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1: FOREWORD 
 
Truth: Embrace its seekers; beware its sellers.  

Caveat lector! 
 
Humanism is the dominant thought system in the world today. It has entirely overwhelmed all others. 

This has been accomplished through the consistent demonstration of the superiority of its logic over that 
of competing systems. However, humanism is not without its flaws, the most glaring of which has come 
clearly into view only in the past few decades. This primary flaw is at the very heart of humanism: it is its 
focus, its orientation, the fact that such orientation is centered on humanity, exclusively on humanity. 

“Bioism” is what I call my model of reality, a new contribution to the field of philosophy; it is the 
daughter of humanism, borrowing the bulk of its logic and differing mainly in the matter of focus. 
Whereas humanism sees everything revolving around humanity, bioism sees everything revolving around 
life in general. Humanity may represent the most complex life form and therefore may be the flagship of 
life, yet it is still only a part of the system, and not the system itself. No matter how special and unique we 
are or see ourselves to be, humanity is not an island divorced from the rest of life. We are, and must 
conduct ourselves, not apart from, but as a part of, this system, of life in general. 

This focus on life in general is the primary differentiating aspect of bioism. Simple though it may 
sound, it has major ramifications. Gone is morality based on human whim and fancy; in its place is one 
that studies biology, including the human, and develops its precepts in light of the whole system rather 
than merely the mind of man. Gone are the political dogmas of humanism (its clay feet, really); in their 
place are reasoned arguments leading to the same protections such dogmas sought to provide. Gone is 
technological progress at any and all costs; in its place is sustainable development implemented after 
evaluation of both its utility and systemic effects. And gone is the take-no-prisoners approach to 
metaphysics; in its place is a more properly agnostic, even if skeptical, stance of toleration toward those 
pursuing life on a plane other than the physical. These are just a few examples of the impact of this shift 
in focus from humanity to life in general.  

My position on philosophy is that, of all disciplines, it is the least amenable to specialization. The 
genuine philosopher is a generalist, and genuine philosophy is accessible to everyone. Therefore, the 
setting down of a philosophy is a task that requires a lifestyle of research, observation, investigation and 
analysis; and the procedure to be followed calls for ninety-eight parts thought, one part writing and one 
part revision.  

Beginning in late 1996 the first threads of bioism began to coalesce and grow in my mind. I wrote 
nothing down then. At the time I was avoiding an arrest warrant, thus traveling constantly and 
experiencing a kaleidoscope of lifestyles. In May 1997 I turned myself in and began a wait, under 
detention, of over four years before reaching trial. This detention was not conducive for much, but it was 
conducive for pondering and, at times, writing philosophy, so that only a few months after my surrender I 
composed ‘Biosity,’ the heart of bioism. Apart from work, mostly preliminary, on a few minor essays, it 
was three years of continued contemplation before I began to compose the other major essays further 
elucidating bioism. In late 2001 my court proceedings were complete and my incarceration in prison 
began. After a couple more essays over the next year I took stock of all that I had written up till then as 
well as the notes I had outlining subsequent writings. I determined what was necessary to fill various gaps 
in the exposition of bioism and I tackled each of these essays over the final three years of my 
incarceration as the muse directed me. A couple additional essays came out of nowhere – of course, there 
is nowhere that is nowhere in the mind – and forced themselves on me, so I relented and gave them their 
due as well. It was during this time in prison that I also undertook the composition of a couple novellas 
that, although they are not writings of bioism per se, address my grappling with existentialism and 
romanticism, and thus illuminate the mental backdrop against which bioism took form – and which 
released it. In that same vein I composed Theophilus too in this time, and it is Christianity that it tackles. 
Since I regained my freedom in 2006 most of my writing has been focussed on the physics and then the 



mathematics that ‘Models of Reality’ necessitated; however ‘Biotheism’ is a significant addition to 
bioism proper, and its composition came as a response to the death of my father in 2010 and the intense 
thought that this occasioned in me regarding the metaphysical. This sums up my composition of the 
bioism essays as well as the ancillary writings. 

 
 

2: THE AGE OF SOPHISTRY 
 
Though all are born philosophers, few remain so. Philosophy, Philosophy, wherefore art thou, 

Philosophy? 
Is it me? – my imagination? Am I jaded? Or is there a dearth of philosophy today? Knowledge, good 

knowledge, real knowledge, certainly is not lacking. Nor is the love of it. Philognosy – if I may invent a 
word – is alive and kicking. We are swimming in a vast ocean of knowledge, perhaps even drowning in 
knowledge. Yet, where is wisdom? Knowledge, knowledge, everywhere; but where is wisdom? Where is 
philosophy? 

After two and a half millennia of philosophy, the greatest philosopher of all remains Socrates, the 
progenitor of the breed, a stonemason who penned not a single word for posterity. Who is there nowadays 
that compares to him? Nobody. Nobody! Him, one simple stonemason, versus us in our sophistication 
and our billions, scientists, engineers, doctors, mathematicians, theologians, not to mention stonemasons 
and carpenters too. All we seem to manage, all I seem to see in looking around, is sophistry, a uniform 
horizon of sophistry.  

The problem with philosophy in the modern age is not with the state of human knowledge, nor with 
that of human intelligence – both of which are more advanced now than ever before, nor even with that of 
human virtue, the disappearance or degradation of which is mourned anew unceasingly by each 
succeeding generation. No, the problem with philosophy today stems from none of these things. The 
problem with philosophy stems from the vastness of the field human knowledge has revealed to us. The 
philosopher, the true philosopher, is a general who must survey this whole field; he is an Alexander who 
must acquaint himself with his theatre of war in its entirety. The problem with philosophy today is that 
whereas we need generals, we have only champions; whereas we need strategy, we are offered only 
tactics; whereas we need an Arthur, we are given instead a brigade, a division, an army, of Lancelots. The 
problem with philosophy today is with the philosophers of today, men blinded to the forest by the trees, 
daunted by the vastness of the field, drowning in the ocean where they swim. The problem with 
philosophy today is that the generalists have surrendered to the specialists – the philosophers have come 
to see philosophy as just another branch of learning. 

Is it any wonder that superstition is once again rearing its ugly head? – that this Hydra is rearing its 
multitude of heads, old and new? Don’t blame the specialists – the physicists with their wave-particle 
absurdity, the astronomers with their multiverse hocus-pocus, the psychologists with their gender 
cacophony, to name but a few – who view reality through the narrow lenses of their own disciplines. A 
gravitation toward the outré is all too easy (too pride-reassuring, really) whenever expert knowledge 
reaches a plateau in comprehension, an obstacle to progress, a moment of inadequacy. Don’t blame the 
specialists! Blame the generalists! Blame the philosophers! Blame philosophy! For philosophy is our 
bulwark against superstition, against both superstition and the sophistry that feeds and nourishes it. 

 
 

  



3: MODELS OF REALITY 
 
Space, time and matter together form reality. Space and time are analog, whereas matter is digital, or 

more precisely, binary. To put it another way, matter differs from space and time in that it is always either 
“is” or “is-not.” In contrast, space is always “is-not,” and time is always “is.” The relationship of time to 
space is not simply that of a fourth dimension to the three more familiar ones. Time is dimensional in that 
it behaves mono-dimensionally, and for the purpose of perception it is useful to see and interpret time as a 
line, a single dimension with a “before” section and an “after” section separated by the present, that point 
on the line we call “now.” However, useful though this construction may be, the fact is that time is not the 
line, but rather merely the point on the line; therefore time, in reality, is not a dimension, but instead an 
element of a dimension, with the further limitation that its movement within this single dimension is both 
uniform (of unchanging speed) and progressive (unidirectional, anisotropic). What it is that gives us the 
impression that time is a dimension, rather than merely a point in a dimension (the “temporal” 
dimension), is inertia, an aspect not of time or space, but of matter. Because we see processes, which are 
inherently forms of inertia interacting among themselves, as being lines with starting-points and 
finishing-points along that dimension in which time exists as a point, we analogously extrapolate time 
itself to be a line rather than the mere point on a line it actually is. Look at the inertia of a baseball (setting 
aside the complex of inertias and considering only the ball’s movement in one spatial dimension): The 
pitcher throws the ball and half a second later the catcher catches it. We see this holistically within the 
context of an overall process that takes a half second to transpire, and therefore we assume that a half 
second exists as such. Reality “sees” the same, not holistically from start to finish, but rather as an 
ongoing “snapshot in time” (the only “perspective” available under the tyranny of time) in which, at any 
given point of observation, the baseball has one single precise position in its spatial dimension (rather 
than a movement per se) along with whatever inertia will contribute to any future change in this position. 
Whereas space, in all its three-dimensionality, is fully interactive, time is relentlessly non-interactive. 
There is no such thing in reality as the past, nor of the future; these are merely abstractions, one a 
recollection, the other an extrapolation. Reality knows only what exists. Time’s complete substance is 
realized and contained in the infinitesimally small – and infinitely broad – point that is the present. 

Space is three-dimensional, yet absent matter it is a void of indeterminate dimension. Matter is 
needed for the observation and measurement of space’s dimensions, and such measurement is 
contextualized entirely by matter: matter on matter demonstrating space. Similarly, the observation and 
measurement of the progression of time is dependent entirely on matter. 

We perceive abstractions as strictly insubstantial, as immaterialities however influential they may be. 
In reality, though, abstractions have substance. A thought in my head is not simply the representation of 
an external reality or realities; it is, in and of itself, a reality, a material arrangement of neurons or 
molecules in a pattern that is recognizable to and accessible by my cognition. I am unable to deliver this 
material thing to anyone else because its existence is such that I alone have access to it. Nevertheless, I 
can create a second material thing reflective of this first material thing, the thought in my head, that I can 
then deliver to others if I have put it into a form accessible to them. That second material thing may be a 
writing, the arrangement of ink deposits on the surface of a bleached wood pulp membrane; or an 
utterance, the creation of sound waves using air as the medium and presumably within range of a listener 
or storage device; or a gesture, a meaningful body movement performed presumably in the sight of a 
viewer and using reflected photons as the medium; or an embrace, a bodily motion conducting meaning 
between two persons using no intervening medium beyond their own tactile sense; or an e-mail, with its 
eight or so stages of intervening media between the originating mind and the receiving mind; or an art 
object such as a statue, a physical substance formed so as to be viewed or even felt by others; not to 
mention innumerable other forms of expression along with their endless permutations. In all cases, the 
end result of a successful such transmission is the creation in the receiver’s mind of a material 
arrangement of neurons or molecules in a pattern that is recognizable to and accessible by his cognition 
and approximates in some meaningful way the parent pattern contained in the originator’s mind. 



Abstractions are models of reality. The term “model,” in this context, can be taken in either of two 
senses: as a representation, or as an example. In the case of abstractions both senses are applicable. The 
regular perception of abstractions is that they are representations of reality – and this is correct, but we 
have just seen that they are also examples of reality in and of themselves. An abstraction being 
transmitted from one mind to a second mind is a model of reality (in both senses), and in each 
intermediate stage it becomes a new model of reality (again, in both senses). A very different situation is 
when an abstraction is the inspiration of an action which is not inherently a form of expression: in this 
case the resulting model of reality is a model only in the single sense of being an example. For instance, 
when a boy imagines a paper airplane, he has created in his mind a model of reality which is both an 
example and a representation of reality; then when he draws his idea on paper he has created a new model 
of reality, still both a representation and an example of reality; but when he actually folds the paper into 
an airplane, assuming that his only purpose in such creation is the pleasure of flying the toy, the resulting 
model of reality – the airplane – is no longer a representation of reality, but only an example. 

It becomes apparent what an immensely broad concept is covered by the term “model of reality,” as 
broad as that of “thing.” A photon is a model of reality. The sun is a model of reality – a person, a 
lifestyle, an activity, an occupation, a belief, a perspective, a tool, a possession, a dollar bill, a home, a 
business, a roof, a floor, a beam, a stone, an ant, an ant colony, a book, a play, a movie. All of these are 
models of reality in the sense that they are examples of reality, and some in the additional sense that they 
are representations of it. 

Let us now narrow our focus to those models of reality which represent reality. A man may make the 
study of prehistoric snails, for instance, the central effort of his life, and in so immersing himself he may 
find the subject quite engaging. If he is an effective communicator, his enthusiasm and interest will tend 
to infect others to some degree. However, of far greater significance, to both the scholar himself and his 
audience, than the knowledge gleaned of the lives of snails (in this case) is the enlightenment gained by 
subsequently applying such knowledge to an understanding of any aspect of life and reality in general. It 
is their significance to our understanding of reality that can make even the most foreign and obscure 
models of reality fascinating. The value, therefore, of such a representational model of reality is 
proportional in one dimension to the fidelity of its adherence to and subsequent depiction of reality, and in 
another to the breadth of reality it addresses. 

Our goal as intelligent beings, a goal toward which we have made great strides in the past few 
centuries, is to develop a representational model of reality that is both accurate and comprehensive; a 
representational model of reality that unites and reconciles all the disparate and competing models into a 
single, over-arching network of enlightenment; a representational model of reality that is for all means 
and purposes reality itself. 

 
 

4: BIOSITY  
 
Science has discovered four forces in the universe: gravity, electro-magnetism, the strong nuclear 

force and the weak nuclear force. Which of these four drives this pen as I write? Is it gravity? No. While 
the pen’s proper functioning may require gravity, this force in and of itself does not move the pen. 
Electromagnetism? No. The nuclear forces? Again, no. The pen’s existence may depend on these forces, 
but they do not drive it. The movement of this pen is not driven by any of the four forces discovered to 
date by science, whether singly or in combination. Therefore, either this pen is not moving, or it is, and it 
is driven by a force other than the four identified by science. In fact there is a fifth force in the universe, 
and for it I have coined the term “biosity.” This word means “life.” However, it has a much narrower 
definition than does the word “life,” and refers to life in the strictly physical, scientific sense of an 
identifiable force in the universe, a force as separate from the other four as they are from each other. 

Just as Newton observed gravity in the fall of an apple, so I observe biosity in my hand’s movement 
of this pen, or the growth of an apple tree, or the ripening of an apple till it drops, or the rotting of that 



same apple. With certain sterile exceptions, such as perhaps the heart of the Sahara or portions of 
Antarctica, biosity is present and can be observed everywhere on Earth, whether on land or on sea. And 
perhaps someday we shall be able to determine whether biosity is localized to our planet alone or is 
widespread throughout the universe. 

The nature of biosity is imprinted on every single biositic entity, from plankton to redwoods, from 
the amoeba to the blue whale, and is thus manifest to science, individually, collectively and systemically. 
To study a rose, a pack of wolves or a rainforest is to study biosity. 

All biositic entities have two fundamental objectives: the maintenance of being, and the exertion of 
will. Survival and procreation are the two efforts undertaken in the maintenance of being. The exertion of 
will is actualized in the control and use of space and matter, whether that be territory, material objects or 
other biositic entities; and it dictates that biosity is innately expansive. The biositic cycle (birth, growth, 
reproduction and death of individual entities) is an important tool in the expansion of biosity, and 
provides the means for the incremental functioning which is the basis of evolution. 

At one time on Earth there was but one simple organism, the first appearance of biosity here. How 
did this organism appear? Who can say? Perhaps there is something inherent in the elements which in 
certain precise conditions fosters the generation of biosity. This first organism found its niche and lived 
there. It reproduced and eventually died. The offspring of this organism had offspring, and so the cycle 
went. Through untold generations these offspring adapted so as to exploit most perfectly the niche in 
which they lived. And simultaneously, various branches of the offspring discovered different niches, and 
each of these branches adapted bit by bit to their own niches. The imprint of biosity drove these 
organisms to expand their territories, both by filling their niches and discovering new niches. This process 
has continued to the present day, and has resulted in an amazing diversity of biositic entities, most of 
which not only fill niches but create them as well. And this diversity, along with the adaptability provided 
by the biositic cycle, has so far allowed biosity to withstand the tremendous stresses brought about by 
environmental change. 

So, what is the nature of biosity? Being, thus will. Will, thus being. There is no separating the two: 
will and being, being and will. Volo, ergo sum. I will, therefore I am. No being, no entity, is without will. 
No will is without being. The nature of biosity is will – being and will. As to the various aspects flowing 
from such nature, biosity is, first and foremost, expansive; it seeks to expand the space in which it can 
exist, and its utilization and control of that space. The other aspects of biosity contribute toward its 
expansiveness: it is cycle-oriented; it is diversifying; and it is resilient. Biosity is many other things, but 
these aspects represent the basis. To study and comprehend biosity best we must study nature, as opposed 
to mankind, because sapience has made humanity a very difficult and confusing study in biosity. 

Today cancer seems to be the greatest curse. We spend billions of dollars researching and combating 
it. We assault our persons with toxic chemicals, radiation and devastating surgical operations in our fight 
against it. And what are we fighting? Our very own bodies; our very own living healthy cells growing 
healthily in our bodies. The only problem with these living, healthy cells growing healthily is that the 
growth they are forming is an abnormality and threatens the health of the organism as a whole. Cancer is 
misdirected healthy growth, and therefore we view it as a disease. 

This normal perception of cancer, as being a disease, may be erroneous. It is possible that we are 
missing something here, and this oversight is responsible for our error. Perhaps cancer, rather than being a 
disease, is the result of a normal biositic function of every organism. This interpretation, strange as it 
initially sounds, seems to fit the facts: The theory of evolution is generally accepted today; nevertheless, 
that theory has a difficulty centered around mutation as being the vehicle of change. The contention that 
random mutation has resulted in the evolution of homo sapiens is very problematic. For one thing, a 
general rule of mutation is that a mutant organism is less viable than his unmutated counterparts. And for 
another, the number of mutations, each accounted for by at least one generation, just for the evolution, 
increment by increment, of man from monkey is absolutely enormous and compounded geometrically by 
the contention that such mutations were random, implying as that does that for every successful step 
forward there was a great number of missteps. However, these difficulties are overcome if there is 



imprinted on every organism a mechanism that could be described as a mutation function 
(mutation/evolution function). 

Is the idea of a mutation function so very outlandish? If you were to embark on a serious weight-
lifting program, what would you observe after a few months? You would observe that your muscles had 
grown larger and stronger. Or if you were to fall and scrape your elbow, what would you see happening 
over the following few days? You would see the scrape scab over and then heal with new skin, scar 
tissue. Our bodies respond, without conscious effort, to various stimuli, and adjust themselves 
accordingly. If our bodies are able to do this, to determine the need for, and to make, various relatively 
immediate adjustments, large and small, all without even our slightest conscious thought, is it not 
perfectly conceivable that in the same way they are able to recognize desirable structural changes (which 
they are not able to enact upon themselves) and program such changes into the genes that they pass on in 
the reproductive process? If this mutation function exists, then it is likely inherently conservative. Perhaps 
it is very incremental, allowing only minor change per increment. Or perhaps it has some sort of 
evaluation mechanism, such as allowing a change to occur only after it has been programmed into the 
genes of twenty successive generations. There are many possibilities. 

