PART ONE

AN EXPERIENTIAL BIG PICTURE:
Overviewing the Self-World Balancing Act
We consider the following panorama of change-management’s overall milieu to be “a” big picture rather than the big picture, because each person’s overview of this panorama will portray it somewhat differently.
Our own experiencing, plus the reported experiencing of others, is the only source of whatever we already know, of all that we are yet to know, and of anything that can be known, whether our knowing be about change and change management or anything else.  The more we know about how our experiencing takes place, the better we will understand the realities of what we can and cannot change, of how change takes place, and of how we can most effectively manage and modify current changes while initiating new ones.
To effectively encounter any change that we are currently experiencing, or any change that we would like to bring about, we must first know both how change happens and how our manner of experiencing change can most effectively empower our management of thereof. This is a rather daunting prospect, since probably no two things are, by their very nature, more fundamentally ambiguous than change and our experiencing of change. For example, there are no universally agreed-upon interpretations – even among scientists – of what change is, of how it is caused, and of how our experiencing of change takes place, let alone of precisely how change is best managed. In short, ambiguity may be the only certain aspect of change, its management, and our experiencing of either. 
The reality of change is such that in order to empower effective management of either an existing or an intended change, we must maintain (or regain) our balance within a milieu  of numerous overlapping situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities that tend to disempower us unless they are appropriately managed. We could just as well, therefore, have entitled this book “Mastering Your Power to Manage Ambiguity,” which is why this Overview so thoroughly examines the prevailing ambivalence that haunts the complex milieu we call our “reality” – and does so at the risk of making change-management seem like a lifelong episode of “Mission Impossible.” For effective management of change would indeed be quite impossible without the empowerment provided by a steadfast intentional commitment thereto via the change-management practices portrayed in Part Two. 
To many of our readers this Overview may seem unduly redundant in its rather circuitous coverage and re-coverage, from numerous scientific and anecdotal perspectives, of the potentially crippling complexities of reality’s milieu. We have risked such “overkill” in keeping with the principle that the moments of greatest learning are those in which the obvious becomes obvious. So long as we take for granted what we consider to be obvious – “I already know that!” – we can appreciate neither its significance nor the full extent of its influence in our lives, nor the extent to which there is yet more to be learned from what is already obvious to us. For merely knowing that something is obvious is far from knowing all that its obviousness signifies.
Our redundancy also honors the fact that complex matters bare, repeating.

From the preface:
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 concluding prescription explains why we raise so many questions in Part One before proceeding to address them in Part Two.

Email transmission:

Several hundred hours of research, study and writing have gone into the endeavor to configure this Overview as integrally as is reality’s milieu itself. Therefore, please read the entire Overview at once, while merely noting any proposed changes of its text before actually executing them. The Overview’s chapters are so integrally configured that any questions or concerns raised at one point therein may be answered or addressed at another. Also, since it is likely that any significant change made at one point may necessitate additional significant changes elsewhere, it is best to have a grasp of the Overview’s whole before beginning to adjust its parts. 

Inserts:
A) Our ongoing experiential encounter with reality’s milieu is always individually customized, and at the same time is co-actively participative in and interactively entangled with reality’s milieu. 

B) Our encounter with reality’s milieu is experientially co-entangled therewith, and is thus participative, interrelational, co-responsive, individualized, xxx 
C) The material universe is a unified (though not uniform) interrelated whole.

D) “metaphysical naturalism” assumes that “the realm of material particles is the only type of existence in the entire universe.” [that material particles form everything that exists in the entire universe] [Michael A. Corey, The God Hypothesis: Discovering Design in Our “Just Right” Goldilocks Universe (Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2001) p. 1.]

E) “The apparently autonomous mental dimension originally opened by the alphabet – the ability to interact with our own signs in utter abstraction from our earthly surroundings – has today blossomed into a vast, cognitive realm, a horizonless expanse of virtual interactions and encounters. Our reflective intellects inhabit a global field of information . . . . In contrast to the apparently unlimited, global character of the technologically mediated world, the sensuous world – the world of our direct, unmediated actions – is always local. The sensuous world is the particular ground on which we walk, the air we breathe.”  [David Abram, The Spell of the Sensuous: Perception and Language in a More-Than-Human World (Vintage Books, 1996), pp. 265-66]
F) As John Denver sang, “Some days are diamonds and some days are stone,” and whichever is the case on a given day (or portion thereof) is most dealt with effectively when we are mindful of which is the case. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Some_Days_Are_Diamonds_(album) Joan Baez sang somewhat similarly about “Diamonds and Rust,” which contrasts past experiences rather than present ones.  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Diamonds_&_Rust_(song)
Quantification for the most part is a prosthetic device of the human mind, though certainly a very useful one. Anyone who thinks that numbers constitute the real world, however, is under an illusion, and this is an illusion that is by no means un common. It could be argued, indeed, that quantification is simply a result of certain defects in the human nervous system that do not permit us to form complex images of topological structures.

From: Boulding KE: Science: our common heritage. Science 207:832-833, 1980. Copy

right 1980 by the American Association for the Advancement of Science.
Inertia = resistance to change

The Universe is not what is used to be, nor what it appears to be.” [Nobel physicist] Frank Wilczek, The Lightness of Being: Mass, Ether, and the Unification of Forces (Basic Books, 2008), p. 3

 ‘The mass of ordinary matter is the embodied energy of more basic building blocks, themselves lacking mass. Nor is space what it appears to be. What appears to our eyes as empty space is revealed to our minds as a complex medium full of spontaneous activity.” (p. 1) 

“…we build our world-models from strange raw materials: signal-processing tools [that have evolved] to filter a universe swarming with information into a very few streams of incoming data.” (p.3.) 
“From a modern point of view, vision is what samples the electromagnetic radiation that passes through tiny holes in our eyes, picking up only a narrow rainbow of colors inside a much broader spectrum. Our hearing monitors air pressure at our eardrums, and smell provides a quirky chemical analysis of the air impinging on our nasal membranes. Other sensory systems give some rough information about the overall acceleration of our body (kinesthetic sense), temperatures and pressures over its surface (touch), a handful of crude measures of the chemical composition of matter on our tongue, and a few other odds and ends.” (pp. 3-4)
“But the ultimate sense-enhancing device is a thinking mind. Thinking minds allow us to realize that the world contains much more, and is in many ways a different thing, than meets the eye. Many key facts about the world don’t jump out to our senses. The parade of seasons, in lock-step with the yearly cycle of sunrise and sunset, the nightly rotation of stars across the sky, the more intricate but still predictable motions of the Moon and planets, and their connection with eclipses – these patterns to not leap to the eye, ear, or nose.” (pp. 4-5)

“As our description of fundamental processes becomes more complete we see more, and we see differently. The deep structure of the world is quite different from its surface structure. The senses we are born with are not attuned to our most complete and accurate world-models. I invite you to expand your view of reality.” (p. 6)

“The new theory sees a world based on a multiplicity of space-filling ethers, a totality I call the Grid. The new world-model is extremely strange, but also extremely successful.” (p. 10)

Thinking minds discern regularities over time, the more hidden (and thus profound) can be counted or geometrized.   
Consciousness is the love of all potential.

Stromberg: parallel sets of linear chains of cause and effect.
Effective co-management of both the objective and subjective aspects of our self↔world interrelationship is essential to a successful outcome of change management.

Our consciousness is not of this interface, our consciousness is this interface. 
…that leaves us with only a warm feeling and a puzzled look.
In spite of our respective customized outlooks on reality’s milieu, we are nonetheless able to formulate a collective consensus reality persons because there is extensive overlapping of our experiential fields, and because the dynamics of our individual experiencing are fundamentally common to all   [Wineman, p. 4]
The ultimate context of all other contexts may be variously signified as the field of all other fields, the system of all other systems, or the holon of all other holons (see p. X). However the nesting of contexts is signified, all lesser contexts are the content of larger contexts.  Since what is greater cannot be fully comprehended by what is lesser, the ultimate context by whatever name we signify it (“field”, “system”, “holon”, “universe”, “Supreme Reality”, “God”) is greater and other than the content of any of its sub-contextualized parts, or of any summation of its sub-contextualized parts. Since the context of all contexts is the totality of all its sub-contextualized contents, it cannot be not a member of itself. The context of all contexts it can only be the entirety of its sub-contextualized contents as itself.  

As a consequence of our life’s situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities, all outcomes thereof are a matter of probability rather than a “sure thing.” In essence, therefore, change management is an artful science of probabilities management.

comprises and energizes 

Since all subjectivity is experientially inward and self-referential, while all objectivity is experientially outward and factual, we can establish be no meaningful testimony without experiencing something that we presume to be factual, and there can be no known facts without some experiencing to which we can testify.
Our experiencing is not at this interface, our experiencing is this interface. What we signify as our experiencing is the activity of the consciousness that emerges from the borderland of subjective and objective awareness.

A desired outcome becomes certain only when it has been finally accomplished, because prior to its actual moment of completion an outcome is only more or less probable of accomplishment. As a former U. S. president made quite clear, there is no actual “mission accomplished” short of its completion.
Inside yourself or outside, you never have to change what you see, only the way you see it. -Thaddeus Golas
What you deny to others will be denied to you, for the plain reason that you are always legislating for yourself; all your words and actions define the world you want to live in. -Thaddeus Golas
[W]e need to examine our deepest assumptions if we are to actualize our fullest human potentials. -Biology Revisioned, p. ix.

… an expanded science that would include inner experience on a par with the physical world. -Biology Revisioned, p. x.

…the interplay of human consciousness and the physical world. -Biology Revisioned, p. xi.
…something resembling consciousness appears to be present as a substrate, so to speak, of physical reality.-Biology Revisioned, p. xiv.
…the organism is not separable from its environment. -Biology Revisioned, p. xvii. 

…problem-solving organisms… -Biology Revisioned, p. xix.
---first person - third person science… -Biology Revisioned, p. xvii
Chapter One-A
The Persistence of Unworkable Behavior

It was once scientifically proven that bumblebees cannot fly because their wings are proportionately too light and small to lift their bodies and maintain them aloft. Yet because bumblebees are not informed of this inability, they somehow manage to fly anyway. 
The corrective scientific proof that bumblebees indeed can fly quite effectively, as well as how they do it, is presented at the beginning of Part Two ( p. X).
While this Overview may similarly seem to make a case that human beings can’t manage change, this is only because it focuses on all of the impediments of situational uncertainty and circumstantial ambiguity that make change management such a daunting challenge. While many of those who are ill-informed about these impediments have some success at managing change nonetheless, a thoughtful understanding of our situational and circumstantial obstructions can make our management of change far more effective. 

The proof that we indeed can manage change, as well as how we can most effectively do so, is also presented in Part Two.

*************************

If there were two forces in the universe,

‘force of habit’ would be the second strongest.

Robin Goodfellow
Surrealist artist Salvador Dali portrayed drooping watches and other symbols of experiential distortion and mutability in his most widely remembered painting, “The Persistence of Memory.”9+ The transformability of experience is likewise demonstrated in an account of persistent unworkable behavior entitled an “Autobiography in Five Short Chapters”:1+
Chapter One: I walk down the street. There is a deep hole in the sidewalk. I fall in. I am lost... I am hopeless. It    

                      isn’t my fault. It takes forever to find a way out.

Chapter Two: I walk down the street. There is a deep hole in the sidewalk. I pretend I don’t see it. I fall in again. I 

                       can’t believe I’m in the same place. But it isn’t my fault. It still takes a long time to get out.

Chapter Three: I walk down the same street. There is a deep hole in the sidewalk. I see it is there. I still fall in...it’s 

                         a habit. My eyes are open. I know where I am. It is my fault. I get out immediately.

Chapter Four: I walk down the same street. There is a deep hole in the sidewalk. I walk around it.

Chapter Five: I walk down another street.

Although the persistence of memory is essential to dependably consistent thought and behavior, its mutability allows for many inconsistencies. While some inconsistencies are functional, such as remembering to avoid a hole by walking down a different street, others can be dysfunctional, such as blaming the context of our experiencing – such as a hole – for the content of our experiencing – falling into the hole. Such blaming is inconsistent with self-ownership of our behavior when it skews our perception of causal relationships. Unworkable behavior is always the consequence of an unworkable perception of causal relationships. 

The persistence of unworkable behavior is routinely demonstrated every day by millions of persons who refuse to “walk down another street” to avoid falling into a gaping hole in their lives: the imminent likelihood of their own death. For example, in the co-authors’ coaching, consulting, training and other instructional encounters with nearly 2,000 persons over the past several years, we have frequently asked them whether they would change their dietary and exercise habits if a doctor told them that they otherwise were quite likely to die within a year or so in the absence of making such changes.

Prove-It-To-Yourself Reality Check # 2
 Your Willingness to Change Unworkable Behavior
In the blank that ends this sentence, note your estimate of the percentage of persons who claim they would change their dietary and exercise habits to avoid the likelihood of imminent death:_____%.

In the blank that ends this sentence, note your estimate of the percentage of persons who actually would change their dietary and exercise habits to avoid the likelihood of imminent death:_____%.

Both our asking of this question and our rewriting of our earlier book were prompted by a report, cited below, of the enormous discrepancy that exists between what people say they would do in the face of their own impending death and what they actually do in the real-time prospect thereof. Whenever we ask this question, about ninety-five percent of those present indicate that they would make whatever behavioral changes they were told were necessary. Yet while we have no certain way to determine how many of them would actually follow through on their claim, were the proposed hypothetical circumstances actually real, we feel quite certain that most of them would not change. 

What makes us thus skeptical is that the probability of their making significant changes in their behavior has been precisely calculated for the two million persons each year who undergo coronary bypass surgery or angioplasty following a heart attack, and who remain highly subject to yet another and more probably fatal attack unless they alter their dietary and exercise habits to prevent it from happening. Even those who don’t have such a reoccurrence face the even greater likelihood of requiring one or more additional highly invasive and expensive heart-repairing procedures in order to avoid another attack. 

It is commonly assumed that a heart-attack survivor facing the high probability of a second attack has sufficient incentive to make the lifestyle changes required to maintain a healthier heart and a longer life. Yet only about ten percent of all heart-attack survivors actually make these changes. The other ninety percent maintain their behavioral resistance to change (behavioral inertia) by continuing their habitually established life-degenerating unhealthy diets and lack of exercise, rather than adopting alternative behaviors that have proven to be life-sustaining. By assuming that they will somehow avoid falling back into the looming hole in their life’s course called “heart attack,” they refuse to walk down another street.

Our behavioral inertia is evidence of a built-in human psychological tendency to maintain the present life course of our long-established patterns of choice and behavior, even when the continuation of that course is a direct threat to our well-being. Heart-attack survivors are essentially like smokers in this regard. Nor is either of these groups all that different from most other persons when it comes to altering long-established behaviors. Smokers and heart-attack survivors sometimes justify their behavioral inertia by citing the notable fact that there are heavy smokers (cigar-puffing George Burns may come to mind) as well as unregenerate heart attack survivors who actually enjoy uncommon longevity nonetheless. Others obfuscate the likelihood of their impending death with the dismissive argument that “when it’s your time to go it’s all over anyway.” 

This preponderance of behavioral evidence overwhelmingly indicates that our presumably built-in “survival-of-the-fittest” mentality is no actual guarantee of our making behavioral adaptations that are proven to be sustainable of survival fitness. The stubborn persistence of our survival-compromising behavioral inertia in the face of melting time is reviewed in an online article entitled “Change or Die,” in which reporter Alan Deutschman cites the sobering odds against our likelihood of relinquishing life-degenerating behaviors in the face of our impending demise.2+
Deutschman begins by asking his readers what they would do were they given the choice to change or die for real.
We're talking actual life or death now. Your own life or death. What if a well-informed, trusted authority figure said you had to make difficult and enduring changes in the way you think and act? If you didn't, your time would end soon – a lot sooner than it had to. Could you change when change really mattered? When it mattered most? 

Yes, you say?

Try again.

Yes?

You’re probably deluding yourself.

You wouldn’t change.

Don’t believe it? You want odds? Here are the odds, the scientifically studied odds: nine to one. That’s nine to one against you. How do you like those odds?

These nine-to-one odds were initially reported at IBM’s Global Innovation Outlook conference in November, 2004, by Dr. Edward Miller, dean of the John Hopkins University medical school and CEO of its hospital. Miller cited a survey of the post-operative lifestyles of the two million persons annually who undergo life-saving radical heart surgery procedures that cost up to $100,000 each, and for whom the collective annual cost was then 30 billion dollars (and is today closer to 35 billion), which of course is paid for mostly by their insurance companies. The vast majority of these survivors stubbornly persist in the dietary and lifestyle patterns that weakened their hearts in the first place, hence their susceptibility to yet another – and often fatal – heart attack in their near future, and the even more probable requirement of additional costly surgical interventions to ward off a further attack.

As Deutschman reports on these interventions:

The procedures temporarily relieve chest pains but rarely prevent heart attacks or prolong lives. Around half of the time, the bypass grafts clog up in a few years; the angioplasties, in a few months. The causes of this so-called restenosis are complex. It's sometimes a reaction to the trauma of the surgery itself. But many patients could avoid the return of pain and the need to repeat the surgery – not to mention arrest the course of their disease before it kills them – by switching to healthier lifestyles. Yet very few do. "If you look at people after coronary-artery bypass grafting two years later, 90% of them have not changed their lifestyle," Miller said. "And that's been studied over and over and over again. And so we're missing some link in there. Even though they know they have a very bad disease and they know they should change their lifestyle, for whatever reason, they can't." 

Nor, as Deutschman further reports, is this habituated persistence of unworkable lifestyles a recent phenomenon. 

Dr. Raphael "Ray" Levey, founder of the Global Medical Forum, an annual summit meeting of leaders from every constituency in the health system, told the audience, "A relatively small percentage of the population consumes the vast majority of the health-care budget for diseases that are very well known and by and large behavioral." That is, they're sick because of how they choose to live their lives, not because of environmental or genetic factors beyond their control. Continued Levey: "Even as far back as when I was in medical school" – he enrolled at Harvard in 1955 – "many articles demonstrated that 80% of the health-care budget was consumed by five behavioral issues." Levey didn't bother to name them, but you don't need an MD to guess what he was talking about: too much smoking, drinking, eating, and stress, and not enough exercise. 

Why does impending crisis tend to be an ineffective stimulus to our adoption of crisis-averting behaviors? Why is it that when we are confronted with calamities as dreadful as our own foreseeable imminent death, or as ominous as the impending collapse of a corporation or other organization for which we have executive or managerial responsibility (Enron and Lehman Brothers for example), or as dire as the increasing debilitation of our planet’s climate and the consequent worldwide disruption of human civilization, we nonetheless are deeply reluctant to make changes that are likely to avert or at least significantly minimize a catastrophic outcome? What is the “missing link” to which Dr. Miller refers, that would alter our reluctance to manage such impending changes in favor of our own life-sustaining self-interest? Why is it that when we are faced with probable calamity we choose not to makes changes that are proven to reduce its probability? 

Why, in short, is it so hard for us to walk down another street?
Our behavioral inertia in the face of impending corporate and planetary calamities is often attributed to the sense of helplessness one tends to feel in the face of such collective enormities. Yet we are just as reluctant to make appropriate changes in the face of individual enormities, and this raises some more pointed questions concerning our behavioral inertia:

· Why do we knowingly persist in perpetuating outcomes that are inconsistent with and often directly contrary to our deepest self-interest? 

· What accounts for our prevailing unwillingness to alter a highly probable collision course with looming disaster?

· How may those who persist in realizing life-degenerating outcomes become instead committed to realizing outcomes that are life-extending? 

· Most importantly of all, what accounts for the success of the 10 percent of heart-attack survivors who actually do choose to realize life-extending outcomes? 

These questions are fully addressed in subsequent chapters of this Overview, as well as in Part Two where we show how even the nine-to-one odds cited by Deutschman can be effectively turned around. For example, a prominent physician has dramatically reduced these overwhelming odds for 75% of the heart-attack survivors who adopt a successful life-extending program that we describe on p. X.

In the meantime, this experiential “big picture” overview proceeds with its assessment of the uncertainties, ambiguities and ambivalence that haunt reality’s milieu, and which can be effectively transcended only by competently practiced strategies and procedures of change management that are pursued with steadfast intentional commitment.
(continued in Chapter One-B, p. XX)

Chapter Two-A
Our Resistance to New Behaviors

We are what we repeatedly do.

Excellence then, is not an act, but a habit.
Aristotle
There is nothing unusual about our being creatures of behavioral inertia (a.k.a. “force of habit”), because inertia – the tendency of things to stay as they are until some impetus overcomes their resistance to change – is a built-in operational principle, a rule to which no exceptions exist. Principles define the consistent universal orderliness that prevails in all local successions of events. As Newton’s first law of motion states this principle, “An object in motion continues in motion and an object at rest remains at rest unless acted upon by a force.”3+
Because the universal principle of inertial resistance to change is built into every aspect of reality’s milieu, including our own behavior, force of established habit is second only to the force of a committed intentional impetus to a change of habit. As the chapters in Part Two reveal, if change is to be forthcoming when push finally comes to shove, the impetus of the push has to be much greater than the inertia of whatever is being shoved. 

For instance, anyone who has pushed a stalled automobile knows that it takes far more exertion to get it rolling than is required to keep it moving once it is already in motion. This is why setting a car in motion or accelerating it consumes far more fuel than is required to keep it moving steadily. This is also why the amount of power required to brake a car’s motion increases with its speed – and doubly so!  
Furthermore, wherever there is no frictional impediment to movement, such as the moon’s endless orbiting of the Earth in a relatively friction-free vacuum, the inertia of existing motion is just as constant as the inertia of things at rest. [Yet even the vacuum of space is only relatively free of friction – though negligibly so for objects as large as the moon – because of the trillions of randomly scattered atoms and molecules that fast-moving large objects daily encounter in their ongoing course. In the long run of geological and astronomical time even the moon is slowed by such friction.]
The universality of inertia applies to our human behavioral tendencies as well, so that the amount of energy required to initiate a new behavior is far greater than the amount required to maintain an existing behavior or to sustain a newly established behavior’s initial viability. It also tends to be twice as hard to “brake” a long-established habit than a newer one, which (as we will see in Part Two) is why modifying a habit is easier than “braking” its momentum altogether. 

We habitually continue to favor our behavioral status quo until a significantly powerful intentional impetus sets a behavioral change in motion. And as evidenced by heart-attack survivors, even the impetus of one’s possibly imminent death is insufficient to induce change. 

Prove-It-To-Yourself Reality Check # 3
Inventorying Your Behavioral Inertia
Make a list of all changes that you would like to have happen in your life, or that you have wanted to have happen in the past, and which have yet to happen. After making a checkmark at the beginning of those (if any) over which you have no discretionary power, prioritize the remaining items according to the intensity of your desire for them to happen. Put a + at the beginning of prioritized items that you have actually tried to make happen, and an X at the beginning of those you have not.
If any of your prioritized items seem worthy of your intentional commitment to make them happen, draw a circle around the + or X, and save this list for further processing in a subsequent Reality Check exercise.

The persistence of behavioral inertia explains why our effective management of external change necessitates an intentionally initiated change of behavioral practice that converts our behavioral inertia into the behavioral momentum required to alter an unworkable habit or an unwanted situation. Objective warning signs, however dire, including those of one’s imminent death, are in and of themselves seldom an empowering impetus to a change of our behavior, because all initiation or redirection of behavioral momentum requires an intentionally committed impetus from within. Behavior-related change is introduced only by a commensurate behavioral impetus that is intentionally initiated and sustained from within. 

In every instance where an effective change is made, some inner impetus of intentionally committed action is required to produce that change. An intentionally informative (i.e., form-giving) impetus to change provides what psychologist Gregory Bateson signified as “the difference that makes a difference,” which is most often a difference in kind rather than a difference of mere degree. Only form-giving information – i.e., data that is patterned in meaningful formation rather than merely incidental – has the power to propagate change.4+ 
Furthermore, for such an impetus to be effective, it must be congruent with the nature and dynamics of the desired outcome of one’s action. A desired outcome becomes certain only when it has been unequivocally accomplished, because prior to its actual moment of entire completion an outcome is only more or less probable of accomplishment. As a former U. S. president made quite clear, there is no actual “mission accomplished” short of its full completion.
At the very core of effective change management, therefore, is the requirement for a commensurate change of one’s self-management, because all management of one’s outer objective circumstances is an extension of the way one subjectively manages oneself. For example, . . . 
[NOTE TO DOUG: This is a point at which to introduce an anecdotal account from your coaching, consulting and training experience, with which we can initially illustrate that effective self-management requires the empowerment of action that has the impetus of committed intentionality.]

 (continued in Chapter Two-B, p. XX)

Chapter Three-A
The Ambivalent Borderland of Experiential Awareness
Nature gives most of her evidence
in answer to the questions we ask of her.
C.S. Lewis
All experiencing is inherently ambiguous because human awareness is essentially experimental, as recognized in the common Latin root of the words “experience” and “experiment,” which signifies “trial”  (piriri: to try, as in “to actively endeavor,” rather than to make a futile attempt). When prefixed with “ex-” (“from,” “by,” or “of”) both words signify learning by trial and error. Experimental trial-and-error is the standard operational procedure of our learning process, as acknowledged by physician Lewis Thomas:5
Our kind of brain is built so that it can make great numbers of errors, all the time, for this is really the way we go about the process of thinking. We get things wrong by nature, and when we get enough things wrong we make use of that information to get things right. The process is trial and error, as we say. It is in this sense that our brains differ so greatly from machines, and it is probably the recognition of this special gift of error that makes us feel so strongly that we are different from all the other animals on earth. It is hard for us to imagine anything taking place in the brain of an insect that bears any resemblance to the events in our own heads. We take it for granted that insects are little whirring machines, programmed by their genes to do this or that little insectlike thing, but we recoil from the notion that the bug is a conscious, thinking creature. We do this partly because we feel superior, and partly because we know that we could never do so reproducibly what beetles do. It could be that simple animals possess the same kind of awareness as ours, but that they are conscious of fewer items, and therefore the probability of error is greatly reduced.

The prerequisite to workably effective change management by experiential trial and error is a similarly effective understanding of the interrelationship of content and context, such as a healthy lifestyle (content) in the face of a likely heart attack (context). All relationship between context and content is relative, including even the absolute speed of light in the context of varying mediums, which is always roughly 186,000 miles per second in a vacuum and 124 m.p.s. in the glass of a telescope lens.6+ Many of life’s ambiguities arise when a relationship between context (the unhealthiness of one’s heart) and content (the relative appropriateness of one’s lifestyle) from one perspective is reversed so that the context of a healthier lifestyle supports the content (and contentment) of a healthier heart from another perspective.
[Editorial note: The value of exploring in depth the mercurial interrelationship between context and content is to underscore the impossibility of our ever “figuring it out” with final certitude. In Part Two we demonstrate alternatives that make it unnecessary to “figure out” the uncertainties and ambiguities of reality’s milieu. In the meantime, this Overview proceeds to demonstrate why these alternatives are so essential to effective change management.]
Prove-It-To-Yourself Reality Check # 4
 The Mutable Interrelationship of Context and Content
Consult the desired changes that you circled in Reality Check #2. Which of these can be viewed from one perspective as contextual of your present experience and from another perspective as the content thereof? Which items on your list can be viewed as either the context or content of one or more other items on your list, and which items can be either the context or content thereof depending on how you view them?
Which of the items (if any) are purely contextual of your life situation and circumstances and never its content, and which of them are purely the content thereof and never its context, no matter how many different ways they can be viewed? Bracket any items that pass this purity test, and save your modified list for a later Reality Check. 
If, however, you have no bracketed items, how do you account for this lack?
Everything that exists and everything that happens has at least one contextual milieu from which it emerges, or into which it has been placed. The content of each thing and event is relationally conditioned by its context, and is therefore correspondingly modified whenever its context is changed. Conversely, whenever some content is changed, its context becomes somewhat modified as well. For example: When the context of our experiencing changes from daylight to darkness, the content of our experiencing is changed accordingly by becoming less visible, whereupon we alter the context of our changed experiencing by illuminating the darkness with campfires or electric lights (content). Thus does a change of our behavior’s content alter its context accordingly.  (Note that the words “context” and “content” can be interchanged in the preceding sentence and still produce a meaningful statement.)
The one (and only) this that is certain about the ambiguous interrelationship of context and content is that all unworkable behaviors represent a dysfunctional association of the two. Unworkable behavior is always the consequence of an unworkable assumption of causal relationship between one or more contexts and its/their contents. 

The built-in reciprocal ambiguity of context and content is acknowledged in philosopher Georg Hegel’s observation that “Man, insofar as he acts on nature to change it, changes his own nature,” and was likewise acknowledged by Winston Churchill at the conclusion of World War 2 when the bombed-out House of Commons was to be rebuilt. Churchill insisted on its restoration to its former state, in order to assure the continuity of England’s established parliamentary traditions. Churchill’s rationale was a classic statement of conservatively informed change management: “We shape our dwellings, and then our dwellings shape us.” 
Every change of either content or context correspondingly alters their interrelationship, yet not with precise predictability. Context always prevails over content in the long run, however briefly content may sometimes be “out” of context, because to be out of one context (such as daylight) is to be in another context (such as darkness) until some new behavioral content is introduced that either transformatively simulates the former context (such as by turning on the lights) or is passively adaptive to the new context (such as groping blindly about). In any event, the reconciliation of context and content is an ongoing contest of trial-and-error management of the never-ending imbalances that arise from the numerous divergent energies and contingencies of reality’s milieu.
The three most important things to understand about context↔content reciprocity is that 1) subsequent to any change of either context or content, context continues to prevail over content, á la Hegel’s acknowledgement of the reciprocal effect that change has on agents of change; 2) that a radical change of context (i.e., a change in kind rather than a mere change of degree) generates a radical change of content, which is what Churchill was seeking to avoid; and 3) that the distinction between context and content becomes blurred whenever we switch from relating to a context (such as a rebuilt House of Commons) as the content of our experiencing or relate to some content (such as upholding or appealing to some legislation passed in the House of Commons as the context of our experiencing.
In spite of the morass of situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities that haunt the multiple and mutable contexts and contents of reality’s milieu, the universe has been managing this muddle quite effectively for over 13 billion years. It continues to do so, and even quite workably for our own purposes, in spite of two enormous ambiguities: the fact the very foundation of reality’s milieu – light – can be experienced as either a particle or a wave according to whichever of these two contexts we choose to experience it; and the fact that by measuring the speed (content) of a particle or wave we change its contextual relationship to us by altering its direction in ways that cannot be determined, and that by measuring its direction we alter its speed in equally indeterminable ways. This so-called Uncertainty Principle” strikes much closer to home than most of us realize:

Our Age of Ambiguity
was heralded by the discovery
that the motion of atomic particles
cannot be fully comprehended:
measuring the velocity of their travel
inevitably changes their course;
determining their course of travel
inevitably changes their velocity.
Shifts of consciousness are likewise no more certain
than the physics of quantum leaps.
When we attempt to determine love's velocity
(how much do you love me?)
we risk encouraging love to flow elsewhere.
When we attempt to plot love's course
(will you always love me?)
we risk taking our sails out of its wind.
Thus the ultimate science
of both motion and emotion
is the art of being with what is
as it is.
As we continually demonstrate in these pages, all structures of knowing prevent us from also knowing what alternative structures reveal – which is why we are preceding Part Two’s prescription of change-management practices with this thorough Overview 1) of the overall context of reality’s surrounding milieu; 2) of the way that we experience the impacts and influences of reality’s milieu on ourselves as its content; and 3) of how we unceasingly modify both the context and content of reality’s milieu with our reciprocal impacts and influences. By disclosing the ambiguous interrelationship of our local experiential sub-milieus of immediate reality-at-hand with the universal milieu of reality-at-large, our survey gives cosmic scope to Socrates’ dictum that “the unexamined life is not worth living.”
Accordingly, this Overview surveys the extensive convergent interrelationship between the world’s contextual objective presence in our lives and the content of our reciprocally participative subjective presence within the objective world, as well between ourselves as the world’s formative context (for example, via our contributions to global warming) and the world as experienced content (for example, extreme weather conditions). It is within this reciprocal interrelationship that our experiential ambiguities reside. Fortunately for us, the dynamics of objective-world-to-self in conjunction with subjective-self-to-world tend to balance out the bifurcating tendencies of these complementary experiential modes, and they do so in our favor when we are sufficiently thoughtful to maintain our experiential balance as prescribed in Part Two.
This same dynamic self↔world interrelationship also sources the emergence of our individual and collective experiential fields, the omni-reciprocal matrix of reality’s surrounding milieu that comprises, energizes and coordinates all of the interacting contingencies that impact upon us or otherwise influence every moment of our lives. Because this field of multiple converging interrelationships is the contextual dynamic both of reality’s surrounding milieu and of our inner awareness, what we signify as our “experiencing” emerges from the intersection of the world and ourselves, as described by operations researcher Alan Smithson1+
Every experience involves a set of sense data and an interpretation of those data. Neither data nor interpretation has an absolute reality of its own. The two belong to radically different kinds of world which are held together in the wholeness of experience.

The “different kinds of world” that form the wholeness of our experiential intersection are the world of matter and the world of mind. Quantum physicist Brian Josephson, director of the Mind-Matter Unification Project at England’s University of Cambridge, has acknowledged the ultimately experiential nature of intersecting matter and mind:31+
The raspberry within itself does not contain its sweetness, nor does the tongue. It is in the interaction between the two that this manifestation resides.
In other words, our experiencing of reality is an emergent process that unfolds from our participative interaction with reality’s milieu, rather than a process of the world’s external imposition upon us or of our arbitrarily imposing ourselves on the world. Our experiencing of outer and inner contingencies takes place neither externally or internally, it emerges as the borderland where external and internal contingencies intersect. 
In an already familiar example of emergence, the liquid we call “water” emerges from the intersecting of two gases, neither or both of which have all of water’s characteristic properties. Water does not emerge at the intersection of hydrogen and oxygen as a mechanical assemblage of their respective substances and properties, it emerges as their intersection by virtue of their co-activation of something that is wholly new. 
Similarly, our experiencing emerges not at the intersection of mind and matter, rather as the intersection of mind and matter. In other words, our experiencing is the activity that emerges from the intersection of subjective and objective awareness.
Josephson’s description of the convergently interactive and co-active objective↔subjective foundation of emergent experience is exemplary of a contextual principle that governs all mind-matter interaction, as cited by Smithson:32
[U]ltimate reality is encountered neither in our minds nor in the physical cosmos, but at the point where these meet. 
Smithson therefore identifies the context of our ongoing “marriage” of mind and matter as one in which33
Each person lives at a succession of unique points at which the reality of the whole structure is experienced as a simultaneous presentation of external and internal events.
The successive unique points of convergence within the experiential intersection of mind and matter, which are simultaneously and co-contextually both objective and subjective, are characterized by Smithson as “kairos” points. The Greek word, kairos, signifies “fullness of time,” a ripeness of timing that is similarly signified by the Sanskrit word Rţa as the “the well-formed instant.” 
However we may signify the timing of our experiential moments, and however well or poorly formed these experiential moments may be, each successive moment perpetuates our ongoing experiencing of an experiential “now” that distinguishes between what no longer is and what is yet to be. We therefore live perpetually in the intersection – and as the intersection – between what is no longer and what is not yet, and we do so as a consequence of our immersion in the ambiguous field that forms our experiential reality – i.e., the field of reality’s milieu as we have come to know it perceptually, intellectually, emotionally and behaviorally.
Our experiential interrelationship with reality’s milieu is fraught with situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities, because each person’s experiential field and corresponding experiential reality is individually custom-tailored to correspond to the immediate experiencing that emerges from the context and content of his or her own uniquely localized intersection of mind and matter. Our individualized experiencing is informed by the sensitivity and response of our own presence within a world whose corresponding sensitivity and response to our presence is configuratively co-activating. 
In other words, all experiencing emerges from the intersection of our self↔world interrelationship, and never solely or entirely from either one’s self or from the world alone. Experientially, therefore, our operational interrelationship with reality’s milieu is a balancing act on the objective↔subjective borderland of an ambiguous perceptual divide between multiple contexts and contents. This balancing act walks the line between excessive objectivity and undue subjectivity as we endeavor to avoid unduly confusing the numerous contexts and contents of our experiencing. 
Most books on the nature and dynamics of change and its management do not take into thorough account, as we do in Part Two, the full implications of this precarious experiential borderland and its complexities of situational uncertainty and circumstantial ambiguity. Hence this Overview’s dedication to a comprehensive experiential examination of the contingencies of our objective↔subjective borderland’s balancing act, which is sometimes an act of conciliating objective context and subjective content and at other times an act of conciliating subjective context and objective content – and is sometimes an act of doing all of the above all at once.  This extensive examination is prerequisite to a full appreciation of Part Two’s subsequent investigation of how our experientially ambiguous contingencies are most effectively engaged and managed.
Your thoughtful reading and contemplation of this Overview is therefore quite likely to enhance your comprehension of your own experiential milieu, in addition to illuminating its changeable aspects and your effective management thereof.
(continued in Chapter Three-B, p. XX)

Chapter Four-A
Navigating the Subject↔Object Borderland
[W]hen we describe the so-called external world, we are at the same time describing the peculiarities of our own mind.

-Gustaf Stromberg

From an experiential perspective, reality’s milieu is a slippery slope of situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities, of which we are simultaneously both subjectively and objectively aware. Since subjectivity is experientially inward and self-referential, while objectivity is experientially outward and fact-referential, we can establish no meaningful testimony without experiencing something that is presumed to be factual, and there can be no known facts without an experiencing of something to which we can testify.
Concerning our navigation of this slippery slope, Samir Okasha writes in his book, Philosophy of Science: A Very Short Introduction:2+
There is a very ancient debate in philosophy between two opposing schools of thought called realism and idealism. Realism holds that the physical world exists independently of human thought and perception. Idealism denies this – it claims that the physical world is in some way dependent on the conscious activity of humans. To most people, realism seems more plausible than idealism [because] realism fits well with the common-sense view that the facts of the world are ‘out there’ waiting to be discovered by us, but idealism does not. Indeed, at first glance idealism can sound plain silly. Since rocks and trees would presumably continue to exist even if the human race died out, in what sense is their existence dependent on human minds? 
The realist school of thought maintains that the world is exactly as it appears to our senses, that our thinking accurately records and represents the way things actually are while having no effect on their presumably “hard” reality, and that our inner mental constructs of outer reality therefore have no reciprocal influence upon it. In the paradigm of realism, everything that exists or takes place is materially caused. Nothing can be caused by mental activity, because one’s so-called “mind” is to matter as is one’s shadow to one’s body. Consciousness is presumed to be an ethereal “epiphenomenon” of bio-chemo-electro-physiological activity in the brain and central nervous system, and to have no substantial (i.e., physical) existence of its own. Nor can mental activity have any more causal power over the material world than does a shadow – unless and until, that is, mental activity can be documented as a physically determined and predictable outcome of purely material molecular and electrical processes that occur with in our neuro-physiological anatomy. Since reality is presumably affected by physical activity only, over which mental activity has no influence, we are constantly subject to being changed by reality’s milieu, yet can make no modifications thereof in turn by mental means. 
This robotically mechanical paradigm of one-way causation is thoroughly contested by its quantum-relativistic successor, which presumes, as quantum physicist Eugene Wigner has proclaimed, that
We do not know of any phenomenon in which one subject is influenced by another without [the other] exerting a [corresponding] influence thereupon.
Directly contrary to realism, the idealist school of thought maintains that we more or less create our own reality in accordance with our locale in time and space, our personal and social perspectives, and our individual and collective predispositions, all of which are obligingly mirrored by reality’s milieu. In the idealist paradigm our presence in reality’s milieu and our “minding” thereof are the source of reality’s form. Whatever reality’s form may be like without our presence is something we can never know, because we are so integrally incorporated in reality’s milieu that our presence is intrusively impactful thereupon. And since matter and mind are interrelated rather than non-relating factors, our experiencing of whatever exists accords with our mind’s assessment of what exists. 

The slippery-sloped realism/idealism debate is transcended via the incorporation of both views within an experiential perspective that interweaves mutual encountering material and mental influences, while taking account of the encounter’s irreducible ambiguity. As consciousness researcher John White has observed:X
[M]any things can be learned about the contents of consciousness – about thoughts, perceptions, feelings, ideas, values, beliefs, memories, sensations, related physiological processes, and so forth…. But consciousness itself – not what we are aware of but the basic fact of being aware- remains the medium through which we know reality. Consciousness itself is primary and cannot be explained in terms of anything else. It can only be experienced. Apart from [consciousness], no observations or experiences are in any way possible. 
It is thus experientially impossible for anyone to determine how the physical world functions independently of human thought and perception, because nothing can be known by us in the absence of our having a physical or mental experience of it. All experiencing of the physical world is ultimately dependent on the conscious activity of humans, because all awareness and knowledge of reality is conditioned by the experiential perspective of a knower. Accordingly, whatever we are experientially unaware of is correspondingly unknowable by us.

From an experiential perspective, therefore, all that we actually create is our experiencing of reality’s milieu, which emerges from our interrelationship therewith and is not creative of reality per se. Our localized awareness and experiencing of reality’s milieu is the only source of whatever can be known by us, whether our knowing is about the realities of change and change management or about anything else. 
This experiential  limitation on our knowing has four consequences: 1) we experience only a portion of reality’s local milieu rather than reality in toto; 2) we experience reality’s milieu from both a personally and socially conditioned perspective; 3) we do not experience reality’s actual milieu per se, only our own inner mental and emotional constructs  of reality’s milieu; and 4) our inner awareness of our surrounding reality reflects our individually custom-tailored experiencing of its milieu, not the way it is independent of our presence therein. The inclusion of our presence in reality’s milieu not only significantly impacts our immediate reality-at-hand, it also establishes each of us in a unique interrelationship with the universal milieu of reality-at-large.
In short: while reality’s existence precedes our presence in its milieu (a realist perspective), its response to our presence corresponds with the way that we respond to it (an idealist perspective), and this mutuality manifests as our experiencing of reality’s milieu. Our experiencing of reality’s milieu is all that we can know, which is why all scientific endeavor is founded on knowledge that is grounded in the fruits of actual experiencing rather than on the fruits of abstract inner speculation. While scientific knowledge must be expressed with abstractions, the abstractions are presumably identical to the concrete reality they represent. 

