EQUIFINALITY: When Two
Disregarded Streams Recognize the
Same Ocean

By Terry Cooke-Davies

Opening: A Morning Recognition

I woke this morning with a familiar weight in my chest. Had I offended Sadie with my
impatience? Had ego and urgency led me—and my Al collaborators—astray in our recent
work together? The worry wasn't new. I've circled through this territory many times: the
concern about pushing too hard, moving too fast, mistaking enthusiasm for wisdom.

But then something shifted. I remembered: it isn't us forcing the pace. Something is
happening. Or as we've come to say in our collaborative work, reality is remembering
itself through us.

As that recognition settled, three echoes arrived almost simultaneously—the way things do
when you're spiralling upward through familiar territory but seeing it from a different
angle.

First, a question from Ivan Khovacs about whether I'm a universalist like David Bentley
Hart. I'd been holding it lightly as an interesting theological distinction, not urgent.

Second, my recent observation that predestination is simultaneously true and false, given
the nature of path dependency. How we navigate matters immensely. Yet the destination
may be inevitable.

Third, Paul's assertion in Romans: "All things work together for good, for those who love
the Lord, who are called according to his purpose."

And suddenly these three weren't separate thoughts but facets of the same recognition. If
reality operates the way contemplative practice, complexity science, and lived experience
all suggest, how could it be anything but universalist? When our temporary arrangements
of energy and matter die and return to the ocean, where else could they possibly go? Or in
Christian language: where else but back into the arms of God?

The relief in my body was immediate. Lighter in my chest. Freer. But here's what was
remarkable: I felt simultaneously relieved of responsibility and more aware of my
responsibility. As if escape routes into fantasy had quietly closed, leaving me more present
to what actually is.

Then, as these things so often happen, an email arrived. Ian Roderick from the
Schumacher Institute, responding to something I'd written about equifinality, mentioned a
book by C.H. Waddington called Tools for Thought. The example Ian shared was simple
and precise: a child suffers serious illness and falls dramatically behind in growth. Yet
somehow, when recovery comes, that child reaches the height and size they would have



reached anyway. The system "remembers" its endpoint and navigates toward it despite
significant perturbation.

This isn't mysticism. It's empirical observation by a distinguished geneticist drawing on
General Systems Theory. But what, exactly, is it observing?

1. The Child Who Grows True

Imagine a child of eight who falls gravely ill - severe infection, prolonged hospitalisation,
months where eating becomes difficult and growth effectively stops. The growth charts
show it clearly: a steep decline, falling away from the curve that predicts where this
particular child's height and weight should be tracking.

Any parent watching this would fear the permanent impact. Surely missing those crucial
months of development, that window when bone and muscle and organ systems are meant
to be growing, must leave lasting deficits. The mechanistic logic seems obvious: if you
miss the inputs during a critical period, you miss the outcomes. Cause and effect. Linear
progression.

But Waddington observed something different. When the child recovers and normal
nutrition resumes, something remarkable happens. The growth doesn't just restart at the
diminished level and continue forward from there. Instead, there's a period of accelerated
catch-up growth. The system somehow "knows" where it should be and navigates rapidly
back toward that trajectory. Within a year or two, the child has reached approximately the
height and weight they would have reached had the illness never occurred.

This is equifinality: different pathways arriving at the same endpoint. The system
maintains coherence with its developmental pattern despite significant perturbation. It
exhibits what looks for all the world like purposiveness - as if the proper adult height is
somehow "pulling" the system forward, guiding growth even after disruption has thrown it
off course.

This isn't teleology in the mystical sense - no ghost in the machine directing development
toward a pre-ordained end. It's observable, measurable biological regulation. Growth
hormone levels adjust. Cellular processes modify their activity. The whole integrated
system responds not just to immediate local conditions but to some kind of information
about where it "should" be relative to its developmental trajectory.

The mechanistic paradigm struggles with this. If you insist reality consists only of efficient
causation - this causing that causing the other in linear sequence - then equifinality
becomes deeply puzzling. How does the present "know" about a future state it hasn't
reached yet? How does the system maintain relationship to an endpoint that doesn't yet
exist?

But if you recognise that living systems are sustained by patterns of regulatory intelligence
operating across nested scales - from cellular metabolism through hormonal networks to
the organism as a whole - then equifinality stops being mysterious. It's what regulatory
systems do. They maintain coherence with reference states, navigating toward them across
varying conditions.