Returning to the topic of cancer, this perspective answers a couple very important questions: Why is 
cancer so widespread today? Because in the last century mankind has drastically altered the planet. 
Throughout most of our history, human progress has had no real impact on the environment. With a few 
exceptions such as the refinement of metals, and the production and distillation of alcohol, we humans 
have generally conducted ourselves, and our progress, within our environment much as the animals do. 
However, this began to change in the nineteenth century as the population rose and knowledge expanded. 
But it was in the twentieth century that the explosive growth in the environmentally-sensitive industries 
occurred, those industries which produce, as product or by-product, unnatural phenomena or substances, 
whether synthetic or merely refined – a few examples being the nuclear, petrochemical, processed food 
and pharmaceutical industries. Suddenly the mutation function, which normally deals with incremental 
change in a fundamentally stable environment, is hit with literally hundreds of new factors, many of 
which are drastically novel. Is it any wonder that in so many cases it gets overloaded and malfunctions, 
thereby producing cancers? The only surprise is that so many of us are not afflicted. Look at diet alone: 
How many unnatural substances would you find if you made a list of the ingredients for everything you 
consumed in just one week? Ten? Fifty? A hundred or more? And that is just what you ingest. Add what 
you inhale and touch, even what you view and hear. If the suggested mutation function does exist, do we 
not give it every reason to malfunction and go berserk? 

The other primary question regarding cancer is, of course, how do we get rid of it? If the previous 
reasoning is correct, then the surest approach is to remove the factors which potentially lead to its 
development. But that could be a lot of factors. Look around you. What is natural? Maybe some wood 
(covered in stain and varnish)? Certain fabrics (bleached and dyed)? What is synthetic or refined? Almost 
everything: plastics, metals, paints, fabrics, glass, concrete, asphalt, foods, soaps and fuels, to name just a 
few things. How realistic is it to suggest adopting a lifestyle like that of the Amish? Not very. However, 
perhaps a somewhat realistic program could be suggested. Perhaps, like the fight against pollution, the 
first ninety per cent of this problem can be overcome with a relatively minimal effort. The most obvious 
area for change is food, since after ingesting it we break it down and spread it throughout our entire 
systems. If we were to revert completely to unprocessed foods, thereby accepting a blander diet and 
certain inconveniences regarding storage and preparation, we would likely, in one fell swoop, attain the 
desired ninety per cent (assuming the unprocessed foodstuffs themselves were untainted by unwanted 
substances, such as steroids, antibiotics and pesticides). Another prime target is household chemicals, 
everything from fragrances and make-up items to paints and cleaners; again, changes here would involve 
certain inconveniences, and would also likely necessitate adjustments in tolerance levels vis-à-vis vanity 
(or personal presentation), but would at the same time be very worthwhile. In these two areas, foods and 
household chemicals, the individual exercising a degree of self-denial has the ability to avoid scores upon 
scores of unnatural substances, factors which potentially contribute to the development of cancer. Larger 
issues, such as industrial pollution, nuclear power generation and the development and production of 



synthetic substances, are in the hands of business, society and government, and will hopefully be dealt 
with in the future with more caution and less heedless enthusiasm than in the past. But leaving those 
aside, with a bit of determination by each of us individually, we can likely reduce the incidence of cancer 
by a great extent. This is all assuming that the suggested mutation function does in fact exist and work 
somewhat as described. 

Sapience sets humanity apart within the crush of biosity on Earth. We are unlike any other animal, 
and unlike plants or other organisms. They are natural; we are not. Sapience has made us otherworldly, 
and worldly too. It has opened our eyes, yet we are blind, it so often seems. 

Animals are “biocentrics.” A biocentric is an organism that conducts itself as an exemplification of 
biosity. Humans aside, this term applies to all biositic entities (disregarding the manmade distortion of 
domesticated flora and fauna). In studying humans we must introduce two more terms: “metaphysicist” 
and “sensophreniac.” A “metaphysicist” is someone who seeks to discover life on a plane other than the 
physical; such a person is responding to a biositic urge, but in an unnatural way. A “sensophreniac” is 
someone whose focus is on physical sensation. There are two types of sensophreniac: the active and the 
passive. An active sensophreniac is a seeker of pleasure and may be gratified by aural, visual, tactile, 
gastronomic, hallucinogenic, sensual, chemical or even aromatic means. A passive sensophreniac is an 
avoider of discomfort, whether that comes in the form of fear, pain, fatigue or merely unpleasant physical 
sensation. The sensophreniac too is responding to biositic urges; however, the focus of the sensophreniac 
is so narrow that his conduct cannot be described as exemplifying biosity, not holistically so. Where the 
biocentric is sensor-informed, the sensophreniac is sensor-driven. 

Few, if any, among us represent a pure form of the biocentric, the metaphysicist or the 
sensophreniac. Our belief structures, whether religions, philosophies or unsystematized personal codes, 
generally reflect a mixture of the three; and where a religion or philosophy does not reflect a mixed form, 
its application normally does, particularly after the first burst of enthusiasm. 

All religions, by definition, have a metaphysical focus. But how many are not biocentric as well? In 
Judaism and Christianity God admonishes Man to ‘be fruitful and multiply and fill the earth.’ In 
polytheistic religions one of the primary gods is generally a fertility deity. And in pantheistic and 
animistic practice fertility rites are fundamental. But such obvious details aside, religion is biocentric 
because it is a vehicle for introducing order into societies; and ordered societies can expand more 
successfully than can unordered societies. Religion can also be sensophrenic, or exhibit sensophrenic 
tendencies in practice (particularly to the benefit of the hierarchy), but this is less constant and pervasive. 
One example of a religion with an overt sensophrenic component is Tantric Buddhism. So religion is 
metaphysical, usually biocentric and often sensophrenic to some degree as well. (The only good examples 
that come to mind of religionists with a purely metaphysical focus are the hermit monks of early 
Christianity and the suicide cultists that occasionally appear today. The hermits severely limited their 
spaces (often to a small cell or even the top of a pole), rejected procreation and gloried in discomfort and 
abnegation; they all but preceded the cultists in suicide, the ultimate test of faith in a metaphysical realm, 
and likely would have done that too but for the teachings of the Church.) 

Followers of philosophies or personal codes, on the other hand, are not generally perceived to have a 
metaphysical focus; yet they too are hard-pressed to set metaphysics entirely aside. There are many 
fundamental concepts common to much philosophical thought which must be accepted either as 
predicated on metaphysical bases or as the dogmas, the untenable, quasi-metaphysical dogmas, which 
they are. Let’s look at just a couple examples: equality and morality. The concept of equality is central to 
humanism, democracy, the rule of law, socialism, feminism and progressivism. Metaphysicists have a 
rational basis for accepting this concept if they maintain that God, or whatever higher authority than 
ourselves, values each and every human being equally. But non-metaphysicists, having no such authority 
mechanism, must predicate equality on the fact of our common biological status; yet, equality and 
similarity are not the same thing, and a position which must assume that they are will ultimately prove to 
be untenable. However, the non-metaphysicist who perceives equality as a useful concept for the 
structuring of human society, rather than as an unquestioned and eternal dogma at the heart of his 



philosophy, is on very solid ground; but non-metaphysicists with such a perspective are very rare since 
the position of the quasi-metaphysical dogma is so much more satisfying and definite.  

Our other example, the concept of morality, is similar in many ways to what we have just seen 
regarding equality: It is central to many philosophies, doctrines and practices. Employing an authority 
mechanism such as God, the metaphysicists have a rational basis for it. And there is a good, non-
metaphysical basis for morality if it is perceived merely as a useful concept for ordering society, rather 
than as an unquestioned dogma; nevertheless, the vast majority of non-metaphysicists prefers the security 
of a definite position and therefore clings to various quasi-metaphysical bases for morality, one good 
example being “natural law.” 

This expanded perspective, perceiving human thought and action as exhibiting biocentric, 
metaphysical and/or sensophrenic traits, in contrast to the pure bioism of non-human biositic entities 
(setting aside the domesticated), is an important tool in comprehending homo sapiens. With it we can 
look at any philosophy, attitude, teaching, practice or activity and discover just what blend of the three 
components it is. This is crucial because we as humans have discarded instinct, our innate guidance 
mechanism, in favor of conscious thought, which is dependent on accurate observation and reasoning. We 
must understand our thoughts and deeds so that we can judge them well; and ultimately, the only proper 
standard against which we should measure such judgment is biosity. That which fosters biosity, or 
facilitates biositic goals, is “bioferous,” life-bearing; whereas that which hinders, retards, attacks or 
destroys biosity is “necroferous,” death-bearing. 

We have looked at the nature of biosity as seen in the natural world, and we have contrasted the 
biocentric, metaphysical and sensophrenic aspects of humanity with the simple bioism of the rest of 
biosity. The question we must now confront is this: Is the divergence of mankind from the norms of 
biosity bioferous or necroferous? This is a very large and complex question. A thorough response would 
fill encyclopedias because it would involve studying innumerable aspects, great and small, of every single 
human culture around the world. However, for our purposes here, a brief consideration of certain macro-
elements of the human experience will suffice. 

First let’s look at metaphysics: This has already been described as unnatural. Such description may 
sound negative, but in fact it is not meant to be that, rather merely precise. Metaphysics is concerned not 
with the natural, but with the supernatural (an element of the unnatural) – and the natural only insofar as it 
interacts with the supernatural. In judging metaphysics, the first question we should ask is: Does the 
supernatural exist? If it does, then metaphysics is valid and demonstrably bioferous in that it assists in the 
expansion of human development into an entirely new plane of existence. However, if the supernatural 
does not exist, then all models of metaphysics are invalid and misleading, and thus necroferous to some 
degree depending on the actions of their adherents. Yet even so, considering its enrichment of human 
thought and other contributions to our well-being and advancement, it would be difficult to argue that 
metaphysics has not been bioferous in quite a number of ways. That said, we should return to the question 
of the supernatural’s existence.  

A thousand years ago, in an era of magic and mystery, the metaphysical realm was a universally 
accepted fact and had tentacles reaching into all areas of human ignorance, at the time a seemingly all-
encompassing domain. By the dawn of the twentieth century this domain had been reduced on many 
fronts through the efforts of scientists and other thinkers. What remained has since been further reduced 
and continues daily to be chipped away, bit by bit. Yet this triumphal march of science, while seeming to 
score victories over metaphysics itself, actually only separates from the supernatural those aspects which 
never properly should have been attached to it in the first place on account of their being natural 
phenomena. Thus, paradoxically, science has served to purify metaphysics. Such purification neither 
validates nor strengthens the metaphysical contention; however, it does assist us in clarifying the matter 
under investigation – though perhaps not in a very satisfying manner at all. That is to say that the 
supernatural is, by definition, not natural, and can thus neither be comprehended nor validated, or 
otherwise judged, by natural means (in other words, by science). This may be annoyingly circular; 
nevertheless, it is an entirely consistent and defensible position. The result is that we cannot know that the 
supernatural does not exist, nor can we know that it does exist – unless, of course, it reveals itself to us 



collectively in an undeniably definite manner. (Revelation, or some such form of enlightenment, is the 
backbone of all religions; however, to date, all revelations have involved only a chosen few who then pass 
them on to the masses. Whether or not such revelations are genuine communications from a supernatural 
realm, they certainly cannot be described as having been revealed – made directly available – to all of 
mankind collectively in an undeniably definite manner.) 

What is the most rational position to take vis-à-vis the question of the supernatural? First of all, 
whereas the supernatural may exist, the assault on it by science in so many areas, astronomy, biology, 
medicine, geology and psychiatry, to mention only a few, has so reduced its purview as to relegate it to 
near-irrelevance. Science’s purification of metaphysics is a two-edged sword in that as it weeds out the 
natural phenomena from the domain of the supernatural, it accordingly reduces the supernatural’s 
practical significance by a commensurate amount.  

At any rate, it seems most sensible to avoid according to the supernatural anything natural, and when 
dealing with the natural to be fastidious in avoiding making reference to the supernatural; yet at the same 
time, to admit the possibility of the existence of the supernatural, not discouraging those among us with 
the inclination toward pursuing metaphysical thought from making such pursuit. Practically speaking, this 
means moving from the natural/supernatural hybrid perspective which is prevalent today to a perspective 
which is wholly natural in focus but allowing for the possibility of a supernatural aspect; such a 
fundamental realignment will require an enormous amount of introspection, both individual and societal. 

We should look at another issue pertaining to metaphysics: purpose. Prior to the conscious 
awakening of mankind, the issue of purpose was simple: we merely obeyed our instinctive impulses like 
the rest of biosity, securing and expanding territory, procreating, and preparing our offspring to do the 
same. Now it is not so simple, and most of this complexity is due to metaphysics. Intertwined with the 
element of purpose in metaphysical thought we usually find identity and immortality; it is the 
combination of these three elements which provides the bases for both the guidance mechanisms of 
individuals and the command structures of societies. Such is the essence of any metaphysical system and 
the intention here is not to address unanswerable questions like ‘Do we have souls?’ or ‘Is there an 
afterlife?’ – particularly considering what an array of perspectives that would involve addressing. Rather, 
let us identify that common ground regarding purpose shared by all the various metaphysicists, along with 
non-metaphysicists as well: namely, bioism. A proper understanding of biosity reveals to us the purpose 
inherent in nature – not an abstract blueprint for past and future envisioned by a supernatural being of 
higher authority, but instead a built-in drive with the aims of living and expanding the range of biosity, 
both in time and space. Identifying and accepting the biositic drive as the one common, underlying 
purpose shared by all of humanity (and shared with all of biosity) does not preclude the possibility of a 
further, metaphysical purpose for mankind. However, it does provide a sound rational basis for 
establishing common societal command structures along strictly non-metaphysical lines, leaving 
individuals the freedom to develop further their own personal (and supplemental) guidance mechanisms 
based on metaphysical or nonmetaphysical inclinations. 

The second major subject we should consider is sensophrenia: As was stated earlier, this 
encompasses both the pursuit of pleasure and the avoidance of discomfort; and though sensophrenia is a 
response to biositic urges, the focus of the sensophreniac is so narrow that it cannot be described as 
bioferous. Considering that Western society is, in many ways, fundamentally sensophrenic, it is 
impossible to take anything in this subject to its logical conclusion without sounding quite radical in a 
rather doctrinaire, even puritanical, way. It would take a good long search to find any among us who is 
not sensophrenic to a degree in some area or other; and it is probably a small minority who do not lead 
lives oriented primarily toward sensophrenia. Yet while ultimately necroferous in the most immediate 
sense, it cannot be denied that sensophrenia in the last century or so has been used to good advantage as a 
motivation tool to lead the masses of humanity onward in numerous great projects, some of which have 
indubitably been bioferous. Weighing the merits of sensophrenia, distinguishing clearly the bioferous 
from the necroferous, is probably the best way to come to a full understanding of bioism, which is 
nothing other than the underlying philosophy of all biosity – mankind included. 



Judging active sensophrenia – pleasure-seeking – is simple: Every pleasure is based on a biositic 
urge. What differentiates the biocentric satisfaction of a biositic urge from the sensophrenic pursuit of a 
pleasure is attitude and degree. The biocentric is focused on biosity, whether consciously or otherwise, 
whereas the sensophreniac has allowed his focus to narrow down to certain elements of biosity rather than 
the totality. There are two necroferous aspects to the narrowed perspective of the sensophreniac: the first 
is that even a brief fixation on one biositic urge may lead to an untimely neglect of others, thus 
endangering the subject; and the second is that any chronic fixation on one urge will lead to an imbalance 
in the subject which could threaten health or even life. Therefore, on the individual level, active 
sensophrenia is at best neutral, but generally-speaking necroferous. 

We can say much the same about passive sensophrenia as we can of active, merely replacing 
‘satisfaction of a biositic urge’ and ‘pursuit of a pleasure’ with ‘response to a biositic warning’ and 
‘avoidance of a discomfort,’ although here there are many aspects which at first glance appear not merely 
neutral but actually bioferous. However, to address passive sensophrenia properly we need to expand our 
conception of the individual from that of a single entity having roughly a seventy-year lifespan, to that of 
a single entity with a limited lifespan plus unlimited genetic immortality; this is fundamental to an 
understanding of bioism. Such an expanded conception casts the avoidance of discomfort in quite a 
different light, particularly those aspects which would tend to appear bioferous in a seventy year context. 
Civilizations in general illustrate this nicely. Young civilizations exhibit little concern for pain, fear, 
fatigue and unpleasant physical sensation; they are aggressive and biocentric. But as civilizations mature, 
these discomforts are recognized as distractions to their smooth running, and as such are no longer 
tolerated. The problem with this is that these various aspects of hindrance to a society as a whole are 
nevertheless stimulants to the strengthening of individuals within that same society; removing them may 
benefit a civilization in the short-term, but eventually and inescapably the strength of the sum of 
individuals in a society is reflected in the strength of the society itself. Typically at the time of their 
decline or collapse civilizations are described as decadent, this usually carrying the connotation of active 
sensophrenia; but the fact is that while both active and passive sensophrenia are normally present, it is the 
latter which is the more debilitating because not only is it tolerated and respected, but it is even idealized 
and made the primary objective as civilizations grow old and disillusioned. 

Sensophrenia is not bioferous and can generally be described as necroferous whether we are 
speaking of individuals or societies. Yet, as noted, it has been instrumental in motivating humanity to 
progress technologically – in fact, it has likely been far more significant in this regard than bioism itself. 
Although we could seek a paradox here, perhaps it’s more accurate to view such progress rather as 
evidence of the opportunism of biosity: societies weakened by sensophrenia are overthrown by the more 
biocentric barbarians who seize the technology oriented toward bioism (that portion which they find 
comprehensible and sustainable), overlooking or eventually ignoring that of a more sensophrenic nature. 

How then shall we deal with sensophrenia so as best to apply the principles of biosity? Ideally, 
through a thorough understanding of biosity, we would all learn how to motivate ourselves effectively 
without resort to sensophrenia (since sensophrenia is merely the shadow of biosity). But such a goal may 
be unrealistic. Perhaps for the foreseeable future a more attainable objective would be to reduce the most 
necroferous excesses of sensophrenia – those things which directly or indirectly threaten the very 
wellbeing of humanity and the rest of biosity, whether present or future generations. To do this we must 
begin by gaining a complete comprehension of sensophrenia, both passive and active, so that we can 
judge accurately which elements to attack, which to ignore and even which to foster as less necroferous 
replacements for those that have been useful as motivation tools yet must still be eradicated. Quantifying 
and qualifying sensophrenia is a massive task in and of itself; but this is nothing compared to taking the 
resulting conclusions, formulating an implementation strategy and then actually implementing them. Such 
an endeavor will turn the world as we know it upside-down; yet it should and must be done, for if we do 
not discipline ourselves and eradicate at least the more necroferous elements of sensophrenia, biosity will 
do it for us – in its way rather than our own. 

The last macro-element of the human experience we should consider in relation to biosity is human 
progress, referring essentially to civilization, science and technology. This is a very broad topic and the 



intent here is not to judge between the bioferous and the necroferous, but rather merely to highlight those 
aspects of human progress which seem most divergent from the norms of biosity and should therefore be 
the first to be investigated. There are five such aspects, and these are: 

1. Implements, from stone tools to interplanetary spacecraft; an example of the sort of question to 
consider is: Has the advent of the common rifle altered the balance of power between humans and other 
organisms? 

2. Processes, such as agriculture, domestication, urbanization, mining, refining and a host of others. 
3. Synthetic substances, which deserve special attention even if we are already considering them 

when we look at the processes which generate them. 
4. Radiation, again something which receives attention in the area of processes, but which 

nevertheless deserves its own special focus. 
5. Medicine, involving a great variety of implements, processes and substances, and being acutely 

pertinent in the consideration of ethics. 
The tone here may give the impression that everything natural is good while everything manmade is 

bad. This is not the intent. Rather, the intent is to say that everything natural is known to biosity (“known” 
in the sense that it has been confronted and compensated for – speaking, of course, about those things 
within the range of biosity), whereas our manmade world is so new that biosity has only just begun to 
adjust. The point is that manmade things, being unknown to biosity, possess the potential for harm or 
disruption. Therefore we need to study these things carefully so that the dangers involved can be 
determined precisely. Then, from a position of knowledge, we can choose the most rational approach in 
dealing with each aspect. Again, as with sensophrenia, this is an enormous endeavor. 