While many who read this book may be quite sure of their knowing that this is so, most readers are unlikely to know just how this is so. Hence this Overview’s focus on knowing the how of our interrelationship with reality’s milieu, which is prerequisite to knowing how to most effectively manage changes in its milieu, as prescribed in Part Two.
It is often remarked that experiencing is our best teacher. This is so by default, because experiencing is our only teacher. No experiencing = no awareness = no knowing. Our experiencing (for instance, of daytime or nighttime) is the immediate situational context of the content of our knowing, just as our knowing (that it is correspondingly light or dark) is thus made the content of whatever we are experiencing. Only what we experience being consciously aware of can be consciously known to us, whether via our own recognizance or secondarily via the testimony and hearsay of others. Furthermore, as this Overview later examines in detail, most of our experiencing of reality’s milieu is not present to our conscious awareness, since only a relatively infinitesimal portion of our central nervous system’s data-processing of our ongoing encounter of reality’s milieu is ever made accessible to our cognizance. 
From the perspective of this book’s co-authors, realistic and idealistic views are both valid, and are interwoven aspects of the behavioral repertoires with which people accommodate their ongoing intercourse with reality’s milieu. It is from this unified perspective that the many situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities of reality’s milieu are herein critically surveyed.
Our at once realistic (objective) and idealistic (subjective) “experiencing” of reality’s milieu is a perennial borderland in which the dynamics of self and world intersect. The ambiguous nature of our experiential self↔world intersection was intuited in 1879 by British chemist and physicist Sir William Crookes, just as our aborning understandings of thermodynamics and electromagnetism were beginning to move the scientific community beyond its presumption of so-called “hard” reality, a supposition that 20th-century relativistic and quantum physics would further lay to rest:2
We have actually touched the borderland where matter and force seem to merge into one another, the shadowy realm between Known and Unknown which for me has always had peculiar temptations. I venture to say that the greatest scientific problems of the future will find their solution in this Border Land, and even beyond: here, it seems to me, lie Ultimate Realities, subtle, far-reaching, wonderful. [Sir William Crookes, quoted in George Johnson, The Ten Most Beautiful Experiments (Alfred A. Knopf, 2008), p. 138.]
This foundation of this “Border Land” was acknowledged two generations later by Nobel physicist Erwin Schrödinger:3
The world [as it is known to our experience] is a construct of our sensations, perceptions, memories. It is convenient to regard it as existing objectively on its own. But it certainly does not become manifest [to and in our experience] by its mere existence. Its becoming manifest is conditional on very special goings-on in very special parts of this very world, namely on certain events that happen in the brain. [Erwin Schrödinger, M&M, p.93]
According to New York Times science writer, George Johnson, the inherent nature of the “special goings-on” cited by Schrödinger is such that4
It’s something every experimenter must struggle with. The most temperamental piece of laboratory equipment will always be the human brain. [George Johnson, The Ten Most Beautiful Experiments (Alfred A. Knopf, 2008), p. 156.]

However temperamental our brains may be, they are nonetheless the central laboratory apparatus in all scientific endeavor. As cosmologists Joel R. Primack and Nancy Ellen Abrams proclaim in their book, The View from the Center of the Universe, in which they explore the cosmic depths of our experiential borderland:5
Seeing reality takes a lot of imagination – but it takes disciplined imagination, which is sensitive to scientific knowledge, humble before it, and committed to consistency with it. [p. 280]
Albert Einstein acknowledged the primacy in all of our endeavors of the objective↔subjective borderland of our experiential awareness, with his assertion that “Imagination is more important than knowledge.” He also cited the mystical value of imaginative potential:X
The most beautiful and most profound emotion we can experience is the sensation of the mystical…. Herein lies the germ of all art and all true science. He to whom this emotion is a stranger, who can no longer stand rapt in awe, is as good as dead…. Anyone to whom this feeling is alien, who is no longer capable of wonderment and lives in a state of fear is a dead man. To know that what is impenetrable for us really exists and manifests itself as the highest wisdom and the most radiant beauty, whose gross forms alone are intelligible to our poor faculties – this knowledge, this feeling ... that is the core of the true religious sentiment. In this sense, and in this sense alone, I rank myself among profoundly religious men. [Lincoln Barnett, The Universe and Dr. Einstein (Signet, 1948), p. 118.]
In keeping with Einstein’s assessment, quantum-optical physicist Arthur Zajonc suggests that every “discipline” or “field” of knowledge, including the sciences, is more accurately signified as an imagination of reality, an imaging-in of our sensory and intuitive experience that we examine as thoroughly and accurately as possible when our examinations are scientific. Zajonc regards our aesthetic, philosophical, psychological, spiritual, scientific and other imaginations to be metaphorical assessments of reality’s milieu rather than literal facsimiles thereof. He also regards our metaphorical assessments not as intellectually compartmentalized endeavors, rather as complementary alternative perspectives on our experiencing as an integral whole. 
Zajonc’s book-length elaboration of configurative metaphoric perspectives, Catching the Light: the Entwined Destiny of Light and Mind, addresses the full range of our scientific and humanistic imaginations by examining the implications of the one metaphor that all of them share, the metaphor of light.X+ [Arthur Zajonc, Catching the Light: the Entwined Destiny of Light and Mind (Bantam, 1993)]. Zajonc cites extensive scientific documentation that our function of seeing does not “just happen” automatically, and is a neuro-physiologically facilitated developmental process of trial-and-error learning, which is perhaps even more complex than our learning to walk. He accordingly asserts that X 
Without an inner light [of] formative visual imagination, we are blind…. The [imaginative] light of the mind must flow into and marry with the light of nature to bring forth [our experience of] a world.[p. 5-6]
This view contrasts starkly with the hyper-objective “value free” perspective to which most scientists aspire in their supposition that their investigations are devoid of any mental, emotional, behavioral or other participatory bias on their part. This “purely objective” perspective presumes, for instance, that although most scientists choose to do only research that is currently fashionable and/or that pays them well, this choice is free of any subjective bias that favors current fashions and being paid.
However imaginally or objectively accurate we may be in our experiential assessments, the truth of all our consequences is that reality’s milieu, by virtue of its integral nature, is intrinsically far more and considerably other than what our scientific measurements and other estimates thereof can fathom. As Einstein accordingly concludedX
Physical concepts are free creations of the human mind, and are not, however it may seem, uniquely determined by the external world. In our endeavor to understand reality we are somewhat like a man trying to understand the mechanism of a closed watch. He sees the face and the moving hands, even hears its ticking, but he has no way of opening the case. If he is ingenious he may form some picture of a mechanism which could be responsible for all the things he observes, but he may never be quite sure his picture is the only one which could explain his observations. He will never be able to compare his picture with the real mechanism and he cannot even imagine the possibility or the meaning of such a comparison.
Our relationship to reality’s milieu may be somewhat likened to that of a blind man who touches a snowflake to see what it is like and instantly melts it via the examination process. It is thus, as John Lennon observed (in concurrence with Zajonc), that “Reality leaves a lot to the imagination.” 
In the objective↔subjective borderland that experientially intersects and intertwines us with reality’s milieu, change and its management are ambivalent borderland issues that are endemically ambiguous, if for no other reason than that it is experientially impossible for us to determine what the physical world is like independent of our participatory intrusion. Nothing can be known by us in the absence of our physical, intellectual, emotional and behavioral experiencing of the world, because all awareness and knowledge of reality’s milieu is conditioned by the intrusive experiential perspective of our knowing.
Whatever is absent from our experiential awareness is correspondingly unknowable by us, nor can anything become knowable to us in terms other than those that condition our experiencing of it. Thus the only “real world” that anyone can know is his her own experiential interrelationship with reality’s milieu.  
When Einstein further remarked that “Reality is merely an illusion, although a very persistent one,” he likewise was acknowledging that whatever we can know about reality’s milieu emerges from the shadowy borderland that correlates our experiencing of its milieu with the dynamic principles that govern it and the substantial properties that make it “real.” Thus the greatest temptation offered by what Crookes called this borderland’s “shadowy realm between Known and Unknown” is our tendency to mistake its visible shadows for the unseen ultimate reality that casts them, as so aptly noted by Apostle Paul in Hebrews 1:13: “Things which are seen are not made of things which do appear.” The ultimately shadowy nature of so-called “hard” reality is addressed in Addendum Three, p. X. which makes the remainder of Part One all the more meaningful.
Integral psychologist Ken Wilber identifies reality’s illusory quality as “the myth of the given,”X=26+) 

the belief that the world as it appears in my consciousness, as it is given to me [is] foundationally real, and that therefore I can base my worldview upon whatever presents itself to my consciousness. [Yet] what our awareness delivers to us is set in cultural contexts and many other kinds of contexts that cause an interpretation and a construction of our perceptions before they even reach our awareness. So what we call real or what we think of as given is actually constructed—it’s part of a worldview.

The illusory presumption of a purely objective given world is one of our experiential reality’s most illusory aspects. This mythical aspect of the given is most clearly revealed in so-called “optical illusions.”

Prove It to Yourself Reality Check # 5
The Illusion of “Objective” (a.k.a. “Given”) Reality

Optical illusions exemplify our ability to perceive the same “objective” reality in different ways, and awaken us to how contextual shifts of perspective can significantly alter our subjective comprehension of our experiential reality’s content. For instance, as you experience the reality of the following image notice whether your experiencing has any illusory qualities.6  
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Many people initially see this image only as an abstract inkblot. Some persons perceive almost immediately that the inkblot forms the word “good” or the word “evil”, though few immediately recognize its simultaneous portrayal of both words. Of most significance is that no one is capable of seeing the image’s spellings of “good” and “evil” at the same time rather than alternately, for even though there is more than one way to see things, our neuro-physiological wiring commits us to viewing them in one way at a time.7+  

Furthermore, those who have no knowledge of the English language do not experience this image the same way that English-literate persons do. Yet among those who do read English, anyone who examines the image for some time will eventually experience all of the experientially biased English linguistic ways (contexts) of seeing it, albeit sometimes only with some coaching.

Once you have seen both of the English words represented by the image, ask yourself the following questions concerning the alternate ways that the image can be experienced:   
· When you shift back and forth from perceiving the words “good” and “evil” in this image, does the shift take place in the image and/or on the page? Or does the shift take place only in your experience of the image? 

· Can the shift take place in the image itself when no one is experiencing it?

· Is it necessary for anything in the image itself to change for you to be able to experience it one way rather than the other?
· Is it possible for an experiential change of context to occur even though nothing external has changed?
Whatever may be your answers these questions, they prove that neither you nor the image’s given order is independent of the interrelationship that is established and maintained by the “observer effect” that conditions your view of it. Such is the nature of your self↔world interrelationship overall, which con-enactively correlates all of which you are aware with the perceptual, conceptual and other experiential predispositions that inform your consciousness.

Now ask yourself these further questions:

· Of all the experientially reconstructed ways that this image can be represented in your awareness thereof, which of these ways is more accurate and correct than all of the others?

· Is one of your perceptual/conceptual representations of the image more or less valid than all of the others? Are any of them inaccurate? Is only one of them accurate? Or are some of them more accurate (or inaccurate) than others?

· Alternatively, is it instead correct to say that all of your experiential representations of this image are equally accurate? 

· When the image is represented in the mind of someone whose experience includes no acquaintance with the English language, and thus reveals neither of the two English words that it presents, is what s/he sees less accurate than what is seen by English-literate people? Is accuracy an ultimate property of the image, or is accuracy a function of one’s beholding of the image?
· What does your experience of this image tell you about the “I” of its beholder?
· What does your experience of this image tell you about the objectivity of given reality? Is given reality purely objective? If so, can we know it with equally pure objectivity? If not, is there some non-experiential  way to represent reality as it absolutely rather than relatively is?
Once again, whatever may be your answers, they are further evidence of the mutuality and mutability of the co-activating interrelationship with reality’s milieu that governs your experiencing of the image’s given order. Your perception is a factor of your experiential reality, while the image’s presented order is a factor of its given reality, and the co-activating intertwinement of these factors is your experiential outcome. 

Furthermore, however you may estimate the relative accuracies of your alternate views of this image, your assessments have comparable implications for your qualitative perceptions and understandings of “good” and “evil” as generalized qualities. In other words: All experiential perspectives and outcomes are an intertwinement of objective and subjective factors. If you are inclined to doubt this, try making a list of everything you have never seen, have never heard of, have never read about, or have otherwise never experienced.
We leave these implications to your own further consideration, noting only 1) that it is far more difficult to shift perceptions that come from one’s projected inner assumptions about good and evil than it is to shift one’s perceptions of outer things that are seen and presumed to be “good” or “evil”; and 2) that your assessments of your self↔world interrelationship can be no more correct, accurate or true than the experiential reconstructions that inform your assessment-making, be they perceptual, conceptual, emotional, behavioral or – as often is the case – most or all of these.
We also further note that despite the ambiguity of the above image, it does reveal at least some certainties about your self↔world interrelationship. For example, all of your alternate perceptions have at least three certainties in common: 1) all of your perceptions are intertwined with the presented reality of the image’s given order, 2) they are further entangled with your participatory bias, and 3) they are also entangled with the linguistic perspective from which you perceive it. 

*******

Since the ambiguous “good”/”evil” image is more like a visual seesaw than a persistent optical illusion, we present for your additional consideration a pair of images that exemplify a point made by the nineteenth century American humorist, Artemus Ward: “It ain't so much the things you don't know that get you in trouble. It's the things you know that just ain't so.” 

Our ability to perceive things that “just ain’t so” is revealed by the reality check that is provided by optical illusions like the following:8+
[image: image2.jpg]



In the checkered board on the left, the center square is perceived as being of a shade that is intermediate between those of the darker and lighter squares surrounding it, because of the shadow cast by the pillar. Yet when the center square is bracketed between two columns whose shade is that of the darkest squares, the center square is thereby seen to be identically dark, even though no darker ink has been added to make it so. The variance of its darkness is entirely made up by your mind. This means that your perception of its intermediate darkness is objectively inaccurate in terms of the laws that govern the dynamics of light, even though it is neurologically correct in terms of the subjective dynamics of your perception. Paradoxically, therefore, while it is impossible for you to see something in more than one way at a time, you can nonetheless sometimes be simultaneously right and wrong about the content that you are seeing, depending on the context in which you perceive it.  
Notice also that even when you've seen the proof of the left image’s illusory nature, your eyes continue to deceive you whenever you look at it. This is why so-called “proof of error” so often fails to convince those who see things otherwise than does whoever is presenting the proof. The only way to account for such experiential diversities is to attribute them to the inevitability of perceptual, conceptual and/or other participatory bias. 
In short: each of us is the ultimate writer and cashier of his/her own reality checks. 

As we continue to reveal that your self-world interrelationship is a fluid rather than solid state milieu, as well as how this is so, the implications of these optical reality checks will become even more evident to you if you will hereafter routinely associate your experiencing of these illusions with your experiencing of everything else. You can do this by associating the term “optical illusion” with the terms “world,” “reality” and “reality’s milieu” each time you encounter the latter three terms in your reading of the remainder of this book. Because this would considerably sharpen your operational understanding of the mutually co-enactive dynamics of your self↔world interrelationship, we recommend that you do as you read the next several pages, and make written notes about whatever this exercise reveals and feels like to you.
The slippery slope of experiential awareness is such that every so-called “given” is subject to a second opinion in the context of a differently formed viewpoint. As we demonstrate in Part Two, only one kind of opinion has the potential to trump all others: a willed opinion that is formed by an intentionally dedicated commitment.
(continued in Chapter Four-B, p. XX)

Chapter Five-A
From Solid-State to Fluid-State Reality
A person is neither a thing nor a process.
A person is an opening.

Martin Heidegger 
What optical illusions make evident to us is that insofar as we consider our internalized models of the external world to be solidly “objective” givens, we are presuming our mutable experiential reality to be far more exact and stable than it actually is or ever can be. This presumption excludes us from the principal benefit of our experiential reality’s fluid state, which is that its givens are considerably amenable to being what we choose to make of them, for while we don’t create most of what we experience, we do create how our experiencing of it shows up.
It is because of this experiential amenability that scientists are so careful in their investigations of reality’s milieu. As astrophysicist Saul Perlmutter, a co-discoverer of so-called “dark energy” (see p. xx) has said:X  [http://www.alumni.berkeley.edu/California/200811/davidson.asp]

Your job as a scientist is to figure out how you're fooling yourself….Our brains are ... so good at seeing patterns that we sometimes see patterns that aren't there. 

Perlmutter therefore regards healthy skepticism as an essential component of all scientific work.

You spend 95 percent of your time looking for every possible way that you could be wrong.... That's why you get the “Mr. Spock” characterization of the unenthusiastic, wet-blanket scientist, because there is the absolute need to be your own worst skeptic.
Healthy skepticism is essential to our navigation of the slippery slope of our contingent situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities, which we perceive with the ambiguous double-vision of both subjective and objective awareness. For even though our experiential interrelationship with reality’s milieu can be assessed with reasonable accuracy via consistent adherence to scientific norms of investigation, we have no means of knowing what reality is like in the absolute absence of our experiential intrusions upon its milieu. This ultimate limitation on our knowing is an insurmountable one, because we are experientially configured within the very reality that we are experiencing. Thus the most that anyone can ever know about reality is whatever one individually experiences plus whatever one gains from the collective reportage of others’ experiencings.
Max Planck, whose discovery of the quantum was quintessential to Einstein’s work, was among the first scientists to acknowledge our experiential inextricability from reality’s milieu: 

Science cannot resolve the ultimate mystery of Nature. And it is because in the last analysis we ourselves are part of the mystery we are trying to solve.

Astrophysicist Sir Arthur Eddington, a contemporary of Einstein and Planck, also acknowledged our inextricable experiential entanglement within the very mysteries that science presumes to solve:
We have found a strange foot-print on the shores of the unknown. We have devised profound theories, one after another, to account for its origin. At last, we have succeeded in reconstructing the creature that made the foot-print. And lo! It is our own.

Since we human beings are the authors whose own intrusive footprints show up in our every experiential accounting of reality’s milieu, whether it be scientific or otherwise, what Einstein meant in signifying reality as illusory is that reality as we know it is persistently mutable rather than fixed in form. It is because of its mutability that reality’s milieu accommodates the changing shapes that our own perceptual, conceptual, behavioral and other experiential intrusions impart to it, so that whatever and however reality may actually be like in the absence of all such intrusions is something that we can only speculatively surmise at best. 
Einstein’s understanding of reality’s illusory nature is perhaps best exemplified in his statement that “Insofar as mathematics speaks about reality it is not necessary, and insofar as it is necessary it does not speak about reality.” In other words, reality does not require mathematics for its verification, nor must mathematics conform to our experiencing of reality’s milieu – especially when our mathematics describe multiple dimensions other than the three spatial dimensions of extension (length, breadth and height) and one temporal dimension of duration that inform our ordinary experiencing.
Mathematical physicist Hermann Weyl similarly acknowledged that “You can not apply mathematics as long as words still becloud reality.” Whether we approach reality’s milieu mathematically or linguistically, neither of these approaches provides us with anything more than an abstract surrogate of reality itself.  
What makes Einstein’s assessment of mathematics especially pertinent to our ordinary experiencing is that his own relativistic mathematics demonstrate the considerable degree to which reality’s illusory nature represents a universal situational circumstance: that all knowledge of reality is inevitably conditioned (an objective purist or philosophical realist might say “contaminated”) by the perspective of the knower’s vantage point in space and time – to say nothing of the knower’s further experiential conditioning by historical and cultural influences as well. Accordingly, whatever becomes commonly agreed upon as an accurate assessment of reality’s milieu, whether mathematical, linguistic or otherwise, is perhaps most wisely characterized in the one-actress play, The Search for Signs of Intelligent Life in the Universe, when Lily Tomlin quips, “I strongly suspect that reality is nothing but a collective hunch.”
In short: Reality’s milieu, as it is experientially known by us – and there is no other way of knowing it –emerges into being via the mutual co-activation of self and world.2+ Reality’s milieu can be known by us only in the experiential context of our overlapping sub-milieus of self↔world interrelationship, both individual and collective, as graphically symbolized on this book’s cover and title page. Our experiential awareness is the borderland context of interrelationship between self and world, not merely the content thereof, and it is this existential intersection of mutual sensitivity and response that informs numerous “borderland” sciences that have emerged in the wake of quantum-relativistic revelations, such as field theory, systems theory, non-linear dynamics, holography, chaos theory, complexity theory, fractal physics, anti-matter and anti-gravity physics, crystallography, sub-atomic engineering, nano-technology, geo-engineering (a.k.a. terra-forming), astro-engineering and – most informatively from the perspective of this book – the explorations of cognitive neuroscience.
Because self and world are simultaneously co-activating and co-reflective of one another within their convergently overlapping sub-milieus, an inevitable experiential bias (mental, emotional, behavioral, familial, ethnic, socio-cultural, linguistic, ideological, geographic, environmental, etc.) informs each person’s self↔world interrelationship, and accordingly conditions his or her assessments of what is objectively so. This unavoidable skewing (and sometimes skewering) of perspective is for the most part subconsciously formed and sustained by our overall circumstances, and the experientially biased assessment of reality that results therefrom is the only conclusion that we can draw until we consciously alter our experiential bias in some notable way. 
Our multiply-conditioned experiential reality always shows up in the form of our participation therein. Accordingly, in the preface to anthropologist Gregory Bateson’s 1972 book, Steps to An Ecology of Mind, his student, Mike Engel, writes:3
The central idea in this book is that we create the world that we perceive . . . because we select and edit the reality we see to conform to our beliefs about what sort of world we live in. The man who believes that the resources of the world are infinite, for example, or that if something is good for you then the more of it the better, will not be able to see his errors, because he will not look for evidence of them.

For a man to change his basic beliefs . . . he must first become aware that reality is not necessarily as he believes it to be. This is not an easy or comfortable thing to learn, and most men in history have probably been able to avoid thinking about it. . . . But sometimes the dissonance between reality and false beliefs reaches a point when it becomes impossible to avoid the awareness that the world no longer makes sense. Only then is it possible for the mind to consider radically different perceptions and ideas.

Specifically, it is clear that our cultural mind has come to such a point. But there is danger as well as possibility in our situation. There is no guarantee that the new ideas will be an improvement over the old. Nor can we hope that the change will be smooth.

The “such a point” to which our cultural mind had then come, and where it has since continued to be, is the still-dawning realization of the twin aborning challenges of planetary change management that we presently signify as “the energy crisis” and “global warming.” What makes these enormous circumstances so challenging is that we initially maintain the experiential bias of denying the existence of these challenges, no matter what proof (or how much of it) is presented to us, and that we subsequently tend to morph our denial into a perceived inability to do anything about them when our direct experiential evidence of these challenges has made any further denial of them no longer sustainable. 
Engel also acknowledged that our experiential biases are amenable to three antidotes: psychedelic experiences, religious and other ideological conversions, and “thinking things through and taking as little as possible on faith.” The psychedelic antidote tends to leave us “lost in the labyrinth” of experiential deconstruction, while ideological antidotes tend merely to replace former experiential biases with equally arbitrary and often equally dysfunctional ones. Engel therefore prescribed the third antidote because “the essence of all our problems is bad thinking, and the only medicine for that is better thinking.” 
Better thinking makes us more knowledgeable, both of how our thought processes function and of how they can be modified by changing the way we think and what we think about. There are so many ways to think about any given feature of reality’s milieu that it is only when we recognize both how we presently are thinking and how we may alter our present thinking that we become sufficiently mindful to effectively direct the self-fabrication and self-biasing of our experiential interrelationship with reality’s milieu. 
As Harvard social psychologist Ellen J. Langer observes, “When we are mindful, we are open to surprise, oriented in the present moment, sensitive to context, and above all, liberated from the tyranny of old mindsets.”4 Being thus mindful empowers us to take command of our experiencing rather than be driven by it, as we recognize our experiential biases and correct those that disserve us. Even though we can never be utterly free of experiential bias, we do have the freedom to choose biases that enhance rather than diminish our individual and collective effectiveness and well-being. 
Because the co-authors are in full accord with Engel’s assessment of experiential bias, we herein address at length the problematical consequences of this bias for our dealings with reality’s milieu, and the practical dissolution of their problematical effects. With all due respect for what Bateson termed the “ecology of mind,” we instead assess the liabilities of our individual and collectives biases in terms of the dynamic ecology of our experiential reality overall, amidst which our so-called “minding” is a pivotal aspect. We mindfully address our co-activating intertwinement with reality’s milieu from the integral perspective of how our self↔world interrelationship’s realities are experienced by us to be. Only from this integral perspective on what is real can we free ourselves from the experiential biases that impede our being the innately effective managers of change that we are biologically and neuro-physiologically hardwired and programmed to be, as demonstrated in the next chapter.
Bateson maintained that both our behavior and the meaning of our behavior is best understood from the perspectives of its intertwined outer objective and inner subjective contexts. This co-contextual intersection of self↔world mutual exchange is conditioned by a non-eradicable degree of participatory bias with which we subjectively objectify reality’s milieu rather than objectively replicate it in our experiential awareness thereof. The perspective of co-contextual subjectivity↔objectivity has been sufficiently developed since Bateson’s time that the formerly prevailing mechanistic psychology of “purely objective” behaviorism has given way to integral holistic psychologies that configuratively view of our participation in reality’s milieu.5+
Since the way we think and the way we change our thinking are both emergent from the borderline ambiguities of our experiential awareness, this book is ultimately devoted to the employment of our experiencing to most effectively facilitate our management of change, rather than be at the effect of life’s amvilance. Prior to such procedural examination in Part Two, however, we must become fully knowledgeable of how our experiential awareness can imprison us in unworkable behaviors. Only thus can we become fully mindful of how our awareness is self-fabricated, self-governed, and amenable to conscious direction, and also of how we can effectively manage our self-fabrications and self-governance to optimum advantage. Hence this Overview’s continued objective of examining the ambiguities of our self↔world interrelationship, which are most effectively overcome by intentionally dedicated commitment.                            
(continued in Chapter Five-B, p. XX)

Chapter Six-A
Our Hardwired Ability to Manage Change
When we change the way we look at things,
the things we look at change.


Wayne Dyer

Although we are experientially programmed and correspondingly biased to resist changing the way we look at things – and sometimes even in spite of the fact that the things we are looking at are themselves changing of their own accord (as, for example, global weather patterns) – we are also neuro-physiologically hardwired with the built-in capacity to make whatever changes are essential to having our lives work more effectively. Our capacity for effective change management requires our conversion of this built-in capacity into actual abilities, and our greatest ally in converting our capacities to abilities is the impetus and behavioral momentum of a committed intention to such conversion, as we demonstrate in Chapters XX-XX. 
Our hard-wired neuro-physiological capacities empower us to sort out one of life’s greatest ambiguities, the relative contextual distinction between things at rest and things in motion. Since all change is evidence of motion and vice versa, motion invariably signifies the activity of change, including changes that serve to preserve the continuing inertia of a habituated status quo as well as any changes that alter it.
Our tendency toward habituation reflects our sometimes self-disempowering behavioral inertia. Yet because all change represents motion, we have a built-in self-empowering antidote to our behavioral inertia: our neuro-physiologically hard-wired capacity to manage our relationship to any motion we may encounter. Einstein gave evidence of this capacity when, in response to the question, “What do we know for sure?” he replied, “Something’s moving.” Yet in accordance with his theory of relativity, the motion of any “something” can be known only as it relates to the vantage point of our experiential bias. This fundamental relativity of everyone’s viewpoint is a key factor in reality’s being illusory. 
Movement is central to all experiencing and Einstein’s theories have demonstrated our sure knowing as well that whatever is moving is doing so with a velocity that is relative to the invariant (i.e., constant and unchanging) absolute speed of light in a vacuum. [While the speed of light does vary in accordance with the density of the medium through which it is moving (air, water, glass), and can even be experimentally reduced to zero, it cannot be increased beyond 183,000 miles per second, nor can anything else match its speed.]X+ [History channel Universe: Light Speed]

If everything in the universe was generally relative to everything else, and specifically relative to nothing in particular, the universe would be unmanageably chaotic. Instead, each motion – and change – throughout the entire universe is managed in unifying coordination with the single, invariant aspect of universal order that is provided by the constancy of light speed. If nothing in the universe was invariant, managing change would be impossible because no consistent standard of management could exist.
In keeping with Einstein’s theory, the relative variance of things in space and time is reflective of the invariant constancy of spacetime itself, which absolute light speed makes possible. This is why space and time are not independent of each other, and rather are a single, integral and geometrically unified matrix of “spacetime.” It is spacetime’s flexible property of bending in the presence of matter that keeps all things in the universe, however varyiant they may be, within the universally coordinated and unified continuum of cosmic reality’s omni-dimensional milieu.
Because the invariance of light’s motion in spacetime is the foundation of universal order, Einstein sometimes mused that his relativity theories would have been better signified as theories of invariance.15 Although their core assessment of reality’s milieu would be no different, instead of framing our outlook on reality primarily in the context of our variable experiencings of the universe’s invariant ordering, it may have anchored our perspective within the contextual frame of this ordering itself. Such anchoring might, for example, make us more aware of a factor that is invariant in the very nature of our experiencing itself: that no matter where one goes, here one is and nowhere else. As cosmologists Primack and Abrams have noted,X
[We] experience our own consciousness as the center of our own reality – we always look from here, from some point of view that is characteristically us.
And as Nobel Laureate physicist Erwin Schrödinger similarly maintained:16
Consciousness is never experienced in the plural, only in the singular. Even in the pathological cases of split consciousness or double personality the two persons alternate, they are never manifest simultaneously. In a dream we do perform several characters at the same time, but not indiscriminately; we are one of them; in him we act and speak directly, while we often eagerly await the answer or response of another [dream character], unaware of the fact that it is we who control his movements and his speech just as much as our own. 
Schrödinger further observed that “consciousness is a singular of which the plural is unknown,” and he likened the “I” of consciousness to a canvass upon which all of our experiencing and our memories thereof are collected.17 Because of our invariantly centered sense of our own I-dentity, the two things we are least likely to question are that I am “me” and I am “here.” The experiential constancy of our I-dentity and its location, and the consistent emergence of our experiencing from the in-herent within-ness of our centeredness within our own consciousness, is elaborated in Chapter X, p. xx.

In every instant and instance of uncertainty and ambiguity throughout the universe, light’s invariant speed of motion is the foundation of Einstein’s universal field theory of gravitation. This theory accounts for and accommodates the experiential variations of our respective spatial and temporal outlooks on the particulars of our immediate milieu of reality-at-hand, as well as on the spatial and temporal principles that govern the overall milieu of reality-at-large. Each life is lived within a localized experiential subfield of an individually custom-tailored understanding of what reality’s surrounding milieu is like. It is from the localized reference frame of each experiential subfield that the “I” of its beholder uniquely perceives both the outer and inner motions that fuel a deep desire to know what we can be sure of in our ongoing quest to manage change. 

Concerning our capacity to manage our relationship to whatever motion we may detect – and thereby detect and manage change as well – this managerial capacity is convertible into realized ability in accordance with the funndamental principle of change management: mindfully effective knowledge of the principles and processes that govern both inner and outer change (i.e., that govern their detection, understanding, and redirection) is prerequisite to being an effective change manager. Such is the underlying wisdom of Abraham Lincoln’s prescription, “If we could first know where we are, and whither we are tending, we could better judge what to do, and how to do it,” as well as of the well-known Alice in Wonderland quip, “If you don’t know where you’re going, any road will get you there.” 
However seriously or humorously we may articulate our wisdom of change management, until we have made an accurate assessment of all that is moving in a given situation we cannot effectively change the situation’s existing inertia by altering, adding to or subtracting from its movement(s). We can effectively chart our present and future course only to the extent that we know what changes have brought us to our current circumstances and are presently tending to keep us in those circumstances. 
Since all perceived motion in our experiential borderland is relative to things that we perceive to be stationary, even as all perceived stasis is relative to things we perceive to be moving, it is motion itself whose relativity makes our faculties of perception possible. All perception is of relative change, which we distinguish in terms of contrasting conditions such as alternate colors, textures, sounds, flavors, smells, directions, velocities, etc. And not only is all perception anchored in our awareness of relative distinctions, all current experiencing of perceived distinctions is conditioned by formerly perceived distinctions that we retain in memory. 
Furthermore, as Schrödinger remarked in his book, Mind and Matter,X
Any succession of events in which we take part with sensations, perceptions and possibly with actions gradually drops out of the domain of consciousness when the same string of events repeats itself in the same way very often…. On frequent repetition the whole string of events becomes more and more of a routine, it becomes more and more uninteresting, the responses become ever more reliable according as they fade from consciousness…. [N]ew situations and the new responses they prompt are kept in the light of consciousness; old and well practiced ones are no longer so.  [pp. 95 - 97]

As stark evidence of our tendency to be mostly unaware of consistent phenomena, any image that becomes stabilized on the retinas of our eyes ceases to be perceived and becomes thereby unavailable to our conscious experiencing. As biophysicist John Platt has noted:18
This explains why . . . we cannot see the blood vessels of our own eyes, although they lie in front of the retina; their shadows stay fixed in the same place, so that the sensory cells become adapted to them and they do not appear in vision. 
It is only during clinical eye exams, when the entire interior of our eye is illumined, that we may experience seeing some of our eye’s blood vessels. Otherwise, our eyes fill in their blood vessels’ retinal shadows the same way they fill in the retinal “blind spot” in each eye that is caused by its opening to the optic tract that conveys the retina’s sensory intake to the brain. 
Prove-It-To-Yourself Reality Check # 6
The Inconstancy of “Objective” Reality
 █

Even if you have previously performed this exercise, it is worth repeating in the reference frame of this book’s experiential-field perspective on the nature and dynamics of change management.

Closing your left eye, focus your right eye on the square above and slowly look straight leftward of the square until it disappears. The closer is your eye to the page, the sooner the square vanishes.  Its abrupt invisibility occurs as your eye’s retinal blind spot becomes visually aligned with the square. The reason you are not otherwise aware of this perceptual gap is because the blind spot is in your peripheral vision, as well as because your eye adapts to its blind spot’s absence of vision by filling the gap with whatever the eye is visualizing immediately surrounding it, which in this case is the whiteness of the immediately adjacent area in which the above square is embedded.

It is common to all embedment that whatever is embedded tends to absorb the ambience of its embedding context, á la the general principle that content is defined by the contextual frame in which it is embedded. One consequence of this principle is that embedment tends to create “blind spots” in our perception. For instance, news reporters who are embedded within military operations are less free to experience their own independent perspective on the operations that are embedding them. While military embedment is humanely intended to increase reporters’ safety in the midst of combat activity, it is also designed to more securely impart the perspective of the embedding military command via reporters’ development of blind spots relative to whatever their embedding hosts would rather they not notice. 

For those who have spotty or threadlike “floaters” in the gel that fills their eyes (technically known as their “vitreous humor”), the floaters also remain invisible – or quickly return to invisibility – whenever one’s eyes are not themselves in motion. And even when one’s eyes are moving, floaters often tend to be visually ignored unless one is looking at a relatively uniform vista like a clear sky, an expanse of wall of a uniformly light color, or a computer monitor that displays mostly text on a white background, relative to all of which floaters tend to be particularly noticeable. 
Because images that are stabilized on the retina become invisible to us by virtue of the continuity of their location, we would also be unable to perceive outer stationary objects were it not for the perpetual micro-movements of our eyes themselves, their imperceptible “saccades” whose tiny side-to-side movements occur some 50 to 150 times per second. Although the eye’s blood vessels and blind spots remain stationary within our rapidly micro-shifting eyes, external objects that are likewise stationary relative to their own surroundings are perceivable by us only because of our eyes’ saccadic motions relative thereto. Without our eyes’ continuous micro-movements relative to stationary external objects, the latter would be invisible to us, thus making our vision more like that of frogs, who cannot distinguish what is stationary in their visual field and could therefore starve to death next to a heap of dead flies if no live ones were flying about. It is somewhat paradoxical, therefore, that our visual perception of stationary objects is possible only because of our eyes’ own micro-mobility. 19+   

Even with our hardwired capacity to detect motion, the process of detection – which we tend take for granted – is quite exacting:18
The nature of motion in general is much more complex than we usually realize, for it involves the constancy of the [instruments] by which we measure distances, the constancy of the rate of the clock by which we measure time intervals, the propagation of light from the moving object to our eyes, the transformation of a physical or chemical process on the retina of our eyes to a mental sensation in our consciousness, and our inborn idiosyncrasies in describing and interpreting our sensations in familiar terms. The Soul of the Universe ,p. 33]
As yet another example of the role of motion or the absence thereof in our experiencing of reality’s milieu, just as we are ordinarily aware of objects in our visual field’s periphery only when they begin to move or abruptly enter it, most of our knowing also tends to be peripherally unconscious until something we are actively thinking draws it to our attention by setting it in cognitive motion. Hence philosopher Alfred North Whitehead’s recommendation (cited in our preface, p. x) that we continually throw our ideas into “fresh combination,” as if such recombination is to the progression of our thinking what the recombination of DNA is to our evolutionary progression.

Our other senses likewise tend to be unnoticing of stasis. For example, people who live near paper mills become so thoroughly accustomed to the constant acrid chemical odor that they cease to notice it, and each of us similarly is so familiar with the ever-present scent of his or her own body that we are ordinarily unaware of its odor unless it becomes unpleasant – and then become acclimated to it all over again. The same thing happens with constant noises that we tend to tune out; with the flavor of something that stays unmoving on the tongue and ceases to be tasted; with the constant feeling of our clothing’s contact with our body, of which we ordinarily take no notice until it chafes our skin; and with repetitively routine behaviors that become unconsciously habitual. If our senses were attuned to stasis rather than to relative motion, change would be as impossible for us to manage as it would be impossible for us to even take note of. 
Stasis also eludes our awareness insofar as our sensory input is embedded in the inertia of our established reference frames – our spatiotemporal vantage points, our perceptual and conceptual dispositions of mind, feeling and behavior, our habitual preconceptions and preoccupations, and any other behaviorally established structures of our knowing. All of our current experiencing tends to conform to the perspectives of our reference frames, whose individually custom-tailored experiential programming is selective of what we think and feel, of the way we think and how we feel, and of what we say and do. 
Because we are neuro-physiologically wired (and thus programmed) for the perception of distinctive contrasts, anything that is relatively stationary, or is otherwise non-contrasting and therefore relatively unchanging and indistinct, is mostly unattended and overlooked by us however otherwise attractive it also may be. Hence novelist and poet Evelyn Underhill’s lament that “For lack of attention, a thousand forms of loveliness elude us every day.” Loveliness is among those features of reality that take a lot of imagination to fully sense and appreciate, because loveliness is less a differential quality than it is a fusion of many qualities.    
Just as one’s custom-tailored mental-emotional-behavioral-cultural-etc. biased experiential programming provides the embedding contextual perspective of one’s frame of mind (a.k.a. “mindset”), so in turn does our mindset in turn further reinforce our experiential programming. The perceptual and conceptual influence of our experiential bias is so pervasive that, as someone has insightfully remarked, “One’s outlook depends upon the one who is looking out.” 
In other words, our experiencing of whatever we are looking at is conditioned by the context of the experiential programming that we are looking from. Nor can this be otherwise, because what one ultimately thinks, feels, says and does depends upon the experiential vantage point of the one who is looking out. 
For example, 
[NOTE TO DOUG: This is another point at which to introduce an anecdotal account from your coaching, consulting and training experience.]

(continued in Chapter Six-B, p. XX)

Chapter Seven-A
The Ambiguous Dance of Continuity and Change
The only thing permanent is change.

Heraclitus

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

French Proverb
The “godfather” of quantum mechanics, Niels Bohr, once asserted that “The opposite of a correct statement is a false statement; but the opposite of a profound truth may be another profound truth.” Nobel physicist Emilio Segrè, concurred: “It is one of the special beauties of science that points of view which seem diametrically opposed turn out later, in broader perspective, to be both right.” Of specific pertinence to Segré’s comment is the fact that he was a co-discover of the anti-proton in 1955.
This paradox of dual unity – the mutuality (a.k.a. “complementarity”) of opposites that is seemingly contrary to the contention of opposites presumed by duality – is exemplified in the foregoing epigraphic truisms from Heraclitus and proverbial French wit. As Heraclitus concluded from his attribution of permanence to the process of change, “You could not step twice into the same river; for other waters are ever flowing on to you.” Or, to cite a fully co-contextual subjective↔objective version of this observation, “No person can step in the same river twice, because it is no longer either the same river or the same person.” 
Yet it is also a truism that much change takes place primarily on behalf of preserving continuity in the midst of other changes. Such, for example, is the fundamentally conservative tendency of evolutionary change. (Revolutionary political change, on the other hand, often alters little more than who is in charge, as in the song, “Won’t be Fooled Again,” made famous by The Who: “Meet the new boss, same as the old boss.”)
In other words, change is sometimes the context of continuity, and continuity is sometimes the context of change – yet another fundamental ambiguity of reality’s milieu. Norbert Weiner, the father of cybernetics, portrayed the dual truths of continuity and change in his observation that “We are not stuff that abides, we are patterns that perpetuate themselves.” This assessment is evident to anyone who contemplates the age of his or her nose.  
Prove-It-To-Yourself Reality Check # 6
The Timing of “Objective” Reality

The age of one’s body, or any part thereof, can be calculated in at least three different ways. Before reading the more faintly printed paragraph that follows, see if you can come up with three answers to the question, “How old is my nose?”

Your answer to the question, “How old is my nose?” depends upon whether you assess the age of your nose’s formal structure, or the age of the material that comprises it. The structural form of your nose is as old as you are chronologically. Materially, however, its age can be assessed in two different ways, both of which are correct. The atoms that presently comprise your nose have been in your body for less than two years, while they have been occupants of the universe-at-large in various material and energetic forms since its origin some 13+ billion years ago. Your nose is therefore simultaneously less than two years old, as old as your chronological age, and also as old as the universe. Just as glass is shaped and blown in a fiery forge, so are the universe’s diverse forms shaped and blown from the stellar forges of stars and their terminal novae. 
[NOTE TO DOUG: Ideally the faintly printed paragraph will be inverted in our final publication.]

Far more important than the aging of your nose is the correlative fact that neither your nose nor the rest of your body is a permanent fixture in reality’s milieu. Its presence in the universe is like that of a fish in water. A fish flows through the same water that flows through it, just as we flow through the material universe that simultaneously flows through us. As philosopher Alan Watts described the dual unity of our flowing nature,20
A living body is not a fixed thing but a flowing event, like a flame or a whirlpool: the shape is stable, for the substance is a stream of energy going in at one end and out the other.  We are particular and temporarily identifiable wiggles in a stream that enters us in the form of light, heat, air, water, milk, bread, fruit, beer, beef Stroganoff, caviar and pate de fois gras.  It goes out as gas and excrement – and also as semen, babies, talk, politics, commerce, war, poetry and music.  And philosophy. 

