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This is a short introduction to an already existing book on J. B. Bennett’s The Dramatic 
Universe. It stands on its own however as a note with a question expanding on a core idea in that essay:
world history exhibits a remarkable mystery of multiple subjects variant to each other yet all claiming a
common theme. The oddity here is that noone quite knows what that common theme is. This refers to 
the many versions of three factor thinking that have descended through history in different disguises: 
the subject appears to start with the so-called Samkhya of India, although we can guess that the 
Sumerians and the Egyptians of the dynastic era had some early version here. From there we see the 
mysterious influence on Christianity in Trinitarian theology, and then in the context of many versions 
of the idea all the way up to figures like Boehme we find Hegel and his triads, followed by the version 
of the dialectic of the marxists, including dialectical materialism. From somewhere in the nineteenth 
century sufi world we get the material bestowed by Gurdjieff on his so-called school. A discourse on 
what is called the ‘law of three’ enters as a recognizable version of the ‘common theme’, but matched 
now with a mysticism of the number 7 in the ‘law of seven’, a peculiar musico-mathematics of 
sequentiality in nature. It may be that in trying to revive a supposedly ancient mystical teaching 
Gurdjieff produced instead a set of new confusions, among them the strange concoction of the 
enneagram whose nonsensical basis has wiseacred and confused the original material. 

In this context, Bennett in the pre-war to sixties period produced his study, The Dramatic 
Universe, which, whatever its lack of fondational rigor, at least tried to enter the science sphere and 
produces an unwitting version of Samkya that illustrates the full scope of the gunas and their seven 
levels making clear for the first time more or less what was being talked about. A prodigious elaborate 
and complex rendering shows the cascade of ‘cosmic laws’ from the cosmic triad to the 6, 12, 24, 48, 
and 96 laws. We don’t need to understand the details to see suddenly the clipped version inherited from
ancient India rendered to its full scope. Further we can try to connect this hierarchy of laws with the 
psychological states of man.

The Indian Samkhya we refer to is a materialist cosmology built around the idea of three gunas 
that begin with a ‘cosmic triad’ and redouble as cosmic laws, 3, 6, 12, 24, 48, 96, This materialism is in
reality a dualism of prakriti and purusha, the gunas as triads immersed in a cosmic format or energy of 
consciousness, purusha, sometimes also taken as spirit, and in general the whole subject the object of 
fulminations against materialists of the Advaita schools who denounced materialism and the subject’s 
dualism. But the Advaita and the Samkhya are finally about the same subject in the context of much 
thinking, and yoga practice. The terminology here is all confusing, and confused. Whenever we 
translate an indic term into english as ‘consciousness’ we should be wary we didn’t get it right. The 
term consciousness is confusing enough in itself, as a translation of terms in Sanskrit we should wonder
if we know what we are talking about. But in a rough sketch the subject is clear enough save that it 
doesn’t quite make sense. Why triads, why the redoubling of cosmic laws, and what are cosmic laws? 
People don’t usually make up such oddities: they must be descendants of some earlier nexus of 
thought. But the indic Samkhya points to a classic version of yoga with a practice. And it enters into 
general accounts of yoga such as the sutras of Patanjali. It is a powerful atheistic path to liberation in 
the range of such. 



We next encounter in the legacy of Christian and Roman history the emergence of Christian 
Trinitarian thinking. We don’t realize at first that this subject is pure Samkhya translated into a theistic 
disguise in the emergence of Christianity. How that happened is obscure. A secular humanist might well
take this subject as a strange concoction of religious superstition and egregious metaphysics. But the 
moment we see the connection the whole subject reemerges as if from a dispelling fog. The subject and
or verbiage of the Trinity is exactly what any student of Samkhya encounters when he attempts to 
fathom the cascade of cosmic laws at its high end. The Samkhya does not posit ‘god’ as the fountain of 
cosmic becoming, instead its ascendant comic laws abut in the ‘cosmic triad’ as the veil to a void or to 
‘God’ as unspeakable and unspoken in a cosmic mystery of the ‘one’ before the ‘three’. That already 
sounds like the theological jargon of the Christians. Even a short expedition into Chistianity’s ‘fine 
madness’ shows at once the meaning given the clue concerning Samkhya. That the core of this 
Christian theology is an atheist yoga should by rights be a thorough scandal but in a field of so many 
coexisting confusions, the lack of background contrast gives the muddle a pass.

This leave us with a very strange question: why is a foundational theology of monotheism 
availing itself of an atheistic metaphysics? And how did it come about? The answers might well be, 
first, that early monotheists precede the droning trance of later ‘god language’ and are trying to fathom 
their own novel subject as a cosmic mystery. Second, in the procession of wandering yogis we can spot 
at once the ‘gymnosophists’ or ‘naked sophists’ as some category in the family of Jain monks, and can 
well speculate that such yogis entered the great oikoumene of the Roman world, there to become some 
strange source for a version of theology that could make sense of the ‘one’ before all, then in Samkhya 
language, the ‘one’ beyond the three. The inexorable progression of thought and paradox in the 
pondering of novel thinking about a ‘one god’ might well land on the curious logic of the Samkhya to 
see that the cosmic triad in the cascade of cosmic laws is the last knowable stage of existing cosmos. 
The triads of Samkhya must cease at the level of three laws and the theology here is  all too obviously a
most eerie version of the original indic subject. This leaves one to wonder if the original Christian 
theologians were quite the fanatics we think monotheists to be if they sought counsel in the atheism of 
a sutric language of materialist cosmology. The ‘three’ before the ‘one’ that was unseen and unmanifest
fits very well into the terms of the classic samkhya. 

From here we can course the vast field of ‘thinking in triads’ that passes through history and 
jump to the twentieth century where a school of sufis in connection with the obscure figure Gurdjieff 
demonstrate a remarkable resurfacing of the ancient subject in a ‘thar she blows’ of the white whale of 
mystical logic. Here the school of Ouspensky, a follower of Gurdjieff, began to teach the method of 
Gurdjieff whose core has often been noted to constitute a version of Samkhya. And this becomes the 
more transparent in the work of one of the disciples, J.G. Bennett, whose The Dramatic Universe 
makes obvious that this version of a sufi legacy has been influenced by the ancient Samkhya. Strangely
the connection is never mentioned. Did these characters think they could steal samkhya and get away 
with it?  Finally we find in the lineage of Hegel the so-called ‘materialist’ dialectic of Marx and then 
the somewhat controversial ‘dialectical materialism’, which comes off as someone trying to reinvent 
Samkhya on a desert isalnd with garbled memories of a previous life. There is a great deal more we 
could include here and the issue of triads once connected with a theme of non-duality bides fair to 
traverse the whole history of religion for relevant data. But we can focus on this small area usefully, but
should cite Ouspensky’s classic Tertium Organum as an attempt to somehow found an airy subject. 



We will leave that history to the future and indicate a mother lode of significant raw material for
a scholar willing to pursue this almost uncharted territory. But the problem is that it has been charted 
numerous times by mystics, occultists and theologians mostly to no avail. The acquisition of facile 
beliefs here proves in the end pointless. The question is, how to study. The moment you exclaim in 
wonder on mystical logic you are probably beyond the hope for serious scholarship. Here noone knows
what they are talking about The only stance close to science, if only as a kind of pose, is that of Bennett
who intriguingly tries to create a science of n-term systems,  from the monad, dyad, to the triad, up to 
seven term septads and finally the dodecad. This treatment is threatened by its own crypto-numerology 
but the idea of n-term systems throws the ball into the court of mathematicians who just might unlock 
the key to a systematic subject. That the progression of n-term systems shows a strange resemblance to 
the emergent particles of physics, vacuum field, particle (one term), ion (two term), atom (three term), 
and four term entities, e.g. the molecule,  five and six term from the threshold of life to life as the cell, 
etc...indicates there must be something here of note. But despite his audacious study Bennett apparently
failed to really found a system of n-term logical objects. In any case, he does clearly distinguish the 
dyadic and triadic dialectic, a considerable clarification of the hopeless muddle that attends so-called 
dialectical reasoning. But if those who dabble in dialectic often end if a close pass near triad 
combinations the result rarely clarifies. But we must acknowledge a huge number, we beg not a rabble, 
of mystics, new agers, gurdjieff g-men, theologians and yogis of Samkya who assure us they have 
solved the mystery and can think mystically. Should we just cross the street anonymously on sight of 
such folk? 

We will close our account here for the moment, save to point out that if this set of subjects 
could ever be put on a sound footing the prospect of secular humanism overtaking religion would arise 
as a futuristic achievement of modernity.  Until then we are stuck with the noise of dialectical logicians 
attempting to exit the dark vale of mystical logics. Let us note that skeptical doubt is one pole of a 
dialectical dyad which makes dismissing the whole subject as nonsense seem dialectically brilliant. 
This brand of hieroglyphics has yet to find its Champollion. But with this introduction one can 
recommend perusal of Bennett’s grand cascade of cosmic laws as triads (viz. Ancient gunas), with their
active, passive and ‘reconciling’ aspects (with the distance echo of the sattwas, rajas, tamas, a very 
degenerated version of something now lost. 

We should note one more curious fact: Bennett thought in terms of a triad of ‘being, function, 
will’ and introduced the ‘will’, after Gurdjieff, as an element in its own triad! Further this idea, clearly 
influenced by Schopenhauer, creates a direct connection with modern philosphy, caught between the 
metapysical denier Kant and the metaphysical (divine) comedian Hegel, that dual with the 
Schopenhauer as antagonist. That the will is the core meaning behind the ‘gunas’ is a stroke of genius, 
but remains tabled but not quite established. The issue of the will is the hidden text of the Christian in 
the muddle of bad theology, and the figure of Jesus as the sufi prophet with his acts of magical will is 
the classic cliché, whatever the facts of the case. If the yogi explores being and consciousness, the 
occidental mystic sought the will, only to end in a dark night of no path at all to speak of. But Bennett’s
work shows clearly the path to resurrecting the memes of ‘will’ in both a spiritual and a secular 
psychology even as the Buddhist seems to point to the cessation of the will. The Christian’s ‘will’ was 
always gobbled up by a pack of hallucinated demons in a monastic madhouse where the benefits of 
meditation were lost to the compulsive war of the latent and exterior will or ego. Perhaps past all the 



failed attempts figures like Bennett can point to a new sanity of the paths of the will, combined with 
paths of consciousness, and that in a secular sphere hopefully with recovered sanity. 

The samkhya shows the way in the form Bennett produced to some clarity in the field of 
spiritual psychology and the delusional level of 96 laws yields to the common ordinary consciousness 
of the level of forty-eight laws, the self-awareness at level 24, the deep individuality or ‘real I’ at level 
12, the fade out but conjectured higher states like enlightenment at levels six and and the ‘completely 
wigged out higher still thing hood of level three, gaping in awe at the unbegotten before there was time.
Spiritual psychology might some day help to rescue both secular and religious thought to a unity and to
actual useful spiritual (so-called, all this is materialist in foundation) paths or practices that can bring to
consciousness, the True Self, the real I, and beyond. Man almost never arrives at real self-
understanding and the legacies here, including this one have been of little help. But we see from afar a 
new continent here and if ever rescued from idiot mysticism (to say nothing of the evil sufi antics of the
Gurdjieffs) man could achieve a level of self-understanding beyond the mob of shifty-eyed gurus in the
world’s airports. 

Gurdjieff actually put it right: man as he is can’t think in terms of triads, only dyads. But then 
he proceeds to claim that a higher consciousness can resolve this. There is fair to incomplete evidence 
that while mystics in history have often over and over been transfixed by magic triplets they have never
resolved the mystery to anyone’s satisfaction, or gone beyond a sort of exclamation of the One as 
‘oulala’. The whole question is on hold. Higher consciousness is such a vague morass of semantic 
gibberish that we are left unable to conclude anything. Til then the negative pole of dialectic or the 
denying force of a triad posit skepticism to the mystic logician. 
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 Preface

This is an attempt, starting as an ebook, to outline some of the ideas in 
J.G.Bennett’s classic New Age text, The Dramatic Universe, also a controversial 
work, in four volumes, appearing in the late fifties to early seventies. It is 
hard to know how to take this work due to the many confusions that seem to 
accumulate in the overall work. But it is one of the very few books that has 
thrown some light on the subject of Samkhya and deserves some scrutiny 
for that reason. Bennett also stumbled into an interesting possible ‘solution’ 
to the evolution confusion.

I encountered the work in a Weiser’s bookshop, an old repository of 
spiritual thence New Age texts. I was thus one of the first wave to read the 
work in its four volumes, around 1976. It made a tremendous impression 
on me, and I recall reading the first volume in a near trance, a mysterious 
case of an altered state of consciousness. As a classics major who had tried 
to stage an emergency study escape route via self-study of mathematics to 
qualify for some place in the Peace Corps as a math teacher, I had a sufficient 
background in abstract algebra and vector analysis to teach myself tensor 
analysis thence an overview of General Relativity. 

This was important, however amateurish, for reckoning with Bennett’s 
ambiguous adaptation of the 4D space-time metric to his extended reckoning 
with the six-dimensional model of the universe proposed by Ouspensky, 
in turn a model inherited from some nineteenth century source around 
the time of Abbott’s Flatland. Bennett’s construct is as compelling as it is 
controversial: it is very hard to move beyond the space-time metric into a 
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fifth and sixth dimension. But, as Bennett clearly knew, this had been done 
already done in rigorous physics research in the classic work of Kaluza-Klein. 
Later in the century, our ‘now’, the issue of dimensions beyond the Big Four 
became a staple of versions of string theory. The realm of current physics 
research  has confirmed the question of higher dimensions, but not in the 
fashion of these nineteenth century ruminations.

The audacity of this experiment in theory is belied by the difficulties 
of dealing with such complicated entities with mathematical constructs, 
even those of advanced tensor analysis. But the results of this daring trial 
were illuminating, and introduced what was in reality a set of metaphysical 
concepts in Halloween maths disguises, eternity and hyparxis. It all sort 
of makes sense, in the process triggering a remarkable visionary spell, a 
genuinely expansive view of the cosmos, before the construct falls back to 
earth to find refuge under the category of science fiction. 

I think that these concepts remain to be reckoned with, however future 
mathematicians come to judge this novel framework, one whose meaning 
is independent of the proposed mathematical model. It is clear that modern 
physics is struggling just ‘roundabout’ a concept of eternity but appears 
unable to rigorously enter the Promised Land of a dimension truly beyond 
time, yet orthogonal to its axis. But clearly Bennett who appears to have had 
an unusual ability to visualize a hypersphere made these concepts a staple 
of his tour de force four volume ‘Star Trek’ voyage. 

There is something almost eerie in Bennett’s explosion of novel concepts 
and the result for many is a work as if in a foreign language. It is also a work 
of its time and place with, as I later realized some echoes of the work of the 
philosopher Whitehead. It is often therefore unclear what this superintelligent 
individual kidnapped by Gurdjieff was talking. After first reading the book it 
dwelt in the back of my mind for years, but I was forced to confront a stance 
of scientific skepticism that made its constructs seem too distant from real 
science. Nonetheless, as Bennett, suggests, ‘real science’ is confused about 
too many fundamentals to be a true arbiter of such a work: the questions 
of evolution, consciousness, facts/values, and much else, are strike-outs by 
conventional science, so far, and the intimations of a future science that can 
deal with these and other questions echoes from the reading of Bennett’s 
text. Bennett’s work brings home our lack of knowledge of human evolution, 
and his model there, however exotic, is one of the very few that reckons with 
the subtleties of that question. 

There is one unfortunate confusion in Bennett’s work: his collation 
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of material that he clearly got from some other source than Gurdjieff 
with what this author considered the unusable and speculative themes of 
supposed occult esotericism. This includes the concept of the ‘enneagram’ 
which is something from an altogether different source grafted onto the 
larger framework of Bennett’s text. The enneagram will have to await 
some explication from those close to its source, for what we have there 
now is a superstition turned into numerology that doesn’t make any sense. 
Grafting this, and the twin concepts of Gurdjief of the law of three and 
the law of seven onto the work is confusing in its enneagrammatic form. 

However the concept of a seven term sequence and a triad are central to 
Bennett’s work, but appear to be influenced by something deeper than the 
sufistic sources he seems to use. The solution to this mystery, as I suspect, 
lies in a close look at his autobiography, and the way that he encountered 
some other spiritual source in the period before the War when he broke with 
Ouspensky, who actually chided him for the innovations he was working 
with. Some will say this is tantamount to adopting the enneagram. Not 
so.  Noone understands the enneagram, while the simple dodecad used 
by Bennett with the idea of a seven term sequence and the triad, while 
hardly fully clarified, seems to represent what was originally meant here. 

I think the best way to deal with Bennett’s text is to set to one side 
the Gurdjieff formulation of the enneagram and the law of three and to 
stick to Bennett’s related seven term construct, and triadic construct. I 
suspect that the sources of Gurdjieff were misunderstood by him, and he 
puckishly went about searching for mathematicians to rescue his mess of 
pottage from oblivion. It is thus more than odd that two mathematicians, 
the second almost supersmart, attempted to produce a version of the 
‘something’ that has nothing to do in the end with Gurdjieff or Sufis. 

It would seem that a useful discussion of Bennett might simply enjoy 
the ride through this exotic framework until the inevitable ‘crash and burn’ 
encounters the inevitable skeptical stance of ‘science current’ as we know 
it now. The impression at many points of a work seeded by alien coneheads 
trying to communicate advanced superscience must be balanced with some 
strange blunders, notably the preposterous adoption of the cyclical lore of the 
Great Year to depict the background of evolutionary development. It is hard to 
believe that a superintelligent mind would be still stuck in the confusions or 
ur-astrology. This suggests that Bennett’s spiritual sources were quite human, 
all too human. Sufis, after all, have often hinted at this issue of alien contact.

In any case the author’s World History and The Eonic Effect resolves 
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the confusion of the Great Year by detecting a frequency pattern in history 
that corrects the wrong calculation given by the cycles of the Great Year. 
This issue puts the book at risk from all sorts of New Age confusion, but 
fortunately the book is too hard for those who might wish to bring in some 
kind of astrology. This confusion or double image blur between ‘pious sufi’ 
with superstitious esoteric chestnuts and alien supermind is characteristic 
of the whole Gurdjieff corpus. The work of Bennett, however, breaks new 
ground and it is unfair to let it be embalmed in the authoritarianism of that 
strange movement, in reality that of Ouspensky, Gurdjieff never having 
made clear what he was about. We should extend this issue to note that 
‘ancient wisdom’ exhumed by Gurdjieff is not his ‘property’ and must be 
carefully extracted from his frequent botched descriptions, and predatory 
claims to its meaning. Here at the other end the authoritarian claims on 
Bennett’s work has resulted in a kind of pious regurgitation of his material 
as ‘objective knowledge’ that can’t be questioned and used catechismically as 
esoteric dogma. That’s a terrible fate for Bennett’s exploratory work, which 
has nothing to do with Gurdjieff, if we can extract the confusing overlay. 

These issues encounter a ‘dead halt’ in any case, due to the inability 
to advance properly into the realm of triadic logic. The author is a bit of a 
spoiler on this question, but the fact must be faced that the work advanced 
as the passage into a new and higher logic, exemplified in the ‘boy’s marble 
game’ of thinking in threes, has stalled at the point of beginner’s enthusiasm 
and never gotten much further. This would be grounds for dropping the 
whole subject if one wasn’t confronted with frequent almost unconscious 
moments of non-dual insight, almost without trying. The moment one tries 
to analyze the mind reverts to dual logic trying to do the ‘tertium organon’ 
with lame results. That is a reference to Ouspensky’s classic, that seems to 
linger on the threshold to the last page, without really resolving the enigma. 

Ironically, it might be of value to simply follow mechanically Bennett’s 
extravagent rendition of the triad in a unique cascade of levels and 
types of the triad. This tour de force hardly makes sense even as it gives 
form to the whole project of triads and seven term ‘rays of creation’, 
and it is clear that Bennett has finally put an ancient subject on paper, 
as a pile of dried wood, with a question mark. Mission accomplished 
in the sense of bringing to the modern world one version of the classic 
Samkhya that animates the background of the Gurdjieff movement. 

It is thus very hard to know just how to deal with Bennett’s mysterious 
classic. What we can do here is to outline a few of the key ideas, and make 
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it clear that these are public domain ideas with no real connection to the 
new age cult of the Ouspensky/Gurdjieff schools. Stand back, and we see 
another case of just what confounded us a few paragraphs back: right 
under our nose we see some unknown ancient and/or alien supermind 
doctrine filtered through a limited sufi medium. To make this clear we 
can cite the fourth volume of Bennett’s opus with its take on modernity, 
as the onset of a new age or era in world history, his sense of the ‘modern 
transition’ as being a set of timed innovations, and his sudden sense of 
the significance of the generation of the Year 1848. The latter signature is 
a delicious mystery that shows Bennett’s work has set sail from the world 
of the sufis into a new form of potential spiritual thought. The ‘New Age’ 
groups that animate the current ‘new age’ scence are all obsessed with the 
restoration of ancient teachings in the barbarous degeneration, so-called, 
of the modern age. This reactionary tone has pervaded and probably 
ruined far too many ‘new age’ groups, and Bennett’s freedom from this 
mindset is evidence of some other spiritual power at work in his oeuvre. 

We can therefore attempt to go over a few of the key concept frameworks 
of Bennett’s text, finesse the ‘triadic enigma’ with a simple description of the 
many probably controversial issues connected to that ‘lower mind attempt 
at thinking like a higher mind’. The first and last volumes especially are of 
interest on the level of a survey, on the way to some future age of man that 
can bring science to the study of more than physical reductionism. 

I should be clear at the start that I have taken up, and set aside Bennett’s 
classic many times. At some points it was clear the work’s framework was 
too faulty to allow settled belief. But then the daring and novelty of the work 
suggested a degree of tolerance for its core flaws. In the end I can only consent 
to relaying this classic into its better future, mindful in the meantime that 
many students are bemused by the perception of something esoteric into a 
false submission to spiritual authority where critical thinking would make 
short work of this hybrid of science and, well, science fiction. 

I am almost convinced that as ‘science fiction’ a student could with a 
temporary suspension of disbelief profit from a work that points beyond the 
narrow scientism of current scientific research and its paradigms. Bennett’s 
views on human evolution are worth considering as gedanken trials, because 
of their unique way to tackling with the problems of human evolution. This 
exercise  is worth the price of the book. In the end it would be right if this 
work could find real obsolescence in a science at the level of the ‘demiurgic 
powers’ Bennett so strangely evokes at a whisper as the medium of human 
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evolution and cultural history. We can take this as hypothesis exploration, 
and consider that the standard debates of theists and atheists have played 
themselves out in stalemate. Man has not yet crossed the threshold of science 
in the realms of evolution, culture and psychology. The realization these 
subjects require more than scientism, the New Age speculative cast being 
hardly any better, should lead us to work towards new forms of science. 

 



                   

The DramaTic Universe
              

   From Samkhya to Diamat
 
 

J. G. Bennett and Samkhya
One of the mysteries in the history of philosophy is the resemblance 

of the ancient Samkhya and dialectical materialism. An inspection of this 
resemblance is a caution to marxists about the significance of the dialectic 
and the confusion it creates. By the same token the dialectic shows the 
way issues of logic chronically impinge on the mystery of triadic logic. The 
solution to the ‘problem’ is a universal model of dyadic and triadic logics 
and a means to sort out the two in both subjects. That equates to rockets to 
the moon or hyperdrives in the degree of difficulty. We might recommend 
sidelining dialectical materialism as a research project and using standard 
dualistic logic on the order of ‘science’. But the resemblance can also be an 
introduction to a new form of universal materialism, one not connected to 
scientism.  

This is an ongoing and expanding attempt to briefly outline some of the 
ideas in J. G. Bennett’s classic New Age text, The Dramatic Universe, also 
a controversial work, in four volumes, appearing in the late fifties to early 
seventies. This book has so many problems that the appearance of endorsing 
should be called misleading.  But it is one of the very few works explicating 
in detail the whole scheme of Samkhya, a term never used: the whole subject 
is sui generis. It is filled with brilliant moments and misfires. A critique is 
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important since the cultic milieu in which Bennett moved will suppress 
dissent on simple questions that have to be open to debate. This is in part 
the result of the background of the Gurdjieff movement with which Bennett 
was associated. The abuse of concepts for occult purposes must always be  
suspected. Perhaps something can be rescued from this morass. One irony 
is that Bennett’s brilliance put his new Samkhya before the grasp or reach of 
those who might exploit. The results should be sujected to scientific critique, 
and also a critique from the standpoint of parallel New Age perspectives. 

 The issues have considerable commentary in a parallel text, Enigma of 
the Axial Age. Bennett had a very curious view of world history and that is 
one of the major failures of the work. But he picked up the idea of a cyclical 
phasinng  in world history which he then preposterously entangled with 
the myths of the Great Year. The author’s World History and the Eonic Effect 
has a way past his confusion.  

Bennett’s work contains one way to demonstrate the derivation of 
Samkhya. This is therefore not a promotion of that work so much as a 
demonstration of the way dialectical materialism so strangely echoes that 
ancient legacy. (This statement echoes the original version of this essay which 
was a part of Toward a New Communist Manifesto). But Bennett’s brilliant 
and seminal work, which picked up and recast an unknown sufi version of 
the Indian subject transmsitted by the notorious figure Gurdjieff. It is possible 
the subject is really a nineteenth century  concoction in some of its details. 
The value of Bennett is the way he started from scratch and created a thesis 
of his own that can stand challenges from contemporary science. Using  this 
approach it may be possible to extricate something from the confusion of 
sufi/Gurdjeiff appropriation of Samhya (without acknowledgement). Gurus 
are probably unable to critique their own legacy of Samkhya and Bennett’s 
work suggests the reason why. Bennett’s work requires  study of the theory 
of relativity and modern physics.  

It is curiously interesting that the materialism of the marxist left found 
a challenge, at the dawn of the Russian revolution no less, from the ancient 
materialism of Samkhya.  They should be cousin subject notwithstanding 
the reactionary anti-modernism of the New Age archaic legacies now being 
promoted in the Western public sphere. This issue is rendered irrelevant by 
Bennett’s work which produces a new and futuristic version of an ancient 
legacy.  Since he never mentions the ancient subject and recasts all its 
concepts the result is free of the occult  dead hand monopoly that haunts 
so many ancient discoruses. A greater problem is the sheer scale of what 
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Bennett attempted and the need to be wary of shaky foundations in such a 
prodigious synthesis. The result should be broken down and reconstructed, 
and left to its metaphysical fate. But the overall effort suggests a revolutionary 
post-religious discourse for modernity that can enrich secularism and its 
Iron Cage. Bennett’s theory of time, in six-dimensions of space-time is both 
fascinating and in some fashion dubious. 