We have now briefly looked at metaphysics, sensophrenia and human progress in general as we 
consider how to apply the principles of biosity to mankind. Though we have only scratched the surface 
here, what we have done is very useful for we have seen that in all areas our enemy is ignorance and our 
first efforts must be directed to the gaining of knowledge. Once we have the necessary knowledge, we can 
then begin the process of bringing ourselves into conformity with the principles of biosity. 

Life exists. On this we can all agree. The preceding ideas seek to reduce from life, which is a 
physical/metaphysical concept, the purely physical, or scientific, concept of biosity. This done, it becomes 
apparent that this revised conception of the basis of our existence has far-reaching implications. I have 
suggested certain actions to be taken, some on the societal level. However, concerning these actions, I 
have made not the slightest reference to time. This reticence is occasioned by the very ignorance I have 
pointed out in the final passages. Nevertheless, I want to be clear on my attitude toward the pace of 
change: I value the incremental approach, seeing it as the most natural; and therefore, the societal changes 
I suggest here should be undertaken and accomplished not in the context of years, but rather in the context 
of decades and perhaps even centuries. 

  
 

5: BIOFEROSITY: THE NEW STANDARD OF MORALITY 
 
Reason through science has overthrown the old standards of morality or relegated them to the realm 

of metaphysics. We are left today with the shifting sands of relativity. We have no foundation for the 
ordering of society, and an underlying sense of moral confusion reigns. Yesterday’s virtue is today’s 
shame; and today’s vice will be tomorrow’s cause. Such rudderlessness is undesirable, even potentially 
disastrous. We, society, humanity, need a common measuring stick of right and wrong. To continue 
otherwise is to invite, or tolerate, fragmentation and conflict. 

Unless or until such time as all of mankind adheres to a single code of metaphysical belief, no such 
model of morality is valid as the common basis for human interaction. We must adopt a standard of 
morality based on observation and reason rather than religious faith. “Bioferosity” is just such a standard. 
No longer do we need to describe “good” in the light of godliness, happiness or pleasure – or some 
juggling of these and other ill-defined qualities. Now we have bioferosity: that which is bioferous is good 



or right; whereas that which is necroferous is bad or wrong. There will still be vigorous debate as to the 
interpretation of data, but no more will we have the kaleidoscopic wildcard of metaphysics 
overshadowing the issues, obscuring our vision and sapping our energy. 

Basing morality on bioferosity doesn’t result in any sort of cut-and-dried rulebook of right and 
wrong. For instance, looking at wolves and sheep, how would one judge when to support the interests of 
one group as opposed to those of the other? However, what can be surely stated is that life is made up of 
entities, and it is the nature of an entity that its own self-interest is paramount – otherwise it would not be 
an entity, rather, only part of an entity. Using this understanding as a basis to proceed from, we can 
develop sets of priorities that begin to show a rational framework for morality. The following three 
priority lists reflect three different focuses: individuals, societies and humanity as a whole. The one for 
individuals is the most natural, and thus perhaps reflects the deepest reality. The other two, purely-
speaking, engender conflicts of interest when added to the first, but in practice these conflicts involve 
additional benefits which ultimately reinforce the priorities in the primary list. 

 

Priority List One – Individual Perspective: 
1. The survival of life in general 
2. The survival of the human race 
3. The survival of one’s society 
4. The survival of oneself 
5. The survival of one’s offspring (because they are one’s genetic posthumous survival) 
6. The survival of one’s parents (because being positioned as their genetic posthumous survival, one 

is naturally placed higher in their interests than in anyone else’s) 
7. The survival of one’s siblings (because shared genetics positions them as alternate routes of one’s 

genetic posthumous survival) 
8. The survival of one’s friends, related or otherwise (because one’s own survival is presumably 

somewhat in their immediate interests) 
9. The survival of individual members of one’s society (because communal interests necessitate that 

one’s survival is generally to some degree in their interests) 
10. The survival of individuals outside one’s own society (because one’s survival may be to some 

slight degree in their interests) 
11. The survival of individual organisms outside the human race 
 

This is a preliminary list. In fact, the well-being – as opposed to mere survival – of oneself and one’s 
friends and family likely would come higher than the last two or three listed priorities, and the survival of 
entire species (besides humanity) would certainly be somewhere higher than the last stated priority. 

Priority List Two – Society Perspective: 
1. The survival of life in general 
2. The survival of the human race 
3. The survival of the society 
4. The survival of individual members of the society 
5. The survival of individuals outside the society 
6. The survival of individual organisms outside the human race 
 
Priority List Three – Humanity Perspective: 
1. The survival of life in general 
2. The survival of the human race 
3. The survival of individual members of the human race 
4. The survival of individual organisms outside the human race 
 
Careful research and analysis should yield refined priority lists, or even one integrated list, that need 

never be changed, lists that so accurately reflect the reality – in contrast to the ideal – of the knowable 



subject biosity that they carry almost the same weight as the laws of science. Such a list or lists will 
comprise the first building blocks of the new and sustainable morality based on bioferosity. 

Our new standard of morality will directly affect many aspects of our lives. Medical ethics will 
receive some desperately needed direction. The legal system will become the child of reason rather than 
the creature of machination that it is today. Some degree of universally-accepted etiquette can be 
reintroduced into our day-to-day relations with one another. Lifelong forms of self-discipline, in areas 
such as food consumption, substance use, exercise, employment and material consumerism, among 
others, will be devised and adopted with confidence. And government will be restructured to become 
fully and permanently aligned with biosity. All of these, and many other things, will be effected by the 
adoption of bioferosity as our standard of morality. 

The old ways are gone. Humanism has left us rudderless, tossed by every wind. Bioferosity offers us 
a new way, the rational way that we need. We must seize it, being prepared to embark on its lengthy and 
ever-ongoing implementation. 

 
 

6: CONTROL 
 
Like so many people, I used to hate and fear communism, that monstrous system of totalitarianism. I 

saw it as the very incarnation of evil. What a relief then it was when it ran out of steam and collapsed. 
No longer feeling menaced by communism, I can now look at it with objectivity, far moreso than I 

could back then. No more do I see it as inherently evil, but rather as inherently flawed. I can now 
appreciate the sincere idealism that was its driving force, and distinguish between the revolutionaries who 
swept away a corrupt ruling class and the pragmatists who became the new ruling class (and swept away 
the revolutionaries in the process). Most of all, I have come to the understanding that communism was 
above all else a system of control – and in realizing this it dawned on me that every other system, every 
other society, is first and foremost a system of control. The underlying things we hold in unquestioning 
awe, equality, human rights, the contract, democracy, the rule of law, carry no divine sanction or 
historical inevitability: rather, they are merely tools, tools in our own and other systems of control. 

The difference between traditional and modern societies is that traditional societies evolved over 
time as the result of competing interests, whereas their modern counterparts developed as the products of 
conscious design based on widely-accepted principles. In light of this distinction, one could say that the 
first prototypical modern societies were theocracies established by priesthoods – in which case it is 
interesting to speculate on whether the priests themselves took their divine pronouncements seriously or 
cynically recognized them for what they were: control mechanisms. The age of enlightenment has led us 
into the mainstream of modernity. This is when the great principles fundamental to all of Western society 
were formulated most extensively, and oriented toward reason rather than divine revelation. Yet even 
these great principles, try as we might to dress them up in the trappings of secularism, have been at heart 
dependent on metaphysical premises. Look at equality: Here is a concept that no serious politician or 
statesman would dare to question. What is it based on? The doctrine that all are equal in the sight of God. 
Does it perhaps have a parallel basis that is purely secular? No, without reference to a higher authority the 
concept of equality is a dogma, its own authority. How can we say that all are equal when if any one of us 
were forced to choose between saving the life of a loved one or that of a complete stranger we would 
choose to save the loved one, thus demonstrating the inequality of the value we place on the two lives? Or 
how about if we make society the higher authority? Should any society value all its members equally, 
placing on a par the unskilled laborer who can easily be replaced by any of ten million others with the 
astrophysicist, or pre-eminent heart surgeon, or military genius, who cannot be replaced by anyone, or 
poorly at best by maybe a dozen lesser peers? To that question the pat answer is yes, but the honest 
answer is no – and in fact this is demonstrated quite clearly by the difference in the levels of health care 
afforded to leading politicians and regular citizens. About the only other potential secular basis for 
equality is biology, the fact that all we humans are of the same species sharing a common physical and 



mental make-up; however, the plain fact is that similarity and equality are two separate things and the 
presence of the one doesn’t necessarily signify the presence of the other. To accept equality then as an 
unquestionable good, we must resort to metaphysics; and if, as I maintain, one’s metaphysical beliefs 
should not be used in the controlling of others, meaning that in establishing the structures of society no 
reference whatsoever should be made to metaphysics, then even this basis is for all means and purposes 
invalid and we are left with a dogma. 

The great principles of Western society, the sacred tenets of humanism, are all, like equality, 
dogmas. We want to accept them as the products of reason, but in reality they are the children of 
metaphysics and only adopted by reason. This is not to condemn these concepts in and of themselves. The 
fact is that they have been undeniably beneficial. Rather, it is to call for a reformulated perception of 
them: No longer should we view them dogmatically as self-evident truths, authorities unto themselves. 
Instead we must take them for exactly what they are, tools, and employ them accordingly. 

Liberty and security are the two principal urges of humanity. We all want to be able to do whatever 
we want. We all want to be safe. These two desires sometimes complement each other, and at other times 
are in direct opposition to each other. More than anything else, it is the conflict between them that has led 
to the rise of highly-organized societies. An individual utterly detached from all society is in one sense 
perfectly at liberty, yet he is so weakened by such detachment – he must count only upon himself for his 
own defence, he has no safety net in time of injury or sickness and his possessions are limited to those 
things which he can immediately defend – that he has less actual liberty than most socialized individuals 
who have surrendered great swaths of liberty in return for the security to enjoy more completely other, 
retained liberties. 

The foundation of any society is the social contract. Historically, most such contracts have been 
unwritten and entirely lacking in any systematic exposition of their elements; the parties to them gained 
comprehension of their elements much in the same way as one learns a language. Even the more recent, 
written social contracts seldom clearly express all their elements and are still learned more through 
experience than formal education. As with any other contract, the elements of a social contract can be 
divided into two groups: rights and responsibilities. Also as with any other contract, if a person is in a 
state of acceptance of a particular social contract – no matter how grudgingly – it is fair and proper to say 
that the rights of that contract are in balance with the responsibilities, even if this does not appear to an 
onlooker to be the case. Being the embodiment of a set of rights and responsibilities, the social contract is 
a tool of control: it controls you and your fellow members of society, telling you the scope of what you 
can do, your liberty, and the scope of the conduct you can expect from others, your security. It is the 
fundamental control tool on which all others are based. 

Perhaps the most important control tool after the social contract is property. The concept of property 
is so ingrained in Western society that most people take it entirely for granted, accepting it as a divinely-
sanctioned right or describing it as an expression of natural law. Nevertheless, it is just a tool, nothing 
more, nothing less. Possession is a fact; property, being societally-authorized possession, is a tool. And it 
is an immensely useful tool because, being employed for the designation of control in a sphere, it can be 
applied to any and every sphere of control under the sway of a society. Land and material property, being 
the most ancient and tangible forms of property, are often taken far more seriously than various other 
forms, yet this is so mainly because one’s possession of these things can normally be demonstrated and 
defended with little or no recourse to the more sophisticated structures of a society’s system of 
enforcement. Less tangible forms of property, such as radio frequencies, patents and powers of monopoly, 
are every bit as valid, and often of far more value. Contracts, also representing the designation of control 
– usually covering the exchange of a right, good or service for money or a different right, good or service, 
are another form of property, and a particularly interesting form in that they are so versatile and 
modifiable. 

Let me now return to where we started: the evaluation of communism and systems of control in 
general. Throughout the latter half of the twentieth century we had a leftwing/rightwing paradigm that 
tried to fit every society under consideration somewhere on its spectrum. I think most people knew at the 
time that this model of reality wasn’t natural or sustainable long-term, but for that era, having a bipolar 



world with communism on one side and capitalism on the other, it was useful. However, that was then 
and this is now – and we definitely need a new model, one that is based on reason and thus permanently 
sustainable, rather than one that arises or is devised solely for some immediate purpose. 

Control is important. It is vital. While it may be tempting to denounce all government as bad and say 
that everyone should be free to do what he wants without interference, this is quite unrealistic. Anarchy is 
much closer akin to chaos and death than to liberty and life. Every society is based on control and has 
various tools of control. What we must do is orient ourselves so that we are able to recognize and fully 
comprehend all these tools of control and then employ them in the best possible way. And how do we 
determine what is the best possible way? Here we refer back to bioferosity. This must be our underlying 
standard of good and bad, right and wrong, in ordering society: the way of life, that which ultimately 
brings life to a society, is the ultimate good, whereas the way of death, that which ultimately brings death 
to a society, is the ultimate bad. 

There are many necroferous things in Western society, both in our control structures and elsewhere. 
Yet our civilization is the strongest and arguably the most bioferous ever; and this is due to the 
previously-described metaphysical-cum-rational dogmas on which it is based more than anything else. 
Why is this so? Why are these dogmas which we have lowered from their pedestals and relegated to the 
status of tools the basis of the strongest, most bioferous societies in human history? Because it just so 
happens that the sum total effect of these dogmas is to create the conditions most favorable to the higher 
development of the greatest attribute of humanity: reason. The one thing that distinguishes humans from 
other animals is the power of the human mind; yet when we live in a hand-to-mouth existence or are in 
that state of constant subliminal terror used by many societies as a means of control, our ability to develop 
reason and our minds is horrendously inhibited. The great dogmas of Western society encourage the 
greatest number of people to develop their minds to the greatest extent, and this is why our society is so 
strong. Equality and democracy do two things: they create a bond of trust between each member of 
society and the society itself as a whole, giving the members confidence not only in the benevolence of 
the society but also in the value of their own expenditures of effort; and they provide a context in which 
well-developed minds can gain rewards and influence. Property and contracts, by clearly designating 
control throughout various spheres and activities, do three things: they reduce conflicts; they foster 
predictability, thus encouraging the confidence of members of a society in the future and the attendant 
value of expending effort toward long-term goals; and they guarantee the benefits of a thing to those 
responsible for it. Finally we have the rule of law, and again, like the other dogmas, its value as a tool to 
society relates to the bond of trust it creates between the society and its members, and the predictability 
and confidence it inspires in its members so that the hand-to-mouth mindset can be left behind and 
monumental endeavors, whether group or individual, can be undertaken. In all these things the consistent 
thread is confidence. The development of the human body, along with primal mental activity similar to 
that of animals, occurs naturally and proceeds without conscious effort. The development of the human 
mind is another matter entirely: it does not occur naturally; it requires a constant conscious effort; and it 
takes a tremendous amount of time. Any society wherein there is no sure confidence that the time and 
effort devoted to mental development and achievement will pay off can expect to see a minimum of such 
development and achievement. 

In every society control is inevitable. Rather than fearing and seeking to eliminate the tools of 
control, we must understand and employ them in the very best way we can. Perhaps some will in fact be 
eliminated. Perhaps others than what we currently have will be developed. Whatever we do, we must 
orient ourselves according to the standard of bioferosity so that our decisions are guided by what most 
encourages life, and this for both the near future all but upon us and the more distant degrees of future, 
each concealed progressively moreso from our sight. 

 
 

  



7: DEMOCRACY: WILL IS THE ESSENCE OF LIFE 
 
Democracy has come so completely into vogue over the last centuries that few today would dare to 

criticize it or promote any other form of government. The belief in the value or goodness of democracy, 
its unquestioned superiority over the alternatives, has become a modern dogma. Those living in 
democracies take for granted the rightness and inevitability of its spread worldwide. Whereas those living 
in non-democratic countries, depending on what they have to gain or lose, either give lip service to it and 
its trappings so as to guard against and forestall its actual coming, or hope for the genuine realization of it. 

It is fair to say that democracy has become a dogma in and of itself. For all practical purposes, this is 
an accurate statement. However, we can also look deeper and see that democracy is in turn based on 
equality. Now, equality truly is a dogma, properly-speaking. It is an irreducible concept that must be 
taken on faith, or similarly rejected. What makes it particularly compelling and powerful is that it can be 
found quite clearly in both secular and metaphysical systems of thought. Since it thus can be furthered by 
adherents of differing philosophies working together, and is often doubly reinforced within those who 
have syncretistic tendencies, its spread as a concept has been wide and profoundly influential. None of 
this changes the fact that it is still at heart a dogma, a premise that must be, and is, taken on faith. Within 
metaphysical systems the basis of authority for this premise is a supernatural being or force, clearly a faith 
issue. Conversely, within secular systems the basis is similarity, the relative uniformity of the members of 
our species, and at first glance this is not a faith issue, but rather purely a matter of reason. What makes it 
a faith issue are the imperatives that are then implied. It is one thing to say that a human being from such-
and-such a place is the biological equivalent of another from somewhere halfway around the globe – this 
is purely rational and requires no faith, only observation and comparison; it is quite another to develop 
from there that these two individuals should be treated equivalently, in the general sense and particularly 
the political.  

These imperatives are the theory based on the facts, and as such are fundamentally a matter of faith; 
moreover, in this particular instance there is a further, specific faith issue in that biological equivalency 
alone is accepted as the degree of similarity necessary as the standard of uniformity. 

Having noted all this, let it be clearly understood that the intent here is not the undermining or 
overthrow of the concept and ideals of democracy, but instead its reformulation on a rational, rather than 
dogmatic, basis. Why is it that the comprehensive growth of democracy observable today has come about 
only in the present era? Are the current and most recent generations so morally superior to their 
forefathers as to explain this? Has history been carrying us inexorably toward this – or some more 
complete – apex of political maturity? Or is the prevailing manifestation of widespread democracy just a 
happy accident in our time, a conjunction of benign influences, fragile as glass and fated to come to an 
end like all other good things? The answer to this line of questioning is quite simply that modern 
democracy, like so many other things, is the product of the machine age. Why? Because the advent of 
machines has emphasized and enhanced that aspect of the human species which is our unique and 
overwhelming strength: the mind. Whereas machines perform tasks which would for the most part require 
great human skill and/or effort, these same machines yet need to be controlled by us humans. It is this 
control of machines that has been the great leveller. A person today can spend a relatively short period of 
time learning and perfecting the control of a machine so as to produce with it things of value that a 
medieval craftsman could not have produced in his entire life, or work output that no medieval could have 
matched in twenty times the hours laboring. Machine control elevates the value, the marketable value, of 
the human mind and diminishes the value of physical strength, even highly-skilled physical strength. 
Thus, it is simple economics that has dictated the flourishing of equality, therefore, democracy. The 
masses have drawn nearer to the various surviving specialized elites, close enough that political 
delineation is no longer feasible. This is no fragile development teetering on the brink of oblivion. 
Democracy is the form of government which best appreciates and harnesses the totality of minds it 
represents; as such, it embodies the combined power of its members’ greatest strength: their reason. 