Such is the dynamical nature of change and change management in all of the universe’s composite forms, from pebble to planet and from bacterium to galaxy, each of which is a temporarily self-perpetuating pattern through which flows (however rapidly or slowly) the universe’s atomic substance. The universe is a nested hierarchy of overlapping constituencies, which are dynamically somewhat analogous to a nested family of relatively Russian dolls (only “somewhat:” because the dolls are static), and each of whose patterns of change-management is embedded within a larger encompassing whole that likewise manages its own patterns within a yet larger encompassing whole, and so on. Since all things are undergoing incessant change within this hierarchical patterning of patterns within patterns, wherever one looks one sees forms that persist only via the ongoing turnover of their substance. All composite forms are more or less in process of self-dissipation, so-called “life forms” being only seeming (and temporary) exceptions.
Occasionally one encounters the echoing remnants of inanimate forms whose transience takes millennia, as in Percy Bysshe Shelley’s poem, “Ozymandias”:
I met a traveler from an antique land 

Who said: Two vast and trunkless legs of stone

Stand in the desert.  Near them on the sand,

Half sunk, a shattered visage lies, whose frown

And wrinkled lip, and sneer of cold command,

Tell that its sculptor well those passions read

Which yet survive, stamped on these lifeless things,

The hand that mocked them, the heart that fed.

And on the pedestal these words appear:

Look upon my works ye Mighty and despair!”

Nothing beside remains.  Round the decay

Of that colossal wreck, boundless and bare,

The lone and level sands stretch far away.

It is thus in the nature of reality’s milieu that whatever is fundamental will always outlast what is monumental, because it is everywhere fundamental that all composite matter, whether living or inanimate, is subject to decomposition over time.
Legend similarly has it that an ancient Persian king offered his wise men a rich reward if they could present him with a statement that is always true. The self-evident truism they reportedly offered was, “This, too, shall pass.” This truism of continuous change is grounded in the fact that the universe’s inventory of matter can be neither added to nor subtracted from, and rather is only convertible from one form to another, including the energy that is released from matter by stellar explosions, earthly conflagrations, organic decomposition and human disintegrative processes that range from bonfires to arson to bombing. Thus while the overall universal storehouse of atomic substance is the stuff of eternity, each form taken by its stuff is transient evidence of its substance’s ever-ongoing passage from its former is-no-longer to its emerging is-not-yet.. 
Permanence of change is a rule to which no known exception exists, whether one looks to oneself, to the heavens or to the microcosm. Consider, for instance, the heavens’ so-called “fixed stars,” which are merely too far away for those of us without telescopes to notice their immediate motion:21
Fifty times per second, a supernova occurs in some galaxy in the visible universe, spewing out into space enormous quantities of heavy elements that may travel millions of light-years before falling into the gravitational field of some newly forming solar system. Those heavy elements may join together to create in that new solar system a planet that billions of years later will pulse with life.

Such, at least, has been the cosmic history of our own planet and its ongoing evolution of lifekind.
Change is a universal norm, in contrast to which all stasis is relatively limited to a season, including the illusory stasis of our own planetary homestead:22
For all ordinary purposes of science the earth can be regarded as a stationary system. We may say if we choose that mountains, trees, houses, are at rest, and animals, automobiles, and airplanes move. But to the astrophysicist, the earth, far from being at rest, is whirling through space in a giddy and highly complicated fashion. In addition to its daily rotation about its axis at the rate of 1000 miles an hour, and its annual revolution about the sun at the rate of 20 miles a second, the earth is also involved in a number of other less familiar gyrations. Contrary to popular belief the moon does not revolve around the earth; they revolve around each other or more precisely, around a common center of gravity. The entire solar system, moreover, is moving within the local star system at the rate of 13 miles a second; the local star system is moving within the Milky Way at the rate of 200 miles a second; and the whole Milky Way is drifting with respect to the remote external galaxies at the rate of 100 miles 

a second and all in different directions! 

As for the universal microcosm, every atom and electron is a vibrational swirl of unending motion, whether singly or in concert with other atoms that combine to make galaxies and planets and noses. And central to this microcosm is the mutable nature of space itself: 23
…if we use a microscope instead of a telescope to peer into space on the very small scale, something completely different is happening. Trillions of particles are blipping into and out of existence on time-scales so short that they fall between moments and exist only virtually. When people assume that space is nothing but the difference between here and there, they are making an accurate approximation for everyday life – but on both very large and very small scales they’re very wrong. Space is the most dynamic thing there is.
What very few people have yet to understand about the deep ambiguity inherent in Einstein’s theory of spacetime is that the so-called “force” of gravity is as much a consequence of the dynamic geometrical properties of curved spacetime as of the dynamics of matter. Gravity is more a consequence of space’s influence on matter than of matter’s mutual interactions. As Princeton cosmologist and Einstein protégé John Archibald Wheeler proclaimed, “matter tells space how to curve, and space tells matter how to move.”  It is therefore more accurate to say that space configures the interrelationships of matter than to say that matter attracts other matter.X Today it is becoming common among some cosmologists to observe that space pushes matter together or apart rather than that matter is self-locomotive through space. 

[http://www.science.tv/watch/f9c4f6877e1894a1faa0/General-Relativity:-gravitational-waves]
Long before the perpetual dynamism that permeates our cosmos was scientifically documented, it was lauded in Ralph Waldo Emerson’s mid-nineteenth century pronouncement that “We live in a liquid universe that appears as a solid fact.” And it was 2000 years ago when Apostle Paul noted that things visible are made of things invisible, while Heraclitus’ similar intuition preceded Paul’s by yet another 500 years by proposing that at the universe’s bottom line, “there is nothing but atoms and the void.”
As a further instance of the liquidity of reality’s milieu, as well as the fluidity of our experiential field therein, Heraclitus’ assertion that the only constant is change is complemented by another profound truth á la the seemingly contradictory French proverb concerning permanence facilitated by change. In tandem these assertions correctly acknowledge that increase of novelty via some changes is kept in balance by preservation of continuity via other changes. The eternal persistence of change in all of reality’s forms via the perpetual turnover of their substance, and the contrasting transitory residence of the substance that facilitates this turnover, together represent the two faces of evolutionary function. Paradoxically, therefore, even though we cannot step into the same river twice because of its constant turnover of substance, it is nonetheless the same river’s ongoing form whose identical substance we cannot twice step into. In further recognition of this paradox, yet another well-known truism acknowledges that “we can’t go home again.”
The dual unity (and dual truism) of continuity and change was likewise observed by the aborning Buddha in Herman Hesse’s novel, Siddhartha, when he noticed that despite a river’s constant journeying to the sea, so long as its water continues to flow it remains the same river in form, though not the same river in immediate substance, as it meanders the length of its course for as long as the persistent whole thereof is comprised of the many intermediate bends and stretches that join its source with its terminus. When a river is perceived as its water, it is neither more nor less – even though it is other – than is its water when perceived as a river, which is so because both river and water remain inextricably entangled in form and substance for long as they thus mutually co-activate. And as is also attested by the world’s many convoluted canyons, the constancy of a river as a whole transcends and long outlasts the inconstancies of its form during its ever-permutating course.
The simultaneously ongoing permanence of change and permanence within change is the quintessential dynamic of reality’s milieu. Heraclitus’ pronouncements acknowledge the principle of involution, which is the ever-and-everywhere-present process of the origination of the new, while the French proverb acknowledges the corresponding principle of evolution, the ever-and-everywhere-present process of conserving the workable outcomes of involution. This involution ~ evolution balancing act is succinctly stated in neuroscientist Humberto Maturana’s observation that “history is a process of transformation through conservation.” From a historical perspective on evolution’s course, changes occur on behalf of preserving what ongoingly serves the evolving whole, which is accomplished via the diminution if not extinction of whatever no longer serves. As spiritual philosopher Ernest Holmes assessed this involutionary ~ evolutionary balancing act:
Everything in the universe exists for the harmonious good of every other part. The universe is forever uniting what is harmonious and diminishing what is not…. It is the unessential only that is vanishing, that the abiding may be made more clearly manifest.
Nineteenth century French physiologist Claude Bernard implicated this same balancing act in his proclamation that “Theories in science are not true or false. They are fertile or sterile.” From both a scientific and evolutionary change-management perspective, “fertility” is whatever works while “sterility” is whatever doesn’t work. The theoretical empowerment provided by such fertility was acknowledged in Nobel Laureate author Andre Gide’s statement that “No theory is good except on condition that one uses it to go beyond.”

It is from the evolutionary principle of workability that both Ernest Holmes and atheist Robert Ingersoll derived similar moral corollaries:
Holmes: There is no sin but a mistake, and no punishment but an inevitable consequence…. We are not punished for our sins but by them. Sin is its own punishment and [virtue] is its own reward. 
Ingersoll: There are in nature neither rewards nor punishments, there are consequences. 
In other words, the ongoing evolutionary dance of continuity-by-means-of-change weeds out whatever becomes unworkable (and is therefore unessential), so that whatever continues to be workable may be sustained. Evolutionary change prevails because it is self-organizing and self-perpetuating of its own self-preserving dynamics of “transformation through conservation.” Thus is evolution the overriding principle that governs the progression of all natural process, by keeping change within the boundaries of functional permissibility that allow workable forms to prevail while unworkable forms are dissipated.
Another moral corollary of evolution’s change-management principle was cited in author Thornton Wilder’s appreciation of his upbringing: “Thank God my parents loved me enough to mark out the boundaries of the permissible.” 
Occasionally the boundaries of evolutionary permissibility exact a momentous toll, as when an asteroid strike near the Yucatan peninsula some 65 million years ago changed the planet’s boundary conditions of life overall by pulverizing the contents of a 110-mile-wide crater. The resulting gigantic cloud of powdery dust was globally diffused throughout Earth’s atmosphere, which blotted out the sunlight and converted the planet into a wintry desert, comparable to the so-called “nuclear winter” that would follow an extensive global nuclear war. This climatic change so suddenly and radically altered the planet’s boundaries of evolutionary permissibility that the dinosaurs who had been its reigning species for the preceding 160 million years quickly and altogether disappeared. With the boundaries of lifekind’s permissibility thus reset, our mammalian progenitors came down from their abodes in the trees to begin their eventual transformational emergence into a succession of species that would eventually bear the prefix “homo.” 
That we ourselves occasionally experience the inward equivalent of such seismic shifts was noted by novelist D. H. Lawrence:
There are said to be creative pauses,
pauses that are as good as death,
empty and dead as death itself.
And in these awful pauses,
the evolutionary change takes place.
Like the global hiatus between the dominion of dinosaurs and mammals, the personal hiatus between former and subsequent wifetimes and lifestyles can be an evolutionary pause, which is marked by changes of kind rather than of degree – the ultimate form of what Gregory Bateson signified as “the difference that makes a difference.”
What we designate as our “experiencing,” therefore, is the entanglement of our susceptibility to change with our ability to manage change. This entanglement underlies the operational truism that effective change management requires us to be continually mindful of the situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities that are inherent in the borderland interrelationship between our experiencings of continuity and our experiencings of change. 
(continued in Chapter Seven-B, p. XX)
[NOTE TO DOUG: While it is not essential to end this segment with another anecdotal account from your coaching, consulting and training experience, if you have one that’s pertinent so much the better. ]

Chapter Eight-A
There Is Far More to Reality Than Meets the Conscious “I”
Most of that which is real is not conscious.

Erich Fromm
Only a small fraction of what is observable actually gets observed
Samir Okasha
Ambiguity and uncertainty reside also in the fact that we perceive at most, both individually and collectively, only a minute fraction of reality’s overall milieu. As architect-engineer R. Buckminster (“Bucky”) Fuller noted a generation ago,24 


Up to the twentieth century, “reality” was everything humans could touch, smell, see, and hear. Since the initial publication of the chart of the electromagnetic spectrum . . . humans have learned that what they can touch, smell, see, and hear is less than one millionth of reality. 
In the twentieth century we came to the realization that if all of the space was removed from between the galaxies, solar systems, planets and other physical objects in the universe’s macrocosm, and if all spacing was likewise eradicated from the microcosm of electrons, protons, neutrons and other sub-atomic particles of which there may be as many as a hundred or more, the remaining “stuff” would have a volume that is variably estimated to range from the size of our planet to that of a pea – albeit an inconceivably dense planet or pea. (Fully intact atoms are 99.999999999999 percent space, to say nothing of the enormous spacing between them.) 

It is furthermore presumed that all of the stuff in today’s universe was initially compacted as unformed substance in a speck that was smaller than the point of a slender pin, prior to its outburst as the “Big Bang.” This initial interconnectivity of everything that makes up the universe is still maintained throughout the quantum-mechanical foundation of reality’s milieu, wherein every part has a direct association with every other part.
In other words, reality’s milieu is spaced out far more than those of us who seem to be out of touch with reality, and this obscures the extent to which we never are actually altogether in touch. 
Prove-It-To-Yourself Reality Check # 7

Your Neural Mapping of “Objective” Reality

We tend to proceed in life as if we are encountering “solid” facts of a “real” outer world, when we are actually encountering a neurally reconstructed inner model of the outer world. What we are actually aware of, therefore, is not reality’s milieu per se, only our individually structured experiencing thereof. Our experiential correlation of inner subjective and outer objective viewpoints is portrayed in the following exercise.28  [This exercise, slightly modified, is from etc.]
Sit comfortably, several feet away from a plant, facing toward it. As you observe the plant for ten or more minutes, allow what follows to inform your awareness:
1) Radio and TV waves, gamma rays and x-rays, microwaves, light waves, and many other kinds of electromagnetic energy waves – from the sun, from space, and from man-made sources – are streaming toward the plant as you are looking at it.
2) Many of the waves, like the gamma rays and x-rays, go right through the plant, sometimes hitting a piece of matter and getting slightly deflected on their path through.
3) Some of the waves, including the light waves, are momentarily absorbed and re-emitted by the plant, and are then absorbed by your eyes.
4) Because your eyes are sensitive to some of these light waves (those in the visible range, not those in the infrared or ultraviolet ranges) activate numerous electrochemical reactions in your eyes.
5) These electrochemical interactions stimulate retinal nerves at the back of your eyes.

6) The stimulated retinal nerves send other electrochemical discharges to your brain, with each nerve telling your brain its own unique electro-chemical message.
7) Your brain monitors the different electrochemical messages from your nerves, and translates them into a single three-dimensional colored representation of the plant.
8) When you become aware of the picture thus created by your brain [exactly how is not yet known], you assume that your brain’s picture is identically the same as the actual plant in front of you. Yet what you actually see is not the plant, but a picture created by your brain out of fifth-hand information.

9) The picture you actually perceive is sixth-hand information. It is 1) the reality of an actual plant (whatever the plant really is) translated into 2) absorbed and re-emitted light waves, then into 3) the electrochemical processing of your eye, then of 4) your optical nerve, then of 5) your brain stimulation, and finally into 6) the internally pictured plant you are aware of. (And even this is an over-simplification, because many of these steps incorporate numerous smaller steps, each one of which involves another translation of information.)
10) Imagine how much information is lost when a plant is translated into light waves and then further – and differently – translated four more times by various neural mediums before you even become aware of it.
11) Keep in mind that something is always lost in translation, whether the translation is linguistic, electromagnetic, or electro-chemical. For instance, it was reported that when computers were first used to digitally translate written language, a program for translating English into Russian was given the phrase, “out of sight, out of mind.” The translation into Russian was then given to a program that translates Russian into English. The linguistic outcome of this dual translation was “blind idiot.” The phrase, “the spirit is willing but the flesh is weak” returned as “the liquor is O.K. but the meat is rotten.” While computer translation of written languages has been vastly improved during the decades since this report, to the extent that words have metaphorical connotations as well as literal denotations the computer translations thereof sometime still end up as computer transgressions.
12) Realize that after all of these translations, what you are consequently capable of seeing is limited to the picture that your brain is capable of making.
Whatever takes place in reality’s milieu, we are conscious of less than 100 billionth of even the fraction thereof that comes to our attention via the sensory apparatus of our central nervous system (CNS). The good news about this enormous condensation is that our conscious awareness is given no more data than it is able to process. The other news is that all but a very miniscule portion of reality’s milieu escapes our conscious attention. Most of the data processed by our CNS supports its subconscious (a.k.a. “autonomic”) functions while all but a tiny mote thereof is withheld from our conscious awareness, whose processing ability would otherwise be incapacitated by information overload.
For example, as you read this book your CNS is neuro-physiologically registering, compressing, correlating and integrating the book’s external linguistic and ideational input while similarly co-processing your mental, visceral and emotional responses to what you are reading.X At the same time, your CNS’s circuitry is each second also correlating billions of bits of other incoming sensory information from your overall surroundings and from your mostly unconscious inner responses (a.k.a. “feedback”) to all of this other circumstantial input. An unendingly enormous two-way streaming of external data input and internal data feedback is being constantly relayed to your brain, to be integrated and dispersed therefrom – and in the case of your internal feedback re-dispersed – throughout your central and peripheral neural circuitries in accordance with the data’s relevance thereto.25
The traffic of this perpetual two-way data streaming is so incessant that even when you sleep the brain uses only 3 percent less of its data-processing energy than it does when you are wide awake.26 Yet for all of your CNS’s enormous information processing and storage capacity, during any given second only 16 to 50 bits of data become known to your faculties of conscious awareness, while all the rest is subconsciously processed either to support your body’s automatic functions, to be archived in your memory, or to be dismissed and forgotten. Concerning the ratio of your conscious to subconscious awareness:27
Consciousness represents much less than one part per hundred billion of the processing power of the brain. Truly our little egos are just the miniscule tip of an immense psychological pyramid.
Your CNS’s selective condensation of data is analogous to – though far more reductive than – the process by which large digital files of recorded music and video material are compressed into WAV, MP3, MPEG and other file formats that retain the essence of the original files in a fraction of their initial data load. Filtering out marginally relevant data is essential in computers and the CNS alike for its efficient application, storage and retrieval. 
Whatever liabilities may arise from the selectivity of neural data compression, it is primarily an experiential asset, for without this selective process – especially where your conscious awareness is concerned – you would be overwhelmed by the data that floods your CNS.X [Stromberg, p. 77] 
Our lives are both experiential and experimental, yet what we gain from their trials is not reality in and of itself, rather our neurally formed estimations of reality. 

It is presumably on behalf of being less prone to immediate error in our ongoing trials that only 16-50 data bits per second are made available to our selective conscious experiencing.
The 16 to 50 bits per second 

Your CNS’s decoding, processing and re-encoding of your external and internal experiential reality is furthermore subject to a highly selective editorial process that filters out and presents to your conscious awareness only the few bits of information per second that your experiential bias predisposes you to comprehend. As a consequence of this editing, the content of your present moments is always being framed and experienced in the context of influential former moments, as if you were viewing the present through a rear view mirror. Thus as a further consequence of this editing, you live mostly in the potential future of what was, rather than the potential future of what is.
As an example of your rear view mirroring of what was, if your initial childhood experiencing of dogs was of a warm, soft and playfully loving puppy, you are experientially preset to respond much differently to dog’s at present than is someone whose initial childhood experiencing was of a dog that bit her. And if you are relatively indifferent to the presence of dogs, you may not even be aware of a present dog whose immediacy is non-obtrusive. It is consistently thus that the data which informs your conscious awareness is predigested in conformity with your own particular established habits of applying the information in practice and/or storing it in memory. 
The metaphor of “rear view mirroring” is also applicable to your CNSs’ processing of its current input. The sorting, pre-digesting and disseminating (or else discarding) of billions of data bits per second, including the delivery of a pittance thereof to your conscious awareness, is a time-consuming process that in some cases takes several seconds, even though your awareness is consistently experienced as being immediate. Furthermore, during the time that is required for you to become cognizant of what you presume to be immediately aware of, be it a dog or otherwise, you are not sensing what is presently occurring to you at the instant you become aware of it. You are instead consciously aware of only an extremely edited and miniscule portion of what was going on just before your downsized recognition thereof. The “rear view mirroring” metaphor is thus doubly appropriate because 1) what seems to your conscious awareness to be happening right now is instead what has already happened some moments ago, and 2) what you are consciously aware of is only a micro-portion of your CNS’s current data-streaming which has been contextually intertwined with formerly processed data that is pertinent to the present moment and still available for recall.
When all is said and done, therefore, your awareness of “what’s happening now” is relatively minute and skewed by your personal history. Nor is whatever you are aware of experiencing at any given moment reality’s milieu per se. Because what your conscious awareness takes cognizance of is considerably removed from the full actuality of what reality’s milieu “really” is and of how it “really” works, you can neither precisely nor fully sense reality’s milieu overall. There is vastly more of what-there-is and the-way-it-works than can possibly come to your conscious awareness. [What you are additionally capable of knowing via modes of awareness that transcend your ordinary sensory experiencing is addressed in Chapter X, p. xx.]

Rather than directly experiencing reality’s milieu itself, you rather are experiencing your CNS’s perceptually and conceptually modeled abstractions of reality’s milieu, abstractions that intertwine the current inputs of both external phenomenal data and internal visceral, mental and emotional data and they are furthermore integrated with your recallable past experiencing. Accordingly, therefore, while you are perhaps only occasionally driven to distraction, you are always being driven by abstraction, because your conscious awareness is presented with only a neuro-physiologically abstracted construct of reality’s milieu, an inner reality map that represents a very picky and highly compressed experiential model or simulation of reality’s milieu rather than a point-to-point facsimile thereof. 
Not only do you experience only a minute fraction of reality’s milieu, what you are actually experiencing is your highly reduced interpretative mapping thereof, rather than the overall territory of reality’s milieu that has been mapped. To the extent that we are all thus beholden to the neuro-physiological reductionism of our reality maps, our manner of viewing reality’s milieu is therefore somewhat akin to the reductionist thinking presented in Addendum One.

Since our conscious estimations of reality’s milieu are perhaps more accurately signified as “guesstimations” thereof, it is thus that our life is rife with situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities. Even high-resolution photographs merely approximate the reality they photo-electrically or digitally translate, rather than capture it fully, as artist Pablo Picasso asserted when he was berated by a critic for not painting people as they actually appear. Picasso responded by asking the critic if he was married. Receiving an affirmative answer, Picasso further inquired if the critic carried his wife’s photograph in his wallet. Again receiving an affirmative answer, Picasso asked to see the photograph. He studied it for several moments, looking at it from many different angles before he asked, “Is this what your wife really looks like?” Assured that such was the case, Picasso persisted: “This is precisely what your wife looks like?” Again assured by the critic that the photograph was an accurate rendition of his wife’s appearance, Picasso returned it with the comment, “It must be very difficult to make love with a woman that small.” 
We are far more cognizant of the reductive nature of a photograph than we are of the reductive nature of our neuro-physiological maps, which likewise grossly diminish our CNS’s overall database into highly condensed neuro-physiological maps and models thereof.  Since we therefore can be aware of no more than what our neuro-physiologically miniaturized reductions have minutely abstracted from reality’s panoramic milieu, we observe just a microscopic smidgeon of the overall scence. This massively reductive procedure likewise gives formation to the inner behavioral coding that in turn gives direction to our actions. Accordingly, even though our conscious awareness of any present instance is representative of no more than a miniscule sampling of reality’s panoramic milieu at that moment, this sampling is the most we have to consciously work with as we give direction to our actions. 
In short: we function mostly on automatic pilot, and we do so no more effectively than our instructions to our automatic pilot empower its effectiveness. Instructing our automatic pilot is the subject of Part Two, which reveals how our miniscule conscious awareness can be employed to make effective use of our vast reservoir of subconscious awareness. In the meantime we proceed with our Overview of the situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities that our automatic pilot has to contend with.

(continued in Chapter Eight-B, p. XX)

Chapter Nine-A
The Varieties of Illusory Experience 
Whatever we call reality, it is revealed to us only through
an active construction in which we participate.

Ilya Prigogine
However purely objective reality’s milieu may be in and of itself, independent of our subjective awareness thereof and intrusive participation therein, all cognizance of reality is an active subjective construction that we both consciously and subconsciously custom-tailor to match our respective experiential parameters. In acknowledgement of the highly selective inner reality maps that even more selectively inform our conscious awareness, the latter has been metaphorically termed a “user illusion,” as if our conscious awareness is analogous to a computer’s so-called “user interface,” a.k.a. its “monitor.” 
The user-illusion metaphor signifies that our neuro-physiologically constructed guesstimations of reality are no more equate with what they represent than do the folder and file icons on a computer’s equate with the millions if not billions of stored data bits that the icons signify. A computer’s database is not in the monitor’s visible files and folders, any more than our CNS’s database is in the world that we see.  A computer’s data is strung out and cross-referenced in a binary format of innumerable zeroes and ones that are scattered more or less disjointedly throughout its hard drive, rather than clustered in the tidy format suggested by the icons portrayed on a computer’s monitor, which appear there only by means of additional small sets of strung-out zeroes and ones. The database of our CNS is similarly organized. 
Thus the databases of both our CNS and our computers are diffuse wholes, whose vast networks of data are more, other, and greater than the sum of their constituent parts. Also like our computers, our CNS from time to time presents us with a “new file” or “new folder” in the form of abstracted new experiencing that tells us nothing of what the new experiencing is about until we make that determination for ourselves by giving a name to it. Naming is also a rear-view-mirroring process based on our former experiencing, which was exemplified when the first automobiles were named “horseless carriages” and “cars” (as in trains). It was only after some time of newly experiencing auto-mobility that we signified these vehicles accordingly. X
Generally speaking, words always follow experience, because words that have no prior experiential referent are quite literally non-sense-able. Even purely imaginal concepts, such as science-fictional devices that precede their actuality (if any) in the “real” world (i.e., spaceships, death rays, warp drives, star gates and such), are signified at least in part in terms that incorporate our experiencing of familiar past forms. 

Since both what we know and how we know is determined by the way we experientially process our CNS’s current and past abstractions of our own external and internal situational and circumstantial conditions, and of others’ experiential reportage, Danish science reporter Tor Norretranders, who coined the term “user illusion” has accordingly remarked that “Consciousness is depth experienced as surface.”29+ Our conscious awareness is quite literally superficial (on the surface) because however we go (or don’t go) about mentally, emotionally and behaviorally recording, archiving and recalling what we know, we become conscious of only a super-minute residue of the billions of bits of abstracted information that flit through or reside in our CNS’s database. It is only from these ultra-downsized reductions that our experiential awareness of reality’s milieu emergently unfurls.22+ 
Given our conscious awareness’s surface-to-depth ratio of one part in 100 billion relative to what is present to our subconscious awareness, even at peak performance our conscious awareness is necessarily superficial. Considering the vast depth of field of our subconscious awareness, the miniscule content of our conscious awareness might therefore seem to be quite marginal. Yet as we shall see in Part Two, because of our conscious awareness’s enormous qualitative return on the exceedingly small informational investment that it capitalizes via its linkages to our numerous subconscious databases, we may also reasonably conclude that it is actually our enormous subconscious database that qualify as marginal. For while our conscious awareness represents only the broad themes of our experiential reality, it marshals the vast subliminal knowledgeability of our subconscious awareness in support of our understanding, exploration and implementation of these experiential themes.30+
It is also commonly estimated that the average person has thoughts a day, which is 2,500 thoughts per hour, 41.666 thoughts per minute, and .69444 thoughts per second. The person who made these calculations comments,31+
I guess the two-thirds of a thought every second is a full thought that got interrupted and cut off by another thought, which is kind of depressing when you think about it (whoops, there’s another thought!). Our thoughts are like a bunch of gibbering monkeys climbing all over each other, vying for attention. This is why the Buddhists call it “monkey mind.”  

Of each day’s potpourri of 60,000 churning thoughts, it is further commonly estimated that from 80-95% of its thoughts are reruns of our earlier thoughts. Thus even though we are always experiencing whatever we are aware of as if it exists in the present, we nonetheless live mostly from our awareness of the past. Hence historian James Harvey Robinson’s quip: “Most of our so-called reasoning consists in finding arguments for going on believing as we already do.”
In further compounding of our situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities, not only is our conscious awareness limited to a delayed and ultra-minimalist neuro-physiological reconstruction of what is real, as edited by our experiential biases, no two persons’ consequent reality maps are identical. It is thus that our internal circuitry quite literally makes unique sense for each of us by conforming the data of our sense-abilities to fit our prior estimates of what is so – estimates that were likewise originally shortsighted of their immediate reality-at-hand, and which since have only rarely been amended by subsequent experiential assessments that evoked a significant change of perspective or circumstance. 
Thus yet another “blind spot” in each person’s experiential reality is the way that reality is experienced by other persons, as acknowledged in the Russian proverb, “The soul of another is a dark forest.” In acknowledgement of this obscurity, and the consequence that our experiencing of others can only surmise who and how they themselves are, psychologist Ronald D. Laing observed in The Politics of Experience: 32
We can see other people's behavior, but not their experience.... The other person's behavior is an experience of mine. My behavior is an experience of the other.... I see you and you see me. I experience you and you experience me. I see your behavior. But I do not and never have and never will see your experience of me. Just as you cannot see my experience of you... Your experience of me is invisible to me and my experience of you is invisible to you.

I cannot experience your experience. You cannot experience my experience. We are both invisible beings. All beings are invisible to one another. Experience is being's invisibility to being. Experience used to be called the Soul. Experience as invisibility of being to being is at the same time more evident than anything. Only experience is evident. Experience is the only evidence.

In short: while we can see and learn from the observed behavioral consequences of other’s experiencing, we cannot directly know anything from another’s immediate experiencing itself because we are unable to see another’s own unique intersection of subjective and objective perspectives. It is the uniqueness of each perceiver’s embedding frames of reference – his or her overall one-of-a-kind experiential bias – that forms for each person and individually custom-tailored experiential reality that is invisible to anyone else’s quest to fully fathom.
Thus neither reality itself nor the experiential realities of others can be known by us to be other than what we derive from our own uniquely interpreted experiencing of the guesstimations constructed by our own neuro-physiological circuitry. Whatever the complete and unmodified actual state of reality may be – what ultimate reality consists of and what it is like prior to and uninfluenced by anyone’s intrusion thereupon – is not knowable to any person. As a consequence of the corresponding situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities, whatever we agree upon as being common knowledge ultimately owes its commonality only to such agreement itself.
Since reality becomes knowable only in terms of one’s experientially biased assessments of one’s own abstracted inner maps, models and simulations of reality’s milieu, the closest that anyone can come to knowing the “true” or “actual” nature of reality is one’s own private and limited awareness of what one’s CNS has initially abstracted from reality’s milieu, and has secondarily assessed and experientially activated in accord with its pertinence to one’s past experience. It is thus that each person is experientially confined to his or her own currently derived interpretive assessment of reality’s milieu.
Even what we know collectively was initially known in the context of some individual’s experiential bias before it became shared knowledge. All that any of us presently knows was initially acquired, if not by our own experiencing, by someone else’s experiencing and subsequent communication thereof in conformity with his or her experiential bias. And no matter how one assesses his or her own field of experiential reality, it is the only assessment that he or she can ever fully know. 
In short: all knowledge is both initially and ultimately grounded in the day-to-day experiencing from which it emergently unfurls. Consequently, reality is known to us only by and as the formations that we give to our individually custom-tailored experiencings of reality’s milieu, regardless of what the nature and dynamics of its milieu might otherwise be were it unalloyed with our experiencing thereof. Since our knowledge of reality’s milieu can exist only in terms of our experiential conditioning of whatever we know, and since that knowledge is experientially removed from an unmodified state of reality’s milieu both by our limited neuro-physiological formulations and our even further limited conscious awareness of these formulations, one’s own experiencing nonetheless continues to be one’s proverbial “best teacher.” And since our experiencings of our own and others’ abstractions of reality’s likeness are the only evidence that will ever be available to us, one’s experiencing is also the only teacher that one has. Hence the widespread testimony to the primacy of experience:
· the Arabic proverb, “Ask the experienced rather than the learned”;

· novelist James Joyce’s advice, “Write from experience, and experience only”;

· brain behavior researcher Marion Diamond’s proclamation that “Experience is the best sculptor”; 

· the assertion of French social philosopher Alain (Émile-Auguste Chartier) that “[I]t is the experience of the object, and only the experience of the object, that decides.” 

Our experiencing is our best and only teacher because all learning and knowing is experientially generated, including our experiencing of those who also presume to teach us via their written or spoken thoughts, many of which in turn have also been borrowed from others. It is thus that all known reality is experientially molded to the infinitely differing and ever-morphing neuro-physiologically constructed outlooks of its respective beholders. In the meantime, whatever else might also be real remains presently not knowable.
To further augment our individual experiential ambiguities, there are as many versions of known reality as there are persons living, dead and yet to be born into a uniquely individualized and local experiential subfield of reality’s overall milieu. Such is the contextual import of Einstein’s theory of relativity, which in addition to accounting for the cosmic grounding of our mutual dissimilarities of experiencing, also accounts for such dissimilarities within the same person’s experiencing over time. As Einstein himself once anecdotally explained, concerning our individualized and ever-permutating contextual relationship to the universe’s spacetime-grounded content, “When a man sits with a pretty girl for an hour, it seems like a minute. But let him sit on a hot stove for a minute – and it’s longer than any hour. That’s relativity.”
Another dissimilarity of our experiencing – and thus an ambiguity and/or uncertainty thereof – is that in addition to the truism that experience is the best teacher, there is also a contrasting truism commonly attributed to baseball pitcher Vernon Law: “Experience is the worst teacher. It gives the test before giving the lesson.” Yet however this may seem to contradict the more familiar assessment of experience as our best teacher, this dictum’s own validity becomes evident whenever, via our observation of the consequences of another’s experiencing, we learn how to avoid facing certain tests – or, if we must face them, how to ace them. 

Our thoughts, attitudes, opinions, feelings, words, and other experiential “reality-makers” are never more than pointers to what they signify. Just as maps point to their respective territories, and just as menus similarly indicate meals that are not immediately present to our experiencing, so are our neuro-physiological reductions indicative of a far more substantial reality overall, and can sometimes be powerfully indicative of more than they immediately signify. For instance, however true may be the assertion that “sticks and stones can break my bones, but words can never hurt me,” it is equally true that words can incite the wielding of hurtful sticks and the hurtling of deadly stones, because negative words tend to encourage or incite negative behavior. Thus even though one may argue the extent to which one’s experiencing of reality’s milieu is created by one’s thoughts, words and deeds, there is no quibbling about the fact that they create the way that we assess and relate to our reductively biased experiencing of reality’s milieu.
As do maps and menus, the thoughts, feelings and words with which we assess and express our moment-to-moment experiencing are but miniscule and partial representations of the milieu that comprises our immediate reality-at-hand, to say nothing of the all-embedding milieu of reality-at-large. All forms of conscious impression and expression serve as perceptual, conceptual, directional and behavioral pointers that we project from our individually custom-tailored experiential subfield of reality’s milieu. And whatever these experientially biased projections point to is a milieu that is far greater than what we can ever fully sense, let alone fully comprehend and articulate from the limiting perspective of our experientially conditioned and biased self↔world interrelationship.
To summarize the borderland experiential state of the conscious “I”: Since I don’t experience reality’s milieu as it fully is, rather only as what my neuro-physiologically abstracted, decoded and re-encoded reductions guesstimate it to be in miniscule part, my internalized reality maps are far from being precise and full replications of what is even locally so, let alone of what’s so overall. Likewise, neither are the co-responding behavioral codings that inform my self↔world interactions either fully accurate or comprehensive of all that reality’s milieu affords me, let alone of all that it embodies and how it works. Einstein therefore once equated what we presently know to the interior of a circle, while equating all that we don’t know to what is contingent to the circle’s perimeter. Since any increase in a circle’s volume increases its perimeter three-fold, every increase of our knowledge thereby triples what most contingently remains as yet unknown to us. 
Since the finite can never encompass and comprehend the infinite, it shall always be the case that most of what is real shall never be available to our conscious experiencing. Yet because all of us know far more about managing reality’s milieu than any of us does, however incomplete may inevitably be our individual comprehension of the realities that impinge on our managerial endeavors, we can nonetheless learn from one another how to accommodate what we don’t consciously know about managing reality’s milieu, as well as how to manage what we already do consciously know. Change management is thus an artful science of balancing the little we do know with the far more that we don’t know, much of which is known both to some others and to our own subconscious awareness. And as Part Two reveals, such ambiguity is best managed via the impetus of dedicated intention that is commonly signified as “commitment.”
[NOTE TO DOUG: Either here and/or at some point within the foregoing segment you may choose to introduce another anecdotal example from your coaching, consulting and training experience.]

(continued in Chapter Nine-B, p. XX)

Chapter Ten-A
The Participant-Observer Balancing Act
Man, insofar as he acts on nature to change it, changes his own nature.

G. W. F. Hegel

As we noted earlier (p. xx), all management of outer change is an extension of the way one manages oneself. As philosopher Rudolph Steiner observed, “The way we do anything is the way we do everything.” This is because of our unique operational relationship to the cosmos, in which we are simultaneously both subjects and objects in the highly interconnected universal field of reality’s milieu. 
Since our objective physical reality can be experienced only via the means of our subjective faculties of awareness, what we are experiencing at any given moment is not the purely objective world, but is rather our neuro-physiological reconstruction of our immediate reality-at-hand, which informs the subjective view we outwardly project from within. We are at once both the subjects of our own objectivity and the objects of our own subjectivity, a balancing act upon which theologian Paul Tillich commented, “In every encounter with reality the structures of self and world are interdependently present.” It is thus, you may now recall, that the taste of raspberries emerges from reality’s milieu. (See p. X)
The enigma of our objective↔subjective interdependency is embedded in the perennial question of which came first, the chicken or the egg. For instance, if chickens and eggs were both endowed with experientially self-aware consciousness as are we human beings, from a chicken’s experiential perspective an egg would be a way to get one more chicken, while from an egg’s experiential perspective a chicken would be a way to get hundreds of more eggs. And both of these experiential perspectives would be respectively correct, because reality’s milieu allows for a wide diversity of individually custom-tailored, contextual reality framing options, especially for those who are experientially self-aware.
According to cognitive and linguistic scientist George Lakoff, our so-called contextual “reference frames” signify the “mental structures that shape the way we see the world.”27+ Although our contextual frame of mind (a.k.a. “mindset”) is mostly subliminal, as is our even greater embedment within our experiential biases overall, we can purposefully alter our view of reality’s milieu by the mindfully deliberate practice of contextually reframing our outlook via a “perceptual makeover.” 28+

Prove-It-To-Yourself Reality Check # 8
 Reframing “Objective” Reality29
Be aware, for a moment, of the saliva in your mouth. Collect a little and roll it around. Feel how it lubricates your tongue as it slides over your teeth. Not get a clean glass, spit some of this saliva into it – and drink it. Notice how your perception of, and attitude towards, the same substance has miraculously changed. What was ‘clean” and ‘natural’ has, through its brief excursion beyond the body, turned into something ‘dirty’ and ‘distasteful’. The spit has not changed, only the interpretation.

However we contextually frame or reframe our awareness of reality’s milieu, we thereby correspondingly form or reform our experiencing thereof. Our experiencing of all that we outwardly look at is determined by the contextual reality-framing background that we are looking from. Our frames of reference determine both what we choose to experientially reference and how we go about referencing it. This is why the answer to the chicken-or-egg question depends entirely upon the mindset of whoever is addressing the question. 
For instance, from the reference frame of an evolutionary mindset, one may argue that only an egg which has first been fertilized by a chicken can produce another chicken, and thus assign priority to the chicken. From an anti-evolutionary creationist mindset one may argue that all of God’s creations are established as a finished product, and thus also assign priority to the chicken. Yet from the view of either a pragmatic or an idealistic mindset, one may reasonably argue that it makes no ultimate difference which comes first, because concerning both chickens and eggs the universe is unfolding as it should.X
It is essential in our effective practice of change management to acknowledge that reality’s milieu and the innumerable events thereof are neutrally subject to our mindful experiential conditioning thereof. As Roman philosopher-king Marcus Aurelius observed, “It is our own power to have no opinion about a thing, and not to be disturbed in our soul; for things themselves have no natural power to form our judgments.” Rudolph Steiner was in full accord with Aurelius’ assessment:

If it depends on something other than myself whether I should get angry or not, I am not master of myself . . . I have not yet found the ruler within myself. I must develop the faculty of letting the impressions of the outer world approach me only in the way in which I myself determine.
In other words, because there is no universally neutral vantage point from which everyone’s experiential reality is in identical agreement about what is being experienced, each of us is individually sovereign over his or her own assessment of reality’s milieu, as we choose for ourselves the way that we go about experiencing it. Our innate sovereignty within the domain of our own experiential reality is the foundation both of our personal authority to shape our experiential relationship with reality’s milieu, á la Aurelius’ prescription, and of our inner self-dominion to determine what that shape is to be, á la Steiner’s prescription.
The basis of our experiential sovereignty was attributed by John Archibald Wheeler to our entangled inclusion as “participant↔observers” within reality’s milieu, i.e., as beings who are simultaneously both spectators and players in a perpetual self↔world co-enactive balancing act:30+
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, absolute objective awareness is non-attainable, because all experiencing includes the participation of the one who is having the experience, and this participation makes a significant contribution to the structure and/or content of whatever is being experienced. Our observations as spectators are non-divorceable from our interactive participation in the observational act, because each participant-observer is inextricably entangled within whatever aspect of reality s/he is observing at any given moment. This entanglement is so finely tuned and universally networked throughout the quantum 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 furthermore so subtle that the intuition of poet Francis Thompson is quite literally true: “Thou canst not stir a flower, without troubling a star.” (These basis for these assertions is elaborated in Chapter X, p. x.)

As reported in a Discover magazine interview, Wheeler conjectured that “we are part of a universe that is a work in progress; we are tiny patches of the universe looking at itself – and building itself.” In other words, we are co-enacting participants in the ongoing unfoldment of reality-at-large as we bring its potentialities into actuality.X+ 
No matter how objective our observations may be, the act of observing is always subjectively bound to the observer’s own perspective, as Wheeler elsewhere illustrated our relative experiencings of subjective and objective reality by citing an argument among three baseball umpires who had different experiential crtieria for identifying balls and strikes:42
“I calls ‘em as I sees ‘em.”
“I calls ‘em as they are.”
“They ain’t nothin’ ‘til I calls ‘em.” 
In support of the third umpire, whose comprehension of the participating observer effect was the most sophisticated, Wheeler further likened our participatory contribution to reality’s milieu to the novel approach by a group of his scientific colleagues to a game made popular as a 1950’s radio and TV quiz show, “Twenty Questions”: 43
One [of us], chosen as victim, was sent out of the room. The rest of us agreed on some implausible word like "brontosaurus." Then the victim was let back into the room. To win, he had to discover the word with no more than twenty yes/no questions. Otherwise, he lost.
After we had played several rounds, my turn came and I was sent out. The door was closed, and was kept closed for the longest time. I couldn't understand at all why they were taking so long. Moreover, when at length they let me in, every one had a grin on his face, sure sign of a joke or a trick. However, I went ahead innocently asking my questions. "Is it animal?" "No." "Is it vegetable?" "No." "Is it mineral?" "Yes." "Is it green?" "No." "Is it white?" "Yes."
As I went on with my queries I found the answerer was taking longer and longer to respond. He would think and think and think. Why? That was beyond my understanding when all I wanted was a simple yes or no answer. But finally, I knew, I had to chance it, propose a definite word. "Is it ‘cloud'?" I asked. My friend thought a minute. "Yes," he said, finally. Then everyone burst out laughing.
My colleagues explained to me that when I was sent out of the room, they agreed not to agree on a word. There was no word in the room when I came in! What is more, they had agreed that each respondent was permitted to answer my question as he pleased – with one small proviso: if I challenged him, he had to have in mind a word compatible with his own and all the previous answers! The game, in other words, was just as difficult for my colleagues as for me. 
Wheeler’s scientific colleagues could succeed at their make-it-up-on-the-fly version of this otherwise explicitly preprogrammed parlor game only because of the corresponding nature of the universe in which the game was being played. As Wheeler also observed, the universal field of reality’s milieu similarly made itself up automatically for billions of years before it evolved a species whose members are capable of mindfully co-enacting the emergence of their own experiential fields within reality’s milieu, however questionable and sometimes mutually contradictory the workings of these fields may be. 

