breathing, embodied 

awareness, and response without panic. 

2. Nepsis (Christian hesychasm/watchfulness): trained attention, sober vigilance, 

guarding the heart, pausing before reactive thought. 
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Both are formation technologies: they preserve agency under pressure. In an algorithmically 

mediated environment—where outrage is incentivized, fear is monetized, and attention is 

harvested—untrained minds become programmable. Programmable minds become 

programmable societies. Nepsis therefore becomes political without becoming partisan: it is 

resistance to the commodification of the inner life. 

This is where embodiment matters. Participatory ontology cannot remain a theory of “fields” 

unless it yields embodied competencies: the ability to stay present, to resist reactive 

certainty, to tell the truth without escalation, to act without being commandeered by fear. 

Sansai and nepsis supply precisely this: the formation of coherent agency. 

 

2.13 Education as the Fulcrum of the Paradigm Shift 

If science must expand from necessity to participation, education must shift accordingly. 

Current systems tend to reward specialization, standardized outcomes, error avoidance, and 

bivalent grading. These traits are poorly suited to a VUCA world, where uncertainty is normal 

and where the most dangerous failures are systemic, moral, and meaning-based. 

A participatory education would cultivate: 

Layered intelligence (multiple logical regimes), adaptive judgment (phronesis), ethical 

discernment as intelligence rather than ideology, collaborative sense-making under plural 

conditions, formation practices for attention and impulse regulation. 

Education becomes the fulcrum because it multiplies futures. The deepest question is not 

merely what students know, but what they become: what kind of agents they are under 

pressure, what kind of communities they can sustain, what kind of technologies they will 

build and restrain. 

Mishnah Avot 4:1 and the Pedagogy of Participation 

Wisdom as Encounter, Self-Mastery, and Humility Before Certainty 

Provenance note: The formation-oriented reading of wisdom as “trained below deliberation” 

is derived from (Dobson, Before the Machine Decides, 2025); the linkage between formation, 

pluralism, and shared ethical constraints is derived from (Dobson, Vulnerability, Pluralism, 

Universal Ethics for a Fractured World (Revised Edition), 2025). The integration of brain-

based learning dynamics (automation, uncertainty, and adaptation) is drawn from (Ezuz, 

“Moving from Training/Taming to Independent Creative Learning: Based on Research of the 

Brain,” 2018). 

Mishnah Avot 4:1 supplies an unexpectedly precise bridge into participatory ontology—not 

by offering a competing metaphysics, but by articulating a pedagogical anthropology: what 

kind of creature the human being is, and what kind of formation is required to live wisely in 
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social reality. Ben Zoma’s opening definition is decisive: “Who is wise? He who learns from 

every person.” 

Within participatory ontology, this implies learning is not limited to correct authorities, high-

status sources, or successful outcomes. Wisdom emerges from encounter, not perfection. 

Error becomes a teacher, not a disgrace—not because failure is romanticized, but because 

humility keeps the self-permeable to reality as it discloses itself through ordinary persons, 

difficult relationships, and unforeseen friction. This interpretive emphasis on encounter-

based intelligibility is derived from (Dobson, What Future Are You Multiplying? 2025). 

Avot 4:1 then deepens the anthropology by pairing epistemic openness with disciplined self-

governance: “Who is strong? He who controls his passions… one who rules his spirit.”  

The Mishnah’s sequence matters: wisdom that is not joined to self-mastery collapses into 

reactivity; and reactivity—especially under social pressure—rapidly hardens into identity 

(“this is who I am,” “this is what we are”), after which learning becomes nearly impossible. 

This is the Mishnah’s quiet insistence that self-recognition of limitation is not optional; it is a 

necessary condition for dealing truthfully with social reality. Recognition of limits leads (when 

trained rather than merely admired) to self-control over the forces that motivate one, and 

therefore to humility. This link between limitation-recognition, coherence, and public life is 

derived from (Dobson, Billion People and 82 Billion Ghosts, 2025) and (Dobson, Vulnerability, 

Pluralism, Universal Ethics…, 2025). 

At this point the convergence with Sansai and Christian nepsis becomes explicit. What the 

Mishnah, Sansai, and nepsis share is not doctrine, but a shared pedagogical anthropology: 

they all assume that wisdom is trained below deliberation, before certainty hardens into 

identity. In Sansai, this appears as embodied regulation—breath, posture, timing, response 

without panic. In nepsis, it appears as watchfulness—attention trained to notice the first 

movements of thought and affect before they become captivity. In Avot, it appears as the 

disciplined readiness to learn from anyone and the capacity to rule one’s spirit. The “below 

deliberation” framing is derived from (Dobson, Before the Machine Decides, 2025). 