The issue of the dialectic is really one of Hegel. But Bennett created 
a new way to consider the issue in the contrast of dyadic triadic systems. 
We need to distinguish dyadic dialectic and triadic systems, the two being 
often confused, diodes and transistors are perfectly good dyadic and triadic 
systems: Bennett tried to create a general calculus of n-term systems, up to 
the dodecad, and the result clearly distinguishes ‘dialectic’ in two forms. 
It should be said at once that the general depiction of n-term systems up 
to the dodecad is as captivating as it is dubious. But we must suspect that 
Bennett created a perspective open to further mathematical elaboration. 

We should leave the dialectic, and dialectical materiaslim to another 
book or discussion. Marxists might have better realized the occult sources of 
(triadic) dialectic in Hegel, influenced by various mystical traditions: that the 
dialectic is a descendant of the many genres here from the doctrines of the 
Trinity to figures such as Boehm might be a caution of the poor chances of 
success in a ‘materialist’ dialectic. But wait, Marx stumbled into something, 
why not a materialist dialectic? Bennett’s version is perhaps precisely that: a 
universal materialism, but the triads are elements of ‘will’ in a sense like that 
of Schopenhauer in a distinction of being, function and will: materiality is 
an aspect of being. Consciousness and materiality are thus a complementary 
unity, as fascinating exit from scientism in a universal material framework. 

 This Indic legacy filters through some mysterious Sufi version of the 
subject. The obscurity of Gurdjieffs’ discussions in his wretched works is both 
deliberate and psychologically destructive since there is no way to determine the 
meaning of his versions without an external private or occult communication. 

The debate over materialism and idealism is false and tends to lead to 
confusion. A new modern entrant, transcendental idealism, threatens to 
overtake all other versions, and this should not be taken as such a stark 
opposite to materialism. Advaita, the rival antagonist to Samkhya, is 
perhaps actually a cousin. It is phony debate. Like two distant languages in 
a larger family both show suspicious resemblance and are finally the same 
subject. We don’t propose leftists adopt any of this. But it might help to put 
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dialectical materialism in perspective as a very limited unwitting echo of 
this ancient legacy. Samkhya was an ancient materialist perspective that 
was appropriated by reactionaries and appears in the figure Gurdjieff as a 
rightist tactic to confuse modern leftist materialism. 

The Bennett book was f lawed, but important, for various reasons, 
among them Bennett’s ambiguous adaptation of the 4D space-time metric 
to his extended reckoning with the six-dimensional model of the universe 
proposed by Ouspensky, in turn a model inherited from some nineteenth 
century source around the time of Abbott’s Flatland. The world of ‘spooky 
physics’ will have to take over here, but the bold assertion of the reality of 
two extra dimensions of time was an interesting train wreck in the realm 
of metaphysics. Let us take Bennett’s construct critically, but we might at 
least agree that the ‘timeless’ is a logical opposite in good standing, and 
beckons the student of time into uncharted waters, a field physics itself has 
now entered. The three dimensions of time, eternity, and hyparxis seem 
obscure, but in the next section our ‘new model of the universe’ unwittingly 
stumbles on the whole set in another way: the interaction of time/timelessness 
is hyparchic, as a discrete series of intervals that seem discontinuous. If this 
clue could be rescued from crackpot metaphysics much of the confusion of 
historical theory, religious apocalypticism, and much else could be cleared up. 

Bennett’s construct is as compelling as it is controversial: it is very hard 
to move beyond the space-time metric into a fifth and sixth dimension. But, 
as Bennett clearly knew, this had been done already done in rigorous physics 
research in the classic work of Kaluza-Klein. Later in the century, our ‘now’, 
the issue of dimensions beyond the Big Four became a staple of versions 
of string theory. The realm of current physics research has confirmed the 
question of higher dimensions, but not in the fashion of these nineteenth 
century ruminations. The issue is finally metaphysical and points to a timeless 
aspect that lurks behind human psychology. This is the great clue to the 
problem no one can solve of the soul or larger dimensionality of man. To see 
man as a larger that an entity in three dimensions might rescue psychology 
for a materialism/neuroscience done right.

 
The audacity of this experiment in theory is founded with an error with 

respect to Kant and his categories: the influence of Whitehead appears to 
have made something of a realist of the spiritual seeker in the New Age 
Movements of the early twentieth century. What a muddle. We need to 
reintroduce the ‘noumenal’ aspect to the issues of the category ‘will’ that 
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Bennett seems to take from Schopenhauer, on the way to a brilliant solution 
to the riddle of the ‘gunas’.  Marxists might not agree, and side with Bennett. 

The work is belied by the difficulties of dealing with such complicated 
entities with mathematical constructs, even those of advanced calculus 
such as tensor analysis: a space-time metric with eternity and hyparxis 
in tow is not exactly validated as science. I can’t completely deny the 
possibility of the space-time metric extended to six dimensions including 
eternity and hyparxis, but the intuition speaks to something here, and it is 
worth taking Bennett’s construct on provision due to its brilliant insights 
in train. The idea of the ‘eternal’ is a clue to human psychology and the 
hyparchic future is highly suggestive and seems to say something about 
the emergence of historical entities. Marxists might join the fun, and 
consider that ‘communism’ is hyparchic, awaiting them in the virtual future.  

One must defer momentarily to someone who had the knack of 
visualizing a hypersphere. And one must adopt as a dismal hypothesis, 
suspicion, one hasn’t understood his work, seeing levels in eternity is not a 
common talent. But Bennett often seems to suffer a similar plight. Bennett’s 
work makes one think of a Roadrunner cartoon. He takes off all at once in 
an exotic new direction as the Coyote is left in the dust. But much of the 
result is nonsense, overheating with ‘conscious’ energies that churn out 
fudge. But the overall core of the work has a set of potential solutions to the 
spiritual perplexity of modernity, if one can evade the dire kidnapping by 
rogue Sufis by whom Bennett was victimized. 

The results of this daring trial were illuminating, and introduced 
what was in reality a set of metaphysical concepts in Halloween math 
disguises, eternity and hyparxis. It all sort of makes sense, in the process 
triggering a remarkable visionary spell, a genuinely expansive view 
of the cosmos, before the construct falls back to earth to find refuge 
under the category of science fiction. The timeless/spaceless dimension 
is clearly touched on in non-local physics, more we should not say. 
This is an atavism that has resurfaced in the realm of the dialectical 
materialists, and the ancient Samkhya seems to seek a new future home. 

   There is one unfortunate confusion in Bennett’s work: his collation of 
material that he clearly got from some other source than Gurdjieff with what 
this author considered the unusable and speculative themes of supposed 
occult esotericism. One must be very careful to distinguish this work from 
Bennett’s other books which promote sufi propaganda such as the doctrine 
of reciprocal maintenance, an arch-reactionary imposter. We have elsewhere 
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critiqued this other legacy and it is important to be wary of these shadowy 
figures in the background of Bennett’s life. Attempts might arise to say the 
true version is in some work of Gurdjieff. I doubt that and let me say at the 
onset that neither Bennett nor any sufi has truly understood the keys to the 
whole subject, the so-called ‘law of three and seven’. 

The concept of a seven term sequence and a triad are central to Bennett’s 
work, and originate in Samkhya or some relative, and appear to be influenced 
by something deeper than the sophistic sources he seems to use. This 
has been taken over by Sufis, and is an occult sophistry and exploitation 
in Gurdjieff. Feuerbach was only the beginning of the expose of ideas 
used to control man. Bennett in his original work was not a part of that. 

I fear no one really knows the original meaning of these constructs. 
The triads in Bennett never quite make sense and are placeholders, a severe 
caution on the whole effort. Such ideas have entered into concoctions such as 
the ‘enneagram’ and the whole subject is liable to mumbo-jumbo. It would 
seem that a useful discussion of Bennett might simply enjoy the ride through 
this exotic framework until the inevitable ‘crash and burn’ encounters 
the inevitable skeptical stance of ‘science current’ as we know it now. The 
impression at many points of a work seeded by alien cone heads trying to 
communicate advanced superscience must be balanced with some strange 
blunders, notably the preposterous adoption of the cyclical lore of the Great 
Year to depict the background of evolutionary development. It is hard to 
believe that a superintelligent mind would be still stuck in the confusions 
or ur-astrology. This suggests that Bennett’s spiritual sources were quite 
human, all too human. Sufis, after all, have often hinted at this issue of alien 
contact. Bennett offered the real answer in his thinking about ‘demiurgic 
powers’, a subject discussed at length in the author’s Enigma of the Axial Age.

These issues encounter a ‘dead halt’ in any case, due to the inability 
to advance properly into the realm of triadic logic. The author is a bit of a 
spoiler on this question, but the fact must be faced that the work advanced 
as the passage into a new and higher logic, exemplified in the ‘boy’s marble 
game’ of thinking in threes, has stalled at the point of beginner’s enthusiasm 
and never gotten much further. This would be grounds for dropping the 
whole subject if one wasn’t confronted with frequent almost unconscious 
moments of non-dual insight, almost without trying. The moment one 
tries to analyze the mind reverts to dual logic trying to do the ‘tertium 
organon’ with lame results. That is a reference to Ouspensky’s classic, that 
seems to linger on the threshold to the last page, without really resolving 



15 

the enigma. Marxists have stumbled into this mysticism and may as well 
study its history.  All this said we see in Bennett’s work a unique and novel 
way to recast an ancient subject. 

Ironically, it might be of value to simply follow mechanically Bennett’s 
extravagant rendition of the triad in a unique cascade of levels and types 
of the triad. This tour de force hardly makes sense even as it gives form to 
the whole project of triads and seven term ‘rays of creation’, and it is clear 
that Bennett has finally put an ancient subject on paper, as a pile of dried 
wood, with a question mark. Mission accomplished in the sense of bringing 
to the modern world one version of the classic Samkhya that animates 
the background of the Gurdjieff movement. It is highly improbable these 
rogue Sufis ever understood the subject, and the work of Bennett breaks 
away into a new experiment, one flawed by his misunderstanding of Kant. 

It is thus very hard to know just how to deal with Bennett’s mysterious 
classic. We should be wary of the considerable amount of rubbish here. 
What we can do here is to outline a few of the key ideas, and make it clear 
that these are public domain ideas with no real connection to the new 
age cult of the Ouspensky/Gurdjieff schools. The Samkhya we suspect 
was already ancient by the time of the Buddha, and it appears to have 
suffered a corruption of its concepts and terminology. We have made 
an exotic claim: it is mutated parallel of the equally ancient Advaita. If 
Bennett’s version really uncovers some part of that mystery, that is worth 
the price of the book, save only that the version using Schopenhauer 
remains to be written. Let us outline a quick idea along those lines:

The cosmos of materiality comprises the phenomenal aspect in a 
grand triad of the hyponomic, the autonomic, and the hypernomic. Or the 
realm of matter, life and... well, there’s the rub, the ‘spiritual’ now actually 
material. We suddenly see that there is a simple and elegant solution to 
the whole set of confusions. The hypernomic is the ‘spiritual’, now seen 
to be a higher materialism, while the noumenal as the real ‘spiritual’ is 
beyond all three levels, including the hypernomic, which we thought 
spiritual. Over and over Samkhya warns that the rise to spiritual planes 
is in reality a new form of the material (or prakriti), the basic point we 
have made via Bennett. Since the ‘will’ factor is likely to be noumenal, 
Bennett’s framework has a serious flaw, but we can use the results as is, 
up to a point. The above is a bit confusing, but can be filed for reference. 

Stand back, and we see another case of just what confounded us a few 
paragraphs back: right under our nose we see some unknown ancient and/ 
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or alien supermind doctrine filtered through a limited Sufi medium.  We 
can therefore attempt to go over a few of the key concept frameworks of 
Bennett’s text, finesse the ‘triadic enigma’ with a simple description of the 
many probably controversial issues connected to that ‘lower mind attempt 
at thinking like a higher mind’. The first and last volumes especially are 
of interest on the level of a survey, on the way to some future age of man 
that can bring science to the study of more than physical reductionism. 

The author outlined a short book in three chapters and five sections 
each via a set of concepts and sections from the book, originally 
intended for eonic-effect.net, but was never completed but we can 
go through the scheme constructed in MS Publisher in 2008 at a 
quick step to understand the brilliant solution to the riddle of ancient 
Samkhya. This corresponds roughly to Volumes 1,2,4 only. We should 
introduce the third volume in a new sectioni for this commentary. 

Let us move rapidly through a short sketch: 

Foundations of Natural Philosophy

1.1 Consciousness, Life and the Categories Bennett’s system is based 
on a variant of Samkhya and assumes the materiality of everything. 
We should note the contrast of Advaita and Samkhya, and the failure 
of Bennett to stay with classical Samkhya: consciousness becomes an 
energy inside a larger material system. And consciousness becomes 
an aspect of man’s transition to homo sapiens. Both approaches are 
needed, in the hopeless muddle of the term ‘consciousness’. There are 
problems here but we can still use the overall sketch, as an historical 
note on the resemblance to ‘dialectical materialism’, a failed lesser 
model. Bennett’s Samkhya (never so named) deviates from the original. 
Best to have faith and avoid an ancient quarrel here: Advaita and (now 
scrambled) Samkhya are really the same subject, one in an idealist, the 
in a materialist framework. 

Life and consciousness are different things, with consciousness as a cosmic 
energy. The categories of Kant are rejected/replaced, a dubious procedure, 
and Bennett adopts a strange set of substitutes, but strangely interesting. His 
treatment will thus strip his treatment of will of its noumenal character...

 1.2 Being, Function, Will Bennett has a useful new way to slice the 
pie: instead of material/spiritual we have a triad of being, function and 
will. But the rubric of ‘will’ is given a status in a triad, rather than in 
some distinction of the noumenal: the resemblance to Schopenhauer is 
remarkable, but this change is drastic. We can ignore this as we proceed, 
mindful to be wary of reduced Schopenhauer. But this exercise is useful 
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to get past the ‘material/spiritual’ terminology.  

1.3 Time, Eternity, Hyparxis Bennett constructs a remarkable, perhaps 
now out of date (and perhaps always contradictory), geometry of space/ 
time extended via eternity and hyparxis in a six dimensional universe 
(after the fashion of Ouspensky and his nineteenth century sources. 
The ideas of eternity and hyparxis are more metaphysical than scientific 
and the space/time metric is not really open to a metric at all. But the 
gesture is evocative of the physics we now confront of non-locality and 
spooky physics. 

1.4 Hyponomic, Autonomic, Hypernomic worlds Bennett creates a 
useful new classification in the distinctions of material, living, and 
spiritual worlds. This triad of tetrads is a useful reminder that there is 
a ‘material/spiritual’ domain, as opposed to really spiritual one. It is 
evocative of Samkhya. The interest here is also the way Bennett puts 
man on the threshold of the hypernomic world, in the way he partakes 
of the ‘cosmic energy’ of ‘consciousness’ beyond the autonomic and 
the first rung of the hypernomic. This model is likely to suffer a set 
of problems but it is an interesting take on human evolution and the 
way in which homo sapiens enters a new realm of conscious energies.

1.5 Cosmology: Stars, Planets, Biospheres The scheme of Samkhya enters 
once again (in some unknown Sufi version) in the form of a cascade 
of levels (supposedly seven). This no longer makes much sense in the 
cosmologies now current (a sign of its esoteric pretense): all galaxies 
galaxies stars planets/biospheres earth moon

A great deal of nonsense has been written about this pastiche from 
unknown sources, grated onto Samkhya, but with Bennett it becomes a 
useful version of Schopenhauer in the sense that the ‘Will in Nature’ is closely 
related to the laws of cosmology (‘will’ and ‘laws’ are thus correlated) and 
we can see that the distinction of cosmic phenomena and life phenomena, 
normally lost to thought, clarifies the place of the cosmic bodies in...science? 
metaphysics.  But the six or seven term aspect is clear here from the redoubling 
of ‘gunas’ or triads:  3, 6, 12, 24, 48, 96. It is worth studying commentaries 
on the concept of ‘Will’ in the philosopher to see how they diverge from 
psychological concepts and more closely resemble the ideas of ‘laws of nature’. 

One use is to caution theories of evolution: is life a phenomenon 
inside the domain of a planet/biosphere? Note that the planet ‘earth’ 
has ‘will’ but is not alive.... A very suggestive nexus of concepts...
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Foundations of Moral Philosophy 
Bennett’s moral thinking has no particular status save that anything 

is better than current science, and his overall outline is useful, in the way 
it connects to Samkhya: the ‘gunas’ become ‘triads of the will’, a stroke of 
genius in Samkhya re-interpretation. 

2.1 Facts and Values This is fairly standard...

 2.2 Will and The Triads Bennett’s key insight is to cast the gunas 
of Samkhya as in the category of will. But his failure to maintain 
Schopenhauer’s distinction of the ‘thing in itself ’ leaves will in 
an ambiguous status. In any case, the foundations for a complete 
derivation of Samkhya are possible. The last problem is the artificial 
character of the ‘law of three forces’, and its cliché version as 
affirming, denying, and reconciling. No full clarification of this 
is provided, and the resemblance to the dialectic is remarkable.

2.3 Six Fundamental Laws These triads are ‘affirmative, denying/passive, 
reconciling’ or 1,2,3. These combine in numerous ways.

By permuting the three types of force (and this isn’t force in known 
dynamical sense), A, D, R, Bennett produces six basic types: ADR, 
ARD, RAD, RDA, DAR, DRA,...and then ascribes to these some rather 
arbitrary names. But the overall idea is ingenious and suggestive. These 
‘laws’ will then be a part of the cascade of cosmic laws at each of the 
seven levels, producing 3, 6, 12, 24, 48, 96 aspects of the triadic system. 

2.4 Self and Individuality Potentially the whole system is able to provide 
a new form of spiritual psychology with some powerful implications and 
distinctions, one of them being the nature of ‘self ’ under the different 
levels: we can reach the ‘true self ’ at the level of 24 laws, and individuality 
at the level of 12. This is too abstract for practical meditation, but the 
scheme, reviewed once in detail can help to clarify the nature of man’s 
real psychology. None of the religions of man have ever gotten straight 
this distinction of self, and individuality (at level 12). The paths of being 
and will are thus shown a concrete definitional line of argument. 

2.5 Materiality, Vitality, Deity There are two aspects in Bennett’s system: 
that of will, and that of being, and this spawns a parallel set of concepts in 
the realm of being. 

Skipping the third volume of The Dramatic Universe, we take up the 
fourth, for a quick look at his views of world history. WHEE is a far better 
system, and Bennett for reasons that are baffling sticks with the ancient 
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idea of the cycles of the Great Year. This idea is very ancient, but it doesn’t 
work: the cycles fall out of sync with any reasonable sequence in history. 
But Bennett somehow ditches his own rubric and correctly takes the rise of 
the modern as a new era, and the period of 1848 as the onset of a ‘new age’. 

The question of ‘god’ disappears in Bennett, a closet sufi ‘atheist’, and 
‘god’ is defined as the third reconciling term in the cascade of triads, an 
ingenious notion indeed. 

Volume 3

Volume 3 has an important discussion about the psychostatic, 
psychokinetic, and psychoteleios groups in human society.  But we can 
bypass this volume temporarily for this version of our essay.

History and Evolution (the fourth Volume) ...
  3.1 War with Time This speaks for itself, interesting set of ideas...

3.2 Evolution, Life, Demiurge...

3.3 The Advent of Mind

3.4 Creativity and Man

3.5  World History and Modernity

We can do these as a set. The distinction of autonomic and hypernomic 
realms is useful for theories of history and evolution. One of the early critics 
of the darwinian theory of evolution, and also an early proponent of design 
arguments, Bennett’s view of evolution is nonetheless still relevant to a 
science viewpoint...Our interest is in the later evolution of man. Bennett’s 
work contains a remarkable take on the issue of spiritual powers in nature, 
or demiurgic powers. Life evolves under the scope of the hypernomic, and 
we see the influence of demiurgic powers on human evolution, taking homo 
sapiens to the stage of consciousness, and creativity. The idea of a ‘creative 
energy’ doesn’t quite make sense, but we see the point: man enters a new 
form of consciousness and mind and this is the point at which man exhibits 
the creative aspect we begin to see in the Paleolithic. 

The overall world history of Bennett is confused by its association with 
the idea of the Great Year, whose cycles fall out of sync with the overall 
pattern of world history. Bennett could think of no other way to suggest a 
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cyclical history, but the result is the entry of astrological confusions, and 
Bennett should have known better. 

But Bennett’s better insight was to ignore this cyclicity in practice, and 
he is clearly aware of the Axial Age and modernity as successive epochs. 
The patterns of the Great Year simply don’t match the real pattern. 

One of the great ironies of this text is the way Bennett sneaks away from 
his own periodization and realizes that the onset of modernity, against all 
the prejudice and confusions of new age gurus and their muddle, has to 
be taken seriously as a new era in world history. This has made Bennett 
a heretic in new age lore and his view has been ignored completely. His 
depiction of modernity is very weak, but almost unbelievably at the very end 
he stumbles on the key insight that the period around 1848 signals a new era 
in world history, in a very close concordance with the scheme of WHEE. In 
addition, out of the blue he makes a reference to the birth of communism, 
as a key idea of the new era. We have discussed this in the author’s Last and 
First Men, and suggested what Bennett himself suspected, a contact with 
spiritual agencies beyond the sophistic agencies he appeared to be involved 
with. Whatever the case, he surprisingly breaks out of his periodization to 
get the right answer relative to the solution given in WHEE, a much better 
world history, which should be taken as a correction of Bennett’s outlandish 
use of astrological cycles, which have confused people for millennia. 

The solution to the problem of world history is to explain its curious 
cyclity, and Bennett stumbles on it, but can’t get it right. The view in WHEE 
uses a different form of model, and clearly demonstrates the epoch following 
the ‘Axial Age’ and the rise of modernity, and shows how the period around 
1848 is much to the point. 

This now classic reconstruction of the classic Samkhya using the idea of 
Schopenhauer on the ‘Will’ in nature and the ideas of the gunas as triads of 
the will is a very brilliant piece of intellectual archaeology, worth the price 
of the book which is otherwise of dubious quality, and lost in all the other 
new age confusions in his four volume book. This scheme enabled Bennett 
in other works to try and illuminate the extraordinarily complex spiritual 
psychology of man and the rare moments when any of it comes to public 
attention. In another work it might be useful to consider the various types 
of spiritual psychology that Bennett outlined. but he the point for us here 
is to offer a caution to marxist proponents of dialectical materialism, who 
have so strangely stumbled via Hegel on a fragment of this ancient Samkhya. 
A future version that does justice to Schopenhauer and the thing in itself/
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representation might be of value. Let us note that this might clarify some of 
the mystery in Bennett’s scheme: the phenomonal and the noumenal might 
thus be aspects of the hyponomic and hypernomic realms, with life in the 
fully phenomenal middle zone. This different take on Bennett would require a 
rewrite of the whole text but at this point the book is at best an archaeological 
site. But we should not forget again the key to Samkhya suggested. And the 
question remains, what practical use is this? It is, pace science, and even 
more monumental folly than dialectical materialism. Both groups must 
be onto something, we hope for the best for some future clarification. We 
waited 2400 years for Bennett’s clarification of Samkhya (in many ways 
Schopenhauer’s), so we should be patient. Many confronting nineteenth 
century materialism became very frustrated by its one-sided reductionism. 
A universal materialism if fine but its meaning it not to banish all the terms 
of abstract idealism such as are inevitable in the mathematical equations of 
physics. In the same way the concept of will, and this is not psychological 
‘will’, is the framework correspond to the laws of the lower level of physical 
objects. Just as physics must invoke the ideal domain of mathematics to do 
physics, so the ‘materialism’ of Samkhya must invoke the cascade of ‘gunas’ 
in seven levels of redoubling sets to buttress that fundamental perspective 
on the cosmos. The quarrel between Samkhya and Advaita, the original 
conflict of materialists and idealists, is a false one. No one has seen that 
Samkhya realizes the core of Advaita is a very simple way in its distinction of 
purusha and prakriti, or, in some formulations, the gunas and consciousness. 
It is not so far from Advaita as the parties to an any quarrel thought. 

That discussion must be taken up elsewhere. We have enough to 
suggest a simple way for marxist legacies to rescue their now dated 
materialism from disaster. We must scratch out heads in wonder 
that Engels sensed the answer but wandered into a swamp. The 
‘dialectic’ would need a careful understanding of its three categories, 
permuted into the six forms that Bennett ingeniously proposed. 

This, then, scheme is of use because we can see that cosmic bodies 
can have will, but this not imply they are alive or have consciousness. We 
must remind readers of the elusive brilliance of Schopenhauer’s almost 
miraculous rediscovery of the core of Samkhya, oblivious to what he had 
done. We need to caution that ‘will’ is not the same as ‘will power’, and is a 
more general idea so deeply explored in his classic texts, the orphans of the 
Kantian revolution. It would seem to have been somewhat egregious to claim 
to have replaced Kant’s categories (which Schopenhauer simply scrapped 
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for the sole category of the ‘causal’), but the exercise is useful nonetheless, 
and suggests a way to generalize the forms of logic to n-term systems, as in 
fact Bennett not only proposes but attempts to carry out. But his systems 
seem to become placeholders in the hypernomic, not surprising, since 
the ‘conscious, creative, unitive, and final twelfth category’ are attempts 
to name the nameless. In any case, the idea of n-term systems can allow 
mathematicians to review the material. We can see at once the distinction 
of ‘dyads’, and ‘triads’ and the way the dialectic confuses the two. A whole 
reconstruction of dialectical materialism might be of use in this light. 

The use of the term ‘consciousness’ in Bennett is in the legacy of confused 
jargon that has always muddled religious and new age thought. But it is of 
great interest to see the cosmic aspect of consciousness.  It begins to stumble 
into the Advaita emphasis on the ‘one’ as ‘consciousness’.  It is also helps to 
clarify the nature of the evolution of homo to homo sapiens. 

 
The stark emptiness of the cosmic space belies their mysterious aspect of 

generators of life and consciousness. This is more easily seen in the planetary 
aspect of the biosphere as a cosmic object in the context of the emergence 
of life on an ‘earth’ in a solar context. 