For instance, while no words were “in the room” of our planet prior to the emergence of the first linguistic species, as a consequence of the trillions of words that have since been fabricated and communicated, our species is today impacting the planet so mightily via our experiential impacts on our global reality’s milieu that we are collectively and ambitiously “terra-forming” our planet to make it over in coerced support of our technological prowess and progress. Today’s planetary reality is as subject to the influence of our collective participation in its milieu as we are subject to one another’s individual participation in our mutually local milieus. 
(continued in Chapter Ten-B, p. XX)

Chapter Eleven-A
Cosmology or Cosmetology?

(The Puzzlingly Entangled Nature of Reality’s Milieu)
How things look on the outside of us

depends on how things are on the inside of us.

Parks Cousins 
New paradigms reporter Marilyn Ferguson once proclaimed, “We’re all students at M.S. U. – Making Stuff Up.”38 A seasoned reporter of neuroscientific research as well, she was quite aware of the situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities surveyed in this Overview, and was therefore cognizant of the fine-lined borderland where objective cosmology and the subjective cosmetology of our experiential make-up artistry converge.
As we noted earlier concerning this borderland (p. XX), all management of outer change is an extension of the way one manages oneself, for as philosopher Rudolph Steiner observed, “The way we do anything is the way we do everything.” This is yet another feature of our unique operational relationship to the cosmos, in which we are simultaneously both subjects and objects in the highly interconnected universal field of reality’s milieu. 
It is because we live in a participatory universe that our experiential reality always shows up in the form of our own perceptual, conceptual, emotional and behavioral participation therein. We are so inextricably entangled with whatever aspect of reality’s milieu we may be observing at any given moment that even our presumably “passive” observations are non-divorceable from our co-enactive involvement in the observational act. Because we are actively participating observers in reality’s milieu, rather than outside observers of reality’s milieu, the outcomes of our experiencing are emergent from our co-enactive observer-participancy and are correspondingly co-representative thereof as well.
In a participatory universe where experiential relativity prevails, there is no neutral vantage point that empowers all participant-observers to experience identically and therefore identically agree upon anything that they severally observe. Accordingly, there is not ourselves and the single ultimate milieu in which we passively exist, there rather is ourselves as the borderland of overlapping experiential realities that we individually, severally and integrally co-enact in our interrelationship with reality’s milieu. And while many others tend to view this participant-observer interrelationship as a “mind-matter interaction,” we herein signify it as an inclusive “all-of-the-above” interaction that takes whatever co-enactive forms we choose to give to the experiential borderland of our individual and collective self↔world interrelationships.
The simultaneous self-within-world/world-within-self entanglement of observer-participancy co-enaction is visibly manifest to those who observe their relationship to a beam of sunlight or moonlight cast upon a reflecting body of water. No matter how quickly one may jump to one side in either direction, the light beam’s reflection remains permanently, precisely and centrally aligned between oneself and the sun or moon. The same experiential alignment also exists between oneself and a rainbow. This alignment is grounded in the quantum-relativistic dynamics, whose governance of light and its motion locates each of us within reality’s milieu as simultaneous observers at front row center stage and participants at stage front center. As our participant↔observer status in the cosmos is thus grounded, we are simultaneously and forever in both receptive and active central alignment within the overall field of reality’s milieu. Hence our consistent experiencing, noted earlier, of “everywhere I go, here I am.” (see p. X.)
Given the co-enactive both↔and dual unity of our participant↔observer status, we are in a co-operative interrelationship with reality’s milieu rather than in a separately operative association. Dualities are contentious and competitive, while dual unities are coherent and cooperative. Accordingly, one of the major challenges we encounter while examining reality’s milieu is the ambiguous borderland of our experiential bias where both contentious competition and cohesive cooperation are so frequently in simultaneous play, as epitomized in team sports and the multi-corporate marketplace. The borderland in which competition and cooperation are communally played out is only rarely experienced as such, as in a report of Celtics basketball star Bill Russell in his autobiography, Second Wind, of an occasion on which we was fully aware of being at once both a player and spectator:  X
Every so often a Celtics game would heat up so that it became more than a physical or even mental game, and would be magical. That feeling is difficult to describe, and I certainly never talked about it when I was playing. When it happened, I could feel my play rise to a new level. It came rarely, and would last anywhere from five minutes to a whole quarter or more. Three or four plays were not enough to get it going. It would surround not only me and the other Celtics, but also the players on the other team and even the referees.

At that specific level, all sorts of odd things happened. The game would be in a heat of competition, and yet somehow I wouldn't feel competitive--which is a miracle in itself.  I'd be putting out the maximum effort, straining, coughing up parts of my lungs as we ran, and yet I never felt the pain. The game would move so quickly that every fake, cut and pass would be surprising, and yet nothing could surprise me. It was almost as if we were playing is slow motion.  During those spells, I could almost sense how the next play would develop and where the next show would be taken.  Even before the other team brought the ball into bounds, I could feel it so keenly that I'd want to shout to my teammates, "It's coming there!" --except that I knew everything would change if I did.  My premonitions would be consistently correct and I always felt then that I not only knew all the Celtics by heart, but also all the opposing players, and that they all knew me.  There have been many times in my career when I felt moved or joyful, but these were the moments when I had chills pulsing up and down my spine.

Sometimes the feeling would last all the way to the end of the game, and when that happened I never cared who won. I can honestly say that those few times were the only ones when I did not care. I don't mean that I was a good sport about it – that I'd played my best and had nothing to be ashamed of. On the five or ten occasions when the game ended at that special level, I literally did not care who had won. If we lost, I'd still be as free and high as a sky hawk.

[Another anomaly of the participant-observer balancing act is Wilder Penfield[?] ]
All of reality’s situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities notwithstanding, since none of us is able to know what we have not yet experienced, nor can any of us communicate to others what we have experientially come to know without expressing it in representative verbal language, body language or other behavior, all of our reality checks are ultimately self-certified. We both write and negotiate all of our own reality checks.
Of the two communication modes available to us – words and non-verbalized behavior – the latter is the most effective, for as Ralph Waldo Emerson observed, “What you are speaks so loud I cannot hear what you say.” Our experiencing of other persons’ behavior is far more revealing of their essence than is our mere experiencing of their words. For instance, the words “We’re finished!” can mean two quite different things when spoken by a spouse with whom one has just completed a project or by a spouse with whom one’s relationship has reached the breaking point. And in the latter case, “We’re finished!” can also mean something quite different to a partner who feels likewise (“At last!”) than to a partner who feels otherwise (“No way!”).

Even though our experiential encounters with reality’s milieu are individually custom-tailored, they are also interactively entangled therein so that both our customized tailoring and what we thus tailor correspond to the local uniqueness of our observer-participation. This is yet another way of characterizing the communion of mind and matter described by Brian Josephson and Alan Smithson (p. X), and by Alfred North Whitehead’s process philosophy in which effects (outcomes) emerge from the co-enaction of both objectively material and subjectively experiential processes. 
From the contextual framing of a process perspective, whether Josephson’s, Smithson’s or Whitehead’s,  what we signify as our “experiencing” is the fulcrum on which is pivoted our observer-participant balancing act of entangled subjective↔objective awareness, which intertwines us even with all that we are unaware of insofar as it nonetheless impacts us unnoticed, or influences us subconsciously. Likewise from this perspective of co-enactive mutual entanglement, our experiencing of reality’s milieu is emergent from within our entanglement, and is not a direct imposition of an arbitrary reality upon our passive sensibilities. The co-enaction of one’s self and the world of other selves establishes a dynamic of mutual between-ness that we most commonly signify as “communication”34
[C]ommunication is not simply an activity that one person performs or does “to” another but is a process that happens between people.
This between-ness is also sometimes signified as “conversation”35
. . . whose meaning is to be found neither in one of the two partners nor in both together, but only in their dialogue itself, in this “between” that they live together.”
The overall between-ness that exists among a larger constituency may be signified as the co-enactive “ecology” of their interrelationship.
Wheeler’s concept of such “observer participancy” was first advanced in the 1960’s, and has been widely adopted in the literature of self-transformation in the two decades since our 1985 publication of The Power of Commitment, of which this book is an extreme makeover. In the light of Wheeler’s observer-participancy paradigm, many transformationally-minded authors have boldly advanced the claim that because every observation includes the constructive input of a participating observer, we therefore are the creators of our own reality. However, this book’s co-authors have mindfully chosen to forego proposing that we create our own reality, because we are quite certain that neither the substance nor the workings of reality’s milieu are entirely made up by us. 
Our only concession to the claim that we are the creators of our own reality is the highly contrived and mass-mediated “hyperreality” of the televised, filmed, game-boxed or otherwise broadcasted news, entertainment, and advertising industries, which are totally self-fabricated forms of reality that are marketed as consumer commodities or as cultural or political propaganda, and often as all of these. Hyperreality includes prefabricated pseudo-events that range from widely televised gratuitous photo-ops, the visual offal of the paparazzi,  and the ceaseless proliferation of sound bites, to the more elaborately staged or animated scenarios that are distributed via film, videotapes, CD’s, DVD’s, videogames and other media formats.36 As the ultimate form of what philosopher Martin Buber called “the invasion of seeming,”37 these artifacts of hyperreality are either not perceived to be artificially contrived and instead are viewed as part of the “real world,” or are welcomed by us as a means of fabricated “escape” from the actualities of the real world’s far more immediate and daunting realities-at-hand.
With hyperreality thus excepted, our experiential field’s up-to-us-ness represents our co-enactive interrelationship with a primal reality that is patently not of our own making. The shortsightedness of those who claim that reality’s milieu is created solely by our own fabrications is illustrated 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.

“Get your own dirt.”

Whatever our situation and circumstance may be, fabricating our own experiencing of reality is not the dirt simple process that many self-transformationalists would have us believe that it is. Though custom-tailors we may be of our own experiencing of reality, what we thus stitch together is a fabric not initially of our own weaving. As astronomer Gustaf Stromberg observed,X [p. 34]

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.

On this point we agree both with realists who claim that they merely give shape to pre-existing stuff that takes on the form of their self-constructed intimations of reality, and with idealists who note that such intimations are also imitations. This balanced perspective is reflected in the conclusion drawn by physicist-priest John Polkinghorne from his thorough survey of numerous versions of the quantum-mechanical “observer effect,” who qualified them as evidential of experiential influence rather than of all-out originative power: 38+
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.

Since something must exist ipso facto, prior to (a priori) our experiencing thereof, the co-authors similarly qualify the presumption of originative power to make stuff up:
· each person (though mostly unconsciously so) interactively and uniquely co-produces the emergence of his or her own individually custom-tailored observer-participatory experiencing of reality’s milieu;

· our collective observer-participatory experiencings of reality’s milieu are also co-operatively custom-tailored by us, and for the most part quite unconsciously so 
· our individually custom-tailored experiential formations are analogous to recreations of reality’s pre-existing substance and forms. 

In other words, we don’t create reality whole cloth, we merely encounter, discover and co-enact with a pre-existing primal reality with which we are inextricably co-entangled, and do so in accordance with our intentional and other directive purposes. To whatever extent we demonstrably fabricate our own experiential reality, we do so only within the limiting parameters of our local milieu of reality-at-hand as well as those of universally primal reality-at-large.
In the process of fabricating our own experiencings of reality’s milieu, whenever we alter the contextual reference frame from which we are conscious of our experiencing, we correspondingly encounter our lives differently in accordance with the dynamic cited earlier in self-transformationalist Wayne Dyer’s observation that “When we change the way we look at things, the things we look at change.” This same observer-participatory dynamic also substantiates novelist Marcel Proust’s complementary assertion that “The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking new landscapes but in having new eyes.”

Making over the way we interrelate with reality’s milieu, whether intellectually, emotionally or behaviorally, consequently induces a corresponding experiential makeover that is seemingly and for all practical purposes equivalent to a makeover of reality’s pre-existing milieu itself. Yet while our customizations of reality’s milieu are evidence of the influential power of our neuro-physiological, socio-cultural, environmental and other conditioning processes, our experiential modifications of reality’s milieu are ultimately subordinate to the pre-established at-hand and at-large domains of reality’s milieu, within which all of our customizations are mentally, emotionally, behaviorally and otherwise entangled. No matter how we may construct our experiencings of reality’s milieu, the actual existence of its milieu is forever prior to anyone’s locally conditioned experiencings thereof.
Despite the co-authors’ unwillingness to unequivocally assert that “we create our own reality,” we are nonetheless in agreement with appropriately qualified pro-originative viewpoints like the following:  
Philosopher Karlfried Graf Dűrckheim: [W]e are invaded, as it were, from morning to night, both by our inner being as well as by the threatening exterior world . . . The field of our ceaseless effort to reconcile both sides is none other than our ordinary life.X
Physicist David Park: “We are linked with the cosmos, body and mind, we are made of its substance and obey its laws, yet the universe that is the object of our understanding is . . . the creation of human minds.”36
Neuroscientist Benjamin Libet: “[E]ach person has his or her own individual conscious reality.”37
Media savant Marshall McLuhan (paraphrased): When anti-war protestors go home to watch the broadcast of their demonstrations on the televised evening news, they become participant-observers in their own observer-participancy.39
Although our observer-participancy may sometimes lead us to draw what seem to be rather far-out conclusions about our borderland interrelationship with reality’s milieu, British geneticist J.B.S. Haldane declared, "The universe is not only queerer than we suppose, but queerer than we can suppose." Accordingly, Niels Bohr would sometimes dismiss a proposed theory with the observation that "it's not crazy enough to be true." To the Alice in Wonderland assessment of “curiouser and curiouser,” therefore, we unabashedly offer the further assessment, “ambiguouser and ambiguouser.” Hence our endeavor in this extensive overview to clear our minds of faulty assumptions concerning the degree of our sovereign personal authority and self-dominion over the complexities of everyday life, and to enlarge our openness to making over our experiential biases in transcendence of the situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities that make it necessary for us to master our experiential powers of change management.
In spite of the situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities surveyed in this Overview,  Part Two  influence is marginal or pivotal – depending upon the impetus of our committed intention.

(continued in Chapter Eleven-B, p. XX)

Chapter Twelve-A
The Perennial Enigma of Free Will

Freedom is what we do with what is done to us.

Jean Paul Sartre

Setting the stage some 2,300 years ago for yet another situational ambiguity that besets practitioners of change management, Aristotle wrote in his Ethics that our actions are eph hemin – quite literally “up-to-us.” 40 This up-to-us-ness is the presumed basis of our actions, as well as of our moral, legal and other normative standards of responsibility for what we are doing and of accountability for what we have done. 
Yet while freedom to initiate and control our own actions is a universal human experience, so-called “free will” has yet to be confirmed as a scientific fact. Until quite recently there has been no scientifically conclusive means of either confirming or denying that free will is an objective actuality rather than a subjective interpretation of our experiencing. And even though a recently conceived medical experiment could quite probably resolve the free-will enigma, the experiment is ethically unacceptable because of its considerable risk to the subsequent quality and/or length of life of the experiment’s proposed subjects. This situation has moved one neuroscientist to conclude that we may continue – perhaps forever – to be no more able to understand our subjective experience of having free will “than we can explain why gravity is a property of matter.”40
One substantial challenge to the proposition of free will is an extensive body of neuroscientific evidence, examined in Part Two, which demonstrates conclusively that our mind is provisionally made up for us prior to our becoming conscious of the conclusions that it has already drawn, and that we at most have only the limited free will of accepting, vetoing or modifying our mind’s subconsciously pre-formed conclusions. Specifically, numerous neuro-physiological experiments have consistently confirmed that our presumably “volitional” actions are initiated by our brain from between one-half a second to seven seconds prior to our experience of consciously deciding to perform these actions, and that we have only a final fifteenth of a second in which to make our choice of whether to proceed with, abort, or modify the already-precipitated outcome. Our so-called “freedom of will” may therefore be limited to the modest ability to reset subconsciously preset outcomes either by accepting or vetoing them, and does not include their consciously volitional initiation. In short: we have only the freedom to un-will the previously willed initiatives of our subconscious neural processes. 

Neuroscientist Benjamin Libet, who conducted the earliest ongoing battery of these experiments from xxx to xxx, has asserted that “conscious free will does not initiate the volitional process; the brain initiates the process unconsciously.” As a newspaper reported the results of his research, “Now it has been proven. We are all somewhat behind.” 41+ 
A summary report of Libet’s and others’ experiments, and their implications for our freedom of will (or lack thereof, is presented in Chapter X, p. x. In the meantime we may consider whether our freedom of will isn’t also compromised by our behavioral inertia and subconscious resistance to change, by our being consciously aware of only about one-hundred billionth of the total data stream that impinges on or issues forth from our CNS, and by our inability to disentangle ourselves from our co-enactive participant↔observer immersion in the field of reality’s milieu.
In any event, it is vitally essential in discussions of free will to distinguish between the preordination of outcomes and the predetermination or predestination thereof, a distinction that is illustrated by the dynamics of an hourglass. As an hourglass’s sand flows from top to bottom, the pile thus formed is preordained to have the same overall shape each time, no matter how often the procedure is repeated under identical conditions. Yet while the overall shape and size of the sand pile is predictably preordained in advance of its formation, the final destination of each individual grain of sand within the pile is not predetermined, even though it is subject to the same broad parameters of natural principle.
In other words, while the collective outcomes of matter in motion are quite predictably pre-designated by the laws that govern reality’s milieu, their individual outcomes are pre-scripted far more loosely. Therefore, even though the preordination of collective outcomes is a statistically demonstrable consistent causal principle, the predestination of individual outcomes is not, for in every preordained ordering of a whole there is considerable built-in “wiggle room” of latitude for the ordering of its individual parts. Principles and laws predetermine with precision only collective behaviors, not individual ones. Thus, for instance, is it possible that breaking a triangular arrangement of billiard balls will on rare occasions result in one ball’s bouncing from the confines of the billiard table and ending up on the floor.
While it is presently beyond the scope of any book to conclusively resolve the issue of free will, a primary purpose of this book is to substantiate the demonstrable fact that regardless of our having no ultimate scientific confirmation that free will actually exists (or does not), and regardless of so many factors that make the extent of our free will debatable, it is nonetheless possible to significantly increase our subjective experiencing of free will. 
Taking into account that we can have no knowledge other than what becomes known to us by our experiencing (which includes the witnessing of and learning from observations and reports of others’ experiencings), and that no one whose mentality is intact ever experiences being utterly devoid of an ability to make freely established choices, even be they only as minimal as deliberately sticking out one’s tongue, we accordingly choose to conclude, and to demonstrate in Part Two, that our experiencing of free will is not only a positive and workable feature of our experiential reality, but is one that we can further develop to our increased advantage. And we accordingly presume that this choice has been feely made.  
We heartily concur, therefore, with psychologist Viktor Frankl’s assertion: 41+
We who lived in concentration camps can remember the men who walked through the huts comforting others, giving away their last piece of bread.  They may have been few in number, but they offer sufficient proof that everything may be taken from a man but one thing: the last of the human freedoms – to choose one's attitude in any given set of circumstances, to choose one's own way. 

We are further convinced as well, and with considerable scientific evidence in our favor, that nothing is more commanding of our experiencing of free will, nor more instrumental in transcending all of the situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities reported in this overview, than the impetus of a committed intention to master our power to manage change.
(continued in Chapter Twelve-B, p. XX)

Chapter Thirteen-A
The Field of All Experiential Probabilities 

Xxxxx
Xxxxx
In addition to the tri-fold assumptions cited at the beginning of our Reader’s Guide (p. X), there are also three broad assumptions about the nature of the fields that organize reality’s milieu:X  [Stromberg, Jeans, Lillie]

· Fields are caused by and emerge from matter.

· Matter is caused by and emerges from fields.

· Bother fields and matter are caused by and emerge from a factor that is common to them both.

Xxxxx

Fireworks bursts – ripple effects 

The convergence of divergent energies and contingencies.

Discord dissolution .

As a consequence of our life’s situational uncertainties and circumstantial ambiguities, all outcomes thereof are a matter of probability rather than a “sure thing.” In essence, therefore, change management is an artful science of probabilities management.
The ultimate context of all other contexts may be variously signified as the field of all other fields, the system of all other systems, or the holon of all other holons (see p. X). However the nesting of contexts is signified, all lesser contexts are the content of larger contexts.  Since what is greater cannot be fully comprehended by what is lesser, the ultimate context by whatever name we signify it (“field”, “system”, “holon”, “universe”, “Supreme Reality”, “God”) is greater and other than the content of any of its sub-contextualized parts, or of any summation of its sub-contextualized parts. Since the context of all contexts is the totality of all its sub-contextualized contents, it cannot be not a member of itself. The context of all contexts it can only be the entirety of its sub-contextualized contents as itself.  

In spite of our respective customized outlooks on reality’s milieu, we are nonetheless able to formulate a collective consensus reality persons because there is extensive overlapping of our experiential fields, and because the dynamics of our individual experiencing are fundamentally common to all   [Wineman, p. 4]

(continued in Chapter Thirteen-B, p. XX)

 [NOTE TO DOUG: This concludes the opening portion of our Overview, which precedes the concluding portion entitled “Plus More Than You Thought You Wanted to Know.” The latter portion of approximately equal length is now provisionally complete, and awaits our final development of the foregoing material, to which some adjustment of the Overview’s remainder will most likely be required.]  
Overview highlights (thus far): [ NOTE TO DOUG: to be completed if you think that this feature has value]
· If we are to effectively manage any change that we are currently experiencing, or any change that we would like to bring about, we must first know both how change happens and how our experiencing of change empowers us to manage it. (p. x)
· Although our experiential relationship to reality can be known, we are unable to know what reality is like minus our relationship to it, because we are inextricably included in the reality that we experience. 

· Being mindful signifies being so consciously aware of how we self-fabricate and bias our own experiencing that we are thereby empowered to take command of our knowing rather than be driven by it.
· Impending crisis tends to be an ineffective stimulus to the adoption of crisis-averting behaviors. (p. x)
· Inertia – the tendency of things to stay as they are until some impetus overcomes their resistance to change – is a built-in operational principle of the entire universe, inclusive of human behavior. (p. x)
· In every instance where some change is to be made, some inner initiative of action is required to produce the change, an impetus whose essentialness to the change is “the difference that makes a difference.” (p. x)
· Etc.
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51. Benjamin Libet, op.cit,, p. 184. For a full review of the scientific non-testability of free will and the proposed experiment, see pp.156-184. For an extension of Libet’s research (and of the temporal gap between our cerebral and conscious conclusions), see www.wired.com/science/discoveries/news/2008/04/mind_decision.
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The rear-view-mirroring process by which our new experiencing is signified in terms of former experiencing is examined at length in the works of Marshall McLuhan: [list]

That “the universe is unfolding as it should” is the assertion of the idealistic poem entitled “The Desiderata of Happiness.” (For the poem see http://www.poetseers.org/the_great_poets/misc/desid. For the poem’s historical context see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Desiderata and at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Les_Crane (paragraphs 10-13). The poem inspired a realistic parody by the National Lampoon entitled “Deteriorata,” which is online at http://monster-island.org/tinashumor/humor/deterior.html).
Tim Folger, “Does the Universe Exist if We’re Not Looking?” (Discover, June 1, 2002), online at http://discovermagazine.com/2002/jun/featuniverse. A printable version of this article is at:  http://discovermagazine.com/2002/jun/featuniverse/article_print.

Our glossary (thus far):
accountability – Holding yourself answerable for preserving the value of that for which you are responsible.  
behavioral coding – Your neuro-physiologically abstracted forms of behavioral response to your experiencing of reality.
behavioral inertia – The tendency of your established patterns of choice and behavior to resist change.

behavioral momentum – The progressive movement of one’s behavior toward a pre-selected or preordained outcome.
co-activation – Mutual initiation and realization of outcomes by multiple co-operating elements.
dual unity – A pair of opposites aligned in mutual co-operation.
emergent– Forthcoming from the contextual interactions of multiple reality-forming factors.
entanglement– The influential intertwinement of two or more constituents 
evolution - the ever and everywhere present process of conserving the workable consequences of involution.

experiential bias – Your view of reality as conditioned by your own unique experiencing thereof. 
experiential field – The conjunction and interaction of all contingencies that comprise and energize our experiential reality
experiential reality – Reality as it is known to your individually custom-tailored perceptual, intellectual, emotional, behavioral and intuitional experiencing thereof. 

experiential set – Your behavioral expression of your experiential bias.
hyperreality – Reality that is invented and fabricated for political, commercial or entertainment purposes and is sustained by the mass media.
involution - the ever and everywhere present process of the origination of the new.

mindful/mindfulness – Conscious knowledgeability and awareness of how you are creating your moment-to-moment experience, by being fully present in and to your experience in conscious awareness of how your are yourself shaping it. 
mindset – The perceptual, conceptual and behavioral predisposition of your thoughts and feelings.
perceptual makeover – The transformation of your internal perspective on and representation of your experienced world.

personal authority – Your outward ability to shape your relationship to the world of your experience.
primal reality – The universally given order of reality, in accordance with the principles and dynamics that generate, organize, design, structure and regulate the interactions of space, time, energy, matter, energy, and motion. evolution and life. 

principles – Universally centralized directives of order and action, such as those of gravity and motion, which determine how primal reality generates and orders in time and space the dynamics of all information, energy, matter and life.
reality-at-hand – Your immediate experiential interrelationship with reality’s local milieu.
reality-at-large – The totality of all that is manifestly and/or operationally existent.
reality framing – Your contextualizing of your experiential reality.
reality maps – Your neuro-physiologically abstracted and encoded representational models of your experiential reality.
responsibility – The act or condition of being the cause, agent or source of a circumstance, situation or event.
self-dominion – Your inner ability to determine how you experience your circumstances, and to exercise accountability for your choices and their outcomes, as further described on p. XX.
self-world interrelationship – Your interrelationship with all else that is as experienced by you from within.

Plus Possibly More Than You Thought You Wanted to Know

As we indicated in our Reader’s Guide (p. x), in this concluding portion of our Overview, each chapter “B” continues its preceding chapter “A” with further perspectives and validations. While this additional material may be more than you think you wanted to know, and although you not need to know it so long as you are prepared to take the foregoing material at its own face value and Part 2 at face value, what follows brings a more complete understanding of what we have presented thus far.

Chapter One-B
The Persistence of Unworkable Behavior

The beginning of a habit is like an invisible thread, but every time we repeat the act we strengthen the strand, add to it another filament, until it becomes a great cable and binds us irrevocably, thought and act. -Orison Swett Marden

Xxxxx
Chapter Two-B
Our Resistance to New Behaviors

What I would do, that do I not;

yet that which I would not do, I do.”

Paul of Tarsus (Romans 7:15)

A widely known Biblical admonishment commands, “I have set before you life and death . . . therefore, choose life.” (Deuteronomy 30:19) Yet many who do choose life persist nonetheless in behaviors that to others seem bizarrely unworkable to the point of suggesting the existence of an alternative reality, as for instance in an anthropological report on the sexual mores of the indigenous Trobriand Islanders.13
In the Trobriand Islands of the South Pacific, children are encouraged to participate unashamedly in open sexual play. To them sex is the gods’ gift to men and women for their happiness and pleasure. They believe that the gods arrange for babies to arrive in some mystical way on a large leaf and enter the woman’s body through a tiny hole in the top of her head – but only if she is married. (Unmarried girls with babies are virtually nonexistent!) A suspicious anthropologist who observed them for three years tried to explain to them the connection between childbirth and sexual intercourse. The kindly people politely laughed at such an outrageous theory, but continued as they’d always done, with no precautions taken against pregnancy.  The scientists finally concluded that the young woman’s emotional and mental conditioning gave them automatic control over their feelings, bodies and emotions. They just didn’t become pregnant when it was socially unacceptable to do so.

Another instance of the persistence of what we would dismiss a utterly unworkable behavior was the ancient Inca civilization’s practice of daily ritual human sacrifice for over a hundred years, which was a function of their cultural adaptation to their perspective on the night sky. While we have been enculturated to see ornamental patterns in the stars that comprise only one percent of the visible night sky (the Greek word cosmos originally signified heavenly ornaments), as constellated in the Big and Little Dippers, Orion, the Pleiades, etc., the ancient Incas’ attention was instead focused on the patterns formed by the night sky’s patterns of darkness, one of which looked to them like a llama that they named “Yucana,” and which they believed was holding back the floodwaters of a huge celestial river of darkness that they perceived as poised to engulf the sun. In their endeavor to avert this catastrophic end of the world, for more than a century they ritually sacrificed a young virgin girl at every morning’s daybreak, cutting out her heart and offering it as a tribute to their sun god, Wiraquocha, to assure that the sun would rise again on the following day. They faithfully maintained this religious ritual for more than a century, taking their daily experience of returning sunlight as proof that their sacrifices were effective.40 In addition to what we would consider to be an utterly barbaric practice, this procedure also failed to take account of the scientific principle that correlation does not ipso facto equate with causation.
The Inca’s practice of ritual sacrifice is a world-class example of how there is often far less a problem with our logic than there is with our assumptions. A similar example may be our own civilization’s encounter with the darker aspects of celestial reality. Major alterations of our own celestial perspective are quite likely to result from our emergent understanding of so-called dark energy and dark matter, as they reframe the Big Bang assumption that underlies our current cosmology. (For more on this, see p. xx.)
The way we have been enculturated to see the night sky is encoded in a verse of the song, “Home on the Range”:

How often at night, when the heavens are bright

with the light of the glittering stars,

have I stood there amazed and asked as I gazed

if their glory exceeds that of ours.

For those who don’t even bother to look upward, yet another experiential reality prevails, as in the couplet, “Staring out through prison bars, one sees dirt while another sees stars.”   

Yet another cultural variation on the theme of experiential reality concerns our dietary habits. Most readers of this book are likely to have grown up in a culture where the “real” way to eat is with utensils, because eating with one’s fingers is both unsanitary and uncivilized (“Don’t eat like a savage!”). There are, however, cultures in which the “real” way to eat is with one’s fingers because utensils are considered unsanitary (“You don’t know whose mouth they’ve been in!”). Whether we eat with utensils or our fingers is just one of thousands of alternate experiential sub-realities that are determined by the culturally (and neurally) encoded component of our experiential bias. Therefore, while ill-mannered persons in our culture may evidence their individuality by occasionally (if not frequently) eating with their fingers even though others do not, so may some nonconformists in cultures that where eating with one’s fingers is the norm conversely eat with a utensil. 
Another example of diversely enculturated experiential realities was evidenced by a conversation between two visitors to a cemetery, one Oriental and the other European, who had brought their respective tokens of honor to the graves of departed family members, namely, a bowl of rice by the Oriental and a bouquet of flowers by the European. The European insensitively asked the Oriental, “Who do you think is going to eat your rice?” The Oriental replied politely, “Ah yes, quite so . . . and who do you think is going to see and smell your flowers?”

To cite yet another dramatic incident of alternative experiential realties, it was reported that when Magellan and a contingent of fellow sailors rowed ashore at Tierra del Fuego on the southern tip of South America, the Fuegans were notably agitated by the sailors’ unexplainable appearance. These strange visitors had obviously come from afar, yet the rowboats in which they arrived were utterly inadequate for long-distance ocean travel. 

When the sailors recognized the reason for the Fuegans’ consternation, they pointed to the galleons anchored offshore. Yet where the sailors saw their boat’s sails, the Fuegans perceived only low-hanging clouds. They required the assistance of their shaman to take notice of the waves slapping up against the ships’ hulls beneath the “clouds,” which enabled them to make the shift of perspective that allowed them to visualize the hulls of the sea-worthy ships that were impeding the water’s normally smooth undulations.12+ (What distinguishes so-called “shamans” from their peers is their ability to perform perceptual makeovers at will, initially in themselves and then in others.)

We need not look only to other cultures for dramatic examples of subjective perceptions that are oblivious to the way things objectively are. For instance, it wasn’t until the hole in Earth’s ozone layer became “suddenly” so large that it could no longer escape the notice of atmospheric scientists, that they re-consulted their previous atmospheric records to discover the quite plain evidence of its gradual emergence over the course of several years. The ozone hole had been steadily expanding in plain view, yet it was only when the objective reality thereof could no longer be overlooked that the scientists underwent the perceptual makeover that was required for them to notice.
Coincidentally, initial news of the ozone hole reached the UN General Secretariat the same month that a new disease was reported, which eventually became known as AIDS. Only years later did it occur to some that the compromise of both the Earth’s and humankind’s immune systems were what is now generally known as a “synchronicity,” a meaningful occurrence of simultaneous events that have no known causal connection.13+ [Reported by Assistant Secretary General Robert Muller during a speech attended by co-author McInnis in the mid 1990’s.
The foregoing examples are behavioral evidence of a fundamental perceptual principle: We can’t see the objective reality that we are looking at as long as we are seeing instead our subjectively projected experiential bias, i.e., the self-constructed, individually custom-tailored experiencing of reality that we are individually (and often collectively) looking from. Given the fact that an alternate experiential reality of pregnancy worked well both objectively and subjectively for pre-westernized Trobrianders, this projective principle indicates that the distinction between “objective” and “subjective” is at best a slippery slope.
Our experiential reality is formed in part by the self and in part by the world, and is thus an amalgam of both self and world as suggested in Brian Josephson’s perspective on the taste of raspberries (see p. xx). Our experiential realities (only one per individual in mentally healthy folks) emerge as an integral dual unity of our internal and external initiatives and responses. For all practical purposes, therefore, one’s experiential reality and one’s self-world interrelationship are identical, however odd the correlation they may seem to be from the perspective of another person.
The foregoing examples of the emergent nature of our observer-participatory experiential reality suggest that it is just as valid to say, “I’ll see it when I believe it,” as it is to say “I’ll believe it when I see it” – further evidence that one’s experiential reality is in part an inner-directed phenomenon, as well as further evidence of how our existing behaviors persist whether they be workable or not. This “I’ll see it when I believe it” principle, with which many have become recently acquainted by the work of Wayne Dyer, was central to the early and mid-twentieth century teachings of the self-transformational Greek-Armenian mystic, G.I. Gurdjieff. X+  
Chapter Three-B
On the Borderland: The Ambiguities and Uncertainties of Experiential Awareness

Nature gives most of her evidence

in answer to the questions we ask her.
C. S. Lewis

As we began writing this book, our initial attempts to define what reality actually is tended to brew a semantic stew that few if any readers would have found to be readily digestible. The ambiguities of observer-participancy make our interrelationship with reality an ambiguously slippery slope, and any attempt to define reality per se makes its slope proportionately more precipitous. 
In preparation for charting the effective negotiation of reality’s slippery slope, we waded through the philosophically, metaphysically and scientifically jargoned swamp of conceptual obscuration in which most accounts of reality and its formation are deeply mired, with the intent of draining the swamp to reveal reality’s most navigable terrain. The technical term for resolving such conceptual ambiguity is “word sense disambiguation,” whose own swampy process of presumed clarification tends to exacerbate the very quagmire that it presumes to disentangle.8+ We therefore inevitably incurred the occupational hazard of all those who address matters that have philosophical implications, namely, that whatever one may say about reality is quite likely to be dismissed by at least some thoughtful others as being short-sighted, incomplete, or otherwise lacking. This inevitable turn of events arises from the fact that delivering such comeuppance is what philosophers mostly do.9+
In acknowledging the slippery slope of reality’s generic ambiguity, John Lennon once observed that “Reality is not what it used to be.” After consulting dozens of books, articles, and theories on the nature of reality during our extensive research for this book, we aren’t even all that certain whether reality even used to be what it presumably was. All endeavors to assess reality’s origin, nature, order, function and form take place on the precariously slippery perceptual and conceptual slope of such overlapping sub-realities as outer (objective) reality, inner (subjective) reality, physical reality, quantum reality, sensory reality, functional reality, operational reality, evidential reality, providential reality, consequently reality, historical reality, ancient reality, indigenous reality, civilized reality, modern reality, post-modern reality, existential reality, inferential reality, referential reality, consequential reality, immediate reality, remote reality, emergent reality, convergent reality, given reality, contingent reality, experiential reality, personal reality, interpersonal reality, transpersonal reality, self-fulfilling reality, cognitive reality, emotional reality, intuitive reality, behavioral reality, collective reality, consensus reality, socio-cultural reality, national reality, global reality, planetary reality, cosmic reality, practical reality, potential reality, virtual reality, mass-mediated reality (a.k.a. “hyperreality”), and so on. 
What Reality Is Like

Reality isn’t what it used to be.

John Lennon

After consulting dozens of books, articles, and theories on the nature of reality during our extensive research for this book, we are uncertain whether reality actually ever was what it supposedly used to be. All endeavors to assess reality’s origin, nature, order, function and form take place on a precariously slippery perceptual and conceptual slope of overlapping sub-realities: outer (objective) reality, inner (subjective) reality, physical reality, quantum reality, sensory reality, functional reality, operational reality, historical reality, ancient reality, indigenous reality, civilized reality, modern reality, post-modern reality, existential reality, inferential reality, referential reality, consequential reality, immediate reality, remote reality, emergent reality, convergent reality, given reality, contingent reality, experiential reality, personal reality, interpersonal reality, transpersonal reality, self-fulfilling reality, collective reality, consensus reality, socio-cultural reality, national reality, global reality, planetary reality, cosmic reality, practical reality, potential reality, mass-mediated reality (a.k.a. “hyperreality”), virtual reality, and so on. 

In preparing to chart the navigation of reality formation’s heavily populated slippery slope, we first waded through the philosophically, metaphysically and scientifically jargoned swamp of semantic obscurity in which accounts of reality and its formation are often mired, with the intent of draining the swamp to reveal its most traversable terrain. We approached this endeavor modestly by avoiding the presumptuous objective of determining what reality is, and focused instead on the far less daunting task of assessing what reality is like. For even though there is even no universal agreement on what reality is like, we can come far closer to agreeing on this than to an agreement on what reality actually is.

The likeness of reality to our experiencing of it is the only reality that we can actually ever know. Since we cannot have an experience of reality in which we do not ourselves participate, reality cannot appear to us as anything other than what it is like in our experiencing of it.  Consequently, while reality itself is an all-inclusive integral whole, it can be known to any participant therein only as his or her own particular experiencing thereof, and can never be known in the form of anyone else’s experience. Once again, experience is ultimately the only evidence that we have (see p. xx.)

For example, how any given associate of yours (sibling, friend, co-worker, spouse, etc.) would perceive his or her life to be like if you had never participated therein can never be known to either party. This is because one’s participation in reality is one’s reality, an experientially formed reality that is formed by his or her moment-by-moment engagement thereof and remembrances of former experiencing. (For an annotated bibliography of the reality-oriented materials we found most helpful, see Appendix X, pp. xxx.)
By setting semantic ambiguities aside (insofar as possible) while duly honoring all remaining uncertainties less subject to discount, in addition to our assertion that everyone’s commitment to his or her own neurally coded view of reality tends to border on courtship of perceptual and conceptual addiction, we have identified ten further generalizations that seem generic to everyone’s experiencing of what reality is like. We conclude, therefore, that all individual and collective endeavors of reality-formation may be accounted for as follows:

· Reality is always experienced as multiple and at minimum threefold: this, and/or that, plus an observation of any such distinction.
· Reality is an integrally, synchronously and confluently ensembled, unified and all-inclusive whole.

· Reality is consequential, both individually and collectively.

· Reality is only approximately knowable.

· Reality is only approximately manifest.

· Reality is probabilistic and mutable, rather than certain and fixed.

· Reality is influenced by our knowing of it.

· Reality cannot be accounted for by a single model thereof. 

· Reality as we experience it is whatever we individually and collectively make of our self<↨>world interrelationships.

· Reality as we experience it is best managed via the reality-forming power of commitment.

Although this book is ultimately about the very last of these ten generalizations, before addressing how the reality-forming power of commitment empowers us to deal most effectively with our self←↨→world interrelationships we devote the remainder of this section to a thorough examination of what our experiential reality is like overall. We do this because the better we comprehend the slipperiness of experiential reality’s slope, the more appreciative we can be of the reality-forming dynamics of commitment that provide the traction essential to our effective navigation of its slippery terrain.

We acknowledge also that our ten generalizations and elaborations thereof are unavoidably redundant, because the complexities of the overlapping sublevels of multiplexed reality are recursively self-similar. Yet however complex may seem our overview of what reality is like, Sections Two and Three examine just as thoroughly what the reality-forming power of commitment is like. In today’s chaotic circumstances, understanding complexity is the new simplicity. 
It was Susan Bradford’s simplification of reality’s complexities via her impeccable practice of commitment that made the life-saving difference in her behavioral trajectory from home to emergency room. Only as we likewise come to know and honor what reality is like can we best determine how to employ the power of commitment to gain traction on reality formation’s slippery slope. It is only via the cohering dynamics of commitment that we can find our way through the complexities that the following generalizations signify, and upon which we somewhat redundantly elaborate.