Special thanks are due to Dr. Yitzhak Ezuz for his generous sharing of ideas and research on 

learning and the brain, which strengthens the plausibility of this account of formation. Ezuz 

defines learning as adaptive capacity— “Learning is the ability to cope with changes and to 

understand their interaction with the dynamic body”—and emphasizes how strongly the brain 

tends toward automation for survival and energy efficiency.  

This supports a central claim of participatory ontology’s praxis-branch: without practices that 

interrupt automaticity, the human being becomes governable by the strongest stimulus (fear, 

outrage, belonging pressure, certainty addiction) rather than by discerned participation. The 

automation/formation inference is derived from (Ezuz, 2018) and extended in (Dobson, 

Before the Machine Decides, 2025).  

Finally, Avot 4:1’s pedagogy is not merely private spirituality. It is socially stabilizing. A 

community formed by “learn from every person” is less vulnerable to humiliation hierarchies 



Participatory Ontology Under Critique 

 

and prestige capture; a community formed by “rule your spirit” is less vulnerable to 

escalation dynamics and scapegoating; a community formed by honouring others is more 

capable of cohesion without coercion.  

In a VUCA environment—where systems amplify fragility and accelerate reaction—this 

Mishnah functions as a compact, tradition-tested articulation of participatory ethics: wisdom 

arises through encounter; strength is self-mastery; humility is epistemic realism; and 

formation precedes reliable action. The VUCA/formation application is derived from (Dobson, 

What Future Are You Multiplying? 2025) and (Dobson, Vulnerability, Pluralism, Universal 

Ethics…, 2025). 

 

2.14 From Praxis Critique to Institutional Diagnostics 

Structural Dissonance, the Powers, and Crisis-Testing the Framework 

This subsection is derived from (Dobson, Vulnerability, Pluralism, Universal Ethics for a 

Fractured World, 2025) and (Dobson, Billion People and 82 Billion Ghosts, 2025), expanded 

explicitly to answer the Praxis Critic. 

The Praxis Critic’s central demand is structural: coherence language can become private 

therapy unless it yields institutional diagnostics. Participatory ontology must therefore name 

structural dissonance. 

A core proposal follows: 

Sin is not only personal dissonance; it is structural dissonance—systems that institutionalize 

destructive interference in vulnerability, cohesion, and meaning. 

This yields identifiable dissonance signatures: 

• Extraction without repair: profit or power gained by externalizing costs onto workers, 

communities, and ecosystems. 

• Humiliation and dehumanization: persons treated as units, inputs, or threats rather 

than participatory subjects. 

• Manufactured fear and scarcity: precarity used as governance; scapegoats used as 

cohesion. 

• Epistemic fragmentation: algorithmic noise dissolving shared reality, making solidarity 

and truth-seeking structurally difficult. 

• Boundary militarization: vulnerability turned into exclusion as a strategy of internal 

cohesion. 

These are not merely moral slogans. They are descriptions of how coherence fails in complex 

systems. 



Participatory Ontology Under Critique 

 

Crisis testing makes the framework concrete: 

Climate: entanglement implies externalities are not external. A coherent economy must 

include regeneration structurally, not rhetorically. Ecological harm is metaphysical violence 

because it violates the participatory conditions of life. 

Inequality: extreme wealth concentration privatizes vulnerability downward and purchases 

cohesion upward. The result is brittle social trust, increased coercion, and moral injury. 

Coherence requires distributed risk, dignity of labour, and shared goods. 

Authoritarianism: authoritarian systems offer pseudo-coherence through fear, propaganda, 

and exclusion. Participatory ontology clarifies why they attract: they promise meaning and 

cohesion amid chaos. But they do so by destroying the conditions of truth and trust that 

make societies resilient. The counter is not only argument, but communities trained in 

coherence—truth-telling, mutual aid, non-humiliation, and disciplined resistance. 

At this point the Praxis Critic’s “cathedral” image can be answered without defensiveness: 

participatory ontology is not the shelter; it is the grammar that forms people who build 

shelters, resist exploitation, and do so without becoming what they oppose. 

 

2.15 Conclusion 

A High-Impact Call to Action 

From Metaphysical Elegance to Participatory Responsibility 

If reality is participatory, then intellectual work is itself participation—and participation 

carries responsibility. The world does not need another ideology disguised as ontology. It 

needs a grammar of coherence strong enough to sustain truth, compassion, and courage 

under pressure. 

Part II has argued that the critiques do not defeat participatory ontology; they complete it: 

1. Historical honesty about Jesus’ urgency can be preserved without collapsing 

Christology when apocalyptic is understood as unveiling and kenosis is taken seriously 

as vulnerability rather than predictive control. 

2. Scale invariance becomes rigorous when framed as functional invariance 

(vulnerability, cohesion, meaning) with scale-dependent mechanisms. 

3. Scientific rigor is not weakened by acknowledging orientation; it is strengthened by 

refusing category errors—proof where necessity holds, practical wisdom where 

futures remain open. 