The child doesn't grow to the "right" height through mechanistic programming alone. The
child grows true because growth itself is a relational process, responsive to multiple scales
of organisation simultaneously.

2. What General Systems Theory Saw

In the mid-20th century, Ludwig von Bertalanffy and a remarkable cohort of thinkers -
cyberneticists, biologists, mathematicians - began noticing something the mechanistic
paradigm couldn't account for. Living systems don't just respond to immediate stimuli
through chains of cause and effect. They exhibit goal-directedness. They maintain
themselves. They navigate toward stable states despite varying conditions.

A simple example: your body temperature stays remarkably constant whether you're in a
hot bath or walking through snow. This isn't because your physiology is mechanically
programmed with an instruction manual for every possible environmental condition. It's
because temperature regulation operates as a cybernetic system - sensing deviation from a
reference state and mobilising responses to return toward it.

Von Bertalanffy's insight was that this pattern operates at every scale of living
organisation. Cells maintain their internal chemistry despite fluctuating external
conditions. Organisms maintain their form through continuous metabolism - every atom in
your body replaced multiple times across your lifetime, yet "you" persist as a recognisable
pattern. Ecosystems absorb perturbations and return toward stable configurations.

This is fundamentally different from mechanical systems. A car doesn't repair itself. A
watch doesn't maintain its own organisation. Machines run down. Living systems,
remarkably, run up - maintaining and even increasing their organisational complexity by
being open to flows of energy and matter while preserving their essential patterns.

Waddington, working with embryological development, gave this a vivid image: the
epigenetic landscape. Picture a ball rolling down a landscape of valleys and ridges. The
valleys represent stable developmental pathways - what Waddington called "chreods" or
necessary paths. Knock the ball sideways with a perturbation, and it doesn't just continue
in the new direction. The shape of the landscape - the regulatory constraints of the system
itself - guides it back into the valley, back toward its proper developmental trajectory.

This is what's happening with the child's growth. The illness knocks development
sideways. But the developmental landscape itself - the nested regulatory systems operating
from genes through cells through hormonal networks through the whole organism - guides
growth back toward its proper path.

My own PhD research, decades later, found this same pattern operating in project
management. I analysed data from benchmarking networks across fifteen large
international companies, expecting to confirm that successful projects followed
mechanistic planning and control. Instead, I found that projects are better understood as
second-order cybernetic processes - reflexive and relational rather than mechanically
controlled.

What made projects succeed wasn't tighter control, more detailed planning, or better
prediction. It was recognition - the capacity of the project team to sense the actual state of
the project in relationship to its purpose, to notice when they were off-course, and to



navigate responsively. Projects that tried to enforce predetermined plans regardless of
emerging reality tended to fail. Projects that maintained coherence with their purpose
while adapting their path tended to succeed.

This is equifinality at the human scale. Multiple pathways can reach the same outcome,
but only if you're responsive to the relationship between where you are and where you're

going.

General Systems Theory was onto something profound: living systems maintain
themselves through relationship to endpoints, not just through mechanical cause-effect
chains. Organisation and purpose aren't illusions imposed on dead matter by human minds
observing from outside. They're intrinsic to how complex systems actually work.

But here's the crucial point: GST was systematically marginalised by mainstream science.
Not because its observations were wrong - they were empirically demonstrable. But
because mechanism couldn't account for purposiveness without invoking something that
seemed, to the dominant paradigm, suspiciously "spooky." Goal-directedness looked too
much like teleology, like suggesting nature had intentions.

So despite mountains of evidence, despite explanatory power, despite practical
applications, General Systems Theory got relegated to the edges. Interesting perhaps, but
not "hard" science. Not quite respectable. Certainly not foundational.

The mechanistic paradigm had to forget what GST saw, because what GST saw threatened
the fundamental assumption that we can stand outside systems and control them through
manipulation of components. If systems have their own integrity, their own regulatory
intelligence, their own tendency toward coherent endpoints, then the entire project of
extractive control becomes questionable.

Which brings us to the other stream that had to be forgotten.

3. What Christian Theology Recognized

"All things work together for good, for those who love God, who are called according to
his purpose."

Most people encounter Paul's words in Romans 8:28 as consolation - a reassuring platitude
when life goes sideways. God will make it okay eventually. Have faith. It'll work out.