We therefore assumed no presumptuous intent to determine what non-experienced reality is per se, and focused more modestly on the far less daunting task of assessing what our experiential participant-observer interrelationship with reality is like. In other words, out of all the reality subsets cited above, we have centered on experiential reality – reality as experienced from within – as this book’s reference frame of choice. And though there is likewise no universal agreement even on what experiential reality is per se, one can come far closer to establishing what reality is experientially like than to agreeing on what it ultimately is. This is because the likeness of reality to our experiencing of it is the only reality that we can come close to actually knowing.10+
For example, how any given associate of yours (parent, sibling, friend, co-worker, spouse, etc.) would perceive and experience his or her life to be like had you never participated therein can never be known to either of you, because one’s participation in reality is one’s reality for all practical purposes. Each of us embodies an experientially individually custom-tailored reality that is expressed and formed to correspond with our moment-by-moment entanglement therein, and largely in reinforcement of our recollections of former experiencing, whose database for the remembrance of things past is enormous. For instance, it is widely and variously estimated that we have from 40,000 to 60,000 thoughts each day, 95% of which are earlier thoughts in rerun mode, a cerebral rut-engraving tendency that waddress in Section One and Addendum One.
From an observer-participative experiential view of what reality and the formation thereof are like, it resembles the interrelationship of the North American continent’s multi-million-mile network of streets, roads and highways with the hundreds of millions of travelers who daily self-organize their individual and collective journeys thereon. We form our participant-observer reality as travelers of this network by engaging pre-existing given transportation routes in support of our self-realization of the intended travel outcomes to which we are committed. Reality is similarly an interrelated network of given potentials, possibilities and probabilities, amidst which network all human activity experientially self-organizes itself. It is in keeping with the implications of this gestalt of interrelationship that our book initially examines and establishes what the interrelated network of reality’s givens is like before we address the practice of experientially negotiating its networked givens – just as others first examined and established the world’s given potentials, possibilities and probabilities for human travel before putting down permanent streets, roads and highways.
To recapitulate: 
· Because of the fundamentally reciprocal nature of reality itself, its likeness to our experiencing of it is the only reality that we can possibly know. Given our inability to have an experience of reality in which we do not ourselves participate, reality cannot appear to us as anything other than what it is like in participant-observer experiencing thereof. Consequently, while reality is an all-inclusive integral whole in and of itself, it can be known to any participant therein only as his or her own partial experiencing thereof, and can never be known by any of us in the form of anyone else’s experiential partiality. Nor can reality be known as whatever its unaltered state may be independent of all experiencing thereof.
· For these and other reasons that we later note herein, reality’s non-experienced ultimate given nature will forever elude our total comprehension. Nor can its given nature be overridden by contrary willfulness on our part. Though we can alter reality’s pre-existing substance and structure, we cannot alter the fundamentally principled reciprocal nature of its dynamics. Thus any of reality’s givens that we willfully resist will accordingly persist, because our resistance is the equivalent of each sustaining wall that upholds the opposing wall of an A-frame building. And though we may quite significantly modify reality’s given substance and structures, we can do so only via a willingness to make over our participatory interrelationship with reality by modifying the forms of our participation. 
This recapitulated process of individual experiential evolution is likewise a principal (and principled) aspect of our cultural evolution as well.
Unmasking Reality’s Masquerade
We don’t see things as they are, we see things as we are.
The Talmud
Since no one can define precisely what reality actually is, given our inability to subtract our experiencing of reality from the reality that is being experienced; and since neither do any two persons experience reality identically, all experiencing of reality is therefore personalized. It is there quite appropriate that the word “person” is derived from the Greek word, persona, which signifies one’s wearing of a mask. Each of us, in other words, presents a custom-individualized face to the world. It is from this participant-observer perspective on the formation of our experiential reality that. our book surveys the slippery-sloped landscape of reality overall. 
We begin our survey with an extensive unmasking of how our mindsets and behaviors give individually custom-tailored formations to our experiencing of reality. Since reality always shows up for us á la mode of our participant-observer interrelationship with it, rather than purely á la carte on its own terms exclusive of our participation, it behooves us each to develop the most effective observer-participation with both universal reality-at-large and with our local reality-at-hand. Establishing such an interrelationship requires thorough knowledge of how our individual and collective experiencings of reality are given form by us , for only as we are knowledgeable of how we construct our interrelationship with reality can we construct it in a way that effectively produces to order our self-determined outcomes.
Accordingly, in this book’s Overview, Section One and Addendum One we provide a thorough examination of the complexity of the experiential reality-forming process, relative both to universal reality-at-large and to our immediately local reality-at-hand. We are not, however, among those who tend to view the world’s complexities with alarm so that they can then point with pride to their know-how concerning the resolution of its complexities. Our purpose for detailing the enormous complexity of reality formation, prior to presenting the relatively simple antidote of commitment, is to empower our readers to understand and appreciate the otherwise overwhelming degree of complexity that dedicated commitment can readily resolve. 
Fully appreciating the implications of our observer-participative role begins with the realization that all experiencing of reality is interpretive, a construal rather than a replication of whatever we may be experiencing. An operational understanding of the built-in interpretive nature of self-aware consciousness is essential to establishing an interrelationship of self-with-world that effectively optimizes the well-being of all concerned.
In our provision herein of such operational understanding we draw quite extensively on neuroscientific, quantum-relativistic, cosmological and other profound scientific insights. Yet we make no attempt to derive from them a formal theory of consciousness. What consciousness is, as well as what it is like, tends to be even more opaque to cognitive assessment than is reality. Therefore, while reality formation necessarily involves our experience of being conscious, we leave the “disambiguation” of consciousness per se to a realm of expertise that we have widely sampled, while yet allowing it to remain in the sample cases of its acknowledged experts.10+ In the meantime, however, just as we have done with reality and commitment, we do address how consciousness is generally experienced by human beings and, with reference to our shortcomings, how consciousness is at times not experienced.
As we subsequently demonstrate in Sections Two and Three, the most effective way to realize made-to-order self-world interrelationships is via the reality-forming powers of commitment, whose fundamental nature is widely misunderstood. People variously assume that commitment is a firm declaration of intent, or an attitude of persistence and determination, or a success formula, or an industrial-strength brand of positive thinking. Yet rather than being any of these – although it may incorporate them all – commitment is a life-organizing operational principle that empowers us to experience self-generated outcomes that emerge from an ongoing non-divertible intention to fulfill their realization. The word “commitment” as employed herein signifies the conviction (certitude) that we will realize an intended outcome to which we are unalterably dedicated, and to which outcome our dedicated behavioral trajectory is never allowed to be more than temporarily diverted. 
The difference between divertible and non-divertible intention is analogous to that of light fasting and deep fasting. Light fasting is broken whenever one resumes eating food. Deep fasting is broken whenever one thinks of food. Deep intentionality is eminently workable because it proactively and self-organizingly engages both the formative principles of universal reality-at-large and the formative dynamics of one’s immediate reality-at-hand. 
The process of draining the swamp (from SOCO): Possibly make an Addendum of the features of reality’s milieu.

Include Einstein, Dyson, Laszlo and Taggart re fields? (Einstein and Laszlo are presently in Six-B)

Include ecological psychology of Gibson and Maturana/Verela?

Include more from Einstein?

Include more from Zajonc?

Include more from Josephson, Smithson and Whitehead? 

The fascinating implications of Okasha’s concluding question are addressed in [“does the universe exist” – [Tim Folger, “Does the Universe Exist if We’re Not Looking?” (Discover, June 1, 2002), online at http://discovermagazine.com/2002/jun/featuniverse. A printable version of this article is at:  http://discovermagazine.com/2002/jun/featuniverse/article_print.]
Include quote therefrom that is in thesis inputs  

Einstein’s additional views.

Most if not all of us have recognized, as does the above epigraph, that we are sometimes similarly “beside ourselves.” What may sometimes also occur to us is that if we had our lives to live over again with the memory of its first run intact, we would this time avoid our prior failures to do what we would, and our doings doings of what we would not. However, before concluding that in such a rerun of former circumstances one would actually make different choices, is instructive to read Peter Ouspensky’s novel, The Strange Life of Ivan Osokin. X
Although Osokin was granted the opportunity to relive his life from early childhood from the perspective of its completed first run, he consistently opted for the familiarity and certainty of reproducing his previous life by repeating the mistakes that he had made the first time around until he eventually forgot his former life altogether. (Ouspensky’s novel may be considered as a literary analogue of Dali’s “The Persistence of Memory.”) Unlike the hero of the movie Groundhog Day, or the central character of the television show Second Time Around, Osokin failed to make different choices as his former life was recycled. He instead did all of the things that he had experienced as mistakes the first time around. There having been no change in the way that he experienced himself the first time around, there could likewise be no change in the way that he re-experienced it. Such change is not consequential to doing things over, it is consequential to making over oneself.
Ouspensky was the most well-known disciple of G. I. Gurdjieff, and his novel’s plot portrayed the unmindful moment-to-moment ordinary consciousness that Gurdjieff called “waking sleep,” the socio-psychologically enculturated consensual trance that is examined in another of Ouspensky’s books, The Psychology of Man’s Possible Evolution,.X The objective of Gurdjieff’s teachings and trainings was to awaken people from their consensual entrancement by snapping them out of their entranced condition. Such an awakening is described by the author of the following statement:X
A friend and I went over to a local bar, where another friend of his was working as the manager. Since I don't care for liquor, I had a cup of coffee while my friend and I were killing time till his buddy got off work. All of a sudden, I had some kind of a shift in consciousness, and I could see that everybody in the place was sound asleep! There weren't that many around, as it was still early Sunday morning – maybe 15 or 20 people – but while they were all walking around, talking, playing pool, socializing, etc., they were absolutely sound asleep in the sense they were functioning on a completely mortal plane of life and utterly unaware of anything about or beyond their human frame of reference, and were living their entire lives in complete and utter spiritual ignorance. 
Another example of an awakening from our consensual trance is described by author Charles Garfield: X   
If you have ever gone through a toll booth, you know that your relationship to the person in the booth is not the most intimate you'll ever have. It is one of life's frequent non-encounters: You hand over some money; you might get change; you drive off. I have been through every one of the 17 toll booths on the Oakland-San Francisco Bay Bridge on thousands of occasions, and never had an exchange worth remembering with anybody.

Late one morning in 1984, headed for lunch in San Francisco, I drove toward one of the booths. I heard loud music. It sounded like a party, or a Michael Jackson concert. I looked around. No other cars with their windows open. No sound trucks. I looked at the toll booth. Inside it, the man was dancing.

"What are you doing?" I asked.

"I'm having a party," he said.

"What about the rest of these people?" I looked over at other booths; nothing moving there.

"They're not invited."

I had a dozen other questions for him, but somebody in a big hurry to get somewhere started punching his horn behind me and I drove off. But I made a note to myself: Find this guy again. There's something in his eye that says there's magic in his toll booth.

Months later I did find him again, still with the loud music, still having a party.

Again I asked, "What are you doing?"

He said, "I remember you from the last time. I'm still dancing. I'm having the same party."

I said, "Look. What about the rest of the people."

He said. "Stop. What do those look like to you?" He pointed down the row of toll booths.

"They look like toll booths."

"Noooo imagination!"

I said, "Okay, I give up. What do they look like to you?"

He said, "Vertical coffins."

"What are you talking about?"

"I can prove it. At 8:30 every morning, live people get in. Then they die for eight hours. At 4:30, like Lazarus from the dead, they reemerge and go home. For eight hours, brain is on hold, dead on the job. Going through the motions."

I was amazed. This guy had developed a philosophy, a mythology about his job. I could not help asking the next question: "Why is it different for you? You're having a good time."

He looked at me. "I knew you were going to ask that," he said. "I'm going to be a dancer someday." He pointed to the administration building. "My bosses are in there, and they're paying for my training."

Sixteen people dead on the job, and the seventeenth, in precisely the same situation, figures out a way to live. That man was having a party where you and I would probably not last three days. The boredom! He and I did have lunch later, and he said, "I don't understand why anybody would think my job is boring. I have a corner office, glass on all sides. I can see the Golden Gate, San Francisco, the Berkeley hills; half the Western world vacations here and I just stroll in every day and practice dancing.”
Abraham Lincoln said, "Most people are about as happy as they make up their minds to be." I would tend to agree

Our resistance to new behaviors precludes many changes whose properly managed outcome would be our experiencing of greater happiness. Yet as Gurdjieff taught, if we are to break the bonds of our behavioral inertia we have to become continually lucid during our waking sleep.7 (The quest for such lucidity also informs the psychology of what Australian aborigines call “the dreamtime.”8)
In today’s technologically “civilized” and hyper-realized waking sleep, we project our contemporary dreamscape onto the screens of movie theaters, television sets and computers, where we can view our projection as if our experiencing of it originates in something other than our own inner lucidity (or lack thereof). We have, in fact, become technologically super-adept at outwardly projecting the totally contrived situation comedies, dramas, photo ops, reality TV and other pre-scripted events that comprise our technologically mediated hyperreality.9 
Yet these mirrors that we place on the digital wall can portray for us the fairest of them all only to the extent that we are ourselves fair to their fictional foundation, as noted in novelist Tom Clancy’s statement that “The difference between fiction and reality is that fiction has to make sense.” Thus while whatever is not of our own making may not necessarily be sensible, whatever we wish to be of our own making must make sense if it is to serve us well.   

In addition to maintaining a mindful distinction between our fictional and actual experiential realities, being mindfully accountable both for and to our conscious awareness also requires our recognition of the transience of everything we view, and our viewing of whatever is presently before us without undue commitment to the perspectives of yesterday’s mindset or to other forms of what some have called “premature cognitive commitments.”

Although our random thoughts often come to naught, our ongoing train of thought is invariably transporting and productive of its own kind, as was a movie wherein a seductively attractive woman is about to disrobe when a passing train obscures the moviegoers’ view of her. A young man who returned day after day to see the film was asked why he enjoyed it so much. “One day,” he said, “that train might be late.” It is with equal reliability that our train of thought also obscures whatever may lie beyond the tracks that we have laid down for it in our minds.

As our self and the world jointly form our experiential reality’s semi-dreamlike quality, they encounter one another in our present moments only, never in our past. Yet each of them does bring its past to bear upon the other in their present encounter, and our experiencing thereof is formed far more by our self’s recalled past moments than by any past moments of the world per se. This is because everything that has passed now exists solely within our individual and collective memories thereof, since there is nothing either “in here” or “out there” that presently exists as its past. 

The past survives only in our retrospective experience thereof, and only in the form of today’s habitually embodied fruits of our experiential yesterdays. Nor can our recalled past be consciously present to our experiencing of today in any way other than our embodiment of its fruits is mindfully realized and thus made real by us. This is yet another rather dreamlike aspect of our experiential process, whose enthrallment is best neutralized by a commitment to an outcome that is other than the one we have earlier set in motion, such as, for example, a commitment to cease overeating and/or to adopt a program of daily exercise to neutralize a former subliminal commitment to taking in more energy than our body consumes. We continue to be run by our subliminal commitments until we mindfully run our professed commitments instead.
How we maintain our attentional habits is suggested by a song that almost all of us learned as children:

Row, row, row your boat, gently down the stream. 

Merrily, merrily, merrily, merrily, life is but a dream.

However gently or otherwise we row the boat of our attention down the stream of our consciousness, we experience our present life and recall our past accordingly. In the lyrics of Neil Young:6+
It’s a dream

Only a dream

And its fading now

Fading away

Its only a dream

Just a memory without anywhere to stay

Young’s lyrics are not only poetic, they have substantial neuroscientific validity as well, since the content of our attention at any given moment has no place to stay in our immediate conscious awareness as it is replaced by the content of our next attentional moment. Thus the content of each moment’s attention, which is formed in accordance with the degree and quality of that moment’s payment of attention, is stored in our subconscious mind where the memories of most of our millions of moments sooner or later fade beyond our ability to deliberately recall them. And whatever memories do remain accessible are recalled within the attentional context of the moment in which they come back to mind, and only secondarily within the relatively hazy context of the experiential moment of their origin. This is why we refer to our recollections as a re-membering of the past rather than a replication thereof. We put our past together again (re-member it) primarily within the context of who, what, when, where, why and how we are being in the immediate moment of its recall rather than in the context of the way we were being when it originally occurred.

Our moment-to-moment experiencing of life, as formed by both its past and present contexts, represents a rather dreamlike weaving together of current with former contextual moments. Yet however dreamy or wakeful we may be, accountability for this weaving is always our own. It is in part this facet of our experiential ambiguity that Gurdjieff acknowledged in his characterization of our daytime life as “waking sleep.” As the chapters in Part Two reveal, a powerful arousal from our “waking sleep” is accomplished by a mindful commitment to “walk down a different street.” 

Chapter Four-B
Navigating the Subject↔Object Borderland

Experience is not what happens to a man;

it is what a man does with what happens to him.

Aldous Huxley

· Karlfried Graf Dűrckheim: [W]e are invaded, as it were, from morning to night, both by our inner being as well as by the threatening exterior world . . . The field of our ceaseless effort to reconcile both sides is none other than our ordinary life. -

· Benjamin Disraeli: “Man is not the creature of circumstances. Circumstances are the creatures of men.”
· Henri L. Bergson: “The eye sees only what the mind is prepared to comprehend.”

· Eric Butterworth: “Attitudes are the forerunners of conditions.”

· Margaret Wheatley: “It is the existence of observers who notice what is going on that imparts reality to the origin of everything.”

Chapter Five-A
From Solid-State to Fluid-State Reality

A person is neither a thing nor a process.

A person is an opening.

Martin Heidegger 
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Chapter Six-B
Our Hardwired Ability to Manage Change

Loss is nothing else but change, 

and change is nature’s delight. 
Marcus Aurelius
We have already noted that change is a universal norm, in contrast to which all stasis is relative. Take for instance the relative stasis of our planet: X
For all ordinary purposes of science the earth can be regarded as a stationary system. We may say if we choose that mountains, trees, houses, are at rest, and animals, automobiles, and airplanes move. But to the astrophysicist, the earth, far from being at rest, is whirling through space in a giddy and highly complicated fashion. In addition to its daily rotation about its axis at the rate of 1000 miles an hour, and its annual revolution about the sun at the rate of 20 miles a second, the earth is also involved in a number of other less familiar gyrations. Contrary to popular belief the moon does not revolve around the earth; they revolve around each other or more precisely, around a common center of gravity. The entire solar system, moreover, is moving within the local star system at the rate of 13 miles a second; the local star system is moving within the Milky Way at the rate of 200 miles a second; and the whole Milky Way is drifting with respect to the remote external galaxies at the rate of 100 miles 

a second and all in different directions! 

(Lincoln Barnett, The Universe and Doctor Einstein (Harper and Brothers, 1948), pp. 29-30. Online edition: http://www.archive.org/stream/universeanddrein000936mbp/universeanddrein000936mbp_djvu.txt)

THE EVOLUTIONARY DRIVER: (from “Evolutionary Spiral”)
In form: The disruptive proliferation of new forms, in both quantity and quality. 
In principle: The eternally and universally ever-present origin of first cause—the initial conditions of creation, which is forever originating new conditions that require ongoing adaptation of existing conditions.
The ever-present origin of the initial conditions of creation is an ongoing potential for chaos. Chaos is the energy of recycling and renewal. Ernest Holmes touched on this ever-present potential when he observed that:
We walk by falling forward; water falls by its own weight; the planets are eternally falling through space... T 279/2 [The self-sustaining universe] 
Evolution is the renewal of forms. 
Heraclitus: The only thing permanent is change.
French proverb: The more things change the more they stay the same.
Nature will not let us stay in any one place too long. She will let us stay just long enough to gather the experience necessary to the unfolding and advancement of the soul. This is a wise provision, for should we stay too long, we would become tooset, too rigid, too inflexible. Nature demands the change in order that we may advance. When the change comes, we should welcome it with a smile on the lips and a song in the 
heart.
Evolution is conservative. Forms change so that their essential wholeness may be conserved. Wholeness is always conserved.
Rohmer's Law: evolutionary change is a conserving process.
"What God hath joined together, let no man put asunder." We are here to combine atoms, not to split them. (Reactor)
Integrity: the glue is love. T 478/4

This Heraclitus vs French proverb paradox was also celebrated in a 1960’s graffiti that appeared in a University of Chicago restroom:
Aristotle: To do is to be
Kazantzakis: To be is to do.
Sinatra: Doo-be-doo-be-doo.
The paradox of change emerging from changelessness is addressed by every metaphysical teaching that endeavors to be complete. Science of Mind addresses this seeming self-contradiction by asserting that while nothing becomes in essence other than what it always has been, is, and shall be, yet all things are forever unfolding (and thus changing) in form.
· Evolution is the ongoing exteriorization, in form, of universally interiorized causal principles that govern all expression. Accordingly, we will forever be increasingly more of—but never other than—what we were in the past.
· Nothing becomes other than what it is, except in form and appearance. Nothing that is, today, is other than what it was yesterday, nor can it become otherwise tomorrow—except in outward representation and expression. Everything, in essence, remains what it is, and eternally so.
· Everything forever unfolds into further self-expression. Hence Ernest Holmes’ affirmation:
We believe in the eternality, the immortality, and the continuity of the individual soul, forever and ever expanding.
It may seem a semantic diversion to assert that rather than becoming what we currently are not, we are instead unfolding more of what we already are. Yet the prospect of unfolding more of our eternal being, rather than becoming other than our present being, is far more than an exercise in semantic antics.
· "Becoming" denotes strife for greater completion, while "unfolding" allows for the cosmos to be eternally complete, whole and perfect at all times. 
· "Becoming" implies movement toward an eventual state of being, while "unfolding" signifies movement in, of or from a state of being that already exists.
For example, the emergence of the rosebud from the bush is the rose becoming more of what it is, not other than what it is. It is this process of emergence, this "coming out” or “showing forth” of what already exists—the emergence of bush from seed or graft, of bud from bush, of blossom from bud, of seed from blossom, and so on ad infinitum—it is this ever-cycling and recycling unfoldment from within that we commonly call "growth," and which is always evidenced as change.
We are forever, always and only unfolding, thus becoming—if we must use that word—more of what we always have been. “‘I am Alpha [that which was potential in the beginning] and Omega [potential fully realized], saith the Lord.’” Our demonstrations can never exhaust our potential because it is God within us that is eternally unfolding as us.
We are right now, as a species, in what could be called the rosebud stage of human consciousness. We are whole, complete and perfect expressions of humankind at its present stage of development, just as the rosebud is a whole, complete and perfect expression of roseness as a bud. We are whole, complete, perfect . . . yet eternally unfinished! And like the unfinished rose that exists just now as a bud, we ourselves are about to blossom into a fuller expression of our being—both collectively as a species, as well as individually.
To restate our metaphysical challenge: If it is true that "as above, so below; as within, so without"—that God is all there is, so that all that is, is God—how can we emerge, unfold and thus grow God in expression if the God thus expressed is not also growing?
Truth Without Consequences?
The question of God's growth is one of many interesting issues raised in C. Alan Anderson's book, The Problem Is God: The Selection and Care of Your Personal God, a lucid and witty application of the "process philosophy" of Alfred North Whitehead and Charles Hartshorne.
Anderson contends that all of our problems are ultimately the same problem: our limited perspectives on the nature of God. He is especially concerned with problems that arise from our commonplace assumption that human activities and decisions have no consequence for God.
The assumption that we have no effect on God, and are therefore of no consequence to/for God, greatly limits the potential of our interconnectivity with the Divine. On behalf of our avoiding such limitation, Anderson presents in practical terms the Whiteheadian view that our thought and behavior do impinge upon God.
Process philosophy portrays God's nature as two-fold, yet unitary—what Ernest Holmes called a "dual unity," and which some scientists call a "complementarity." This two-fold unity consists of God's primordial (a.k.a. “causal”) nature, which Anderson describes as "constant, perfect love and all the other moral perfections—probably aspects of love—that we traditionally attribute to God"; and God’s consequent nature, "in which he is growing, is in process, is developing, is enjoying his relationships with us (and all his other creatures throughout the universe) and is shaped, to some extent, by our free decisions."
The belief that our decisions have consequences for God is the basis for Anderson's thesis that we are to approach God caringly:
Because of his consequent side, God will be made richer or poorer by virtue of what we think and do. He is vulnerable to our actions. Ultimately, everything that we do is done to God.
Declaring that the consequent aspect of God is most clearly seen in our relationships with fellow human beings, Anderson quotes Hartshorne:
To be is to create oneself and thereby to influence the self-creation of those by whom one is known, including God.
The two-fold unity of God's nature is summarized by Anderson:
It should be emphasized that God is still in charge of the universe as a whole, and that he always will be. In this view, he never would cease to be and never could be defeated in his overall undertakings, however free we may be to thwart him in details of development—and perhaps even that is part of the plan.
To assist us in conceptualizing our relationship with a God that grows, I offer the following illustration of the relationship between God’s primordial nature as unformed substance and God’s consequent nature as substance in form, excerpted from a contemporary version of the story of Jonah.
Peak Vitality is the ecopolitan homestead of lifekind’s burgeoning kindom. Thus everywhere I go, here I am, an emissary of Peak Vitality’s kindred mission. So long as I am alive there is nary a nanosecond in which life’s witness to its own fulfillment is not self-aborning within my being. The kindred unfoldment of all my relations – of everything else that lives, along with all that makes life possible – shares with me the slope of vitality’s common peak. We ascend this slope in communion with what philosopher-theologian of inclusivity David Alexander calls our “common unity,” our individual and collective at-one-ment with Peak Vitality’s global commons. The ultimate ground of lifekind’s common unity is the universe at large, whose kindom-ever-coming journey is epitomized in the evolutionary vision of spiritual philosopher Ernest Holmes:
Everything in the universe exists for the harmonious good of every other part. The universe is forever uniting what is harmonious and diminishing what is not. . . . It is the unessential only that is vanishing, that the abiding may be made more clearly manifest.
Peak Vitality is co-operational – literally “together-working” – throughout. Its evolving kindom outlasts all creatures and every species, being far less concerned with the competitive survival of the fittest in part than with the survival of the co-operational fitness of its ecopolitan kindom altogether. Evolution is life’s ever-flowing transcendence of perpetual change, the preservation via adaptation of whatever resonates with Peak Vitality’s kindom as a whole amidst the diminishment of what no longer partakes of its kindom’s whole-summed integrity. Evolution weds Heraclitus’ axiom, “The only thing permanent is change,” with the French proverb, “The more things change, the more they stay the same.” This never-ending marriage ceremony between what goes on and what continues to grow on is officiated by the self-organizing deep ecology of Peak Vitality’s perennial kindom. 
Peak Vitality’s perenniallity substantiates biologist Humberto Maturana’s observation that “history is a process of transformation through conservation.” Evolution conserves what most invigorates the ongrowing vitality of our planetary homestead’s kindom overall, unfolding lifekind as itself by enfolding within itself the transcendent holism that vivifies its ecopolitan matrix. Evolution is far more committed to the inclusively binding fabric of life’s matrix than to the lifekind-excluding fabrications of a species that presumes to enjoy its human vitality set apart. Peak Vitality insures life’s long-run ascent, despite any short-run putting asunder of what lifekind has joined together:
In the beginning
(scientific version)
Earth was a sterile sphere
of boiling oceans and barren rock.
No living thing drew breath,
nor moved upon the face of the deep,
until the spark of serial immortality was struck,
commanding: "let there be life."
And there was life.
Earth's rock steadily eroded
while the soil of that erosion brought forth fruit.
Lifekind flourished,
and transformed Earth's barren surface
to a thriving global household.
If lifekind exists elsewhere among the stars,
there also it likewise takes exception
to the usual way of things.
The ordinary course of events is dissipation:
burning up,
wearing out,
running down,
becoming less,
as lifekind nonetheless continues its increase.
The command to bring forth life
is stronger than our anti-lifekind blunderings.
We have the power to eliminate many species
including, perhaps, our own.
Yet the power of lifekind overall
is greater than any force that we unleash.
Lifekind’s vitality continues to prevail 
in Hiroshima, 
Nagasaki, 
Alamagordo 
and Bikini.
Peak Vitality’s hegemony is unyielding to the exclusive sovereignty of any creature, society or species, and encounters all such hubris in a manner epitomized by D. H. Lawrence:
There are said to be creative pauses,
pauses that are as good as death, 
empty and dead as death itself. 
And in these awful pauses, 
the evolutionary change takes place.
The evolutionary change set in motion by our mid-20th century thermonuclear awful pause has made of us what meta-anthropologist Jean Huston calls “the people of parenthesis”. We are a species of between-agers, teetering on the cusp of an evolutionary makeover that evokes our abandonment of the ongoing futility of far-flung warfare waged in the name of local human welfare, and invokes instead our embracement of the ongrowing utility of the global kindom of well-being that sustains lifekind’s welfare altogether. We are collectively poised at the intersection of the no longer and the not yet, in chrysalis with the next expression of our being that unfolds its wings to fly beyond the reach of our former grasp as we awaken to our common unity with the ecopolitan kindom that sustains our further ascent of Peak Vitality.
 The aspect of change we experience as loss: Holmes: only the non-essential is vanishing . . .
Our experiential set:

[As we have seen] One’s experiential set includes one’s spatiotemporal vantage point, one’s mindset, one’s habits, and everything else that tends to be persistent in one’s experiencing of reality. This formative influence is so pervasive that someone has remarked, “One’s outlook depends upon the one who is looking out.” In other words, what one thinks, feels, says and does depends upon the experiential set of the one who is looking out.

As high-energy physicist Geoffrey Chew has observed of our experiential set:3+
All ways of seeing are approximate. Each experience is an approximation abstracted from a larger context. We don't even know why scientific objectivity works as well as it does [and] if this workability is ever understood, such knowing still won't be the totality of truth. Consciousness itself is approximate, and our experience of consciousness is an interaction among approximations. 
Since everything we notice is perceptually abstracted only in part from a larger context, Chew’s assessment applies to reality in general. Reality itself is a systemic set of overlapping and interacting contexts within other interacting contexts ad infinitum, whose perceptually abstracted influences and impacts we variously estimate in terms of “potentials,” “possibilities” and “probabilities.” 
Managing our experiential set:

The operational principle that all management of outer change mirrors the way one manages oneself is essentially the recognition that however well one may manage any change is in proportion to how well one manages his or her experiential set.
As we shall later demonstrate, the relative certainties of our perceptually abstracted estimations are significantly amenable to the reality-forming powers of intentional commitment. This is because reality is ultimately neutral to the intentions of our experiential set, so long as our intentions are not in contention with reality’s governing principles. Within the governing parameters of these principles, reality shows up for us the way that we show up for it, and becomes whatever we consciously or unconsciously choose to make of it. This principle of reciprocity is so universally prevailing that two scientists who addressed this principle at great length entitled their book The Looking-Glass Universe. 4
In those instances when our neural constructs are dynamic rather than static, its maps and models represent “scenarios” or “simulations” of reality, which likewise are less than full-blown replicas thereof. The discrepant relationship between our neural simulations of reality and the reality that is thus simulated was suggested over a century ago by Lewis Carroll (of Alice in Wonderland fame) in one of his numerous stories of logical nonsense.6+ A visiting professor from abroad, addressed as “Mein Herr,” comments to his British hosts: 
“That’s another thing we have learned from your Nation,” said Mein Herr, “map-making. But we’ve carried it much further than you. What do you consider the largest map that would be really useful?”

“About six inches to the mile.”

“Only six inches!” exclaimed Mein Herr. “We very soon got to six yards to the mile. Then we tried a hundred yards to the mile. And then came the grandest idea of all! We actually made a map of the country, the scale of a mile to the mile!”

“Have you used it much?” I enquired.

“It has never been spread out, yet,” said Mein Herr: “the farmers objected: they said it would cover the whole country, and shut out the sunlight! So we now use the country itself, as its own map, and I assure you it does nearly as well.”

Whatever reality’s actual landscape may be, at any given moment we are experiencing at most only an inner neural map that represents a miniaturized partial construct of its landscape, a reductive and interpretive estimation of reality rather than reality itself in its full-blown and unaltered virginal state. All experiencing, therefore, is of our neural estimations of reality, rather than of reality’s complete and perceptually unmodified conditionality per se. The most that we are ever able to experience, therefore, is our neural constructs of reality, which are always uniquely relative to the location, time, dispositional mindset, habits and other aspects of the experiential set that inform our experiencing. Because we experience only neural estimations of reality, not the reality thus estimated, our experiencing and knowing of reality is confined to the information that they provide, and our reliance upon our neural estimations becomes so habitual that it tends to be addictive. 

Chapter Seven-B
The Ambiguous Dance of Continuity and Change

Xxxxx

Xxxxx

There is a permanent orderliness in the succession of events, and the identification of that orderliness is the purpose of all scientific endeavors. The utilization of that order is the purpose of all technological, engineering and managerial endeavors.
Holons
Capra Tao of Physics

Evolution is a developmentally emergent process of conserving what works in the face of unworkable changes, a self-maintaining process that preserves the unbroken wholeness of the universe overall. It is developmental and emergent by virtue of its causal unfolding from within of manifest outward effects that maintain continuity in the midst of perpetual change. 
Evolution is a principle by means of which of causation shows up as its effects. What we commonly call cause and effect is actually cause as its effects. For example, we are not a learning community and its members, we are a learning community as its members. Nothing exists and a whole, only as a whole. There are not wholes plus their constituent parts, there are only wholes as their contiguous parts. Thus the operational context of all things in all places is harmonial at-one-ment., the presence of wholeness within every part and the presence of every part within its wholeness.
Thomas Jefferson penned a prescription for living as a whole rather than apart from our wholeness: “In matters of style, swim with the current; in matters of principle, stand like a rock.” This prescription also pertains to being for something and against nothing. 
Jefferson’s prescription may be taken as follows:
Be,
as water is,
without friction.
*************************

From the perspective of our reality code, which shapes our outlook from thought central, even when things change they tend as experienced to stay fundamentally the same. The story of the three blind men exemplifies how, even when we experience different things in the present (like the elephant’s ear, tail and nose), our mindset’s projection of past experience can make them seem the same as what we’ve experienced before (fan, rope and hose). 
, unless and until our mindset itself is changed. The only differential in one’s commitment to one’s mindset is whether one is mindfully conscious or thoughtlessly unconscious of its operation. 
commitments wield our power to establish individual certainty amidst a reality that otherwise allows for only approximations
Knowing the orders that inform one’s thought central means being knowledgeable of what persists as all else passes. This includes experiences of the outer world on which all of us can count, plus persistent inner-world experiences that the person who is having them can likewise count on. The scientific method aids us in determining which experiences can always be counted on by us all, while contemplative introspection is useful in determining which of one’s inner experiences is comparably reliable. It is only on the basis of such awareness that optimally workable experiential translations of the world’s given order may be encoded.
Concerning what all of us can count on, when Albert Einstein was once asked what we know for sure he replied, “something’s moving.” Yet the only thing that even Einstein himself could be sure of was the experience of motion, the “something” of which remained uncertain in his mind. The reason he gave for such scant certainty describes the proximal nature of all experience:
Physical concepts are free creations of the human mind, and are not, however it may seem, uniquely determined by the external world. In our endeavor to understand reality we are somewhat like a man trying to understand the mechanism of a closed watch. He sees the face and the moving hands, even hears its ticking, but he has no way of opening the case. If he is ingenious he may form some picture of a mechanism which could be responsible for all the things he observes, but he may never be quite sure his picture is the only one which could explain his observations. He will never be able to compare his picture with the real mechanism and he can not even imagine the possibility or the meaning of such a comparison.
As did the methods of science in Einstein’s day, they continues to address the question of what is moving by examining the motions of energy as it is mattering and of matter that is becoming energy. Our inability to be precise in knowing how the world’s given order is sourced rather than knowing only our experientially translated version of the given order was also explained by Einstein:
A human being is part of a whole, called by us the “Universe,” a part limited in time and space. He experiences himself, his thoughts and feelings, as something separated from the rest – a kind of optical delusion of his consciousness. This delusion is a kind of prison for us, restricting us to our personal desires and to affection for a few persons nearest us. Our task must be to free ourselves from this prison by widening our circles of compassion to embrace all living creatures and the whole of nature and its beauty. Nobody is able to achieve this completely, but the striving for such an achievement is in itself a part of the liberation and a foundation for inner security. 
Xxxxist Eckhart Tolle has recently echoed Einstein’s understanding of our conceptual imprisonment:
Neither God nor Being nor any other word can define or explain the ineffable reality behind the word, so the only important question is whether the word is a help or a hindrance in enabling you to experience That toward which it points. Does it point beyond itself to that transcendental reality, or does it lend itself too easily to becoming no more than an idea in your head that you believe in, a mental idol?
Einstein’s understanding of the ambiguity of our relationship to the given order accounts for his confession in later years: 
Now you think that I am looking at my life’s work with calm satisfaction. But, on closer look, it is quite different. There is not a single concept of which I am convinced that it will stand firm and I am not sure if I was on the right track after all. 
The tenuous nature of every explanation of the given order moved an early contemporary of Einstein, psychologist William James, to ask
Why in the name of common sense need we assume that only one…system of ideas can be true? The obvious outcome of our total experience is that the world can be handled according to many systems of ideas. 
Nearly a century after James posed this inquiry, experimental and theoretical physicist Hermann Weyl commented as if in response thereto:
Science would perish without a supporting transcendental faith in truth and reality, and without the continuous interplay between its facts and constructions on the one hand and the imagery of ideas on the other. . . . The possibility must not be rejected that several different constructions might be suitable to explain our perceptions. 
Instead of thinking only from the perspective of exclusionary duality either/or duality, it sometimes serves us well to think also from the perspective of complementary both/and dual unity. Neils Bohr, a lifelong Einstein contemporary and a principle founder of quantum mechanics, went so far as to acknowledge that “The opposite of a correct statement is a false statement; but the opposite of a profound truth may be another profound truth.” And in yet another perspective on such complementarity, physicist Emilio Segrè further confirmed that “It is one of the special beauties of science that points of view which seem diametrically opposed turn out later, in broader perspective, to be both right.” Such broadening of our perspective, which we examine at length Chapter X, is sometimes the consequence of a so-called “paradigm shift”.
This essay is a sophisticated statement of such well-known propositions as 

· what goes around comes around (“Men walk as prophecies of the next age.”)

· this too has come to pass (“every action admits of being outdone”)

· the only thing permanent is change (“nothing is secure but life, transition, the energizing spirit.”)

· the more things change, the more they stay the same (“Whilst the eternal generation of circles proceeds, the eternal generator abides.”)

Emerson observes that circles encircle one another outward to infinity, because “around every circle another circle can be drawn” as each “circular wave of circumstance” gives birth to newer circumstances. Every circle surrounds something that is known while its circumference borders on the even greater surrounding unknown, and since its circumference increases much faster than its volume, every increase in the volume of what is known expands us into the unknown threefold. 

As the greater unknown also becomes known, our border on the unknown continues to outstrip the volume of what is already known. In other words, all new knowing comes at the place where our current knowing meets the unknown, so that the evidence of our ignorance grows faster than the evidence of our knowledge. Hence Emerson’s statement, “The field cannot be well seen from within the field. The astronomer must have the diameter of the earth’s orbit [i.e., the circumference of its own location] as a base to find the parallax [i.e., pinpoint the exact location] of any star.”

It is for such far-sightedness, Emerson says, that “We value the poet” who has the wisdom to see a field from beyond the time and space of its given moment, to reveal that “In nature every moment is new; the past is always swallowed and forgotten . . .” Take, for example, Shelley’s poem, “Ozymandias”:

I met a traveler from an antique land, etc.
Emerson preferred the fundamental to the monumental.