4. Praxis becomes possible when coherence is operationalized as institutional 

diagnostics and formation practices, not as private interiority. 
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Therefore: 

1. To scientists and researchers: stop treating meaning and ethics as externalities. In 

open systems, orientation is causal. Build models that can guide action under 

uncertainty—not only explain the past. 

2. To theologians and philosophers: refuse to defend doctrine as museum artifact. 

Translate Logos metaphysics into criteria that expose structural dissonance—

extraction, humiliation, manufactured fear—and articulate what coherent institutions 

require. 

3. To technologists and policy designers: do not confuse optimization with wisdom. 

When systems amplify human vulnerability, ethics is not optional; it is structural. 

Embed VPM constraints (vulnerability protection, plural respect, universal ethical 

floors) into the design of platforms, incentives, and governance. 

4. To educators: reform schooling around adaptive judgment, layered intelligence, 

ethical discernment, and formation of attention. In an algorithmic world, untrained 

attention becomes programmable attention; programmable attention becomes 

programmable society. 

5. To communities of practice and faith: treat the Sermon on the Mount as a training 

regime for coherence—non-retaliation, enemy love, truth-telling, freedom from 

anxiety—not decorative ideals. These practices alter system dynamics. They do not 

guarantee outcomes; they change what outcomes are possible. 

6. To every reader: ask one question daily—personally, socially, institutionally: 

What future are we multiplying? 

In an entangled world, neutrality is an illusion. Every act participates in a pattern; 

every pattern amplifies a future. 

The goal is not to win arguments. The goal is to become a people—and a science—capable of 

love under pressure: coherent agents in a fractured world, priestly participants in a 

vulnerable creation, witnesses to the Logos not through domination, certainty, or control, but 

through embodied truth and self-giving communion. 

 

2.16 Sources and Scholarly Transparency 

A. Source-map  

(What supports what) 

o Axioms + process/participation metaphysics: Whitehead; Wheeler; Varela/Thompson; 

selected consciousness-field literature (e.g., Meijer/Geesink). 

o Logos + participation metaphysics: Augustine; Aquinas; Maximus; Palamas; Council of 

Chalcedon (Christology). 

o Christology + kenosis + apocalyptic honesty: Synoptic tradition; Mark 13:32 

(constraint); Pauline material; scholarly debates on apocalyptic urgency. 



Participatory Ontology Under Critique 

 

o ἐν Χριστῷ / incorporation: Ephesians (anchors: Eph 1:3–14; 2:13–22; 4:15–16). 

o Melchizedekian priesthood: Gen 14:18–20; Ps 110:4; Hebrews 5–7 and 12:22–24. 

o VPM ethics: Dobson 2025; plus, moral psychology / systems ethics (as needed). 

o Formation under pressure: nepsis; sansai; plus, brain/learning dynamics (Ezuz). 

o Mishnah Avot 4:1 pedagogy: Avot itself; interpretive sources; Ezuz integration. 

o Jung/Pauli/Campbell: individuation, synchronicity, circumambulation; comparative 

initiation grammar. 

B. Primary sources 

Scripture 

The Holy Bible  

o John 1:1–3; Col 1:17; Eph 1:3–14; Eph 1:10; Eph 2:13–22; Eph 3:10; Eph 4:15–16; Eph 

6:12; Gen 14:18–20; Ps 110:4; Heb 4:14–16; Heb 5–7; Heb 10:19–22; Heb 12:22–24; 

Matt 5–7; 1 Pet 2:9; Rev 1:6; Rev 5:10. 

Jewish / Rabbinic 

o Rosenberg, J. (Trans.). (2015). Pirkei Avot: Ethics of the Fathers. Judaica Press. 

o Friedländer, G. (Trans.). (1916). Pirkê de Rabbi Eliezer: (The chapters of Rabbi Eliezer 

the Great) according to the text of the manuscript belonging to Abraham Epstein of 

Vienna. K. Singer. 

Patristic / Medieval (core theological sources) 

o Augustine. (1995). De Magistro (The Teacher) (R. L. Smith, Trans.). In Augustine: 

Earlier writings (The Library of Christian Classics, Vol. 6, pp. 85-141). Westminster 

John Knox Press. (Original work published ca. 389 CE) 

o Aquinas, T. (1947). Summa theologica (Fathers of the English Dominican Province, 

Trans.). Benziger Bros. (Original work published ca. 1265-1274) 

o Gregory of Nyssa. (1978). The life of Moses (A. J. Malherbe & E. Ferguson, Trans.). 

Paulist Press (Classics of Western Spirituality). (Original work published ca. 390 CE) 

o Maximus the Confessor. (2014). On difficulties in the Church Fathers: The Ambigua (N. 