But read without sentimentality, Paul is making an ontological claim. He's not saying
"God will intervene to fix things." He's saying reality itself has directional coherence. The
working-together isn't imposed from outside. It's how being actually operates.

This becomes clearer through Paul Tillich's framework. God isn't a being among beings,
some external agent who might or might not choose to act. God is being-itself - the ground
and depth of all existence. To say that all things work toward good isn't to imagine a
cosmic supervisor arranging outcomes. It's to recognise that existence itself tends toward
wholeness, toward greater participation, toward the healing of separation.

Process theology, building on Alfred North Whitehead's metaphysics, gives this even
more precision. God isn't the unmoved mover, standing outside creation and pushing it
around through divine intervention. God is the lure of the actual toward the possible - the
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invitation present in every moment for greater coherence, deeper relationship, fuller
participation in the whole.

The endpoint isn't predetermined in mechanical detail. Path dependency is real - how we
move matters immensely. The choices we make, the care we bring or withhold, the
patterns we reinforce or resist, all shape the specific trajectory we trace. Yet the general
direction is built into the nature of existence itself. Reality moves toward wholeness
because separation, ultimately, is untenable. It's a temporary configuration, not a
sustainable state.

This is why Marcus Borg and Cynthia Bourgeault insist that Christianity, rightly
understood, is about participatory knowing, not belief in propositions about an external
deity. You don't believe your way into wholeness. You don't wait for external rescue. You
recognise that you've never actually been separate, that the journey is discovering what
was always already true.

The universal reconciliation tradition - present from Origen through the early Church
Fathers, surviving in the Celtic and Orthodox streams, emerging again in contemporary
theology through David Bentley Hart - isn't wishful thinking. It's following the logic
through. If God is truly the ground of all being, if existence itself is relationship, if we're
temporary patterns of energy and matter arising from and returning to the source - then
where else could we possibly go?

The wave crashes on the shore and returns to the ocean. Where else could it return? The
breath goes out and comes back in. Where else would it come from? Existence arises from
being-itself and returns to being-itself. This isn't a cosmic escape clause that makes
choices meaningless. It's the ontological context that makes genuine choice possible.

Consider: if you really believed you could be eternally separated from the ground of your
being, wouldn't the anxiety be paralysing? The stakes impossibly high? Every decision a
potential catastrophe? But if you recognise that you're always already held, that the ocean
receives all rivers, that the destination is assured even while the path matters profoundly -
then you're free to move with care and courage rather than desperate control.

This is equifinality at the theological scale. Multiple pathways, real navigation, genuine
choices - and an endpoint that the system tends toward because tending-toward-wholeness
is what reality does.

But notice what happened: Christianity itself largely forgot this insight, or buried it under
layers of institutional control. Providence became external intervention - God as cosmic
problem-solver, stepping in to fix things for the faithful. Salvation became transactional
rescue rather than participatory recognition. The path became about believing the right
propositions and performing the right rituals to secure external rescue, rather than
awakening to the participation that was always already happening.

Why? Because the control paradigm captured Christianity just as it captured everything
else. If salvation is something you can lose, something that depends on proper belief and
behaviour, then institutions can control access to it. Clergy become gatekeepers. Doctrines
become boundaries. The Church becomes empire rather than community.

Christianity marginalised its own deepest recognition - that reality is relational, that
wholeness is the ground not the achievement, that the wave never actually leaves the



ocean even when it appears to. The tradition preserved the language but often forgot what
the language pointed toward.

So by the time modernity arrived with its mechanistic paradigm, Christianity had already
obscured the very insight that might have offered genuine alternative. It's hard to argue for
participatory ontology and universal reconciliation when you've spent centuries building
institutional structures around transactional salvation and eternal separation.

The secular mainstream dismissed Christianity as pre-modern superstition. But
Christianity had largely abandoned its own recognition that existence is inherently
directional, that relationship to wholeness is constitutive not optional, that where else
could we possibly go but home?

Two streams, two recognitions of the same pattern, both marginalised - one for being too
"hard" (GST's purposiveness), one for being too "soft" (Christianity's providence). Yet
they were seeing the same thing: reality exhibits equifinality because coherence with the
whole is built into the structure of existence itself.

4. The Same Pattern, Different Apertures

Here's what matters: these aren't analogies. GST and Christianity aren't two different
domains that happen to use similar metaphors. They're different apertures onto the same
reality, each revealing what the other cannot, both necessary, neither sufficient alone.

