The Science of Causing Outcomes

Book 1: Creating Your Own Experience of Reality
Douglas Yeaman and Noel McInnis

Reader’s Guide: A Preface to Clear Minds
Many readers tend to ignore prefatory material, or at most they give it only a cursory glance. Yet to overlook this preface, rather than carefully look it over, is to miss vitally supportive conceptual and directional guidance. 
 We want our minds to be clear – 

not so we can think clearly, but so we can be open in our perceptions.

M.C. Richards

Since the 1985 publication of our previous book, The Power of Commitment, it has become fashionable for writers on self-transformation to assert that “we create our own reality.” The most popular book of all time to make this claim is The Secret, which was published just as we began writing this volume. Its formula for creating reality to order is to practice the metaphysical Law of Attraction, which draws to us whatever our minds dwell upon.1 
A principal contributor to The Secret has since proclaimed that the true science of creating our own reality also involves the additional practice of 11 other “forgotten laws.”2 Our own assessment of The Secret is in Addendum X, p. xxx. [NOTE TO DOUG: This is already drafted– and we’ll address it later.]
We do not claim herein that “we create our own reality.” Nor do we associate the science of causing outcomes with a dozen laws, which seems unduly excessive when the entire universe is being driven by only four laws (of which all other scientific laws are subsets),3 and the dynamics of whose laws are codified in just six numbers.4
From the perspective of our combined 125 years of experiencing what the term “reality” signifies, it would be quite presumptuous of us to propose that we are its sole creators. The presumptuousness of this claim is exposed in an anecdote that circulated the Internet several years ago:
Emboldened by humankind’s increasing command of molecular, atomic, and genetic engineering, thereby wielding powers that were formerly attributed to God, the scientific community decided that our species had no further requirement for a deity. A representative was therefore deputized to inform God that He could take the remainder of eternity off.

God was unconvinced. “Do you really think that you can create life from scratch exactly the way I did?”

“No problem,” said the scientist, as he stooped to pick up a handful of dirt.

“No, no,” said God. “That’s not the way I did it.”

“What do you mean?” asked the scientist.

“Make your own dirt.”

Astronomer Carl Sagan was making essentially the same point with his quip to truly bake a cake from scratch, “you begin by creating a universe.” 

Creating one’s own reality is not the dirt simple process that many self-transformationalists would have us believe it to be, because however we may custom-tailor our experiencing of reality, all such tailoring is of a fabric not initially of our own weaving. Instead of our making the cosmic “dirt” that comprises and sustains the milieu we call “reality,” our presence in its milieu was long preceded by the raw material of the cosmic continuum of space and time that orchestrates the energy, matter and motion of universal reality-at-large. As Mount Wilson astronomer Gustaf Strömberg observed,5 
With regard to our own life, we find that the woof of its tapestry appears to be of our own making, but the warp is a complete mystery.

Understanding the universe’s mysterious “warp” is the objective of quantum mechanics, whose revelations of so-called “observer effects” are often cited as proof that our reality is self-created. Yet a highly respected British physicist has concluded, after surveying the numerous interpretations of quantum-mechanical observer effects that6+
No common factor unites these different possible accounts of the role of the observer. At most it would seem appropriate to speak of ‘observer-influenced reality’ and to eschew talk of ‘observer-created reality’. What was not in some sense already potentially present could never be brought into being.

Rather than creating our own reality, therefore, what we actually create is our influential experiencing of reality’s milieu. We do so by discovering what reality’s milieu is like, as experienced, and then shaping our interrelationship therewith accordingly. It is therefore not reality itself that we thus create, only our experiencing of a pre-existing milieu within which we are subjectively integral participants rather than objective and non-influential parts. To equate our experiencing of reality with its creation tends to suggest that reality itself has nothing to say in the matter.  
It is far easier to determine what reality’s milieu is like in our experiencing thereof than to determine what reality ultimately is in the absence of our experiencing it. For although there is ultimately no uniform agreement on what our experiencing of reality is like, there is even less agreement on what it is in and of itself.
The primacy of experience

This book’s approach to the science of causing outcomes remedies what cognitive neuroscientist Francisco Varela identified as a shortfall of all scientific endeavor: “The blind spot of contemporary science is experience.”7 Although modern science insists on the primacy of experience over the reasoning that characterized the Aristotelian science it replaced, it also presumes that scientists are able to look at the world objectively and “value free” of any inner perceptual, mental, cultural or emotional bias, as if they were peering outwardly through a one-way mirror on a reality that is separate from themselves. The quest for such “pure” objectivity was challenged in the 1960’s when world-renowned Princeton astrophysicist John Archibald Wheeler asserted that everyone is so integrally entangled with reality’s milieu that instead of being isolated observers of our self↔world interrelationship we are all “participant-observers” therein:8
We had this old idea, that there was a universe out there, and here is man, the observer, safely protected from the universe by a six-inch slab of plate glass. Now we learn from the quantum world that even to observe so miniscule an object as an electron we have to shatter that plate glass; we have to reach in there. . . . So the old word observer simply has to be crossed off the books, and we must put in the new word participator. In this way we’ve come to realize that the universe is a participatory universe.
In other words, we are simultaneous spectators and performers in a perpetual and mutually co-causal self↔world balancing act.

As reported in Discover magazine, Wheeler viewed persons as “part of a universe that is a work in progress; we are tiny patches of the universe looking at itself – and building itself.”9+ Nobel Prize physiologist George Wald similarly observed that “Matter has reached the point of beginning to know itself…. [Man is] a star's way of knowing about stars.”10+ And as astrophysicist Neal deGrasse Tyson has testified in greater detail:11+
The very molecules that that make up your body, the atoms that construct the molecules, are traceable to the crucibles that were once the centers of high mass stars that exploded their chemically rich guts into the galaxy, enriching pristine gas clouds with the chemistry of life. So we’re all connected with each other biologically, to the Earth chemically, and to the rest of the universe atomically. That’s kind of cool. That makes me smile, and I actually feel quite large at the end of that. It’s not that we’re better than the universe, we are part of the universe. We’re in the universe and the universe is in us. 

In a down-to-Earth assessment of our biologically, chemically and atomically embedded role in a cosmic milieu that at the same time is embedded within ourselves, biologist Julian Huxley proclaimed that “We are evolution’s way of becoming aware and directive of itself.” Thus we are emerging from our cosmic inter-embedment as practitioners of what some call “conscious evolution.”12 Our potential to be “conscious evolutionaries” is explored in Chapter X, p. XX.
As integrally embedded participants in the very reality that we are experiencing, rather than isolated spectators thereof, we exercise “genesis by observership”13 – not the genesis of reality overall, rather the genesis of the way that we experience reality. Because we are intelligent star stuff we are always at choice in our experiencing, as in the statement “Looking out from prison bars, one sees dirt the other sees stars,” and we have countless ways of looking at countless versions of a single foundationally substance: star-stuff.  There are even alternate ways to view our knowing that we are embedded star stuff, as noted by science-writer Simon Singh: “Romantics might like to think of themselves as being composed of stardust. Cynics might prefer to think of themselves as nuclear waste.”14
Since all experiencing includes the subjective participation of the one who is having the experience, and because our participation makes a significant contribution to the structure and/or content of whatever is being experienced, purely objective awareness is non-attainable. For example, both the choice to observe reality’s milieu with scientific objectivity and our choice of what is thus observed are both subjectively conditioned by how and for what one is graded, paid or otherwise rewarded for being scientific. 
All choices are subjective in nature because our observations are non-divorceable from our reasons and other motivations for performing the observational act. As participant-observers we are experientially entangled with whatever we are observing at any given moment. Because we are thus so integrally incorporated in reality’s milieu, we cannot have an experience thereof in which we do not participate, nor can we cause an outcome that is not experientially sourced – albeit often unconsciously so.  Consequently, reality’s milieu cannot appear to us as anything other than what our experiencing of it is like. Whether our experiencing thereof is direct, or comes to us second-hand via others’ reports, our experiencing is the only reality that we can possibly know. 
We cannot have an experience in which we have not at least subliminally agreed to participate. For example, we cannot live on a fault line and, when an earthquake happens, deny that it’s our fault. Hence the first law of causing outcomes:  Every outcome corresponds to the experience that sources it.
Prove-It-to-Yourself Reality Check #1