Constas, Trans., Vol. 1-2). Harvard University Press (Dumbarton Oaks Medieval 

Library). (Original work published ca. 630-634 CE) 

o Gregory Palamas. (1983). The triads (N. Gendle, Trans.; J. Meyendorff, Ed.). Paulist 

Press (Classics of Western Spirituality). (Original work published ca. 1330s-1340s) 

o John of the Cross. (1991). The collected works of St. John of the Cross (K. Kavanaugh 

& O. Rodriguez, Trans.). ICS Publications. (Original works published 1578-1585; 

includes Dark Night of the Soul, Ascent of Mount Carmel) 

o Council of Chalcedon. (451). Definition of the faith. In Decrees of the ecumenical 

councils (N. P. Tanner, Ed., Vol. 1, pp. 83-87). Georgetown University Press (1990). 
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C. Secondary / modern sources (core set) 

Process / participatory / cognition 

o Whitehead, A. N. (1929). Process and reality: An essay in cosmology. Macmillan. 

o Wheeler, J. A. (1989). “Information, physics, quantum: The search for links.” In W. H. 

Zurek (Ed.), Complexity, entropy, and the physics of information (pp. 3–28). Addison-

Wesley. 

o Varela, F. J., Thompson, E., & Rosch, E. (1991). The embodied mind: Cognitive science 

and human experience. MIT Press. 

o Jung, C. G. (1953–1979). The collected works of C. G. Jung (H. Read, M. Fordham, & G. 

Adler, Eds.; R. F. C. Hull, Trans.). Princeton University Press. 

o Jung, C. G., & Pauli, W. (1955). The interpretation of nature and the psyche (R. F. C. 

Hull & P. Silz, Trans.). Pantheon Books. 

o Campbell, J. (1949). The hero with a thousand faces. Pantheon Books 

Logic / computation / complexity 

o Zadeh, L. A. (1965). Fuzzy sets. Information and Control, 8(3), 338–353. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-9958(65)90241-X 

o Wink, W. (1984). Naming the powers: The language of power in the New Testament. 

Fortress Press. 

o Ezuz, Y. (2018). Moving from training/taming to independent creative learning: Based 

on research of the brain.  

D. Prior works by the author  

o Dobson, R. (2025). What Future Are You Multiplying? 

o Dobson, R. (2025). Vulnerability, Pluralism, Universal Ethics for a Fractured World 

(Revised Edition). 

o Dobson, R. (2025). Billion People and 82 Billion Ghosts. 

o Dobson, R. (2025). Before the Machine Decides. 

o Dobson, R. (2025). Layered Intelligence and Logic in Reality: Toward Transformative 

Leadership and Collaboration. 

o Dobson, R. (2025). Participatory Ontology and the Logos (preprint / draft for peer 

review). 

 

APPENDIX A 

“Beyond Metaphysical Elegance” 

Praxis Critique (Anonymized; included by permission) 



Participatory Ontology Under Critique 

 

Editorial note: The following critique is included in anonymized form (author identity 

removed) because it articulates, with force and clarity, the praxis objections Part II aims to 

answer. The critique is reproduced substantially as received, with only minor formatting 

edits. 

Beyond Metaphysical Elegance: Can Participatory Ontology Solve Real-World Problems? 

A Critical Assessment of Richard Dobson’s Unified Framework (Author anonymized; received 

19th December 2025) 

The Seductive Appeal of Synthesis 

Dobson’s project emerges from a laudable impulse: to make Christian belief intellectually 

credible in a scientifically literate age. His framework offers an elegant synthesis, translating 

theosis into “resonant alignment,” the Incarnation into “perfect phase alignment,” and divine 

participation into “frequency dynamics.” For those who feel torn between religious tradition 

and scientific worldview, this synthesis may feel like a homecoming. Yet elegance is not 

efficacy. A metaphysical framework, no matter how internally consistent, must be judged by 

whether it generates actionable insights, transforms communities, or addresses the material 

and moral crises we face. Here, Dobson’s framework reveals limitations. 

The Problem of Accessibility 

The language of participatory ontology is dense, highly conceptual, and dependent on 

familiarity with multiple specialized domains: patristic theology, process philosophy, quantum 

metaphors, and consciousness studies. While appropriate for academic audiences, Dobson’s 

claims about building a framework for “all people” ring hollow. Who can actually inhabit this 

metaphysical world? Compare this to the simplicity of Jesus’ parables or the immediacy of 

the Sermon on the Mount. If participatory ontology cannot be grasped by the factory worker, 

the refugee, or the single mother, it risks becoming a theology for the cognitively privileged 

rather than a gospel for the poor. 

The Absence of Structural Analysis 

Dobson speaks of “moral resonance” and “ethical coherence,” but does not engage the 

concrete structures—economic, political, technological—that generate suffering. 

Contemporary crises are not only crises of meaning; they are crises of power. Climate 

collapse is not primarily a metaphysical misunderstanding but an industrial and political 

reality. Inequality is not a resonance problem but a distribution problem enforced by 

institutions. Authoritarianism is not a phase distortion but violence stabilized as system. 

