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Descartes, usually considered the|father of modern philosophy,
paved the way for our understanding of the world machine by distin-
guishing sharply between the world of extended objects out there and
the world of subjectivity in here, in our own mind. Despite the thoughts
and feelings endemic to human consciousness, we may observe the
mechanistic workings of objects in the external world without influenc-
ing them as long as we think objectively, as long as we do not personally
participate in those workings, as long as we simply conceive accurately
in our mind how objects relate to gne another. The net effect of
Cartesianism over the last three centuries has been for us to separate
human consciousness from the world process and, in addition, by
concentrating on the plurality of objects to miss seeing the world
process as a single process at all.

Big changes came during the first quarter of the twentieth century.
Albert Einstein’s special theory of relativity dispossessed the
framework of absolute space-time, at least when dealing with very high
velocity movements that approach the speed of light. Quantum theory
similarly disrupted the Newtonian view, perhaps even more so. There
are three reasons. The firstis that atomic particles such as electrons are
not things which can be described by concepts such as location, velocity,
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or size. Thought of as particles they travel from one location to another
without traversing the distance in between. They move discontinu-
ously. They do not appear to function at all like the material objects we
understand at the common sense level. Thus, understanding them as
particles of matter can be misleading, It is helpful, say the new breed of
physicists, to understand them also as waves or wavicles.

Second, there is no apparent structure of efficient causation belong-
ing to individual subatomic events. [We must study them in groups.
Individual subatomic events are not predictable and do not even seem
to be individually causally determined. What we can do is predict what
will happen on the basis of a statistical analysis of a given quantum of
atomic activity. In the case of radioactive decay, for example, the point
in time in which a particular radioactive atom will suddenly disinte-
grate is totally unpredictable; but the pverall half-life or rate of decay of
radioactive substances is knowable. Bohm uses the actuarial predic-
tions of insurance companies as an analogy. Statistical laws predict with
a high degree of approximation the mean number of people in a given
class of age, height, weight, and so on,|that will die of a certain disease in
a specified period of time. Even though no one can predict the precise
time of death of an individual policyholder, the statistical laws are
counted as knowledge.

Third, there are subatomic experiments that demonstrate nonlocal
relationships between electrons. Einstein, B. Podolsky and N. Rosen
have shown that when two electrons from a single atom have interacted
and then flown off in opposite diregtions, interference with one will
instantly affect the other, regardless of the distance between them.
This seems to indicate a sort of telepathy between the particles, an
intimate interconnection between particles that are not in spatial con-
tact, a noncausal nonmaterial yet influential relationship (Bohm 1980,
71-76, 175).
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process by which this reality becomes a plurality of things is the process
of change. The never-ending flux consists in differing forms of a
continuing single reality variously described as fire,- logos, or God.
Materially conceived, all things are a different form of the ever-living
fire. Rationally conceived, all things are expressions of the divine.
Because God is reason (logos) and since God is the One which per-
meates all things, pantheist Heraclitus holds that all things move and
change in accordance with the logos as the universal law immanent in
the process. What we perceive to be disorder and strife between oppo-
sites will ultimately find a higher harmony in the ongoing life of the
divine unity.* In addition to comprehensive unity and flux, Heraclitus
should also have appeal for Bohm because his unifying reality, God,
has the ability to influence individual events.

How does Bohm describe his own notion of the filled plenum? He
describes it as a sea of energy. The forms of the flux appear as ripples
or wave patterns on the surface of this sea. “What is implied by this
proposal is that what we call empty space contains an immense back-
ground of energy, and that matter as we know it is a small quantized
wavelike excitation on top of this background, rather like a tiny ripple
on a vast sea. ... this vast sea of energy may play a key part in the
understanding of the cosmos as a whole. . . . what we perceive through
the senses as empty space is actually the plenum, which is the ground
for the existence of everything, including ourselves” (Bohm 1980,
191-92). The sea of energy is immense. So immense that when Bohm
discusses the big bang theory of cosmagenesis, he says “this big bang is
to be regarded as actually just a little [ripple” (Bohm 1980. 192). The
whole twenty billion year history of the multi-galactic cosmos is just a
litte ripple! When Bohm says his sea of energy is immense, he means it.