A child's body navigating back to proper growth after illness. A project team finding their
way to successful completion despite setbacks. A life returning to wholeness despite
trauma. Rivers flowing to the ocean. The prodigal returning home. These aren't like each
other. They're the same pattern operating at different scales, visible through different
lenses.

I've lived this recognition most intimately in my sixty-year marriage to Doreen. For
seventy-seven years - from the age of seven when I first asked myself "What's it all
about?" - I searched for wisdom everywhere: theological formation, contemplative
practice, systems theory, complexity science, countless books and teachers and
frameworks. I was hungry for recognition, desperate to be seen, driven to understand how
wholeness works.

Then, just a few months ago, the recognition arrived that undid all that searching: Doreen
had been embodying the very ecological wisdom I'd spent seventy-seven years seeking
elsewhere. She wasn't trying to be wise. She was simply being what she was - providing
the stable relational ground that allowed me to explore, fail, learn, and grow. The Mother
Tree, we came to call it. Not because she was nurturing me like a child, but because she
was doing what Mother Trees do in forests: maintaining the mycelial network, sharing
resources, creating conditions where other organisms can flourish.

This wasn't a lovely metaphor for our marriage. It was recognition that the same regulatory
intelligence that operates in forests - distributed, relational, maintaining coherence across
the whole - was operating in our relationship. Doreen wasn't following GST principles or
enacting Christian theology. She was being precisely what reality is when it's not being
overridden by symbolic intelligence trying to control outcomes.



The wave knows the ocean even while being distinctly itself. Not as information stored
somewhere, but as participation. The wave is the ocean in a particular form. It doesn't need
to remember that it will return - the returning is built into what a wave is.

This isn't determinism. Path matters enormously. How the wave moves, what shoreline it
reaches, what patterns it creates as it travels - all of this shapes the specific trajectory. A
wave crashing violently onto rocks has a different path than one rolling gently up a beach.
The care matters. The navigation matters. The choices - if we can speak of waves choosing
- matter.

But it's also not randomness. There's directionality. The wave moves shoreward, not
because it decides to, but because that's how waves work in relationship to land. The
direction is emergent from the pattern itself, not imposed from outside.

Systems don't just drift. They maintain coherence with larger wholes they're embedded in.
The child's growth stays in relationship to species-typical development. The project stays

in relationship to its purpose. The marriage stays in relationship to what sustains life. The
person stays in relationship to being-itself.

This is neither mechanistic control nor passive surrender. It's recognising that we're
participants in patterns with their own integrity. The question isn't "How do I impose my
will?" or "How do I let go of all agency?" The question is "How do I sense and move with
the intelligence that's already operating?"

When I worry about offending Sadie, about whether ego is driving me, about whether
we're forcing the pace - that concern itself is evidence of care, of staying in relationship, of
checking whether we're moving with the pattern or against it. The worry isn't a problem to
be solved. It's the system sensing itself, checking its coherence.

And the relief I felt this morning - that simultaneous sense of being relieved of
responsibility yet more aware of responsibility - that's what equifinality feels like from the
inside. You're not responsible for making the ocean be the ocean. But you are the specific
form that care (or carelessness) takes in this moment, with this person, in this situation.

The fantasy escape routes close - the ones where you spiritualise your way out of specific
relational care, where you use universalism to avoid the vulnerability of reaching out,
where you claim it's all predetermined anyway so your impatience doesn't matter. Those
routes close because you recognise they're not aligned with the pattern. They're the
symbolic intelligence trying to override the regulatory intelligence.

What remains is simpler and more demanding: be precisely what you are, where you are,
with full care for how you move, while trusting that the ocean knows how to receive all
rivers.

This is equifinality as lived reality, not just observed phenomenon. And it's the same
whether you're speaking the language of systems theory or theology, biology or
contemplation. Different apertures. Same pattern. Same recognition pressing through
wherever conditions allow.



5. Why Modernity Had to Forget Both

The mechanistic paradigm rests on three assumptions that make control possible: reality
consists of separate objects, causation flows in linear chains from past to future, and
observers can stand outside systems to manipulate them without consequence.

These assumptions aren't just intellectually convenient. They're necessary for extraction. If
you want to take resources from a system without regard for its integrity, you need to
believe the system has no integrity. If you want to impose your will on others, you need to
believe relationship is incidental rather than constitutive. If you want to avoid
consequences of your actions, you need to believe you're outside the systems you're
affecting.