There are discussions of Bennett’s work in Enigma of the Axial Age 
that we can cite here. We need a much more extensive commentary of the 
development of Bennett’s system. But most readers are defeated by the 
complexity of his argument. The Table of Contents for DU alone is very 
confusing. There is a simple key: follow the stages of chapters inside the 
other categories and you will see his argument in fifty steps, or so. 

We will conclude here and upgrade the comments incrementally. We also 
include three sections from Enigma of the Axial Age. Bennett’s distinction of 
the hyponomic, autonomic and hypernomic realms is important and might 
lead to a new way to discuss the issues of religion, spirituality and science. 

We will adjourn here with a caution that Bennett’s DU is filled with 
dubious misfires and his take on history is notably confused. We have 
included a new way to consider this question, one that fits very easily into 
the kind of scheme Bennett attempted. 

His work concludes in the period of 1848, a seminal year that is discussed 
in Last and First Men by the author of this essay. 

Finally, a new version of this essay needs to discuss the question of 
demiurgic powers raised by Bennett. The book cited on the Axial Age  has 
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discussions of this. We will return to new future versions of this essay anon. 
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AppenDix 1: prefAce To enAx

This is first edition of Enigma of the Axial Age (ENAX), an abridged 
version of World History and the Eonic Effect(WHEE), and an attempt to bring 
some clarity to the hopeless confusion over that period, via an introduction 
to the so-called ‘macro’ or ‘eonic effect’. Many readers were unaware that 
the solution to the riddle of the Axial Age was in a book without that term 
in the title. The book closes a trilogy with companion volumes Descent of 
Man Revisited (DMR), and Last and First Men (LFM), and will accompany 
an abridged and revised fourth edition of World History and The Eonic Effect 
(WHEE). The book shows a ‘triple play’, an elegant connection of the enigma 
of the Axial Age, to the idea of evolution, and what we call Kant’s Challenge.  

The Axial Age is the master clue to the hidden structure of world history, 
the ‘eonic’ or ‘macro’ effect, and this in turn connects to the idea of ‘evolution’. 
Nothing in world history makes sense without seeing the macro effect and 
that starts with seeing the Axial Age, a problematic term. We are moving 
to transcend the term altogether. 

It was the biologist Dobzhansky who noted that ‘nothing makes 
sense’ except in the light of evolution. But the corollary we suspect 
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is that nothing makes sense in the light of natural selection and 
the perspective of random evolution. It is suspiciously the kind of 
theory those who have never truly observed evolution might adopt.1 

How does ‘evolution’ enter 
the discussion? Because world 
history shows evidence of a 
developmental sequence. Our 
usage of the term is thus novel, 
but actually the right one, beside 
darwinian confusion over 
‘random evolution’. We explore 
the connection between history 
and evolution in a simple and 
elegant deduction of the finite 

transition model, and this shows 
what is happening with ‘axial 

ages’. The term ‘evolution’ invokes a formalism of ‘macro’ and ‘micro’ as 
a two-layer developmental process, in which the Axial period is a stage. 
A critique of darwinian confusions is the starting point, along with the 
realization the Axial Age shows us the key to the evolution of religion. 

The term ‘eonic effect’ has been 
extended, if not replaced, with the 
equivalent ‘macro effect’. ‘Macro’ and 
‘micro’ are category distinctions (they 
arise naturally in economics) and are 
definable in multiple contexts, here 
in evolutionary and historical terms 
both of which are related. We see that 
‘punctuated equilibrium’ (as if two 
words fresh from the dictionary) is 
just such a category jargon, and is 
almost like a ‘principle of sufficient 
reason’. But there again the jargon 
throws light on the Axial Age.

The Introduction starts with Kant’s Challenge, and the critique of 
darwinism, while Chapter 2 is the core with everything needed to understand 

1 “Nothing in Biology Makes Sense Except in the Light of Evolution”, American Biology 
Teacher, Vol. 35, pp. 125-9.

Fig. 2 IHVH on Lakis Letters

Fig. 1 The Triumph of Civilization, 
a pantheon of gods, 1793
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We start deliberately with an indication of the apparent 
theological cast of the opening to Jaspers’ text. But 
students need to be wary here: such a thinker is 
steeped in German Classical Philosophy, with a 
trace of Kierkegaard, and is navigating the world of 
successors to this such as Nietzsche and Heidegger. 
These are his peers, and he is really a thinker able to 
stage a challenge to the Weberian mindset developing 
around him, save only that this pits the issue of ‘faith’ 
against an expanding view created by globalization. 
This allows someone closer to the mood of science 

to bring in the issue of teleology. 

THE AXIAL PERIOD: “...from OGH...

In the Western World the philosophy of history was founded in 
the Christian faith. In a grandiose sequence of works ranging from 
St. Augustine to Hegel this faith visualised the movement of God 
through history. God’s acts of revelation represent the decisive 
dividing lines. Thus Hegel could still say: All history goes toward 
and comes from Christ. The appearance of the Son of God is the 
axis of world history. Our chronology bears daily witness to this 
Christian structure of history.

But the Christian faith is only one faith, not the faith of mankind. 
This view of universal history therefore suffers from the defect that 
it can only be valid for believing Christians. But even in the West, 
Christians have not tied their empirical conceptions of history 
to their faith. An article 
of faith is not an article of 
empirical insight into the 
real course of history. For 
Christians sacred history 
was separated from profane 
history, as being different 
i n  i t s  mea n i ng .  Even 
the believing Christian 
was able to examine the 
Christian tradition itself 
in the same way as other 
empirical objects of research.

The opening to

The Origin and Goal of 
History

We are thrust ‘sink or swim’ 
by Jaspers into a subject 
that requires archeological 
science, and...a teleological 
question. Can we wrest a 
solution to this beautifully 
staged theoretical curve ball?

Fig. 3 Karl Jaspers
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the Axial Age squashed together in one place to make the resemblance of the 
modern and Axial transitions obvious. The result shows why the problem 
of historical dynamics remains elusive: people don’t read enough books, 
the data is too massive, and, as important, the data wasn’t there until the 
nineteenth century onward. They are also conditioned against historical 

discontinuity, an idea subject to many confusions. But 
the Axial Age shows that such a phenomenon exists, 
and a simple model can relieve thinking from the 
confusions of darwinian flatland logic. 

It is very difficult to master such a huge data set, 
a subset of a still larger one. Our model is actually 
helpful here, and can assist visualization, if such a term 
is possible for large swaths of history. Be wary of the 
simplifiers. And the standard academic literature on 
the Axial Age is almost a joke on standard academic 
scholars. Our model can be assembled and dismantled 
at will. It helps to some clarification, but you are free 
to take a skeptical approach. I think the model will 
prove so useful that skepticism will alternate with some 
cautious use of it. We should note that the biological 
community has thought itself 

free to deceive the public about darwinism, so we 
should applaud our own work as outsiders. 

Notes 
____________

The Axial Age is a mystery that summons 
all the others, that of Kant’s challenge, that of a 
science of history, that of the evolution of religion, 
and that of the nature of monotheism and the 
nature of the spiritual. But it also shows the birth 
of the secular. The issues of historical analysis have 
been quarantined from issues of consciousness, 
and issues of divinity. The former are now a New 
Age obsession, while the latter, in the era of Kant, is the mirror image of still 
another issue, that of no divinity. The issues of the current ‘new atheism’ 
movement, and the confusions of secularism require our extension as the 

Fig 5 Lao Tzu

Fig. 4 Buddha 
(‘Vajra Mudra’)
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An axis of world history, if such a thing exists, would have to be 
discovered empirically, as a fact capable of being accepted as such by 
all men, Christians included. This axis would be situated at the point 
in history which gave birth to everything which, since then, man has 
been able to be, the point most overwhelmingly fruitful in fashioning 
humanity; its character would have to be, if not empirically cogent 
and evident, yet so convincing to empirical insight as to give rise to 
a common frame of historical self-comprehension for all peoples–
for the West, for Asia, and for all men on earth, without regard to 
particular articles of faith. It would seem that this axis of history is 
to be found in the period around 500 B.C., in the spiritual process 
that occurred between 800 and 200 B.C. It is there that we meet with 
the most deep cut dividing line in history. Man, as we know him 
today, came into being. For short we may style this the “Axial Period”.

From The Origin and Goal of History OGH

Commentary:

Jaspers’ text indicates he is referring not to an ‘age’ so much as the 
transition to a new age: an interval from -800 to -200. The question is really 
about a larger process: a global context. But this view, applied not just to 
worlds in parallel, but to a sequence in time, provokes a ‘dynamical’ rather 
a theological or historical question:  can a single turning point be taken as a 
‘starting point’ inside a larger whole that started far earlier, primordially?  It 
is clear the ‘Axial Age’ is so massively packed with innovations as to endorse 
Jaspers’ conclusion. But it doesn’t actually contain everything that fashioned 
humanity. The Neolithic ‘Age’ clearly fashioned a rival era, what to say of the 
earliest ‘transition’ to humanity, homo sapiens, sometimes in fact pegged as 
a definite ‘axis point’, the (controversial) idea of the Great Explosion,  ‘axial’ 
age indeed, if real.  We are confronted with an issue of ‘relative’ beginnings...

Directionality and teleology are complex enough. Our data shows an 
exotic variant of an unexpected variant on unilinear direction. History

 shows splitting streams, as in our Axial Age. The contrast of ‘stream and 
sequence’ in our model can help to express the tension of directionality 
and parallelism, a strange minimax process on the way to globalization.
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‘macro’ effect, the histories of ‘god’ concepts. Science attempts to banish ‘god’ 
from physics, but in the spirit of that proto-Kant, Plato, the ‘edge of space’ 
antinomy asks if we could reach beyond it. The antinomial character of basic 

metaphysical concepts was pointed out in 
the great endnotes to his famous Critique of 
Pure Reason, the so-called Dialectic. Between 
string theory and the edge of space we should 
pursue science, banish ‘god’ from physics, but 
acknowledge stalemate at the edge of space. 
The question of ‘god in history’  haunts the 
Axial Age, and we will consider the need 
to reconsider theistic historicism without 
reductionist illusions in their place. The 
current view attempts to posit the void in 
the emergence of something from nothing, 
and this is the atheist’s version of the same 
creationist core that has been garbled by 
monotheism. 

Kant, despite a critique of design 
arguments spoke of a demiurge, the Sufi J. 
G. Bennett spoke of  ‘demiurgic powers’ of 

nature, while Christians were very facile with 
beliefs about angelic realms, the ‘Heavenly Host’. 

This argument requires another of his ideas: the distinction of hyponomic, 
autonomic, and hypernomic domains, the zone of physics, biology, and a 
blank: the type of distinction arising in Samkhya of the ‘spiritual’ material,at 
the highest level. The existence of entities in the hypernomic zone with 
elements beyond life of consciousness and will are a logical possibility not 
considered by theists/atheists in their debates. The term ‘consciousness’, 
perhaps ‘hyper-consciousness’ might work better, is confusing and slippery.

We must be clear that while atheism satisfies the demands of many 
‘secularists’ so-called, there is quite another issue in suspecting the ‘existence’ 
of ‘spiritual’ powers within nature, entities that exist, and thus are ‘spiritually’ 
material, in the vein of classic Samkhya. None of the antinomies of reason 
attend this hypothesis: ‘god’ must be beyond existence as its source, but 
powers within nature are excellent candidates for science fiction, on the 
way to being discovered. 

Because Bennett defined ‘demiurgic power’ in an occult way, we can 

Fig. 6 Gustave Dore: 
The Deluge
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The design debate, design vs. 
natural selection, is destined to 
be deadlocked. The strategy of 
reductionist scientism has failed 
here. But so has creationism 
trying to use design arguments 
as proofs of the existence of 
god. ‘God’ cannot ‘exist’ inside 
space-time, and is ‘outside’ of 
‘existence’ in a different mode, 
being, beyond knowledge. 
This makes the whole debate 

nonsensical. And we cannot speak of ‘intelligent’ design in predicates 
for ‘god’. Monotheists have lost the distinction between ‘supernatural’ 
and the ‘spiritual’ inside the realm of the material/natural, but it is 
present in the Old Testament as ‘Elohim’. That then would be an 
empirical issue, a ‘phenomenology’ of ‘spirits’, the ‘heavenly host’ of 
the Christians, perhaps. Outlandish, but logical. In a sense the design 
argument should be a natural sideline to scientific research, since 
teleological machines are a staple of biochemistry, now confronting 
the epigenome. But this has nothing to do with theism, necessarily. 
The ‘natural teleology’ of Kant suggests that ‘design’ begins as a 
naturalistic phenomenon, whatever the mysteries of unknowable 
divinity. And there is a third possibility, as noted: a natural demiurge 
(plural?) acting within space-time, science fiction perhaps, but logical. 
The materiality of the ‘spiritual’ resolves the questions of material 
soul, short of the supernatural, which is beyond knowledge. The idea 
of a material soul (as opposed to an enlightened being beyond soul) 
is unknown to Christians, but is known in the Sufistic and Indic 
traditions. The problem with design arguments is, ironically, the way 
in which religious mythology has distorted the use of the term ‘god’, 
leaving it dangerously ambiguous, and design arguments fairy tales. 
The ancient prophets warned severely of the use of such terms of pop 
theism, reserving reference to a ‘pointing to’, as in the abstract referent 
IHVH. The strange record left by the Old Testament has actually 
lost the thread of its deep discovery of historical ‘evolution’, which 
can indeed impinge on design questions. But this record conceals a 
revolutionary discovery, which the creators of Israelitism did not yet 
understand. DMR

Fig. 7 William Blake: Elohim creating 
Adam (note the distinction, ‘god’, ‘elohim’) 
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propose a repeated change of terminology to expose dangerous thinking 
with an occult ambiguity: the idea is from Plato, the ‘demiurge’, in 
the singular. The plural is an apt speculation: we can however speak 
of the  ‘demiurgic atman/brahman’ or the demiurgic manifold (or 
the manifold demiurge). In the conclusion we will use the term ‘SPR-
MAT-X’, to create a neutral term. Note the similarity to the ‘elohim’. 
Modern skeptics can and should critique such notions, but they belong 
to empiricism, of the future. 

Design arguments next to the ‘design inference’, an 
idea created by the ID movement, but easily generalized, 
deserve this reserve hypothesis of the ‘spiritual’ 
inside nature, because it is an empirical question. Has 
mankind, as the Sufis secretly claimed, interacted with 
mysterious spiritual beings, upgrades of the angelic 
host? Skeptics must remain so, but might acknowledge 
this hypothesis can act as ground wire, and logically 
alternate to the hopeless confusion over issues of the 
‘existence’ of god. We will not decide between theism 
and atheism, but will insist that the ‘existence of god’ 
is contradictory. ‘God’ would be beyond existence as 
its source in a larger realm of ‘being’, just as Escher 
diagrams are non-physical, but do have ‘being’. Our 
historical model works fine without these Trojan horse 
concepts from fringe theology.  

But the irony in the study of the Axial Age is the way 
that it leaves us immersed in the study of modernity.  

Fig. 8 Temple of Juno--Roberts

Fig. 9 Teertanker
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Notes Toward an Evolutionary 
Psychology Beyond Scientism 

Schopenhauer spontaneously 
rediscovered the essence of the 
ancient Upanishadic/Samkhya 

spectrum of thought in the Kantian 
context, and he is the more convincing 
for having independently come on 
the core ideas, which degrade under 
repetition, and which began streaming 
into modernity in the Enlightenment. 

The philosopher J. G. Bennett recounts a variant 
of what Schopenhauer rediscovered, the ancient 
yogic-Buddhist distinction of ‘being, function, 

will’, in his language, of the causal order, its envelope of greater ‘being’, 
and the independent reality of ‘will’. Despite its own problems (the 
‘will’ is problematical as egoic or noumenal), this can help as an 
exercise, and to break the habit of the misleading ‘material/spiritual’ 
duality, which causes endless confusion. He cites the analogy of man 
compared to a room with various objects, each with a function, a 
typewriter, a bed, a sewing-machine, a musical instrument, a telescope. 
In darkness the bed can be used, but not the machines. With a candle, 
the machinery can function better, while if window is opened, the 
telescope can be used. The machines correspond to functionality, the 
light to being, and the ‘user’ to the factor of will. Cf. J. G. Bennett, 
The Dramatic Universe, Vol I, (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1953), p. 
55. This analogy, where the light corresponds to ‘being’, and the will 
answers the question, who uses the machines? can help to sort out the 
confusion of brain, neuroscience and self, which has elements of being 
and will in a still unknown relationship to the functionality of ‘brain’. 
Consider the distinction of physics and the equations of physics, to 
see that the discourse must embrace the larger framework of ‘being’ 
where the (Platonic) ideas of mathematics have we suppose a reality 
(‘being’) beyond physical existence. But Kant and Schopenhauer 
suggest the deeper insight into noumenal and phenomenal aspects and 
to the fact that self is larger than its categories of ‘space and time’. Part 
of the problem of understanding thus arises from the way the ‘mind’ 
is embedded in a larger framework, which it can’t see or visualize.

Fig. 10, 11, 12 
Woman, candle, bed, 

typewriter, violin
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The term ‘secular’ is being appropriated by the secular humanists who 
demand that modernity be atheist. But the early modern shows only a 
dialectic of resumed theism/atheism, after centuries of theocracy. The Axial 
Age is the source of the modern and shows a dramatic balance of opposites. 
Jaspers’ views are those of a theologian of the German type: immersed in 

Kant and his successors. The combination 
is the only one that could have generated 
the Axial Age generalizations. We launch a 
preemptive strike against the use, misuse, 
failure of use, of ‘designers’ produced like 
rabbits out of a hat to answer to the intelligent 
design intuition given by our data: 
We can consider a set of ‘spiritual’ powers 
inside ‘existence’ at a very high level. These 
have been considered many times in history, 
with the onset of monotheism confusing the 

issue of their action. But this concept nexus is flawed and confused with 
the powers of polytheistic paganism and their sacrifices. We should 
consider only the abstract possibility of some functionality of higher 
nature with being and some aspect of ‘will’. The action of such entities 
answers to the sense of design provoked by our data. But we must stay 
within the framework of our ‘systems analysis’ and not corrupt our 
data with designer myths. 

The Axial Age enigma is resolved in a remarkable ‘triple play’: 
 We are proceeding in several different directions, the historical, the 
evolutionary, and we find ourselves in the at first puzzling world of Kant. 
But his classic essay on history poses a set of questions about history and so 
does the thesis of the Axial Age: is there a connection? We are on the way 
to a remarkable triple play that solves the classic challenge posed by Kant, 
resolves the enigma of the Axial Age, and shows the relationship of both to 
our ideas of evolution and history. 

Fig. 13, 14 Moses and Akhenaton
As we move toward a new model 

of history we will discover a 
distinction of ‘stream and sequence’, 

the aspects of continuous and 
discontinuous histories. Moses and 
Akhenaton are in the stream aspect 

and not part of the Axial period. 
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hominids...

There are three broad types of explanation for human emergence, 
evolutionary psychological, religious, and New Age. The religious 
myths have fallen by the way side, despite hints of ancient 
understandings in the Adamic corpus. The New Age/Indic accounts 
are highly suggestive. The category of ‘evolution’ is right, but not the 
darwinian version.  

The attempts by evolutionary psychology to explain human 
evolution are almost more mythological than anything in religious 
or New Age speculative literature. This area is a void on all sides. 
But the evolutionary psychologists may well have insights into the 
microevolutionary adaptations of already existing ‘man’, often 
inducing decline of real potential. The suggestions in Big Brain: The 
Origins and Future of Human Intelligence (Lynch and Granger) are that 
at some point homo sapiens was more intelligent than he is now. The 
regime of adaptational natural selection is under strong suspicion as 
an eroder of human intelligence. The tale of Adam and Eve, charming 
even to the secularist, gives the game away, with a question: did man 
at the dawn of man interact with spiritual powers of some kind, 
and what did the Serpent mean in referring to consciousness. The 
psychology of evolution requires an answer to the meaning of the term 
‘consciousness’ and the route by which its advanced potential emerged 
in man. The complex semantics of this term demands a ‘fourth’, in 
modern Buddhist ‘slang’, enlightenment. We must ask, if the San 
have a language with 120 phonemes, if man hasn’t declined from his 
earliest nature, in which ‘enlightenment’ was his natural state, before 
the drift into mechanical states of mind. Beside the Buddhist there 
is the Advaita tradition which resolves the riddle in another way.  
Here the design argument lurks over the void of science: and the 
question of human evolution. The Annunaki are an internet obsession, 
but the clear mechanical character of the Axial Age shows us ‘design 
mechanics’ at its most elusive. But the Axial Age is a good portrait of 
the ‘evolution’ of religion. And a clue to the mysterious Old Testament.  
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The use of the formalism of evolution, macro and micro, is controversial, 
yet need not be, and is indicated by the data and greatly clarifies the blindness 
to levels of evolution. This is difficult for many, but it is a category nexus that 
exists in many fields. Does it apply to the data? Many will be critical in the 
name of science at the attempt to look at historical dynamics in this fashion. 
The reality is that ‘science’ fails with history and the use of a specified model 
as a trial of the data is almost the only option left. Here, the dramatic success, 
however limited, of such a simple model for such a complex phenomenon 
leaves us to wonder. We are onto something. 

We will speak of a formalism of evolution: an intermittent driver 
operating on a system with two levels. Lamarck was the first to use such a 
distinction. We puzzle over theories, their status, proofs and implications. 
A ‘model’ is actually a better way: it is a trial against the data and a match 
allows us some measure of deductive insight. It corresponds to an idea of 

‘systems analysis’, that is, a first encounter with a system too complicated 
for easy analysis.  

From Jaspers: It would seem that this axis of history is to be found 
in the period around 500 B.C., in the spiritual process that occurred 
between 800 and 200 B.C. It is there that we meet with the most 
deep cut dividing line in history. Man, as we know him today, 
came into being. For short we may style this the “Axial Period”.

We need to move with this insight, and yet zoom out to see the limits of 
its validity: the real issue is that of a discontinuous turning point. The only 
way past the almost total confusion over the Axial Age is to see its place 
in a larger context of multiple civilizations. In fact, we deal in subsets of 

Fig. 15 View into the Heyday of Greece
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 Where does the shaman come from? The 
antiquity of this mysterious category of 
magician and ‘spirit seer’ accompanies any 
and all discussions of the ‘evolution’ of human 
consciousness with the companion issues of 
man’s deeper consciousness, his will to the 
miraculous, and his own ‘spirit’ or ‘soul’, 
whatever that may be. 

What is mysterious is the superstitious 
character of the historical remnants of this primordial category 
of man. The explanation is not far away: man may have had 
a far higher degree of self-consciousness in earlier eras of his 
emergence and the category of shaman, in some earlier variant, 
accompanied that passage with effects that were real. There is 
also the possibility of the now lost real meaning of ‘incarnation’ 
as the action of avatars, ‘god men’ ( a term much abused, Bennett 
actually speaks of demiurgic powers entering early man), or men 
reaching states of enlightenment with active powers of the will. 
The rapid mechanization of descendants of such men provides a 
misleading history. 

Fig. 16 Shaman
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civilizations: ‘macro’ transitions, the key to the ‘axial’ riddle. It is useful to 
abstract the idea of evolution to a more general category that can apply to 

the historical. The evolution formalism 
is quite general and applies easily 
to the new context of world history. 
That is a direct challenge to the lame 
‘darwinism’ crippled by its confused 
foundation. The ‘macro’ aspect of the 
Axial Age is a complete example. This 
formalism is a descriptive method, 
and merely points to a possible 
theory. The original symbolism arose 
to distinguish ‘speciation’ from the 
secondary process of adaptation. The 
levels help to distinguish emergence 
and realization. Monotheism shows an 
emergent character yet is a primitive 
human creation also. 

I have given the book a second 
subtitle, suggesting the way the issues 

move forward to the modern world, provoking a discussion of secularism. 
The questions of religion, secularism and 
evolution, and, indeed, the evolution of religion, 
are a source of confusion in the context of 
the reign of darwinism. We are seduced into 
oversimplification in the name of science and the 
theory of natural selection has made us neglect 
the complexity of the question.  

We need to face the reality that the data of 
the Axial Age explodes both secular and religious 
interpretations of the monotheistic myth of Israel.  
Further, the distinction of ‘sacred’ and ‘secular’ is 
misleading. The legacy of Old Testament history 
must face the challenge of a new Reformation 
to recast the histories of ‘Israel’ in a new global narrative. Our topics are 
the issues of the Greek, ‘Israelite’, Persian, Indian, and Chinese phases in 
a ‘revised’ ‘Axial interval’ from 900 BCE to 600 BCE. We will justify this 
change in the definition as we go along. But the ultimate strategy is to change 

Fig. 17 Ruins of Athens

Fig. 18 Jacob and the Angel
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We should ground Bennett’s idea of ‘demiurgic powers’, probably a 
variant of very ancient thinking, transmitted from greater antiquity 
by Sufism. A little known work, The People of the Secret (Octagon, 
1983), by Ernst Scott, written in the wake of Bennett’s The Dramatic 
Universe points to the connection with Sufism in that book, and 
also discusses Bennett’s full thematic of ‘demiurgic powers’ and the 
‘hidden directorate’, the latter being, evidently, historical beings in an 
esoteric realm generally unknown to the outer populations subjected 
to religious initiatives behind various forms of disinfo. This is an 
important distinction, since the confusion of esoteric human action 
and the far more elusive action of demiurgic powers operating on a 
far longer time-scale is a possible source of confusion. Much so-called 
esoteric action is on the level of barely competent confusion such as 
we see in the legacies of Rosicrucianism and the occult, while the 
realm of the demiurgic powers is on the scale of human evolution 
itself, scales not less than ten thousand years in basic time spans. The 
action of hidden occult powers can be very dangerous: we should 
never accept claims here uncritically.

If we stay within Bennett’s analysis we should distinguish: 1. demiurgic 
powers, 2. an esoteric human sphere (hidden directorate), 3. the 
field of cosmic laws with the ‘biospheres’ in the cascade of the ‘ray 
of creation’. The scale of the macrosequence shows a ‘mechanical 
aspect’ that might be biospheric, with the action of the demiurgic 
powers associated with that, like workers in a garden. This might help 
to sort out the hopeless confusion of the right interpretation of the 
Axial Age, and macrosequence. Note however that we disallow hybrid 
explanations. We have no proof of any designer power in history, 
and our systems analysis remains starkly silent about such entities. 