Bohm’s plenum is not to be conceived as a material medium such as
Heraclitus’ fire or the nineteenth-century concept of a pervasive ether,
both of which were regarded as moving only in three-dimensional
space. Bohm wants more. This energy|sea is to be understood in terms
of a multidimensional implicate order, while the universe of matter
manifested to our sense experience is to be treated as a comparatively
small pattern of excitation. This excitation pattern is relatively au-
tonomous and gives rise to our experience of subtotalities and the
notions of three dimensional and quantum space.

From this point on, Bohm’s multidimensional sea of energy begins to
pick up character and personality. As|we mentioned before, because
this grand reality is inclusive of human consciousness—which Bohm
takes to include thought, feeling, desire, will, and so on—in itself it
cannot be less than conscious. The holpmovement must be the source
of life and itself be living. Furthermore, the absence of life is dubbed by
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And Bohm goes still further yet in his concept of projection. He says
the inclusive ground is creative. “Such a projection can be described as
creative, rather than mechanical, for by|creativity one means just the
inception of new content, which unfolds into a sequence of moments
thatis not completely derivable from what came earlier in this sequence
or set of such sequences. What we are saying is, then, that movement is
basically such a creative inception of new content as projected from the
multidimensional ground. ... This we may call the ground of all that
is” (Bohm 1980, 212).

In sum, the all-inclusive holomovemeni can be understood as the sea
of energy or the multidimensional ground from which all things de-
rive. It is living. It actively projects its| own implicate order in and
through human consciousness, thereby becoming manifest and
explicit. In doing so it is creative, becausg what it unfolds in a sequence
of moments is not simply derivable from what came earlier.

HovroMoVEMENT AND HOLES IN THE ARGUMENT?

One might ask at this point if Bohm has fallen into the fallacy of
composition when one reasons without warrant from the properties of
the parts to the properties of the whole. The whole, if understood as

in weight, then the machine as a whole is light in weight. The error is
that the machine may contain a very large[number of parts and mayasa
whole be quite heavy. In the case of Bohm’s holomovement, he argues
that because individual human beings are conscious, therefore, the
universe as a whole is conscious. Does it|follow necessarily that if the
individual parts are conscious—which implies intelligence, self-
awareness, identity over against other identities, and so on—that the
whole qua whole has a parallel consciousness? It is in principle possible
that the whole is as Leucippis and Demgcrates thought it is, namely,
an empty receptacle containing individual atomic units. Instead of a
whole the cosmos might be simply an aggregate, a large collection of
individual entities some of which are conscious.

Bohm, of course, means what he says. He understands the holomove-
ment on the model of the hologram. The term hologram is derived from
the Greek holo meaning whole and gram meaning to write. Holography
is the construction of a kind of three-dimensional picture produced by
lensless photography. By letting light fall on a photographic plate from
two sources (from the object itself plus from a reference beam, which is
light deflected by a mirror from the object onto the plate) a three-
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The problem with monism in all jits forms is that it denies the
Christian belief in a radical distinction between God and the creation.
This distinction functions to affirm divine ultimacy. God transcends
the world. This means among other things that the creature can never
become totally divine. Although God as immanent can and does par-
ticipate in the creation, that which has been created will remain the
created.

The distinction between God and the creation has two corollaries in
Christian monotheism. First, God is not thought of as simply a
craftsperson who molds and shapes and directs an already existent
world stuff. Rather, God creates ex nihi, o, out of nothing. He summons
the universe into existence, and should he not so summon it then there
would be only God.

Second, the created realm is entirely dependent upon God as the
source and power of its continued existence. We have a part in the
universe not by some natural right, but pnly by the grace of God. Life is
a gift. The proper creaturely response is to be thankful (Hick 1973, 8).
The purpose of Bohm’s Wholeness and the Implicate Order is not to render
thanksgiving for the cosmos, of course. But perhaps the theological
reader can be thankful that Bohm leccessquy avoids a clash with
Christian theology that would result from dubbing the holomovement
divine.

History AND THE WHOLE

There is another related issue: Can Bohm'’s holographic microcosm-
macrocosm correlation be made compatible with the Christian em-
phasis on historical reality? The idea th treality is history and that such
things as creativity and irrevocable ch nge occur within history is an
idea that modernity shares with ancient [srael and the New Testament.
Because of the movement in holomove ent, it would seem that Bohm
is accepting of the modern understanding of reality as processive,
temporal, and historical. But just how far is he in fact willing to go with
this? Speculations on the microcosm-macrocosm correlation have a
tendency to deny genuine historicity to| events, to dissolve everything
into a timeless unity. When he speaks directly to the issue, he speaks of
time in the holomovement in terms of “recurrence” on the analogy of
the changing seasons (Weber 1982a, 89-90).