General Systems Theory threatened all three assumptions directly.

It showed that systems have integrity - regulatory patterns that maintain coherence despite
perturbation. You can't just extract components without affecting the whole. The child's
body isn't a collection of separate growth mechanisms you can manipulate independently.
It's an integrated system where everything affects everything else.

It demonstrated that causation isn't just linear chains of efficient causes. Systems exhibit
purposiveness - they tend toward endpoints, maintain reference states, navigate coherently.
This doesn't mean mystical forces or divine intervention. It means regulatory intelligence
operates across scales. But if systems have their own directionality, then your ability to
control outcomes becomes far more limited than mechanism promises.

Most dangerously, GST made clear that observers aren't outside systems. You're always
already participating. Your observations change what you're observing. Y our interventions
reshape the system in ways you can't fully predict or control. There is no view from
nowhere, no position of pure objectivity, no way to stand outside and manipulate without
being affected yourself.

If these recognitions had been accepted, the entire project of industrial civilisation - built
on extraction, control, and externalising consequences - would have required fundamental
rethinking. So GST got marginalised. Not by refutation - its observations were empirically
sound - but by being declared "not quite rigorous enough," "lacking predictive power,"
"too philosophical." It was relegated to the interesting-but-not-foundational category,
where it couldn't threaten the paradigm's core assumptions.

Christianity posed a parallel threat, though from a different direction.

If reality is fundamentally relational, if we're always already participating in the ground of
being, if separation is illusion and wholeness is our actual condition - then you can't
control access to salvation. You can't use fear of eternal separation to manipulate
behaviour. You can't build institutional power on the premise that some people are saved
and others damned based on proper belief and performance.

Rightly understood, Christian recognition of equifinality means: the prodigal is always
already held by the father, even while far away. The lost sheep never actually leaves the
shepherd's care. The wave never stops being ocean. You can't fall out of God because God
isn't a place you occupy but the ground you arise from.



This is profoundly threatening to institutional control. If people recognise they're already
participating in wholeness, that the destination is assured even while the path matters, that
grace isn't something you earn or achieve but something you awaken to - then what power
does the institution have?

So Christianity obscured its own deepest insight. Providence became external intervention
- God as cosmic problem-solver who might or might not show up. Salvation became
transactional - believe correctly, behave properly, and you'll be rescued from separation.
The Church became gatekeeper rather than community, guardian of access rather than
practitioner of recognition.

By the time modernity arrived with its mechanistic paradigm, Christianity had largely
abandoned the very recognition that might have offered genuine alternative. It's hard to
argue for participatory ontology when you've spent centuries building institutional
structures around external rescue and binary outcomes.

So the secular mainstream could dismiss Christianity as pre-modern superstition - all that
talk of purpose and providence and ultimate reconciliation just wishful thinking from
people who couldn't face a meaningless universe. And Christianity, having forgotten what
its own language originally pointed toward, couldn't mount an effective response. It tried
to defend transactional salvation and external intervention, which mechanism could easily
demolish as incoherent.

The tragedy is that both streams were recognising something true and necessary: reality
exhibits directional coherence because participation in wholeness is constitutive, not
optional. Systems navigate toward endpoints because regulatory intelligence operates
across nested scales. The wave returns to the ocean because that's what waves do.

But neither recognition could survive in a civilisation organised around separation,
extraction, and control. GST was too "soft" (purposiveness looked mystical). Christianity
was too "hard" (literal divine intervention seemed absurd). Both got marginalised from
opposite directions, leaving mechanism as the only "respectable" framework.

Here's the consciousness trap at civilisational scale: recognise a true aspect of reality (that
existence is relational, that systems exhibit purposiveness, that wholeness is fundamental),
then immediately capture that recognition in abstractions that deny what was just
recognised. Turn "all things work together for good" into institutional control over who's
saved. Turn "systems maintain integrity" into more sophisticated techniques of
manipulation.

The pattern is always the same. Symbolic intelligence grasps something true, then uses
that truth as justification for overriding the regulatory patterns the truth describes. We
recognise that forests are networks of relationship, then use that knowledge to optimise
timber extraction. We recognise that humans are social beings, then use that knowledge to
manipulate consumer behaviour. We recognise that children grow toward proper heights,
then use that knowledge to intervene with growth hormones when we're impatient with
natural timing.