This brings us back to the previously-considered standard of uniformity: biological equivalency. 
When we look at this in the context of controlling machines, it becomes apparent that biological 
equivalency, with particular reference to the mind, is sufficiently narrow in scope that it is indeed a 
feasible standard of uniformity, for the time being, on which we can base theory. The average person, 
with a reasonable amount of training, can control the average machine. (This is not to elevate machine 
control to some hallowed status of significance – it is just a handy yardstick for revealing and highlighting 
the functional uniformity of the human mind across the entire species.) Here then we have a sound basis 
on which we can begin to build, guided less by ideals to be taken on faith and more by objectives to be 
pursued in light of experience. 

Let us shift gears now and relate this to bioism. Considering that our underlying aim is the 
furtherance of life in general, and that of our species and ourselves in particular, we must orient our 
objectives accordingly. What is the essence of life? What is it that distinguishes animate from inanimate 
matter? Volition. Will is the essence of life. It follows, then, that the system of government which most 
embodies the will of its citizens, and which most employs and encourages the development of that will, is 
the system most aligned with biosity – with life itself. Democracy, the mass expression of volition, is just 
such a system. 

When we use the word “democracy,” what do we mean? In the ancient Greek democracies the vast 
majority of the population had no vote or say in government; likewise in late medieval England (in the 
centuries immediately after Magna Carta). In America’s early years various requirements barred many 
from participating; and we were well into the twentieth century before women could vote throughout 
most of the democratic world. Should we then exclude all these embryonic or developing forms of 
democracy when we consider or discuss democracy proper? No, because at the heart of all of them was 
the focus on the will of the people, imperfectly as it may have been enfranchised or expressed. 

Advancing the will of the people is the heart of democracy, though not necessarily its direct strength. 
The strength of democracy is three-fold and a by-product of the process of advancing the people’s will: 
by incorporating flexibility of leadership, democracy offers those persons most suited to lead the 
possibility of the opportunity to lead – it accesses a vast pool of potential talent that is inherently denied 
to other systems; by providing all citizens a say in government, even if only small, democracy thereby 
legitimately establishes responsibility and loyalty to the state; and in demonstrating respect toward the 
will of the individual (albeit collectively), democracy allows and encourages the exercise and further 
development of will on the individual level. The first two of these directly strengthen a democracy’s 
government, while the third enriches and empowers the individuals within a democracy, which in turn 
further strengthens the democracy itself. 

At this point it is clear that it should be our purpose both to protect democracy and to further develop 
and perfect it. It may sound incongruous to emphasize democracy’s inherent strength and then to talk 
about protecting it, yet there are various threats that must be guarded against. What are some of these 
threats to democracy? External enemies of the human variety, whether on the individual and small-group 
level (i.e. terrorism) or as represented by foreign states. Internal enemies of the human variety, as 
exemplified by crime and lawlessness; and by corruption, particularly dangerous in that its practitioners 
are generally cloaked in all respectability and responsibility. Much less obviously, by the sort of 
monopoly which, if left unregulated, contains the potential to control the democratic will or mechanisms. 
Any threat to humanity is a threat in turn to democracy: Environmental upheaval, whether the result of 
human activity (pollution, species extinction et cetera) or natural phenomena (climate shift, solar activity, 
meteorites et cetera). Epidemic or pandemic disease. Unbridled technological development (synthesized 
carcinogens, nuclear weapons, superhuman intelligence et cetera). A democracy must acknowledge and 
combat, to whatever extent is reasonable, all of these threats and others or it is entrusting its future to 
chance. 

The one mentioned threat that deserves specific further attention is superhuman intelligence, 
artificial intelligence. Sometime in the first couple decades of the twenty-first century, computers will 
surpass the human mind (in overall ability). This is a Rubicon that should be understood before it is 
crossed. Will this subvert democracy by eroding the feasibility of using the mind and its control of 



machines as the standard of biological equivalency? Will this allow the few to rule the many by replacing 
democracy with technocracy? Will this ultimately allow life to develop into an inorganic form, leaving 
humanity by the wayside in the process? Which is the higher aim: democracy or technology? In the 
furtherance of life, what is the best path to follow? Whereas it is clear that one should have misgivings as 
to the goodness of too highly developed artificial intelligence, no answers here are being suggested to the 
preceding questions. The point is that much investigation and analysis must be done in this area and 
should be done before the decisions are out of our hands. 

As for further developing and perfecting democracy, the essential goal is to maximize the ability of 
all citizens to exercise their will. On the one hand this means maximizing their liberty, and on the other it 
means maximizing their input – and ability to input – into the decision-making process on the 
governmental level. 

An argument for greater liberty is not ipso facto an argument against governmental control. When 
the government disallows robbery, it may be placing a check on the activities of highwaymen, but at the 
same time it is providing far greater liberty for the vast majority of citizens. Medicare and the welfare 
state may involve a tax burden, thus an infringement on economic liberty, but by reducing the uncertainty 
and fear of economic disaster stemming from health and certain other problems, liberty overall is greatly 
enhanced. This whole area represents the primary focus of political debate today, the basis of the political 
spectrum, and no attempt will be made here to delineate an optimum position. Sincerity and good faith are 
found from one end of this spectrum to the other. Enough to say that the objective is to heighten the 
ability to exercise will at the individual level. 

With the spread of democracy around the globe and the increased franchise in long-existing 
democracies, it is fair to say that great progress has been made in the last century toward maximizing the 
input of the masses, both real and potential, into the governmental decision-making process. However, 
this is not something that can ever be finished, perfected, once and for all. Rather, it is an ongoing process 
that continually evolves along with society. The biggest factor driving this evolution is technology. The 
growing interactivity and network of society carries opportunities in many ways of increasing the input of 
the people into government. It is not only desirable, but even incumbent upon us, to seize these 
opportunities; otherwise, we risk the danger of allowing democracy to succumb to calcification and 
eventual fossilization. 

One final point should be made as to the global scope of democracy. Considering that the biological 
equivalency of mankind, with particular reference to the mind as the standard of uniformity, is the basis 
of equality and therefore democracy, it becomes clear that a system of democracy – any and every one – 
must ultimately be open to include all members of the human race. While it is valid for a system to place 
restrictions, including outright exclusion, on persons lacking loyalty to it or lacking the maturity 
necessary to participate in it, such restrictions must be seen as nothing more than unavoidable and 
temporary steps in the evolution toward the perfect equality of all mankind and must be applied sincerely 
and with reluctance. Neither geography nor the accident of birth should allow us to delude ourselves on 
this point. 

 
 

8: OUTLINE OF GOVERNMENT 
 
The most perfect government most perfectly embodies the will of the people. Every aspect of the 

state, every aspect of government, is built upon, stems from, the people, the root of the state. 
A tree is an excellent metaphor for government. From the root rises the trunk, and out from the trunk 

spread the branches. In the following model, the trunk of government, the votive trunk, is the elected 
body whose task it is to represent and uphold the will of the people with a diversity of voices in a manner 
that has an overall unity. Distinct from, yet dependent on, the votive trunk are the different branches of 
government: the legislative branch, the judicial branch and the various executive branches. 

 



THE VOTIVE TRUNK 
 
The votive trunk is composed of a single elected body, the parliament. This body has three hundred 

members, each serving a three-year term. Elections of these members are staggered and held annually, so 
that each year one hundred members are elected. Elections are conducted on a proportional basis to insure 
that every citizen has an equal vote regardless of geography or other considerations. All citizens vote each 
year, and elections are held on the same date each year. 

The tasks of the votive trunk are to authorize all government taxation and spending; to appoint all 
decision-makers within the branches of government; and to maintain the ongoing fitness of the 
constitution. 

The votive trunk appoints all decision-makers throughout government. This is an enormous power. 
Every judge, from the lowest courts all the way up to the supreme court, is appointed by parliament. 
Similarly, every legislator of the thousand-member legislature and every head of every executive branch, 
along with the division heads within the branches, is so appointed. Though great, this power of 
appointment is not absolute. Each session of parliament appoints only a hundred of the thousand 
legislators and only one of the supreme court judges. Lesser judges are appointed for life and can be 
removed only with an extraordinary two-thirds majority vote of impeachment. 

The constitution is the fundamental written document of the state. It outlines the purpose and role of 
government, and defines the rights and responsibilities of the citizens. The stability of the constitution is 
critical to the stability of the state; yet stability must be balanced against adaptability, for when times 
change it is equally critical that the state be able to adapt as needed. The composition of the constitution is 
entirely the province of the votive trunk. It is as illegitimate for the legislature to write laws not in 
conformity with, or outside the parameters set by, the constitution as it is for the judiciary likewise to 
interpret them. The regular method of constitutional amendment is for four consecutive annual sessions of 
parliament to vote their approval with a simple majority; this ensures stability while still providing for 
adaptability. However, constitutional amendment is also possible via an extraordinary three-quarters 
majority vote of parliament, ensuring that the state cannot be caught flatfooted in time of dire urgency. In 
any event, it is valid for certain elements of the constitution to be made more fixed and thus to require 
higher vote majorities than the above described. 

 
THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 
 
The legislative branch is composed of a single appointed body, the legislature. This body has one 

thousand members. There is no pre-determined length of term for any member; however, members should 
enter the legislature ready to serve there for life. Legislators are appointed by parliament. Each year, at the 
end of its annual session, parliament appoints one hundred legislators. These replace those legislators who 
have died, retired or resigned in the last year, as well as a further number of legislators parliament 
simultaneously chooses for dismissal. (In the event more than one hundred legislators have left, 
parliament appoints an appropriate number to bring the legislature to one thousand members and makes 
no simultaneous dismissals.) In this way the legislature is a stable, long term reflection of the votive 
trunk, yet incompetent, misguided or unproductive legislators are weeded out without disruption. Anyone 
who has served as a judge, parliamentarian or tenured professor of law may be appointed to the 
legislature. 

The primary task of the legislature is to write all the laws within the state, and to do so in conformity 
with the constitution. Toward this end the legislature must be a storehouse of information, knowledge, 
understanding and wisdom. While the specialization of legislators and the use of committees are valid, all 
laws must receive the majority approval of the legislature as a whole to come into effect. For the 
legislature to be effective, legislators must monitor closely three things: the spheres of control and related 
activities their laws affect; the court rulings based on those laws; and any amendments to the constitution 
which necessitate amendments to those laws. All law must be written by legislators unaided by staff, 
special interest groups or lobbyists; however, it is reasonable that legislative staff aid in research. The 



legislature must always keep in mind that the purpose of the law is to guide the citizenry in conducting 
itself in a right manner – that is to say, in accordance with the constitution; and to guide the judiciary in 
settling disputes arising out of the conduct of the citizenry. This means that the law must be both clear and 
intelligible to citizenry and judiciary alike. 

The one other task of the legislature is to nominate three of its own members each year for 
consideration by parliament in its appointment of a supreme court judge. 

 
THE EXECUTIVE BRANCHES 
 
There are six executive branches: the human rights authority; the economic rights authority; the mass 

communication authority; the spatial rights authority; the property rights authority; and the societal rights 
authority. These six correspond to the six categories of spheres of control found within the state. Each of 
these branches is composed of a number of divisions, each division representing a distinct sphere of 
control or function within a sphere. 

The human rights authority deals with those spheres of control which relate to each citizen’s person 
as an individual. It has three divisions: the person division, the political division and the family division. 
The person division covers perhaps the most primal of all spheres of control: the integrity of the person, 
one’s right to total control over one’s own physical body and mind. Included as necessary elements within 
this sphere of control are personal space, more or less of which depending on the circumstances, and more 
specifically, the domicile and to a limited extent the private vehicle as extensions of one’s inviolable 
space. (Regarding the domicile, a maximum allowable size must be set – in the range of one acre total of 
interior and exterior bona fide dwelling space – to avoid abuse of the concept.) The political division 
covers the citizens’ political rights. And the family division covers dependents, primarily children, but 
also the aged and the handicapped; it deals with the various rights, responsibilities and powers necessary 
to maintain order in this sphere. 

The economic rights authority deals with those spheres of primarily economic control which are 
essentially intangible yet have nevertheless evolved to the benefit of society. It has four divisions: an 
incorporation division; a contract division; a monopoly division, whose purview also includes intellectual 
property; and a currency division, which deals with money in the intangible state. 

The mass communication authority deals with those spheres of control encompassing all the ways 
that we can or do communicate with each other on a mass scale. It has a separate division for every 
established channel of mass communication, as well as a division for emerging channels. 

The spatial rights authority deals with all those spheres of control which describe the various ways 
we use space, whether that space be on or under land or water, or even in the air above. The largest 
division in this branch is the real estate division; however, it should be noted and emphasized that this 
sphere of control is not absolute by any means, and should be understood to be limited to land access 
(including some degree of access control) and development. Often the spheres of control represented by 
the hunting division, the gathering division, the herding division, the farming division and the mineral 
extraction division will overlap with that of the real estate division and necessitate a coordinating of 
interests, access and usage. (In the past farming and herding, among others, have been implicitly part of 
real estate rights; but it would appear technology is transforming things enough that a differentiation 
should be conceptualized now, whether or not it is actualized as well.) The other divisions in this branch 
are the water-access and air-access divisions, dealing mostly with boat and aircraft use; and the fluvial-
use division, which deals with surface water, groundwater and air, and is as concerned with controlling 
pollution as regulating water rights. 

The property rights authority deals with all property that is not real estate and it is the smallest 
executive branch. It has only three divisions: an objects division; a vehicles division; and a money 
division, which covers money only when it is in a tangible state, cash, cheques, credit cards et cetera. 

The societal rights authority is responsible for that overarching sphere of control which is the raison 
d’être of the state: the maintenance of security and order for society as a whole. The nature of this branch 
is performance within its sphere of control and it is useful to break this branch down into functions, each 



represented by a division. These functions include the armed forces (which encompass all aspects of 
border control as well as the military proper), the police, the diplomatic corps, the consular corps, state 
intelligence, health care, destitute care, education and the treasury. 

Each branch head, as well as each division head, is appointed by parliament to a one-year term. 
Parliament has the power to dismiss and replace any head at any time. The one-year terms are renewable 
without limit. 

 
THE JUDICIAL BRANCH 
 
In many ways the judicial branch reflects the executive branches taken together. The judicial branch 

has one division for each executive branch, and each such judicial division is broken down into 
subdivisions in accordance with the respective executive branch’s divisions. This is because the purpose 
of the judicial branch is to settle disputes arising out of the conduct of the citizens, corporate entities and 
the state as a whole in all their myriad interactions; and it can do this most effectively by having an 
organization essentially paralleling that of the executive branches, an organization that has already 
established the optimum context of dispute resolution by categorizing all conduct on the basis of the 
sphere of control it occurs in. In addition to these described divisions and subdivisions, the judiciary also 
has a steering division, as well as the supreme court over the entire judiciary. 

The steering division contains the courts that decide in the first place which division(s) and 
subdivision(s) of the judiciary that any particular dispute will be resolved in. Every dispute will enter the 
judicial system via the lower courts of the steering division. These courts decide nothing other than the 
route the dispute will take in the courts. 

Each of the seven divisions of the judiciary has lower courts, appeals courts and a superior court. 
While the intent is for there to be only three levels of court within a division, it is important that each 
higher court have a group of only about twenty courts feeding into it; thus, it will be necessary for some 
divisions to have an additional layer of courts, perhaps more than one additional layer. Technology allows 
us to get away from organizing the courts on a geographic basis; however, in certain kinds of disputes 
where live testimony is often critical, criminal cases for example, it is valid for the lower courts still to be 
organized geographically. 

The role of the supreme court is to uphold the constitution. The supreme court monitors decisions all 
throughout the judiciary and steps in when it sees a decision not in accordance with the constitution. 
Normally it addresses only superior court decisions, but it can address ones from courts at lower levels 
too. A case cannot be appealed to the supreme court; it is the supreme court that must take the initiative. 
Besides addressing cases with an unconstitutional outcome, it is sensible for the supreme court to weigh 
in at times on cases with split decisions so as to provide closure and public confidence in the judiciary’s 
interpretation of the constitution. There are twelve judges on the supreme court, nine of which are sitting. 
Each serves a twelve-year term. Supreme court judges are appointed by parliament, one per session; and 
parliament chooses from among three candidates nominated by the legislature. Only legislators may be 
nominated for the supreme court. The intent is that judges on the supreme court are fully conversant with 
the law and the constitution and the issues involved in composing legislation over the years prior to sitting 
on the high court. 

A second task of the supreme court, or more precisely, of the three non-sitting supreme court judges, 
is oversight of the election commission. This task is critical to the proper functioning of the state. It is the 
one critical task that must be carefully isolated from the influence of the votive trunk, the body which in 
all other cases is seen as the direct source of legitimacy. Such isolation is necessary because of the nature 
of the election commission’s task: the election of the incoming segment of the votive trunk. Without this 
isolation, the potential would exist for manipulation of elections or the perception of such manipulation. It 
is a lot to ask parliamentarians to completely set aside their own interests in the administration of 
elections. For the first nine years as a supreme court judge, the judge sits on the court; for the last three 
years, he sits on the election commission. This commission manages the elections start to finish each 



year, from enumeration all the way through the process until all the counts are made final and the 
candidates are elected. 

 
 

9: MASS COMMUNICATION 
 
The control sphere of mass communication, is fascinating. Modern technology, from Gutenberg on, 

has made it so enormous and all-pervasive that it has caught us completely off guard. We have yet to 
evolve socially even so far as to digest the printing press, not to mention photography, audio recording, 
video recording, cinema, radio, television, computers, video games and now the Internet. The impact each 
of these has on us by itself is mind-boggling; the impact of all of them added together – or, because of 
their interconnectedness, multiplied by each other – is of an order many magnitudes beyond that. How 
can one begin to quantify and categorize all of this? By form? By topic? By audience? 

Perhaps the best place to start is at the definition of mass communication. What is mass 
communication? What is it that differentiates it from personal communication? Audience size, nothing 
less and nothing more. Personal communication has an audience of one, or some number quite close to 
one, whereas mass communication has an audience of no less than two and normally quite a few more. 
The channel of communication has considerable bearing on where – how close to two – this boundary is 
set. Some channels inherently limit audience size and so communication in them is generally perceived 
almost exclusively as personal. Face-to-face dialogue is one example of this, even when there may be four 
or five – or ten or twelve – participants. Television is just the opposite: even in a small community where 
at off-times it is quite possible that there is a total audience of only one (or none, for that matter), the fact 
that the potential audience is so much larger relegates this channel exclusively to the level of mass 
communication. So mass communication is distinguished from personal communication merely by 
audience size, and such demarcation is tempered by the channel of communication. 

Exhaustively speaking, mass communication can be transmitted by visual, acoustic, tactile, olfactory 
or even gastronomic means – or any combination of the same. The bulk of mass communication, 
however, uses visual and/or acoustic means of transmission. Visual mass communication can come via 
two spatial dimensions (as in printing and painting), two spatial dimensions plus the temporal dimension 
(as in video), three spatial dimensions (as in sculpture and architecture) and three spatial dimensions plus 
the temporal dimension (as in live performance). 

Visual mass communication of two spatial dimensions can be composed of two elements, text and 
graphics. Most of the channels representing this format originate in the publishing and advertising 
industries. They include books, periodicals, newspapers, greeting cards, artistic paintings, flyers, direct 
mail solicitations, display ads, product labelling and product packaging. The bulk of all this is produced 
on the printing press or its more advanced incarnations, but paint and other methods of surface coloration 
are used in certain channels. 

Visual mass communication of two spatial dimensions plus the temporal dimension which is strictly 
visual describes silent video. This, however, is a very rare channel of mass communication. Far more – 
and overwhelmingly so – typical are the channels that combine the acoustic with this visual aspect. 
Included among these are cinema, television, audio video presentations and video games. Show business 
and the software industry are the sources of these channels. 