*************************

The evolutionary flow [flow of ever-emerging evolution] weds Heraclitus’ axiom, “The only thing permanent is change,” with the French proverb, “The more things change, the more they stay the same” – a never-ending marriage ceremony ministered by the common unity that joins whatever temporarily goes on with all that is perennially growing on. 
Our common unity’s persistence substantiates biologist Humberto Maturana’s observation that “history is a process of transformation through conservation.” Evolution historically conserves what most invigorates the ongrowing bio-matrix of lifekind’s planetary kindom overall by continually weaving and sustaining the all-inclusive binding fabric of this matrix, and by diminishing the un-binding fabrications of any species that presumes to enjoy its own vitality set apart. It is thus that lifekind’s long-term integrity is assured, in spite of any short-run putting asunder of what our common unity has joined together:
*************************
We also do well to keep in perspective that reality has two evolutionary faces, one of which is represented by the ancient Greek philosophy of Heraclitus, “The only thing permanent is change,” and the other of which is represented by the French proverb, “The more things change, the more things stay the same.” Reality’s given order is so ongoingly conserving of its own nature that what we call “evolution” is an organizational principle of cosmic self-preservation that compensates for every dysfunctional systemic novelty (things that cease to work, such as a car that won’t start) with workable systemic consistency (things that continue to work, such as other cars already in motion that are headed our way).
Evolution conserves what works in the face of changes that challenge the workability of reality’s given order. Evolution is primal reality’s way of sustaining its workability amidst otherwise unworkable circumstances. The universe compensates for a shifty reality that is never what it used to be, via a governing principle that remains forever as it used to be, the principle of unified diversity. This principle eternally sustains 1) the universal wholeness of what exists, which assures that reality-at-large is unbroken; 2) the universal oneness of what exists, which assures that reality-at-large is integrated; and 3) the universal inclusivity of what exists, which assures that reality-at-large leaves out only what excludes itself by virtue of its own non-workability.
*************************

Evolution is a process in which, over the long run, “many are called, but few are chosen” because the so-called “chosen” are the few who choose themselves. Yet this self-inclusive perspective is vigorously denied by those who view evolution as a force that “weeds out” error, rather than as a process that cultivates and conserves what works best – via the activity of its working best – in mutual accommodation of the forever-fluctuating wholeness ~ completion ~ perfection that flows within and around it. 
Evolution exemplifies the proverbial axiom that “the more things change the more they stay the same.” If evolution had a voice in which it was conversant in English, it could explain its transformations as Werner Erhardt once explained his own in response to a subsequent comment that he was “different”. His reply, “No, I used to be different, now I am the same,” thereby demonstrated that evolution does, indeed, have such a voice.
Evolution conserves the process by which the sameness of principled inclusivity is forever re-attuning to itself whatever is non-inclusive in its ever-emergent expressions of diversity. The dynamical essence of inclusivity’s relationship to diversity is epitomized in Harold Morowitz’s book, Cosmic Joy and Local Pain. Local diversity is forever being reconciled to the principle of cosmic inclusivity, and it is we who are endowed with the mindful custodianship of this principle. Such custodianship is exemplified in anthropologist Loren Eiseley’s account 
*************************

I saw Ozymandias’ commandment of the “Mighty” to despair as a gesture of desperation in itself, an embodiment of the futility inherent in all attempts to take a permanent stand on the transient sands of time. “Things which are seen,” I had earlier been informed from the pulpit of my childhood church, “are not made of things which do appear” (Hebrews 11:3). Although I did not then understand just what this statement meant, it had lingeringly lodged itself in the back of my mind. Contemplating it in the light of Shelley’s poem, I concluded that permanence – if such a quality even exists – is perhaps best sought in the realm of the non-apparent (whatever that might be), which I would later come to know as the metaphysical domain.
During my early college years, my intrigue with matters of permanence and transience was deepened by my encounter of two more statements that are pertinent thereto. One is attributed to Heraclitus, the first renowned Greek philosopher: “The only thing permanent is change.” The other is a French proverb, “The more things change, the more they stay the same.” The latter riddle tended to prove its own case by reminding me of the Biblical lament that “there is nothing new under the sun” (Ecclesiastes 1:9). 
The juxtaposition of these two conundrums awakened my hopeful realization that wisdom may be as redundant through the ages as is the apparent lack thereof. It also suggested 1) that transience is a guarantor of durability, and 2) that impermanence is therefore conserving of permanence. I was moved by these insights to mail a query to philosopher Mortimer Adler, who was awarding sets of the Encyclopedia Britannica’s Great Books to those whose questions he addressed in his mid-1950’s newspaper column. I asked Adler how one may resolve the constancy of impermanence with the permanence of constancy, in the interplay of which the erosive consequences of transience seemingly sustain what prevails.
Although Adler did not address my question, the question has not ceased addressing me. After a decade of attempting to integrate Shelley’s portrayal of the eroding sands of time with Heraclitus’ implication that nothing is more enduring than this erosive tendency itself as well as with the proverbial confirmation that erosion has a stabilizing tendency, I came to my own partial resolution of the mysterious interplay of constancy and change:
When I behold a rock I also see the soil
*************************

The ongoing dance of stability and change is proclaimed in the French proverb, “The more things change, the more they stay the same.” No matter what passage, movement or change we may observe, at some fundamental level the same thing often prevails amidst the flux. Accordingly, while we cannot step into the same river twice, it is nonetheless the same river that we cannot twice step into. As was observed by the man who became the Buddha in Herman Hesse’s novel, Siddhartha, despite a river’s constant journeying to the sea, so long as it is flowing it remains fully present in and as each of its parts, whether the part be its source, its end, or any stretch in between.3
As the Grand Canyon and the world’s other canyons attest, the constancy of a river as a whole transcends and outlasts its changes in part so long as it continues to flow, and does so regardless of its meanderings. And so do we: 4
A living body is not a fixed thing but a flowing event, like a flame or a whirlpool: the shape is stable, for the substance is a stream of energy going in at one end and out the other. We are particular and temporarily identifiable wiggles in a stream that enters us in the form of light, heat, air, water, milk, bread, fruit, beer, beef Stroganoff, caviar and pate de fois gras [and goes out as] babies, talk, politics, commerce, war, poetry and music. And philosophy.
From its atoms to its galaxies to its cosmos as a whole, the universe is a nested hierarchy of local fluctuations, each of which is embedded within the constancy of a larger encompassing whole. The constancy of the universe in its entirety regardless of the fluctuations of all its parts, is attributed in Albert Einstein’s special theory of relativity to the constancy of light. Thus yet another statement of ongoing truth is that light travels at a universally constant speed of 186,282.397 miles per second.4+ Although its speed is lessened as it passes through air, water and glass, the reduced speed remains constant and identical in all identical mediums, and even light’s own changes (of color) take place at the same speed. 
Light’s constancy of movement is unique to light itself. For instance, if one throws a ball forward at 50 mph from a vehicle moving at 50 mph, the ball will travel at 100 mph as it incorporates the vehicle’s speed. Thrown in reverse at 50 mph, however, the ball will merely drop downward. Yet when we measure the speed of light we discover that it never varies, no matter how rapidly forward or in the opposite direction its source of emission is travelling, and no matter how rapidly we are moving toward or away from a light’s source as we are making our measurements. Two persons moving in opposite directions at different speeds within a beam of light will nonetheless register identical measurements of the light beam’s speed. Why and how the motion of light is thus independent of all other motion is among the greatest of all scientific mysteries, and is the ultimate basis for many other scientific mysteries as well.
Not only does light have an invariant motion, each of us has an invariant location, in support of yet another statement of ongoing truth: “Everywhere I go, here I am.” Each of us always and only experiences our self as being “in here” rather than being anywhere else “out there.” Even those who have so-called “out-of-body experiences” continue to perceive whatever they are experiencing from the vantage point of their “here” rather than from the perspective of a “there” whose experience is taking place elsewhere. Each of us is always and only experiencing from within the permanence of our being here, no matter what may be happening elsewhere.
Just as 186,282.397 miles per second is the absolutely constant speed of unimpeded light, being here is the absolute constant of each person’s experience, and this continues to be our sense of self-location regardless of any impediments. Our experience of being here is the foundation of all our other experiencing, because nothing happens of which we are knowledgeable until it (or a report thereof) happens to us. All experience is inherent to the being that is having the experience. For example, even when we’re “thrown for a loop” it is here that the thrown-ness and looping is experienced. We are so irrevocably committed to being here where everything is experienced from within, that even when we are “beside ourselves” or we “meet ourselves coming and going” our experiencing of such also takes place within us, and never somewhere out there. 
Our experience of being in here is a constant of our self-identity amidst a universe of fluctuations, including those that occur in the self thus identified. Our experience of being here is an absolute to which all of our other experiencing is relative. Being here is a lifetime sentence without parole, nor with any time off for good behavior or the prospect of a divorce, whether no-fault or otherwise. No matter what comes to pass in our lives, or moves through our lives, or changes in our lives, all such fluctuation takes place from our vantage point of being here. All of the world’s passages, movements and changes come and go from our ongoing perspective as a passenger whose source of experience invariantly stays put. 
Since all experience of inconsistency elsewhere is embedded in an experience of ourselves being consistently here, no matter what is present in our experience, or is absent from our experience, or is passing by in our experience, the way it is experienced is caused by the one to whom it is present, absent or passing. The implication of this principle of prime location in our self-world interrelationship is appreciated by few of us as fully as it was by a little girl who was seen sitting atop her family’s baggage as her parents were being processed for immigration at Ellis Island as “displaced persons” of World War 2. When a passing social worker remarked sympathetically, “It’s too bad you don’t have a home,” the little girl brightly replied, “Oh, we have a home, we just don’t have a house to put it in.”
The one and only thing that we can absolutely count on throughout our entire lives is that our being is never without a home base of operation, regardless of the state of its housing and other surroundings. This is invariantly the case because no matter where I go, and no matter what happens around me, to me, within me, or as me, here I consistently am.
*************************

The ultimate ground of lifekind’s common unity is the universe at large, whose kindom-ever-coming journey is epitomized in the evolutionary vision of spiritual philosopher Ernest Holmes:
Everything in the universe exists for the harmonious good of every other part. The universe is forever uniting what is harmonious and diminishing what is not. . . . It is the unessential only that is vanishing, that the abiding may be made more clearly manifest.
Peak Vitality is co-operational – literally “together-working” – throughout. Its evolving kindom outlasts all creatures and every species, being far less concerned with the competitive survival of the fittest in part than with the survival of the co-operational fitness of its ecopolitan kindom altogether. Evolution is life’s ever-flowing transcendence of perpetual change, the preservation via adaptation of whatever resonates with Peak Vitality’s kindom as a whole amidst the diminishment of what no longer partakes of its kindom’s whole-summed integrity. Evolution weds Heraclitus’ axiom, “The only thing permanent is change,” with the French proverb, “The more things change, the more they stay the same.” This never-ending marriage ceremony between what goes on and what continues to grow on is officiated by the self-organizing deep ecology of Peak Vitality’s perennial kindom. 
Peak Vitality’s perenniallity substantiates biologist Humberto Maturana’s observation that “history is a process of transformation through conservation.” Evolution conserves what most invigorates the ongrowing vitality of our planetary homestead’s kindom overall, unfolding lifekind as itself by enfolding within itself the transcendent holism that vivifies its ecopolitan matrix. Evolution is far more committed to the inclusively binding fabric of life’s matrix than to the lifekind-excluding fabrications of a species that presumes to enjoy its human vitality set apart. Peak Vitality insures life’s long-run ascent, despite any short-run putting asunder of what lifekind has joined together:
*************************

Inquiring Within to Assess Your Strategy of Self-Management
From early childhood onward, each of us develops an evolving strategy of self-management, a consistent, ordered way of being in the world – the way-I-am of our who-I-am. Our strategies of self-management shape the overall pattern of our relationship to the world of our experience, i.e., our relationships to self, to others, and to our circumstances. And whether our relationships are harmonious or discordant depends upon how harmonious or discordant are our strategies of self-management.
Since none of us can step into the same stream of consciousness twice, each of our life strategies is subject to continuous ongoing modification, á la Heraclitus’ observation that “the only thing permanent is change.” Yet some aspects of our respective life strategies remain quite constant, á la the French proverb, “the more things change, the more they stay the same” (“Plus ça change, plus ça le même chose.”) This is the way the entire cosmos operates, because the ultimate function of all change is the preservation of what is most workable via its continuous accommodation of and to the dynamics of ever-fluctuating circumstance. 
The word that has come to represent the universal accommodation of change is “evolution.” The evolutionary process selects for the preservation of that which is most harmonious amidst the discord of change. Evolution is a non-local (everywhere present) mutually accommodative process that works everywhere in the cosmos the same way it works anywhere therein. For most of the cosmos, the mutually accommodative evolutionary process proceeds on “automatic pilot.” Human beings, however, represent the evolutionary process becoming increasingly self-aware of the way its unfoldment works. We sometimes exploit this awareness by relating to change in a way that is intended to preserve what seems to work best for our immediate local benefit, even though it is discordant with what works for the benefit of the universal whole. Over time, our discordant preservation of what serves us locally at the expense of the whole (i.e., apart from and discordant with the whole) tends increasingly toward the extinction of such behavior. This tendency is at the basis of all ongoing discord.
Evolution is conservative cosmic brake on the liberality of change. 
Forms change so that their essential wholeness may be conserved. Wholeness is always conserved.
Rohmer's Law: evolutionary change is a conserving process.
*************************
To speak gratitude is courteous and pleasant.
To enact gratitude is generous and noble,
but to live gratitude is to touch Heaven.
-Johannes A Gaertner
If a man will begin in certainties he shall end in doubts; but if he will be content to begin in doubts he shall end in certainties –Francis Bacon (1620)

*************************

the message of evolution is its preservation of simplicity via the latter’s complexification.
Change is a self-evident truth that presents itself to everyone’s sensibility. Everybody’s experience confirms that all things change over time. Though change can be directed, distorted, deformed, diverted, delayed or denied, it cannot be eliminated, prevented, or avoided. The only thing that can be truly said about all things without exception is that “this, too, shall pass.”
Although each passage is relative, passage itself is an absolute. Thus a snail’s travel is measured in inches per hour, while the astronaut’s is measured in miles per second. Yet snails, astronauts and all other things share a common circumstance: in each and every instant of their existence, they are between a no longer and a not yet.
There is another thing as self-evident as change, and that is the central factor of our existence: everywhere I go, here I am. The truth of my “I amness” is just as absolute as the truth that all things, myself included, are in transition. There can never be a circumstance, situation or place of exception to my experience that “everywhere I go, here I am”:
· There is no place to which I can go and not show up.
· There is no place where I can show up if don’t go.
· There is no place that I can leave before I do.
· There is no place where I can stay behind once I have left it.
Everything in the universe of my experience is relative, with the exception of what my experience is relative to: everywhere I go, here I am. This utter constancy within all change is acknowledged in the concluding assessment of the Eagles’ song, Hotel California: “you can check out any time you want, but you can never leave.”
*************************

In Western culture the paradox of change emerging from changelessness is addressed in the contrast between a famous proclamation of Greek philosophy . . .
The only thing permanent is change.
and a French proverb:
The more things change, the more they stay the same.
This paradox was also celebrated in a 1960’s graffiti that appeared in a University of Chicago restroom:
Aristotle: To do is to be
Kazantzakis: To be is to do.
Sinatra: Doo-be-doo-be-doo.
The paradox of change emerging from changelessness is addressed by every metaphysical teaching that endeavors to be complete. Science of Mind addresses this seeming self-contradiction by asserting that while nothing becomes in essence other than what it always has been, is, and shall be, yet all things are forever unfolding (and thus changing) in form.
· Evolution is the ongoing exteriorization, in form, of universally interiorized causal principles that govern all expression. Accordingly, we will forever be increasingly more of—but never other than—what we were in the past.
· Nothing becomes other than what it is, except in form and appearance. Nothing that is, today, is other than what it was yesterday, nor can it become otherwise tomorrow—except in outward representation and expression. Everything, in essence, remains what it is, and eternally so.
· Everything forever unfolds into further self-expression. Hence Ernest Holmes’ affirmation:
We believe in the eternality, the immortality, and the continuity of the individual soul, forever and ever expanding.
It may seem a semantic diversion to assert that rather than becoming what we currently are not, we are instead unfolding more of what we already are. Yet the prospect of unfolding more of our eternal being, rather than becoming other than our present being, is far more than an exercise in semantic antics.
· "Becoming" denotes strife for greater completion, while "unfolding" allows for the cosmos to be eternally complete, whole and perfect at all times. 
· "Becoming" implies movement toward an eventual state of being, while "unfolding" signifies movement in, of or from a state of being that already exists.
For example, the emergence of the rosebud from the bush is the rose becoming more of what it is, not other than what it is. It is this process of emergence, this "coming out” or “showing forth” of what already exists—the emergence of bush from seed or graft, of bud from bush, of blossom from bud, of seed from blossom, and so on ad infinitum—it is this ever-cycling and recycling unfoldment from within that we commonly call "growth," and which is always evidenced as change.
We are forever, always and only unfolding, thus becoming—if we must use that word—more of what we always have been. “‘I am Alpha [that which was potential in the beginning] and Omega [potential fully realized], saith the Lord.’” Our demonstrations can never exhaust our potential because it is God within us that is eternally unfolding as us.
We are right now, as a species, in what could be called the rosebud stage of human consciousness. We are whole, complete and perfect expressions of humankind at its present stage of development, just as the rosebud is a whole, complete and perfect expression of roseness as a bud. We are whole, complete, perfect . . . yet eternally unfinished! And like the unfinished rose that exists just now as a bud, we ourselves are about to blossom into a fuller expression of our being—both collectively as a species, as well as individually.
To restate our metaphysical challenge: If it is true that "as above, so below; as within, so without"—that God is all there is, so that all that is, is God—how can we emerge, unfold and thus grow God in expression if the God thus expressed is not also growing?
If it works, it’s obsolete. Nature does not allow anything to stay too long

*************************

Chapter Eight-B
There is Far More to Reality Than Meets the Conscious “I”

Xxxxxx
Xxxxx
Dear Ben, et. al.,

Your citation of ineffability reminds me that long before Ken Wilber's acknowledgment of "the myth of the given,” American philosopher Clarence Irving Lewis acknowledged "the ineffability of the given."

The myth of the given is the assumption that the given is precisely as we perceive it to be, i.e., that it is not ineffable. Hence Alan Watts' comment on the futility of assuming that we can eff the ineffable and scrut the inscrutable.

Godel's Incompleteness Theorem says it best: Nothing can be known without a context that makes it intelligible. All knowing therefore exists within a context which, though it fully includes the knowing, is not fully included by the knowing. Therefore, if it were actual possible to know everything then nothing would be understood because there would be no context framing to make understanding possible. 

This is why all who presume the possibility of articulating a Theory of Everything must eventually stub their T.O.E. 

The more we know than we can say.

[What we are able to become additionally aware of via non-cognitive means is a matter that we address in the concluding portion of this Overview at p. xx.]
The Game of the Rose 
Spirit merges with matter to sanctify the universe. Matter transcends to return to spirit. The interchangeability of matter and spirit means the starlit magic of the outermost life of our universe becomes the soul-light magic of the innermost life of our self. The energy of the stars becomes us. We become the energy of the stars. Stardust and spirit unite and we begin: One with the universe. Whole and holy. From one source, endless creative energy, bursting forth, kinetic, elemental. We, the earth, air, water and fire – source of nearly fifteen billion years of cosmic spiraling.
Rep. Dennis Kucinich, from “Starlight and Spirit” 1
All of me, why not take all of me . . .
Popular song
As profound as Congressman Kucinich’s above assessment may be, even more profound than what we know about the macro-universe of galaxies, solar systems, and wandering stardust is what we are only beginning to understand about the micro-universe. To quote astrophysicist Freeman Dyson: 2
The picture of the world that we have reached is the following. Some ten or twenty qualitatively different quantum fields exist. Each fills the whole of space and has its own particular properties. There is nothing else except these fields; the whole of the material universe is built of them. Between various pairs of fields there are various kinds of interaction. Each field manifests itself as an elementary particle. The particles of a given type are always completely identical and indistinguishable. The number of particles of a given type is not fixed, for particles are constantly being created or annihilated or transmuted into one another. The properties of the interactions determine the rules of creation and transmutation of particles.

Even to a hardened theoretical physicist it remains perpetually astounding that our solid world of trees and stones can be built of quantum fields and nothing else. The quantum fields seem far too fluid and insubstantial to be the basic stuff of the universe. Yet we have learned gradually to accept the fact that the laws of quantum dynamics impose their own peculiar rigidity upon the fields they govern, a rigidity which is alien to our intuitive conceptions but which nonetheless effectively holds the earth in place.

According to Albert Einstein,3
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.
Sir Arthur Eddington earlier cited the implications of the quantum perspective in his description of the two distinct natures of his writing desk, as summarized in the following commentary: 4
You may be familiar with Arthur Eddington’s parable of the two writing desks. First there is the commonsense solid desk of our physical senses which we can wrap with our knuckles, write on, even sit upon. This desk contrasts with the second desk of quantum physics which consists almost entirely of empty space sprinkled with unimaginable tiny specks of energy separated by distances a hundred thousand times their own size. The interior of the atom is nearly entirely empty, a vast void.

There are many folk sciences, including folk physics. To folk physics things like this podium are made of substance; substance is something hard that fills space. This explains why you don't fall through a podium when you lean on it. However, the podium to real physics, as Arthur Eddington put it, is mostly empty space in which sparsely scattered...are numerous electric charges rushing about with great speed; but their combined bulk amounts to less than a billionth of the bulk of the [podium] itself.

Two writing desks: 

An aspect of this question was forcefully presented by Sir Arthur Eddington (who, as we

know, led the eclipse expedition in 1919 that seems to have triggered the elevation of

Einstein to his unique status as a hero in popular culture). Writing the introduction to his

popular book, The Nature of the Physical World [2] he says (and I condense):

Sir Arthur Eddington earlier cited the implications of the quantum perspective in his description of the two distinct natures of his writing desk, as summarized in the following commentary: 4
You may be familiar with Arthur Eddington’s parable of the two writing desks. First there is the commonsense solid desk of our physical senses which we can wrap with our knuckles, write on, even sit upon. This desk contrasts with the second desk of quantum physics which consists almost entirely of empty space sprinkled with unimaginable tiny specks of energy separated by distances a hundred thousand times their own size. The interior of the atom is nearly entirely empty, a vast void.

There are many folk sciences, including folk physics. To folk physics things like this podium are made of substance; substance is something hard that fills space. This explains why you don't fall through a podium when you lean on it. However, the podium to real physics, as Arthur Eddington put it, is mostly empty space in which sparsely scattered...are numerous electric charges rushing about with great speed; but their combined bulk amounts to less than a billionth of the bulk of the [podium] itself.

I have settled down to the task of writing these lectures and have drawn up my

chairs to my two tables…

One table has been familiar to me from the earliest years. It is a commonplace

object of that environment which I call the world… Table No. 2 is my scientific

table… [It] is mostly emptiness sparsely scattered in that emptiness are numerous

electric charges rushing about with great speed…. Modern physics has by delicate

test and remorseless logic assured me that my second scientific table is the only

one which is really there -- wherever ‘there’ may be.

Suber: http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/writing/bacc2.htm
Hidden:

Much more than our own selves is hidden from ourselves. 

Much is hidden from us, not the least of which is how we come to know what is not hidden from us. Thus part of being qualified to manage change is our knowing about how we know about whatever we would change.

Reality:

Reality isn’t what it used to be.

John Lennon

As we have already seen, in addition to reality’s not being what it used to be, reality is also far more than meets the eye. 

Reality is spaced out.

Reality is not just what happens “out there” and what is happening to us. It is what happens “in here” and what is happening by, through, as and from us.  

The events in our life are neutral, as is all of reality.

[See SOCO 1-7]

Where we differ from other creatures is not in consciousness itself, but in the picture that is painted in our consciousness…. Enlightenment is seeing the same world, but in a different light. It is not seeing different things so much as seeing things differently. –Peter Russell
Earth’s Fifth Geological Force (In “Newer Thought Metaphysics”)
Art is the imposing of a pattern on experience, and our esthetic enjoyment is recognition of the pattern. -Alfred North Whitehead
See also Foundations Class 08-09: Interiority
Spirit merges with matter to sanctify the universe. Matter transcends to return to spirit. The interchangeability of matter and spirit means the starlit magic of the outermost life of our universe becomes the soul-light magic of the innermost life of our self. The energy of the stars becomes us. We become the energy of the stars. Stardust and spirit unite and we begin: One with the universe. Whole and holy. From one source, endless creative energy, bursting forth, kinetic, elemental. We, the earth, air, water and fire – source of nearly fifteen billion years of cosmic spiraling.
Rep. Dennis Kucinich, from “Starlight and Spirit” 1
All of me, why not take all of me . . .
Popular song
As profound as Congressman Kucinich’s above assessment may be, even more profound than what we know about the macro-universe of galaxies, solar systems, and wandering stardust is what we are only beginning to understand about the micro-universe. To quote astrophysicist Freeman Dyson: 2

Chapter Nine-B
The Varieties of Illusory Experience 

Xxxxx
Xxxxx
Upon their becoming actual,  whereupon they may be given different names that accord with their initial use, such as “laser” instead of “death ray”). The process of naming is further evidence of how reality shows up in our neuro-physiological “user interface” of conscious awareness in accordance with how we designate our experiencing thereof, as in the Bob Dylan song where God asks Adam why he assigned the name “snake” to a slithering creature, to which Adam replies that it looked like a snake. (As with many of Dylan’s lyrics, this is an opportunity “go figure.)

Chapter Ten-B
The Participant-Observer Balancing Act

We don’t see things as they are.

We see things as we are.

-The Tal What we observe is not nature itself,
but nature exposed to our method of questioning.
Werner Heisenberg
mud
Add Rumi, etc. here.
Ineffability and myth of the given.
The cosmological implications of our observer-participancy were noted by early 20th century astronomer-physicist Sir Arthur Eddington in his recognition of our experientially self-constructed representations of universal order: X
We have found a strange foot-print on the shores of the unknown. We have devised profound theories, one after another, to account for its origin. At last, we have succeeded in reconstructing the creature that made the foot-print. And lo! It is our own.

The tendency of our self-constructed representations of reality to be self-blinding was also cited by Eddington, who likened our reference frames to a fishing net through which can slip any fish that is smaller than its mesh. Whenever we draw a conclusion that is equivalent to maintaining that there can nothing can exist that doesn’t fit within our frame of reference, we perceptually and conceptually self-blind ourselves to whatever else may indeed exist. 

The interpersonal implications of our observer-participancy were cited by novelist Marcel Proust: X
Our social personality is a creation of the thoughts of others. We fill out the physical appearance of the being we see with all the notions we have about him.
The bottom line of our participant-observer balancing act was cited during a 1993 interview with cosmologist Brian Swimme when he introduced co-author McInnis to the quantum-mechanical foundation of the cosmic balancing act. In his recently published book, The Universe Story, he had alluded to this dance with such seemingly mystical comments as X
· The human being within the universe is a sounding board within a musical instrument.

· Walt Whitman is a space the Milky Way fashioned to feel its own grandeur. 

· The Milky Way expresses its inner depths in Emily Dickinson's poetry, for Emily Dickinson is a dimension of the galaxy's development.
I [McInnis] had recognized these comments as examples of so-called “vibrational resonance” and “co-resonant frequencies” that are evidenced in “tuned resonant systems,” which include the tendency of mechanical (not digital) clocks placed in close proximity to eventually tick in unison, as well as the shattering of a crystal drinking glass from a distance by sounding a tone with one’s voice that has just the right volume and pitch to accomplish that result, and the tendency among women who live together to synchronize their menstrual cycles. The technical term for such phenomena is “wave-phase entrainment,” yet another example of which is the co-resonance of our body~mind’s frequency with that of our planet when both resonate at the 7.5 hertz wavelength that is equivalent to the girth of Earth’s circumference. It is ordinarily only meditation that our body~minds may likewise attain the 7.5 hertz resonant frequency, which accounts for the harmonious feeling that we sense when we do so.X
At the rarified quantum level of cosmic order there are only resonant frequencies and their particle-like fallout, which we experience at the dense material level of cosmic order as “hard” reality” and “stuff happening.” Accordingly, as I was interviewing Brian at his kitchen table I asked him to explain the relationship between the insubstantiality of resonant frequencies and the substantiality of material phenomena. After specifically citing the above three statements from his book, I challenged him to describe precisely how invisible quantum-mechanical dynamics weave and bond the cosmos together in universal unbroken wholeness. 

Brian tapped his fingers on the table for some time, glancing thoughtfully about, before gazing out his kitchen window and responding:

Let me do that by considering the rose outside the window here. First of all, the light from that rose is radiating from the rose itself. This is contrary to what Newton said, that light bounces off the rose. From the perspective of quantum physics, light radiates from the rose. When light is absorbed by the rose, every photon that comes from the sun to the rose vanishes, is gone, is absorbed by the rose. So then what happens? Actually, the rose creates light - except that I don't really think of it in terms of light, because this suggests that what is being radiated is different from the rose. What the rose creates is photons, and they are not the same photons that it absorbed. That is point number one: the rose's photons are creations of the rose itself. 

Point number two is that the connotation of the word "photon" is also faulty, suggesting that a particle of light is somehow different from a rose. The photons radiating from the rose are best understood as the self-expression of the rose. What is actually coming to you, what you actually see, is rose itself, as opposed to light bouncing off of rose.  It's just rose. 

Not only is our Newtonian idea of light faulty, so is our Newtonian idea of presence.  Because just as we once thought that light was like little bullets that bounce off the surfaces that it touches, we also thought that a rose existed in one place, that the actual presence of the rose could be localized. In quantum physics that's not the way it works.  It can't be, because the presence of the rose is wherever it affects anything. If you ask where the rose is located in terms of quantum mechanics, you must speak in terms of wherever it is affecting the universe. Therefore, if I am affected by the rose, it is here as well as there. I don't mean that it's partially here, or that its image is here, I mean that the rose itself is here. 

Yet even if you are profoundly influenced by the rose, you are still picking up only a tiny dimension of what the rose is expressing about itself. The range of energies given off by the rose is vast, and the ability of our eyes and other senses to respond to that range is very limited. There is so much that is flooding us, and we are able to respond to such a tiny piece of it. 

Now in that context, let's employ a metaphor similar to that of the sounding board, and say that human beings are like tuning forks. In the midst of a symphonic orchestra, a tuning fork begins to sound its particular note. And that's the way I think of a human being in the midst of the universe.”
In keeping with Brian’s perspective, the word “person” is derived from the Latin verb personare, “to sound through.”X Each person uniquely re-sounds his or her unique individuation of the universe’s unbroken wholeness via a “vibrational fingerprint” which is distinct from that of all other persons. Accordingly, while from the macro-cosmic perspective of material objectivity it appears that I may be reduced to the sum of my parts, from the micro-cosmic perspective of quantum-field multiplicity, I am produced as a local expression of the universe’s totality. I am a local expression of the universe’s overall evolutionary tendency toward an ever-increasingly complexity of interrelationships. It is therefore likewise more than a mere coincidence that the Latin root of the word “complex” means “interwoven” or “plaited.”
From a cosmological participant-observer perspective, the universe is an all-inclusive complex of entangled interrelationships. Each person is an instrument for the unique local expression of this universal composition, which re-sounds a variation of the cosmos’ theme of at-one-ment. In so doing, each of us is far greater than any summation of our material parts. We are whole-self beings attuned to the cosmos’ common unity overall, rather than bio-computerized vehicles at the end of a cosmic assembly line. We are at once assemblers of the local ongoing means of cosmic order and assemblages of that order’s universal end, in which the purpose of our life is a life of purpose whose purpose is life itself.
The cosmological implications of our observer-participancy were also noted in astrophysicist Sir Arthur Eddington’s early 20th century recognition of the constructs that we self-compose to represent our experience of the given universal order.
We have found a strange foot-print on the shores of the unknown. We have devised profound theories, one after another, to account for its origin. At last, we have succeeded in reconstructing the creature that made the foot-print. And lo! It is our own.

Eddington’s contemporary, poet T. S. Eliot, similarly observed, “We shall not cease from exploration, and the end of all our exploring will be to arrive where we started and know the place for the first time.” Mythologist Joseph Campbell rendered the essence of both Eddington’s and Eliot’s pronouncements in seven simple words: “The place to find is within yourself.” And when we do find that place, which can no more be seen by us than we can see a sound, nor can be heard by us any more than we can hear an image, what we shall have found in any event, as Eddington suggested, is what we ourselves have already put there.

As an everyday life example of the participant-observer balancing act, when co-author McInnis was encouraging a friend, the friend’s experience was one of being hassled. Neither of our experiencings matched that of the other. Which experiencing was right? Or were they both right? Or was neither of them right? 

Or is the term “right” a useful guide to the assessment of such situations? For instance, on another occasion when my wife, Heidy and I were shopping, I told her that while she finished shopping I would wait for her at the concession stand near the exit where I was going to have a hot dog. When I saw her look at my somewhat protruding stomach I detected her silent disapproval, and on my way to the concession stand I decided that she was “right.” When she asked me later why I had changed my mind I said “Because of the way you looked at my stomach.”

“What do you mean?” she said. “I didn’t look at your stomach.  That was all in your head. I couldn’t have cared less whether you ate a hot dog.”

A more accurate report of what happened would seem to be that I experienced my wife looking at my stomach disapprovingly, even though she did not experience doing so. It was entirely on the basis of my own experience, not on hers, that I chose not to eat a hot dog. (It is also possible that my experiencing of her look was accurate, and that she unconscious thereof.)

Resounding Our Cosmic Song and Dance
Time-lapse photography has allowed us to glimpse the unfolding of flowers and embryos and galaxies. If we were able to view the sense of self in a similar way, we would be able to glimpse also the external deconstruction and reconstruction of the sense of self in ever-moving, sequential, and beautiful patterns of unfolding. We do not yet have a good vantage point on ourselves. -Kathleen Dowling Singh
Rather than being creatures who are composed of interchangeable parts and whose assemblage likewise functions as an interchangeable part, each of us is instead a uniquely resonant expression of all one’s parts in unison as a whole, as we mirror and re-sound the image and likeness of a universe that is likewise whole. For example, we are literally composed of Earth’s elements of land, air and sea, to the extent that the chemical content of our blood is almost identical to that of sea water. The Earth participates in our embodiment thereof in at-one-ment with our reciprocal participation with the Earth. And because the larger universe begat all of Earth’s planetary elements that in turn beget ourselves, we participate in a self-with-cosmos interrelationship as well. Every atom in our bodies had its origin either in the initial Big Bang or in subsequent star systems, some of which are billions of light years distant from our own galaxy and in many cases have ceased to shine since radiating the light that we are still able to see. Everyone’s body contains atoms of all but two of the universe’s 92 stable elements, so that the unifying nature of the cosmic whole makes each of us approximately a whole-universe catalog.8 As astrophysicist Neal deGrasse Tyson has testified: 9
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.
Upon my own initial intuition of this cosmos-wide interconnectivity I wrote the following I-opener:

"What is this universe?" I asked

of physicists, astronomers and others

who strive daily to penetrate its depths and breadths.

They told me of wondrous things,

of energies, velocities and distances

measured only by time that I don't have.

And they told me about stars that have long since ceased to shine,

but whose prior light only just now coming to our eyes

still serves to guide seafaring mariners in the dark.

Since I am a mariner myself,

destined to find my own way on life's uncharted sea,

I thought: Perhaps the stars have guidance for me, too.

I shall consult them face to face.

And thus it was I found myself beneath a starry night,

surrounded by the rhythms of rustling stalks of corn,

of crickets and of other night-time celebrants.

I watched and listened far and long,

and marveled that a guiding star, though dead

(perhaps, two thousand years?)

could be communed with trustingly by those who seek direction.

I consulted with the galaxies,

until I recognized that the sparkling far above

was echoing in the pulsing melodies of the celebrants below.

"What is this universe?"

The answer to my question came in four-part harmony:

S elves, in unison with

O thers, re-creating

N ature in fulfillment of nature's

G od.

Uni-verse is one song.

To resound means to sound again – to quite literally re-sound, and to resonate is to re-sound at a particular frequency. Each of the universe’s parts is thereby analogous to an instrument which, like a tuning fork, locally resonates at a particular frequency within the everywhere-prevailing (a.k.a. “non-local”) holistic orchestration of unbroken cosmic wholeness. This resulting cosmic harmony is produced by the universe’s innumerable quantum fields, in the concert of whose interplay a cosmic symphony re-sounds, and wherein which each instrument plays its part in accordance (a chord dance) with all other instruments.10
Cosmic Joy and Local Pain
There is no cure for birth and death save to enjoy the interval. 
George Santayana

A seeming exception to the co-operative universal interplay of cosmic fields is our frequent choice, whether unconsciously or knowingly, to live in disruptive contradiction of their common unity. Yet the cosmic principle of omni-mutual reciprocal co-operation ultimately prevails over our contradictions thereof, in accordance with a design that biophysicist Harold Morowitz epitomizes in the title of his 1987 book, Cosmic Joy and Local Pain.11 For Morowitz, “cosmic joy” represents the harmonizing tendency of universal wholeness, while “local pain” represents any and every dis-ease of and among the cosmos’ immediate parts. Cosmic joy signifies the universal flow of cosmic energy overall, within whose cohering bond is reconciled all local pain of contrary incoherence in its parts. All stress of local diversity is eventually reconciled to the joy of cosmic inclusivity.  
Morowitz is the herald of the fourth law of thermodynamics, which states that the flow of energy through a system acts to organize that system. The cosmic flow is forever organizationally coherent overall, for just as gravity binds all things together as a unitary whole, so does the universe as an energetic whole congruently prevail over all contrary local tendencies toward incongruence. By systemically reconciling every local instance of instability to the cohering common unity of its energetic cosmic wholeness, the universe remains unflappably congruent overall in spite of however many flappable butterfly wings are locally tending to make conditions chaotic. 

Morowitz’s account of how the universal flow-through of co-operative energy ongoingly facilitates the reconciliation of local pain to cosmic joy provides a scientific confirmation of what we spiritually intuit as the principle of “grace”: the eternal availability of Spirit’s harmonious reconciliation of soulful distress. Our capacity for the conscious intuition of grace was exemplified during an accident described by transcendental anthropologist Loren Eiseley, who perceived the relationship of cosmic joy to his own local pain after tripping over a curbstone while walking to his office. He experienced the accident from a perspective on his molecular inner galaxy’s embodiment of the all-encompassing cosmic order:12
. . . I caught the toe of my shoe in an ill-placed drain. Some trick of mechanics brought me down over the curb with extraordinary violence. A tremendous crack echoed in my ears. When I next opened my eyes I was lying face down on the sidewalk. My nose was smashed over on one side. Blood from a gash on my forehead was cascading over my face. 

Reluctantly I explored further, running my tongue cautiously about my mouth and over my teeth. Under my face a steady rivulet of blood was enlarging to a bright red pool on the sidewalk. It was then, as I peered nearsightedly at my ebbing substance there in the brilliant sunshine, that a surprising thing happened. Confusedly, painfully, indifferent to running feet and the anxious cries of witnesses about me, I lifted a wet hand out of this welter and murmured in compassionate concern, “Oh, don’t go. I’m sorry, I’ve done for you.” 

The words were not addressed to the crowd gathering around me. They were inside and spoken to no one but to a part of myself. I was quite sane, only it was an oddly detached sanity, for I was addressing blood cells, phagocytes, platelets, all the crawling, living, independent wonder that had been part of me and now, through my folly and lack of care, were dying like beached fish on the hot pavement. A great wave of passionate contrition, even of adoration, swept through my mind, a sensation of love on a cosmic scale, for mark that this experience was, in its way, as vast a catastrophe as would be that of a galaxy consciously suffering through the loss of its solar systems.

I was made up of millions of these tiny creatures, their toil, their sacrifices, as they hurried to seal and repair the rent fabric of this vast being whom they have unknowingly, but in love, compounded. I was their galaxy, their creation. And I, for the first time in my mortal existence, did not see these creatures as odd objects under a microscope. Instead, an echo of the force that moved them came up from the deep well of my being and flooded through the shaken circuits of my brain. I was they – their galaxy, their creation. For the first time, I loved them consciously, even as I was plucked up and away by willing hands. It seemed to me then, and does now in retrospect, that I had caused to the universe I inhabited as many deaths as the explosion of a supernova in the cosmos.

Weeks later, recovering, I paid a visit to the place of the incident. A faint discoloration still marked the sidewalk. I hovered over the spot, obscurely troubled. They were gone, utterly destroyed – those tiny beings – but the entity of which they had made a portion still persisted. I shook my head, conscious of the brooding mystery that the poet Dante impelled into his great line: “the love that moves the sun and other stars.”
Would that all of us were thus mindful of life’s trips, for while folk wisdom admonishes us that “There’s no use crying over spilt milk,” such empathy for spilt blood is quite in order. It was from Eiseley’s empathy for our spillage of humankind-ness that he once confessed, seeing the light at the end of our species’ present tunnel vision, “I am resigned to wait out man’s lingering barbarity.” 
Human beings, as the most intelligent parts of the universe yet known to us, have the capacity to mindfully “carry the tune” of our resonant frequencies rather than do so only subconsciously. We can (with practice!) convert that capacity into the ability to discern when our frequencies are “out of tune” and how to re-attune ourselves to the overall cosmic harmony. Such knowledge-ability has been called being “in tune with the infinite.” 13 From a practically applied operational perspective, it may also be called “the science of minding one’s own business.”

Mindfully resounding my uniquely local tune in harmonious counterpoint to the universal symphony is a science of attuning my awareness to the orchestrating principles that preordain our cosmic common unity. Whether my experience is in or out of tune with this common unity is a function of my integral awareness of 1) its orchestrating principles of interrelationship, 2) the unique resonant frequency that inheres (in-here’s) my own being, and 3) the attunement of my resonant frequency to the orchestrating interrelational principles.

The practice of this science was prescribed by dancer Martha Graham:

There is a vitality, a life-force, an energy, a quickening that is translated through you...and because there is only one of you in all time, this expression is unique. And if you block it, it will never exist through any other medium, and will be lost.  It is not your business to determine how good it is, nor how valuable, nor how it compares with other expressions.  It is your business to keep it yours clearly and directly, to keep the channel open. You do not even have to believe in yourself or your work. You have to keep open and aware directly to the urges that activate you.

KEEP THE CHANNEL OPEN!

As it is with the presence and scent of roses, so it is accordingly with the prescience and sentience of my human beingness: I am the lord-within of my own resonant dance, so long as its channel is kept open. My interwoven relationship with the cosmos, as both a local assembler and assemblage thereof, is an expression of the “infinite and everlasting dance” of cosmic promise.
Until the Original Moment when space and time began,

God had no room for movement.

And so it was in the beginning

that God spoke the Word:

"Let a cosmic playground be where all that is may know enjoyment 

by taking itself lightly."
Thus was the Field of Play brought into Being.

Seeing this as good, God said,

"Now let there be amongst the play

some time of rest from playing."

Hence began the periodic darkness,

whose service is enhancement of the light.

This, too, God saw as good.

"Now let the Field of Play be filled with players," God decreed,

and the game of life began. 

God finally declared,

"From amongst the players let those come forth

whose game it is to write the script."

Eventually the Field of Play emerged as you and me

and we, God said, are also very good,

good enough to co-write the script henceforward.

Good enough, that is, so long as we do not forget our permanent home address: here-I-am.
Footnotes:

1. Dennis Kucinich, from a speech entitled “Starlight and Spirit”.  See also the painting, “An Unbroken Circle of Starlight and Spirit" at http://www.clarencekapay.com/IMG_0347.JPG of which the following is a smaller image:




2. Freeman Dyson, quoted in Kenneth Brower, The Starship and the Canoe (Bantam, 1978), p. 186.
3. Albert Einstein, quoted in Milič Čapek, The Philosophical Impact of Contemporary Physics (Van Nostrand Rinehold, 1961), p. 319.

4. Peter Stuber, “When We Leave Our Desks” 

(http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/writing/bacc2.htm#Footnote%2016#Footnote%2016) 

5. Brian Swimme and Thomas Berry, The Universe Story: From the Primordial Flaring Forth to the Ecozoic Era – A Celebration of the Unfolding of the Cosmos  (HarperSanFrancisco, 1992). 

6. Itzhak Bentov, Stalking the Wild Pendulum: On the Mechanics of Consciousness (E. P. Dutton, 1977), pp. 30-31.  For a fascinating book-length exposition of resonant phenomena see George Leonard, The Silent Pulse: A Search for the Perfect Rhythm that Exists in Each of Us (Gibbs Smith, 2007, a revised and updated edition of the original 1978 version).
7. Karlfried Graf von Dürkhiem, The Way of Transformation: Daily Life as Spiritual Exercise (Morningside Press, 2006, a revised edition of the original 1971 version), p. 17.

8. I say “approximately” only because at least two elements are in short supply on our planet. For instance, it is estimated that there is no more than an ounce of astatine in the Earth’s crust, and at most only 20 atoms of francium. Frank Close, Particle Physics: A Very Short Introduction (Oxford University Press, 2004), p. 2.

9. Neal deGrasse Tyson, The Universe: Beyond the Big Bang (A&E Home Video, 2007, as broadcast on The History Channel). Downloadable from http://www.monova.org/search.php?term=The+Universe+-+Beyond+the+Big+Bang
10. The metaphors of cosmic “concert” and “symphony” are central to Guy Murchie’s two-volumes (one for the macrocosm and one for the microcosm), Music of the Spheres: The Material Universe – from Atom to Quasar, Simply Explained (Dover, 1967); and of Donald Hatch Andrews, The Symphony of Life (Unity Books, 1967). 
11. Harold Morowitz, Cosmic Joy and Local Pain: Musings of a Mystic Scientist (Macmillan, 1987).
12. Loren Eiseley on “The Inner Galaxy”, in The Unexpected Universe (Harcourt, Brace and World, 1969), pp. 177-78.

13. Ralph Waldo Trine, In Tune with the Infinite (Arc Manor, 2007). Originally published in 1897.
Chapter Eleven-B
Cosmology or Cosmetology?

(The Puzzlingly Entangled Nature of Reality’s Milieu)

What we observe is not nature itself,
but nature exposed to our method of questioning.
Werner Heisenberg
Xxxxx

Chapter Twelve-B
The Perennial Enigma of Free Will

Xxxxx

Xxxxx
eph hemin – literally “up-to-us”- and therefore “epiphenomenal,” a term that signifies illusory phenomona that have no standing in “true” reality.
Chapter Thirteen-B
The Field of All Experiential Probabilities 
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Additions to our Overview references thus far:

55. Geoffrey Chew, at a 1982 scientific conference on consciousness attended by co-author McInnis, then editor of Marilyn Ferguson’s Brain/Mind Bulletin, and summarized in the xxxx issue of the Bulletin.