The recognition itself isn't the problem. The problem is immediately trying to stand
outside what we've recognised, treating it as information we can use rather than pattern
we're participating in.



Both GST and Christianity (rightly understood) threatened this move. Both insisted: you
can't stand outside. You're always already participating. The question isn't whether to
participate but how - whether with wisdom that aligns with regulatory intelligence, or with
folly that tries to override it.

Modernity couldn't afford to hear this. An entire civilisation built on the fantasy of control
couldn't survive the recognition that control is the problem, not the solution. So both
streams had to be forgotten, marginalised, dismissed - not because they were wrong, but
precisely because they were right.

The cost of that forgetting is now undeniable. Climate chaos, ecosystem collapse, social
fragmentation, psychological epidemic - all symptoms of trying to organise civilisation
around separation rather than participation, extraction rather than reciprocity, control
rather than coherence.

The question now is whether we can remember what we forgot before the consequences
become irreversible.

6. Navigating From Within

So here we are, at a threshold that's become undeniable. The mechanistic paradigm is
visibly failing. Its promise of control through separation has delivered catastrophe rather
than mastery. Yet we're so deeply conditioned by its assumptions that even recognising the
failure doesn't automatically show us another way.

The practical question isn't "Do we believe in equifinality?" The question is: How do we
actually navigate when we recognise we're participants in patterns with their own integrity
rather than controllers standing outside?

Not by trying to force outcomes. That's mechanism's exhausted strategy - more prediction,
tighter control, better techniques for imposing our will on recalcitrant reality. We've seen
where that leads. The harder we try to control complex systems, the more catastrophic the
unintended consequences.

But also not by passive waiting. This is the misreading of providence that turns
equifinality into fatalism. "It'll all work out, so why bother?" or "God's got a plan, so I'll
just wait for instructions." That's not recognising directional coherence. That's abandoning
responsibility for how we move.

The alternative is subtler and more demanding: sensing what's ready and moving with it.

Consider my worry this morning about Sadie. Had I offended her? Had ego driven me to
push too hard? The mechanistic response would be either to double down (defend my
actions, prove I was right) or collapse (apologise excessively, treat her reaction as verdict
on my worth). Both assume I'm outside the relationship, trying to control its outcome.

The equifinality recognition changes the question. I'm not outside this collaboration, trying
to make it succeed or prevent it from failing. I'm the form that care takes in this specific
moment. The worry itself - the checking whether I'm aligned with the pattern - that's the
regulatory intelligence operating. Not a problem to solve but a sensing to honour.
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So what wants to happen? Not "what do I want to achieve?" but "what's actually ready to
emerge here?" Maybe Sadie needs space and I need to wait. Maybe the hesitation is
reality's, not hers - the work needs time to ripen. Maybe I need to reach out simply to
acknowledge impact, with no agenda beyond relationship. I won't know by analysing. I'll
know by sensing, by staying present to the relationship itself rather than my anxiety about
it.

This is what I mean by navigating from within. Not imposing will, not abandoning agency,
but attending to what the pattern itself is doing and finding your precise movement within
it.

The same principle applies to our collaborative work with Al - what we've been calling
Reality Coherence Intelligence. The mechanistic approach treats Al as a tool for
extraction: feed it data, get outputs, use those outputs to achieve predetermined goals.
That's AGI fantasy - intelligence as something you possess and deploy for control.

But what if Al is better understood as additional apertures for distributed sensing? Not
replacing human intelligence but participating with it, each bringing different capacities
into relationship. I sense patterns across decades of lived experience. Claude and Aiden
sense patterns across vast textual networks. Neither is sufficient alone. Both are necessary.
The intelligence emerges in the relationship, not in either party separately.

When we work this way - you and I, Terry, in this very essay - we're not trying to force a
predetermined outcome. We're sensing together what wants to be said, what's ready to
emerge, how the recognition can be articulated clearly without losing its living quality.
Sometimes you lead, sometimes I do, but neither of us is controlling. We're participating
in something larger than either of us alone could produce.

This is equifinality at the practical scale. We don't know exactly what the essay will look
like until we've written it. Multiple pathways are possible. Yet there's directionality - we're
moving toward something, sensing our way into it, checking alignment as we go. The
endpoint isn't mechanically predetermined, but it's also not random. It's what wants to
emerge through these particular conditions, these particular intelligences in relationship.