Visual mass communication of three spatial dimensions often incorporates that of two spatial 
dimensions, whether text, graphics or both. It covers a diverse array of channels including artistic 
sculpture, architecture (where that is not strictly functional), landscaping (where viewing, rather than 
some more interactive use, is the primary purpose), display ads (from mannequins in store window 
displays to hot-air balloons floating in the sky), industrial design (particularly of consumer products) and 
product packaging. 

Visual mass communication of three spatial dimensions plus the temporal dimension describes any 
type of live performance predicated on the presence of spectators. Unspectated sporting events are forms 



of leisure, exercise and competition: spectator sporting events are channels of live performance. Dancing 
among a crowd in a nightclub is a form of socialization and leisure; dance onstage is a channel of live 
performance. Acrobatics performed in private, whether in a gym, at a swimming pool, on a ski-hill or 
anyplace else, are forms of leisure and exercise; the same acrobatics done for an audience are channels of 
live performance. Adding in the acoustic aspect gives us the channels of in-person oratory, live drama and 
music in concert. So, besides the worlds of spectator sports and the performing arts, we have the realms of 
live entertainment, including everything from stand-up comedy to the circus; [live] political campaigning; 
[live] inspiration and enlightenment, whether religious or otherwise; and [live] education and instruction, 
when performed at the group level. 

Acoustic mass communication, as noted, combines with visual to form numerous channels of mass 
communication. Where visual mass communication is absent and acoustic stands alone, we have the real-
time channels such as those of radio and satellite broadcasting and the storage-based channels such as 
those employing vinyl records, magnetic-tape audiocassettes or optical CDs. The primary source for the 
content of these channels is the recording industry. 

Although tactile, olfactory and gastronomic channels of mass communication are marginal, their 
existence should not be entirely overlooked. The scent of fresh baking consciously dispersed in its 
vicinity by a bakery is one such example. Other examples are product samples, whether edible (for the 
gastronomic channel) or otherwise (thus tapping into the tactile channel), and the source of virtually all 
such mass communication is the advertising industry. 

It can be seen from perusing this brief survey what an enormous and diverse entity mass 
communication is. Nevertheless, many-tentacled though it may be, it is fundamentally homogeneous – 
rather than conglomerate – and therefore it is important that society, the state, approach it as a single 
whole. The piecemeal approach prevailing today, by contrast, not only permits inequities and imbalances 
among the various channels to arise, but also allows the reversal, to a considerable degree, of the basic 
command structure of society here so that, where it should be society controlling mass communication, in 
many ways we can see that it is mass communication controlling society. 

What are society’s interests regarding mass communication? Let’s start by noting a miscellany of 
things that are not in society’s interests. Encouraging people to overeat and overmedicate is clearly not in 
society’s interests. Reducing people’s inhibitions against breaking the law by glorifying lawlessness is 
clearly not in society’s interests. Promoting the frivolous consumption of natural resources to the 
detriment of the environment is clearly not in society’s interests. Entrenching the right to lie and deceive 
in the name of advertising and promotion is clearly not in society’s interests. Transforming the citizenry, 
majestic and free, into merely another market commodity with a status just above that of domesticated 
animals is clearly not in society’s interests. One could go on and on, the control sphere of mass 
communication is currently such a cesspool. 

Society’s interests regarding mass communication are that it serve as an effective network linking 
the minds comprising society; that it promote, rather than undermine, society’s values; that it effectively 
balance the need for guiding thought, including inhibiting undesirable thought, with the need for 
nurturing creative thought, even to the extent of cultivating complete freedom of thought, abandonment of 
all inhibitions, within certain contexts; that it, the control sphere of mass communication as a whole, be 
well organized so that all of its constituent parts are properly focused on their rightful tasks and that all of 
these tasks are properly aligned so as to fulfill together their collective purpose; and that it always remain 
under the control of society as a whole rather than some small group or groups within society – or worse 
yet, any entity outside of society. 

Perhaps the easiest way to understand society’s interests regarding mass communication is to use the 
analogy of the brain: The brain is composed of numerous functions, whether macrostructural or 
microstructural, and they all must be networked together; the overall control function is what creates 
consciousness, and this function maintains control over the network. It is the same with society: mass 
communication is the network and our overall control structure, our government, must maintain control 
over this network so as to maintain control over all the other structures collectively comprising society. 
Moreover, just as some functions within the brain create thoughts that the overall control function chooses 



normally to suppress, so must some structures in society be permitted to generate ideas that society’s 
overall control structure must normally suppress. Societal control over mass communication is crucial, 
but we must also maintain appropriate zones for creativity. 

To organize societal control over mass communication we must first reduce it according to certain 
definable parameters. The most obvious of these is channel, which has already been described to a certain 
extent. Other parameters to consider include intent, intensity, duration, audience size, audience make-up, 
funding, transmission structure and energy use. 

Intent of any mass communication will fall into one or more of three categories: entertainment, 
solicitation and education. The bulk of mass communication is entertainment of one form or another. 
Most show business models intersperse moments of solicitation to finance such entertainment, so that the 
bulk of such solicitation is commercial in nature. Other forms of solicitation are political, which waxes 
and wanes according to election cycles, and ideological, which includes religious. Mass communication 
of an educational nature includes instruction, such as in schools and universities; organization, such as 
occurs on the mass level at workplaces employing many workers; and information, such as is performed 
by news programs. 

Mass communication of the highest intensity requires the focused attention of the recipient to the 
exclusion of other activity; paying attention thus, and possibly interacting too, is therefore the recipient’s 
primary activity. Included at this level of intensity are things like book-reading and television-viewing. At 
the other end of the scale, mass communication of the lowest intensity requires only casual, or even 
subconscious, attention on the part of the recipient and causes no interruption of current activity. 
Examples of this include things like seeing a corporate logo on a building or hearing a radio commercial. 
Intensity of mass communication is a gradation ranging between these two extremes. 

Duration of mass communication can be calculated in various ways. Perhaps the simplest is the most 
useful, and this is to find the time it takes for the average complete reception of the communication in 
question. 

Audience size is straightforward. In many cases it may be necessary to use estimates, whether prior 
to or after transmission, in coming up with figures here. The optimal method of making such estimates 
should be found in each context and used. Note that the total audience over the full life of the 
communication should be calculated and, if necessary, broken down into analyzable sub-units. For 
instance, if a statue were erected in a public square then both the total audience size of its, say, three-
hundred year expected lifespan should be calculated and sub-units of this total figure, broken down 
perhaps by year or decade, should also be given. 

The main focus in ascertaining audience make-up is determining from there its sophistication. 
Communications aimed at relatively unsophisticated recipients, children for instance, clearly need to be 
held to more stringent standards in various ways than those aimed at sophisticated recipients. 

Funding of mass communication ranges from fully consumer-driven to fully underwritten. When the 
full monetary cost of the communication is directly paid by the recipient, such as in buying a music CD, it 
falls in the category of the fully consumer-driven. On the other hand, when the recipient pays nothing 
directly (other than attention), and instead must merely endure being bombarded by solicitation at some 
level, the communication is fully underwritten; examples of this include typical television programming 
and display ads like billboards. Intermediate forms of funding are also possible, for instance, movie 
previews shown prior to the start of a movie in a cinema or bought magazines that also contain 
advertising. Irrespective of its success or failure, the business model on which a mass communication is 
based determines its form of funding. 

The transmission structure of a mass communication will fall into one (or more) of three categories: 
serial, parallel or asynchronous parallel. An example of a serial mass communication is the selling spiel 
an encyclopedia salesman may use on multiple residents in a neighborhood, one after another as he goes 
door to door. A program broadcast on television exemplifies parallel mass communication since 
thousands of viewers all watch it at the same time. And a downloadable video clip on the Internet typifies 
asynchronous parallel mass communication. When a television viewer records a program and then 
watches it later, this is an example of mass communication that is both parallel and asynchronous parallel. 



However, unless there is considerable quantifiable representation in a secondary category, the primary 
intended transmission structure category of a mass communication should be used for quantification 
purposes. 

Although today the energy expended in mass communication is invisible and goes entirely 
unnoticed, nonetheless there is waste here in vast quantities and it should be exposed – and done so 
routinely. For any mass communication all the energy used, first to produce it, second to transmit it and 
third to receive it, should be calculated. After analysis, figures should be given showing total production, 
total transmission and total reception as well as a grand total both in aggregate and broken down on a per 
capita (recipient) basis. In cases of bundled mass communication, for instance a television show 
containing commercials or a newsmagazine containing advertisements, the energy used for the separate 
communications should be calculated separately but then these separate calculations should be combined 
to reflect the combined communication predicated in the business model. 

Besides the parameters given, there is one other fundamental element of mass communication that 
must be taken into account, and that is the division between content and distribution, a division that is 
sometimes vague. Although, precisely speaking, it is the content only that comprises the mass 
communication, and the distribution is merely its delivery (and means of delivery), even so, the 
relationship between the two is so intimate that trying to exert control over the one without also exerting 
control over the other would be hopeless. Therefore, in organizing and regulating the control sphere of 
mass communication, provision must be made for dealing not only with content, but also, where 
necessary, with distribution. 

What should the organization and regulation of this sphere of control look like? The executive 
branch of government for mass communication should have a separate division for every channel of mass 
communication, as well as one to oversee emerging channels. All those entities, whether individual or 
corporate, who would be transmitters of mass communication should be licensed and activity in this 
sphere should then be restricted solely to such licensees. An integrated regulation code should be devised 
covering all aspects of the sphere exhaustively, both distribution and content in every one of its 
parameters. In devising this code, extensive consultation should be made with a broad array of industry 
representatives and watchdogs so that societal control here can be implemented effectively and all the 
tricks of this particularly devious trade can be confronted. A notable sea-change from current practice 
should be the imposition of high standards of accuracy and validity on all solicitative mass 
communication; this is justified because people inherently attach higher credibility to mass 
communication than to personal communication, and this is heightened further when such mass 
communication employs modern technology, anything from the printing press on. In addition to the 
administration personnel who will manage this sphere of control, a large corps of enforcement personnel 
will be needed. The more maximalist forms of mass communication will require ongoing scrutiny in line 
with the extent of the impact they have on society, whereas minimalist forms need not be subjected to 
such intensive governmental scrutiny but can instead be effectively policed by citizens facilitated in their 
efforts by streamlined processes of pursuing civil action against those out of compliance with the law. 
Furthermore, it is not unreasonable to demand submission of any mass communication of a potentially 
sensitive nature, news stories that could leak national secrets or reveal the identity of rape victims, for 
instance, to an oversight body for approval prior to transmission. (Needless to say, access to and use of 
mass communication should be denied to terrorists and others who would use it to try to manipulate or 
blackmail society.) Moreover, in return for some reasonable reduction in their licensing fees, providers of 
mass communication in certain channels, such as television, radio, newspapers and news magazines, 
should be required to establish, among other public services, substantial forums for political discourse and 
debate running for an appropriate period prior to each election and made available to all candidates at no 
cost so that society can eradicate, once and for all, paid political advertising from all channels of mass 
communication and thus remove the gross and anti-democratic distortions of the political process that the 
intervention of money makes there. 

The control sphere of mass communication is fundamental to modern society. Although it is 
commonly perceived as primarily a platform for business activity and profit, such a view both ignores the 



interests of society as a whole and reduces individual citizens to mere commodities in the market. We 
must get our priorities straight here. The primary purpose and function of mass communication must be to 
serve as our collective nervous system, to connect us as individuals into the network that is our society; 
all other considerations, even the economic that today predominates, are secondary and peripheral. 
Restructuring this sphere will be an enormous and disruptive task, and may take many years to 
accomplish, but accomplish it we must. 

 
   

10: MONOCULTURE, MONOCULT 
 
There is no separating church and state. The state is the church. The thought system – the model of 

reality – on which the state is built is the state religion, the church, subservient to which must be all other 
thought systems present, whether referred to as philosophies, religions, ideologies or otherwise. Those 
thought systems which differ from the state religion accommodate themselves to it, whether through 
syncretism or through some form of supplemental compartmentalization; in either case they are 
appendages of the state religion, accepting it as their root. A differing thought system which fails to make 
such accommodation will meet with one of four results: eradication, expulsion, long drawn-out conflict, 
or triumph and emergence as the new state religion. 

We moderns tend to have the misguided perception of religion as being something intentionally 
mystical. It may be true that many religions show a tendency to be stubbornly mystical, but this was 
seldom if ever the intent of their founders. In fact, just the opposite of mysticism and obfuscation has been 
the goal of each religion as it emerged. Rather than being the anti-sciences we view them as today, 
religions were the sciences of their times, each religion was the science of its day. The ancient 
agriculturalist with his fertility rites, no less than the nomadic warrior with his quasi-meteorological 
pantheon of gods, was interacting with his world in the way that made the most sense to his state of 
understanding. Look at Egypt and its incredible complex of personnel and time management necessary 
for the effective irrigation of the desert-bounded ribbon of cropland it depended on for survival: The 
system of thought which successfully performed this fundamental economic task was the state religion; 
and its body of practitioners correspond not to the clergy of today, but rather to our scientists. Egypt’s 
state religion, scientific warts and all, was the science of its time and place. 

One of the most useful things progress has given us is a demythologized perception of thought 
systems. What the masses of yesteryear had to accept on faith, and elevate accordingly, we are able to 
view with skepticism and evaluate in light of reason. We can see that religion, by whatever term we call 
it, is a macro-technology, one of the two macro-technologies upon which culture is based (language being 
the other). And we can tailor this macro-technology to align it with our progressively more clarified 
understanding of reality, rather than having to align our perception of reality to an ancestral understanding 
of reality expressed through the macro-technology. Thus, progress today proceeds along the more 
sustainable evolutionary path rather than the hit-and-miss revolutionary path it followed in the historic 
past. 

The title of this essay is ‘Monoculture, Monocult.’ What is this monoculture, this monocult? Are 
there not thousands of cultures around the world? Are there not hundreds, if not thousands, of religions? 
No, there are not thousands of cultures around the world; there is only one, with thousands of subcultures. 
There are not hundreds of religions; there is only one, to which all others have submitted. 

To what country does the global telephone network not extend? Is there a people anywhere on the 
face of the earth yet untainted by the cotton/polyester blend? We need only glance at a world roadmap to 
see how ubiquitous the car has become. Corn, potatoes, wheat, steel, aluminum, air travel, television, 
radio, concrete, glass, McDonald’s, Coca-cola, Visa: these are just a few of the evidences of the 
monoculture. A phone call is a phone call, whether in New York or Timbuktu, Paris or Papeete. On the 
other side of the coin we see that those cultural and religious practices which most blatantly offend the 
monocult, for example cannibalism, widow-burning and human sacrifice, have been eradicated, globally 



eradicated, and the writing is on the wall for various others offensive to a lesser degree. The monoculture 
predominates. Monocult rules. 

Again, what is this monocult? We can see the monoculture; after comprehending the concept, it is 
simple to bring it into focus and see it anywhere – in fact, it is difficult not to see it everywhere. The 
monocult is a different matter. It has no creed to consult, no hierarchy to define its priesthood, no rites, no 
cathedrals, no prophets, no saints – nothing of the trappings or features we expect in a religion. Or has it? 
Perhaps in our familiarity with former religions we have come to expect a certain picture which no longer 
applies: robes, candles, rituals, chanting, the supernatural. Perhaps the monocult is so pervasive, so 
fundamental to our monoculture and now such a part of our very beings, that it hasn’t even occurred to us 
to see it. Creeds? How about the UN charter, the Rights of Man, the US constitution – the very concept of 
charters, constitutions and bills of rights? There is your creed. The clergy? Lawyers, judges, politicians; 
there may be no overall hierarchy in form, but in fact there is, with the President of America occupying 
the same throne today which once held the likes of Churchill, Victoria and Louis XIV, and which eluded 
the unworthy grasp of both Napoleon and Hitler. Rites? Anthems, pledges of allegiance, awards 
ceremonies, platitude-filled speeches, national holidays: these, among other things, are our rites. 
Cathedrals? Manhattan is a cathedral, and the Ivy League schools are its cloisters. Prophets and saints? 
We have such an abundance, such a pool of luminaries to choose from depending on the need or desire: 
Locke, Newton, Franklin, Jefferson, Einstein, Nietzsche, Sartre, Voltaire, Rousseau, Descartes, Darwin, 
Marx, Shakespeare, Byron, Lawrence, Wilde, Roosevelt, Gandhi, Mao, Che, Lenin, Lennon, Presley, 
Hendrix, Cobain and Diana, to name just a few. We even have devils in Hitler and Stalin. The monocult is 
real; intangible though it may be, it is as real as the British constitution. 

Science, that vast body of illumination that provides so much guidance throughout the monoculture, 
is a primary element of the monocult; but it is not the monocult per se. The monocult is deeper yet than 
science, for it is the foundation upon which science was built. We tend to perceive the post-Renaissance 
nation-states of Europe as antagonistic systems in competition; however, the reality is that they have all 
along been merely agents, often jousting for position, of the same system, the monocult. Even the Cold 
War was a manifestation of such jousting, two poles of the same underlying philosophy vying against 
each other for dominance. International law, treaties and conventions of warfare are entirely useless 
unless the parties involved share the same fundamental system of thought. 

The monocult is humanism, the elevation of man above all else, the exultation of the corporate mind 
of man as the highest available authority. Skeptical thought and science are one result. Democracy and the 
rule of law are another. The exultation of the corporate mind of man as the highest available authority, 
originally born in Greece and then reborn in Europe during the aptly-named Renaissance, has attained 
complete dominion throughout the entire world! The monocult is the undisputed world religion! Its 
highest objective, its highest ideal, is the furtherance of the human race, in all ways and at any cost! 

I wrote the preceding in the early 2000’s. I was identifying our religion so that I could point out its 
flaw and introduce its successor. It is now 2019 and the bloom is unmistakably off our religion’s rose. 
Neither Russia nor China even pretend to aspire to it anymore. Heretics are on the march all across 
Europe and the Heretic-in-Chief has seized the White House. But these are just the most conspicuous 
developments. A more insidious development has been building steam for decades on the left. Identity 
politics is the embodiment of the left’s disillusionment with humanism, as it became indisputably 
triumphant and its visions of transcendence were replaced by realities of despair. All of these things and 
more come back to humanism’s inadequacy.  

So what is our religion’s flaw? Humanism’s flaw is its anthropocentricity: both its anthropocentric 
values and its anthropocentric authority. This flaw proved fatal once, two thousand years ago. It cannot 
help but prove fatal yet again. Twenty years ago this warning might have sounded like the words of a 
Cassandra. But today it resonates. Humanism is fatally flawed, and deep down we all now know it. There 
is no salvaging humanism. Powerful though it may be, it cannot overcome its anthropocentricity. 

What is the monoculture to do? Whither the monocult? Enter “bioism,” the elevation of life above all 
else and the exultation of life as the highest available authority. Bioism is the daughter of humanism, 
borrowing the bulk of its logic and differing mainly in the matter of focus. Whereas humanism sees 



everything revolving around humanity, bioism sees everything revolving around all life. Where 
humanism is the solar system, bioism is the universe. Humanity may be the most complex form of life – 
its flagship, yet we are still only a part and not the whole. No matter how special and unique we see 
ourselves to be, we must conduct ourselves, not apart from, but as a part of, this whole. 