The history of religion is beset with the claims of esotericists against 
religion, but these often fail to see the larger influence of the demiurgic 
realm which bypasses such influences in the larger direction of 
religion for humanity as a whole. Esoteric occultists are mostly 
deluded and have no direct spiritual authority. In general the religious 
sphere failed to predict or understand the rise of the modern and 
was taken by surprise by the onset of a new era. The chaotification 
of Axial Age religion in the result is clear. The mentor, Gurdjieff, of 
Bennett is one of the dangerous gnostics cited, and their disinfo has 
produced tremendous confusion. 
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terminology and leave behind the term ‘Axial Age’. We 
can take a step backward here and use the term on the 
way to its larger context. Jaspers himself was on the 
way to this larger insight, but was unable to distinguish 
the issue of a ‘civilization’ from a smaller transitional 
interval. And the modern period confounds religious 
perceptions because its ‘secularism’ seems to be some 
kind of decline from a true spiritual age. We should 
disagree with but cite Jaspers’ theological coloring 
of the ‘Axial Age’ but note carefully that it was a 
theologian steeped in German classical philosophy 
who was able to perceive the Axial period beyond its 
Occidental, Israelite, framework to posit a transcultural 
phenomenon. Here Nietzsche has confused many. He 
is a unique philosopher, but in reality anomalous. He 
is a ‘come lately’ far past the foundational moment of 
modernity, and he in no way produces the defining 

terms of the 
age of so-called secularism. He drives 
many to reject the modern world. 
Jaspers hits on the extraordinary 
strangeness of world history in 
the way it shows set direction (his 
intuition about Christianity shows 
this) and yet multifurcates into 
multiple streams. The way to create 
a balance of direction and anti-
direction is only visible in the larger 
‘macro’ effect...We will approach 
this with a metaphor of stream and 
sequence...

Jaspers had breadth and was able 
to move past the Occidental, later 
Eurocentric focus, of the Christian 
world. Let us note that Jaspers’ title 

to his classic implies a teleological 
interpretation. Jaspers might be 
confusing because he states one position 
and then moves on from it forthwith. 

Fig. 19 Krishna scene  Krishna 
is a mystery: not an Axial Age 

figure, but the outcome of a now 
unknown spiritual sourcing.

Fig. 20 Less known, 
Mahavir is a crucial 
Axial Age lead up 

for buddism
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Tr e e  R i n g s  a n d  R e l a t i ve 
Beginnings. 

We will have more to say about ‘relative 
beginnings’ but a simple example with 
illustrate the point: the layers of tree 
rings. It is perfectly possible to have 
an absolute discontinuous beginning 
inside a larger continuous stream, an 
invention is an example, but we should 
in this case be wary of the probable 

reality: a sudden beginning inside a larger stream is more likely one in a series 
of such. We should check the evidence here to see if this might be the case. 

Each year in the growth of a tree is a relative beginning in a series indicating 
the age of the tree

This raises the issues promoted as Intelligent Design by religious critics of 
Darwinism. There is no real way to detect a designer. But the evidence seems 
overwhelming. What we can do is try to show the reality of design and then 
leave the evidence neutral. The result 
is a useful ‘systems model’ that 
tries to depict a complex ‘design’.  
Consider the distinction of ‘system 
action’ and ‘free action’. A shepherd 
and his sheep. Religionists must 
move beyond design, while scientists 
must confront complex systems 
that explain herding effects: 
input applied to systems that are 
aggregates of unit individuals. No 
accident the Bible is fond of sheperd 
metaphors.  

Crucial is the ‘stream 
and sequence’ analog in the 
model. Splitting streams and 
directionality are a crucial 
aspect of the ‘macro effect’ and 
its model.

Fig. 21,2,3 Tree 
rings, sheperds, 
splitting stream
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The idea of the Axial Age as the key turning point in human development 
won’t work: a series of such transitions would make more sense. The origins 
of religion are, we muse, in the shaman and his mysterious world stretching 

back to the dawn of the Paleolithic. And Jaspers 
ignores the fact that the emergence of Christianity 
is not in the Axial Age. 

The perspective developed here can help to see 
that historical archaeology and the new perspective 
of the Axial Age has actually discovered something 
arguably far more remarkable than the original. The 
drama of Revelation moves to become a chapter in a 
larger transformation of antiquity in the remarkable 
account of Jaspers, which is however caught between 
two stools. It is also 
important to see that 

the era of the Old Testament joins a family 
of such transformations, from Greece and 
Rome to India and China. In a final irony, if 
it is the case that the Axial Age shows the net 
equivalent of an ‘age of revelation’ on a larger 
transcultural stage, the same must be true of 
the modern ‘next axial period’, modernity. 
We should however refrain from that phrase 
to see that the de facto ‘revelation’ effect is real 
enough. 

Our account will move in two directions 
and then unite both in a single spectacular 
solution to both Kant’s Challenge, so-called, 
and the enigma of the Axial Age. The common  
solution to both problems is spectacular, and 
then impinges on a third, the meaning of 
‘evolution’. Our method is non-trivial and 
resolves one of the classic queries of the philosopher Kant in his essay on 
history. Our method of discovery is to detect a frequency pattern and adopt 
a finite-transition model for this to match ‘directionality’ with recursive 
cyclicity. 

In Chapter Two, we present the solution to the riddle of the Axial Age, 

Fig. 24 Cro-
Magnon man

Fig. 25 The First Artist: 
homo sapiens and the 

dawn of the artist
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 The design debate has come to haunt 
Darwinian ideology. The strategy of 
reductionist scientism has failed here. 
But so have creationists trying to use 
design arguments as proofs of the 
existence of god. Monotheists have lost 
the distinction between ‘supernatural’ 
and the ‘spiritual’ inside the realm of the 
material/natural. In a sense the design 
argument should be a natural sideline 
to scientific research, since teleological 

machines are a staple of biochemistry, now 
confronting the epigenome. But this has 
nothing to do with theism, necessarily. 

The ‘natural teleology’ of Kant suggests that ‘design’ begins 
as a naturalistic phenomenon, whatever the mysteries of 
unknowable divinity. And there is a third possibility, as noted: 
a natural demiurge acting within space-time, science fiction 
perhaps, but logical. The materiality of the ‘spiritual’ resolves 
the questions of material soul, short of the supernatural, 
which is beyond knowledge. The idea of a material soul (as 
opposed to an enlightened being beyond soul) is unknown to 
Christians, but is known in the Sufistic tradition. The problem 
with design arguments is, ironically, the way in which Biblical 
mythology has completely wrecked the whole genre, rendering 
the use of the term ‘god’ dangerously ambiguous, and design 
arguments fairy tales. The ancient prophets warned severely 
of the use of such terms of pop theism, reserving reference to 
a ‘pointing to’, as in the abstract referent IHVH. The strange 
record left by the Old Testament has actually lost the thread 
of its deep discovery of historical ‘evolution’, which can 
indeed impinge on design questions. But this record conceals 
a revolutionary discovery, which the creators of Israelitism 
did not yet understand. If we confine these remarks to the 
Preface it could be because we won’t solve them in the text! 
The issues are well cautioned by the philosopher Kant. 

Fig. 26 God Bestowing 
a Soul on Adam
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and this begins by citing a classic essay from Kant, on history. Kant 
called for a new Kepler to detect a natural purpose in the course of 
history. He projects the problem into the future, due to the need for 
future research. The nineteenth century amply resolves the need for 
data. It doesn’t require a Kepler, a simple test of the data solves the 
problem very quickly, but only in a restricted range. Kant also refers 
to the idea of ‘Nature’s Secret Plan’ and evidence for a progression 
toward the perfect civil constitution. Our analysis amply resolves this 
progression in what we have called the ‘discrete freedom sequence’. 

The revolution of archaeology in the nineteenth century produced for the 
first time in world history a continuous record at the level of five thousand 

years, the minimum as we will 
see for resolving the riddle of 
directionality. Two cycles and 
the start of a third will fit into 
such an interval, a tantalizing 
result. 

The debate over evolution 
is confounded by the chronic 
uncertainty over the issue of 
design, now ‘Intelligent Design’ 
in the terms of a recent religious 
thinktank group. The issue of 
design is far too ‘over-argued’: 
the quest ion of design is 
unavoidable. But by the same 
token the Old Testament has 
confused the issue of design in 
history, and we see design in the 
emergence of complementary 
religions, theistic and atheistic. 

The term ‘design’ is thus a very 
controversial one: but our account 

can help to see how religious and ‘secular’ accounts are both confused on 
the question. Let us note that one of the classic critics of design was the 
philosopher Kant. But it is also true that he suspected a thesis of a ‘demiurge’ 
to be at work in history. Beside Kant there is Schopenhauer with his insight 
into the ‘Will in Nature’, an ironic design argument from an atheist. Our 
model does its work without forcing the issue on the reader. So the ‘hysteria’ 

Fig. 27 The Ghost Scene in Hamlet
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In Bennett’s scheme the 
material/spiritual is replaced 
w it h  t he  hy ponom ic , 

autonomic, and hypernomic realms, the latter being the framework 
of four  cosmic ‘energies’: conscious, creative, unitive and...? Man’s 
animal vitality or awareness ascends an octave to ‘consciousness’ 
(self-remembering consciousness) which in turn is induced with a 
still higher ‘energy’ he calls ‘creative’. To say that consciousness is 
a cosmic energy is borderline crackpot yet a cogent thought in the 
limits of his model. The tetrad shown is interesting but dubious. 
The point is that standard evolutionary scenarios, even those 
critical of darwinism, probably fail at this key point, the threshold 
where man as a hominid acquires a soul, a mind, creative powers, 
a sense of ethics, and most crucial a very complex linguistic reality 
with built in archetypes, myths, soon to become sagas, poetries, 
dance, etc... Bennett’s remarkable portrait can hold the dyke of 
rampant new age speculation, keeping in mind that we have no 
real observations of the emergence of homo sapiens. It is an open 
question that man required direct avataric intervention to cross 
the threshold of man. A cosmic energy can clearly be detected 
by the ‘vital apparatus’ of man as he is, so it is a question rather 
of man attempting to overcome the limits of his animal being to 
realize his potential consciousness which as a cosmic energy is 
‘all around him’. Bennett’s ideas are ripe for abuse, and one issue 
is the obsession in many legacies with ‘sacrifice’ and its place in 
the evolution of religion remains unclear. The world of dangerous 
gnostics Bennett lived in was obsessed with theistic class warfare 
and the ‘food for god’ rackets that emerged in the degeneration 
of now lost religious traditions where primordially the questions 
of animal/human sacrifice were born. 

Fig. 28 The Shiva Seal 
Discussions of consciousness 

invoke questions about the 
origins of ‘yoga’ and the 

‘history of consciousness’ in 
the Paleolithic and before. How 

much of the original human 
spectrum has died out?



Enigma Of The Axial Age 46

over design would be misplaced here. 
Our strategy with design is to give it an airing but to focus on creating 
a neutral model as a foil to mediate discussion. Much of the critique 
of design is based on false assumptions, so we are forced to be wary of 
either side of the debate. It is useful to consider entities that are beyond 
existence, next to ‘spiritual’ beings that are within existence. The latter 
are the solution to the design riddle, perhaps. But this confounds the 
advance beyond polytheism that characterized monotheism. 

The idea of a material/spiritual being within the realm of existence is 
ancient and has many forms, e.g. the heavenly host. The realization 
that such entities in various myths as bodies of light or the equivalent 
could exist helps to neutralize confusion over design arguments. Such 
ideas should remain definitional virtuality, and we must throw back 
a small fish as we discover our tendencies to recreate pagan fancies...
they defeat the purpose of monotheism, very dangerously, yet show 
how the ‘one god’ idea was an idea of the ‘demiurge’ generalized past 
its Kantian boundaries, creating a legacy of confusion.  

Angelic memes: As we see we are citing ancient archetypes (the 
Sufi versions are less 
known in the West). 
These are the same as 
our ‘new’ approach 
a nd yet  we must 
renounce them at 
once: they are ‘clutter’ 
in religious history, 
which must recycle 
this concept ASAP 
due to metaphysical 
voiding of their status 
a s  m o n o t h e i s t i c 
mythology (and apt substitutions for pagan divinities). Our solution 
is purely theoretical and posits material, living, and a third category: 
‘beings’ with ‘will’ and ‘consciousness’ but not ‘alive’. This is very strange 
at first but solves many problems. 

Dangerous gnostics The world of Bennett was an ambiguous interaction 
with Sufis and other shadow gnostics. We can only provisionally use 
his concept of demiurgic power: it will become the Trojan horse for 
all sorts of ‘authoritarian explanations’ based on esoteric deceptions. 
We can create our own version, and note that Christians had muddled 
versions of such ideas, such as the Heavenly Host. The point is that 
‘spiritual beings’, fully material can exist within nature. Man is one of 

Fig. 29 Ba Bird: enigma of Egyptian soul concepts
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The question of sacrifice in the history of religion 
is complex and hard to resolve. The Axial Age 
shows a clear initiative to move beyond the legacy 
of human/animal sacrifice. But this is delayed in 
the mysterious sluggishness and compromise of 

the Israelite tradition 
which is still in many 
ways in the realm of 
the earlier eras. The 
vestigial Abraham/
I s a a c  meme  h a s 
produced immense 
confusion and should 
never have survived into the corpus. The 
sublimation and abstraction of ‘sacrifice’ 
in the Christian legacy is also ambiguous, 
yet succeeds in leading religion beyond 
‘sacrifice’ in the pagan sense. The confusions 

over Abraham and the sacrifice of Isaac 
have been disastrous: is this not at hangover 
from the paganism of the earlier era?  The 
confusion in India over the Aryan  Vedism 
and sacrifice and the primordial Indian 
religion add to this murky history. Finally 
we touch on the question of the Maya and 
their synchrony...

 

Fig. 30, 31, 32, 33 Maya vessel with 
sacrificial scene, crucifixion as sacrificial 

sacrament, Greek animal sacrifice, 
Abraham and sacrifice of Isaac
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them...This thinking is classic Samkhya and belongs to noone. 

Soul hypotheses These are too controversial for current science, but 
arise the same way that ‘spooky physics’ arises, with the foundational 
conjecture that the human frame passes beyond the space-time 
boundary. 

Bennett was kidnapped by Sufi pirates and used as a mouthpiece for some 
strange doctrines, but his insight into Samkhya is remarkable and  belongs 
to greater antiquity and not to those who will take a proprietary interest 
in the use of his ideas: read only, consigned to the Preface/Conclusion: we 
cannot deal for long in these fictions, but they serve as temporary models 
to clarify theistic confusions. 

The issue of secularism is very confused due to its shift in meaning. It 
is taken as a synonym for the rise of atheism in the modern world, but the 
term itself sources in the perception of the onset of a new era or epoch in 
the sixteenth century. It is thus ironically associated with the Reformation, 
not for the modern trend toward post-religion, a trend among many. A 
challenge confronts modernists: the crisis in the definition of the basic 
perspective we call ‘modern’. Next to this lies that wild goose chase, the 
postmodern hallucination. 

The progression of thought, clearly visible in Jaspers, is to puzzle over 
the Axial Age, suspect the modern era shows a second such age, and 
then attempt to posit a set of axis points. This is the right strategy but 
it is not enough. The idea of a second Axial Age forces the question, 
has it already happened or must we create it? If the latter we confront 
the need to operate over many centuries to make changes in whole 
cultures. Not as yet realizable? The other possibility is that a second 
Axial Age has already happened. But religious proponents find this 
unacceptable: they wish to found a new ‘Axial Age’ to undo modernity 
which seems to lack spiritual potential. This confusion has haunted 
a very large contingent of thinkers including those in the phase of 
postmodernism. The problem is solved for us: the ‘axis point’ has 
already completed. 

The question of religion in world history and in the modern world moving 
into a new future is very controversial because the reformation of religion 
is confused with its abolition via skeptical rationalism. But the influx of 
religious issues and cults via the New Age movement into the modern period 
in the nineteenth century shows perhaps how this issue will be decided. The 
question of epochs and ages is a study in itself, and the confusion over such 
thinking needs a correction. The issue is not the abolition of religion, but 
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A puzzle inside a puzzle One of the 
mysteries of our analysis is the enigma of 
the Mayans: the Mayan start is in the Axial 
Age and shows the exact pattern of (Olmec) 
lead up ‘stream and sequence’ format that 
we see in all the other cases of the Axial Age. 

This raises difficult questions for our model 
and for the issue of a civilization introducing 
‘sacrifice’ in an isolated history that misses 
the coming abolition of sacrifice...We can 
defer on this confusion until the reader is 
clear on the nature of the dynamic involved. 
But we must exercise caution on these 
issues: rogue ‘prophets’, none other than 
Bennett’s guru Gurdjieff being an example, 
trying to reinvent sacrifice for the future 
are  analogous to union busting attacks on 

labor. They wish to roll back the gains 
of the Axial Age...

The problem has another obvious 

solution: the Mayans show the stage of  first state formation and are 
one cycle or more behind the average Eurasian field and are at a stage 
of development where sacrificial religion gets a pass from our macro 
effect. We cannot be sure at all of such interpretations, and we must 
be wary of any or all statements its Axial dynamics.

Fig. 34, 5 Mayan priest 
smoking, Mayan temple
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the recycling of religions of the Axial Age. 
 
Our study of the Axial Age will bring home the issue of the evolution of 

religion in itself and in the context of modernity. We need an insight into 
the way new eras of history initiate and seem to produce transformations 
of religion, and not only religion but of the cultural totalities as a whole. 

Religion, along with advanced language, consciousness and ‘soul’ we 
suspect emerge with homo sapiens and his potential begins releasing 
in the eras of Cro-Magnon man/woman.

We need to see, as already noted, a dynamic that transcends the religious 
perspective. A closer look shows that the ‘secular’ era via the Reformation 
injected religion into modernity. Religionists dealing with legacy spiritual 
movements that emerged in the Axial Age would do well to study our 
model of history with its perception of epochs in a series. The process of 
renewal generates an imperative to religious critique that often disorients 
those committed to a traditionalist faith. The rise of modernity shows a 
consistent and repeated set of challenges to traditional religion. The issue is 
not that modernity transcends or discards ‘religion’ but that it will recycle 
the Axial Age brands. 

This is obviously the result of the scientific revolution in its collision 
with archaic and non-evidentiary claims in the realm of theology, and 
history. This is taken as obvious by many  ‘secularists’ but the questions 
of religion have not as yet been properly addressed by science. In fact, the 
question of what constitutes ‘science’ remains ambiguous in the realms of 
evolutionary theory, the study of human consciousness, and the nature of 
mind. The data of the Axial Age complicates the critique of the historical 
basis of Biblical Christianity and shows it to be a part of a larger Eurasian, 
thence global system. And the ‘co-incidence’ of the Greek Axial shows how 
the idea of an ‘age of revelation’ extends easily to what we might call the 
‘birth of secularism’. 

The question of ‘god’ is intractable and it is of ironic note to consider that 
‘monotheism’ has a dialect that refuses the term in the legacy of those who 
refused to utter the terms of divinity. The glyph IHVH, before it turns into 
‘Jehovah’, can be put to this use for us here. We are confronted with a stern 
case of ‘garbled message’ syndrome: we have overwhelming ‘evidence’ for the 
action of ‘god’ in history, but a closer look shows that this isn’t really ‘god’. 
We need thus to be careful in assessing the claims for theistic historicism,  
mindful that the element of ‘design’ in history is altogether confusing and 
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Timeline for the Rise of Civilization

The factor of ‘ten thousand year explosions’ is clearly at work in the 
emergence (‘evolution’) of civilization. 

From 50,000 years ago: dawn of human culture
20,000 to 15,000 years ago: the Last Glacial Maximum, transition to 

interglacial 
15,000 to 12,500 years ago: Bølling-Allerød Interstadial, warming
12,500 years ago: Younger Dryas, 1300 years of renewed cold
11,500 years ago: onset of Holocene 
Then around 9-10,000 BCE we see the first beginnings of the 

agricultural revolution with the Natufians in Western Asia. Then a new 
‘Great Explosion’ takes place.:

The period of the Neolithic beginning ca. 8000 BCE in the Fertile 
Crescent is still too coarse-grained to detect the ‘hidden transitions’ we 
suspect, but we can plot the basic outline very easily: 

-8000 to -5500 BCE is the first phase,
-5500 to -3000 BCE is the second phase,
leading to the take-off period of ‘higher’ civilization
ca. -3300 we see Sumer and Dynastic Egypt crystallize
A great field of civilizations and histories arise in the diffusion fields 

of these two great starts, but the basic framework is in place until the 
Axial period: 

-900 to -600 BCE: we see a synchronous parallel emergence field 
across Eurasia, with ambiguous data for Africa and the New World. This 
massive convulsion of transformed culture sets the stage for the first stage 
of globalization. 

1500 to 1800, another rapid transition to a new age period. The lack of 
synchrony here in the single focus of Europe is totally misunderstood. Our 
analysis suggests the obvious reason: parallel transitions would collide. 

 This almost miraculous pattern of data, alternating between fast 
advance and ‘medieval’ middles is a dead-ringer for the term ‘punctuated 
equilibrium’, and shows a clear frequency pattern of about 2400 years, as 
hard as that can be to accept. But this kind of action, totally unexpected, 
fulfills our requirements for an ‘evolutionary’ driver. Almost all the great 
advances of civilization occur within these ‘axial’ intervals.  DMR
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has been wrongly understood by all sides to theistic controversy. 
The critics of religious historicism are themselves confounded by the 

perception of a process that exhibits the characteristics of the action of a 
‘higher power’ in history. But the theological mythology that is traditional 
here is not adequate to this new data set. 

 The connection between the 
discussion of religion and the issues 
of evolution is a stumbling block for 
many. But the discovery of a large-
scale pattern of the ‘non-random’ in 
world history forces the issue. Our 
use of the term ‘evolution’ will require 
a bit of caution. It will refer, not to a 
theory, but to empirical evidence of 
a ‘developmental’ process. And this 
evidence is present in world history. 

We also have a way to connect 

‘evolution’ and ‘history’ with a logical argument and this can help us to see 
that the emergence of homo sapiens is more than an anatomical discussion. 
The last generation has seen a remarkable resurgence of the ‘design debate’. 
With man, the question arises as to how such a complex creature could 
evolve in isolation. 

Remarkably biologists have boxed themselves into a corner via the claims 
that natural selection refutes the design argument. It has simply fueled the 
suspicion that design is a factor. The design argument is inevitable given 
the extensive and obvious plethora of designed biochemical machines dealt 
with by biologists. The larger question of design evokes the suspicion that it 
is an aspect of nature and that a teleological factor lurks in the whole game, 

Fig. 36 Phoenician drachm, 4th century BC The coin shows a 
seated deity, labelled either “YHW” (Yahu) or “YHD” (Judea) 

    “A coin from Gaza in Southern Philista, fourth century BC, the 
period of the Jewish subjection to the last of the Persian kings, 

has the only known representation of this Hebrew deity.
The following from ‘fringe literature on the Annunaki’ 
shows the origins and complexity of the Yahweh term.

THE ORIGIN OF THE NAME OF GOD AND HIS TRUE IDENTITY. 
Synopsis and Translation of the Phoenician, Ugaritic, Canaanite, 

Sumerian, Akkadian, and Assyrian Tablets. Kindle Edition
by Maximillien de Lafayette
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Theism/Atheism: The ‘God’ Debates :
Circular firing squad approach

The confusion of Darwin debate springs in part the attempt to 
use the evolutionary question as a battleground for beliefs in 
theism or atheism. Our brief discussion of Kant warns us of 
the intractable character of such debate, and the futility of this 
strategy on both sides. This polarization has become explicit in 
the crystallization of the so-called Intelligent Design movement 
next to the so-called New Atheists attempting, it seems, to make 
fundamentalist Darwinism a metaphysical foundationalism. In 
general, the context of the obsessive Western theism/atheism 
dialectic makes real evolutionary discourse almost impossible. 
The world has been held hostage to this closed debate long enough. 

Richard Dawkins in his The God Delusion, along with Daniel 
Dennett in Breaking the Spell,  have produced the symmetrical 
antithesis to the exploitation of the design argument in what 
comes close to claims for the legitimation of atheism in the 
assumptions of Darwinian natural selection. We can suggest that 
this is a mood, more than a philosophy, as the derailed freight-
train of mechanized religion proceeds with dead momentum 
past all the implications of Enlightenment critique, threatening 
the attempted cultural renewal of modernity. But Darwinism is 
a poor candidate for meeting this trend. Religionists should take 
note of the inexorable dialectical reaction to stale theologisms 
in the ferocity of ‘New Age’ passages beyond the religions of 
antiquity, and the Axial Age. These ‘New Atheists’ are fighting 
the suffocation of stale theologisms.  

The terms ‘God, soul, mind, life, will, design, providence, 
consciousness, sacred, spiritual, transcendence’ prowl like 
semantic wild beasts near any discussion of history. 

We cannot arbitrarily exclude arguments by design, but we can 
demand new terminology, and precise definitions. We will make 
this our one inviolable rule. Thus, it is almost impossible to use 
the term ‘god’ without prejudice in relation to differing religions 
and our study will completely disallow it in any (theoretical) 
context. This is not an atheistic stance since the discussion is 
mostly meaningless, and it does allow fresh terms and definitions. 
Our position here is neither theistic, atheistic, or agnostic. These 
terms buttonhole all discussion. 
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even that the progressions of speciation have a hidden directionality. The 
question of design evokes the question of the designer, and this issue has 
foundered in theological distraction. 

We should consider the ‘existence’ of beings of a high order who can 
be the source of unknown but highly advanced powers of action. This is a 
rubric of possibility that can free us from crude creationism, and answers 
the question of the ‘who’ in the designer category. 

This issue arises as we attempt to understand human evolution. This is 
an intractable question with multiple question marks:

the emergence of language
the nature of mind
the question of ethical reasoning
the source of creativity
the enigma of ‘self-awareness’ as an ‘instrument’ of changing consciousness
the mystery of  ‘free will’ or short of that, ‘free agency’. 
last, but not least, the issue of soul

Debates over free will can be metaphysical but our point is made with a 
lesser candidate: free agency.  This is a staggering list of innovations, although 
their emergence in embryo at earlier stages of the hominid progression, 
especially that of homo erectus, provides some scope for evolution in stages. 
But over and over again biologists confront the necessity logically and the 
reality empirically of some kind of swift transition, already pegged in one 
rendition as the ‘Great Explosion’. We cannot assume that such a complex 
combination of properties can arise piecemeal. 