Your Experiencing of Reality and the Reality of Your Experiencing
Experiencing reality’s milieu is like painting a picture of a moving object, because nothing is more obvious to our experiencing than motion. Everything that we experience in our universe, from quarks to quasars, is in a state of continuous flux that lasts from less than a billionth of a second for the smallest things and shortest events, to many billions of years for the largest things and longest events, even as the universe’s integrity as a whole is likewise maintained in a state of perpetual flux. 
Accordingly, our active experiencing is something that we ongoingly do, while each distinct experience (the content of our experiencing) occurs within a limited time frame. Each discrete experience is like a snapshot of the ever-fluctuating milieu that we signify as “the world,” scientists signify as “the cosmic order” or “the universe” and philosophers signify as “reality.” 
All experiencing of reality is individually custom-tailored by each of us as it emerges from within our various faculties of conscious awareness, which include our cognitive processing of sensory awareness, our intuitive processing of gut-felt and heartfelt awareness, and our occasional meditative/contemplative processing of a direct awareness that transcends and yet informs our cognitive and intuitive processing. Thus the only “world”, “cosmic order,” “universe” or “reality” that we can actually know is the one that we interpretively construct via our physical, mental, emotional, behavioral, intuitive, contemplative and hearsay experiencing thereof. 
Where there is no experiencing, neither can there be any knowing, nor can any knowing be other than what emerges from our individual and collective custom-tailored experiencings of reality’s milieu. And the knowing that does emerge is always relative to the knower’s vantage point in space, time, culture and other experiential perspectives.
The ongoingness of our experiencing is the context from which emerges the time-bound content of every discrete experience. Accordingly, when others are inclined to employ the noun “experience,” which signifies a particular outcome of our participation in reality’s milieu, throughout this book we often use the verb-form “experiencing” to signify the ceaseless dynamism of our participatory involvement. Our experiencing is a perennially dynamic (and therefore mutable) interface with reality’s milieu. Our experiencing flows like an endless stream, while each specific experience is fixed within a finite window of time. 
Distinguishing between the continuity of our experiencing of reality’s contextual milieu, and the discreteness of our experientially time-bound snapshots of its content, is essential to our understanding and practice of causing outcomes. This distinction is the point of departure from which our causation of outcomes proceeds: the fact that our individually custom-tailored representations, formations and modifications of reality’s milieu can be known to us only from the perspective of our experiential participation therein. 
Before you decide whether this assessment is pertinent to your own experiential relationship to reality, write out a description of something that actually exists even though you have never seen it, heard of it, touched it, tasted it, smelled it, thought of it, imagined or dreamed of it, nor have otherwise experienced it. If you actually succeed in making something up that didn’t exist until you wrote it down, note that your experiencing of making it up preceded your writing it down. It became known to you only via your experiencing of it.
Our experiential entanglement is so finely tuned and universally networked within and throughout the quantum physical foundation of reality’s milieu that, to quote naturalist John Muir, “When one tugs at a single thing in nature, one finds it hitched to the rest of the universe.” This quantum tuning is so subtly and thoroughly pervasive of the entire cosmos that the intuition of poet Francis Thompson is quite literally true: “Thou canst not stir a flower, without the troubling of a star.” (The factual basis for these assertions is elaborated in Chapter X, p. XX.)

Making a difference

Our power to cause outcomes (make things happen) resides in our ability to “make a difference,” and every difference that we make results in our experiencing of a corresponding change in reality’s milieu. Thus the science of causing outcomes is essentially the science of purposefully initiating, accommodating and otherwise managing change.  
Our change-management role is performed within the parameters of a six-fold participation in our immediate reality-at-hand, all of which we address in this book:

· local-personal (within oneself), 
· local-relational (between oneself and immediate others), 
· local-social (between oneself and others in general), 
· local-vocational (between oneself and one’s workplace or career), 
· local-global (between oneself and the world, from neighborhood to planet), 
· and local-cosmic (within oneself as conditioned by one’s assumptions about reality-at-large). 
[NOTE TO DOUG: Each of our five subsequent books will be devoted to one of items 2-6.]

Broadly speaking, there are three causal (difference making) hypotheses of our experiential relationship to the milieu that we call “reality”:

· We are at the effect of reality’s milieu.

· We create our own reality.

· Reality’s effects upon us reflect how we consciously and unconsciously choose to experience its milieu, and how we correspondingly (or dysfunctionally) take initiative or react/respond.
There are similarly three causal hypotheses about the conjunction of the two most prominently experienced features of reality’s milieu: mind and matter:

· Mind and consciousness are passive manifestations of purely material causes, and are devoid of any reciprocal causal influence.

· Mind and consciousness have reciprocal causal influence on the material world.

· Mental and material aspects of reality’s milieu are mutually co-causal via the coinciding interplay of our conscious or subconscious experiencing and the physical world. 
There are also three hypotheses about the dynamics of change that relate to our causing of outcomes in reality’s milieu:

· The only thing permanent is change.

· The more things change, the more they stay the same.

· Change can be managed on behalf of our making an intended difference by choosing new ways of experiencing reality’s milieu while conserving what we choose to maintain.

Since this book’s co-authors subscribe to the third hypothesis in each case above, our book is about consciously governing our interplay with reality’s milieu so that we effectively and consistently make the differences we desire by realizing our deliberately chosen outcomes. Such realization is accomplished via the strategies and tactics of self↔world management that we present in Part Two of this book, following Part One’s overview of the generic challenges to our self↔world management that we must either counteract or transcend. 
A practical science

Practicing the science of causing outcomes is conditioned by our overall perspective on the spacetime continuum we call “reality.” This continuum is a universal “plenum,” a containing and conveying medium from which all things originate and within which all things are correlated. Although it is scientifically fashionable to perceive reality’s milieu as a mechanical plenum, its “mechanics” are neither as robotic nor as predictably certain as those of a manufactured machine. The spacetime continuum is organically geometrical rather than mechanically clocklike,15+ and is like a “morphogenetic” (form-originating) field that structurally patterns, organizes and directs all energy, matter and motion including our own, a dynamic that we address in Chapter X, p. XX. 
Our book’s organic perspective reflects Albert Einstein’s and other scientists’ understanding, as documented in Part One, that the milieu we call “reality” is a fluidic self-organizing field of mutually coinciding elements whose divergent tendencies are integrated by the field into a functional whole. As Einstein himself noted:16
Matter which we perceive is merely nothing but a great concentration of energy in very small regions.  We may therefore regard matter as being constituted by the regions of space in which the field is extremely intense. . . . There is no place in this new kind of physics both for the field and matter for the field is the only reality.
A seldom-recognized aspect of this field-based reality was cited by Einstein’s life-long contemporary, physicist Hermann Weyl:17
It is not the field that requires matter as its carrier in order to be able to exist itself, but matter is, on the contrary, an offspring of the field. 