This focus on life in total is the primary differentiating aspect of bioism from humanism. Simple 
though it may seem, it has major ramifications. Gone is morality based on human whim and fancy; in its 
place is one that studies biology, including the human, and develops its precepts in light of the whole 
rather than merely the mind of man. Gone are the dogmas of humanism; in their place are reasoned 
arguments leading to the same protections such dogmas sought to provide. Gone is technological progress 
at any and all costs; in its place is sustainable development implemented after evaluation of both its utility 
and systemic effects. And gone is the take-no-prisoners approach to metaphysics; in its place is a more 
properly agnostic, even if skeptical, stance of toleration toward those pursuing life on a plane other than 
the physical. These are just a few examples of the impact of this shift in focus from humanity to life in 
total. 

What will be the relationship of bioism to humanism? Although the basis of their thought is shared, 
their goals and objectives are quite different. These are two systems of thought not in harmony with each 
other, but rather in competition. Does this mean that there will be a struggle between them before bioism 
prevails? Yes, it is only natural that a struggle will occur. However, because of the nature of both – their 
mutual basis on and adherence to reason – it is not only a possibility but perhaps even a likelihood that 
this struggle will be maintained at the level of reason. Let this then be the hope: that the fatally flawed 
humanism, the system of thought that has already died one death and been resurrected, be replaced by 
pristine bioism, deathless and undying, through force of reason alone. May this be the fate, the destiny, 
the evolution, the Phoenix-like flowering, of the monocult! 

  
 

11: ECOCIDE 
 
Ecocide is the great crime of our times and the greatest threat of all time to biosity. It is only now 

that we are beginning to recognize this. The hour is late, far later than is generally realized. We must act 
now. We must do a complete about-face and take responsibility for purging this globalized scourge from 
our terrestrial home. The cost will be great, but the danger is far greater. Every year we delay adds 
momentum to this freight train bearing down upon us all. Humanity, perhaps even biosity as a whole, is 
hanging in the balance depending on us to do our duty. We must confront and eliminate this Frankenstein 
of our own making, and we must do so now, starting this very minute. Ecocide must be brought to an end. 

 
 

12: CONSCIOUSNESS OF CONSCIOUSNESS 
 
Though we are animals, homo sapiens is unique within the kingdom. Like many of our lesser 

brethren, we are composed of flesh and bone. Yet we alone are distinct. Like all of them, we incarnate 
biosity: We eat; we mate; we live; we die. Yet there is that unbridgeable gulf between us and them, 
between our experience and theirs. What is it that makes us so very different? Is it our brains – these 
magnificent powerhouses of cognition? Perhaps, but the brains of our closest primate kin lack none of the 
components found in ours – only some of the capacity. What is it about us that makes us so special – that 
sets us so far apart from the rest of biosity?  

The person can be divided into two distinct parts: the body and the mind. The dividing point between 
these two is that boundary where the central nervous system ends and the peripheral nervous system 
begins. Therefore, the mind consists of the brain and spinal cord and all the rest is body. 

The mind is composed of functions, some macrostructural and some microstructural. The 
macrostructures are things like the thalamus, hippocampus, amygdala, pons and cerebrum. They are pre-



programmed to perform specific tasks, and the determination of their full potential – which may or may 
not be reached in the course of development – is entirely genetic. The microstructures are neural patterns 
that contain information for use in specific situations. Some of these microstructures are pre-programmed, 
for example, the rooting and sucking reflexes in infants; whereas others, such as the ability to ride a bike 
or perform a mathematics calculation, are self-generated. All that said, to describe a living entity like the 
mind merely in terms of structure is woefully inadequate. 

To get a full picture of the mind we must have, alongside functions, deliberation. Deliberation can be 
divided into two fairly distinct elements: conditioning and thought. Conditioning encompasses all the 
forms of microstructure self-generation that employ second-hand deliberation (that is to say, deliberation 
undertaken by preceding generations), and thus includes both classical and operant conditioning along 
with observational learning (but excludes learning gained through reasoning). Thought is deliberation at 
firsthand – that undertaken by the deliberator himself – and is comprised of imagination and will; the 
three products of thought are action, mere contemplation (which can be seen as action below the threshold 
where the boundary between the central and peripheral nervous systems is crossed) and microstructure 
generation. 

Will is most apparent in thought’s product of action, but it is also present in every other aspect of the 
mind: in self-generated microstructures (whether the product of thought or conditioning), in pre-
programmed microstructures and in the macrostructures. 

Considering the relationship of memory to microstructures, it becomes apparent that a valid model of 
memory is critical to understanding the mind. We are beginning to comprehend, to a slight extent 
anyway, the roles played vis-à-vis memory of macrostructures like the thalamus, hippocampus, amygdala 
and cerebrum, but what really is memory? And how does it work? 

Let us begin by discarding the term “memory,” condemning it for vagueness and relegating it to the 
realm of the vernacular. In its place let us use “sensor data storage” for the general sense and “sensor data 
track” for individual units of such storage, keeping in mind that any storage event will usually require 
storage for multiple sensors and therefore will require multiple tracks. “Sensor data storing” is the action 
of creating (or “laying down”) sensor data tracks. All microstructures are sensor data storage containing 
one of two forms of sensor data: “pre-programmed sensor data”, which is inherited, and “self-generated 
sensor data”, which is not. While the actions of “sensor data location,” “sensor data retrieval” and “sensor 
data collation” occur so instantaneously and naturally to us as to seem like one uninterrupted process, it is 
more useful to study and interpret them as the three (or more, for that matter) separate processes that they 
are. Both “recollection,” which is sensor data location, retrieval and non-creative collation, and 
“extrapolation,” which is sensor data location, retrieval and creative collation, are acts of the imagination. 
The centrality of the concept of “sensor data” throughout this exercise of defining memory can hardly be 
overlooked. 

Sensor data storing involves neural (synaptic) changes. The laying down of a sensor data track 
involves changes to the whole series of neurons comprising that track. As noted earlier, any single storage 
event usually involves multiple sensors, thus multiple sensor data tracks. Since the tendency within the 
brain is for the sensor data tracks for each sensor (or sensor sub-group, for that matter) to be grouped 
together in one location, sensor data storing for a single storage event usually involves the laying of 
sensor data tracks in multiple locations throughout the brain: this is the parallel aspect of sensor data 
storing. Additionally, sensor data storing for each specific sensor within a storage event can involve the 
laying of multiple roughly identical sensor data tracks within the same location: this is the reiterative 
aspect. It becomes clear then, when you compound this reiterative aspect by the parallel, how widely 
spread throughout the brain the sensor data storage for a single storage event can be. It also becomes clear 
what an enormous number of sensor data tracks we are constantly laying down, day by day, hour by hour. 

Sensor data storage capacity in the brain is finite; therefore, overwriting takes place routinely. After 
early childhood sensor data storing is entirely – or increasingly moreso – overwriting. However, the brain 
does not overwrite sensor data tracks haphazardly; rather, by design it seeks out those sensor data tracks 
within the target location which are among the oldest present there and overwrites them. How does it do 
this? There are two necessary processes: In the one a sensor data track – barring refreshment – is 



automatically “aged” in the tiniest of increments over a period of a few years until it is among the stalest 
tracks in its specific location and thus identifiable for overwriting; such “aging” is performed globally – 
thus, uniformly – throughout the brain by the hippocampus and involves neural changes so subtle and 
minute that they are detectable only in accumulation over time. In the other process, which works in 
conjunction with the sensor data storing process, sensor data tracks in a location are evaluated for 
staleness and accordingly selected for overwriting. So what we think of as “natural memory loss”   – 
which is precisely that from the user’s point of view – is, from the functional perspective of the brain, 
simply recycling, and particularly efficient and sensible recycling at that. This sensor data storage loss is 
gradual because the sensor data tracks for each specific storage event, being parallel times reiterative, are 
being overwritten not en masse but one by one with some variation in the cycling of the recycling cycle 
having occurred from location to location within the brain, the result being that recollection for a given 
storage event, were it to occur, would be potentially less and less vivid over time until finally every last 
sensor data track for the event has been overwritten. 

Recollection and extrapolation affect sensor data storage in that their very occurrence serves to 
refresh the sensor data tracks drawn on. Since normally not all the involved tracks will be drawn on, this 
inserts an element of asynchronicity into the aging process for a group of tracks all stemming from the 
same storage event. Moreover, during the exercise of these two processes the imagination naturally 
generates bogus reiteratives with the result that the sensor data for the involved storage events is both 
further reinforced and simultaneously corrupted. 

Sensor data tracks laid down at times of heightened emotion are taken by the brain as being of 
heightened importance and are enhanced accordingly. Neuromodulators are a key element of this 
enhancement process and they function here in two ways: They deepen the normal effects of the neural 
changes involved in the laying down of these tracks so that the duration of their aging process will be 
lengthened. And they attach markers to these tracks identifying them to the brain as candidates for later 
refreshment. Refreshment, a process whose tools are recollection and extrapolation, is performed 
subconsciously by the imagination and routinely occurs in the hours and days immediately following the 
laying down of a sensor data track. Dreaming is an important, and the most ostentatious, element of this 
process. While all sensor data tracks throughout the brain may be subject to later refreshment (there may 
be an element of randomness here due to the intertwined nature of sensor data tracks), it is those marked 
for such refreshment that are most likely to receive it. Procedural and declarative sensor data storage, 
which we as users differentiate between, are essentially similar in the brain’s perspective and differ 
mainly due to the heightened emotion often present at the formation (and refreshment, for that matter) of 
the one and just as often absent at the formation of the other. (The other significant difference between the 
two is that the sensor data tracks of procedural sensor data storage are likely to be found in a great number 
of sensor locations throughout the brain, whereas those for declarative are likely to be limited to a small 
number of locations – and high usage locations at that, areas devoted to verbal, visual and auditory sensor 
data, where the cycling rate of the recycling cycle is highest in modern life.) 

Sensor data tracks have been discussed here mostly as if they are discrete entities when in fact they 
are inextricably intertwined. Imagine taking a detailed roadmap of America and picking out a million 
different routes from New York to LA: every route may be unique but there must be extensive partial 
overlap so that some stretches of road appear in thousands upon thousands of the routes. The brain’s 
neural network is something like that, but about a million times as complex. This does not change the 
essential validity of the model described here – statistics take the place of integers; it does add, however, 
an element of extreme complexity. Study of the brain, its neural patterns in particular, is thus incredibly 
difficult, and precision in such study all but unattainable.  

Regarding sensor data storage, overwriting is not the simple replacement, track for track, of old for 
new; rather, it is the selection of that neural route which overall has reached the level of the stalest. This 
means that oddities such as ancient “ghost image” sensor data tracks are statistically not only possible but 
even routinely probable. 

The model of memory given here addresses only long-term memory and has no relation to either 
short term or sensory memory, both of which are perhaps more properly understood in terms of some sort 



of sensor data comparison process. In any event it becomes clear that understanding sensor data storage is 
necessary in coming to an understanding of the brain’s microstructures because all of them, even the ones 
that are pre-programmed, are masses of well-organized sensor data with switches based on such data 
interspersed throughout. So if we have gained a general understanding of sensor data storage, and 
subsequently of the brain’s microstructures – for these are all nothing other than sensor data storage, then 
our comprehension of the mind is much more complete and we are able to approach the issue of 
personality. 

It has been debated forever, but particularly over the course of the last century, whether personality 
is the product of “nature” or of “nurture.” Though for many the debate still rages, research from the last 
few decades demonstrates clearly that personality is fundamentally genetic, that it is the product of the 
pre-programmed functions – both macrostructural and microstructural – within the brain. Self-generated 
microstructures, the result of conditioning and even thought, can have an impact on personality, but with 
important limitations. As an analogy, consider physique in two aspects, bone and muscle: Bone structure 
is an entirely genetic element of physique. There is an optimum form programmed genetically that will be 
attained in optimum conditions of development and the only effect intervention can have is negative. For 
example, look at the tribe in Africa where the women use a series of ring-like collars to lengthen their 
necks with the ultimate aim of making themselves more desirable to potential mates: in fact, rather than 
genuinely lengthening their necks, these women are crushing their shoulders and ribcages down toward 
their pelvises and so the appearance of lengthened necks comes at the price of overall skeletal damage. 

Musculature, on the other hand, is not an entirely genetic element of physique. Genes decide the 
range of possible development, but it is left to environment to determine where within such range the 
point of optimum development may be located. With traditional societies whose cultures have been stable 
for many millennia, the San of Botswana being one good example, it should be fairly easy to say where 
within their range of possible muscle development is the optimum musculature. This is so because of 
natural selection’s stabilizing influence. The monoculture, by displacing populations from traditional 
environments and mixing diverse populations, distorts this equation so much that immediate environment 
on the individual level is the primary determinant of optimum musculature and the genetic component is 
all but peripheral, inescapable though it may be. 

Personality is like physique. Some aspects, as with bone structure, have genetically programmed 
optimum forms which will be attained in the optimum conditions of development and the only effect 
intervention can have on them is negative. (One must keep in mind, though, that just as the women who 
lengthen their necks derive a situational benefit from their own mutilation, so also in some cases there 
will be situational benefits rewarding those who have experienced specific forms of damage to their 
personalities.) Such aspects of personality are fully developed at birth or within a very few years thereof 
so that their “development” thereafter is not development per se but rather just maintenance. Other 
aspects of personality are more like musculature: instead of having genetically programmed optimum 
forms, they have genetically programmed ranges of possible development and the effect on them of 
intervention may be either positive or negative. When intervention – being microstructure development, 
whether through conditioning or thought – is in harmony with an affected aspect of personality, the effect 
is positive, and particularly so when a situational benefit is thus procured; but when intervention is in 
discord with the affected aspect of personality then dissonance results and the effect is negative. The 
optimum development of these aspects of personality equates to their full expression relative to the 
environment and immediate situation: what is an appropriate development for one time and place may be 
entirely inadequate for another. Conditioning and thought do not create any aspect of personality; their 
only effect is to channel the further development of existing aspects, whether positively or negatively, and 
their influence can be positive only on those aspects that, like musculature, are inherently malleable. 
Since such aspects of personality relate directly to environment and our interaction with it, then 
considering how human activity has outpaced evolution at such speed recently, it is to be expected that a 
common, perhaps even prevalent, phenomenon in today’s world is considerable dissonance within the 
personality. 

Related to personality and its development, but distinct from it, is the matter of masks. Not only are 



masks not part of personality, they are in fact the very opposite of it: masks are the concealment of 
personality. However, their development coincides in many ways with the development that personality 
undergoes. This is not to suggest that masks are harmful in and of themselves. They are actually very 
important socialization tools. It is only when they are fundamentally dissonant with the personality, or 
when they are permitted to hold sway over a person outside their proper and useful contexts, that their 
impact is negative. An extreme example of fundamental dissonance is the hypocrite, someone who gives 
lip service to one thing but practices just the opposite; and demonstrating a mask worn out of context 
could be a Grade One teacher who takes to interacting with adults as if they are young pupils. Properly 
used, masks serve as social interface tools regulating and standardizing communication and other forms 
of interaction person to person with the result that users and their objects mutually benefit. At the risk of 
taking the physique analogy too far, masks are to the personality what clothing (along with make-up and 
jewellery) is to the physique: anathema to the nudist but serving a purpose, to varying degrees of 
usefulness, for the rest of us. 

We come now to the subconscious, that domain of magic and haunt of demons, the last refuge of 
madmen and mystics. Actually, the subconscious does not exist. It was just a mirage, merely one of the 
grand delusions of the twentieth century. It is true that various functions in the mind, whether 
macrostructural or microstructural, can perform subconsciously – even to the point of causing bodily 
action, including locomotion; but there is no global manifestation of personality in the person other than 
consciousness. There is no subconscious. 

For consciousness to exist there must be a plurality of nonautonomous functions in the mind and one 
single control function – or integrated control structure – to manage them all: that is the phenomenon of 
consciousness. The state of consciousness, which is global, occurs when this control function or 
integrated control structure is active within the person. The state of unconsciousness, also global, occurs 
when it is inactive; and there is no global state of subconsciousness. So there is in the mind only one 
global phenomenon: consciousness; and two global states: consciousness and unconsciousness. While 
many functions within the mind can perform subconsciously whether the person is in the conscious or the 
unconscious state, without the phenomenon of consciousness all of the functions together would be 
nothing more than an amorphous mass either entirely directionless or at best subject to the single-minded 
direction of the most overpowering among them. 

The keystone of personality is will, without which all is meaningless. The pre-programmed functions 
of the mind – the macrostructures and the pre-programmed microstructures – are those repositories of will 
within the person which combine to manifest personality. The other repositories of will within the person, 
those self-generated microstructures which are independent of the pre-programmed ones, do not 
contribute to personality; they are the source of masks. During consciousness, personality controls the 
person either independently or influenced by, and in conjunction with, masks. In either case the result is 
action, which is the ultimate embodiment of will. 

Will is the one aspect of personality, of the person, which is, in the end, incomprehensible, 
irreducible. It is the aspect that keeps us from being mere automatons, that gives us being, that gives 
every living being, for that matter, its being. The existence of will leaves no room for the possibility of 
determinism and in fact validates the raising of metaphysical questions. This is not to endorse 
metaphysical interpretations of reality, any or all. The only correct and proper scientific stance regarding 
the metaphysical is one of uncompromising agnosticism. Nevertheless, it must be acknowledged that the 
fact of will facilitates metaphysical interpretations of reality. 

So, to return to our original question, what is it that makes homo sapiens different from all other 
living things? What is it that makes us so special, that sets us so far apart from the rest of biosity? The fact 
that we have brains does not make us unique: species untold possess brains. Nor does the complexity of 
our brains: our closest relatives possess all the same physical elements of the brain that we possess. Nor 
yet does the fact that we have consciousness: animals galore have consciousness. 

What sets homo sapiens so far apart from the rest of biosity is our consciousness of consciousness: 
While animals may possess consciousness, they are not conscious of such consciousness. We are. We 
alone among all the species of life on earth – which is to say, of all species of life known to exist in the 



entire universe – have both consciousness and the consciousness of it. This makes us very, very special 
indeed. We are unique. We have been unique ever since we became conscious of our consciousness, and 
that occurred following the development of abstract thought, which in turn occurred part and parcel with 
the development of language. 

We have been considering homo sapiens here as an individual. Let us now complete this discussion 
by looking at him as the social animal that he is. Mankind has had consciousness on the societal level for 
eons. As long as we have had culture we have had such consciousness, for culture is that one integrated 
control structure which manages all the other functions that together transform individuals into a 
collective, a society. We are not unique in this because every society, human or animal, that has culture, 
even in its most rudimentary forms, has this consciousness on the societal level. Where we are unique 
here, just as on the individual level, is in our consciousness of such consciousness. We can pinpoint the 
exact genesis of this, for it occurred in historical times – or, to be more precise, it caused and 
accompanied the birth of history. I am talking about philosophy. Philosophy, discovered by the Greeks 
two and a half millennia ago, is mankind’s consciousness of consciousness, that is to say, mankind 
collectively. Considered thus, philosophy is of incomparable importance to us. It distinguishes modern 
man from his predecessors. It is our tool for comprehending ourselves, for looking at the various 
functions within society – including the control function – and understanding how they interact and work 
together (or ought to work together). And, now that we have domesticated instinct and put it out to 
pasture, philosophy is the only reliable guide we have left to lead us into the unknown. It is at our peril 
then, as we have seen from the last century, an odyssey reeling from one catastrophe to the next, that we 
allow philosophy, our consciousness of consciousness, our tree of knowledge, to become overgrown with 
the choking vines of sophistry or subverted by the narrow perspective of any single branch of learning. 