The problem here is that the darwinian framework cannot handle this 
‘almost impossible’ set of interconnected innovations. The inescapable design 
argument, at first a mode of explanation for complexity, is transformed into a 
definite suspicion that the overall set of human characteristics had an external 
guidance process. It is actually more plausible that man’s consciousness, 
rightly understood is a function of exterioriziing what is already there, so 
to speak. In any case, we do not understand our own consciousness, let 
alone is ‘evolution’.  

Let us consider that homo sapiens is a Buddha in embryo. How could this 
potential arrive by random evolution? Alfred Wallace, the parallel figure in 
the emergence of evolutionary theory, saw the problem of ‘potential’ traits, 
and moved toward a form of design argument. So we are in good company 
here. We confront the question of man’s inability to pose a theory of evolution 
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Stream and Sequence

We can introduce a new and useful metaphor for the ‘eonic effect’, the 
stream and sequence relationship. We can use this as another way of 
describing a series. Another related metaphor is a relay race, or pony 
express: a series of running streams in parallel, but the baton passes 
between different runners (streams). In the same way, we see a series 
of streams of culture, their long histories, but a set of short intervals 
promote a larger ‘sequence’. 

Stream and Sequence Consider the dynamics of the Greek or Israelite 
Axial intervals (or any other for that matter). A stream history leads up 
to the Axial interval and shows transformation. This transformation 
generates a higher level step in a greater eonic sequence. This is the 
‘stream and sequence’ effect. We now have two levels to our account, the 
evolution of the stream of cultures, and the evolution of the high level 
sequence. And this allows us to give expression to ideas of evolutionary 
directionality and progress at the higher level. Or perhaps progression 
would be a better word. However, the idea of an eonic sequence allows 
us to proceed without committing ourselves on generalizations about 
progress which always end up confronted with various contradictions.  

Consider the diagram below: the x’s show sequence elements inside 
the continuous stream elements. A sequence moves between different 
streams...We have to wonder if an earlier Axial Age was not the case 
in the Neolithic, part 2...

1 xxxxxx___________________________________________________
___________3 xxxxxxx__________________________________
_____2 xxxxxxx___________________________________________
_________________4 xxxxxxx________________________

The pattern in world history is more complex and shows parallel effects:
xxxx-----------------------------------------Neolithic, part 1
-----xxxx-------------------------------------proto-Sumer to the north, Neolithic part 2
----------xxxx-------------------------------Sumer...3000 BCE
----------xxxx-------------------------------Egypt

---------------xxxx----------------------Greece/Rome 900 to 600 BCE
---------------xxxx-----------------------Isreal/Judah
---------------xxxx-----------------------Persia
---------------xxxx-----------------------India
---------------xxxx-----------------------China
--------------------xxxx---------------------------Euro-sector: 1500 to 1800
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that must explain complex states of consciousness that he has not usually 
experienced. This shows us that the issues of human evolution impinge on 
the issues of a kind of ‘generalized’ buddhism and this will undermine all 
simplistic forms of evolutionism.  

The views of Schopenhauer suggest that an atheist can solve the problem 
in essence without the trappings of ‘spiritual’ metaphysics. The place of ‘Will’ 
in nature is one way to clarify much of the confusion created by reductionist 
science. Beyond this, yet part of the same set of issues, is the question of the 
‘will’ in man: his intuitive egoic psychology of such, the stance of religious 
traditions on the question, the challenge of science to such ‘superstitions’ in 
the reign of universal cosmology. The questions raised by Bennett are thus 
a useful set of challenges to the usual understanding of human emergence.

WHEE was notable for its new model of history, and the  basic elements 
will recur here, but on the sidelines: the simplest approach is to look at a 
progression of epochs. But the reality is that world history shows a very 
remarkable dynamical structure. 

The basic issues and concepts are:
the relationship of history and evolution: a deduction
the sequence of transitions and relative beginnings
a distinction between historical determination and free agents
a useful metaphor of ‘stream and sequence’, or directionality
a frontier effect that shows why the sequence jumps around....
The result, a portrait of directionality via a series of transitions, is called 

the ‘eonic’ effect, and/or the ‘macro’ effect. 
______________

There is a considerable literature online on the subject of the Axial Age, 
almost all of it confused. Best to shovel dirt over most of it and move on. 
Our model can help, use it on trial. There is a basic issue at the core of the 
confusion: science can’t deal with synchronous events in parallel that have a 
common causal or generative core that must be in some sense ‘trans-spatial’ 
(but a ‘field effect’ works fine and isn’t transpatial). And if the ‘output’ is 
diverse yet analog in parallel (e.g. two distinct religions), the problem seems 
to defy analysis. But our model is able to explain this situation fairly easily. 

We can begin by citing the full text:
http://www.collegiumphaenomenologicum.org/wp-content/

uploads/2010/06/Jaspers-The-Origin-and-Goal-of-History.pdf
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Also: ascii format: http://www.columbia.edu/itc/religion/f2001/edit/
docs/axial_age.html

Much of the online literature on the Axial Age is of very poor quality. 
We could list some of the confusions here to suggest that something like 
our systematic ‘systems analysis’ can clarify a question that has antagonized 
most conventional historians. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Axial_Age
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Talk%3AAxial_Age

Our approach here is too complicated for many readers. But a slow 
course of building up the concepts needed to study a novel and unexpected 
phenomenon with a stunningly elusive dynamics can help to clarify the 
issues, and to create a novel way of looking at both history and evolution. 
This approach is not dogmatic, and can allow reader to apply and then 
withdraw a model applied to something that defies intuition and which is 
hard to visualize. This approach will teach us, not to become believers in a 
new perhaps speculative interpretation, but to be wary of historical theories 
altogether. We can’t get it straight by just reading ‘continuous flow’ histories. 
But the latter are much safer than attempts to reduce science to history and 
are advisedly the only safe way to approach the subject. Such works hit the 
tripwire of ‘theory’ is they dare dynamical concepts, like the ‘decline of the 
Roman Empire’, or the causes of the rise of capitalism. 

 Our method is ‘idiot first systems analysis by the book’, what is the 
phenomenon in question? World history (?what’s that). Does the phenomenon 
in question show system properties: we can start first with the question, 
does the phenomenon in question respond to a frequency analysis of any 
kind? To our stunned surprise, the answer is ‘yes’ and we can detect a large 
scale system operating over intervals of around 2400 years. We don’t need 
to pronounce this conclusively, because our data is insufficient to conclude 
the analysis. But the analysis, even if incomplete, can help us to forego the 
facile misperceptions of the Axial Age so-called. 

The Axial Age and Its Consequences (ed. Robert Bellah and Hans Joas)
http://www.hup.harvard.edu/catalog.php?isbn=9780674066496

Religion in Human Evolution
From the Paleolithic to the Axial Age
http://www.hup.harvard.edu/catalog.php?isbn=9780674061439
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The first work from many scholars contains a lot of doubtful analysis, 
and some drastic errors: who on earth can decipher the history of Indian 
relgion? The necessity of making the Axial Age safe for Darwinism results 
in the reiteration of all the fallacies of evolutionary psychology. 

http://muse.jhu.edu/books/9781438401942
The Origins and Diversity of Axial Age Civilizations
Shmuel N. Eisenstadt (1986)
This work has a large number of useful observations but the analysis 

cannot get out of the confusion in treating parallel events as having a 
significant relation while treating them as subject to a single historical 
stream.  But the author begins to realize that Axial Age Greece is a part of 
the analysis. 

http://books.google.com/books/about/The_Great_Transformation.html 
Karen Armstrong’s The Great Transformation shares the common fault 

of confusing the Axial Age entirely with religion,  and then trying to find the 
common denominator of Buddhism and monotheism, which won’t work. 

http://www.baylorpress.com/Book/396/Convenient_Myths.html
Convenient Myths
The Axial Age, Dark Green Religion, and the World That Never Was
By Iain Provan
This work actually produces a challenge to our work, a recent interpretation 

that includes Suzuki’s discussions.  But we are free of the myth of the Axial 
Age: it has no final status in our fuller model!  The problem here is the way 
the treatments of the Axial Age as stated are easily shown to be dubious. 
Our usage is en passant, and ends with a larger model. Is this model a myth? 
The advantage of a model is that it is proposed for examination, and is not 
stated as a final conclusion. And this particular model folds its cards on the 
Axial Age and looks to a large pattern. Jaspers actually senses this and his 
second paragraph rescues his book from the fate of most with its correct 
shift to the term ‘axis’: an axis of history would have to be empirically given. 
This approach survives handily into our larger model with its sequence of 
‘axis’ points.
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The thinking of J. G.Bennett, which springs form the legacy of Sufism, might 
help (to make us realize our ignorance). He speaks of demiurgic powers, 
of biospheric action, and almost of another category, the realm of what he 
calls a ‘hidden directorate’, evidently living men who have attained some 
higher state of spiritual consciousness, able to act in relation to spiritual or 
religious categories. It is also a question of ‘soul’ but in a Sufi sense. We have 
to be suspicious that something like this is present behind the scenes in the 
emergence of a religion like Christianity. But the category of hidden directorate 
is very dubious, and figures like Bennett are suggestible disciples. Figures 
trained on the spot via spiritual awakenings are the only likely candidates. 
A hidden esoteric group is going to be a dangerous mafia. We must be wary 
of such concepts.  The ‘hidden directorate’ was taken by surprise by the rise 
of modernity, a failed test so basic we must suspect the status of the idea is 
dubious. But Bennett’s scheme, with our modification, makes sense. Perhaps 
he was right. Clearly the culture of Israelitism in the centuries after the Axial 
Age had a potential (there are even dubious predictive myths pointing to 
the future realization of such a potential) but this could only be realized by 
some power that would have to be distinct from the Axial system which had 
completed its action. There is something mysterious in the triadic appearance 
of three men, John the Baptist, Paul the Apostle, and the figure ‘Jesus’, not 
yet the Christ. This strange drama is almost unfathomable and rapidly 
generated so much unwitting disinfo or instant mythology that it is hard to 
make sense of it. But clearly we have an instance of the category of a ‘hidden 
directorate’. And the myth even includes intimations of this in the strange 
tale of three Magi, who knew what was afoot. Why would this be different 
from a putative category of demiurgic powers?  Isn’t our explanation getting 
out of hand with a multiplication of entities? The charge could be just, but in 
fact the extra detail might start to make sense of what never made sense, the 
New Testament. No other approach can explain how a religion with such a 
harebrained outcome as the Christian could also have a high spiritual source, 
or sources.  The triad at the start remains a clue/riddle we can’t solve. The 
answer is clear in fact: some group of spiritual beings in the background 
helped to jumpstart Christianity with a triad of founders, and this appears 
most remarkably to have occurred in concert with the Mahayana phase of 
‘savior religions’ trying to transcend its own legacy of ‘buddha religions’. Is 
there a difference? Anyway who tries to ‘enlighten’ a whole culture thence a 
whole species will soon repent of such an ambition, and move to rescue the 
project from disaster with a savior religion, a life boat wherein the intractable 
effort to get a sutra in the hands of the multitude will take the form of a ‘bible’ 
preaching ‘salvation’, safe passage of beings to a distant shore. To save people 
is thus a more basic task than the generation of completed buddhas. 
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Note: an advance conclusion in terms of Samkhya

__________________________________________   

We will consider one form of conclusion before starting, with in addition 
an appendix, the last section of Chapter Two, and the Conclusion proper. 
It uses an idea of Samkhya, and a version of the Sufi ideas of Bennett, and 
the distinction of demiurgic powers and a hidden directorate. We are really 
dealing with a clever update of the ancient Samkhya and its ‘Sufi’ signature is 
an appropriation. Samkhya has decayed into a ‘dualism’ but its real point is 
a version of universal materialism. It actually mimics in ancient antagonist, 
Advaita, in making ‘consciousness’ stand outside of the whole matrix. That 
only makes sense in the explanations of its enemies, the Advaitists. The use 
of the term ‘consciousness’ in Bennett might have benefited from this other 
Indic lore. Both perspectives might be true: consciousness is an evolutionary 
emergent in the animal to man spectrum, and also a ‘universal category’ of 
non-dual core reality, whatever that means. 

We can also consider Bennett’s distinctions of demiurgic powers versus 
a ‘Hidden Directorate’. We will add the ‘Biosphere’ to this. The later is real, 
but not the power it is often claimed to be. The following is so complicated 
it almost explains why the religious mythology defaulted to a narrative of 
‘god’ in history. 

The Hidden Directorate is a much hyped category of spiritual humanity 
as a ‘gang that couldn’t shoot straight’, while the demiurgic powers have 
been corrupted by Bennett and elevated into a gang of cosmic cannibals in 
the legacy of the dark Sufism of the gnostic groups Bennett frequented. The 
idea that mankind is directed by hidden mystics is a confusion of history. 
Our model of history shows the reality. But we can see his point: the sudden 
appearance of three figures like John the Baptist, Jesus, and Paul the Apostle 
shows the action of men within history, but with connections to a spiritual 
legacy. This is NOT the explanation of the Axial Age, please note, which 
is far more difficult and has nothing to do with the mideonic appearance 
of Christianity or Islam. The Axial Age must find an explanation that is a 
common denominator for Axial Greek eonic emergents, Israelitism and its 
Persian companion, Indic religion, and Chinese Confucianism and Taoism, 
a problem of such staggering complexity we are left aghast. 

It is almost impossible to explain how a religion as confused as 
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A ‘dialectical’ self-contradiction

Although our trend toward systematics attempts to rule out theistic 
interpretations, we should close with a kind of neutrality on the 
‘god’ question. A systems argument is one step backward from 
a causal argument and is thus a description, not an explanation. 
We cannot therefore say we have reached an ‘atheist’ conclusion. 
Modern atheism is an attempt to escape the near labyrinth of 
confusions created by ‘pop theism’ and the failure to honor the 
IHVH glyph with silence. Our model enforces that silence, even 
as it exposes a complex ‘design’ which appears to show the action 
of the ‘will’ in nature, to use a phrase of Schopenhauer, the mirror 
image of the theist. His argument is open to the equal challenge 
of the metaphysical posit of knowledge of the noumenal. Here we 
come closer to an understanding of the IHVH glyph. Let us cite a 
true act of religious skullduggery: taking Schopenhauer’s model 
and replacing ‘will in nature’ with ‘god’. The reverse is also possible. 
Such a transposition explains a lot about the still mysterious birth 
of ‘monotheism’. If we see how fast our ‘transitions’ decay we should 
wonder indeed what has been lost. 

We have cited the classic antinomial metaphor of Plato: the idea 
of the ‘edge of space’ and the attempt to reach beyond that ‘limit’. 
We confront one of the earliest recorded antinomies of the type 
catalogued by Kant at the conclusion to his Critique of Pure Reason. 
Both rational theology and rational physics are confronted with 
this realm of Red Queen’s summary judgment of final theories. We 
can see that as in the Koran’s reference to ‘that’ which is as close 
as the jugular vein, we must concede as rational physicists that 
the antinomial, if not hyperspace, is ‘omnipresent’ at all points. 
It is simply ‘faith’ taken in two ways to claim that ‘that’ cannot 
penetrate at all points with ‘acts of will’, that is ‘god’, or as ‘nothing’ 
with a creationist nothing that produces everything from nothing. 

 The Axial Age as an example of synchronous ‘everything from 
nothing’ inside an earthly everything on a scale so spectacular 
we should forgive the ‘explanation’ of IHVH downshifting into 
Jehovah. As to Jaspers claims the Incarnation was the center of 
history, we should say, wait and see, and note the ‘origin and goal’ 
of history is a universal cosmology yet to be written. 
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Christianity could be the result of a higher spiritual power. But our model 
deals with this fairly easily. In the transitions, system action and free agency 
as distinct yet unified shows how primitiveness  persists. In the mideonic 
periods, free agency contrasts with the action of a spiritual power. A Charles 
Chaplin movie can result! 

We can simply redefine ‘demiurgic powers’ as being in the realm of 
Samkhya’s 12 gunas, without physical bodies, but with ‘will’ in the realm 
of nature, with or without a distinction of noumenal and phenomenal. 
The question of the biosphere is unknown to us, but in the Samkhya 
scheme of Bennett, its causality is in the realm of the ‘will’. Cosmic 
entities have ‘will’, but in a special sense. The real solution to the Axial 
mystery is at the level of the ‘biosphere’.

Note the strong resemblance to Schopenhauer. Bennett ended up using 
that philosopher to expound the otherwise muddled legacy of Samkhya.

We must pursue the question of forms of temporal being that have 
‘will’ but not bodies in the life realm. If we allow such a possibility 
we can resolve the design question in the context of a spiritual realm 
beyond life but within existence as a subtle and still unknown form 
of spirituality. Many problems disappear with this set of hypotheses. 
We can leave these as speculations, but the process of redefinition may 
itself be sufficient to relieve our confusions. 

Our survey of the Axial Age confronts us with a stunning mystery. This 
spectacle of the Axial Age has been interpreted too often in isolation, but the 
evidence points to its inclusion in a larger pattern of emergence. Because of 
the way Jaspers posed the issue of this mysterious pattern of data, it has been 
taken by many as a generalization of the idea of an ‘Age of Revelation’, but 
the real implications are much different. The emphasis on sages and prophets 
is misleading and Axial Greece and Israel show clearly that geographical 
zones of parallel cultures undergo integrated transformations as a whole. 
That is something far more complex and demands a new kind of model to 
try and get a fix on what is happening.  

Our data resolves one set of questions only to raise a whole series of 
different ones. We have created a juxtaposition of the whole data set with 
that of the rise of the early modern which, by our analysis, is a kind of ‘next 
Axial Age’. This is very troubling for many who confront the many confused 
declarations about secularism. As we have pointed out the secular is not 
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an antithesis to the religious and we see the modern Reformation as a clear 
indication of this. In the rapid diffusion of global religion in the late stage 
‘new age’ movement, we see that, if anything, modernity has amplified the 
effect of the religions of antiquity. But the core early modern shows its true 
colors in its rapid transition beyond Axial Age religion to a new world of 
science, philosophy, politics, and the ‘secular’ phasing of religion, which 
means that it is has broken the theocratic grip of medieval Catholicism. 

The idea of a ‘reformation’ immediately provides a clue to the Axial 
phase of ancient Israel as a ‘reformation’ of the type of polytheistic paganism 
present in the broader Canaanite and middle eastern milieu of its arising. 
Its challenge to idolatry with the idea of the ‘one god’ is so classic and 
so appropriate in its context that we forget than the now lost hints of an 
austere conception of the ‘unutterable name of god’ as IHVH that stood 
as the source of what soon became the ‘pop theism’ of a Jehovah god, one 
immediately dressed in the new mythology of the Old Testament. It should 
not surprise us that the rise of modern atheism has moved to expose this 
as the last stand of idolatry!

We have replaced the idea of an ‘Axial Age’ with the idea of an ‘interval’ 
of transition leading to a new age or epoch of history, and in the wake of the 
axial interval, whose chronology we have revised to three centuries from 900 
BCE to 600 BCE, we see a new era that will spawn several world religions. 
Note that the religions of Christianity and Islam occur after the Axial period 
in the ‘mideonic’ or middle period of the new epoch. Thus their character 
is different, and this leaves us with two mysteries. Our model immediately 
exposes this and many other elements that tend to confuse understanding. 
The whole question of these religions is ‘eonic’: they show sources in a 
transition phase, but a realization much later in the middle period. This 
pattern most remarkably is isomorphic with the instance of Buddhism 
in India. And there again, and in remarkable concert with Christianity, 
Buddhism spawns a ‘savior religion’ variant of its own Axial source cult. 
That is powerful evidence that our ‘system analysis’ is on the right track in 
trying to find something more abstract than the action of a divinity behind 
the emergence of a theistic--and an atheistic religion. 

In fact the synchronous case of Axial Greece shows us the most general 
case which is not even focused on religion. In fact, there is a religious 
component to the Greek case: a kind of last flowering of aesthetic polytheism,  
next to a clear ‘first birth’ of modern ‘secularism’ in the explosion of 
innovations in art, philosophy, politics, science, and many other categories. 
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The case of China must accompany this analysis, but with an ambiguity 
that is appropriate to our larger study. 

We can consider the fence-straddling double aspect of Confucianism 
as a hybrid  religious/secular Axial Age phenomenon. A work such as 
Confucianism as a World Religion clearly makes the case for a religion here 
to accompany the parallel monotheism and dharmic Buddhism of the Axial 
period. But Confucianism (with a matched Taoist legacy) is also another 
proto-modern or ‘secular’ premonition. Overall the whole of the axial era 
has an aspect of rationalization of the legacy traditions, and we see this 
counter-intuitively in the assault on polytheism. 2

The mystery of the Axial period is difficult to resolve. We have 
distinguished the action of the ‘axial interval’ proper and the mideonic 
realizations that come later. We attempted to create a potential field of 
explanation in pointing to a biospheric or ‘Gaian’ level of action in the clear 
global phenomena of the Axial period, and the more general macrosequence. 
Next to this we have the mideonic creation of religions (and this includes 
the creation of ‘Judaism’ in concert with Christianity) as such and this is a 
complex hybrid of the sources arriving from the ‘axis point’ and the action 
of men, in concert with unknown spiritual powers of a different type. 

If our model does nothing else it points to such at first obscure 
distinctions that other types of historical sociology are blind to. But this leaves 
us with many questions, and with Christianity we have to ask, how did this 
religion arise and who or what was behind it? Our model is very abstract and 
allows only two modes, system action and free action. System action is in 
the category of ‘formal evolution (macro)’, n0n-darwinian, with free action 
points to some form of free agency. The latter can be the action of ordinary 
men, or, ‘for all we care’, the ghosts of dead Egyptian gnostics. Historical 
sociologists of the Weberian cult will be appalled at such a statement, and 
that is not inappropriate, but such an outlandish suggestion merely points to 
our inability to answer the question, how did a religion such as Christianity 
arise (its echoes of Egyptian gnostic themes has been repeatedly pointed to, 
the reason for our suggestion)? Our problem is of course still more complex 
because Christianity is a hybrid with Zoroastrianism, while the latter will 
generated ultimately the parallel mystery of Islam. Our model thus gets 
the answer, but it is clearly incomplete. The answer in one is obvious: it is 
a crystallization of Axial Age themes. The point to understand is that once 
the ‘system action’ of the Axial interval is complete, something comes into 

2 Anna Sun, Confucianism as a World Religion, Princeton, 2013 
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existence that is open to free action. And this might realize the source 
potential, e.g. the creation of a ‘universal religion’. 

Clearly the culture of Israelitism in the centuries after the Axial Age had 
a potential (there are even dubious predictive myths pointing to the future 
realization of such a potential) but this could only be realized by some power 
that would have to be distinct from the Axial system which had completed 
its action. There is something mysterious in the triadic appearance of three 
men, John the Baptist, Paul the Apostle, and the figure ‘Jesus’, not yet the 
Christ. This strange drama is almost unfathomable and rapidly generated 
so much unwitting disinfo or instant mythology that it is hard to make 
sense of it. It is another gnostic riddle. But clearly we have an instance of the 
category of a ‘hidden directorate’. And the myth even includes intimations 
of this in the strange tale of three Magi, who knew what was afoot. Why 
would this be different from a putative category of demiurgic powers?  Isn’t 
our explanation getting out of hand with a multiplication of entities? The 
charge could be just, but in fact the extra detail might start to make sense of 
what never made sense, the New Testament. No other approach can explain 
how a religion with such a harebrained outcome as the Christian could also 
have a high spiritual source, or sources.  

The answer is clear in fact: some group of spiritual beings in the 
background helped to jumpstart Christianity, with echoes of Egyptian 
gnosticism, with a triad of founders, and this appears most remarkably 
to have occurred in concert with the Mahayana phase of ‘savior religions’ 
trying to transcend its own legacy of ‘buddha religions’. Is there a difference? 
Anyway who tries to ‘enlighten’ a whole culture thence a whole species 
will soon repent of such an ambition, and move to rescue the project from 
disaster with a savior religion, a life boat wherein the intractable effort to get 
a sutra in the hands of the multitude will take the form of a ‘bible’ preaching 
‘salvation’, safe passage of beings to a distant shore. To save people is thus a 
more basic task than the generation of completed buddhas. 

 The Hidden Directorate is a case of Bennett’s suggestibility by 
his gnostic friends. The Gurdjieff question is closer to ‘Hannibal 
Lector’ occult melodrama than serious spirituality, so we should 
be clear that this material from Bennett refers to a late phase of 
his work that was influenced by spiritual powers or persons not 
connected with Gurdjieff. He met a large number of Sufis over the 
years, so it is difficult to understand his sources. The treatment 
of modernity (very poor nonetheless) and the sudden new age 
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demarcation of the 1848 period show a mysterious influence of 
an ‘esoteric left’ attempting to counter the reactionary bias of that 
rogue Sufi world. We see that he had already left the Sufi world, 
and was in contact with something radical. His The Dramatic 
Universe should be taken critically in any case. 

The intersection of Buddhism and the Occidental monotheisms is 
remarkable evidence of the deeper complexity of the Axial Age and its 
succession, while the place of Buddhism in the Indian Axial Age is still 
another, one we must defer to another book perhaps. But the buddhist legacy 
often confuses holders of the ancient Indian legacy (which degenerated 
into the ‘Hinduism’ we see today) because they could not see what we see 
now, the way in which a strain of the Indian religious legacy was used to 
generate a global version of itself as a universal religion. This streamlined 
and yet potent version of the tradition was a revolutionary construct that 
both echoes its ancient past and yet prefigured a future ‘secular’ era, and 
we the say its remnants have already slipped into the modern world aspects 
of the modern ‘reformation’. 
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  AppenDix 2  conclUsion To enAx:  
The GreAT TrAnsiTion 

...Since the philosopher cannot presuppose any 
[conscious] individual purpose among men in 
their great drama, there is no other expedient for 
him except to try to see if he can discover a natural 
purpose in this idiotic course of things human. 
In keeping with this purpose, it might be possible 
to have a history with a definite natural plan for 
creatures who have no plan of their own. 
 Kant, On History...

Our exploration of the Axial Age is complete and we find ourselves 
confronted by a remarkable mystery but with a partial resolution using a 
new form of historical model. And this tells us to look for a sequence of 
Axial Ages, and that one of the best clues is to examine modernity itself, as 
though it were a secondary or later ‘Axial’ period on its own. This model 
might seem ad hoc or artificial, but its method scores a bull’s eye and is 
entirely appropriate as long as we don’t confuse ‘systems analysis’ with 
a ‘causal analysis’ pretending to be science. And this approach can shift 
gears between such causal and other forms of explanation, including even 
purported ‘spiritual’ design accounts. However, we will in this conclusion 
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attempt to move beyond the model with some ideas that are speculative, 
but which can ask some new questions about the enigma we have found. 
This is against the grain of our Kantian perspective on metaphysics, but 
once that is understood we can incrementally increase understanding with 
a survey of some possible solutions to our enigma in a novel form of that 
very genre, metaphysics. In fact, the twin solutions, biospheric nature, and 
a demiurgic manifold, are potentially ‘best of luck’ empirical issues open 
to some form of demonstration, to a future science. They are not issues of 
‘faith’. We will explore these issues in a very repetitious fashion, since the 
concepts are unfamiliar. 