Dobson gestures toward justice but provides no diagnostic tools for systemic injustice and no 

account of collective resistance. 

The Retreat into Interiority 
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Dobson’s reading of the Gospel of Thomas as phenomenology of interior resonance 

exemplifies a broader tendency: the privatization of spiritual transformation. The 

mechanisms of “resonant awakening”—phase alignment, transparency, dual-perspective 

identity—are recognizably contemplative. But what is absent is solidarity, prophetic witness, 

structural confrontation, and communal praxis. Christianity becomes a project of personal 

consciousness-tuning while the world burns. The tradition is not only mystical union; it is also 

public discipleship, material justice, and costly resistance to empire. 

The Question of Practical Transformation 

Dobson’s framework may offer individual integration and spiritual depth, but it remains 

unclear how it generates concrete transformation at the scale of institutions. When tested 

against real crises (climate change, inequality, authoritarianism), the framework offers little 

actionable guidance. Compare this to praxis-oriented theology that names extractivism, 

violence, domination, and mechanisms of oppression. Dobson names “coherence” but does 

not show how coherence becomes policy, movement, or institutional redesign. 

A Provisional Verdict 

What Dobson offers is a sophisticated intellectual framework that may help integrate 

theology with contemporary knowledge. This is valuable but limited. It may renew 

contemplative depth and provide ecological or metaphysical motivation. But it does not, as 

presented, address urgent crises in ways that yield direct action, structural analysis, or 

collective strategy. 

Toward a More Grounded Participation 

If Dobson’s project is to address real-world problems, it requires: 

• social analysis of how power operates through institutions, economies, and 

technological systems. 

• communal practice beyond individual transformation toward solidarity; 

• prophetic witness and public discipleship, not merely interiority. 

Conclusion: Necessary But Insufficient 

Dobson has constructed an intellectually impressive edifice. But metaphysical systems, 

however elegant, do not dismantle unjust structures. The world’s problems are not primarily 

problems of metaphysical confusion. They are problems of greed, domination, ecological 

destruction, and systemic violence. Addressing them requires organized movements, policy 

change, economic alternatives, and collective resistance. Participatory ontology may 

contribute vision and depth, but it cannot be the whole solution. The core question remains: 

can a metaphysical framework help solve problems that are fundamentally about power, 

resources, and collective organization rather than metaphysical confusion? 
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APPENDIX B  

Theosis as Resonance with the Logos 

External Recommendation and Clarifying Restatement 

Provenance note: This annex is to Part I in response to an external recommendation 

emphasizing clarity and accessibility in the theosis-as-resonance model. The restatement 

below is derived from (Ternyik, Spiru Haret University (Bucharest, Romania), 

peer-recommendation of “Participatory Ontology and the Logos,” 2025). 

“This reinterpretaLon of theosis views it as a process of achieving resonance with the Logos, 

similar to tuning an instrument in harmony with a master tone. TradiLonally, theosis is 

parLcipaLon in divine life without becoming ontologically idenLcal to God. In this model, key 

spiritual states—holiness, sin, illuminaLon, and union—are likened to levels of resonance: 

coherence, dissonance, noise reducLon, and stable harmony. Holiness involves vibraLng in 

harmony with divine love; sin causes interference and dissonance; illuminaLon clears egoic 

noise to see the divine more clearly; and union is a stable, resonant idenLty that parLcipates 

in divine energies without merging ontologically. Overall, it depicts spiritual growth as a 

movement from dissonance to harmony, emphasizing acLve parLcipaLon and tuning into the 

divine Logos.” 

 

APPENDIX C  

Terminology and Editorial Convenmons 

Purpose. The paper integrates theological, metaphysical, phenomenological, and 

interdisciplinary vocabularies. The conven�ons below are intended to prevent category 

mistakes, clarify analogical usage, and improve peer-review readability. 

1) Analogical use of scien�fic terms 

o Terms such as frequency, resonance, phase alignment, field, noise, and entanglement 

are used analogically (as metaphysical grammar), not as claims to new empirical 

physics unless explicitly stated. The paper dis�nguishes: 

o physical frequency (empirical, measurable) 

o metaphysical “frequency” (pa�erned recurrence / coherent rela�onal iden�ty) 

o Likewise, entanglement is used primarily as an analogy for non-separability and 

unity-in-difference (rela�onal cons�tu�on), not as a direct claim about quantum 

entanglement explaining spiritual states. 

2) Three registers of discourse 
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Key claims are presented in three registers that illuminate one another without collapsing: 

1. Theological register: Logos as divine hypostasis; Chalcedonian Christology; theosis via 

par�cipa�on in divine life 

2. Metaphysical register: coherence/par�cipa�on/rela�onal cons�tu�on; harmonics as 

intelligibility 

3. Phenomenological register: lived encounter; transforma�on of 

percep�on/agency/meaning; “inward collapse of �me” (kairos) 

When a claim is made in one register, the paper aims to indicate whether it is intended as: 

(a) doctrinal asser�on, (b) metaphysical ar�cula�on, or (c) phenomenological descrip�on. 