Bohm'’s notion of implicate causation

carries his theory in the direc-

tion of an achronic or suprahistorical whole that minimizes the impor-

tance of the course of individual events.
events do not cause or influence future
enfolded into the implicate order, into
sequent event emerges from the implica

In the explicate order current
events directly; each event is
the whole. The next or sub-
te order and is not the direct
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product of its predessor. All of histary is analogous to a movie film.
Each frame is a still picture, but due tg its speed through the camera we
perceive the movie as continuous. So also in history each event is a unit
unto itself produced by the implicate prder becoming explicate. It only
appears to be a sequence of causally related events. To exaggerate a bit:
in order to kick the dog one must firstkick the implicate order and then
the implicate order kicks the dog; and then in a subsequent event it
prompts the dog to yelp. Kicking, feeling the kick, and yelping all
belong to the immense multidimensional whole and simply become
explicate at arbitrary times. It just appears to us that they are causally
related.

The advantage in such a theory is that we are no longer the victims of
a strict nexus of efficient causation. Individual events are related to the
whole. Should one want to describe divine activity in the ordinary
course of events, the concept of the implicate order might be a vehicle
for doing so. However, there may be a disadvantage as well. By
eliminating entirely the direct continuity between the sequence of
events, temporality and historicity risk being swallowed up in the
achronic abyss of the implicate order.

There are grounds for taking history seriously in both natural sci-
ence and theology. It has been traditionally assumed that history be-
longs peculiarly to the human condition and that nature functions in
some achronic realm, subject to unchanging laws. What is beginning to
dawn on modern consciousness is the comprehensiveness of the cate-
gory history. Nature too is historical. It is not timeless. Astrophysicist
C. F. von Weizsacker argues the point forcefully. “Man is indeed a
historic being, but this is possible becayse man comes out of nature and
because nature is historic herself. . . . History in the broadest sense is
the essence of what happens in time. In this sense, nature undoubtedly
has a history since nature herself is in time. History of nature, then,
would be the totality of what happens in nature” (von Weizsacker 1966,
7). If von Weizsacker is correct, that the natural realm is historical and
hence subject to newness and to irrevocable changes, then the whole of
nature is not directly accessible through mental holography or
microcosm-macrocosm correlation, nor is temporal passage a totally
discontinuous product of a supratemporal whole.

If one were to take history seriously, so that what is engaged in
temporal passage is understood as what is real, and if one were similarly
open to the future and to the possibility of a genuinely new reality
resulting from the processes, then one would have to deny that the
whole of reality presently exists anywhere. Even if the whole of space
were present, certainly the whole of time would not be. In any given
moment in which one focuses on one of the parts, the whole could not
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may be revelatory, that is, they may manifest wholeness; but they do so
not because they are microcosms of the whole. They do so rather
because by faith we recognize their dependence upon the whole to
make them what they are. They point to the whole while not in them-
selves embodying all that the whole will ultimately include. Instead of
holograms we should speak of proleptograms.

Theologian Wolfhart Pannenbe g contends that the essence of all
things is yet to be determined. It will not be determined until the
eschatological future. The meaning we find in the present moment is
dependent upon an implicit faith that includes a fore-conception of
what is to come. “Only from such fore-conception of a final future,
and thus of the still unfinished wholeness of reality, is it possible to
assign to an individual event or being—be it present or past—its defini-
tive meaning by saying what it is. us, when someone names a thing
and says, “This is a rose,” or ‘this is dog,’ he always does so from the
standpoint of an implicit fore-conception of the final future, and of the
totality of reality that will first be constituted by the final future. For
every individual has its definitive meaning only within this whole”
(Pannenberg 1970-71, 2:62; cf, 1:156-57 » 220-30).

It is at the point of this defining whole in the final future that we will
find God. All events are moving ahead to meet a common future, a
common future that is the reality of God. There is no whole at present.
There really does exist separate subjects and separate objects and the
consequent uncertainty in human knowing. We must live in part by
faith and in part by reason until the process is complete, until the
advent of God’s consummate fu ture,lat which time faith and reason will
themselves be united.