The biospheric interpretation fits, is ‘neat’, but invokes a speculative 
Gaian ‘myth’ we can’t fully resolve, save to note that pace Bennett the 
‘biosphere’ has ‘will’ and hyper-consciousness, and transmits some 
kind of cosmic imperative of ‘life on planets’. That’s not adequate as 
explanation we admit at once, but bypasses theistic historicism which 
breaks down with the complexity of Axial Age data.  

Our data is so spectacular that our model might seem to fail to do justice 
to the spectacle of spiritual history, so-called. It is hardly surprising that the 
Israelites thought in terms of theistic historicism. They pointed correctly to 
a ‘phenomenon’, their own history, that defied common sense history. They 
were right, but we should grace these ‘primitives’ with the badge of scientist 
with a falsification of their clever interpretation which can’t see the clear 
signs of mechanization of that history. For example, why does everything 
revolve around the obvious evidence for our model of a ‘divide’ around 
600 BCE? Why would ‘god’ operate over a finite interval or in cycles? Or 
produce atheism and theism in parallel, in our assumption via the model 
that synchronous phases show a common determination? 

Our larger dataset is in many ways far more spectacular still and a 
cardboard divinity like ‘Jehovah’ seems primitive now. We can’t rule out a 
hidden entity plying a fake divinity for a tribe of primitives, but in the end 
the larger spectrum of the Axial synchronous transitions finds better, and 
in many more spectacular, account of our ‘systems model’. 

We should offer a disclaimer: we have found everything ancient minds 
thought was ‘god in history’, but we can see that it isn’t ‘god’. However, 
we cannot prove either atheism or theism, if only because we can’t even 
define ‘god’. Our ‘edge of space’ antinomy shows what the ancients must 
have thought was god: the antinomial mystery that was like a larger 
dimension, and this was present to all points in space, as would be a 
hyperspace, god closer than your jugular vein, as Moslems put it. If 
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we call this ‘god’ we should be wary of thinking this would intervene 
in one isolated corner of the universe, and one isolated corner of the 
planet, in one isolated interval. Our model makes much better sense, 
but what runs this model?! Modern philosophy has outlined the three 
possibilities, materialism, absolute and Kantian transcendental idealism. 
The latter suggests we are constructing our own space-time, which is a 
joker in the deck. The ‘materialism’ of Samkhya makes these distinctions 
seem artificial. All three could be true. The sense that this superset 
was the source of the ‘will of god’ became the ancient version of pop 
Schopenhauer. We should debrief this, but we can’t debunk it because 
its antitheses are equally antinomial. Here ‘faith’ is equivocal, and the 
Buddhist Void works just as well, if not at all. We must leave it at all, 
with a solid critique of the Old Testament brand. But the latter will 
fall into the lap of the modern secularists as a richer mystery than the 
original idolatrous monotheism. An archaeological site in the classic 
history of man. It is a secular inheritance now, with the prize going to 
the Israelites for first detecting the macro effect. 

Nothing could be simpler in the sense of our model: the data of world 
history is highly suspicious and shows a clear non-random pattern, so we test 
the data with a frequency hypothesis at various intervals and find surprisingly 
strong evidence of a cyclical system with a driver generating a mainline, with 
side effects operating in parallel. We have used an ‘evolutionary’ formalism 
for this. But the sense of design is very strong. To criticize our use of the 
term ‘evolution’ is beside the point, it means ‘brown paper bag’ holding data 
on ‘development’. If the data shows in addition two levels allowing a macro/
micro distinction, our usage is still more appropriate, if not to Darwinians. 

It is hardly surprising that the Israelites thought they saw ‘god’ in history.  
The data satisfies a ‘design inference’, a very strong one. Try to explain the 
twin mirror image of two monotheisms Zoroastrian and Israelite, Aryan 
and Semitic, blended just the point of the Exile, our ‘divide’. No hypothesis 
of linear causality is going to explain this, among many other, ‘spooky’ 
complex incidents. But we must move with what our model shows us: the clear 
mechanical character of the data, but ‘mechanical’ in a new and mysterious 
sense we will explore in the notes. We need to adjourn, with a lot of notes, 
in short order, with a study project for a spectacular phenomenon rather 
than a metaphysical ‘spiel’.  

The Axial Age can escape from us: we see six parallel immensities we 
have barely explored from the birth of the secular in Greece, twin mirror 
monotheisms, Persian Indo-European and ‘Israelite’ Semitic so deftly blended 
at the period of the Exile, a manifold of Indic religious manifestations 
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climaxing in a Buddhist externalization in the wake of the Axial Age, and 
the twin manifestations of Confucianism and Taoism. And we must note 
the larger sociological evidence of the Greek instance: we see all sorts of 
fancy innovations, but we also see a cultural evolution, simply because 
we have more data. We don’t see that properly, for example, in India, and 
focus on Buddhism, for example, with no sense of the cultural background. 
But perhaps our ‘smart system’ is so smart it can override these issues and 
concentrate on the rich legacy of Indic religion, so long a hidden resource, on 
its way to globalization. In a word, we must be wary of such a huge data set. 

With our modern perspective we should nonetheless challenge, yet respect 
the insight of the ‘Japerians’ and throw a bone to ravenous Christians by 
citing the passage with which we started: 

In the Western World the philosophy of history was founded in 
the Christian faith. In a grandiose sequence of works ranging from 
St. Augustine to Hegel this faith visualised the movement of God 
through history. God’s acts of revelation represent the decisive 
dividing lines. Thus Hegel could still say: All history goes toward 
and comes from Christ. The appearance of the Son of God is the 
axis of world history. Our chronology bears daily witness to this 
Christian structure of history.

We can process this as follows, with an ‘atheist’ baseline: we have 
inherited the ‘philosophy of history’, found its resolution in the 
format suggested by Kant, and have ‘dabbled’ in a Sufistic notion via 
Bennett of demiurgic powers under translation to a Kantian version, 
the manifold demiurge. The term ‘god’ is abstracted beyond existence, 
the ‘son of god’ is none other than some earlier intuition of demiurgic 
power, that is, within existence. The original reference was to the 
unnamable, IHVH, not ‘god’. So we are ahead here. Let us cast this as 
a new set of metaphysical suspicions: the solution to our riddle is in the 
biosphere, but with demiurgic powers in nature tending this garden. 
Note that in our formulation via Bennett the ‘biosphere’ has ‘will’ as a 
cosmic body, and some form of the hyper-consciousness we see in the 
completion of primitive human consciousness. This is not a life-form 
with psychological awareness. The terms have transformed. The future 
of Christianity relative to the modern transition remains unclear. 

We can offer this new approach here: the domain of the biosphere, 
and spiritual powers in nature, in concert. We should point to a 
Gaian hypothesis of the planetary basis of evolution/civilization, in a 
larger context. The issue of  ‘god’ in history is thus the question of the 
‘noumenal domain of the ‘will’ in nature, resolving downward into 
planetary life, thence history, and we saw its unknown relationship to 
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the question of ‘consciousness’. We suggest the ‘will’s cascade’ operates 
at a far as a lower level, that of the biosphere. We let this pass with a 
wave of the hand, because it is entirely speculative, but we can see how 
metaphysical boilerplate is, well, le plus Ça change. The goal of history 
is a statement about teleological futures which we have not presumed, 
remaining with ‘directionality’. Jaspers must collate the Axial Age 
of Israel with the ‘axis’ of the onset of Christianity. It is a prediction 
about the future. The future will resolve its ‘hypothesis’. This translates 
the ideas into form an out and out atheist can use, almost...We should 
leave it at that, mindful we have not produced anything that requires 
spiritual faith. We are closer to science fiction whose forms all too often 
become confirmed in practice. But this is not A-life: it is hyper-life. 
Man already has a primitive footing in this realm, with his ‘soul’, his 
potential will and ‘superconsciousness’. This account shows how all the 
myriad confusions of the god beliefs arose. 

Our first responsibility is to debrief the Judeo-Christian exploitation of 
the Israelite perception and mythologization of the Axial Age effect in their 
isolated corner of Canaanite antiquity. In fact, our larger interpretation is 
almost more remarkable, a stunning empirical complex, but one whose 
interpretation still eludes us. 

A religious thinker might attempt to apply divinity concepts to our 
larger spectacle, but the gesture will fail. We have tried to apply an ‘evolution 
formalism’ and this was remarkably insightful. There is an irony that as we 
move toward a post-religious perspective the spectacular character of the 
phenomenon we have found is almost more a token of a divinity in history: 
effects across vast distance, remorphing of whole cultures, apparitions of 
cultural transformation, art, literature in non-random eruption yet all in 
concert, actions that seem beyond space and time, and ‘something’ that 
can scan, intuit and amplify local cultural streams. Despite this theistic 
interpretations in the conventional sense fail and are falsified by many factors: 
the action is limited to a precise interval, divinities don’t act in cycles. This 
contradicts a key property of divinity. So what are we dealing with?

At the risk of confusing the reader let us explore our radical ignorance: 
it is important to see that the ‘middle era’ or ‘mideonic’ religions such 
as Christianity, Islam, and Mahayana arise after the Axial period and 
require a different explanation. Our model faithfully defaults to the 
distinction of system action/free action. This does not exclude the 
action of, viz. ‘demiurgic powers’ as we have named them as spiritual 
powers in nature: the thesis of divine intervention no longer makes full 
sense. Unfortunately we do not see the real agents of this secondary 
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flowering of the seeds of the Israelite Axial Age, or of Mahayana and 
Islam, but roughly speaking these religions spring from seeds sown 
in the Axial interval. So what is ‘system action’ with reference to the 
transitions of the Axial period? we must keep in mind that the answer 
must be a common denominator for five basic transformation zones, 
with the Maya up in the air: this includes one theistic, one atheistic 
religion, and a proto-secular phase in Greek, next to the elegant 
Chinese contrast of Taoism/Confucianism, the later either a variant 
religion or a proto-secular ideology. It makes no sense to say that a 
free agent would act this way: the result looks more like a ‘biospheric’ 
level ‘system’ at work, able to act in place and reflecting the cultural 
specifics in each area of transformation. We will pursue this further 
later in this chapter: we explore the categories of higher materialism, the 
confusing interpretations of the terms ‘consciousness’ and ‘will’. There 
is no contradiction of this higher machine of nature interacting with 
demiurgic powers of some kind. To make the confusion complete, let 
us recall that Schopenhauer speaking of the ‘will’ in nature, referred to 
something that is similar to ‘laws of nature’, and that Mr. Bennett took 
this idea and saw in that the ancient Samkhya was saying the same thing 
in a forgotten language: in short, cosmic bodies have ‘will’. We may 
have found in outline the explanation for the Axial Age, and thence our 
larger macrosequence. But do we even understand it? We have created 
some generalized categories that can demand future clarifications. We 
should be wary of them. 

Thus the framework is that of the idea of evolution in a biospheric context, 
which means, ‘brown paper bad holding data showing ‘development’, on a 
very high level, and this works because it doesn’t chance a hazardous theory, 
and matches our systems analysis. The surprising bull’s eye with such a 
simple model is very surprising. Our model creates a useful and elegant 
‘metanarrative’ the reader can use to deal with our sudden entry into a 
stunning hypercomplexity. The model will serve well in this task without 
resolving all of the mysteries. 

The Old Testament account as a ‘design argument’ for Jehovah will no 
longer suffice for the modern perspective, but it is still a remarkable classic 
and the first attempt to observe and chronicle a transition of the type we 
find in our model! If the modern perspective moves beyond this antique 
account it is also true that the facts of the case are a challenge to a causal 
analysis of historical sociology. A design argument ends up hovering over 
the data all the more once we ‘clean up’ the text and try to account for the  
period 900 to 600 BCE. 

It is good to transit between different transitions zones, from Rome 
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to China, to forestall the obscurity of the Israelite transition. It is a lot 
simpler than it looks but the overall picture hasn’t gelled as yet. We have 
barely touched the remarkable Chinese Axial phase and its gestation of 
Taoism and Confucianism, or the equally remarkable Indic and Persian 
phases, the later being a separate independent emergent monotheism, in 
the elegant symmetry of Indo-European and Semitic polytheisms shifting 
into monotheism and amplified in the Axial stream and sequence effect. 
The blending of the two  in the suspiciously convenient Exile is a mystery 
in itself. A sense of brooding presence broods over the whole spectacle, but 
it does evoke theism at this point. 

The moment skeptical humanism moves beyond simplistic theism a 
new possibility emerges logically, given the high level and overwhelming 
sense of design: spiritual powers inside nature, within existence, beings 
with will but beyond the life realm. Such an entity is also the equivalent to 
a supermachine or bio-computer operating over a field, science fiction. We 
have to leave it at that, but a design inference is inevitable here. Is any such 
factor relevant to our account? Our systems analysis shows that our macro 
effect is too mechanical, showing an operative functionality that willed 
agents would not use. But here is the joker: in a Bennett-style Samkhya, the 
biosphere is an ‘agent with will’ in the larger sense of Schopenhauer. It would 
also show hyper-consciousness, no doubt, to evolve animals and hominids 
with ‘consciousness’. In a long round trip we re-arrive at the idea of ‘Mother 
Nature’, charming. Nature’s ‘secret plan’. All very Kantian. 

But this does not rule out the interaction of both possibilities, like a  
gardener in a field of nature. And our account, please note, only explains 
the larger system of transitions, here the Axial Age, and not the outcomes 
that come later: it does not explain Christianity’s onset, for example. The 
latter is clearly the downfield result of Israelite influences, but the starting 
point shows its own strange design, and the exact nature of this is unclear.   
For example the appearance of three founders, in concert, at the outset is 
highly suggestive. We cannot fully resolve these issues, but have covered 
all the bases, and protected our novel perspectives against the type of pop 
theism that so undermined classic Christianity. Our model faithfully reflects 
the difference in its distinction of system action and free action: the onset 
of the down field religions is free action after the system transformation of 
the Axial interval.  

Our model explains too many things at one stroke to dismiss, and yet, 
like a glove, it loosely fits the data, but no more. If we confronted an alien 
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rocket ship systems analysis would tell us what it does and a rough sketch of 
how its works, but its full data set and actual explanation as a technological 
artifact might elude us. Just a short survey invokes almost a thousand books: 
this is Big Data, and it takes off into a larger and larger bibliography.  There 
is still another catch: it is important to consider that our data is fragmentary 
and we don’t know when the macrosequence starts. We can’t just attempt to 
explain the Axial Age, we must find the macro starting point and explain that!

Our account of the Axial Age and the larger system in which it is 
embedded is thus exploratory, and our use of the term ‘evolution’ is a 
formalism of categories, with a macro/micro distinction. This distinction 
solves so many confusions it must be on the right track. Our model gives 
us a rough sense of what is going on, and that is remarkable indeed. But 
the nature of the science needed here is elusive still. The notes will explore 
new categories, among them the ‘hypermechanical’. There is no final 
difference between the ‘mechanical’ and the ‘hypermechanical’, but the 
range of complexity expands. The mechanical explains known machines, 
the ‘hypermechanical’ arises when we try to explain the genesis of art, for 
example. An example  was our idea of the ‘causality of freedom’ invoked 
in Kant’s essay on history. Kant clearly stumbled into this area in his 
third Critique of Aesthetic Judgment. It is a domain sensed long ago by the 
expositors of ancient Samkhya. 

More generally the Axial Age shows system properties, perhaps ultimately 
some causal system, but on the most intractable and elusive issues: Axial 
Age Greece is the clearest case with ‘output’ along the lines of fantastic art 
sequences, political, economic, aesthetic, philosophic and proto-scientific 
innovations. These emerge within a given interval and this burst is mostly 
gone after it concludes, roughly three centuries, leaving the innovations in 
its wake. This includes emergent democracy and this is a prime case of our 
hypermechanical: some induction is related to emergent ‘freedom’ of some 
kind. An additional complexity arises in the way the macro effect induces 
creative action as much of the outcome is created under a mysterious 
influence. This is important to grasp the way the Israelites self-constructed a 
‘god myth’, and this in the context of the macro inducing field we sense but 
do not understand. We must brace ourselves: this is systems input, output.

The piece de resistance is the Israelite: the output is a religion with a 
new god with the claim that god interacted with the transition, or created 
it altogether. And this example accurately, though without comprehension, 
distinguishes the ‘stream and sequence’ effect, with its ‘stream history’ from 
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the primordial up to the onset of the ‘age of revelation’ a surrogate of our 
‘axial interval’, and its ‘sequence history’ of the Axial Age transformation, 
i.e. the Old Testament account of Israel/Judah up to the Exile. How can we 
explain such a state of affairs even as hypermechanical? Isn’t there a design 
argument here, with a designer? Perhaps, but the designer given by the 
‘cargo cult’ is clearly a fake. We are forced to apply a ‘design inference’ to 
the evidence given of a ‘fake god’! Indeed. But the whole question here is 
inscrutable, and a closer look shows the analog isomorphism with the Greek 
Archaic. It is no accident the Greek Archaic is transparent while the Israelite 
is intractably obscure. The Greek case makes it obvious what is going on. 

 
We should conclude with a warning about a dataset so vast we must 
be wary of conclusions. It then expands further as we embrace the 
whole macrosequence. We can offer at best a new means of exploration. 
However, the classic Old Testament interpretation is seen for what is, a 
mythological account. And a reminder to be wary of this volatile data 
set. But a good general summary is the model itself that we have created, 
both crude and effective as a ‘metanarrative’ sufficiently founded to serve 
as a guide to further study of what clearly seems to be a teleological 
system beyond a directional system, one in which our ‘free action’ can 
change the result, in theory...we seem to be exiting the last phase of this 
system as we become aware of it...

First, our metanarrative/analysis has resolved Kant’s Challenge, showing 
how teleology works via directionality, how our ‘narrative/non-random 
pattern’ exhibits ‘Nature’s Secret Plan’ and via the ‘discrete freedom 
sequence’ (e.g. the double appearance of democracy on the divide 
threshold) an illustration of the ‘progression toward a civil constitution’. 

Our metanarrative is that of the creation of a global oikoumene via a 
system of cyclical directionality whose framework is evolutionary. This 
system integrates values into the realm of fact and shows its signature in 
the spectrum of religion, philosophy, science, art, literature and much 
else. It operates via human free agency which is finally the creator of 
the larger realization. The macro effect directly prompts the stream of 
free agency to the idea of freedom which realizes democracy in two (or 
more) successive transitions. The Sinai narrative passes into something 
like a Kantian discourse on practical reason, in many ways an historical 
first. Our system can be seen in the light of two deductions, the first 
of the appearance of transitions as the logical outcome of evolution 
turning into history, and the second of the alternation of system action 
and free action deduced from the hard truth that under-determination 
would leave man mechanical while over-determination would co-opt 
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free agency’s creation of its own freedom. This metanarrative (to use a 
term challenged by many critics), in the correct use of the term, passes 
into the evolutionary biography of a species of hominid entering at the 
end into the category of homo sapiens as an autonomous individuality 
and civilizationist with a complex instrument of consciousness and a 
latent ‘will’ entering into the complex of cosmic life and beyond that the 
cosmic super-strate that resonates with the newly achieved awareness 
as species being. 

This ‘jargon’ can be a useful starting point to a succession of trial 
conclusions. Unfortunately the term ‘god’ should have graced our paragraph 
but is exhausted now. Our era will recycle the idea, with or without atheism. 
But it can be the way to a return to ‘direct pointing’ we suspect was the 
original, IHVH. But monotheism has taken up our attention almost to the 
exclusion of the larger Axial Age with its elegant and profound buddhist 
world religion, among many other manifestations. This era also gives birth 
to a new and different post-theological strain, one that will flourish in 
modernity: the idea of freedom. 

The Great Freedom Sutra The modern transition has already stolen a 
march on the classic yogas of antiquity with its seminal discourses of 
freedom and autonomy, bursting asunder the spurious authority of the 
gurus. The passage of free men across the abyss of their freedom might 
prove not so simple, yet the die is cast, and man is left to the existential 
reality of his own self-evolution.

Nature’s Secret plan We have detected ‘nature’s secret plan’ and 
something far larger in the directionality of civilization: a system in 
search of the perfect civil constitution

Revolutionary movements The fiery radicalism of the ancient 
‘revolutionary’ Christian-type religious movement has shifted in 
modern times to the ‘end of history’ revolutions of the modern far left 
appearing in the nineteenth century. 

We should adjourn quickly, our discussion incomplete, to consider 
the statement of a problem still mysterious and whose solution lies in a 
larger pattern, and in attempting to understand our own modernity. The 
material we have found is so rich in content we could reinvent religion on a 
far superior level than anything in Axial antiquity. But the secular era will 
claim our attention, and wait on a new form of science. The secular is not 
anti-religion, and will be the only successor to its era of dominance. The slot 
for religion so visible in the Axial period is claimed by the revolutionary 
left. The Israelite Axial phase sent a chase plane in pursuit of the Roman 
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empire, in the Occident, while the same phenomenon claimed the modern 
revolutionary left, very antagonistic to religion. The future of the modern 
will be this analogous attempt to mediate the causal stream of modernity 
with a higher set of values, divorced from archaic religious myths. But we 
should not forget the humble Münzer with his proto-communist reformation, 
or the Quakers at the dawn of abolition. Clearly the Axial Age was a set of 
reformations, as is our modernity. And modernity is obviously seen to seed 
its own ‘Axial Age’ or interval in the early modern, this time on the way to 
a global oikoumene, in the creation of a new set of world views. These were 
amply summarized in the complex triad of materialism, idealism, and that 
elusive mystery, the transcendental idealism of Kant, so reminiscent of the 
realm of the Platonic, and the Upanishads. Religion has yielded to science, 
but found itself again in the mystery of the modern potential.   

We should not despair of our spiritual ignorance or inability to make 
sense of the ‘hypernomic’ realms. In one century since Jaspers codified the 
data of the Axial Age we have made more progress than in the previous 
millennia. But the Kantian critique of metaphysics restrains us, so far. We 
have in any case a rich nature of history that unifies the sacred and the 
secular, and leaves us in the wake of the ‘modern’ ‘Axial Age’, ready for a 
new exploration of the scale of nature in the evolutionary emergence of last 
and first men.

Notes
______________________

We have left the reader with the pieces of a larger puzzle, and a default 
‘systems’ model that can roughly express the narrative emerging here. In this 
section we will move between ‘system accounts’ and their possible source 
in a biospheric or Gaian system, with the issue of ‘design’ factors left as 
questions, with in addition a new form of hypothesis based on the ancient 
Samkhya, none other than our hypermechanical. 

We should reissue a new terminology, which skeptics may freely protest, 
to replace that of ‘demiurgic powers’ as corrupt Sufistic or demonic 
concoctions: the source idea is Platonic in the singular: the ‘demiurge’. 
The singular/plural ambiguity is apt, but we must be wary of what 
we mean. Let us designate the ‘manifold demiurge’, or ‘demiurgic 
Brahman/Atman’, or ‘SPR-MAT-X factor’, as a category of entities 
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within existence as beings relative to Samkhya guna levels 3, 6, 12, i.e. 
entities with ‘will’ and ‘consciousness’, active within the scale of a solar 
system, distinct from ‘alien life’ (which is ‘alive’). Our biospheric system 
is ‘hypermechanical’ and is too mechanical indeed to follow a design 
argument, but we can’t rule out hypernomic entities that are active in 
various phases of cosmic life. The Christian idea of the Heavenly Host 
might help make the point (a term we don’t use and didn’t define). The 
onset of mideonic religions require a new form of explanation and our 
phantom neologisms are potential candidates. 

The hyponomic, autonomic, and then the hypernomic are a new division 
of material reality: the hypermechanical belongs to the hypernomic, and we 
suspect that ‘consciousness’, for reasons that must be carefully examined, 
is man’s bare first taste of this higher realm. Isn’t this really the same for 
animals? Perhaps the hypernomic pervades the autonomic and the bare 
vital awareness of the animal realm anticipates man’s first steps into this 
realm. In any case, we might take seriously the idea of ‘consciousness’ as a 
‘cosmic’ or hypernomic energy. 

We are using an idea or framework of ancient Samkhya, via an update 
by Bennett. The Gnostic background he emerged from will attempt 
predatory and proprietary ownership of Bennett’s thinking. We have 
taken nothing from the latter save the one clear instance where that is 
not true. Sufis have no claim on such an ancient aspect of primordial 
Shaivism: Samkhya goes back thousands of years before figures such 
as Gurdjieff, who muddled everything he touched. 

We must depart from Bennett’s formulation to reset the issues as 
abstractions in the realm of possibility, but subject to the limits of the 
metaphysical. But we have navigated the dangerous terrain of Bennett’s 
Gnostic confreres almost as a warning about dangerous unknowns with 
demonic interpretations. And we have left the barest whisper of a hint about 
the dangers of the unknown legacy of sacrificial religion which infested 
primitive men, with a question about a misfortune that might have befallen 
the Axial synchronous domain of the Maya. 

Our remarks about ‘demiurgic powers’ from Bennett are the same old 
speculative hand-me-down from antiquity, this one from Sufis. But Bennett 
recast them and then threw them away on a Gnostic ‘food for god’ equivalent 
that is entirely without sound legitimation. We throw the terms back into 
the witch’s ‘stir’, and exit via the entry point: Kant’s speculative notion of 
‘the demiurge’. But such entities have the same problems as yogis, in the 
‘non-dual’ cosmic reality as atman as Brahman, a warning such entities are 
even less intelligible than ‘enlightened Buddhas’. 
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We must without delay create our own version, to distance ourselves from 
the Gnostic exploitations of spiritual hierarchy. Our thinking has already 
shifted to a better understanding, so we are free of the false framework 
Bennett inherited from shark sufis. We have  to issue a warning to be wary 
of any such notions from known spiritual con-men. Sure enough, Bennett 
attempts to connect his idea with an ancient and unattested legacy of 
sacrifice, man as ‘food for god’. We must reiterate aggressively that the Axial 
Age began, and Christianity among other movements, led world culture 
beyond the terrible legacy of animal and human sacrifice. We must be wary 
of attempts to revive them in occult modernity: here Bennett was naive in 
his thinking and must restate the simple idea in a neutral form: the debates 
over god are metaphysical and refer to something beyond existence. There is 
a purely logical possibility of entities of higher ‘material spiritual’ definition 
existing within nature, existent, but beyond the autonomic or ‘life’ realm. 
This corresponds to the possibility of beings with ‘will’ and ‘consciousness’ 
(a term requiring careful use) without bodies of the evolutionary/biological 
type. The logical possibility is there and strongly suspected. 