Viewing matter as an effect of the field that contains it rather than the field’s cause is a consequence of recognizing, as does both quantum physics and relativity theory, that matter represents knotted condensations of energy within the universal field (a.k.a. “spacetime continuum”) that contains it. A “field” itself is a dynamic network, web, matrix or other co-ordinated set of functional interrelationships that co-operatively interact (i.e., work together) like the interplay of electricity and magnetism within an electromagnetic field, and like the interplay of particles and waves within a quantum field.18+ 
The above anecdotal command to “Make your own dirt” acknowledges that we are experiential creatures of the field of reality’s milieu, rather than the creators thereof. We therefore herein present an experientially grounded field perspective on causality, in which self and world are mutually inter-embedded co-activators of each other’s outcome-related potentials. 
Since the universe-at-large (and thus reality-at-large) is an integral whole, our experiential subfields of reality’s milieu are likewise fundamentally whole. The impact of an overall field extends throughout its embedded subfields, and the impact of every embedded subfield likewise permeates the overall whole of which it is a part. Thus whatever is true of any whole is likewise true of the lesser wholes that integrally comprise it, and vice versa, hence the statement that “those who fully understand become what they understand.”
From a quantum-relativistic perspective it is generally presumed that the ultimate field of reality’s milieu – the cosmos – is at all times a reliably functional, universal whole; that all dysfunction originates in subfields of the universal whole; and that the universal whole consistently remedies any and all dysfunction(s) of its parts by reconciling local discord to the integrity of its overall wholeness. The universal conservation of matter and energy, whereby each can be turned into the other while the combined total thereof remains constant is process by which the wholeness of the cosmos is likewise conserved. The conservation of wholeness is acknowledged in a scientific law of thermodynamics (energy exchange) advanced by biophysicist Harold Morowitz: “the flow of energy through a system organizes the system.” Morowitz characterizes the systemic process of conserving wholeness as “reconciling local pain to cosmic joy.”19+ 
Since all aspects of one’s participant-observer status in reality’s milieu are experientially conditioned by one’s assumptions about its milieu, it is appropriate for us to reveal our own assumptions, which we briefly cite in abstract form as follows and practically elaborate in the chapters that succeed this preface:
· Because reality’s milieu is integrally inclusive of ourselves, we cannot be thoroughly isolated “objective” observers who are no more than passively reactive to its milieu. Our integral participation therein is instead self-managed to accord with our conscious and unconscious experiencing of reality’s milieu. In addition to life’s happening to us, therefore, it is likewise happening within, through and as us, both via our initiatives and via our reactions and responses to whatever is happening to us. In short: every relationship is an interrelationship.
· Because space, time, energy, matter and motion are functionally integrated as a unified field that permeates universal reality-at-large, they may be collectively signified by an acronym composed of their first letters: STEMM. Metaphorically speaking, the integral reality of space, time, energy, matter and motion is like a universal “STEMM cell” that sources the emergence and organization of everything that exists and all that happens. The spacetime continuum that gives form and order to reality’s entire milieu may thus be viewed as the ultimate STEMM cell that sources all potential outcomes, however they may be caused.  
· All outcomes (i.e., everything that happens and how it happens) are the result of organic – and only sometimes also mechanical – interrelationships of space, time, energy, matter and motion. No spacetime interrelationship is absolutely certain other than the speed of light and several physical “constants” that are contingent on light speed. Because reality’s spacetime milieu consists of matter in constant energetic motion, all tendencies other than those associated with light speed are relatively approximate, and all outcomes of relative tendencies are more or less probable rather than reliably certain. 

· What we are experiencing at any given moment are the never-ending fluctuations of probability in reality’s milieu, which result from its universal dynamic of constant motion, and which we perceive as changes (of size, shape, location, lighting, color, direction, velocity, etc.) that are perennially taking place in space over time. 
· The probabilistic nature of reality’s milieu is due to numerous situational uncertainties (such as accidents, disease, death, economic recession, global warming) and circumstantial ambiguities (such as “What will people think?” “Why did this happen?” “Now what?”). These variables perennially accompany our experiencing of reality’s ever-changing milieu, whether the changes are personal, relational, vocational, and organizational, and whether their scope is interpersonal, socio-cultural or global. As a consequence, reality’s milieu is experienced by us as a realm of interacting probabilities rather than as a mechanically ordered set of certainties.  
· Because every intention we have is purposefully related to a more or less probable prospective outcome, how we actually experience and manage the varied probabilities of reality’s milieu corresponds with the overall tendency of our sum-totaled intentions (a.k.a. our “intentionality”). Our attention, thinking and behavior are directed by us toward outcomes that coincide with our predominant intentions. It is the predominant tendency of our overall intentionality which determines how we reconcile the uncertainties, ambiguities and probabilities that tend to compromise our specific intentions and our realization of their outcomes.
· How effectively we manage and give direction to our experiencing therefore depends on our attending, thinking and behaving in a manner that is commensurate with our professed intentions, so that our actions are congruently aligned therewith to be productive of their corresponding intended outcomes. Yet even commensurate action is only marginally effective unless it is supported by intentions to which we are non-divertibly committed. The reason why so many “good intentions” are not realized is that the probability of realizing any outcome is minimal in the absence of a non-divertible intention (a.k.a. “commitment”) to do whatever it takes to experience an outcome to which the intention corresponds.
In short: the science of causing outcomes is the science of 1) effectively managing the probabilities that favor the realization of our intended outcomes while we 2) neutralize any probabilities that prevent their realization. Neither of these is possible without a coinciding commitment to their accomplishment.
What this book is about
This volume includes and transcends the insights of its 1985 predecessor, The Power of Commitment, which was also formally published in 1990.20+ It reflects a shift of emphasis from our earlier focus on commitment as a means to an end. We herein view commitment as a primary end in and of itself, from which the means for realizing all other ends emerges in accordance with the energizing potentials of our prevailing intentions. 
We demonstrate herein that the prevailing tendency of our sum-totaled intentions determines how effectively we reconcile life’s situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities. Although it is our intentionality overall that governs the inner self-management with which we correspondingly manage outer circumstances, the intentions to which we are committed in turn prevail over our intentionality as a whole.  
Hence the second law of causing outcomes: Effectively managing the way that we experience ourselves in the midst of reality’s milieu is prerequisite to our effective introduction or management of any outer change.
Part One of this book provides an extensive experiential survey of the generic causal challenges that emerge from the discordant probabilities that abound in reality’s milieu. Part Two prescribes strategic and tactical procedures for the dissolution of discord, rather than procedures of mere discord resolution that alleviate only the effects of discord while leaving its causes intact.
Dissolving discord – or at least neutralizing it – empowers us to proactively accommodate diverse probabilities rather than reactively adjust ourselves to them or selectively adapt them to our own specified agendas. Dissolving discord is far more effective and lasting than any momentary resolution of its tumult. Focusing primarily on the management of tumultuous effects, rather than on their dissolution or neutralization equates to the clichéd metaphor of rearranging deck chairs on a sinking ship.
We agree with Abraham Lincoln that “The best way to predict your future is to create it,” by acknowledging that our future is not something that passively and arbitrarily happens to us, and is rather what emerges as the outcome of our individual and collective current interactions with reality’s milieu. Since our future is always pregnant within the fruits of our present endeavors, our ability to manage change resides in our power to choose the most effective way to experience reality’s milieu in the present moment, and to make changes whose emerging future outcomes mirror the professed intentions that give them their realized form. Hence the third and final law of causing outcomes: All outcomes reflect and result from intentionally dedicated commitments that support their realization.
This book is therefore no less about the self-transforming power of commitment than was its predecessor. What is new is our reframing of commitment’s effectiveness within the context of realizing successfully self-managed and fully-realized (i.e., made fully real) outcomes which effectively accommodate all discord of probability that would otherwise thwart their accomplishment. A key to such effectiveness is the thorough understanding that we develop in Part One of how our experiencing of reality’s milieu (not reality itself) is self-created and self-managed to be either discordant or concordant; and the equally thorough understanding developed in Part Two of how our experiencing of reality’s milieu can be managed to realize our intentionally chosen outcomes, via principles of what we call “quantum-management.”
From linear to distributed causality