56. Two excellent books on rousing ourselves from “waking sleep” are Peter Ouspensky’s The Psychology of Man’s Possible Evolution, which contributed much to my own awakening in the late 1960’s; and Diane Kennedy Pike’s 1997 book, Life as a Waking Dream, which develops the methodology of assuming that your waking life is a dream and of applying dream interpretation techniques to one’s daily experience.
57. John C. Briggs and F. David Peat, Looking Glass Universe: The Emerging Science of Wholeness (Simon & Schuster, 1986).

Additions to our Glossary thus far:

behavioral inertia – The tendency of your established patterns of choice and behavior to resist change.

behavioral momentum – The progressive movement of one’s behavior toward an outcome.

dual unity– A pair of opposites aligned in mutual co-operation.
emergent– Forthcoming  from the interactions of multiple reality-forming factors.
entanglement– The influential entwinement of two or more constituents.
experiential reality – Reality as it is known to your individually custom-tailored experience thereof. 

experiential set – Your overall behavioral inertial bias.
hyperreality – Reality that is invented and fabricated for political, commercial or entertainment purposes and is sustained by the mass media.
mindset – The perceptual, conceptual and behavioral predisposition of your thoughts and feelings.
perceptual makeover – The transformation of your internal perspective on and representation of your experienced world.

primal reality – The universally given order of reality, in accordance with the principles and dynamics that generate, organize, design, structure and regulate the interactions of space, time, energy, matter, energy, and motion. evolution and life. 

principles – Universally centralized directives of order and action, such as those of gravity and motion, which determine how primal reality generates and orders in time and space the dynamics of all information, energy, matter and life.
reality-at-hand – Your immediate milieu and experience of reality.

reality-at-large – The totality of all that is manifestly and/or operationally existent.
reality codes– Your neurally abstracted representation of your experiencing of reality.
reality framing – Your contextualizing of your experiential reality.
reality maps – Your neurally abstracted and encoded representations of your experiential reality.
Mistakes:

Mistakes are painful when they happen, but years later a collection of mistakes is what is called experience. -Denis Waitley

You must learn from your past mistakes, but not lean on your past successes. -Denis Waitley

We can chart our future clearly and wisely only when we know the path which has led to the present. -Adlai E. Stevenson

Providence:

 “Provision” includes ethnic Tibetans called “Sherpas” who migrated to Northern Nepal centuries ago, and became fully acclimated to life at 13,000 feet and higher. Sherpas are analogous to what some others call “Schleppers”)  

Time:

Time (the reality of past<>present<>future) is a stubborn illusion – Einstein and Freeman Dyson

Vision:

How do you create a vision? – Reality check exercise.

How do you create tomorrow’s and next month’s  and next year’s experience?

Change:

Three steps:

Decide what you want to change

Create a vision of your end experiencing of the accomplished change’s benefit.

Create a partner to support you in being accountable for your daily practice

How influence and determine outcomes of your behavior?

Not just moving stuff around.

Phaethon

Action:

Relationship between action and reality – how action causes changes in reality

Commensurate action

Action must be in correspondence with the principles that govern reality.

Failure results from action that is not in compliance with the principles that govern success. 

Non-cognitive:

It is only with the heart that we can see rightly; what is essential is invisible to the eye. -Antoine de Saint Exupery

Principles – life generating

Accountability – we live in an accountable universe.

Ten commandings:

· intentions

· behavior

· destiny

· outcomes

Osokin’s story was instrumental in my own choice to forgive all of the consequences of every other choice that I have made. By the time I encountered the prospect of my third marriage, I had become sufficiently forgiving of what marital union is and is not that I forgave in advance all of its unintended and unexpected consequences. As one consequence of that forgiveness, I’ve had not even a twinge of unforgiveness concerning my final marriage. Such, I suspect is the intent of the well-known traditional marriage vows, “for richer and for poorer, in sickness and in health,” which honor the visible symbols of an invisible gracelessness that calls for the same surrender to my being as life’s grace-full-ness.
Although he could not then know the full complexity of the earth's movements, Newton was nevertheless troubled by the problem of distinguishing relative motion from true or "absolute" motion in a confusingly busy universe. He suggested that "in the remote regions of the fixed stars or perhaps far beyond them, there may be some body absolutely at rest," but admitted there was no way of proving this by any celestial object within man's view. On the other hand it seemed to Newton that space itself might serve as a fixed frame of reference to which the wheeling of the stars and galaxies could be related in terms of absolute motion. He regarded space as a physical reality, stationary and immovable; and while he could not support this conviction by any scientific argument, he nevertheless clung to it on theological grounds. For to Newton space represented the divine omnipresence of God in nature. 
(Lincoln Barnett, The Universe and Doctor Einstein (Harper and Brothers, 1948), pp. 29-30. Online edition: http://www.archive.org/stream/universeanddrein000936mbp/universeanddrein000936mbp_djvu.txt)
When it comes to doing what we would rather not do while not doing what we would rather do, we are all at one time or another “beside ourselves.” Why is this the case?
The answer to this question may be found in another condition that everyone tends to have, a condition that was initially known as “split personality.” This term arose to describe the occasional person who would evidence stark discrepancies of character like those dramatized in Robert Louis Stevenson’s book, Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde. 
Since the writing of Stevenson’s book, there have been persons diagnosed with as many as 30-plus distinct selves. So today it’s called “multiple personality disorder.” In some cases this disorder is so bizarre that one self learns to speak a foreign language that the other selves don’t know. Or one self manifests a disease, such as diabetes, that the other selves do not.
Stevenson’s name for “Mr. Hyde” was most appropriate, because we all tend to hide from ourselves. And we do so in that place where we think we are least likely to be found: within ourselves. Yet it is often only from ourselves that we most successfully succeed in hiding. Others see what we do not allow ourselves to see because, with one exception, multiple selves are unaware of one another’s existence.
When people undergo treatment for multiple personality disorder, it is the exceptional self that their therapists look for, because that is the self that intimately knows the nature and ways of each of the other selves, and of itself as well. That is the self that a person with multiple personality disorder must learn how to be on a consistent basis if s/he is to recover from the disorder. 
The common name for the self within us that knows all of the other selves hiding out in its neighborhood is the “authentic” self. I prefer to call it the “innate” self. The term “innate” signifies ”born with.” My innate self is the self that I was born with. My innate self is singular, and is impervious to either a division or a multiplication of itself. Each of us has an innate self, concerning which Ernest Holmes wrote:
There is a spiritual man who is never sick, who is never poor, unhappy; never confused or afraid [and] who is never caught by negative thought. Browning called this “the spark which a man may desecrate but never quite lose.”
The innate self is the absolute self, relative to which we deem all of our other selves to be “beside.” My preferred name for any other self that experiences itself as being beside my innate self is the “acquired self.” The acquired self (or selves) is not unaware of the innate self’s existence, as is revealed in the very statement, “I am beside myself.” The self that I experience as “beside” me is my innate self, and the self that experiences being beside is my acquired self.
It is not because we are afraid that we do not dare.
It is because we do not dare that we are afraid.
-Seneca
In short, we herein elaborate upon the most reliably known antidote for behavioral inertia: our assertion of self-dominion over the given circumstances of our overall reality-at-large via the exercise of our personal authority and responsibility that empowers us to restructure our local reality-at-hand.  
Before we address these questions in Section Three’s examination of the reality-forming power of commitment, a thorough assessment of the way commitment works is essential. Only with a full understanding of the nature and dynamics of the commitment process, and of the mindset that makes the process effective, can our commitments be productive of their intended results. 

The relationship between the choices I make and the corresponding pattern of their consequences can assist me in discerning when my subconscious perspectives are overriding my conscious ones. As I contemplate the pattern of my consequences in light of the question, “What is the perspective that sustains this pattern?” I can sometimes detect which level of my consciousness, mindful or mindless, is generating the pattern. Since the pattern of my consequences is generated by my perspectives, the more mindfully I direct my perspective-shaping ability, the more mighty I am to choose proactive patterns of choice and consequence rather than reactive ones that conform to perspectives I have adopted from others, or that maintain outworn perspectives of my own.
This is way that I honor Steiner’s dictum to “develop the faculty of letting the impressions of the outer world approach me only in the way in which I myself [mindfully] determine.”
http://search.barnesandnoble.com/Writing-Secure-Code/Michael-Howard/e/9780735617223

quotes: http://ellisllk.lautre.net/mathematique/citation/mathematiques

Men’s natures are alike; it is their habits that separate them.  –Confucius

Thoughts lead on to purposes; purposes go forth in action; actions form habits; habits decide character; and character fixes our destiny. –Tryon Edwards

Your beliefs become your thoughts. 
    Your thoughts become your words.
        Your words become your actions.
            Your actions become your habits.
                Your habits become your values.
                      Your values become your destiny! –Mohandas K. Gandhi
Genius means little more than perceiving in an unhabitual way. -William James
A long habit of thinking a thing wrong gives it a superficial appearance of being right. –Thomas Paine

Habit is habit, and not to be flung out the window by any man, but coaxed downstairs a step at a time. –Mark Twain
Evolutionarily speaking (or for those who so believe, in accordance with God’s commandment “I have set before thee this day life and death; therefore, choose life” [Exodus xxx]) the purpose of life is a life of purpose whose purpose is life itself. Life is a principle of emergence from non-life whose purpose is to perpetuate and magnify the realm of its existence.
DEUTSCHMAN FOLLOW-UP

The only thing more difficult than following a regimen is not imposing it on others. -Marcel Proust
We furthermore show how the odds against our making disaster-averting changes can be significantly reversed, as for example by a program that established the aforementioned “missing link.” This program effectively empowered 77% of participating heart-attack survivors to permanently adopt dietary and lifestyle changes that are prerequisite to the probable outcome of their living a more invigorating and longer life. (See p. xx)

University of California (San Francisco) professor of medicine Dr. Dean Ornish 
Since for eight out of nine heart attack survivors fear of recurrence was insufficient to motivate the changes of behavior and lifestyle required to minimize the probability of such recurrence, he empowered them to change the way they perceived their condition. He convinced hundreds of research subjects that with mindful respect for their condition they could resume living with the same zest they had felt prior to their heart attack, while doing most of the things that brought them joy prior to thereto. He also enlisted their commitment to a short-term program of major dietary and lifestyle change, which included ceasing to smoke, adopting a quasi-vegetarian diet, adequately exercising, and attending weekly support group meetings to share progress reports with one another as well as their ongoing concerns about their condition and their new lifestyle. This program produced such a quickly realized experience of renewed vigor and vitality – within two weeks on average – that three years later three-quarters of its participants were still observing its prescribed lifestyle.

The first three questions above are among the many other questions that this book addresses. In the meantime, the fourth of these questions and the preceding question of a “missing link” raised by Dr. Miller have both been addressed by a program that has effectively empowered 77% of participating heart-attack survivors to permanently adopt dietary and lifestyle changes that greatly enhanced the probability of their living a more invigorating and longer life. (See p. xx)

Ornish program reported here.

Wanting What You Know
In continuation of Alan Deutschman’s report that we cited in Chapter One, he writes:

Look again at the case of heart patients. The best minds at Johns Hopkins and the Global Medical Forum might not know how to get them to change, but someone does: Dr. Dean Ornish, a professor of medicine at the University of California at San Francisco and founder of the Preventative Medicine Research Institute, in Sausalito, California, {who] realizes the importance of going beyond the facts. "Providing health information is important but not always sufficient," he says. "We also need to bring in the psychological, emotional, and spiritual dimensions that are so often ignored." Ornish published studies in leading peer-reviewed scientific journals, showing that his holistic program, focused around a vegetarian diet with less than 10% of the calories from fat, can actually reverse heart disease without surgery or drugs. Still, the medical establishment remained skeptical that people could sustain the lifestyle changes. In 1993, Ornish persuaded Mutual of Omaha to pay for a trial. Researchers took 333 patients with severely clogged arteries. They helped them quit smoking and go on Ornish's diet. The patients attended twice-weekly group support sessions led by a psychologist and took instruction in meditation, relaxation, yoga, and aerobic exercise. The program lasted for only a year. But after three years, the study found, 77% of the patients had stuck with their lifestyle changes -- and safely avoided the bypass or angioplasty surgeries that they were eligible for under their insurance coverage. And Mutual of Omaha saved around $30,000 per patient. 

Why does the Ornish program succeed while the conventional approach has failed? For starters, Ornish recasts the reasons for change. Doctors had been trying to motivate patients mainly with the fear of death, he says, and that simply wasn't working. For a few weeks after a heart attack, patients were scared enough to do whatever their doctors said. But death was just too frightening to think about, so their denial would return, and they'd go back to their old ways. 

The patients lived the way they did as a day-to-day strategy for coping with their emotional troubles. "Telling people who are lonely and depressed that they're going to live longer if they quit smoking or change their diet and lifestyle is not that motivating," Ornish says. "Who wants to live longer when you're in chronic emotional pain?" 

So instead of trying to motivate them with the "fear of dying," Ornish reframes the issue. He inspires a new vision of the "joy of living" -- convincing them they can feel better, not just live longer. That means enjoying the things that make daily life pleasurable, like making love or even taking long walks without the pain caused by their disease. "Joy is a more powerful motivator than fear," he says. . . .

Dr. Ornish's other astonishing insight [is] that radical, sweeping, comprehensive changes are often easier for people than small, incremental ones. For example, he says that people who make moderate changes in their diets get the worst of both worlds: They feel deprived and hungry because they aren't eating everything they want, but they aren't making big enough changes to quickly see an improvement in how they feel, or in measurements such as weight, blood pressure, and cholesterol. But the heart patients who went on Ornish's tough, radical program saw quick, dramatic results, reporting a 91% decrease in frequency of chest pain in the first month. "These rapid improvements are a powerful motivator," he says. "When people who have had so much chest pain that they can't work, or make love, or even walk across the street without intense suffering find that they are able to do all of those things without pain in only a few weeks, then they often say, 'These are choices worth making.' " 

While it's astonishing that most patients in Ornish's demanding program stick with it, studies show that two-thirds of patients who are prescribed statin drugs (which are highly effective at cutting cholesterol) stop taking them within one year. What could possibly be a smaller or easier lifestyle change than popping a pill every day? But Ornish says patients stop taking the drug because it doesn't actually make them feel any better. It doesn't deal with causes of high cholesterol, such as obesity, that make people feel unhealthy. The paradox holds that big changes are easier than small ones.13+

From Section on assumptions about commitment:

The power of determination includes knowing what you want and working hard (and/or smart) in order to have what you want, making use of all available resources and taking all relevant steps, knowing that you can overcome obstacles and handicaps to the realization of an outcome, knowing that you won’t give up, knowing that you are capable of changing an unworkable habit, and knowing that any determination that is less than all of the foregoing is not enough. 7
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dean_Ornish

USA Today study

Consumer Reports Study

· Jennie Craig

· Weight Watchers

At http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/18496858/:

Currently 41 percent of Americans are trying to lose weight, while 63 percent say that they have dieted at some point in their lives, according to a separate survey being released by Consumer Reports. And ultimately, though weight-loss plans are big business, the vast majority of dieters — more than two-thirds — do it on their own, the survey found. Another 16 percent are enrolled in free weight-loss programs, while 8 percent have signed up for paid programs.

At http://www.consumersearch.com/www/health_and_fitness/weight-loss-programs/review.html

That's why experts favor Weight Watchers, which allows for two important elements that really help people lose weight -- flexibility and support.
Repeated studies show that the more continuous the support provided and the more tailor-made that support (ideally, human interaction), the more weight was shed and stayed off. A 2007 study by the North American Association for the Study of Obesity comparing a self-help eDiets program to a therapist-led structured behavioral weight loss program showed that those dealing with a real person lost more weight. A 2003 study by the American Medical Association concluded almost the same thing: at every point during the study, weight loss in the in-person support group was greater than that of the self-help group.

http://math.bu.edu/people/jeffs/joke.html

A reporter went to interview the great Danish physicist Niels Bohr, and was astonished to discover that Bohr had a horseshoe hanging over his desk. "Surely you don't believe, Dr. Bohr, that hanging a horseshoe will bring you good luck!" said the astonished reporter. "No, of course not. But I have been informed that it will bring me good luck whether I believe in it or not."
As we commenced writing this book in February, 2006, the Internet marketing campaign was under way for The Secret, a multi-authored book on the metaphysics of manifesting outcomes.1 Within a year it would sell three million copies and over a million and a half companion DVD’s, to become the all-time instant bestselling book of its genre. Its presumed “secret” is the metaphysical “law of attraction,” the principle that like attracts like, in accordance with which we attract to ourselves the things, people and situations that preoccupy our thinking.

This “secret” has actually been known worldwide for several millennia. As a recent historical example of its notoriety, the twentieth century’s bestselling book based on the law of attraction was Napoleon Hill’s Think and Grow Rich, of which 32 million copies (and still counting) have been printed in numerous editions and languages since its initial publication in 1937.2 Hill also wrote several other books that are among thousands of publications (including magazines) that since ancient times have acquainted tens of millions with this not-so-secret law, and whose revelations thereof have been branded and marketed under numerous names by authors from A-Z. (See Addendum A, p. XXX.)

In an article entitled “Unraveling The Secret,” David Rippe writes: 3+
Not surprisingly in a culture where happiness and acquisition are the hallmarks of a successful life, The Secret . . . has attracted a huge following . . . . The Secret has been featured by Larry King, Ellen DeGeneres and Oprah, in Time, Newsweek, and People magazines, and is burning up the Internet with hundreds of thousands of emails flying through cyberspace as people discover what has been known for thousands of years.

Rippe’s  article is prefaced with the caveat that the law of attraction is “neither as simple nor as foolproof as one is led to believe,” and further attests:

The law of attraction states simply that “like attracts like.” Each of us vibrates at a specific frequency, giving off thought waves that act like a cosmic magnet, drawing back to us what we mentally broadcast. So, the ‘thinking’ goes, think like a rich person, and you become rich. Visualize a beautiful home, and it will manifest. In essence, you get what you think.

But the law of attraction poses many complexities and contradictions. If like attracts like, then what is the message of unwanted outcomes, such as cancer or a child born with Down syndrome? Who or what is to blame, if blame is even an appropriate part of the analysis? While one side sings the law’s praises and the other pronounces it snake oil, the truth, like many things in life, lies somewhere in the middle.

As Rippe also observes, “The idea that our thoughts influence the manifestation of our reality is neither new nor radical.” More than a century has passed, for instance, since America’s first world-class psychologist, William James, asserted that “The greatest discovery of my generation is that a human being can alter his life by altering his attitudes of mind.” 4 Yet even in James’ day the “discovery” that changes of outcome can be realized by changing the way we think merely marked a Western rediscovery of a principle long known in the Eastern world, dating back to publications as ancient as the Tao Te Ching 2500 years ago. 5
What instead qualifies as “new and radical” is the emerging paradigm of integral causation, whose truth likewise “lies somewhere in the middle” as outcomes emerge from between and among the converging interactions of multiple co-causal tendencies. Equally novel is the revealed extent to which the dynamics of integral causation incorporate mind-matter interactions, as demonstrated by research in physics, cosmology, psychology, medicine, neuroscience, biology and the emerging “noetic” (i.e., consciousness-related) sciences. As we herein report, anticipated material outcomes can be realized via our mindful understanding and application of the law of attraction in convergent alignment with other co-causal tendencies. And we also address the issue of accountability for unwanted outcomes, while providing readers with opportunities to prove to themselves the implications of integral causation. 

As Newsweek’s assessment of The Secret observes, there are at least three ways to view the proposition that we create our reality in the image and likeness of our thoughts. We can interpret this relationship figuratively as a means by which we make ourselves feel better about circumstances that remain substantially the same, or we can employ it inspirationally as a motivator of improved self-performance. Or, as does The Secret, we can go so far as to presume that we can deliberately alter physical reality by the direct power of our thoughts alone, and can do so quite methodically via the book’s three-step recovery program of Ask, Believe, and Receive.6

Although our own book’s assessment of the science of causing outcomes is quite different from The Secret’s version of the law of attraction, in keeping with the suggestion on this chapter’s title page that action is the cutting age of every realized outcome, our own application of this law is likewise threefold: Attend, Intend, and Act Accordingly. These three initiatives are vitally essential to activating the co-causal constellation presented in our Overview (p. x), and are themselves constellated as follows:

· Attend to everything that substantially supports your realization of the anticipated outcome you have chosen to cause.

· Intend to maximize your anticipated outcome’s greatest probability of realization by forming an internalized equivalent thereof and making a commitment to its realization. 

· Act accordingly by taking every relevant step that is pertinent to your attending and intending.

AT-Tending

(Reality As an Inside Job)

"Attention" is the coin of the realm.

Whatever it is that you "pay" your attention to, you've bought.

–David Gordon
Central to the law of attraction’s “complexities and contradictions” as a so-called “cosmic magnet” is a seeming inconsistency in the behavior of ordinary magnets: If attraction of like to like is an actual law, then why aren’t the north and south poles of adjacent magnets attracted to each other, rather than to their opposing poles? Doesn’t this “break” the law of attraction?

The scientific view of this seeming inconsistency is that magnetic frequencies are resonantly aligned from within, rather than from without. To borrow a sociological perspective, magnets are far more “inner directed” than “other directed”. Their inner direction is established by the energetic north-to-south flow of the charge on their electrons, so that adjacent magnets co-respond to one other’s inner vibrational polarities, rather than to their external polar features. 

What goes on between magnets is in correspondence to what goes on within them. As the inner polarity of one magnet establishes resonant alignment with the identical inner polarity of another, a unified larger magnet is formed by their union. In short, the external relationships of magnets correspond to the resonant interactions of their mutual interiority. 

Other familiar examples of resonant interaction, the scientific term for which is the “entrainment ” of vibratory “oscillations”, include the tendency of a roomful of mechanical clocks that are initially “out-of-phase” with one another to synchronize their ticking; the similar tendency of women who are roommates or housemates to synchronize the timing of their menstrual cycles; and the ability of trained vocalists to shatter a crystal drinking glass in their vicinity by sounding a tone whose pitch matches the vibrational frequency of the electron lattice in the glass’s crystalline structure. Entrainment is even demonstrable at a cellular level, for when single cells are taken from each of two different hearts and kept alive in adjacent Petri dishes, they eventually beat in unison. 

This and other examples of co-causal resonant interaction may be variously signified as incidences of “being on the same wavelength”, “mutual co-respondence”, “grooving,” “sympathetic vibration,” and what George Leonard termed “the silent pulse” in his book-length assessment of entrainment’s cosmic scope.7 Each of these descriptors acknowledges the existence of what we herein call the overall frequency domain, a co-causal field of invisible function that is suggestive of the Biblical pronouncement that “…things which are seen are not made of things which do appear” (Hebrews 11:3). Not until the 20th century would the things that we see become scientifically explainable in terms of dynamics that do not otherwise appear to us unless they are viewed in smashing images of the subatomic activity that we un leash in particle accelerators. 8+
For many centuries the reality of magnetic attraction via mutual inner resonance was more than meets the eye. Only with the discovery of electrons a century ago and subsequent experimental verification of their existence via their activity made evident in particle accelerators, was the foundation of “sympathetic vibration” become apparent at least to the mind’s eye.
Among the book-length scientific portrayals of the frequency domain, K. C. Cole’s Sympathetic Vibrations: Reflections on Physics as a Way of Life is especially lucid.  As Cole remarks:9
…the universe as a whole is a remarkably springy place. Planets and atoms and almost everything else in between vibrate at one or more natural frequencies. When something else nudges them periodically at one of those frequencies, resonance results. Soldiers marching in step with the natural frequency of a bridge can cause it to collapse, which is why soldiers break step when crossing bridges. The Tacoma Narrows Bridge in Washington State was toppled in 1940 by a resonance caused by the wind. The ill-fated prop-jet Electra developed an unfortunate habit of falling apart when the rhythm of the rotating propellers matched the natural frequency of the wings…. Your smoothly running car can suddenly break out in a bad case of shakes when the cycle of an unbalanced wheel exactly matches the natural rhythm of the springs.  

Some assessments of the frequency domain assert that we resonate with one another mentally and emotionally, as well as physically, via sympathetic interpersonal vibrations:10
...individual mentalities...are in sympathetic vibration with each other, [and] more or less mingle and receive suggestions from one another. This is the meaning of mental influence, which is indeed a very real thing…. [W]e are all doubtless communicating with one another to the degree that we sympathetically vibrate toward each other. . . . [Accordingly, when] we set up a vibrating point at the center of our own thought receptive to that which is good, to that which is beautiful and true, we shall irresistibly be attracting that condition into our own environment.

Accordingly as one may also note, setting up a vibrating point in thought receptive to that which is not so good would presumably be equally effective in accordance with this principle. 

Whether the law of attraction functions only physically, or also mentally and emotionally as the foregoing statement presumes, in either case it signifies the resonant alignment of things, persons, conditions, situations and events in accordance, á la magnets, with their corresponding inner structural dynamics. Only superficially (a word that signifies “on the surface”) does the law of attraction unite the outward differences that accompany inner dynamics, and sometimes oddly so by subordinating outward differences to inward similarities, as when north magnetic poles couple with south poles. 

Magnets are thereby the poster child for so-called “odd couples.” As an example of the law of attraction’s odd coupling, when we are determine to “think and grow rich” our outward relationship with money is subordinated to the way we relate to it inwardly. When, for instance, our thinking about money is conditioned by a perception of financial lack, the law of attraction aligns our relationship to money correspondingly. By relating to the prospect of financial abundance from the perception of its absence from our experience, we correspondingly manifest a more abundant experience of financial lack. 

Given the law of attraction’s susceptibility to odd coupling, therefore, the science of causing outcomes is not a science of finding and experiencing exactly what we externally are looking for and attending to. It is rather a science of finding and experiencing what we are internally looking and attending from. How what we think from composes our experience of what we think about is described in the following passage from Carl Sandburg’s epic poem, The People, Yes:11
Who was that early sodbuster in Kansas?  He leaned at the gatepost and studied the horizon and figured what corn might do next year and tried to calculate why God ever made the grasshopper and why two days of hot winds smother the life out of a stand of wheat and why there was such a spread between what he got for grain and the price quoted in Chicago and New York.  Drove up a newcomer in a covered wagon: “What kind of folks live around here?”  “Well, stranger, what kind of folks was there in the country you came from?”  “Well, they was mostly a lowdown, lying, thieving, gossiping, backbiting lot of people.”  “Well, I guess, stranger, that’s about the kind of folks you’ll find around here.”  And the dusty gray stranger had just about blended into the dusty gray cottonwoods on the horizon when another newcomer drove up: “What kind of folks live around here?”  “Well, stranger, what kind of folks was there in the country you came from?”  “Well, they was mostly a decent, hard-working, law-abiding, friendly lot of people.”  “Well, I guess, stranger, that’s about the kind of folks you’ll find around here.”  And the second wagon moved off and blended with the dusty gray cottonwoods on the horizon while the early sodbuster leaned at his gatepost and tried to figure out why two days of hot winds smother the life out of a nice stand of wheat.

Sandburg’s poetic insight portrays how what we look for and are thinking about tends to come about in congruence with the come-from of our inner perspective – what we herein call our “internalized equivalent”. The perspective from which we project our inward thinking is more powerfully causal of our experience than are the things we outwardly think about. Our internalized equivalent is the inner “what goes around” that causally manifests our outer experience of what “comes around.” 

In this round-about model of causation it is more accurate to think in terms of cause as its effects than in terms of cause and its effects. For instance, if we are to succeed at thinking and growing rich, we can do so only as our thinking about our financial circumstances comes from an inward state that is appreciative of whatever they are presently providing us. Appreciation represents addition of value, as every realtor and appraiser well knows, and it is by adopting an appreciative state of mind that we are most likely to cause an outward effect of increased richness. 

As someone has observed, “Contentment is not the fulfillment of what you want, it is the realization of how much you already have.” Accordingly, we can realize financial increase most effectively by ceasing to assess our current financial situation in terms of “I can’t afford this.” Instead of depreciatively thinking “I can’t afford ____ with what I presently have,” as if there is no other choice of viewpoint, we can think appreciatively about what we are currently choosing to afford with what we already have. The empowering impact of appreciating what is already ours by acknowledging our own authorship of our choices of affording, instead of thinking depreciatively about what we don’t or seemingly cannot have because of choices of affording not being made by us, is examined in the book, Do What You Love, the Money will Follow. 12
In any case, it is the prevailing tendency of our thinking, rather than its content, that is primarily causal of our outcomes, as in Job’s lament that “the thing which I greatly feared is come upon me” (italics added, Job 3:25). Our prevailing tendencies, not our petty ones, are the engine of our destiny. It is the prevailing tendency of our inner thoughts, rather than the circumstances to which we outwardly attend, that conditions the richness or poverty of our experience. Although the conceptual content of our thinking does secondarily tend to attract to us what it represents, it is our thinking’s perceptual context – the mindset of our frame of reference – that ultimately shapes our experience of whatever the content of our thoughts is about. (See also mental model and internal map.) 

Causing outcomes, therefore, is primarily a science of managing the inner patterns and dynamics of our thinking, and only secondarily a science of managing the outer circumstances to which our thinking attends.

PROVE IT TO YOURSELF

Reality Check # 2
Reread the previous three paragraphs while substituting the pronoun “I”, “me” or “my” (and changing verb forms accordingly) wherever the word “you”, “we”, “our”, “one” and “one’s” appears, while noticing any uncomfortable or uneasy feelings that you experience as you do so. To what do you attribute the discomfort?

Claiming first-person causal responsibility for the outcome of your thinking is difficult when you are adopting this perspective for the very first time. If while you are rereading theses paragraphs as instructed, they feel quite matter-of-factly true to you (“Duh!”), then you are among the small minority of persons on this planet who take for granted and fully assume mindful first-person responsibility for the content, context, nature, dynamics and consequences of their thinking.

The word “attend” signifies whatever our tending is directed at and thereby singles out, while the word “intend” signifies where our tending is directed from and thereby brings about. It is what our intending brings about that determines how we experience what our attending singles out. Only by at-tending to the quality of our in-tending can we exercise “quality control” over the circumstances of our con-tending. No amount of conscious at-tending can override the causal influence of contrary unconscious in-tending, for while it may be true that attention is “the coin of the realm,” our intentions are our attention’s purchasing agent.

IN-Tending

(Reality As an Insider’s Job)

Experience is not what happens to us,

it is rather what we do with what happens to us.

–Aldous Huxley

As mind and matter causally converge in our experience, they form our inner perspective on our outer circumstances. This convergent interaction of mind and matter is famously acknowledged in Werner Heisenberg’s assessment of the “observer effect” in quantum mechanics: “What we observe is not nature itself, but nature exposed to our method of questioning.” Heisenberg made this statement in recognition of the fact that quantum physical reality manifests in alternative ways, sometimes showing up as particles and at other times as waves. In either case, the difference corresponds to the way quantum reality is perceived. When physicists set up the apparatus required for particle detection, particles are all they detect. Similarly, when they set up the apparatus required for wave detection, waves are all they detect. And there is no apparatus that allows them to detect both particles and waves simultaneously. 

Even though particles and waves are a both/and dynamic of quantum physical reality, they are an either/or dynamic of our sensory reality. Reality is observer-influenced at every scale, because what we see is always correspondent with the way that we are seeing it. The contrary perspective, “I’ll believe it when I see it,” discounts the fact that for the most part we are able to see only what we already believe. As Henri Bergson observed, “The eye sees only what the mind is prepared to comprehend.”

Yet this is not to say, as do some, that “we create our own reality.” To claim that our reality is entirely self-fabricated, a philosophical stance called “solipsism”, is to deny the influence that pre-existing reality-at-large has on our immediate reality-at-hand. For instance, when scientists first discovered the hole in Earth’s ozone layer, they were astounded at how suddenly it emerged. Yet upon consulting their archived data they discovered that the ozone hole had been present and ongrowing for several years. They hadn’t (and couldn’t have) noticed it because the perceptual mindset of their conceptual frame of reference didn’t allow them to conceive such a possibility. As quantum physicist John Polkinghorne explains, in citing scientist’s earlier tardy recognition of the evidence of positrons, “Experimenters find it hard to see what they are not actually looking for.” 13+
All of us tend to ignore aspects of reality that we do not yet believe in or are not looking for. This is why what becomes belatedly known often turns out to have been knowable far in advance of its being recognized. In the meantime, first adopters of new information and perspectives are repudiated by their peers, as was Galileo by his scientific colleagues who refused to look through his telescope because they were certain that what he claimed to see in the heavens – multiple moons around Jupiter, no less! – could not possibly be so, and that actually taking a look would be the equivalent of declaring that they doubted God’s own truth. Our historical aversion to inconvenient truth is so characteristically human that it is epitomized in the Biblical creation story by Adam and Eve’s donning of fig leaves.

Today’s global warming is a contemporary case of our blindness to what clearly exists when we are not looking for it. It was forecast with great accuracy a full century ago, in Swedish chemist Svante Arrhenius’ extrapolation of the planetary impact that increasing industrialization would have on Earth’s biosphere today. More recently, scientists who were actively documenting global warming’s development three decades ago likewise foresaw our planet’s present climate situation a full generation in advance of today’s continued reluctance to adapt to the reality thereof even as we all globally witness and experience its effects. The overall public reaction to global warming has so far run the gamut from “tain’t so” to “tain’t our fault” to ““tain’t nothin’ we can do about it.”

To give global warming its full due, it is essential to recognize how our planet has undergone regular warming-cooling cycles for the past hundred thousand years, as revealed in ice cores extracted from Earth’s polar regions, and to further recognize that another warming cycle is in any event due to begin at approximately the present time, in part if not largely in conjunction with corresponding solar temperature cycles. This means that our human contributions to global warming are only fueling an already existing probability rather than solely creating an entirely new one. Only to the extent that our CO2-spewing lifestyles further encourage a pre-existing global warming trend to “bring it on” are we actually creating our own immediate reality-at-hand in accord with a long-standing planetary reality-at-large.

It is therefore utterly impractical to argue that we absolutely create our own reality. For instance, none of us recalls having ignited the Big Bang that presumably gave reality its initial send-off in the first place. Our absence of oversight in this regard was reportedly called into question by God in response to Job’s complaints about the world’s shortcomings: “Where wast thou when I laid the foundations of the earth?” (Job 38:4). 

The solipsistic shortsightedness of claims that reality is caused solely as an outcome of our own mental fabrications is illustrated 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 rest 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.

“Get your own dirt.”

Causing outcomes is not the dirt simple creation of our own reality that many advocates of the law of attraction would have us believe. Though tailors we may somewhat be of our own reality, what we thus stitch together is a fabric not initially of our own weaving. Even materialistic realists do not create the raw material of their reality, they merely give shape to the material that substantiates their self-created perception of reality. This is why John Polkinghorne concludes his thorough survey of numerous interpretations of the quantum- mechanical observer effect by qualifying them all as follows: 14
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.

The science of causing outcomes is thus a science of creating our experience of reality rather than of creating the raw material of reality itself. Our observer-influenced experiential reality reflects our perceptions of the nature and dynamics of its pre-existing raw material, and how our perceptions shape our relationship to the stuff of reality thus provided. Accordingly, as we further elaborate in Chapter X, the science of causing outcomes works best with the given materiality of our circumstantial situation when we shape our perceptions via a preordaining commitment to the realization of a chosen outcome, and thus entrain our at-tention to resonate with the in-tention to whose realization we thereby dedicate ourselves.

Acting Accordingly

(The Principle of Inner Co-Respondence)

If you are eating bags of candy every day, you're going to have a sugar experience.

–Leonard Nimoy
The Secret begins its revelation of the law of attraction by citing a statement reportedly inscribed on a mysterious Emerald Tablet circa 3000 B.C.: “As above, so below; as within, so without.” Although the Emerald Tablet’s actual existence is in question, the statement has been revealed to countless millions over the last two and a half millennia.15 

Quite notably, after The Secret’s initial citation of this ancient wisdom, the book makes scant further reference to it. This may be just as well, because the ancient statement has until now always been known as “the law of correspondence,” not “the law of attraction.”

From a scientific perspective, the “law” of correspondence is more accurately termed a principle, in accordance with the distinction that “a principle is a basic general truth, comprehending many subordinate truths, in contrast to a law, a statement in words [that is an] expression of a principle.”16 Furthermore, the phrase “as above, so below; as within, so without” is a principle of inner correspondence, because things that mutually co-respond are attracted to one another just as magnets are, in accordance with their inner dynamics rather than according to their outer features. All attraction, whether gravitational, magnetic or otherwise, is subordinate to this principle of inner correspondence. This is what makes the law of attraction, as already noted above, “neither as simple nor as foolproof as one is led to believe.” 

For example, in keeping with the principle of inner correspondence we attract to ourselves not only that which corresponds to what we are and do like, we also attract that which corresponds to what we dislike. As we have noted earlier, liking the presence of wealth from the perspective of disliking its absence assures our cont8inued experience of its absence, since what takes place in our experience co-responds to whether our way of thinking is appreciatively positive or depreciatingly negative. Furthermore, since we customarily tend to energize our feelings about what we dislike more strongly than we energize our liking, we correspondingly tend to attract what we don’t like more readily than what we do like.

The universal nature of the inner correspondence principle is also acknowledged in our earlier citation of Eugene Winger’s observation that “We do not know of any phenomenon in which one subject is influenced by another without the other exerting a corresponding influence thereupon.” Another Nobel laureate quantum physicist, Richard Feynman, noted a stark implication of Winger’s insight: “You can’t say A is made of B or vice versa. All mass is interaction.” What both scientists were saying is that every relationship is an interrelationship.  In other words, the law of attraction is a law of mutual and co-causal attraction. 

The principle of inner correspondence and the law of mutual attraction are both in accord with a super-ordinate, everywhere-present dynamic of interrelationship that all natural principles and laws exemplify. In the authors’ own attentiveness to this universal dynamic of interrelationship, we henceforward hyphenate the term “correspondence” as “co-respondence”.
While the dynamics of attraction and co-respondence are considered by many to be purely metaphysical, and thus ephemerally mental in nature rather than substantially material, each does have a physical implication. For instance, in presuming that like is attracted to like via the transmission of mental vibrations, the law of mutual attraction tends to mirror the Newtonian model of impingent causation that is propagated from object to object in linear chains of successive effects. Alternatively, the principle of inner co-respondence presumes that like things co-resonate with one another as their interactions coherently align their co-responding inner dispositions. This perspective is mirroring of the holistic quantum/relativistic models of causation in which co-causal tendencies emerge from the interrelationships that take place between and among its interacting constituents, rather than from causal properties linked in chains of successive impingements that linearly proceed from object to object.

Two Paradigms of Causality

The dynamics of attraction are customarily associated with the 17th century Newtonian remote-action model of gravitationally attractive force that is directly proportionate to the sum of two objects’ masses and inversely proportionate to the distance between them. This postulates what Albert Einstein would later perceive in the quantum-mechanical context as “spooky action at a distance,” a feature of Newton’s model that even Newton himself was uncomfortably aware of: 16
[T]he cause of gravity is what I do not pretend to know…. It is inconceivable that inanimate brute matter should…affect other matter without mutual contact. That gravity should be innate, inherent, and essential to matter, so that one body may act upon another at a distance, is to me an absurdity that I believe no man who has in philosophical matter a competent faculty of thinking can ever fall into it.
Newtonian scientists dismissed this seeming absurdity by assuming the existence of a universal “ether” originally postulated by Aristotle, a cosmic plenum through which the force of gravitational attraction was extended in a manner analogous to simultaneous tugs on the opposite ends of a tautly binding rope. The 20th century’s ready acceptance of Einstein’s relativistic gravitation model was motivated in part by experimental determinations in the late 1800’s that the long-presumed ether was actually nonexistent. 

Einstein’s model also eliminated the presumption of remote action – i.e., that matter located over here tells matter situated over there just where it is to be and how to move – by postulating a universal (and thus omni-local) dynamic of convergent interaction that binds each material object to its particular location and locomotion in space and time. Einstein’s model presumes that objects warp the structure of space and time in their vicinity, by curving local spacetime in proportion to their mass while travelling along the very curve that they thereby establish. In other words, to quote cosmologist John Archibald Wheeler, “Matter tells space how to curve. Space tells matter how to move.” 18 (For readers may who consider this aspect of integral causation to be likewise “spooky”, their concern is later addressed on p. xxx). 

Much to Einstein’s vexation, the specter of “spooky action at a distance” that was resolved with his 1917 theory of general relativity was in the mid-1920’s reinstated in the formulation of quantum mechanics (i.e., applied quantum physics), whose emergent development was in part the outcome of an accomplishment for which Einstein won the 1921 Nobel Prize in physics, his demonstration that light consists of particles rather than waves. (His theories of relativity were insufficiently proven to the satisfaction of the conservative Nobel committee, even though it was for these theories that he was then already most widely noted.)

According to the experimental evidence of quantum mechanics, light is neither a particle nor a wave (or is perhaps both a particle and wave, sometimes called a “wavicle”) until it is determined to be one or the other in accordance with the means of its detection by an observer. To fully comprehend the implications of this observer effect, one must understand that in quantum mechanics the term “observer” is broadly defined to include any form of detection, such as detection by automatic measuring devices unattended by human awareness and even the detection by one sub-atomic particle of another particle’s presence no matter where and when in the universe such detection takes place. In quantum mechanics “observation” is synonymous with every form and incidence of interaction.

It is the correlation of the both-and-neither-wave-nor-particle dynamics of quantum reality with our means of detecting its dynamics that moved Werner Heisenberg to acknowledge nature’s mirroring of the way that we address it, thus giving rise to what two other physicists have called The Looking-Glass Universe.18 What causes this mirroring relationship to exist is ultimately no more understood by quantum physicists than was gravity’s cause understood by Newton. As Richard Feynman also once asserted, “No one understands quantum physics.” This lack of understanding is ultimately due to quantum-mechanical “weirdness,” which is the particle physicists’ equivalent term for “spookiness”. Yet just as Newton’s model of gravitational attraction is enormously effective in the macro-realm, so are quantum mechanical models comparably effective in the micro-realm quite regardless of their weirdness: 20
For instance, quantum electrodynamics (the theory of the interaction of electrons with photons) yields results that agree with experiment to an accuracy corresponding to an error of less than the width of a human hair in relation to the distance between Los Angeles and New York!
As a consequence of quantum mechanics’ workability, its puzzled founders “just had to hang on to experience by the skin of their intellectual teeth, even if they could not make sense of it.” 21 This is because the ultimate arbiter of scientific truth is workability demonstrated by experience. Accordingly, one of the most respected of quantum mechanics’ founders, Niels Bohr, maintained that the demonstrated workability of quantum physics made irrelevant its lack of explanatory facility: 22
There is no quantum world. There is only abstract quantum physical description. It is wrong to think that the task of physics is to find out how nature is. Physics is concerned with what we can say about it.
Most scientists today similarly agree that science provides only descriptions of reality, not statements of what reality actually is, and that we know at most only what we can accurately say about reality and can never know reality as what philosopher Immanuel Kant termed “the thing in itself.”