We should answer the protest of theists that an operation on this scale 
shows all the evidence of theistic action in history claimed by the Old 
Testament. We have noted that any explanation must be about effects 
within existence, and that ‘god’ is beyond existence, and equivalent 
to a concept of the ‘void’ producing something from nothing. The 
paradoxical reckoning of the ‘edge of space’ paradox shows that 
the account is antinomial in a Kantian sense, the relation between 
‘existence’ and ‘being beyond existence’ remaining a metaphysics we 
have not mastered. And it makes little sense to claim a ‘god’ beyond 
existence would operate only in cycles, and produce an atheistic and 
theistic religion simultaneously. This is really something that triggers 
the cultural realization of potential in the culture zones in place. 

Again, the only real issue here, to make a hasty departure from Bennett’s 
‘demiurgic powers’ is that there exists a category of possibility of ‘spiritual/
material existence within nature’, within existence, that is not ‘supernatural’ 
or ‘god’.  Since it is not autonomic, that is, ‘alive’, the only two categories we 
have left are ‘consciousness’ and ‘will’. Entities within existence that have 
will and consciousness beyond life foot the bill, although we know nothing 
of such things. But they are candidates for ‘design arguments’ about history, 
if only to forestall creationist obsessions so rife in the Old Testament. There 
is a possible rubric for a science of the future here. We discard the term 
‘demiurgic powers’ and consider the issues strictly as abstractions. The 
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idea in fact pervades monotheism in the decayed versions known in the 
crypto-pagan mythology of ‘angels’, beings with consciousness and will 
but no bodies. The correlation is an invitation to confusion. Best avoid it 
and start from scratch. 

But, to reiterate, Bennett’s updated version of demiurgic powers is 
compelling, yet compromised by occult confusions, but he introduced a 
possibility neither theists nor atheists thought of: spiritual powers in nature, 
beings within existence, yet beyond life, with ‘consciousness’ and ‘will’. There 
is every possibility this is the case, and speaks to the possibilities soon to be 
foreseen in the progression of advanced technology, which will include the 
quite different but related idea of alien life. But the latter is ‘alive’, evidently 
and very different. The idea of ‘demiurgic powers’ is still archaic and mixed 
with ideas of sacrifice, a wretched botch on Bennett’s part. But it leaves the 
question of what was going on in so many millennia past with the issue 
of sacrificial primitive religion, practices whose barbarous history is not 
properly documented, but which clearly persisted until the era following 
the Axial Age. And we see the isolated case of the Maya, whose status in the 
Axial spectrum is unknown, deviate into an extravagant sacrificial religion, 
our warnings being more than sound. We can recall our discussion in the 
Preface of the ambiguous and alarming case of the Maya civilization. If we 
study our discrete-continuous model we can see how lateral relative starts 
can initiative advanced civilization in cultures that have missed the earlier 
parts of the macrosequence. Bennett thus may be right, but he confused 
two things. 

We have simply deleted the concept of demiurgic powers with a 
replacement, entities boringly tokened ‘SPR-MAT-X’, i.e. ‘spiritual entities’ 
in the realm of nature with consciousness and will, but not part of the life 
process. This is a distant analog to ‘hypermachines’ of supercomputers, which 
are not in the ‘life realm’, to make the point clear. Many traditions have 
attempted and failed to consider such questions, with demonic confusion in 
the wake. Our approach grants nothing but restates the issue: it is entirely 
within the realm of the possible for there to be a higher materiality with 
entities showing ‘will’ beyond the autonomic. Again, Samkhya was always 
warning that the spiritual was really ‘higher material’ and wasn’t the real 
spiritual. In our language, the ‘spiritual’ is the ‘noumenal analog’ to the 
phenomenal hypernomic, like the god realm denounced by Gautama. 

However, since we have no direct evidence of this kind of entity, we are 
done, but the potential of this kind of explanation remains for the future, 
and help to sort out the extravagant cargo cult of the Israelites. But at times 
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men have no doubt felt the influence of such beings, and this is part of the 
confusion between the Axial Age, or short interval, and the ‘age’ that follows. 
The religions like Christianity emerge after the Axial Age, we must not forget, 
and require a different explanation. The Axial Age is too vast even for a 
demiurge: it smacks of hyper-mechanics, our ‘systems analysis’, and operates 
over a range that is stupendous, on a Gaian scale, manipulating time-slices 
of cultures in short bursts over tens of millennia. Spiritual design agents 
would not operate this way, multitasking over separate regions, and then so 
promptly switching off after short impetus. It smacks of high technology, 
not divinities. Science is on the threshold here, we hope. 

It was Schopenhauer who stumbled on this new understanding of the 
‘will in nature’, but his ‘will’ as ‘thing in itself ’ is perhaps conjectural, 
and we would have to modify his explanation: as did Bennett in the 
process confusing the phenomenal and noumenal. The latter mistake 
is the escape clause from his concealed mix of religious and secular 
concoction. 

In a word we confront a new type of problem for which have only 
the most rudimentary tools. The point is that we have not invoked the 
supernatural with this, the conception being a variant somewhere between 
crackpot ‘angelic mythology’ and questions/theories about alien life. This 
is not atheism, but the perception of secular humanism that pop theism is 
an idolatry we must avoid. Speculative science fiction often predicts right, 
so we can leave this tabled in our Axial theory toolkit. This is not as such 
atheism: the concept (sic) of ‘god’ is of something beyond existence, and 
metaphysically unknown, although in some antinomial sense present to 
all space/time, with pleas to string theorists to resolve cosmophysics. The 
distinction of being beyond space and time is logically valid, its reality very 
hard to really understand. Kant warns us to be wary of metaphysics. 

To this we should add the yogic ‘discovery’ that consciousness is or has 
an octave of self-consciousness, perhaps beyond mind or body, a thesis 
hard to verify, and as hard to understand, with still another aspect as 
‘enlightenment’. In any case the Axial Age is too mechanical for this 
other type of speculation about the demiurgic manifold and falls into 
place as a kind of supermechanics of nature in a Gaian field. This Gaian 
field looks inscrutable, but shows in reality a simple trick: each culture 
in the Axial shows creative transformation carried out by the people 
in place: the mysterious larger field ‘does nothing’ beyond injecting a 
kind of creative energy or potential. 

The question of consciousness was always the hard problem, and is 
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here scrambled into several ‘confusions’, and now we see it may be still 
harder than we thought. It was first named by a westerner using the 
phrase ‘cosmic consciousness’. Bennett thought ‘consciousness’, more 
like what we mean by ‘mindfulness consciousness’, as the lowest level 
of cosmic energy in a tetrad of increasing abstraction, and that bodies 
of consciousness were the outer form of demiurgic mysteries. In various 
Advaita traditions, instead of seeing consciousness as a ‘state’ outcome 
in the evolution of animals, it is a pervasive substrate that emerges in 
different forms in the animal realm. 

We inherit one last confusion: the status of ‘enlightened buddhas’: this 
mystery has its own lore. ‘Enlightenment’ transcends the ‘god realm’, 
thence demiurgic powers, would not be a ‘state of consciousness’, and 
would renounce the category of will. The term ‘consciousness’ has 
suffered wreckage: we should note the alternate usage of classic Advaita 
with ‘consciousness’ as the groundstate of the cosmos, and what is left 
after all the negations of existing bodies strip away illusory ‘selves’. 

We almost have the plot for a good Hollywood movie, and are drawn 
beyond the solid gains of our model into speculative possibilities. If these are 
even remotely close to being the case, we have a clue to a new science of the 
future. What do we mean by consciousness? The term is shifting between 
different discussions unchanged. We can’t complete our argument unless we 
can understand this. It is important to see that ‘consciousness’ in Samkhya 
(whatever we concluded given translations of such terms) is external to the 
cascade of gunas. Maybe that is confused, but it has a deep insight. It is 
therefore remarkable that the Axial interval in India includes the remarkable 
distillation called Advaita, along with the Jain teertanker sequence, and 
then the buddhist send-off into globalization just after the ‘divide’, around 
600 BCE. The Advaita has a better canonical rendering of the meaning of 
‘consciousness’ and would require a revision of any view of ‘evolution’. It 
might be that man, or animals, begin to exteriorize phenomenal versions 
of the greater ‘consciousness’ which is a cosmic energy (or pace Advaita the 
cosmic reality itself). These are classic results injected into world culture in 
the Axial period, so our usage is ironic. 

This might actually be simpler and more elegant than trying to explain 
how ‘man’, or the ‘animal’, ‘evolved consciousness’ as a property of organismic 
neurology, but a very heretical notion for current science.  Perhaps both views 
are correct, requiring greater care in our use of terms like ‘consciousness’. 
But it seems to imply that primitive hominids are emergent Zen buddhists. 
Well, OK. Again we see that an Axial Age production is still relevant to our 
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modern perspective. In fact the question of Indian religion is one of relative 
transformation in the Axial Age and its ‘stream’ aspect goes back many 
centuries or millennia to the dawn of civilization itself. The Axial phase 
‘modernizes’ the ancient cult of Shiva, the final source of the later spiritual 
psychologies such as the buddhist and the ‘Advaitist’. It is very hard to get 
this earlier history clear, since it has been scrambled with the Indo-European 
heritage which was introduced at about the same time the ‘aryans’ entered 
Greece in the second millennium BCE. It could be that the Indic legacy goes 
all the way back to the Neolithic, or to at least the era after 3000 or so BCE. 

One of the mysteries of the macrosequence is the source of the primordial 
Shaivism that produces yoga, tantra, and the Jain predecessors to the 
Buddhists. There is a perennial quarrel here between yogis and sufis, 
but these play in different fields, the paths of will versus being. The 
Indic stream may arise in the Neolithic in some primordial Axial Age 
of an earlier period, as considered by the philosopher Danielou. The 
source precedes the Aryan entry into India. 

The sophistication of this legacy is such that we are left with a question 
so far unanswered. The Axial phase does what it always does, picks up 
stream elements and recycles them as ‘sequence output’, between the early 
Upanishads (carrying Advaita) and the final ‘Buddhism’ which, in exact 
concert, with post-Exilic Israelitism, starts to globalize into a world religion. 

As for the design arguments in the Old Testament, it may be that some 
designer, maybe a demiurgic power, created a myth of a fake designer, 
designer, in compassionate predestigation for Hebrew primitives. But 
there we go again, with Bennett’s ambiguous spiritual powers. This is 
the terrain of  spiritual illusions, so we should be wary.  But our model 
suggests a more obvious answer: a primitive tribe began to notice the 
Axial transformation and began to weave a spider’s web of theistic 
mythology. Their religion is thus their own realization in a field of 
Axial Age effects. It is not easy to explain what they experienced in 
the language of historical sociology. The denizens of the modern Iron 
Cage will be lead away whimpering, perhaps in straightjackets. The 
situation is worthy of H. P. Lovecraft. 

That fake design may generate still another design inference is an 
almost inevitable explanatory calamity, and perhaps gallows humor. In the 
reckoning, monotheism was a lot of trouble. Look at simple Buddhism plain, 
elegant, and practical, with no metaphysical nonsense. But there was a catch: 
is yoga at any time the same as Buddhism generated in the Axial mechanism? 
If not, if Gautama is a creature of the Axial meta-system, the mechanics will 
catch up with his beautiful product in the end, enlightenment should be 
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beyond such a metasystem. Another case for the Samkhya hypermechnical! 
Gautama performed his task: he left the question raised by the forest yogis to 
the greater humanity beyond India, a true Axial Age production. The point 
is to ask if ‘enlightenment’ is part of the temporal stream. It is a remarkable 
question: can ‘enlightenment’ be system generated. Best to file it away for 
the nonce. 

As we have seen the factor of free agency provokes the extreme non-
linearity of a hybrid mechanical/willed systematics and it is much simpler 
to exit such analysis and do what scientists do in practice: chronicle an 
empirical sequence that reflects the dynamic in question. But in principle 
our explanation seems right because it is about the ‘evolution of freedom’ 
and we see the result in progress as man alternates between induced and 
self-realizing freedoms. But in a nutshell we have used system analysis to 
conceive a new form of mechanics, something intuited by Kant in his third 
mysterious critique, of aesthetic judgment. Our system shows so much art 
in motion as cultural dynamism that we must hope Kant with this gesture 
saw the future of the sciences, now stuck in scientism, the dreary cult of 
scientists frozen in the Iron Cage. 

 Our discussion of an evolutionary macrosequence, taken empirically 
performs the task of explanation prior to theory, as a visualized model, and 
this result is a clear metanarrative or ‘book with chapters’, each chapter an 
epochal age-period, starting we Egypt/Sumer, then the Axial era, and then 
modernity. Since we deal in ‘relative beginnings’ we can start anywhere, 
and annex a larger history with new chapters from earlier eras, such as the 
Neolithic, which we suspect contains two earlier stages of our account. The 
idea of a sequence was complicated by the ability of this majestic system to 
split into sidewinders, and this phenomenon we see with stunning impact 
in the Axial Age’s multipole synchronous phases. The larger system idles 
from its focus on directionality as the splitting effect chaotifies direction in 
the intense dwelling on local places. The two great religions seem to wish to 
usurp direction, the future here, but our macro system with a drastic frontier 
effect switching to far Western Eurasia, the Euro-field, resets direction with 
the dramatic impact of modernity as a successor transition. 

These remarks are a reminder of the complexity and vastness of our 
material and we need to retreat to the ‘bird’s eye view’ of a simple narrative, 
or ‘metanarrative’, a term criticized by postmodern critics, one that can assist 
in digesting a discourse so colossal we will end by evolving larger brains 
to understand it. Our model will serve this purpose very well and ‘reduce’ 
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the complexity to a rough chronicle ending in the onset of modernity. We 
must in the end find the ‘answers’ in the modern ‘axial interval’, if there are 
any, and there we see the dramatic onset of the ‘secular’ recursion of  the 
Reformation followed by a rapid dismantling of Axial Age religions, with 
are passing into the obscurity of past history the way Egyptian religion did 
in the wake of the Axial Age. 

Modernity seems to suggest the ‘secular’ is the antithesis of ‘religion’, 
but this is misleading. We cannot banish discussions of consciousness in 
the name of the secular. We may invent new categories beyond that of the 
now archaizing ‘religion’, but the core of the sacred is amply present in the 
rich symphony of effects we see in the modern transition.  We should leave 
it at that, for the nonce, with a model of the Axial Age that shows a richness 
of content almost overwhelming in its depth. It wouldn’t be hard to create 
a religion of revelation based on the modern transition, but we should do 
better to reinvent our whole understanding mindful that ‘modernity’ is 
supercomplex where the Axial Age was complex, and can’t be reduced to a 
canon of religious gibberish. 

The analog track for religion in the wake of the modern transitions strips 
out all religious concepts in the period of Feuerbach and proceeds along 
a revolutionary path toward the mideonic reconstruction of social culture 
via a universalizing ideology, none other than the realm of socialism and 
communism. These have usurped the similar action of religions in antiquity. 
The explosive New Age movement seems intent on recursions of religion in 
the modern period, but we have to wonder if they aren’t ‘running on empty’ 
as doomed recursions of an ancient impulse. 

We should consider that most religions are confused muddles of the 
transcendental idealism of figures like Kant, and more clearly Schopenhauer. 
The modern period stole bases almost immediately and this will force a 
total recompute of the whole axiom set lurking in archaic religion. The 
real question is the ethical will, self-conscious realization, and temporal/
transtemporal realization natural to homo sapiens, forever lost, and found 
again in the modern world attempting to grasp the nature of evolution in 
the progression of hominids into the species ‘man’.
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 AppenDix3: An iDeA from sAmkhyA (from enAx)

 
Our exploration of the Axial Age could use one more interpretation, 

one already indicated in the Preface, and in the previous paragraphs, using 
an idea from the ancient Samkhya. We have also used and replaced the 
concept of ‘demiurgic powers’ with new ones requiring redefinition: e.g. 
the demiurgic manifold, demiurgic atman/brahman, SPR-MAT-X, etc...
Metaphysical unknowns are dangerous, like bad pointers in C programming. 
Their value can be anything and demonic anything might well adopt the 
term. We are talking however about a purely theoretical possibility that 
deserves discussion. 

In this variant of Samkhya we find, in our distinction of hyponomic, 
autonomic, and hypernomic realms, the higher materiality of  ‘spiritual 
nature’ beyond life, which can have properties related to ‘consciousness’ 
and ‘will’, in forms unknown to us. Note the distinction of consciousness 
and life as vital awareness. We don’t know precisely what ‘consciousness’ 
means beyond the simple ‘awareness’ as an organism nature gives to us, 
but the affinity of man to meditative quests shows he has a sense, and often 
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some ‘conscious’ state, of this deeper reality. First homo erectus, and then 
especially homo sapiens began to ‘bump’ into this mysterious hypernomic 
milieu, reflecting in a frequent double terminology the experience of ‘self-
consciousness’ beyond ‘consciousness’, and states beyond that. The confusions 
of ‘consciousness’, ‘will’, life/vital awareness, spiritual powers in nature and 
beyond nature, explains at once the hopeless confusion of ancient theologies 
as they emerged from the Axial period. 

We have introduced the idea of ‘demiurgic powers’ from the thinker 
Bennett. In what follows we have replaced this term with a neutral ‘SPR-
MAT-X’, in order to evade proprietary usage from gnostic operators 
who will claim to mediate such entities. We have no knowledge of 
such entities, but we need in principle to assist the debriefing of 
monotheism and its many abuses as pop religion by considering the 
logically counterpoint idea of entities with ‘consciousness’ of some kind 
or will but beyond the life domain. Such entities are distinct from the 
hypothesis of a transcendent ‘god’ logically confounded by antinomial 
contradictions as beyond existence and space-time. It is small wonder 
modern atheism attempts to sweep away this morass. But the domain 
of SPR-MAT-X entities points to the logical slot in ‘Samkhya’ of ‘higher 
spiritual nature’. The data of the Axial Age is beyond all of this: it is 
too complex even for simplistic design arguments. 

The Israelites detected the macro effect, a stunning achievement, but in 
the process confused the clarity of the history they lived. We end up with  
the Greek Axial interval as the key to what we see. Monotheism emerged 
as ‘output’ of the system in our sense, and yet was applied to the mystery 
they detected. The Old Testament collapses (unless it is a sci-fi-like account 
of a designer promoting a myth of a god/designer to a primitive people). 
We can forgive them their confusion: we have no science that can explain, 
e.g. aesthetic effects, although Kant stumbled on a first intuition here. Our 
larger pattern is so spectacular we could be struck dumb and reinvent a 
new religious historicism ourselves. But the Greek Axial Age gives us a 
clearer portrait of what is going on. Let us recall our suspicion the original 
‘monotheism’ did not speak the forbidden term ‘god’, instead pointing to the 
‘unnamed’ IHVH. We can certainly appreciate the point and must refrain 
from using pop theism in our account.

We can see the possibility of a new range of forms of explanation: the 
clear perception of a dynamical system using an ‘evolution’ formalism, 
which does not exclude design arguments. The latter is a ‘brown paper bag’ 
to hold the data showing a discrete progression. These new frameworks 
of explanation include: new concepts of  ‘unknowable’ divinity based on 
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Kantian noumenal boundaries to the phenomenal, in the ‘edge of space’ 
antinomial superset of ‘existence’. God, or the Void, is beyond existence. Here 
theistic historicism is replaced with design arguments displaced to ‘spiritual 
powers within nature’, within existence. We can offer the speculation that 
a clear perception of the Gaian scale of our phenomenon of the Axial Age 
suggests a biospheric level induction of evolution. We have tried to extend 
our totally inadequate language to distinguish new concepts distinguishing 
life, consciousness, and ‘will’. 

The elements of Schopenhauer and J.G.Bennett have left a question mark 
about ‘demiurgic powers’ in nature which have ‘will’ and ‘consciousness’ 
but which are not ‘alive’. Related to this is the question of space-time itself 
and the way in which ‘consciousness’ and ‘soul’ as an aspect of ‘mind’ are 
ambiguous in their relationship to standard geometries. We are certainly not 
quite ready for this level of complexity! The realm of modern ‘spooky physics’ 
provokes precisely this kind of question of effects that are trans-spatial. 

An irony: the modern ‘secularist’, debunking the Old Testament, will 
end up inheriting the whole account and savor its primitive detection 
of the macro effect. 

But the two thinkers are not quite the same and a new hopeless complexity 
confounds the discussion with the ambiguity of noumenal and phenomenal 
aspects of ‘will’. This was also present in the triple distinction of hyponomic, 
autonomic, and hypernomic realms. The hypernomic realm is precisely the 
realm explored by the ancient Samkhya. This is the phenomenal still. The 
noumenal corresponds to something beyond this, and beyond knowledge: 
the point is that the hypernomic is still within materiality, and should be 
open to sciences of the future. We are used to thinking that entities that are 
alive are conscious, but we have suggested via Bennett that ‘consciousness’ 
enters life, but is beyond it: consciousness transforms to a higher octave 
as ‘self-consciousness’ which is beyond the organism, very controversial, 
and not as yet scientific. But the distinction, if it could be understood, 
clarifies many things. Ancient theists, in blessed muddle, clearly made this 
distinction in garbled form: angelic forms, soon the object of a new neo-
pagan mythology, had consciousness, and will, but were not living beings 
living in bodies of the type we know on the biosphere of our planet. We 
have stumbeld into Samkhya: 

  An Idea From Samkhya We have no conceptual language to deal 
with our larger ‘macro’ effect. We must distinguish that effect from 
the genesis of religions in the middle periods of our pattern. We see 
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a remarkable pattern of dynamism, and yet we can’t rule out design 
arguments. We introduce an idea from Samkhya to distinguish the 
‘material’ aspect of the ‘spiritual’ from the noumenal unknown which is 
the antinomial omnipresence which incoherent theism has considered 
‘god’. To consider the point take the ‘antinomy’ discovered by Plato of 
the ‘edge of space’: at the edge of space can we reach beyond it? Here 
three different theologies arise in splendid unity and contradiction: 
the idea of current physics of ‘something from nothing’, the buddhist 
idea of the void, and the creationist idea, suitably upgraded beyond 
personalized theism, of a supreme god beyond existence, IHVH, 
nameless and conceptless. All three of these are really the same (and 
equally incoherent of antinomial). 

 As we complete our survey we see that the significance of the Axial Age 
is that of its place in a progression of epochs in world history. We called this 
the ‘eonic’ or ‘macro’ effect, to replace the term ‘Axial Age’.  The result is an 
incomplete picture, but as such so spectacular that we can appreciate the 
Old Testament’s sense of detecting a higher power in history. Small wonder 
the Israelites created a religion of history. Our humanist critique fails to see 
the way the ‘Israelites’ detected a transition in motion. It is not surprising 
they considered processes involving cultural regions over time could only 
be the ‘acts’ of a divinity. 

A Higher Power Acting Through History It is almost egregious to 
throw our data into the grabbag of ‘self-organization’. The eonic effect 
fills us with a sense of an almost ominous presence, of a mysterious 
process or action operating throughout history as a higher power. 
We see fine-tuning down to the level of poetic meters and even the 
whole genre Greek tragedy that might leave us floundering in design 
arguments. We need to realize that divinity would not act in this way. 
Conventional theism/atheism will not help us understand this situation.

In fact we have rediscovered, perhaps, the elemental sense of universal 
history first intuited by the Israelites, pointing beyond god idols to 
IHVH, before that degenerated into monotheism. We have lost that 
tradition, and need to steer well clear of it. We cannot under any 
circumstance bring ‘god ideas’ to our depiction, at the risk of corrupting 
our clarity with the confusions of false design arguments. That would 
truly wreck our account. The same can be said of the sterile atheism 
based on the metaphysics of Darwinian natural selection. The depiction 
of ‘evolution’ using systems analysis keeps our account honest. 

The term ‘higher power’ has no intrinsic semantic reference to ‘god’...
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However, the signature of systematics creeps up on theology. The design 
sense remains strong, but our model exposes the idea of ‘god’ in history as 
falsified (in most senses, but says nothing about the noumenal/antinomial 
‘edge of space’ omnipresence). The sense of design is a teleological system in 
motion. But designers might lurk in relation to such a system. The modern 
transition shows how the cases in the Axial Age work. There we find no 
trace of a theistic design argument, but the data does not correspond to 
reductionist historicism either. 

We have not stripped ‘god’ out of the age of revelation and promoted 
a purely mechanical substitute. Our model is not a theory. You can, 
given the stunning data we have found, certainly point to ‘seeing god 
in history’. but the problem is that you must define/redefine ‘god’ first, 
and create a semantic community that shares that term in that sense. 
This is obviously impossible, now, but the Israelite impetus began the 
classic trial in this vein. Monotheism emerged to eliminate polytheistic 
confusion, but ended by creating a truly confused semantic universe 
around the term ‘god’ in many languages. Let us note the curious 
remnant notion of the ‘unspoken name of God’, IHVH. Something has 
been lost and we have the suspicion that the legacy of pop theism of 
‘Jehovah’ is a distortion or decline, an idolatrous scandal we must pass 
by in compassionate anthropological hauteur. We must be clear how 
misleading the Old Testament mostly probably is. The crystallization 
that took place around the divide era (600 BCE) has lost the real history 
that led up to it. And the spectacular manifestation of ‘prophets’ is all 
the more spectacular and mysterious. Try this as an exercise: consider 
the modern ‘divide’ and study Kant, Hegel, Schopenhauer, these cap 
three centuries of the Reformation, and in many ways displace it. 
Then a generation later we find Feuerbach. And this reorients a whole 
century of modernism. Now consider our perspective two millennia 
from, if we barely had writing, or any documentation of modern history. 
We would be hard pressed to make sense of this situation and might 
conclude that the modern transition was about the views of Feuerbach, 
and forget there was a Reformation. In fact, this has already happened. 
So what the real history of ‘Israel/Judah’ was remains ambiguous. The 
hidden ‘reformation’, still close to the general components of Canaanite 
‘religion’ with Egyptian/Sumerian direct descendants is not clear to us. 