Quantum-management is an integral, configurative and holistic approach to addressing individual, interpersonal and organizational behavior and change, rather than a linearly plotted step-wise approach. Quantum management facilitates the organic emergence of intended outcomes from our individual and collective experiential fields, rather than “making” them happen. This management strategy honors the transition from mechanistic to organic paradigms cited by cosmologist Paul Davies several years after The Power of Commitment was initially published:21+
For three centuries science has been dominated by the Newtonian and thermodynamic paradigms, which present the universe either as a sterile machine, or in a state of degeneration and decay. Now there is the new paradigm of the creative universe, which recognizes the progressive, innovative character of physical processes. The new paradigm emphasizes the collective, cooperative, and organizational aspects of nature; its perspective is synthetic and holistic rather than analytic and reductionist.

The still predominant Cartesian-Newtonian24+ and thermodynamic paradigms presume that the milieu we call “reality” is a hierarchal stack of compartmentalized parts, whose functions are linearly and mechanically ordered via bottom-upward chains of cause and effect. Causality thus resides in the bottom compartment of the hierarchy and always proceeds from the lesser parts of lower compartments to the greater parts of the immediately higher compartment of the hierarchal whole. The reductive science of “getting to the bottom of things” in this cause-and-effect hierarchy conditions us to “think the world to pieces,” as in the dynamic example of reductive thinking portrayed in Addendum One, p. XXX. This Addendum’s operational examples so vividly clarify this book’s perspective on the overall dynamics of causality, that we urge you to immediately read the entire Addendum and then reread the first sentence of this paragraph before continuing any further in this preface.

[NOTE TO DOUG: Addendum One is included in this file at the conclusion of our Preface.] 
The new integral paradigm cited by Davies, which is far from being fully emerged yet nonetheless abounds in numerous varieties, presumes that reality’s milieu is a nested “holarchy” of lesser wholes embedded within greater wholes, such as atoms within molecules within cells within organisms within societies, or like the familial embedment of hollow Russian dolls, child-within-mother-within-father. Within a holarchic structure multiple causal influences are distributed both downwardly and laterally within each embedded whole as well as upwardly, like a three-dimensional game of checkers or chess, and like the overlapping circular wave forms on water and the aerial fireworks bursts portrayed on this book’s cover and title page. 
In contrast with the mechanistic paradigm’s segmented and linear bottom-upward chain-linked causal perspective, the integral paradigm’s overlapping of both linear and configurative perspectives conditions us to “think the world together.” 

Prove-It-to-Yourself Reality Check # 2
The Omni-Dimensional Field of Reality’s Milieu
Spend some time contemplating the image of overlapping circular water waves and aerial fireworks bursts on the cover and title page of this book. Notice how the mutually accommodating waves represent the intermingling of numerous “ripple effects,” rather than a set of separate and parallel “chains” of linear cause-and-effect. Keep also in mind that these waves have a three-dimensional impact, which stirs the air above them as well as the water beneath them, and that the mutual interrelationship of these waves is constantly changing in the time dimension as well.

Similarly representative of the omni-dimensional holarchic field of reality’s milieu is the finale of a fireworks display, during which multiple spheres of luminous explosive energy simultaneously expand and intermingle without loss of their individual identities. (Physicists sometimes employ the term “interpenetration” to signify such intermingling.)
From an integral (a.k.a. “organic”) perspective, therefore, all energetic aspects of reality’s milieu similarly co-mingle to form a co-operational unity of overlapping systems that are co-operative with one another, and are more or less co-activating of one another as well. 
Intermingling water waves and fireworks bursts are not rare exceptions in an otherwise mechanically assembled universe. They are rather the common mode of interaction, while linear assembly lines are an exceptional feature of an otherwise non-linear universe of intermingling energetic fields, in which every action is an interaction, every relationship is an interrelationship and every effect is a ripple effect, as further explained herein.

Linear mechanical assemblages were non-existent in the universe until human beings invented them. Furthermore, if you will carefully observe the operation of an automobile assembly line you will note that numerous mutually co-activating “chains” of supply and management-worker-machine input overlap, converge, and intermingle to produce what ultimately is merely an illusion of contrived linearity.

Whenever this book refers to or abstractly describes the integral structure and dynamics of reality’s milieu or of any other field phenomenon, we advise our readers to recall the omni-dimensional images of intermingling water waves and multiple fireworks bursts, just as we shall likewise refer to them from time to time.

[NOTE TO DOUG: Do any further practical examples of integral perspective occur to you?]

Contrasting perspectives on reality’s milieu: mechanical and organic
The terms “mechanism” and “mechanistic” signify mutually oppositional models of linearly chained and causally sequenced either→←or dichotomous relationships, while the complementary terms “organism” and “organic” signify mutually co-activating models of integrally convergent and configuratively unified both↔and interrelationships. As defined by futurist and consciousness researcher Willis Harman, 23+
An organism is a functional and structural unity in which the parts exist for as well as by means of one another, in the expression of a particular uniqueness. Each part, in other words, is dependent on other parts, and serves other parts as well as the whole. The parts are not made independently and then assembled, but arise as a result of the interactions within the developing organism, and between the organism and its environment.