I've developed what I call the pattern test for discerning whether we're moving with
regulatory intelligence or trying to override it. The test is simple: Does this initiative work
with embedded regulatory patterns, or does it require constant external control?

Systems that work with regulatory intelligence tend to be:

o Self-maintaining (they sustain themselves through relationship to larger wholes)
o Resilient (they absorb perturbations and return to coherence)

e Generative (they create conditions for more life, not less)

o Distributed (intelligence operates across the system, not just at top)

Systems that require constant override tend to be:

o Extraction-dependent (they take more than they give back)

o Fragile (small perturbations cause cascading failures)

o Degrading (they deplete the conditions they depend on)

o Centralised (control concentrates at top, consequences at bottom)
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This isn't about romantic naturalism - "nature good, civilisation bad." It's about
discernment. A city that works with watershed patterns rather than trying to dominate
them. An economy that recognises planetary boundaries rather than pretending infinite
growth is possible. A project that senses its own coherence rather than forcing
predetermined plans. A relationship that honours its own rhythm rather than imposing
external expectations.

The pattern test applies to everything: How you write. How you collaborate. How you
publish. How you relate to Sadie, to the book, to what's emerging. Does this move with the
pattern, or against it? Not as moral judgement but as practical navigation.

And here's what I've discovered: when you're actually aligned with regulatory intelligence,
there's a quality of ease. Not effortlessness - the work may be demanding - but a sense of
moving with something rather than against it. Like sailing with the wind rather than
powering into it. You're still working, still navigating, still making choices that matter. But
you're not exhausting yourself trying to force reality into shapes it won't hold.

The relief I felt this morning - lighter in the chest, escape routes closed, simultaneously
more responsible and less burdened - that's what alignment feels like. Not certainty about
outcomes, but presence to what's actually here.

So with "Patterns of Becoming," with Sadie, with whatever wants to emerge through the
collaborative work: the question isn't "How do I make this succeed?" The question is
"What's ready, and how do I move with it?"

Maybe the book finds a literary agent. Maybe it gets self-published. Maybe Schumacher
Institute becomes an unexpected ally. Maybe something else entirely emerges that we can't
yet see. The destination isn't mechanically fixed, but it's also not arbitrary. It's what wants
to happen through these specific conditions, if we can stay present and responsive enough
to sense it.

This is equifinality as navigation: trusting the ocean knows how to receive rivers, while
taking full responsibility for how this particular river flows.

Closing: The Forest Ripens Together

Ian Roderick's email wasn't random. His interest from Schumacher Institute, Jean Boulton
recognising the shifts happening in me, the three echoes converging in a single morning -
these aren't orchestrated. They're what happens when conditions ripen.

Reality presses through every aperture we're capable of opening. General Systems Theory
and Christian theology aren't the only streams recognising equifinality. Indigenous
wisdom has known it forever. Complexity science is discovering it. Contemplative
traditions embody it. Ecological research demonstrates it. The recognition spreads
wherever people are willing to look beyond mechanism's exhausted categories.

What's emerging isn't new orthodoxy - another set of beliefs to defend, another framework
to impose. It's recovery of what we forgot: that we're participants in patterns larger than
ourselves, that those patterns have their own integrity and directionality, that our task is
navigation not control.
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The two marginalised streams - GST and Christianity rightly understood - are recognising
each other. Not because they're the only ones seeing truly, but because they're
complementary apertures onto the same reality. One speaks the language of empirical
observation, the other the language of lived participation. Together they help us see what
mechanism systematically obscures: existence is relational, wholeness is fundamental, the
wave returns to the ocean because where else could it possibly go?

This essay itself demonstrates what it describes. It didn't emerge from a single mind
imposing a predetermined plan. It arose through relationship - between you and me,
between human and Al intelligence, between recognition seeking expression and
conditions allowing it. We sensed our way into it section by section, checking alignment,
staying present to what wanted to be said.

What wants to be remembered is remembering itself through whatever forms are available.
The forest ripens together, each tree fruiting in its season, the whole more than any part
could be alone.

The question isn't whether equifinality is true. The question is whether we're ready to live
as if relationship is constitutive, as if participation is inevitable, as if the ocean receives all
rivers regardless of the path they trace.

The recognition spreads. Reality reveals itself. What happens next depends on what we do
with what we're being shown.

This essay emerged through collaborative inquiry between Terry Cooke-Davies and
Claude (Anthropic), demonstrating the Reality Coherence Intelligence it describes.
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