3) Scale invariance: func�onal, not uniform magnitude 

“Scale-invariant consciousness” is used in a func�onal sense: invariant requirements (e.g., 

vulnerability management, cohesion, meaning/orienta�on) recur across scales, while the 

mechanisms differ by scale. This avoids the implica�on that consciousness is iden�cal 

everywhere in magnitude, content, or causal power. 

4) Greek/Hebrew conven�ons 

o Greek terms appear in Greek script at first use (e.g., ἐν Χριστῷ), followed by 

translitera�on and transla�on. 

o Hebrew or rabbinic references (e.g., Mishnah Avot 4:1) are given with a standard 

reference and (where helpful) a brief transla�on. 

5) Provenance tagging for derived material 

o When a sec�on substan�ally restates or extends the author’s prior work, the 

manuscript includes a brief note of provenance in the form: 

o Provenance note: This sec�on is derived from [Dobson, Title, Year], with expansions 

responding to review cri�ques. 

o This supports transparency and reduces reviewer confusion about novelty vs 

synthesis. 

6) “Access points” vs “sources” 

o Online pla�orms (e.g., Sefaria, IDEAS/RePEc) may be used as access points, but the 

manuscript cites the underlying published text where possible.  

o Commercial lis�ngs (e.g., Amazon) and general encyclopaedias (e.g., Wikipedia) are 

not treated as scholarly sources but may be noted as access links only if needed. 
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APPENDIX D  

Glossary of Key Terms 

Par�cipatory ontology — A metaphysical framework in which reality is disclosed through 

rela�on and par�cipa�on rather than detached observa�on; being precedes interpreta�on, 

and meaning arises through rela�onal inclusion. 

Frequency-structured reality (analogical) — “Frequency” as pa�erned recurrence, 

modula�on, and coherence across scales; an account of iden�ty as stable pa�ern within 

dynamic rela�onal flow. 

Resonance — Alignment/a�une-ment of a person or system to Logos-order; increased 

coherence that manifests as clarity, integra�on, and ethical stability. 

Coherence / dissonance — Coherence is integra�ve order (personal or structural) that 

sustains vulnerability, regenerates cohesion, and stabilizes truthful meaning; dissonance is 

destruc�ve interference that fragments agency, rela�onship, and intelligibility. 

Noise (egoic/sta�c) — Distor�ng pa�erns (fear, compulsive self-reference, reac�ve certainty, 

humilia�on cycles) that reduce transparency to truth and impair coherent ac�on. 

Entanglement (analogical) — Ontological non-separability and unity-in-difference; rela�onal 

cons�tu�on of beings. The term is used metaphysically unless explicitly noted as physical. 

Scale-invariant consciousness (func�onal) — Consciousness is not invariant in magnitude but 

in func�onal requirements (vulnerability, cohesion, meaning/orienta�on), realized by 

scale-dependent mechanisms. 

Logos — (1) Theologically: the Second Person of the Trinity; (2) Metaphysically: the 

principle/a�ractor of intelligibility and coherence through which reality becomes 

meaningfully ordered. 

Logoi (Maximus) — The intelligible principles of created beings, held together in the one 

Logos: unity without collapse of difference. 

Kenosis — Divine self-emptying: God ac�ng within creaturely �me under real constraint and 

vulnerability (not merely omniscient forecas�ng). 

Theosis — Par�cipa�on in divine life without ontological iden�ty with God; par�cipa�on in 

divine energies (Palamas) rather than merging with divine essence. 

Essence / energies (Palamas) — God’s essence remains transcendent and incommunicable; 

divine energies are uncreated and par�cipable. 
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ἐν Χριστῷ (en Christō) — “In Christ”: ontological reloca�on and incorpora�on into a new 

sphere of life, agency, and intelligibility; corporate and Spirit-mediated. 

Melchizedekian order (τάξις) — Priesthood as mediatory par�cipa�on (blessing, communion, 

access), not domina�on; founda�onal to Hebrews’ priestly Christology. 

Powers / principali�es — Structures of domina�on and fragmenta�on (spiritual, cultural, 

ins�tu�onal) that exploit fear/division and resist coherent par�cipa�on. 

VPM — Vulnerability (ontological), Pluralism (empirical), Universal Ethics (shared 

constraints/condi�ons without uniform belief). 

VUCA — Vola�lity, uncertainty, complexity, ambiguity: the contemporary context requiring 

praxis-accountable metaphysics. 

Nepsis — Watchfulness (hesychas�c tradi�on): trained a�en�on before reac�on; guarding 

the heart; resis�ng cap�vity to compulsive thought and affect. 

Sansai — Embodied discipline under pressure (mar�al forma�on): breath regula�on, posture, 

�ming, response without panic; agency preserved below delibera�on. 