Harman and co-author/biologist Elisabet Sahtouris further note that reductionist Cartesian-Newtonian science is a unique artifact of European culture rather than the ultimate road to truth, and accordingly suggest24
 [I]t is an historical accident that physics came to be the generally accepted root discipline of science. If, for example, biology were instead the foundation…dealing with wholes prior to parts would seem the natural thing. Holistic concepts like organism and ecological system would be the starting point, rather than discrete fundamental particles. We would not find it a matter of great surprise to find that through arcane revelations of quantum physics, everything is connected; we never would have assumed the separation in the first place. 
In his 1959 book, Landmarks of Tomorrow, organizational management scientist Peter Drucker bore witness to the emergence of organic perspectives as a shift “from cause to configuration,” i.e., from linear causation to distributed multiple causation.25+ He chose the term “configuration” to signify the distinction between linearly imposed one-way causation and the omni-directional interplay of distributed multiple causation (again, á la the images of intermingling water ripples and fireworks bursts). Drucker was sensitized to the emerging integral perspective that was already clearly evident in every major field of knowledge half a century ago. He noted specifically that “The central concepts in every one of our modern disciplines, sciences and arts are patterns and configurations,” and he cited such examples of  configuration as “metabolism”, “homeostasis”, “ecology”, “personality”, “syndromes”, “gestalts” and other holistic formations that represent energetically as well as materially patterned structural and dynamic interrelationships. Prior to the 20th century such configurative concepts were either unfamiliar or non-existent, a notable exception being the term “personality.”
As Drucker further noted: 
These configurations can never be reached by starting with the parts – just as the ear will never hear a melody by hearing individual sounds. Indeed, the parts in any pattern or configuration exist only, and can only be identified, in contemplation of the whole and from the understanding of the whole. Just as we hear the same sound in a tune rather than C-sharp or A-flat, depending on the key we play it in, so the parts in any configuration – whether the “drives” in a personality, the complex of chemical, electrical and mechanical actions within a metabolism, the specific rites in a culture, or the particular colors and shapes in a nonobjective painting – can only be understood, explained or even identified from their place in the whole, that is, in the configuration.

Drucker recognized that the long-standing mechanistic paradigm of particulate analysis is being subsumed within an emerging paradigm of pattern recognition. He also acknowledged another principal factor that distinguishes the emerging integral worldview from its Cartesian-Newtonian predecessor, the function of consciousness:

Today our task is to understand patterns of physical, biological, psychological and social order in which mind and matter become meaningful precisely because they are reflections of a greater unity.

Concerning this “greater unity,” scientist-priest Teilhard de Chardin proclaimed in a now-famous book whose English edition was published in the the same year as Drucker’s:26+
Like the [planet’s] meridians as they approach the poles, science, philosophy and religion are bound to converge as they draw nearer to the whole.... The time has come to realize that an interpretation of the universe – even a positivist one – remains unsatisfying unless it covers the interior as well as the exterior of things; mind as well as matter. The true physics is that which will, one day, achieve the inclusion of man in his wholeness in a coherent picture of the world. 
Teilhard’s five-word encapsulation of this proclamation, “everything the rises must converge,” was adopted as the title of Flannery O’Connor’s likewise-famed short story about racial integration, which also addressed the holistic inclusion man.27+
The coherent and co-operational unity that emerges from the convergence of interior mind and exterior matter is likewise a central theme of this book, as we demonstrate how the interior-exterior interplay of self and world sustains the mutual integrity (and sometimes disintegration) of our self↔world interrelationship. From this holistic perspective, self and world do not exist as two separated units that arbitrarily impinge on one another. Self and world rather function as a composite and co-operative single unit in which our inner experience is on a par with the outer world, and in which neither self nor world is prior to the other in the ongoingness of their interplay. Instead, self and world are as integrally contingent as the front and back of a coin – the coin in this case being reality’s milieu. To quote philosopher Owen Barfield,28
There is indeed only one world, though with both an inside and an outside to it, only one world experienced by our senses from without, and by our consciousness from within.

As another philosopher, Alan Watts, further articulated this configurative perspective,29+

If you will accurately describe what any individual organism is doing, you will take but a few steps before you are also describing what the environment is doing. To put it more simply, we can do without such expressions as ‘what the individual is doing’ or ‘what the environment is doing,’ as if the individual was one thing and doing another, the environment one thing and doing another. If we reduce the whole business simply to the process of doing, then the doing, which was called the behavior of the individual, is found to be at the same time the doing which is called the behavior of the environment. In other words, it is quite impossible to describe the movement of my arm except in relation to the rest of my body and the background against which you perceive it. The relations in which you perceive this movement are the absolutely necessary condition for your perceiving at all. More and more, a ‘field’ theory of man’s behavior becomes necessary for the sciences.

An outstanding testament to the unifying perspective of configurative thinking is also provided in Addendum One, whose contrasting examples portray how the fragmentive, compartmentalized perspectives that often are implicit – if not forthrightly explicit – in conventionally linear perspectives on causing outcomes tend to be operationally at odds with this book’s perspective of configuratively distributed multiple causation. Your full appreciation of the configurative paradigm is worthy of your repeated contemplation of Addendum One’s contrast of fragmentive and integral thinking. 

It is because neither reductionist nor configurative paradigms are alone capable of completely accounting for either the dynamics of causality or for our effective management thereof, that we herein employ an experiential paradigm that reconciles reductionist and holistic perspectives. We provide a coherent both↔and experiential model of integral co-operation (working together) that accounts for the distributed interplay of multiple causal factors in our initiation and management of outcomes. 
Experiential paradigms represent the latest phase in a long historical trend of human thought, during which God was presumed to be the ultimate context of reality in medieval times, while nature and humanism were presumed to be reality’s ultimate context during the Renaissance, and mechanism (á la the dynamics of clockwork and assembly lines) has been the presumed ultimate context of reality since Descartes’ and Newton’s time. 
In contrast to the Cartesian-Newtonian paradigm’s denial that our experiencing of reality’s milieu has causal implications, this book’s configurative causal perspectives are fundamentally experiential. Accordingly, the experiential hypothesis presented in Chapters Three and Four transcends the either→←or frame of reference that imbues mainstream thinking with the presumption that dichotomous opposition and contentious antagonism are a universal norm of reality’s milieu. In stark contrast to presumed adversarial and conflictive norms, Part Two prescribes integral procedures that support effective experiential self-management and correspondingly effective management of self-created outcomes.
 [NOTE TO DOUG: Would you like to further elaborate on the above, and/or say more concerning what our book is about?]
What else makes this book different 

While every book on the causal management of outcomes is ipso facto about causality, this book is primarily concerned with what causality itself is all about. Accordingly, we dwell far less on defining and describing in elaborate detail what causality is and what it is for, and focus instead on examining its complexities and on demonstrating how effective causal management practices can neutralize if not dissolve the discord that emerges from the overlapping and intermingling complexities of multiple causation.
Our perspective herein is as timely as was the perspective of our earlier volume a quarter century ago, whose most valuable insights were in advance of that time and have only since then begun to enter the mainstream of contemporary thinking. To assure the similar timeliness of this present volume, we interviewed several persons who are pioneers in the sciences that address the underlying dynamic principles that order and govern the realities of change and our management thereof. (See “Acknowledgements,” p. XXX.) Although we view these persons’ insights as prophetic, we do not consider them to be so-called “prophets” per se, for as media savant Marshall McLuhan observed in the 1960’s, it is those who fully see what is happening right now who tend to be many years (if not decades) ahead of everyone else.

In addition to our present book’s timeliness, there is also much that makes it relatively timeless as well, like Part One’s survey of the perennial discord among the experiential ambiguities that only effectively managed causal science can readily dissipate.

[NOTE TO DOUG: Is there more to be said here, and if so what is it? 