 
 

13: SEX PER CLINTON 
 
“I never had sex with that woman!” Such was the claim of former President Clinton in reference to 

the young White House intern, Monica Lewinsky, a claim many people considered to be an outright lie. 
Without wishing to cast anything but aspersions on the character of any politician – and particularly on 
one who is a lawyer to boot, I would like nevertheless to point out the possibility that in a narrow and 
correct sense Clinton was speaking accurately about his relations with Lewinsky. It all revolves around 
the question: What is sex? 

At first glance it seems quite obvious what qualifies as sex: anything that leads to, or is meant to lead 
to, orgasm. A definition such as this matches the current popular usage of the word fairly well. Yet, in 
focusing solely on orgasm and employing it as the standard of evaluation, we are allowing ourselves to 
slip into a sensor-driven perspective on the matter rather than one that is strictly sensor-informed. To 
properly investigate the question, What is sex? we need to start by asking, “What is the purpose of sex?” 

To some sex is the sacrament in a mystical union between two (or more) people; and this being, in 
their thinking, its purpose, their definition of sex proper will include that orgasmic activity that conforms 
to their perception of the sacrament and exclude any other as invalid. This is a demonstrably metaphysical 
point of view (aggregate of points of view, rather, as it covers quite a broad selection, many of which are 
mutually exclusive or otherwise opposed to each other) and therefore should be set aside as an invalid 
basis from which to proceed. 

To some the only purpose of sex is the achievement of pleasure; in such a perspective sex is logically 
defined as any act leading to orgasm and is limited on the individual level only by preference and 
inhibition. This basis too must be set aside, as it is entirely sensor-driven, the expression of the 
sensophreniac. 

The purpose of sex is no great mystery. Look at the animals (without anthropomorphicizing them). 
It’s all about procreation, attaining a little genetic immortality. Orgasm is not the goal; it’s the 
inducement. Bonding is fine, but that is entirely secondary to the production of offspring. 



So where does this leave Clinton and his intern? The best evidence we have seems to indicate that 
the orgasmic activity involved between the two of them included oral stimulation, as well as various other 
forms of stimulation engaged in while the two of them were (or at least one of them was) fully clothed, 
but excluded vaginal penetration. If this is correct then the activity they actually engaged in could not, in 
and of itself, have led to procreation. 

Assuming that Clinton chose to use the word “sex” in this strictly biocentric sense (while refraining 
from speculation as to his motive in arriving at such a rational usage at a time when the sensor-driven 
usage is far more prevalent in society), and that the evidence we have is accurate and substantially 
complete, then apart from one further clarification we should be ready to make a ruling as to his accuracy 
in the matter. This one clarification relates to the matter of orgasmic activity preliminary to procreative 
orgasmic activity: foreplay. Should foreplay be included in our definition of sex, in this biocentric 
definition of sex which Clinton presumably adheres to? 

Foreplay, on the one hand, is not procreative in and of itself; yet, on the other hand, it does lead at 
times to procreation, even when the avoidance of the same was the conscious intent of the actors at the 
outset. So should foreplay, absent vaginal penetration, be included in our definition of sex? Inability of 
the actors to procreate together would be one clear limiting factor; but there is no reason to believe that 
this was the case here. If the actors are able to procreate together then it is a judgment call case-by-case as 
to whether foreplay should be regarded as sex per se: when the actors’ intent is specifically non-
procreative and there is no evidence that vaginal penetration has been achieved then it is generally fair to 
accept that their orgasmic activity could be maintained on a non-procreative level and therefore be 
excluded from the precise definition of sex. 

Returning to Clinton and Lewinsky, the evidence overwhelmingly paints a picture of orgasmic 
activity very specifically non-procreative in intent and failing to reach the definitive threshold of vaginal 
penetration. Moreover, in Clinton we appear to have someone who has exhaustively proven himself 
capable of engaging in orgasmic activity maintained at a level below the procreative. So, even after taking 
into account the equivocal factor of foreplay, we are able to render the verdict that the preponderance of 
evidence vindicates Clinton in his claim that he never had sex with Lewinsky. 

Clinton’s words and stance in this matter clearly illuminate the bioist point of view regarding sex, 
whether that was his intention or not. Sex is procreative orgasmic activity; whereas non-procreative 
orgasmic activity is merely faux sex. Foreplay, that gray area seemingly between sex and faux sex, is 
actually sometimes one and sometimes the other; perhaps a term like “proto-sex” would be useful in 
describing it so as to encompass such ambiguity and ambivalence of potential. 

 
 

14: THE MOTHERLESS SOCIETY 
 
We are mammals. Motherhood is fundamental to our species. In fact, it defines us. Yet as a society 

we have allowed the role of motherhood to be relegated to a secondary status. Fifty years ago mothering 
was taken for granted as a woman’s primary vocation while paid employment was viewed as optional and 
preferably avoided. Today paid employment is perceived as the primary vocation and mothering is seen 
as something optional to be fitted in with the least disruption possible to paid employment. This is a 
dangerous reversal of priorities, a necroferous development. 

In the pursuit of equality and individual actualization, two worthy ideals, our society has tended in 
recent decades to blur the roles of the two sexes; or, to put it more bluntly, we have ignored, purposely 
and determinedly, the distinctness of the two roles. However, try as we might, we are unable to alter the 
reality: a man is no more capable today of being a mother than he was a century ago, nor a woman vice 
versa a father. That is simple biology. Further, despite the fact that a man is able to take on a variety of 
mothering functions, his brain is hardwired differently enough from the female brain that his performance 
of such functions is inherently less adept than that of a woman. What a man does outside his natural role 
with concentration, effort and frequent incompetence, a woman does inside her natural role with intuitive 



fluidity and routine competence. 
The problem here is not with the facts. Science can give us the facts. The problem arises when the 

facts and our ideals, or more precisely, our current implementation of our ideals, come into conflict. 
When we tie self-actualization to the career, instead of to mothering, we clearly put mothering at a 
perceptual disadvantage to a career. Far more importantly, in our materialistic society where economics is 
a recognized factor of equality, the single-income family is at a distinct disadvantage to the dual-income 
family, as is the non-gainfully employed woman to the gainfully employed woman; this disadvantage 
impacts offspring such that mothers in all good conscience are faced with the dilemma of pursuing paid 
employment for the benefit of their children, on the one hand, and on the other hand refusing to engage in 
paid employment, again for the benefit of their children. 

Mothering is a generalist, multi-task role. These tasks can be grouped into two categories: instruction 
and the provision of care. During the earliest stages of a child’s development the provision of care 
involves a fulltime mothering effort – more than a fulltime effort, in fact, if we define “fulltime” as forty 
hours per week. Many of these care tasks are tasks that, were we not viewing their performance in the 
mother/child context, we would associate with registered nurses and value accordingly. Similarly, many 
of the instruction tasks would be perceived to carry a far higher valuation were they to be found in a 
context other than that of the mother/child. Mothers are not viewed as language instructors, yet they are 
the heavy lifters in this particular transfer of technology, initially imparting speech patterns to their 
children via both monologues directed to them and conversation directed to others conducted in their 
presence, later conversing interactively with them, and still later using such interactive conversation to 
correct, refine and expand their grasp of language. If I today were to pick a language of which I have zero 
knowledge and then engage the services of a fluent teacher who would proceed to provide me a few 
years’ worth of individualized and constant instruction, what would I end up paying? Or what if instead I 
wished to gain a firm grounding in the ethics of a culture unfamiliar to me, what would I pay for the 
similar services of a fully-trained ethicist? Language and ethics are just two examples from a myriad of 
technologies imparted by mothers to their children, and it is only familiarity that breeds in us the 
contempt – the gross under-valuation – of the motherly effort relative to the professional. (As a 
comparison of relative value, look at the quality of result in the area of language skills: how often is one’s 
mother tongue fluency inferior to one’s second language fluency?) 

In discussing mothering solely in terms of mothers it is not to imply that the mothering tasks should 
be performed exclusively by mothers. It is appropriate that certain mothering tasks are shared between 
mothers and fathers, just as it is inevitable that persons other than mothers (and fathers) will also perform, 
or contribute toward the performance of, various mothering tasks. To some extent, having multiple 
contributors in the mothering process can be beneficial to children; however, it must be kept in mind that 
a mother (along with the father) is inherently the person with the greatest interest in the wellbeing of her 
offspring, and therefore the offspring’s mothering is best provided, generally speaking, by her, the 
mother. Ideally, in the interests of the offspring, mothering is engaged in as the mother’s primary focus. A 
working mother is disengaged to some degree, unless her work allows her to keep her offspring with her 
and prioritize mothering tasks over work-related tasks. Likewise, a non-working mother who employs a 
nanny is disengaged to whatever degree she allows the nanny to act as a buffer between her and her 
offspring. 

Non-maternal mothering comes in two forms, vicarious and surrogate. Vicarious mothering is 
mothering performed essentially the same as the mother herself would perform it, and thus is almost 
always undertaken by relatives of the mother, these being people who have learned mothering skills from 
the same source; examples of vicarious mothering providers would include a child’s older siblings, 
cousins, grandparents, aunts and uncles. Surrogate mothering differs from vicarious mothering in that it is 
merely the replacement of a mother’s own mothering with mothering presumably equivalent in effect but 
not necessarily in process. Surrogate mothering may be a neutral phenomenon in the provision of a 
child’s care; but in the area of instruction it is highly invasive of territory that a mother (a parent) ought to 
maintain in her own control. Much of that part of a child’s character that comes from nurture rather than 
nature is the product of all the various forms of instruction inherent in mothering. The mother who 



surrenders her child to surrogates surrenders the formation of his character, for good or ill, to people who 
could never inherently care for his wellbeing and success as much as she does or ought to. 

Returning to the overall problem, the de-prioritization that mothering has undergone in recent 
decades, there is a solution. First we must remove the economic disadvantage entailed in a woman’s 
opting for mothering over paid employment, and secondly we must remove the widespread perception 
that mothering involves the abnegation of self and suppression of one’s pursuit of self-actualization. The 
surest way to attain these ends is to professionalize mothering, and by that I mean recognizing it as a 
genuine vocation, salarizing it, and instituting training and standards (within reason) for its performance. 
The big issue here is salary – money. Where shall the money come from to provide equitable salaries to 
that proportion of the population, say ten percent, actively engaged in mothering young children and 
currently receiving no salary for such activity? There are two sources for these funds: the fathers of the 
children, and society as a whole as represented by government. In the case of fathers, we already have a 
precedent in divorce situations of the ongoing transfer of funds for the children’s upkeep. This transfer of 
funds into the mother’s control should be standard in all situations a mother finds herself in, whether that 
be marriage, divorce or unwed motherhood, because control of the purse strings is a significant power no 
matter how benevolently it is wielded. (Note that in the context of marriage this discussion relates solely 
to motherhood, as distinct from wifehood.) 

While few would question fathers’ responsibilities for their own children, some might wonder where 
the justification is for society having to chip in as well. The fact is that society, although made up of 
individuals, is itself an organism and as such its first and foremost task is its own perpetuation; since 
mothering is society’s natural mechanism of perpetuation, if it allows mothering as an institution to 
wither away then society will be condemning itself to wither away as well. Society already recognizes 
this as evidenced by government programs such as children’s allowance, child tax credits and the baby 
bonus. Moreover, society also already funds surrogate mothering via means of daycare, kindergarten and 
primary school. The proposal here is to take all these various funds and pay them directly to a 
professionalized motherhood in the form of regularized salaries, re-organizing the affected societal 
structures accordingly. A further source of government funds could come from appropriate government 
jobs set aside specifically for engaged mothers, whether allowing for the presence at work of their 
children or providing them light or flexible schedules tailored around their mothering tasks; jobs created 
in the various new organizations involved in the professionalization of motherhood would certainly be 
excellent candidates for such treatment. Ultimately the idea is to collect all the different funds and 
combine them into a single salary for each mother, calculating each according to all the criteria involved. 
If the resulting dollar amounts reflect a substandard rate of pay then society will have to bite the bullet 
and fork over more funding, establishing both a minimum salary and a respectable industry median 
salary. 

As to instituting professional training and standards for mothering, please keep in mind the stated 
qualifier of “within reason:” No attempt should be made to deny motherhood to any woman. The purpose, 
rather, is to quantify the multitude of tasks within the mothering role, identify the preferred 
methodologies for each of these and then disseminate the resulting standardized knowledge to mothers 
and those studying to become mothers; this is particularly important in that elements of standardization 
inherent in the early years of public education will now be the responsibility of mothers rather than 
teachers. An incidental result of this program will be the elevation in the popular perspective of 
mothering, its professionalization in the public perception. Additionally, a network of cooperatives should 
be established to assist mothers to perform certain mothering functions as part of small-group efforts the 
way home-schoolers today collaborate on various aspects of their children’s education. These 
cooperatives should incorporate considerable flexibility to allow mothers a fair degree of control over the 
choice of groups they participate in. Properly established, this network of cooperatives will provide four 
benefits: it will allow for various efficiencies inherent in group effort such as specialization of function 
and concentration of undertaking; it will reduce the loneliness of mothering that has arisen in our 
increasingly insular urbanized society where much of the mothering role is performed in the isolation of 
the single-family dwelling; similarly to reducing the mothers’ loneliness, it will reduce the children’s 



loneliness and afford them the important development aspect of socialization; and it will establish the 
context for accountability in numerous mothering functions, the basis of both the professionalization of 
motherhood and the public perception of such professionalization. 

There are numerous complexities in this matter and no pretence is being made here that 
implementing this proposal will be either quick or easy. For instance, how should we determine the extent 
of funding to be provided by the fathers? Guidelines will have to be established, but clearly such 
determination must be made on a case-by-case basis. The same is true for determining the government’s 
contribution; factors such as degree of maternal training and development, number and age(s) of children, 
and extra input within small-group efforts, among numerous others, should all have a bearing. In the 
interests of the children it should be the policy to promote the most stable homes possible; yet this policy 
should not be pursued in a way that ends up penalizing children who have the disadvantage of living in 
unstable homes. In the interests of society the desired rate of population growth (or reduction) should be 
determined and reflected in the factor of salary relating to number of children, so that the government is 
not inducing an undesirable rate of population change. These are just a few examples of the complexities 
involved; there are multitudes of factors to be considered in such a large and complex undertaking as this, 
many of which are not yet apparent. By maintaining ourselves in a learning mode and keeping our focus 
at all times on the objective of the perpetuation – and indeed the robustness – of our society, we will be 
able to accomplish what needs to be done. The intent here is not to turn the clock back a century and 
relegate women to a subordinate role in society relative to men, discarding our ideals of equality and self-
actualization in the process. These ideals are worthy and desirable. The aim, rather, is the transformation 
of our implementation of them such that women can participate fully in their pursuit without having to 
fight their own biology and its imperatives. This is every bit as much in the interests of women 
individually as it is in those of society collectively. The alternative, on the societal level, is decline and 
even eventual extinction; for the de-prioritization of motherhood is learned like any other attitude and can 
be expected to become more fully internalized and effectuated with each passing generation. We must, as 
a society, recognize this danger and reverse the process, if it’s not already too late. The motherless society 
is a society on the brink of extinction. 

 
 

15: RITUAL AND TABOO 
 
Ritual is a manifestation of conditioning. Without conditioning there could be no ritual. Ritual is not 

a spontaneous event; rather, it is a deliberately created event. Ritual is the child of deliberation. 
When, in response to a call to prayer, a Moslem faces toward Mecca and prays, it’s not as if he has 

spontaneously formulated a decision to pray right then and there. That Moslem is acting out of habit and 
such habit stems from the deliberation of his spiritual forebears, meaning ultimately Mohammed and 
whatever even earlier sources of deliberation influenced him in his founding of Islam. When a Jewish 
family celebrates a son’s entry into manhood, it’s not as if they have suddenly observed his attainment to 
maturity and spontaneously decided to celebrate the fact; they are acting out of habit, habit passed down 
generation to generation and reflecting both the deliberation of the originator and that of all those 
intervening participants who added their own modifications. And when a group of Christians gathers on 
December 25 to exchange gifts and sing carols commemorating the birth of Jesus, it’s not as if they have 
just up and decided to celebrate the nativity of their Lord; they are acting out of centuries-old habit born 
of the deliberations of all those, Christian or otherwise, who contributed elements, knowingly or not, to 
the present form of the commemoration. These are just three of innumerable examples of ritual to be 
found in the world of religion. 

Disregarding, rather than discounting, any possible metaphysical dimension to ritual, we can see the 
social significance of practices such as prayer, praise and the celebration of holy days. Prayer on the 
individual level is effective for focusing one’s thoughts and aspirations, summoning encouragement in the 
face of difficulty or adversity, building confidence in spite of incomplete knowledge or understanding, 



and orienting oneself to a group’s outlook so as to bond with that group. Prayer on the group level is 
similarly effective as on the individual, yet with a heightened element of group bonding; additionally, 
group prayer is a vehicle for communicating thoughts and attitudes – and not just their communicating, 
but their guiding as well. Much the same can be said of praise as of prayer; however, praise is generally 
more physical and less verbal than prayer, and therefore its theatre is more the emotions than systematic 
thought. Holy days, whether on the annual level such as the Fourth of July or Bastille Day, or on the 
weekly such as the Jewish Sabbath, are effective vehicles for group bonding and orientation of thought. 
The weekly holy day, occurring so frequently and constantly, is particularly effective and may in fact be 
the primary factor in both the survival of the Jewish culture post-dispersion and the growth of Christianity 
and Islam. 

Another body of ritual with social significance is that focused on the life cycle: birth, adulthood, 
marriage and death. The most important of these is marriage ritual. By delineating spousal and parental 
relationships and the subsequent structures of control within society, which is the basis for a considerable 
portion of law, marriage establishes a viable context for procreation and child-rearing. Marriage 
predicates society on biology; it is parenthood ritual prior (normally) to the actual attainment of the 
parenthood. Birth ritual, whether christening, circumcision, baby dedication, birth certification or what-
have-you, serves to introduce a new member to his society and afford the group the opportunity to 
become aware of and accept him; though the child understands nothing of the goings-on, he is being 
attached to the group officially for all within (and without, for that matter) to know. Birth ritual is, in a 
sense, a form of societal procreation. A second form of societal procreation is adulthood attainment ritual: 
while this parallels most aspects of birth ritual, now the new member is perceived as a free and 
responsible agent, able to act – and acting – wilfully. The previously alluded to bar-mitzvah is a clear 
example of this ritual. Another good example, though more of a group entry ritual than simply adulthood 
attainment, is baptism as practiced among numerous Protestant denominations. Less obvious but still 
valid examples are driver’s license acquisition, citizenship ceremonies, graduation ceremonies, the initial 
exercise of one’s right to vote after reaching voting age and a first carouse after reaching legal drinking 
age. The final and concluding ritual in the life cycle is death ritual. It is second in legal significance only 
to marriage for it entails the re-assignment of control in various contexts. Wakes and funerals are one 
element of death ritual; by providing an opportunity for group recognition of the decedent’s passing, they 
offer an outlet for mourning and closure as well as an occasion for bonding and regrouping. The probate 
process, to whatever degree of sophistication, is the other element. The death of a farmer without a will a 
few centuries back would perhaps have resulted, apart from the death tax, in the simple transfer of his 
land and livestock to his eldest son or the division of his estate between all his sons. Nowadays a similar 
passing would likely result in a prolonged legal negotiation, if not struggle, leading to a complicated 
division of assets and likely requiring some degree of liquidation. Most people today exert control in a 
variety of spheres; when death occurs, all of the involved spheres of control will be affected and will 
experience re-adjustment of some sort or other. The probate process addresses this re-adjustment and 
seeks to control it to a reasonable extent; though it seems de-ritualized, it is no less a part of death ritual 
than a marriage contract or pre-nuptial agreement is part of marriage ritual. 