There is a long range effect that dwarfs the Axial Age. And the historicism 
of ‘freedom’ is a far more intelligible interpretation, and this was the ‘sleeper’ 
stream running through the Greek Axial. Its quiet hyper-naturalism is far 
better than a metanarrative of the supernatural because its factual basis is 
documented by the history of modernity, and yet, as Kant has shown, the 
idea has immense depth in the counterpoint to ‘Newtonian’ dynamics. 
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We should be wary of the immense complexity of the spectrum of 
general outcomes, Confucian, Indic/Buddhist, monotheistic, Greek 
general spectrum....and the Mayan exceptional case...

The Persian/’Israelite’ tour de force is a complex generator/experiment 
moving to clear away polytheism, ‘idolatry’, animal sacrifice and create 
a new type of oikoumene/civilization.

India shows complex a Axial transition in three visible aspects: the 
Upanishadic collation, the Jain sequence of teertankers leading to 
Mahavir, the onset of a globalization vehicle in buddhism in exact 
concert with the Israelite.

China shows a dual parallel birth of Taoism and Confucianism, and 
then a later ‘mideonic’ blend creating the classic ‘Zen’ legacies.

The Mayan case is still hard to understand but seems to be a cycle behind, 
and ritualizes an archaic ‘sacrificial’ legacy that will prove dangerous 
in the endphase of the Aztecs...We are not sure we should include this 
case, but it fits the general rubric of stream and sequence and ‘Axiality’, 
and it demonstrates a real global mystery...Isolated civilizations are 
at risk: the Old World cases all show a manifold diffusions and help 
each other out. 

The Greek case (with its variant Roman) shows a final flowering of 
aesthetic polytheism (cf. Greek tragedy), but is moving in a different 
direction, our ‘secular’, with the birth of science, a philosophic 
revolution, republicanism/democracy, a ‘lyric’ age (collation of epics, 
followed by...), and much else...

These legacies will spawn ‘middle phase’ religions such as Mahayana, 
diverse Chinese outcomes, Christianity, Islam, and ‘Judaism’ as such. 
Note that will the next transition will focus on the Euro-zone, there 
are numerous isolated ‘reformations’, e.g. the Sikh hybrid in the early 
modern....It is important to see that the dynamic of these religions, 
although seeded in the Axial period, is different, requiring different 
explanations. Note that Greek/Roman polytheism, and ‘Israelitism’ fail 
to transcend ‘animal sacrifice’, with disastrous results, arriving only 
with the later religions....

Our ‘‘stream and sequence’ analysis fits all these cases to a T, viz. the 
‘streams’  of Indic, Canaanite/Abrahamic (?) legacies and the Axial 
interval transformations to proto-monotheism, and buddhism...
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We need to be wary of the stunning macro pattern we have uncovered: 
its outcome is modernity itself, whose interpretation shows something still 
more spectacular than the Axial Age. The secular, so clearly prophesied 
in Axial Greece, has taken the stage as the world system moves in a new 
direction. This account does not preclude design arguments, but the classic 
Old Testament account is clearly a construct of mythology built around a 
transition interval (with a stream to sequence lead up). We have outlined this 
situation with distinction of theistic powers outside of existence,  material 
‘spirits’ inside existence, with reference to the ‘demiurge’ of Kant (Plato).  
Atheism in its modern form does not grasp the possibility of spiritual powers 
in nature, inside existence, ‘god’ by definition beyond existence, and thus 
incomprehensible. The Israelites sensed this and clearly distinguished IHVH 
and the ‘elohim’. 

Divinities don’t act in cycles. But the hyper-machine in question shows 
elusive properties including the aesthetic. Its design aspect is overwhelming 
but this implies nothing about ‘intelligent designers’. We introduce the 
term ‘hypermechanical’ below, to clarity the hopeless confusion here (we 
have considered distinctions of hypo-, auto-, and hyper-nomic levels. The 
‘material/spiritual’ pertains to the hypernomic, by hypothesis. The ‘macro’ 
effect begins to provide suspicious evidence of the hypermechanical.   

The simplest snapshot of the larger context of the Axial Age is that of 
a discrete/continuous model operating in a 2400 year frequency cycle. 
The success of such a crude model is striking. We have discontinuous 
intervals (in a sequence) inside continuous streams, and these are short 
three century bursts with divide lines at the end. We see only three beats 
in this series, but the continuation is clear enough for a hypothesis. This 
mainline of this directional sequence (teleological) would bypass almost 
the whole planet, so we see, beside the ‘sequence’, sudden splitting lines 
in parallel. These intervals spawn diffusion zones, or new civilizations/
layers. This minimaxing directionality shows no distinction of sacred 
and secular.  This argument does not rule out ‘designers’ tending such 
a machine: the doubloon aspect of system/design is strong. The macro 
effect implies properties we don’t understand, such as scanning regions. 
The larger picture shows a mysterious global/Gaian process creating 
a garland of flowering localities across Eurasia and beyond. The later 
religions are a different process and spring from seeds in the transition 
but enter the phases of free action, and that could include men, hidden 
spiritual traditions, or unknown ‘spiritual powers’. 

We have introduced the idea on the sidelines of ‘spiritual/material powers 
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in nature’, viz. to replace the term ‘demiurgic powers’, ‘SPR-MAT X entities’, 
within existence, defining ‘god’ as beyond existence, a point of clarity lost 
in centuries of theology. ‘God’ beyond existence resembles the ‘noumenal’ 
and is beyond knowledge, leaving atheism/theism in stalemate. 

There is nothing contradictory (supernatural) about entities inside 
existence and beyond man. The ‘mechanics’ must be specified, perhaps by 
a science beyond man’s capacity at this stage of evolution...

Such entities could be alien analog ‘life forms’ (unknown on the 
planetary system of man), or they could be beyond life in the realm of the 
hyper-mechanical...The element ‘consciousness’ is one possibility often 
proposed for this category, in a different sense of the term ‘consciousness’.  
Consciousness could be a groundstate for a higher level of hypemechanical 
states of existence. 

We can specify science fiction elements such as
beings inside existence with ‘bodies of light or consciousness’ 
electromagnetic fields able to apply computational powers at the mental 

level over large regions...
We can dismiss these speculations, but we see the evidence of 

supercomplex mechanicity in the Axial Age...
Our dubious statements about demiurgic powers will confuse the issue, 

and should be dumped forthwith. But they were introduced with a warning 
(cf. the Preface). We will use only semantic entities we control, and discard 
them at once if necessary. But the narrative of ‘demiurgic powers’ of Bennett 
remains of interest via the history of sufism. 

 Such notions can be pernicious. Demiurgic powers would mediate via 
human vehicles and sufi sharks would volunteer at once for a ‘piece of the 
action’.  But these can also explore logical alternates, and we should air them 
and let them play out. Let us note the confusion that arises with monotheism, 
all the other transitions of the Axial interval are much clearer. That is a sign 
the Old Testament is metaphysically incoherent. We must set it aside and 
compare the Axial interval to the case of Axial Greece, as an analog. The 
Old Testament is not a usable record of the Axial interval of Israel/Judah. 
It is the output of the transformation! 

We have discussed the modern transition because it shows a deep design 
but no signs whatever of designers. The record is ‘clean’, and Spinoza appears 
in the early modern with grim determination. It is important not to give 
ambitious spiritual politicians any angle on the supernatural. They will 
soon be their representatives on earth, but we have picked one example, 
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‘demiurgic’ powers as an example. Let us list the possibilities: 
the transition: this is hyper-mechanical, and probably locked from 
outside designers. This hyper-machine operates on a scale of ten 
thousand years or more: designers, demiurgic powers, might initiate 
this machine, but wouldn’t intervene in its macrosequence without 
good reason. The Israelite account is thus mythical, but... The whole 
notion of designers fails, for the evolution of civilization is bound up in 
a larger systematics that goes back to the start, a Goldilocks principle... 
Confusing teleology with designers is very easy. But the ‘designers’ of 
such a machine would surely monitor its progressions.

 the post-transition: we can’t rule out the possibility that designers take 
up the phase of ‘free action’ and assist the realizations of the transition. 
The quick start religions like Christianity and Islam might be related 
to this, but as realization of the potential seeded in the transition. But 
Christianity looks far more like a later realization of the inner potential 
of the transition, correcting its crudities.  

The overall system shows both factors, a directional system of 
hypermechanical effect and SPR-MAT X factors either connected, or 
associated with the larger ‘garden’  of nature. 

These religions show a ‘goal’ of moving beyond polytheism and 
paganism, but the result via free agency is strangely ‘incompetent’: the 
distinction of system action and free agency, perhaps.

The legacy of buddhism shows far less of the strange confusions of 
monotheism...The same is true of the Greek Axial transition. The latter is 
the only serious data set we have of the Axial Age. But ‘Israelite’/Persian 
transitions set in motion long range culture creators called ‘religions’ 
which attempt to replace paganism with monotheism, oikoumene 
generators that create new civilizations as overlays. 

This might explain the fact that ‘religions’ like Christianity generate 
illusions of revelation but are outside the transition. Spiritual entities could 
‘read’ the transition and initiate downfield religions. The accounts of Jehovah 
in the Axial transition are completely misleading and later interpolations. 
But the Israelites did detect a transition, which is remarkable.  

...what do we mean by hyper-mechanical? We should consider three 
levels; the level of physics, the hyper-mechanical biological, and a hyper-
mechanical X at an unknown higher level, the old fashioned ‘spiritual’, 
the higher gunas in Samkhya, level 12, 6, 3...Such notions will get in 
trouble! they are not science. But we see the high level hypermechanical 
in all our transitions, which can process ultra complex objects like 
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‘culture’, literature, religion, etc... Hopeless confusion has arisen in 
taking distinct things as ‘god’. Samkhya had this idea: the ‘prakriti’ 
(vs. ‘purusha’) will fool you, and goes very high, but is still ‘material’, 
or phenomenal.  

This overall data set is a classic ‘four-dimensional black box’ whose 
interpretations stretch between old fashioned design arguments and our 
Kantian resolution of the dynamics of freedom, with our systems model. 
The model is the correct way to strip out false design fantasies. A ‘model’ 
is not an explanation or causal reduction.  If you encounter a space ship of 
aliens, systems analysis will describe what it does, but not produce a causal 
explanation. And all explanations must reckon with ‘free agency’ inside 
‘system action’: fallible men with superstitious beliefs saw a transition 
unfolding and thought it the action of a divinity, thence ‘the’ divinity. In 
the midst of this their own actions decided the outcome. 

The views of Schopenhauer on the Will in nature work as well as theology 
(note that ‘scientific laws’ blend into ‘will’ in that system, and that cosmic 
bodies, or even e.g. the biosphere, in Bennett’s system have ‘will’, but are not 
alive). Our model keeps the data intact from false design arguments, and 
also from reductionist flat history causal pseudo-arguments. We need hardly 
remind ourselves that the Old Testament has little value as an historical 
document, and was written very late. The Greek Archaic, as an analog, is a 
far better portrait of what’s going on. 

The modern era has reacted against the principles of spiritual powers  
because they are dangerous to freedom. The era of Feuerbach expressed 
this strongly. But even Kant noted in passing, after demolishing the design 
argument, the speculative hypothesis, after Plato, of a demiurge acting in 
history, the precursor of J. G. Bennett’s ‘demiurgic powers’, an idea corrupted 
with occult additives, a warning of the danger of design arguments. We must 
remember that the Axial Age attempted (without success with the Israelites) 
to phase out polytheism and animal sacrifice. We must be vigilant to not 
let these phantoms return to haunt modernity. Bennett was a front man 
for rogue sufis trying to reinvent sacrifice and find a way to introduce a 
spiritual Trojan horse into modern ideology. Bennett came close to providing 
that. But his conception of world history, and of the rise of modernity are 
completely inadequate. 

We must be wary of attempts to create religions of the Axial type all 
over again in the modern downfield.   

We must remember that Christianity, Islam, Judaism, and Mahayana 
appear outside the Axial Age, and require another explanation, although 
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the seeding analogy can work. But our distinction of system action 
and free action applies. These religions do not show ‘process’ but are 
generated in mideonic ‘free agency’. But free agency can be spiritual. In 
any case, how do we explain the onset of Christianity, a very obscure 
data chaos? 

The idea of demiurgic powers as Bennett’s botched account shows is 
braided with a Trojan horse of sacrificial powers above man, the archaic 
nonsense all over again. Shadowy new age figures would enjoy undoing this 
achievement, and recreating the sacrificial. We should speak of the Kantian 
demiurge, singular or plural, of the Heavenly Host. These are speculative 
notions, from the first. Since we have no knowledge here, we might remain 
silent, save to put the ‘god’ idea in its supernatural context, leaving the issues 
of ‘nature’ to the lesser powers.  Note that this merry-go-round has promptly 
reinvented near polytheism, and the way Christians displaced this into the 
realm of angelic powers. 

The slot for religious emergentism in the wake of the Axial interval 
passes in the modern transition into the aggressive revolutionary track 
of the modern atheist far left. Perhaps this was too extreme, but the point 
is clear, a new era has arrived to displace the Axial Age. But modern 
atheism has failed to grasp the option of material powers higher than 
man, a theme reborn in science fiction.  

There is a plan B alternate, the Hegelian cult of the FrankenGeist, 
with a sideshow of the Owl of Minerva. In any case, the ‘triad of Kant, 
Hegel, Schopenhauer’ is a mysteriously apt end and new beginning to the 
Reformation. But the Feuerbachian way of slamming the religious door 
shut was perhaps inevitable at the dawn of a new era. Historical materialists 
emerged with a new ‘superstition’, the material dialectic, their ‘ark of the 
covenant’ conveying the ghost of ‘Samkhya’ into a new future. 

Understanding the Axial Age requires first giving a history of sacrifice 
as a religious practice, a history we can’t really provide, to see its attempt 
to transcend beyond this bloody legacy, and its surreptitious alternates. We 
should note the tension in the Israelite transition as it failed to escape the 
gravitation of its basically Canaanite sources (and its Sumerian/Abrahamic 
mystery of ur-monotheism) with its legacies of animal sacrifice. The transition 
beyond sacrifice was thus accomplished by the later phases of Christianity 
(where the symbolism is superceded in the Christological card trick) and 
Islam (and Buddhism), and those two religions do not actually occur in 
the Axial Age. We are left with a dark question, what were all these fancies 
spiritual powers doing in eras before the Axial Age in dealing with a bloody-
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thirst humanoid, sapient at his best, at worst a cannibal. 
Secular ideology has trended to exclude religion from modernist 

foundationalism, but this forgets the Reformations of the early modern, and 
this also forgets the complex issues of ‘soul’ that arise in early Christianity, 
and then again in Islam, which either spawns or hosts a complex formation 
called ‘Sufism’ whose exact parameters (and relation to soul questions) are 
obscure indeed. 

Our discussion moves beyond religion to the exotic and beautiful realm 
of the Kantian thematics of the idea of freedom, and shows the exotic 
case of ‘freedom’s causality’.  

The world of Buddhism should be distinguished from Mahayana whose 
connection to the ‘savior’ religion of Christianity remains unresolved. The 
modern Reformation, which occurs early only to be sublated into a secular 
format, should remind us to be wary of the ‘Israelite Reformation’: the basic 
format of a Middle Eastern religious corpus undergoes a Reformation and 
then becomes something quite different. And this is backdated to the original 
forms, which we can see were the object of many attacks by the Prophets. 
The complexity of Israelitism is considerable indeed. 

Our difficulties are all too reminiscent of the metaphysical issues raised 
in Kant, and we have seen a remarkable suggestion of the distinction of 
phenomenal directionality as representation of noumenal teleology. The idea 
of action from the virtual future (and in J. G. Bennett there is the idea of a 
hyparchic future) is related to that of teleology which has no place in standard 
science. We have in any case produced a solution to ‘Kant’s Challenge’, and 
an insight into the relationship of history to evolution. This success of our 
model works even given the ragged character of its application, and its 
indifference to the incomplete character of the data. Flat history fails, what 
is the simplest alternative? The robust insight of a model as entry level as 
a finite transition series is remarkable to say the least: we are on the right 
track. In as important to critique such models as it is to attempt their use. 

The model of flat history now dominant has completely misled secular 
thought. We see the clear operation of a higher power in history, but this 
does not validate theistic historicism and claims for divine revelation. We 
have replaced this with a systems analysis, but we have also explored the 
hypothesis of higher powers in nature, from biospheric or Gaian speculations 
to the Platonic/Kantian idea of the demiurge. The legacy of reductionist 
scientism is not able to solve the problem of the Axial Age, next to the 
equal confusions of theology. The simplest and best replacement for higher 



Enigma of the Axial Age 98

powers is the idea of teleological action, which seems to act from the future, 
but this still beggars the clear ‘design equivalent’ as ‘mind in nature’ that 
‘seems’ to act throughout the Axial effects spectrum. This factor ‘scans’  
culture streams and reamps certain factors as virtual categories or genres 
for human realization. The idea of teleology raises as many questions as it 
solves and we consider what is missing in the frameworks of science, and 
physics: as with our citation of a ‘Goldilocks principle’, the issue of ends 
invokes that of beginnings. 

The Israelites deserve a little credit, even as we go on our secular path.
They exposed factors in history that are hard to explain in normal causal 
terms. They were right to do so, and they noticed this happenstance as design 
as it unfolded in their Axial transition. The Greeks couldn’t manage (but 
they thus did not confuse their history with mythologies of ‘revelation’). 
The Israelites could not quite see how our ‘stream and sequence’ argument 
could have helped them sort our a revealing contradiction: the difference 
between the lead-up history (mostly myth) and the Axial interval history. 
They simply ignore that monotheism appears with Abraham but is created 
during the Axial period. There two kingdoms succumb to conquest, and 
a period of Exile blends two monotheisms, semitic and indo-european. 
These conquests precipitate globalization. The whole sequence of the Axial 
differential is spooky to say the least. But the whole Axial shows this kind 
of strangeness. 

Consider this in light of the Greek Axial history of literature from Homer 
to Greek tragedy. Our depiction is literally true in the way a new genre of epic 
and tragedy generate human realizations. Something can scan the stream 
and amplify latent factors. And inside the Axial interval or its immediate 
post-divide point. Move from there to the literary ‘epic’ of the Israelites, 
the Old Testament. We’ve replaced religious superstition with science, no? 
We are stuck trying to reconstruct a ‘design’ action Frankenstein-style. If 
it can scan whole culture streams shouldn’t we reinvent the category of 
pagan idols? If it can act like feedback over tens of millennia, shouldn’t we 
allow a bit of theistic awe? The superstitious Israelites could still get the last 
laugh here, the joke on scientism. The buddhist case is even more spooky. 
Frankenstein generates an atheist religion. Like the mad hatter we just move 
on to the Chinese case. We can become Taoist nature mystics, and explore 
the topology of the Great Wall of China. Scientists are back to the wall 
here, but the situation is not hopeless. There are too many hints of simple 
dynamics here to indulge in mystic retrogression. But if, pace Frankenstein 
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(and Hegel) the monstrous creation of theory becomes ‘god’, what then? 

Our stance might simply adopt the method of the ‘design inference’ 
of the religion critics of Darwin: the Axial Age of Israel/Persia (and 
the rest) allows us to infer design, but this contradicts the properties of 
theistic ‘god’ due to its failure to exhibit omnipotence: it is a very limited 
natural system. We thus infer a power within nature that is behind the 
‘Axial Age’, or ages. This puts finger in a very dangerous dyke: superstition 
recreation of religion-based on the extended ‘Axial’ or macro effect. Since 
the model shown hits a home run on its first time at bat, we suspect 
that such august higher powers are very good with hyper-advanced 
dynamical systems, macroevolution in our sense being one of them.

The irony here is that seeing the rise of modernity as a ‘subsequent’ 
Axial Age gives an example at close range of the type of transformation seen 
in fuzzy antiquity, and also explicates the riddle of modernity itself. The 
framework shows a sudden transition of three centuries capped with a ‘divide’ 
and the evidence fits beautifully here. The period after 1800, plus or minus, 
works perfectly as the onset of a new era in world history, after an explosive 
transition. The sudden transformation of economic systematics matched 
with the Industrial Revolution creates an entire new form of civilization. 

But the issue in our model is not ‘civilization’ as such, the latter being 
a loose descriptive term, but our new ‘unit’ of analysis, the differential 
time-slice, a transition, whose effect generates a field of diffusion, or a new 
oikoumene. This time that oikoumene is truly global for the first time, 
and drama of economic globalization in many ways replaces the religious 
version of antiquity. But this crystallization as capitalism is really, to a 
close look, matched with the onset of a challenger in the rise of socialism 
and communism. The real challenger is the democratic revolution which 
operates an antithesis in the dialectic of freedom, and the counterpoint of 
free markets and the socialist freedom of individuals or proletariats shows 
the real dynamic. In a period two centuries downfield the significance of 
this larger ‘dialectic’ is becoming apparent and the final stage of the world 
economy will return to its cultural integration via a secular version of religion. 

Our model moves to a modern vein of deep thinking on the place of 
freedom in human psychology and history, and this never involves 
the spiritualization jargon of religion. We should respect this fresh 
approach. See textboxes on facing pages...

But we should note that modernity generates a Reformation, and this is as 
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secular as anything else, and is a prime generator of the democratic revolution 
and of abolition. If we examine the ‘Israelite’ transition in antiquity we see 
one and the same process: a ‘reformation’ of middle eastern or Canaanite 
religion, followed by a lot of backdated history tending to conceal this onset, 
in a process similar to the modern. But the modern transition shows also 
a continuation from the Axial Age religions in reformation, and the final 
outcome here is still in the making. We need to point out that this is not the 
same as the triumphant domination of ‘science’, but the balanced spectrum 
dialectic of modernity with its highly complex dynamic of the causal and 
the idea of freedom. 

It is important to see how the Enlightenment produces a morality 
for the first time in Kant’s remarkable Critique of Practical Reason. 
However open to dialectical challenge it is a remarkable first. Moses 
and his Tablets was a myth of primitive religion...

The modern world is reacting against the theism of the ancient Axial 
Age, despite the continuity of the Reformation. The prompt appearance of 
atheism as a world view begins in the seventeenth century. But the confusions 
of this with scientism and the entanglement with reductionist evolutionism 
has given the field of religious conservatives a stay. The issue of evolution was 
better resolved in the early modern with the work of figures like Kant and 
his generation of the school of teleomechanists, a reminder of the frequent 
onset of confusion in the wake of our mysterious transitions. The problem 
shows a sign of a solution in the reformulation of ‘evolution’ in our model. 

The modern transition is really the conclusion to the classic Axial Age, 
and the epochs before it, and it seems unlikely that the macrosequence will 
continue to another in the future: man appears to have graduated from the 
second phase of The Great Transition and as ‘system action’ yields to ‘free 
action’ his confronted for a task that is so far beyond his powers, the problem 
of understanding let alone replicating an evolutionary transformation on 
the scale of tens of millennia. By comparison, the only analog, the modern 
revolution, is downright primitive. And yet the analog suggests something 
about the future prospects of humanity. Man cannot simply drift with the 
tides of successive epochs ending up rescued from medieval worlds by the 
coming of a future transformation. He is confronted with a task of great 
complexity, and so far, bey0nd his powers, yet one that will subject him to 
the test of a real future. 

We are confronted with an emergence into freedom with an existential 
suspense involved in being the inheritor of the gifts of nature almost before 
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we are ready to receive them. We enter the treacherous realm of man’s 
evolution becoming the self-evolution of man, armed with a darwinian view 
of man that is inadequate to the reality we now see. But man is entering 
slowly the era of technological terraforming, and the companion discoveries 
must be of the nature of social change itself, and the prospect of generating 
social processes on the scale of civilization itself. These are not the same as 
elements of capitalist economy that have become a probably temporary phase 
of modernity. Current social consciousness thinks nothing of eliminating 
the Amazon basin in the sprawl of capitalist dynamics. Clearly, the first 
phase of modernity is confusing us. 

 We need to see that as homo sapiens emerges from the Great Transition, 
or, equally, his entry into its final phase, his responsibility for a whole planet 
demands a cogent self-evolution into creative self-consciousness, in the 
realization of his real nature in a Gaian context, and this new man, the last 
of the first men, or the first after the last men, must recover the natural state 
bestowed on man at the dawn of man, a state analogous to the buddhist or 
yogi’s ‘enlightenment’, in the realization of who he was from the start. This 
is the real succession to the era of world religions now drawing to a close, 
but with a cautionary cross-examination of the secular era coming to the 
fore. Man has received a great deal of help in the creation of civilization, his 
passage to his real autonomy is an adventure demanding the transformation 
of  man as he is, and a that will be a recovery of the first men at the dawn 
of homo sapiens.  

As we look back from the stance of the ‘modern’ world we see that the 
hypothesis of the modern transition works beautifully as an account of the 
rise of a new era of world history, and we are still in the early phases of that 
successor epoch. We see that the Reformation transformed Christianity, 
while the legacy of buddhism crept into modernity almost as early as the 
Enlightenment itself, generating a comic double entendre of terms, one that 
will transform modernity into multiple melodies.  But the revolutionary left 
usurped the place of religion in the period just following the modern ‘divide’ 
and the rich man’s religion of the Calvinists, next to the suppression of the 
primordial communism of the Christian rebel Thomas Munzer, will pass 
away before the efforts to bring the modern proletariats to full inclusion 
in basic civilization. The resemblance to the underground revolt of the 
Christians is no accident, but the reversal into materialist ideology will force 
the issue of metaphysical ‘reboot’. The materialism of the early marxists will 
no doubt yield to something kin to the implications of ‘spiritual samkhya 
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materialism’ of the ancient yogis, or else the efforts of neuroscience to reckon 
with simple consciousness, the ultimate endgame science of the progeny of 
newtonian fundamentalism. 

The way forward was clearly foreseen by the philosopher Kant but 
the science as myth of the early positivists of scientism will prove a long 
dialectical struggle of science with itself. Modernity gave birth to the idea 
of freedom (in reality another Greek idea) and its implications in relation 
to science confound the regime of mechanism with first the biological, and 
then the cosmological. Christianity was in many ways a political revolution 
of the Roman Empire and the regime of slavery, the motion of the modern 
democratic revolution to the conclusions of socialism and communism will 
likewise answer to the globalization of capitalism. Behind the disguises 
of time and culture the resemblance to the antique Axial instances is 
remarkable. The Great Transition seems to be yielding to the maturity of 
man becoming man, and the permutation of the catch phrase ‘last and first 
men’, suggests that first real civilization will be as a construct of the first 
men against the ages of the last. 
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