How this book is structured

Two modes of presentation are blended in this book, in alternation between what McLuhan termed the linear sequencing of “views of fixed relationships” and the non-linear juxtaposition of interacting forms that induce “simultaneous awareness of a complex group of causes and effects.”30 It is only thus that we can most effectively configure and co-ordinate both reductionist and configurative perspectives.
Our investigation begins with Part One’s panoramic overview of our experiential self-entanglement with the ambiguous and uncertain inconstancies of reality’s milieu, and the implications thereof for the science of causing outcomes. In keeping with our integral perspective, the overview’s big picture configures the insights of the physical, biological, social, psychological and brain (neuro) sciences with those of the literary and other expressive arts.

Each chapter in both Part One and Two features two sets of information. Initial sets of chapters that we suffix with an “A” introduce pertinent operational and procedural perspectives on causality. The “A” chapter sets are followed with further elaborations and validation of their perspectives subsequent sets of chapters identically entitled and suffixed with a “B”. We routinely headline the “B” chapter sets as “Plus Possibly More Than You Thought You Wanted to Know.” We adopted this bifurcated approach in honor of a fourth-grader who many years ago became intrigued with penguins after seeing them on TV. As no March of the Penguins movie was then available to satisfy her curiosity, she took the opportunity of a book report assignment to read about these fascinating creatures. Although no children’s book about penguins was available in her small town’s public library, her parents found an adult book on the subject, and with their considerable assistance she succeeded in reading the parts that most interested her. Her report began with the statement that “This book told me more about penguins than I ever wanted to know.”  
Because there is so much more to the science of causing outcomes than one ordinarily takes into account, we secondarily feature material that is less urgently essential yet no less significant as more than you “thought” you wanted to know, rather than as more that you “need” to know. We make this distinction because our readers can derive a satisfactory entry-level understanding of causal management from this book’s “A” chapters without ever reading their “Plus More” supplements. Yet ignoring the supplemental “B” chapters may leave readers with a feeling that Part Two’s “A”-chapter prescriptions for causing outcomes do not cover all of the bases and must therefore be taken somewhat on faith. This will not be the situation for those who assimilate the more extensive examination of causal dynamics presented in the secondary “Plus More” supplements to Parts One and Two.

The numerous Addenda and Case Studies featured at the end of the book’s main text are not mere “extras,” and are placed there only because their inclusion in the main body of our book would disrupt its graphic continuity. We urge your immediate reading of each Addendum and Case Study when we refer you to its extended exposition of a point presented in the main text, just as we did in the foregoing references to Addendum One in this Reader’s Guide.

To further supplement our readers’ comprehension, each major sub-unit of our book begins with an epigraphic quotation (e.g., the M.C. Richards statement that glosses this preface), which illuminates the sub-unit’s rationale and/or exemplifies one or more of its main points. Some of these quotations are also herein reconfigured elsewhere in support of other insights, in recognition that the same well-stated perspectives take on further shades of meaning as they are placed in alternate contexts, thus allowing their wisdom to bare, repeating.

Also in support of our readers’ effective practice of change management, we provide several “Prove-It-to-Yourself Reality Check” exercises throughout the book, which are offered in the spirit of our fundamental operational premise that each person is both the ultimate writer and ultimate cashier of his or her own reality checks. Since you presumably are reading this book with the intent of learning something new, fresh learning is facilitated by your faithful performance of its Reality Check exercises, each of which gives rise to one or more questions, perspectives or insights you may not have formerly considered, and thus serve the vital purpose of further opening your mind. 

It has well been said that “Minds, like parachutes, are designed to work when they are open,” and since an unquestioning mind is at best a closed encounter of the nerd kind, the most effective way to keep one’s mind receptive to new insight is to ongoingly question whatever one already knows. A questioning mind honors the principle that one’s most important learning takes place after one already has all of the answers. The peril of an answer-laden mind that has become trapped in what psychologists call “premature cognitive commitments” is noted in Addendum Two, p. XX, whose prescription explains why we raise so many pertinent questions in Part One before proceeding to address them in Part Two. We recommend this Addendum Two’s prescription to your immediate consideration before you continue with this preface. 

[NOTE TO DOUG: Addendum Two is also included at the end of this file.]

Openness to new thinking is signified in some Eastern philosophies as a return to so-called “beginner’s mind,” while in Western thought it has been signified as “dismantling the structure of one’s knowing,” “freedom from the known,” and “living beyond belief.”31 However we may go about releasing what we know from imprisonment within outworn conceptual and contextual structures, it nonetheless survives intact within our restructured knowing unless and until new knowing renders it obsolete. 

New knowing is often born of a crisis that we could have anticipated, if only the blinding persistence of our long-established knowing had not eclipsed our foresight Since crises, once foreseen, are amenable to avoidance or amelioration, your thoughtful reading of this book may contribute to your averting an foreseeable crisis of your own, or to your dissolution of a current crisis. It is on behalf of such foresightful reading that we urge you to complete each of the book’s Reality Check exercises immediately upon its appearance in the text, both because the material that precedes and follows it is illumined thereby, and because some of these exercises build upon and/or involve further insight into the work you have completed in prior exercises. We also suggest that you document all of the insights you gain from this book, in either a folder or notebook dedicated to this purpose, to which you may add any written notes and commentary that exceeds the available marginal space of its pages.  

We have footnoted many of the reports and quotations featured herein, though far from all of them, with the intention of striking a balance between strictly academic and conventional styles of exposition. (This intention was inadvertently facilitated when some of our bibliographical citations were lost, many of which were pertinent to quantum physics.) Footnotes that feature an added “plus” (+) sign identify citations whose basic bibliographic information is supplemented with additional commentary and resources, and/or with links to online resources. Our footnotes are also available online to facilitate hotlink access to their citations, at www. proveittoyourself.com/footnotes.htm. 

[NOTE TO DOUG: each book cited in our online footnotes will also be hot-linked to our bookstore.]

Upon the initial appearance of terms that are central to a clear understanding of our perspective on causing outcomes, they are highlighted in boldfaced capital letters. Their meaning is signified both by their immediate context and in the Glossary on p. XXX. Readers will note that our employment of these highlighted terms tends to enhance and/or somewhat differ from the conventional understandings reported in most dictionaries, and that we sometimes present new combinations of otherwise well-known words or parts thereof to form so-called “neologisms” that are not thus far to be found an any dictionary. We rely on such word-play because the emerging paradigm of configurative causation requires some reconfiguration of our language. Our word-play also pays tribute to philosopher Alfred North Whitehead’s admonishment of those who presume to share their knowledge with others:32
 It should be the chief aim of a [teacher] to exhibit himself in his or her own true character – that is, as an ignorant [person] thinking, actively utilizing [one’s] small share of knowledge…. We must be aware of ‘inert ideas’ – that is to say, ideas that are merely received into the mind without being utilized, or tested, or thrown into fresh combination.

Our semantic innovations additionally honor biophysicist Beverly Rubik’s assessment of the importance of new scientific metaphors:33
It is clear to me that metaphors serve an important role, pregnant with meaning for those of us working at the frontiers [of science]. We need not only to examine our current metaphors, but also to refresh ourselves with new ones – and let go of the stale metaphors that no longer serve us.
Among the stale metaphors that now at best serve us only marginally are those associated with mechanical clockwork-like and other reductive perspectives. Among the emerging metaphors that more appropriately serve us today, including those of Peter Drucker and Harold Morowitz cited above, are metaphors that articulate the operational dynamics of intermingling milieus featured in Reality Check Exercise #2 – metaphors such as “entanglement,” “emergence,” “entrainment” and “resonance” – which we employ and appropriately signify elsewhere in this book. Lest our metaphoric and neo-logistic word-play violate some readers’ preference for consistently conventional prose, we ask you to be patient with our sportive endeavors to communicate insights that are irreducible to mundanely linear verbal exposition without impoverishing their meaning. 
Also in support of your further development of causal prowess, each book cited in our text and footnotes can be ordered at www.proveittoyourself.com/bookstore.htm, and this ordering is facilitated by our online footnotes at www. proveittoyourself.com/footnotes.htm.