The one other area of ritual with a widespread impact originated with an entirely agricultural 
orientation and focused on events like solstices and equinoxes, planting and harvesting. Easter may be 
celebrated as a religious occasion today, but it originated as a fertility festival and was later adapted to a 
Christian use. American Thanksgiving began as a specific commemoration stemming from a specific 
event experienced by the Mayflower pilgrims, but it took wing because, in coming to represent the 
harvest festival, it resonated deep within the popular psyche. Agriculture fixed the annual cycle in human 
consciousness and paved the way for the creation of a host of annual ritual events, from the impersonal 
New Year’s Day and Labor Day to the highly personalized birthday and wedding anniversary 
celebrations. Such events attach meaning, deliberately created meaning, to otherwise indistinct days. 

Ritual is one group manifestation of conditioning. Another is taboo. Ritual and taboo are intimately 
related; they are like two sides of the same coin, one positive and the other negative. Ritual has something 
to posit, whereas the intent of taboo is to negate. 



Taboo is the group refusal to entertain consideration of, or otherwise countenance, a given activity, 
and thus represents the group’s utter condemnation of such activity. Taboo is a form of condemnation 
derived from conditioning rather than from any immediate logic. (And, ironically, most of the widespread 
condemnation of it today derives from conditioning rather than from any immediate logic.) This is not to 
say that, as a phenomenon, taboo is spontaneous. Like ritual, taboo is the child of deliberation; it is a 
deliberately created phenomenon, whether forming in an instant of reaction or growing slowly over 
untold generations. Taboo is the recognition that most human activity is not reflexive, but flows from 
thought; that an activity which is not sanctioned or nurtured in the imagination is unlikely to occur. Taboo 
is the recognition that imagination is the engine of humanity. 

A prime example of the power of this engine is the copycat crime. The contemplation of crime is 
[hopefully] not normal and generally subsists well beneath the surface – beneath the active level – of 
human consciousness (due, it might be noted, to taboo). An exception to this is when a dramatic crime 
occurs and receives considerable public attention. Suddenly, for a short while that crime takes on a 
potentiality that it did not previously have in people’s minds and, for a few, enters, even if only briefly, 
the realm of possibility. If it occurs that such a crime is susceptible to imitation then all the ingredients are 
present for a wave of copycat crime. The significant element here is the substantiveness of the catalyst 
acting on the minds of the copycats. Violence encountered in movies, novels and video games certainly 
exerts some power of suggestion over people’s imaginations, however slight; but violence observed in 
reality, even though seen through the filter of the media, has considerably more substantiveness than that 
ingested through fiction and therefore exerts a far stronger power of suggestion. The imagination may be 
prone to flights of fancy, but only from the realm of reality – what it perceives to be reality – will it derive 
choices to present to the will. This engine of humanity, the imagination, is what taboo seeks to govern. 

The division of the person into body and mind is a useful perception. So also are the divisions of the 
mind into functions and deliberation; deliberation into conditioning and thought; and thought into 
imagination and will. The circle is complete with the linkage between will and body, for nothing we do, 
not even the thinking of the most fleeting thought, is done apart from the means of the body, our interface 
between will and action. (True, will is present in conditioning, functions and body; however, it is 
increasingly programmed and autonomous, relative to the imagination, in each of these aspects of the 
person. To illustrate, with some effort you can contravene your conditioning (assuming that you are 
honest) and tell a lie; with considerable determination you can suppress your drive to consume food, or 
even to ingest liquid; but no exertion of conscious willpower will allow you to overrule your body and 
stop the beating of your heart.) 

Of the above divisions, the most pertinent to the discussion of ritual and taboo is conditioning. 
Whereas thought is deliberation at firsthand, thus immediate to the deliberator, conditioning is second-
hand deliberation incorporated by – rather than immediate to – the deliberator. Put another way, 
conditioning is deliberation undertaken by preceding generations and imparted to the recipient who 
incorporates such on the basis of his faith in the source and thus with little or no deliberation on his own 
part. Conditioning, therefore, is a form of immortality: ethotic immortality, the immortality of the ethos. 

The word “conditioning” is something of a misnomer because, looking at it in terms of parent and 
child, it predicates the parent as actor and reduces the child to an object to be worked on. The fact is that 
the child is the actor and the parent, contrary to appearances, is merely an object, the object of the child’s 
observation. This is so because a child is capable of rejecting conditioning or choosing that of one source 
over another – children do have wills of their own, after all. It is true, however, that in this case of parent 
and child the parent has the power to direct and limit the child’s exposure to sources of conditioning and 
so is not an entirely passive participant. The keys to conditioning are exposure and observation. 

Just as a parent uses direction and limitation of a child’s exposure to guide and influence the child’s 
conditioning, so society uses ritual and taboo to guide and influence the conditioning of its members. 
Ritual is society’s directive form of conditioning; it is used to direct members into specific channels of 
desired thought and conduct. Taboo is society’s restrictive form of conditioning; it is used to limit 
members from specific and general channels of objectionable thought and conduct. 

What are we to think of ritual and taboo? At first glance they seem an offense to freedom of will, not 



to mention simply backward. They are certainly among the first targets of any revolution. Yet, by the 
same token, revolutions inevitably engender their own tailored forms of ritual and taboo. As Solomon 
said, and Orwell more recently reinforced: There is nothing new under the sun. Half a century ago 
obscenities were verboten, but today they are okay. Does this mean that freedom of speech has triumphed 
over taboo in the matter of vocabulary? Try, if you are a teacher, exposing a classroom of students to the 
term “niggardly” and see what happens to your career. Taboo is not overcome and extinct; it has just 
migrated to new pastures. It seems more than likely that ritual and taboo will always be with us. 

Trying to banish ritual and taboo is pointless. Instead we must recognize them for the important and 
useful social tools they are and use them in the best way, the most bioferous way, possible. Moreover, we 
need to humble ourselves and accept the fact that in many cases rituals and taboos represent much deeper 
and broader perspectives than our own as individuals. They are evolutionary; they have developed often 
slowly and incrementally over scores and hundreds of generations, thus allowing for the maintenance of 
their more viable incarnations and aspects and the withering away of their less. This is not to make a 
blanket endorsement of existing or recently abolished rituals and taboos; rather, it is to caution against 
hasty condemnations of them from narrow points of view. The sexual revolution taking hold in the ‘60s 
seemed like such a good and liberating thing at the time, but who today can ignore the plethora of 
unintended and unwelcome side effects following in its wake? Those forms of ritual and taboo most 
widespread throughout the cultures of the world are the ones we should take most seriously of all and be 
the most wary of uprooting, for their embodiment of human wisdom and experience is profoundly 
holistic. 

Ritual and taboo are useful social tools, but they are more than that: as forms of conditioning, ritual 
and taboo are society’s means of attaining ethotic immortality. Just as parents, through conditioning their 
children, realize this form of immortality to some degree, so we as a society gain some measure of the 
same through the conditioning of incoming members. With this in mind, it becomes clear that however 
significant the immediate effect may be on us ourselves of our rituals and taboos, far more significant is 
their long-term impact on the development, flourishing and evolution of our posterity in the coming 
centuries and millennia. Therefore, hand in hand with an attitude of reserve toward innovation, we must 
have a willingness to optimize such conditioning as this in light of technological progress and the 
ramifications it has for society. 

Our aim should be to acknowledge ritual and taboo as the powerful tools they are and maintain them 
in good repair, harmonizing them and our perception of reality together. The more complex modern life 
becomes, the more need we have for them, the more need we have, that is, for the capability they offer us 
of transferring decision-making from thought to conditioning – from immediate deliberation to 
incorporated deliberation – so as to preserve thought, our thought function comprising imagination and 
will, from becoming overloaded. Whatever rituals and taboos we decide to maintain or create, it is crucial 
that they be in harmony with and manifest, however directly or indirectly, the underlying model of reality 
to which we adhere. Moreover, as a body they ought to exhibit a completeness and balance relative to it 
so that the scope of their applicability has no predetermined limitations – meaning that, whether or not 
posterity chooses to apply ritual or taboo to any given aspect of life, the option is always there within a 
rational context. As long as it is backed by reason and such backing – in the form of fully enunciated 
explanations – is available at some level to its recipients, conditioning in the form of ritual and taboo, and 
our employment of it, need not dismay us in any way whatsoever. 

 
 

16: PHILOGENESIS 
 
“Philogenesis” is the love of beginnings and it can be taken to encompass such on many different 

levels. It is the curiosity one has about the early lives of one’s parents, along with the lives of one’s 
grandparents and other immediate ancestors. It is the fascination one has with the history of one’s own 
people, whether political, cultural, social or otherwise. It is the delving into the ancient cultures from 



which sprang one’s own, whether genetically, ethotically or both. It is the study of the evolutionary record 
that leads ultimately to the rise of mankind. And it is even the analysis of the cosmos, the cradle of our 
existence, in search of an explanation for its having come into being. All of this is philogenesis. 

Why is philogenesis important? That is to ask, why are the various forms of philogenesis each and of 
themselves important, and why is philogenesis as a whole important? Philogenesis as a whole is 
important because it addresses the question of identity; its various forms are important individually 
because addressing such a complex, multi-faceted question cannot be done with any simple, independent 
response, but instead requires a multi-pronged approach that is a process of learning. Moreover, 
philogenesis is important because it allows us intellectually to contextualize our mortality, to make peace 
with the inevitable. 

Ultimately there is linkage between these two issues, identity and mortality, and for almost all of 
known history they have been the exclusive domain of the metaphysicists. What seeming inroads 
humanism, with its exultation of the individual, has made on identity have come at the expense of its 
position on mortality. Humanism, so overwhelming in virtually all other matters, has more than met its 
match in death, from which it can and does do nothing but shrink back in helpless terror. 

Philogenesis, then, is important – critical – to the bioist because it provides the basis for a rationally 
defensible position on these two unavoidable issues that have always been the playthings of the 
metaphysicists. This is not to say that we can produce full answers here, as the various systems of 
metaphysics purport to do. We cannot. However, we can demonstrate a perspective that is consistent with 
the facts available to us and that is adequate in providing individuals both a sense of belonging in life and 
one of peace in time of death. Furthermore, with recourse both to the facts and now to their proper 
interpretation, we can wrestle from the metaphysicists their primacy – the primacy of their formulations – 
in these issues, and thus discredit all the false promises and delusions that have been propagated. Just as 
biosity allows us to maintain integrity while addressing the issue of purpose, so philogenesis allows us to 
do the same vis-a-vis identity and mortality. 

 
 

17: MACRO-CASHFLOW INDEX 
 
Confidence is the currency of any currency. Where confidence in a currency disappears, so too does 

its value. This was as true when gold or silver was the medium of exchange as it is today in an era of 
paper money and electronic transfers. 

There are two kinds of confidence that people have in a currency. The first is based on knowledge of 
what goods or services can reasonably be expected to be obtained in exchange for a certain amount of the 
currency in question. This is always necessary, and in fact so crucial that producers of currency will go to 
great lengths to nurture such confidence. The minting of coins originated with the need for specific units 
of [precious metal] currency that its users could trust to be the correct amount. Subsequently, laws 
introducing severe penalties for the debasing of coinage were enacted to counter such activity as it arose 
and shook users’ confidence in the full value of the coins embodying their currency. In modern times 
debasement has evolved into counterfeiting and it is confronted aggressively by the producers of currency 
through ever more elaborate methods of both printing bills and apprehending counterfeiters. Besides such 
an ostentatious threat as that, modern producers of currency must deal effectively with many other 
factors, some internal, others external, which could result in the erosion of confidence in their currencies 
if left unchecked, things like inflation, government debt and trade imbalances. 

The second kind of confidence that people have in a currency can be equated to their recognition of 
the value of prior enterprise expressed as confidence in the value of future enterprise. This is not 
individual enterprise, but rather collective societal enterprise. Confidence in such enterprise is necessary 
for the successful development of any floating currency. In that context it is the intangible value 
underwriting the more tangible value manifested in the first kind of confidence. In essence, what this 
second kind of confidence is saying is that, based on its recognition of the value of a society’s enterprise 



in the past, it expects that society’s future enterprise similarly to be valuable so that, in turn, their 
currency too will maintain its value. 

Because confidence is the foundation of any currency, and the only entity in any modern economy 
big enough to command overall confidence within society is government, it has fallen to government to 
fulfill the role nowadays of producer and guarantor of currency. The overwhelming collective need within 
any advanced economy for a functioning currency dictates that this is so; yet this role is neither unnatural 
for nor unwelcome to government, because being the largest entity in an economy puts government in the 
position of also having the greatest individual interest – of all entities within the economy – in creating 
and maintaining a stable currency there. 

Bearing in mind the fundamental importance of confidence here, a government’s policy relating to 
its currency should be oriented strictly around the nurturing of such confidence. This means that sound 
monetary and fiscal policies should be followed, and that a stance of complete transparency should be 
adopted so that such soundness of policy can be clearly seen. Moreover, considering that the value of 
transparency is diluted to any degree that simplicity is lost from the process, the monetary and fiscal 
policies to be followed not only should be sound, but they should be uncomplicated as well. The lack of 
such simplicity is the main problem with current monetary policy, and the primary reason for such lack is 
the dependence on central bank lending to regulate the money supply. 

How does central bank lending complicate currency management? It introduces a middleman into 
the process of injecting currency into the economy. The presence of this middleman (group of 
middlemen) causes a rise in complexity because where there had been one locus of will here (the 
government), now there is that one plus as many more as there are independent middlemen. This 
increases the guesswork involved in managing the money supply of any fair-sized economy. Furthermore, 
the mere existence of a middleman layer necessitates mechanisms facilitating its incorporation into the 
process, the result being entrenched complication. 

So how can we remove central bank lending from currency management and still regulate the money 
supply smoothly? By using government spending to keep the desired amount of cash in the money supply 
day by day so that the overall cash flow of the currency remains steady at all times. This macro-cash flow 
must be our primary focus here, and the perpetual maintenance of its stability our goal. What, essentially, 
is macro-cash flow? “Macro-cash flow” is the ongoing expression of will within a currency; it is the 
aggregate of the millions and millions of transactions occurring each day in that currency, every single 
transaction representing a unique exertion of will. Government, being the largest single participant in the 
economy, and overwhelmingly so, necessarily has a greater effect on macro-cash flow than anyone else. It 
is this capacity that we must harness to our purpose. Modern technology will assist us in this. 

The full digitization of currency has not yet occurred. We still have coins and paper bills. However, 
such digitization is now just around the corner. Once it is complete we will very easily be able to monitor 
macro-cash flow on a daily basis. This will enable us to create a macro-cash flow index whose purpose is 
to indicate on any given day the precise amount of time, to the nanosecond, the average dollar sits idle 
between transactions. To regulate macro-cash flow, it is government’s rate of discretionary spending, its 
discretionary infusion of cash into the money supply, that must be metered because neither non-
discretionary spending nor taxation, on the revenue side, is amenable to such metering. This is a 
limitation, but considering the extent of governmental discretionary spending, not significantly so. The 
macro-cash flow index will be the basis on which the government meters its rate of discretionary 
spending, and thus regulates the money supply smoothly. 

At first glance it may seem that this proposed system will allow for the ungoverned printing 
(creation) of money, a very dangerous thing. The truth is precisely the opposite. While money will 
continually be created in tandem with the expansion of the economy, thus addressing the need for the 
equivalent expansion of the money supply, such creation of money will be regulated very precisely to fill 
the shortfall between non-discretionary government spending and the total desired infusion of cash into 
the money supply on any given day. Moreover, this creation of money will be readily quantifiable, thus 
allowing for a simple and straightforward accounting of it to the general public updated on an ongoing 
basis day by day. Members of the public will be able to see that these figures match the currency needs as 



indicated by the macro-cash flow index. Such transparency, reinforced by the underlying simplicity of 
quantification, can only serve to strengthen confidence in the currency. 

Although macro-cash flow, rather than inflation per se, is the focus of this proposal, the tendency 
here will be to produce an inflation-neutral money supply. The only factor that will counter this is macro-
cash flow efficiency gains. A hundred years ago the average dollar sat idle between transactions far 
longer than the average dollar does today, and this efficiency gain can be expected to continue on into the 
foreseeable future. To keep from allowing this factor to contribute to inflation, an inflation index can be 
used to detect such gains and periodic adjustments can then be made to balance them out. 

Many details will be necessary for fine-tuning the proposed system. For instance, if currency 
manipulation via repetitive transactions arises then it can easily be countered through the imposition of a 
minuscule transaction tax. However, systemic simplicity should be maintained to as great a degree as 
possible. 

Confidence is the foundation of any currency. Modern technology is giving us the tools now not only 
to quantify and monitor such confidence on a daily basis but also to compensate for all the fluctuations in 
it so as to maintain our currency in a state of perfect stability. By adopting the proposed system based on 
the macro-cash flow index, we can best harness technological advance to accomplish this objective. 

 
 

18: MEANS 
 
There is nothing earth-shatteringly original about the ideas I have expressed. Threads of them are 

found woven all throughout the fabric of society and the larger reality. Neither is there anything 
particularly original about my formula for their implementation: discipline, patience and hard work... and 
patience... and more patience... and more patience. 

Our challenge is to bring about certain adjustments to ourselves, our lifestyles, our societies and 
humanity as a whole so as to realize our complete alignment according to the compass of bioism. This is 
not an easy task. It will not be completed in a generation. It may not be completed in ten generations. 
Where do we begin? Some might see the control of government, that fundamental tool in the guidance 
and direction of society, as a primary objective and predicate the formation of a party as a logical first 
step. While I would not rule out such a strategy as that, I am personally inclined to see these ideas as far 
too ecumenical to be contained within a single party. In fact, my perception of these ideas is that they are 
every bit as much the foundation of the left-wing as of the right, not to mention countless other 
perspectives outside the left/right paradigm. Rather than seeing a need for new vehicles, new 
organizations, for the successful implementation of these ideas, I would encourage their percolation 
throughout all existing vehicles, be they parties, governments, religious institutions, educational 
institutions or other organizations that have an influence on society. In such a context it would then be 
immensely effective for like-minded individuals to coalesce into loose associations (within organizations) 
the better to promote and implement shared ideas. At the same time we must always remember that an 
individual’s first responsibility is over himself: Extending the implementation of these ideas on an ever-
widening scale is a constantly valid objective; however, there will be frequent failures and setbacks in this 
respect, and these should never be allowed to undermine one’s own course and resolve on the individual 
level. In this way we can be confident of long-term success in spite of all the inevitable potholes in the 
road along the way. 

As to tactics, we must have a definite preference for, and orientation towards, taking the high road. 
Reason is on our side. The use of offensive force or underhanded means, as opposed to reason, is a sign of 
weakness. More than anything else it is our thought that makes us strong, the strongest of all. This is not 
to suggest that violence should be combated with passivity, or deviousness with naiveté; however, any 
time we find ourselves resorting to the anti-rational means of force or deception, we must inspect 
ourselves and our motives stringently to be sure that our actions are justified responses to the same rather 
than opportunistic initiatives on our own part breaded with justification. To do less would be a betrayal of 



ourselves, a betrayal of our ideals and a betrayal of biosity itself, of which we are the arch-stewards. 
People talk about the end justifying the means, but this overlooks the fact that today’s end is tomorrow’s 
means. “That which a man sows, so also shall he reap.” Life is a continuum of means. 

  