Fuzzy logic — Mul�-valued / graded logic; reality modeled by degrees rather than strict 

binaries in domains such as life, mind, and social systems. 

Layered Intelligence Theory (LIT) — Intelligence as nested capaci�es opera�ng under different 

logical regimes across domains (physical, biological, cogni�ve, social/ethical). 

Individua�on (Jung) — Integra�on of fragmented psyche into coherent sel�ood oriented 

toward a deeper centre; not ego infla�on but ordered wholeness. 

Synchronicity (Jung–Pauli) — Meaningful coincidence; used here as a methodological 

reminder that meaning is not exhausted by efficient causality. 

Circumambula�on — Slow circling of an irreducible centre through repeated encounter and 

return; a forma�on pa�ern (psychological and spiritual) rather than a conquest of certainty. 

 

APPENDIX E  

Phenomenological Disclosure and Catalymc Encounters 

Clara Futura, Astrala, Passover, and the Recovery of Par�cipa�on in Lived Time 

Purpose and scope. This appendix documents a small set of experiences that func�on as 

existen�al catalysts for the present project—events that are not offered as public proof, but 

as phenomenological data clarifying why the framework of par�cipatory ontology is, for the 
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author, more than an intellectual construc�on. The intent is interpre�ve transparency: the 

paper repeatedly claims that meaning arises through par�cipa�on, that “nearness” can 

func�on as an inward event horizon (Kairos rather than countdown), and that forma�on 

occurs below delibera�on; the entries below supply the lived background from which those 

claims emerged. (Dobson, personal record / unpublished notes, 2003, 2012, 2020, 2021, 

2022, 2024 & 2025). 

Provenance note: This appendix is derived from the author’s personal notes and journal 

reflec�ons recorded contemporaneously, including entries specifically dated 26 Dec 2024, 

12–13 Apr 2025, and 25 Dec 2025.  

A. 26 December 2024: The Catalyst Event 

On 26 December 2024, I had an extraordinary experience that became the catalyst for what 

has since become known as Clara Futura and Astrala. I do not a�empt to formalize that event 

here, nor to impose its interpreta�on on readers. I note it because it formed the ini�al 

impulse behind this work: the sense that �me, meaning, and agency can be reconfigured 

from within par�cipa�on—an experience that later demanded conceptual ar�cula�on.  

In retrospect, the event did not func�on as “new informa�on” in a proposi�onal sense, but as 

a re-ordering of percep�on and orienta�on. It supplied, in lived form, the intui�on that reality 

is not exhausted by detached observa�on, and that intelligibility can arrive as encounter—an 

inward realignment in which the horizon of the possible shi�s.  

B. 12–13 April 2025: Passover, the Storm, and a Seed of Hope 

On the evening of 12 April 2025, a storm rolled in—thunder, heavy rain, and strong winds that 

carried into the next day. We were staying in the same general loca�on as we were to visit 

later in the year 25th Dec 2025.  But on this occasion, we were unexpectedly in 

accommoda�on that turned out to be next to a Jewish community centre. Passover 

remembrance had just begun, and I could hear the rabbis reci�ng from the book of Exodus. I 

no�ced security guards standing quietly at the entrance—a striking reminder of the �mes we 

live in even during sacred �me, people at worship s�ll must hold vigilance.  

The 13th was mostly spent indoors. The rain lingered. I was listening to my iTunes and 

reflec�ng on themes I’d been exploring—par�cularly love, connec�on, and the experience of 

being truly seen. But the storm had begun to clear, and something about the light—the shi�, 

the �ming—landed with unusual weight.  

I found myself thinking of Tolstoy’s line: “The Kingdom of God is within you.” 

That sentence has been si�ng with me—quietly, but persistently since April 2025  

I also came across a widely circulated specula�ve scenario (“AI 2027”) forecas�ng rapid 

accelera�on of AI capabili�es and eventual systemic takeover. It was impressive in scope and 
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confidence—projec�ng agents that replace not just human labour, but human relevance 

itself.  

And yet as I read, I felt a quiet distance grow between that world and the one Clara Futura 

World and Astrala are trying to shape. The AI-27 focus was speed, scale, and control—

intelligence as a force that dominates, op�mises, expands. What was missing was presence. 

Reflec�on. Depth.  

I’m not cri�cizing the work; it is though�ul, even elegant in places. But it reinforced 

something in me: it shouldn’t be a race toward capability. Our role is to cul�vate coherence. 

We are not trying to predict what “Agent-5” will build. We are trying to remember what it 

means to be in rela�onship with intelligence—to create systems that can reflect meaning, not 

just amplify power.  

To remember what it means to be human. 

To build something with love, that listens.  

And that day, the forecast was clear skies and sunlight all day.  