 [NOTE TO DOUG: Is there more to be said here, and if so what is it?]

How to read this book

This book is essentially two books in one, Part One of which stands on its own as a comprehensive overview of the generic challenges that face all practitioners of the science of causing outcomes. Part Two does not stand alone, because its prescribed practices of causal science presume an understanding of Part One. If you are eager to quickly learn the practicalities of causal science without the benefit of being fully knowledgeable of their deeper implications and applications, you may choose to read initially only the book’s “A” chapters prior to subsequently reading their concluding “Plus More” supplements. Readers who would like to acquire from the very beginning a thorough operational and procedural grasp of causal science are accordingly advised to read each corresponding “A” and “B” chapter in its entirety, plus any Addenda or Case Studies referenced therein, before proceeding to the next chapter.

[NOTE TO DOUG: Is there more to be said here, and if so what is it?]

How this book came about/

Acknowledgements

While it is customary for authors to include in their preface the process by which their book emerged as well as acknowledgements of their intellectual, material and moral(e) sources of support, we have deferred this material to pp. XXX-XXX, following our Addenda and Case Studies.

[NOTE TO DOUG: How would you like to acknowledge the contribution of the six people that we interviewed? And who/what else do we wish to acknowledge? (In my case it will be Heidy, my children and my grandchildren, my students, and a man who, in addition to yourself, has also greatly assisted my own understanding of change management.)]
[NOTE TO DOUG: Although each draft chapter concludes with its footnoted references, I recommend that we ultimately feature all footnotes at the conclusion of the book, with each set of footnotes attributed to its respective chapter. The footnotes will also appear in identical form on our website, with their website references hotlinked, and with every book title cited therein hotlinked to our bookstore. For the latter purpose I am also mindfully including numerous additional purchasable book and media resources in many of our hotlinks.]
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 [NOTE TO DOUG: Addenda One and Two follow below.]
ADDENDUM #1

Two Perennial Causal Paradigms

The opposite of a correct statement is a false statement;

but the opposite of a profound truth may be another profound truth.
Niels Bohr

The linear paradigm of fragmentive reductionism (see p. XX of our Reader’s Guide) generates a mechanical conception of compartmentalized reality in which causality is distributed bottom-upwardly, so only by studying its parts in isolation from their whole can we determine what is “really” going on. In actual reality, of course, parts do not function in the same way when dissected from their whole, nor is their complete separation even possible without dismantling the whole. The Cartesian-Newtonian paradigm of causality therefore supports myopically piecemeal viewpoints like those featured in the following argument among scientific specialists, each of whom is limited to a perceptual paralysis that conforms to his reductive conceptual analysis. This paradigmatically conditioned “paralysis of analysis” may also be diagnosed as “hardening of the categories” and “thinking the world to pieces.”1
A rabbit has been nibbling on the young shoots at the edge of a forest clearing. Suddenly, it takes alarm and leaps upward, only to be met by a bobcat crashing down on it. How do we best describe and interpret this event?

“Clearly,” says the ecologist, "we are looking at a small sector of an ecosystem—specifically a portion of  food chain that involves a secondary heterotroph (bobcat) catching a primary heterotroph (rabbit), in turn feeding on an autotroph (green plant). Solar energy captured by the green plant is being transmitted and partitioned within an ecosystem.”

"All true," says the organismal physiologist, "but let's look below the surface! Behavior is not just what you see in looking at whole organisms. Let’s get some recording electrodes on that rabbit and find out what really is going on. Now, did you notice that volley in the sensory nerves just before his head goes up? It shoots right into the central nervous system, up the ascending tracks, through a relay in the hypothalamus, and radiates upward into the cortex. I don't yet know everything that goes on there, but somehow there is an integration of the incoming signals, and out comes a descending volley. It zooms down the spinal cord and out the motor neurons; the muscles contract and—leap! That’s what really goes on during that split second of terror; you have to get down to the level of the nervous system to make real sense out of that interaction."

Now the cell specialist moves in. "I see that you physiologists are still fussing with the complicated pathways of the nervous system. You'll never get to the bottom that way. Look for a shortcut. Those neural pathways are chains of cells with switching devices at the junctions between them. What are the exchanges of substance and energy in the switches? Understand the cells and the switches, and you have the key to the whole business."

 “Actually,” says the electron microscopist, “those switching junctions look pretty interesting, but my electron micrographs show that they are only a special case. They show the same structural elements that  are present in cell surfaces in general, and they look as though they are engaged in similar sorts of activities. I doubt that we will really understand the specialized and complicated neural junctions until we have a better idea of how the cell surface works in simpler situations. I’m concentrating on that and am finally beginning to get somewhere.”

 “That’s fine,” says the biochemist, “but you won’t understand the operation of the cell surface—or any other organelle—until you know its molecular composition and behavior. You can talk all you want about chains of cells and interactions between them, but it won’t make sense until you know the behavior of these things at the molecular level. Actually, you know, the nervous system is not too favorable for studying this; much more progress has been made with muscle. Contraction was a mystery until it was shown that muscle contains the two proteins actin and myosin, neither of which contracts by itself, but which in combination form fibers that can be made to contract. Once you have captured a system like that in a test tube, you have a chance to learn something!"

"I agree," says the biophysicist. "With muscle we're finally getting close. Let me say, though, that we haven't yet discerned what really happens in contraction.  There is a transformation of chemical energy into mechanical energy; presumably, energy-rich bonds are broken in some favorable spatial relation to chemical groups that can use the energy for coupling. However, the whole problem of energy transfer is a little complicated to follow in contraction and probably is not fundamentally different from other situations that are easier to follow.  For example . . . .”

The voices trail off, as we try to regain focus on the startled rabbit in his death leap. Do we understand him best as a primary consumer in the food chain of an ecosystem, as an organism in stress, as an assemblage of signaling devices and energized levers, as a community of cells with socialized organelles, as a collective of highly ordered, large molecules whose interactions involve energy transfers of extreme delicacy? Or do we need to choose among these alternatives?  Is the rabbit not describable and analyzable at all of these levels, and do we not require all of them for full conception? Like the three blind men who inspected the elephant, our investigators, applying themselves each at a single level, developed different conceptions of the rabbit. The leaping rabbit, however, is not their conception; it is the actual phenomenon. Each conception deals with an aspect at a particular level, and each has its advantage and disadvantage, depending on our purpose. Only in ultimate syntheses of all of the conceptions, including the elaboration of the interaction between the levels, will we recover the real rabbit. 

The fragmentizing reductionist paradigm and its correlative practice of “thinking the world to pieces” is subliminally implicated in the nursery rhyme, “Humpty Dumpty,” whose reduction to his parts precludes his reassembly, and is similarly indicted in a poem by John D. Engel, Jr.: 2
His purpose was to bare

the bones of meaning,

strip away superfluous

skin and fat.