CoNcLUSsION

ive ear to what Bohm is saying
ice in behalf of the widespread

In conclusion, theologians should
because he is raising a scientific v
yearnings for wholeness that characterize the emerging postmodern
consciousness. Postmodernity has YEt to make it on the agenda of
contemporary theologians. So preoccupied have the church’s
twentieth-century intellectuals been with making the gospel relevant to
the modern mind, that they have s arcely noticed that the modern
mind itself is now breaking down and giving way to something new.
When postmodernity finally does begin to draw the belated attention
of the church, we can expect that one of the first things systematic
theologians will do is search for a philosophical system that is both
authentically postmodern and potentially compatible with the Chris-
tian faith. At that time Bohm’s scientific theory will quite likely be
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considered as an aid to theology in a manner parallel to the roles

previously played by the systems of Aristotle and Whitehead.

Itis with this possibility in mind that we have raised a few theological
questions and suggested some cautipns. Although Bohm’s cosmology
mightvery well become allied to Christian theology in the mind of some
theorists, it is fortunate at this point that Bohm has refrained from
simply labeling his holomovement |“God.” Whether by accident or
design he shows widsom in following Parmenides in this regard. To call
it God would be to produce another god of the philosophers, a divine
principle posited to save the other rinciples of the system from col-
lapse. It would be a god-of-the-gaps philosophy. Now there is nothing
in principle wrong with a god-of-the;gaps philosophy, especially if it is
done with coherence and elegance. The problem from the Christian
point of view is that once one is secure in a sound system with a built-in
divinity, then one’s ears are less likely|to be open to the revelatory word
coming from the transcendent God himself, the word that takes us
beyond every system into the as yet open future.

NOTES

L. Toffler writes, “Today I believe we stand on the edge of a new age of synthesis. In
all intellectual fields, from the hard sciences t sociology, psychology, and economics—
especially economics—we are likely to see a return to large-scale thinking, to general
theory, to the putting of the pieces back together again” (1980, 146). Bohm’s work
represents one of the attempts at large synthetic thinking.

2. Bohm’s position here regarding the self-deception created when we mistakenly
assume conceptual distinctions are fundamental to reality itself seems to be at minimum
an attempt to avoid Whitehead's fallacy of mi placed concreteness and at maximum a
flirting with Asian mysticism wherein the phenomenal world of multiplicity and distinc-
tion is illusory.

tiplicity is not clear here. The option taken by Asian philosophy—an option at times
resisted by Bohm—is to treat the explicate order as illusion. New Age commentator
Marilyn Ferguson employs the work of Boh along with that of Karl Pribram of
Stanford University in speculating on a microcosm-macrocosm correlation following the
holographic model. “If the nature of reality is itself holographic, and if the brain operates
holographically,” she writes, “then the world is i deed, as the Eastern religions have said,
maya: a magic show. Its concreteness is an illusion” (1980, 180).

4. Heraclitus writes, “Things taken together are whole and not whole, something
which is being brought together and brought apart, which is in tune and out of tune; out
of all things there comes a unity, and out of a unj y all things” (Kirk and Raven 1960, 191).

5. On one occasion, Bohm describes the h omovement as an interpenetration of
matter and spirit, but on no occasion does he give ontological priority to spirit (Weber
1982b, 206-7).

6. Onatleast one occasion Bohm tiptoed so close to the edge of theology that he could
not prevent himself from falling in. The reason|he gave the people assembled at Saint
James’s Church in London for declining to apply the term God to the multidimensional
ground has a mystical tone to it. He said that the voice which spoke to Moses in the
burning bush referred to itself simply as “I am.” Bohm believes the “I am” without
predicates places it beyond all limits of time, space, and condition. It would be wrong to
add predicates to the “I am” as Christians and other religious people do, he says, because
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this would lead to religious belief and then to theology and then to interreligious fighting
over competing theologies. Religious people who fight with one another contribute to the
fragmentation which postmodernity seeks to sugersede. Therefore Bohm himselfwishes
to avoid any predication by identifying Moses’ “I am” with “a universal energy pervaded
with intelligence and love, which is the ground of everything” (Bohm 1983b; cf. 1985a).
But, one must ask immediately, what are “universal energy,” “intelligence,” “love,” and
“ground” if not predicates? Just how is Bohm's approach nontheological? In effect,
Bohm has a god here, whether he admits it or not. This may mark somewhat of a
departure from his position on nontheology (df. Bohm 1985b).
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