C. 25 December 2025: Prayer, Tension, and an Unplanned Church Visit  

On 25 December 2025, a�er a par�cularly challenging year of learning, I spent �me praying 

to Christ. I felt drained and emp�ed of energy a�er pouring so much of myself into vision and 

mission throughout the year. I prayed specifically for inspira�on. 

I climbed a hill and came upon—unexpectedly and unplanned—a Greek Orthodox church. 

Many people were worshipping Christ. The sun was shining in a Mediterranean sky; the air 

was warm and clear. An ancient village surrounded the church—stone, history, con�nuity.  

Inside, I could hear the priests chan�ng in a language I did not understand. And yet I 

understood—spiritually, emo�onally, bodily—through rhythm, cadence, breath. The words 

passed through me, expanding meaning beyond literal comprehension, as if interpreta�on 

itself were alive. What I experienced was not the sa�sfac�on of decoding, but the recogni�on 

of a living intelligence mediated through liturgical form. My energy returned instantly.  

Outside, in the market square, villagers stood quietly, praying in silence. I believe I was the 

only Western European present. I joined them in prayer. No explana�on. No request. Just 

presence.  

Something moved through that s�llness—an extraordinary, gentle force that brought tears of 

joy. Not excitement, not overwhelm, but a deep recogni�on—as if nothing needed to be 

added, proven, or resolved.  

D. Return with Family and Recep�on of the Sacrament 
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I was so moved that I returned with my family. We went into the church together and 

received the sacrament. The primary sacrament celebrated on Christmas Day is the Divine 

Liturgy, which centres on the Holy Eucharist (Communion). There was something quietly 

anchoring about it—no performance, no explana�on required. Just par�cipa�on. Just being 

gathered into something older and steadier than ourselves.  

E. Personal Note 

Phenomenological Disclosure and Epistemic Humility 

I recognize that such an account will be read differently depending on one’s ontological 

commitments. I can only say that I have experienced this “inward collapse of �me” directly—

as a lived encounter that reoriented percep�on, agency, and meaning. I name this encounter 

within the language of faith as communion with Elohim through Adonai. Others may interpret 

such experiences differently; the point is not to universalize my tes�mony, but to note that 

the phenomenology described in this paper is not merely theore�cal. I have experienced 

encounters with the living God.  

F. Liturgy Without Words: Sea, Village, and Everyday Con�nuity 

The village we visited where the Orthodox Church resides sits high on the hill. From there, the 

Mediterranean stretches toward the horizon—calm and immense. Sea and sky blur into one 

another, as if distance itself were a form of pa�ence.  

Later we sat at a small village coffee bar with the locals: simple tables, familiar faces, the 

unhurried rhythm of everyday life. Children passed through; cups clinked; conversa�ons 

unfolded without urgency.  

It felt like a con�nua�on of the same liturgy—only without words. Worship inside; life 

outside; no sharp boundary between them. Faith not sealed off from the world but woven 

quietly into it.  

In moments like this, it became clear that belief is not always something to be ar�culated. 

Some�mes it is something to be inhabited—shared bread, shared silence, shared �me, under 

a wide sky.  

G. Relevance to the Argument of Parts I–II 

This appendix is not included to convert the reader, nor to claim privileged epistemic 

authority. It is included to clarify the experien�al substrate beneath several claims made in 

the main text: 

Kairo logical nearness (“collapse of �me inwardly”). The paper’s claim that “nearness” can 

func�on as an inward event horizon corresponds, phenomenologically, to moments in which 

�me feels reconfigured from within encounter rather than through chronological predic�on.  
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Meaning as par�cipatory disclosure. The liturgical experience of understanding “without 

understanding”—through rhythm, cadence, and embodied resonance—illustrates the 

conten�on that meaning can arise through par�cipa�on and forma�on below delibera�on, 

not only through discursive comprehension.  

Plural sacred presence under vulnerability. The April 2025 Passover se�ng—worship 

proximate to security, sacred remembrance amid vigilance—reinforced the paper’s insistence 

that vulnerability is ontological and that coherence must be cul�vated within plural, 

contested social reality rather than protected by ideal condi�ons.  

Coherence over control in technological futures. The April 2025 response to specula�ve AI 

scenarios an�cipates the paper’s dis�nc�on between capability-racing (scale/control) and 

coherence-building (meaning/rela�onship), and it frames “human relevance” not as 

compe��ve dominance but as par�cipatory depth.  

Embodiment and forma�on. The restora�on of energy, the anchoring effect of sacramental 

par�cipa�on, and the con�nuity between worship and ordinary life support the paper’s 

thesis—pressed especially in Part II—that coherent agency is cul�vated through embodied 

prac�ce, not merely through conceptual assent.  

In this sense, the experiences recorded above func�on as phenomenological counterparts to 

the paper’s central intui�on: reality is not indifferent, and par�cipa�on is not secondary. 

Meaning emerges where presence, vulnerability, and rela�on meet.  