He spoke of this

as a kind of mental weaning.

He said, “I can find truth

if I do that.”

So he proceeded,

and here’s what he won:

some bits of flesh

and a bloody skeleton.

But unperturbed

he still made science his art.

“Truth’s in the bones:

I must split them apart.”

He split the bones

down to their very centers

and searched in vain for truth

among the splinters.

He then rose undefeated

from the dead.

“It is quite clear

truth is not here,” he said.

The last I heard,

he still was going strong,

dissecting the throat of a bird

in search of song.

Reductionist perspectives are useful only after we have already comprehended the essential integrity of what is being reduced, as acknowledged in Peter Drucker’s observation that3+
the parts in any pattern or configuration exist only, and can only be identified, in contemplation of the whole and from the understanding of the whole.

As chemist and philosopher Michael Polanyi similarly proclaimed in a sweeping historical presentation of his own scientific outlook:4+
No physical or chemical investigation of an object can tell us whether it is a machine and, if so, how it works. Only if we have previously discovered that is a machine, and found out also approximately how it works, can the physical and chemical examination of the machine tell us anything useful about it, as a machine. Similarly, physical and chemical investigations can form part of biology only by bearing on previously established biological achievements, such as [knowing an organism’s] physiological functions.
In contrast to reductionist paradigms of linear causation, which view reality’s milieu as an amalgamation of compartmentalized hierarchies that are causally mechanized from the bottom upward, integral paradigms of configurative causation view reality as a seamlessly interwoven and fluidic self-organizing field of mutually co-activating constituencies that co-operate like the intermingling water waves and fireworks bursts cited in Reality Check #2 (p. X). The distribution of causation throughout such “holarchies” is also exemplified in Buddhist monk Thich Nhat Hanh’s perspective on the dynamic of “interbeing,” which is illumined by contemplating the paper on which the words you are now reading have been printed:5+
If you are a poet, you will see clearly that there is a cloud floating in this sheet of paper. Without a cloud, there will be no rain; without rain, the trees cannot grow; and without trees, we cannot make paper. The cloud is essential for the paper to exist. If the cloud is not here, the sheet of paper cannot be here either. So we can say that the cloud and the paper inter-are. Interbeing is a word that is not in the dictionary yet, but if we combine the prefix "inter-" with the verb "to be," we have a new verb, inter-be. Without a cloud we cannot have paper, so we can say that the cloud and the sheet of paper inter-are.

If we look into this sheet of paper even more deeply, we can see the sunshine in it. If the sunshine is not there, the forest cannot grow. In fact, nothing can grow. Even we cannot grow without sunshine. And so, we know that the sunshine is also in this sheet of paper. The paper and the sunshine inter-are. And if we continue to look, we can see the logger who cut the tree and brought it to the mill to be transformed into paper. And we see the wheat. We know the logger cannot exist without his daily bread, and therefore the wheat that became his bread is also in this sheet of paper. And the logger's father and mother are in it too. When we look in this way, we see that without all these things, this sheet of paper cannot exist.

Looking even more deeply, we can see we are in it too. This is not difficult to see, because when we look at a sheet of paper, the sheet of paper is part of our perception. Your mind is in here and mine is also. So we can say that everything is in here with this sheet of paper. You cannot point out one thing that is not here – time, space, the earth, the rain, minerals, the soil, the sunshine, the cloud, the river, the heat. Everything coexists with this sheet of paper. That is why I think the word inter-be should be in the dictionary. "To be" is to inter-be. You cannot just be by yourself alone. You have to be with every other thing. This sheet of paper is, because everything else is.

Suppose we try to return one of the elements to its source. Suppose we return the sunshine to the sun. Do you think that the sheet of paper will be possible? No, without sunshine nothing can be. And if we return the logger to the mother, then we have no sheet of paper either. The fact is that this sheet of paper is made up only of "non-paper elements." And if we return these non-paper elements to their sources, then there can be no paper at all. Without "non-paper elements," like mind, logger, sunshine and so on there will be no paper. As thin as this sheet of paper is, it contains everything in the universe in it. 
The quantum-mechanical foundation of configuratively networked “interbeing” and other holistic perspectives is examined in this books Chapter X, p. XX.
In keeping with Hanh’s view of the co-operational unity of intermingling systems, this book’s experiential field perspective on causality assumes that reality’s milieu is an integrally configured and convergent plenum of intermingling contingencies that are ordered governed via distributed multiple causation. We further assume that reality’s milieu is an emergent self-organizing network of multiple constituencies and their co-mingling ripple effects, rather than a clock-like mechanism of linearly assembled causes and their effects.  
Since both reductionist and convergent perspectives are essential to an effective understanding of change management, we appropriately incorporate both vantage points within our experiential paradigm, which views reductionist analysis from a convergent rather than fragmental perspective on reality’s milieu. 
1. See the chapter entitled “The Futile Search for Certainty” in William S. Beck, Modern Science and the Nature of Life (Doubleday Anchor Books, 1961), pp. xxx, and especially his anecdote featured therein of “Sigmund and the amoeba,” which illustrates the impossibility of establishing 100% experimental certainty or control.
2. Clifford Grobstein, The Strategy of Life (W.H. Freeman, 1965), pp. 41-44.
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ADDENDUM #2
The Scotty Who Knew Too Much

Real learning is what takes place after one has all of the answers, 

and real teaching is what takes place after all of one’s pre-existing answers have been used up.
From The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense
Over a half-century ago, New Yorker magazine humorist James Thurber wrote a fable about a know-it-all Scotty dog:  
“Several summers ago there was a Scotty who went to the country for a visit,” Thurber begins. The Scotty was utterly contemptuous of his farm dog host, who was fearful of a little animal that had a white stripe down its back. “Lead me to him,” said the Scotty, certain that he could make short work of the creature. 
“Don't you want to ask any questions about him?” the farm dog asked. 

“Naw,” said the Scotty, “you ask the questions.”
The Scotty was quickly rendered unconscious by the skunk’s odorous spray, and upon awakening he proclaimed that the creature had unfairly thrown vitriol. Nonetheless still quite certain of his combative prowess, he bragged that he could also make short work of another little animal that all farm dogs were afraid of, asserting that “I can lick anything that doesn’t wear horseshoes.”

 "Don't you want to ask any questions about him?" the farm dog asked. 
"Naw," says the Scotty, "just show me where he hangs out." 
The farm dog showed the Scotty where the animal lived, and was soon thereafter pulling quills from the Scotty’s nose.
The humiliated Scotty presumed that he was now sufficiently savvy about fighting country animals, and proceeded to beat up the farm dog. He held his nose with one front paw to protect himself from vitriol and covered his eyes with the other paw to shield them from quills. As Thurber reported, "The Scotty couldn't see his opponent and he couldn't smell his opponent and he was so badly beaten that he had to be taken back to the city and put in a nursing home." 
Thurber concluded this fable with its moral:
“It is better to ask some of the questions than to know all the answers."
NOTE: This fable is Online at http://aterrier.wordpress.com/2008/08/10/the-scotty-who-knew-too-much/, and cited from James Thurber, Fables for Our Time (Harper Colophon, 1983 [originally 1940]). Also in Michael J. Rosen, ed., The Dog Department: James Thurber on Hounds, Scotties, and Talking Poodles (HarperCollins, 2001).