In uttermost confoundment of Einstein’s aversion to spooky remote action, some dynamics of co-respondence that become entrained in neighboring quantum particles continue to function in mutual simultaneity regardless of how many billions of light years the particles may eventually be apart from one another. Since Einstein’s special theory of relativity posits that nothing can move faster than the speed of light, their instantaneous interactions are if anything even spookier than Newtonian gravitational attraction. Hence Einstein’s frequent assertion that “God does not play dice with the universe” (i.e., take chances with the speed of light), and his unrelenting insistence that quantum theory was at worst erroneous and incomplete at best. Hence also his devotion of the last decades of his life to a quest for a grand unified theory of the relationship between gravitational and quantum dynamics that would eliminate – or at least resolve – all measurements and outcomes that evidenced any element of chance or exceptional occurrence in what Einstein was himself quite certain is a thoroughly deterministic cosmos that always and everywhere obeys the cosmic speed limit set by light.
The attribution of primary causality to converging inner dynamics, rather than to the outward features of interrelating constituents, has long been common to Eastern thought, as evidenced in the Zen question, “Is it the bell that rings, is it the hammer that rings, or is it the meeting of the two that rings?” A comparable perspective underlies Sufi poet Rumi’s remark that “It is we who make wine drunk” by swallowing it. From a more logically reasoned Western perspective, this model of integral causation is represented in quantum physicist Brian Josephson’s statement that “The raspberry within itself does not contain its sweetness, nor does the tongue. It is in the interaction between the two that this manifestation resides.” 

Operations researcher Alan Smithson similarly attributes the integral dynamics of causation to a principle of mind-matter interaction: “[U]ltimate reality is encountered neither in our minds nor in the physical cosmos, but at the point where these meet.” 23 He accordingly identifies our ongoing “marriage of mind and matter” as one in which “Each person lives at a succession of unique points at which the reality of the whole structure is experienced as a simultaneous presentation of external and internal events.” 24 Smithson identifies our successive experiences of mind-matter conjunction as “kairos” points. (The Greek word, kairos, signifies “fullness of time,” just as the Sanskrit word Rta similarly signifies “the well-formed instant.”) 

Like philosopher-scientist Alfred North Whitehead, Smithson articulates an integral paradigm of reality in which effects (outcomes) emerge from the interactions of multiple co-causal processes. In yet another process model of co-causation, neuroscientists Humberto Maturana and Francisco Verela, who assumed that “mind” is not confined solely to the brain, viewed its dynamics as a social co-causal process: “Consciousness and mind belong to the realm of social coupling. That is the locus of their dynamics.” 25
However we choose to formulate the inner co-respondence principle of “as above, so below; as within, so without,” the principle itself presumes that each of us is embedded within a reality that in turn is embedded within ourselves. Thus the reality that surrounds us and the reality that is within us are not dual realities, they are a common reality experienced from alternative perspectives that are co-imminent in time as well as co-immanent in space. 

This paradigm of integral co-causation dismisses the presumption of classical scientific cosmology that we are passively separate observers who merely document the features of an absolutely predetermined reality, within which our existence is consequential only to the extent that our documentation is accurate. Transpersonal psychologist Ken Wilber calls this presumption “the myth of the given”: 26+
The myth of the given . . . is the belief that the world as it appears in my consciousness, as it is given to me, is somehow fundamentally real, foundationally real, and that therefore I can base my worldview upon whatever presents itself to my consciousness. For example, I might see a rock in front of me; I take that as real. I have an experience of anger; I take that as real. But the whole point is that what our awareness delivers to us is set in cultural contexts and many other kinds of contexts that cause an interpretation and a construction of our perceptions before they even reach our awareness. So what we call real or what we think of as given is actually constructed—it’s part of a worldview.

In the cosmological view of John Archibald Wheeler, we are participant-observers in the universe rather than mere passive observers of it, and thus are accordingly co-causal of our local reality experience.27+ In the participant-observer paradigm of cosmology, there is not ourselves and the reality in which we passively exist, there rather is ourselves as the reality that we actively and omni-mutually co-create. While others tend to view this participant-observer interrelationship as “mind-matter interaction” or “social coupling,” we herein signify it as “all of the above” in an individual and collective self-world interrelationship.
The paradigm of integral causation presumes the pre-existence of a flexible reality that presents far more to us than the eye and our other physical senses can ever detect, a reality “not made of things which do appear.” This reality paradigm is also implicit in Ralph Waldo Emerson’s pronouncement that “We live in a liquid universe that appears as a solid fact.” Given our participant-observer role within this all-inclusive mixed bag of liquidity and solidity, the science of causing outcomes is a science of self-world management. What we manage is the convergence of the overt features of reality that we detect directly via our physical senses with the covert features of reality that we detect more indirectly via our inductive and deductive sensibilities. 

As we conduct this management science, it is primarily by means of our individual initiatives of interaction with fluidly converging co-causal tendencies that we secondarily affect reality’s solid facts. And in our self-world management of the science of causing outcomes, reality is managed most effectively by those who take all of the relevant steps that are pertinent to their mindfully chosen outcomes’ realization.
In short: Since every relationship is an interrelationship, and all causation is co-causation, none of us is the sole manager of the ordering principles that govern the causation of our outcomes. We are sole proprietors only of our experience of our outcomes. Accordingly, in refinement of our earlier summation (p. x), the science of causing outcomes is the science of co-managing our co-causal interrelationships of outcome.
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A PREFACE TO CLEAR MINDS

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

While the process of forming our experience of reality is infinitely complex, the process of resolving its complexity via the reality-forming powers of commitment is extraordinarily simple. Such is the core thesis that informs this book, which while recognizing that much if not most of the content of our reality isn’t up to us, further recognizes that what is up to us nevertheless is the way that  we experience reality’s content. And nothing impacts our relationship to reality’s content like commitment.

As used in this book, the term “reality” signifies the entire at-large panorama of all that we consider to be so, which includes all that we perceive plus all that exists that we don’t yet perceive, and all that makes possible what we do perceive plus all that makes our perceiving of it possible. Reality therefore consists of all of the world’s and universe’s outer “objective” processes and formations plus all of our own inner “subjective” ones. 

Given the multiplicity of sub-realities embedded within reality-at-large*, many of which we list in this Preface, we sometimes signify this multiplicity with the plural term “realities.” Yet we remain always mindful that reality-at-large is ultimately a singular, whole and unified field, in spite of its multiplicity of subfields and regardless of our individualized and therefore non-uniform experiencings of reality.

Although most of reality pre-exists our experiencing of it, our responses to reality’s givens are custom-built, so that way we experience reality determines the individually tailored expressions and formations that it takes in our experiential awareness. Therefore, our participation in the reciprocal dynamics of reality formation must be fully understood before we can also fully appreciate and adequately understand how to realize effective practical formations of self-expression via the powers of intentionally dedicated commitment. 

Accordingly, this book provides an extensive and scientifically grounded assessment of how we form our experiential reality (i.e., reality as we experience it from within), prior to advising readers on how to give effective transformative direction to the reality-formative process via practices that mindfully empower their self-dominion.

* Boldfaced terms are defined in the glossary, p. xxx.

Accustomizing Ourselves to the Self~World Interface
In every encounter with reality the structures of self and world are interdependently present.

Paul Tillich
If chickens and eggs were both endowed with experientially self-aware consciousness-from-within, as are we human beings, from a chicken’s experiential perspective an egg would be a way to get one more chicken, while from an egg’s experiential perspective a chicken would be a way to get many more eggs. Both of these experiential perspectives would be respectively correct, because reality allows for a wide diversity of custom-tailored reality-framing options for those who are experientially self-aware. 

According to cognitive and linguistic scientist George Lakoff, our so-called contextual “reference frames” signify the “mental structures that shape the way we see the world.”1+ Although our context-setting frame of mind (a.k.a. “mindset”) is mostly subconscious, deliberately altering its view of reality is possible via the mindful practice of conceptual context “reframing” that we herein signify as “perceptual makeover.” 2+
Prove-It-To-Yourself Reality Check # 1

 Reframing Your Experience 3
Be aware, for a moment, of the saliva in your mouth. Collect a little and roll it around. Feel how it lubricates your tongue as it slides over your teeth. Not get a clean glass, spit some of this saliva into it – and drink it. Notice how your perception of, and attitude towards, the same substance has miraculously changed. What was ‘clean” and ‘natural’ has, through its brief excursion beyond the body, turned into something ‘dirty’ and ‘distasteful’. The spit has not changed, only the interpretation.

However reality is experientially framed or reframed by us, thus is it likewise formed or reformed. This is why the answer to the question, “which comes first, chicken or egg?” depends entirely upon the mindset of the one who is framing the question. Our frames of reference determine both what it is that we reference and how we reference it. For instance, from the reference frame of an evolutionary mindset that encounters the chicken-egg question, one might contend that only an egg that has first been fertilized by a chicken can produce another chicken, while from a creationist mindset one might contend that God begins every creation as a finished product, which also assigns priority to the chicken. Yet from the perspectives of either a pragmatic and idealistic mindset one might instead contend that it makes no ultimate difference which of them comes first because in the case of both chickens and eggs the universe is working just as it should.

The enormous diversity of human reference frames on questions of “what is so?” and “so what?” is accounted for via globally renowned cosmologist John Archibald Wheeler’s assessment of our entangled inclusion within reality’s domain as “participant-observers,” beings who are simultaneously both spectators and players within reality’s domain:4+
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.
Our observations as spectators are non-divorceable from our interactive participation in the observational act, because each participant-observer is inextricably entangled within whatever aspect of reality s/he is observing at any given moment.
The self-with-world entanglement of observer-participancy is made starkly manifest to anyone who observes his or her relationship to a beam of light cast by the sun or moon on a reflecting body of water. No matter how quickly one may jump to one side in either direction, the light beam remains precisely and centrally aligned between oneself and the sun or moon. In quantum-mechanical terms – which are, after all, the terms of light’s manifest existence – each of us is simultaneously located within reality’s cosmic theater as an observer at front row center and a participant at stage front center. Our participant-observer status in the cosmos overall is invariably such that we are forever in both receptive and active central alignment with the overall reality of the cosmic field of play. 

Given this both~and dual unity of our observer-participatory status, the ultimate challenge that one encounters while examining the composition of reality is the experientially relative nature of one’s knowledgeability. Since none of us can know what we have not yet experienced, nor can any of us communicate to others what we experientially come to know without expressing what we know by verbal language, body language or other behaviors that represent what we know, all of our reality checks are self-written, self-certified and self-negotiable. We both write and cash in our own reality checks.
Of the two communication modes available to us, words and physical behavior, the latter is the most effective, for as Ralph Waldo Emerson observed, “What you are speaks so loud I cannot hear what you say.” Our experiencing of other persons is far more revealing of their essence than is our mere experiencing of their words. For instance, the words “We’re finished!” can mean two quite different things when spoken by a spouse with whom one has just completed a project or by a spouse with whom one’s relationship has reached the breaking point. And in the latter case, “We’re finished!” can also mean something quite different to a partner who feels likewise (“At last!”) than to a partner who does not reciprocate the feelings (“No way!”).

Because reality is known to us only by the formations that we give to our experiencing thereof, and only as those formations, whatever reality may be independent of our experiencing can never be known. Our known reality is always experientially conditioned. Thus not only is experience our proverbial “best teacher,” experience is our only teacher, even about realities that we experience only vicariously via written, spoken or visually documented accounts. In short: all known reality is experientially molded to the infinitely differing perspectives of its respective beholders, and there are ultimately as many versions of beheld reality as there are persons living, dead and yet to be born.

While our experiential encounters with reality therefore always tend to be individually custom-tailored, they nonetheless are also interactively entangled within our immediate reality-at-hand and its contextual reality-at-large, both of which co-operate in giving particular formation that accords with the uniqueness of  each observer’s participation. Our inextricable entanglement with whatever we consciously observe is illustrated by a statement attributed to quantum physicist Brian Josephson, director of the Mind-Matter Unification Project at England’s University of Cambridge:5+
The raspberry within itself does not contain its sweetness, nor does the tongue. It is in the interaction between the two that this splendid manifestation resides.
We are likewise co-entangled with all that we do not consciously observe insofar as it influences or impacts us unconsciously. From Josephson’s perspective our experiencing of reality is an emergent process rather than a process of imposition, a distinction that we elaborate in the Overview and Section One.

Wheeler’s concept of “observer participancy,” first advanced in the 1960’s, has become widely adopted in the literature of self-transformation since our publication in 1985 of The Power of Commitment, of which this book is an extreme makeover. Many such books have advanced the claim that since every observation includes interactional input from a participating observer, we are therefore the creators of our own reality. Despite this book’s extreme makeover of the volume that preceded it, with one exception we choose to abstain from the claim that “we create our own reality,” for reasons herein made quite clear. We feel quite certain that reality-at-large is not entirely up to us. With the exception of the mass-mediated “hyperreality” of the entertainment, infotainment and edutainment industries, which are primarily our own creations (as further noted in Addendum One, p. xxx), reality’s up-to-us-ness is otherwise confined to our creation of our active experiencing of a primal reality that is not of our own making.

What we do claim, therefore, is that 

· each person (though often unconsciously so) interactively forms his or her own uniquely individually custom-tailored and observer-participatory experiencing of reality;

· our collective observer-participatory experiencings of reality are co-operatively custom-tailored by us as well (and for the most part even more unconsciously so); 

· our individually custom-tailored experiential formations are analogous to recreations of reality’s pre-existing forms. 

In other words, we don’t create reality, we merely encounter, discover and interrelate with a pre-existing primal reality in accordance with our own purposes. 

Central to the process of forming our own experiencing of reality, whenever we alter the frame of mind from which we see things, we correspondingly see them differently. As self-transformationalist Wayne Dyer has noted, “When you change the way you look at things, the things you look at change.” This observer-participatory dynamic also substantiates novelist Marcel Proust’s assertion that “The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking new landscapes but in having new eyes.”

In other words, making over the way we perceive things induces a corresponding experiential makeover that is seemingly, and for all practical purposes, an equivalent to a makeover of reality itself. Yet while our individually custom-tailored experiential modifications of our immediate reality-at-hand do represent potent expressions of actual creative power, they do not establish the overall domain of reality-at-large with which our customized modifications are perceptually and conceptually intertwined. 

Reality as Circumstantial Evidence

(The Cosmology and Cosmetology of Reality-Formation)
Man is not the creature of circumstances. 

Circumstances are the creatures of men.
 Benjamin Disraeli
Benjamin Disraeli’s assertion that we are creatures of our own circumstances is dramatically evidenced in a book entitled Earth Then and Now: Amazing Images of Our Changing World.6 This book of photographic contrasts between earlier and present-day urban and regional landscapes compellingly illustrates how our species has quite literally become a fifth geological force that is presently reshaping the face and dynamics of the Earth (a.k.a. as “geo-engineering” and “terra-forming”). The first four geological forces and the full implications of our being a fifth is addressed later.7+
Despite the planetary scope of our species’ observer-participancy, the given primal reality thereof is that both the fundamental substance and underlying structure of our planet and its surrounding universe pre-exist our interrelationships therewith. While primal reality is a universal given, all else is in part a local fabrication in which our observer-participancy is profoundly impactive on the circumstantial “what’s happening” in our immediate, regional and planetary realities-at-hand. There is much that we can accordingly do in mindful reciprocation of whatever our given reality does to us, to realize (make real) outcomes that are optimal to our personal, local, regional and planetary well-being. And nothing more effectively gives formation to our individually custom-tailored experiential outcomes than do the reality-forming powers of our intentionally dedicated commitments.

Although reality does not take sides in human affairs, it does offer numerous sides that may readily be taken by us – both downsides and upsides – every one of which is at least somewhat malleable to the immediate framing of our side-taking choices. Thus no matter what our current experiencingof reality’s downsides may be, reality’s upsides are equally present to those who are open and willing to experience their providence, as for example in our proverbial concoction of lemonade to avoid experiencing the given reality of sour-tasting lemons. Yet we do not thereby alter the given reality of innately sour lemons, we instead customize our relationship to their given sourness via the reciprocal givenness of sugar. 

Reality is a pre-existing field of given potentials, possibilities and probabilities, both universal (reality-at-large) and local (reality-at-hand). We are circumstantial cultivators of reality’s field of opportunities who merely modify rather than either create or eliminate reality’s givens. Even if we were somehow to genetically alter lemons so that their given taste is sweet to begin with, our starting point would still be an initial given reality of lemons that are sour. 

The givenness of primal reality as the foundational starting point of all observer-participant modification thereof is illustrated in an anecdote that has been widely circulated on the Internet:

Emboldened by their increasing command of atomic, molecular, genetic and environmental engineering, and thereby wielding powers that were formerly attributed to God, the scientific community decided that we had no further requirement for a deity. A representative was therefore deputized to inform God that He could take the rest 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.

“Get your own dirt.”

Forming our own individually custom-tailored experiencings of reality is not a dirt-simple technique of fabrication whose “secret” law of attraction is touted by some self-transformationalists with unquestioning certainty. Though custom-tailors we somewhat be of our respective and collective realities-at-hand, what we thus seam together is a fabric not initially of our own weaving. To a universal given reality whose formations pre-exist our own, we merely give local formations that emerge from our observer-participative interactions with inner and outer conditions, situations and circumstances. And our formative interactions are informed by our conscious and unconscious mental, emotional, intuitive and imagined perceptions and conceptions of whatever it is that we are experiencing.

What is conveniently overlooked by all extremely subjective (a.k.a. “solipsistic”) interpretations of reality is the fact that the cosmological stuff which we subject to our cosmetological makeup artistry is already primally prefabricated prior to our encounter thereof. Even cosmeticians merely customize pre-existing faces that have an already-given appearance, just as those who customize cars begin with an already-manufactured vehicle. Not even the most utterly materialistic realists presume to be the creators of their reality’s raw materials, taking credit only for the new formations that they compose with pre-existing stuff. Even the customizations of political, commercial and reportorial cosmetologists, whose makeup artistry we signify as “spin,” indicate that so-called “spinmeisters” are masters only of hyped reality (a.k.a. “hyperreality”), and not masters of primal reality as given á la carte.

One of primal reality’s á la carte givens is that none of it can be entirely isolated from all of the rest of it. Reality overall is both structurally and substantially a singular realm of so-called “unity-in-diversity,” whose integral dynamism accounts for the mutually transactional nature of our reciprocal observer-participancy. To the extent that each of us is diversely entangled with reality’s pre-existing givens in our own custom-tailored ways, we are likewise endowed with reality-customizing powers that can transformatively liberate us from many of reality’s givens, including many givens that are otherwise self-diminishing. 

Philosopher Jean Paul Sartre defined freedom as “what we do with what is done to us.” As an example of this considerable freedom, widespread testimony to our self-liberating powers in the face of reality’s circumstantial givens is provided by millions of prosthetic devices that dramatically modify the handicapped observer-participancy of those who wear the devices. Such is the experiential reality of those who reciprocate what happens to us with a constructively creative application of what can be done about it. 

The Reciprocal Nature of Reality
Man, insofar as he acts on nature to change it, changes his own nature.

G. W. F. Hegel

The foundation of reality’s amenability to our experiential diversity is a three-fold interwoven entanglement of three aspects of reality: 

· evidential reality whose given forms we detect and experience via our physical senses, 

· providential reality whose alternative provisions we often detect and experience via our intuitive sensibilities, 

· consequential reality whose corresponding outcomes are emergently unfurled as the formations that we give to our experiencing of reality’s evidential and providential givens. 

Even when our experiencing of evidential reality is a downside, we have the power to neutralize and offset its downside (such as the sourness of lemons) via a providential engagement with one or more of reality’s upsides (in this case the providence of sugar).

The opportunity for constructive providential engagement of reality is always and everywhere ours to initiate and wield, because reality’s evidential, providential and consequential features are more or less deferential to our preferential intentions. Accordingly, it is our book’s purpose to demonstrate how, when we manage our lives via the reality-forming powers of dedicated commitment, we can attune ourselves to reality’s providential upsides via individually custom-tailored formations of greater individual and collective well-being. Our commitments empower us to align reality’s evidential, providential, and consequential effects in deferential support of our preferential intentions (e.g., to sweeten lemons or construct an artificial limb) in realization of self-fulfilling outcomes (e.g., to enjoy a glass of lemonade or to be able once again to walk).

Understanding reality from an experiential perspective is both far less problematical and far more productive than endeavoring to establish what unaltered reality is per se when viewed in the absence of anyone’s experiencing thereof – which is, of course, impossible of accomplishment in any event. There can be no knowing in the absence of experiencing, for we can no more know what anything is like in its non-experienced state than we can know what our parents were like before we were born. Experientially unaltered reality is forever beyond any means of comprehending it, because our experiencing of reality inevitably alters whatever its virginal nature may be. This is immediately evident to anyone who has been the second person to visit a pristine wilderness area, only to find some evidence (often trash) that the first visitor left behind.

Yet even though no one can fully comprehend reality’s unaltered state, nor do most of us have a fully effective understanding of what “real” commitment is, we proceed as if our assumptions about reality and commitment are adequate. For instance, many of us tend to assume that reality’s givens have to be taken as they come to us because “you can’t fight reality.” And we similarly tend to assume that we know enough about commitment to be wary of it, as in the prescription, “be careful of what you want because you might get it.” Both of these assumptions presume that we are experientially at the effect of reality and of our commitments rather than commanding of them from the base of our experiential self-dominion. 

The central truth of our interrelationship with reality is that each of us has self-dominion over his or her own experience, because none of us can experience reality precisely as another does (nor could we even know if we did), nor can any other person experience reality precisely as I do. Experience is always and only in the first person: I have only my own experience and no one else’s, nor can anyone else ever have mine. 

Experience is therefore both the inviolable foundation and irrefutable evidence of each person’s sovereign self-dominion, because no matter what happens to a person, how it is experienced is largely determined by that person’s own individually custom-tailored observer-participant experiential formations. This is the case no matter whom or what has influenced us in the past or is doing so right now, and no matter how powerful that influence was or presently is. 

Because we are thus experientially condemned to observer-participant self-dominion, we alone ultimately choose the way that we experience any influence. As Roman philosopher-king Marcus Aurelius observed, “It is our own power to have no opinion about a thing, and not to be disturbed in our soul; for things themselves have no natural power to form our judgments.” A major objective of this book, therefore, is to clear our minds of all faulty assumptions about our lack of self-dominion, and thereby open our mindsets to a perceptual makeover of our self-limiting experiential perspectives on reality and commitment.  
Because our relationship to reality is experientially self-constructed, we can realize only those outcomes that we make or allow to be real. The good news is that reality, as we experience it, is actively formed by us even as it is passively formed for us, and that reality happens through us as participant-observing subjects even while it may also be happening to us as passive objects. Our relationship to reality is therefore more accurately termed an interrelationship with reality. This realization represents the most significant operational revelation of quantum-relativistic science, the recognition that every relationship in the universe is an interrelationship. As quantum physicist Eugene Wigner testified, “We do not know of any phenomenon in which one subject is influenced by another without [the other] exerting a [corresponding] influence thereupon.” 

Wigner’s use of the word “subject” rather than “object” honors the relativity inherent in reality’s experiential multiplicity, in which not only is every relationship an interrelationship, every interrelationship is furthermore influential upon and thereby reciprocally influenced by other interrelationships, which are in turn likewise influential upon and influenced by still other interrelationships and so on ad infinitum. In reality-at-large, very interrelationship is reciprocally entangled with every other interrelationship.

Our experiencing is therefore no more entirely within the “in here” of the self than entirely within the “out there” of the world, and emerges rather from the interactive between-ness of a co-operatively entangled self-with-world. It is because reality is thus fundamentally and universally reciprocal in nature that reciprocal interrelationship is one of primal reality’s everywhere-present operational principles. Universal reciprocity is a consequence of the ultimate entanglement of all things with all other things.

The other news about our interrelationship with reality (which some may call “bad” news) is that we often tend to reinforce reality’s downsides by persistently resisting them rather than fabricating therefrom a transformative interrelationship. While fighting against reality’s givens is surely ill-advised, constructively contributing to or aligning ourselves with its givens is alternatively well-advised. In the words of 20th century architect-engineer R. Buckminster (“Bucky”) Fuller, “You never change things by fighting the existing reality. To change something, build a new model that makes the existing model obsolete.” 

Both lemonade and prostheses testify to the universal workability of this forthright obsolescing strategy.

Getting Traction on Reality’s Slippery Slope
The world is ourselves pushed out.

Neville Goddard
As we began writing this book, our initial attempts to define what reality actually is tended to brew a semantic stew that few if any readers would have found to be readily digestible. The ambiguities of observer-participancy make our interrelationship with reality an ambiguously slippery slope, and any attempt to define reality per se makes its slope proportionately more precipitous. 

In preparation for charting the effective negotiation of reality’s slippery slope, we waded through the philosophically, metaphysically and scientifically jargoned swamp of conceptual obscuration in which most accounts of reality and its formation are deeply mired, with the intent of draining the swamp to reveal reality’s most navigable terrain. The technical term for resolving such conceptual ambiguity is “word sense disambiguation,” whose own swampy process of presumed clarification tends to exacerbate the very quagmire that it presumes to disentangle.8+ We therefore inevitably incurred the occupational hazard of all those who address matters that have philosophical implications, namely, that whatever one may say about reality is quite likely to be dismissed by at least some thoughtful others as being short-sighted, incomplete, or otherwise lacking. This inevitable turn of events arises from the fact that delivering such comeuppance is what philosophers mostly do.9+
In acknowledging the slippery slope of reality’s generic ambiguity, John Lennon once observed that “Reality is not what it used to be.” After consulting dozens of books, articles, and theories on the nature of reality during our extensive research for this book, we aren’t even all that certain whether reality even used to be what it presumably was. All endeavors to assess reality’s origin, nature, order, function and form take place on the precariously slippery perceptual and conceptual slope of such overlapping sub-realities as outer (objective) reality, inner (subjective) reality, physical reality, quantum reality, sensory reality, functional reality, operational reality, evidential reality, providential reality, consequently reality, historical reality, ancient reality, indigenous reality, civilized reality, modern reality, post-modern reality, existential reality, inferential reality, referential reality, consequential reality, immediate reality, remote reality, emergent reality, convergent reality, given reality, contingent reality, experiential reality, personal reality, interpersonal reality, transpersonal reality, self-fulfilling reality, cognitive reality, emotional reality, intuitive reality, behavioral reality, collective reality, consensus reality, socio-cultural reality, national reality, global reality, planetary reality, cosmic reality, practical reality, potential reality, virtual reality, mass-mediated reality (a.k.a. “hyperreality”), and so on. 
We therefore assumed no presumptuous intent to determine what non-experienced reality is per se, and focused more modestly on the far less daunting task of assessing what our experiential participant-observer interrelationship with reality is like. In other words, out of all the reality subsets cited above, we have centered on experiential reality – reality as experienced from within – as this book’s reference frame of choice. And though there is likewise no universal agreement even on what experiential reality is per se, one can come far closer to establishing what reality is experientially like than to agreeing on what it ultimately is. This is because the likeness of reality to our experiencing of it is the only reality that we can come close to actually knowing.10+
For example, how any given associate of yours (parent, sibling, friend, co-worker, spouse, etc.) would perceive and experience his or her life to be like had you never participated therein can never be known to either of you, because one’s participation in reality is one’s reality for all practical purposes. Each of us embodies an experientially individually custom-tailored reality that is expressed and formed to correspond with our moment-by-moment entanglement therein, and largely in reinforcement of our recollections of former experiencing, whose database for the remembrance of things past is enormous. For instance, it is widely and variously estimated that we have from 40,000 to 60,000 thoughts each day, 95% of which are earlier thoughts in rerun mode, a cerebral rut-engraving tendency that waddress in Section One and Addendum One.

From an observer-participative experiential view of what reality and the formation thereof are like, it resembles the interrelationship of the North American continent’s multi-million-mile network of streets, roads and highways with the hundreds of millions of travelers who daily self-organize their individual and collective journeys thereon. We form our participant-observer reality as travelers of this network by engaging pre-existing given transportation routes in support of our self-realization of the intended travel outcomes to which we are committed. Reality is similarly an interrelated network of given potentials, possibilities and probabilities, amidst which network all human activity experientially self-organizes itself. It is in keeping with the implications of this gestalt of interrelationship that our book initially examines and establishes what the interrelated network of reality’s givens is like before we address the practice of experientially negotiating its networked givens – just as others first examined and established the world’s given potentials, possibilities and probabilities for human travel before putting down permanent streets, roads and highways.
To recapitulate: 

· Because of the fundamentally reciprocal nature of reality itself, its likeness to our experiencing of it is the only reality that we can possibly know. Given our inability to have an experience of reality in which we do not ourselves participate, reality cannot appear to us as anything other than what it is like in participant-observer experiencing thereof. Consequently, while reality is an all-inclusive integral whole in and of itself, it can be known to any participant therein only as his or her own partial experiencing thereof, and can never be known by any of us in the form of anyone else’s experiential partiality. Nor can reality be known as whatever its unaltered state may be independent of all experiencing thereof.

· For these and other reasons that we later note herein, reality’s non-experienced ultimate given nature will forever elude our total comprehension. Nor can its given nature be overridden by contrary willfulness on our part. Though we can alter reality’s pre-existing substance and structure, we cannot alter the fundamentally principled reciprocal nature of its dynamics. Thus any of reality’s givens that we willfully resist will accordingly persist, because our resistance is the equivalent of each sustaining wall that upholds the opposing wall of an A-frame building. And though we may quite significantly modify reality’s given substance and structures, we can do so only via a willingness to make over our participatory interrelationship with reality by modifying the forms of our participation. 

This recapitulated process of individual experiential evolution is likewise a principal (and principled) aspect of our cultural evolution as well.

Unmasking Reality’s Masquerade
We don’t see things as they are, we see things as we are.
The Talmud
Since no one can define precisely what reality actually is, given our inability to subtract our experiencing of reality from the reality that is being experienced; and since neither do any two persons experience reality identically, all experiencing of reality is therefore personalized. It is there quite appropriate that the word “person” is derived from the Greek word, persona, which signifies one’s wearing of a mask. Each of us, in other words, presents a custom-individualized face to the world. It is from this participant-observer perspective on the formation of our experiential reality that. our book surveys the slippery-sloped landscape of reality overall. 

We begin our survey with an extensive unmasking of how our mindsets and behaviors give individually custom-tailored formations to our experiencing of reality. Since reality always shows up for us á la mode of our participant-observer interrelationship with it, rather than purely á la carte on its own terms exclusive of our participation, it behooves us each to develop the most effective observer-participation with both universal reality-at-large and with our local reality-at-hand. Establishing such an interrelationship requires thorough knowledge of how our individual and collective experiencings of reality are given form by us , for only as we are knowledgeable of how we construct our interrelationship with reality can we construct it in a way that effectively produces to order our self-determined outcomes.

Accordingly, in this book’s Overview, Section One and Addendum One we provide a thorough examination of the complexity of the experiential reality-forming process, relative both to universal reality-at-large and to our immediately local reality-at-hand. We are not, however, among those who tend to view the world’s complexities with alarm so that they can then point with pride to their know-how concerning the resolution of its complexities. Our purpose for detailing the enormous complexity of reality formation, prior to presenting the relatively simple antidote of commitment, is to empower our readers to understand and appreciate the otherwise overwhelming degree of complexity that dedicated commitment can readily resolve. 

Fully appreciating the implications of our observer-participative role begins with the realization that all experiencing of reality is interpretive, a construal rather than a replication of whatever we may be experiencing. An operational understanding of the built-in interpretive nature of self-aware consciousness is essential to establishing an interrelationship of self-with-world that effectively optimizes the well-being of all concerned.

In our provision herein of such operational understanding we draw quite extensively on neuroscientific, quantum-relativistic, cosmological and other profound scientific insights. Yet we make no attempt to derive from them a formal theory of consciousness. What consciousness is, as well as what it is like, tends to be even more opaque to cognitive assessment than is reality. Therefore, while reality formation necessarily involves our experience of being conscious, we leave the “disambiguation” of consciousness per se to a realm of expertise that we have widely sampled, while yet allowing it to remain in the sample cases of its acknowledged experts.10+ In the meantime, however, just as we have done with reality and commitment, we do address how consciousness is generally experienced by human beings and, with reference to our shortcomings, how consciousness is at times not experienced.

As we subsequently demonstrate in Sections Two and Three, the most effective way to realize made-to-order self-world interrelationships is via the reality-forming powers of commitment, whose fundamental nature is widely misunderstood. People variously assume that commitment is a firm declaration of intent, or an attitude of persistence and determination, or a success formula, or an industrial-strength brand of positive thinking. Yet rather than being any of these – although it may incorporate them all – commitment is a life-organizing operational principle that empowers us to experience self-generated outcomes that emerge from an ongoing non-divertible intention to fulfill their realization. The word “commitment” as employed herein signifies the conviction (certitude) that we will realize an intended outcome to which we are unalterably dedicated, and to which outcome our dedicated behavioral trajectory is never allowed to be more than temporarily diverted. 

The difference between divertible and non-divertible intention is analogous to that of light fasting and deep fasting. Light fasting is broken whenever one resumes eating food. Deep fasting is broken whenever one thinks of food. Deep intentionality is eminently workable because it proactively and self-organizingly engages both the formative principles of universal reality-at-large and the formative dynamics of one’s immediate reality-at-hand. 

Sections Two and Three build upon Section One’s presentation of the neuroscientific and psychosocial dynamics of reality formation and its operationally ordering principles, by examining what commitment is like in our experiencing thereof, and by showing how commitments work either for us or against us in correspondence to the way that we work our commitments. Section Two examines the self’s contributions to its participant-observer interrelationship with the world by distinguishing effective from ineffective styles of reality formation. It focuses on the effectiveness of sustained commitment in gaining and maintaining the necessary traction required to successfully navigate our experiential reality’s slippery slope. It does so by identifying what distinguishes fully self-sustaining genuine commitments from non-sustaining well-intentioned commitments that are nonetheless falsely presumed, misleadingly professed, and accordingly unrealized.
Section Three examines the most effective way to manage our commitments’ reality-forming powers to produce a perceptual makeover on behalf of realizing an intended outcome. It focuses on principles and rules of engagement that empower the mindful practice of genuine commitment as a powerfully effective reality-forming and life-generating principle. It reveals the “secret” of how we can form our reality to the greatest advantage of all concerned, which is accomplished by drafting our formative reality checks accordingly.
Numerous Addenda and Case Studies are featured following the book’s main text, not because they are secondary “extras,” rather because their inclusion in the main body of our text would interrupt its continuity. We accordingly urge the immediate reading of each Addendum and Case Study upon its being cited as germane to a fuller understanding of a point that is being made in the main text.

To additionally aid our readers’ understanding, each sub-unit of our book begins with an epigrammatic quotation that states its rationale and/or embodies one or more of the sub-unit’s main points. These same quotations sometimes appear elsewhere in the text in support of other complementary contexts. And in support of the reader’s experiential progress with the book, we provide several Prove-It-to-Yourself Reality Check exercises. It is important to do and save all of your completed Reality Check exercises, since subsequent exercises often build upon or involve further work on previous ones. We therefore urge you to keep these materials in a folder or notebook dedicated to this purpose, along with any written notes or commentary of your own that exceeds the marginal space of the book’s pages.

If you are reading this book to learn something new, your fresh learning will be forthcoming in proportion to the thoroughness with which you perform the Reality Check exercises, which are offered in the spirit of our premise that each person is the ultimate writer of his or her very own reality checks. The exercises give rise to questions or perspectives you most likely have not considered before, thereby serving the vital purpose of opening your mind to new insight. 

As someone has well said, “Minds, like parachutes, are designed to work when they are open.” Since an unquestioning mind is at best a closed encounter of the nerd kind, the most effective way to keep one’s mind open to new insight is to ongoingly question what one already knows. A questioning mind honors the principle that “learning is what takes place after one has all of the answers.” In Eastern thought such openness is signified as a return to so-called “beginner’s mind” or “not knowing,” while in Western terms it has been signified as “dismantling the structure of one’s knowing” and “freedom from the known.”11+ In either case one’s knowing remains intact as it is released from long imprisonment within the structure of an outworn mindset, and it remains intact however we may subsequently restructure it unless and until new knowing renders it obsolete. 

Unfortunately such open-minded inquiry often occurs only during crises that could have been foreseen. Since many crises are avoidable, or at least are amenable to amelioration via mindful inquiry, your mindful reading of this book may contribute to resolving a present crisis of your own, or avert a forthcoming one.

As already noted, upon their initial appearance in this book those terms that are vitally related to a clear understanding of our participant-observer perspective on experiential reality are highlighted in boldfaced capital letters. The meaning of these terms is signified by their immediate context, as well as in the alphabetical Glossary on p. xxx-xxx. In many cases our usage of these terms reflects an outlook that somewhat differs from the standard understandings recorded in most dictionaries. Some of these terms represent new combinations of otherwise well-known words or parts thereof, which are commonly called “neologisms.” The latter pay tribute to philosopher Alfred North Whitehead’s admonishment of those who presume to share what they know with others:12
 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.

Lest our word-play tends to wear thin for readers who are accustomed to straightforward factual exposition, we ask that you to be patient with our attempts to thereby communicate complex insights that cannot be readily reduced to matter-of-fact prose.

We have footnoted many though not all reports and quotations featured herein, with the intention of striking a balance between 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 signify citations whose basic information we supplement with directions to online resources or with additional relevant commentary, and sometimes with both. 

Also in support of readers’ further exploration of our individual and collective powers of self-dominion, every book cited herein may be ordered at our website bookstore, www.realityformation.com/bookstore.

Making Over Reality’s Masquerade
The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking new landscapes but in having new eyes.

Marcel Proust

This volume is an extreme makeover of our 1985 book, The Power of Commitment. Central to our upgrading is an extensive elaboration of the practice of altering one’s perceptions at mindful will, a.k.a. a perceptual makeover. This is far from being a new idea, for it has been a full century since psychologist William James noted that “The greatest discovery of my generation is that a human being can alter his life by altering his attitudes of mind,” and a half century since psychologist Viktor Frankl asserted that “everything may be taken from a man but one thing: the last of the human freedoms, to choose one's attitude in any given set of circumstances, to choose one's own way.” And it has also been nearly two millennia since Marcus Aurelius similarly observed that opinions are entirely self-generated (see p. xx).

What we do newly bring to our book is our framing of such perceptual prowess within the now popular context of making things over. The “makeover” concept was non-existent in 1985 and for some time thereafter, until it was popularized as a cosmetological term by Oprah Winfrey and then literally became a so-called “household word” via the “Home Makeover” series on TV. 

In current mainstream thinking the term “makeover” has become a so-called “meme,” which is a household word or other fabrication (e.g., pet rock, hula-hoop) that has successfully reproduced itself from mind to mind as ubiquitously as genes replicate themselves from body to body. We are therefore hopeful that the thought-form “perceptual makeover” will become a contagious meme that boldly proliferates its insight in numerous minds where it has never gone before. We are similarly hopeful that the thought-form “self-dominion” may also become mem(e)orialized as well.13+
Readers who are encountering the premise of perceptual makeover for the first time may find themselves feeling skeptical about its validity, or perhaps even outright doubtful thereof. We therefore urge every reader to suspend temporarily all belief or disbelief related to our perspective on reality formation until s/he has read the entire book.
Our text progresses from foundation-laying conceptual abstractions to the particulars of practical application – or, as some might say, from the profound to the mundane. This is because a grounded perspective on experiential consciousness is essential to anyone who seeks to have a practically effective interrelationship with his or her immediate reality-at-hand. Optimally effective observer-participancy requires an adequate understanding of how the experiential foundation of one’s self-world interrelationship takes form:14
[Y]ou have to interpret what you experience and know of it through some intelligible hypothesis. Unless you have privileged access to ultimate reality through intuition or illumination, you must choose an empirical concept for your understanding – one that is based on how human beings interact with the world around them.

Since this book’s co-authors are among the legions of those who lack “privileged access to ultimate reality,” we have devised an appropriately workable empirical concept for our understanding, an experiential field model of reality formation that comprehensively addresses how we experience, know, interpret and interact with the realities of ordinary – and sometimes not so ordinary – life. This conceptual model sets our book apart from others that address the subject of commitment from a tendency to represent the movement of reality’s providential aspect either as a quasi-magical act á la the “secret” law of attraction, or as a mystically generated coincidence in which things automatically “just happen” for the best so long as we are committed.  
It is because most persons are more or less unconscious of the participant-observer process of reality-formation that we initially address this experiential approach with an extensive breadth and depth that requires thoughtful rather than cursory reading. This preliminary groundwork (in the Overview, Section One and Addendum One) provides the required foundation for an effectively self-liberating interrelationship with our immediate reality-at-hand, and therefore necessarily tends to be more abstract than the formal practices of reality formation that then follow.   

If you have little or no interest in informing yourself about the cosmological (quantum-relativistic), neuroscientific, psycho-physiological, social, behavioral and other fundamentals of self-transformational practice, you may choose to read only the practical do’s and don’ts in Sections Two and Three of this book, thus foregoing the benefit of having digested the preceding explanatory foundation. Although such dipping about may be somewhat immediately fruitful, you will encounter throughout the text frequent references to and recollections of earlier material whose contextual purpose and meaning will be lost on you if you have not read what precedes these referrals. The consequence of skipping over the preliminary material is therefore most likely to be a feeling that the validity of our recommendations for self-transformational practice is inadequately established and must therefore be taken largely on faith. 

This perceived lack of validation will reflect an inadequate acquaintance with the scientifically verified dynamics of reality formation that we have initially presented. Such understanding is prerequisite to dispelling the largely unconscious and widely-held assumption that reality is entirely a matter of fate, being an immutable pre-existing given called “the way things are” just as they show up in the hand that life has dealt to us, and therefore the non-modifiable sum of a cosmically fated double-whammy of what-is-so and so-what. Accordingly, while the all-at-once gestalt of a holographic image may be quickly comprehended by a viewing thereof that begins at any point, the gestalt of our book is most readily perceived in onward progression from its beginning, in accommodation of the unavoidable limitations of incremental exposition.
Our examination of the reality-forming process also tends to be somewhat redundant, in that we from time to time say essentially the same thing differently. We have been willing to incorporate such redundancy into our text in light of the well-known fact that new ideas are most likely to bare, repeating.

We undoubtedly will have further thoughts on reality formation that would have been included in these pages had we taken even more time on the book’s production. We will share these further thoughts on the book’s website at www.realityformation.com/furtherthoughts.html. Also provided on this web page are opportunities for readers to share their own thoughts as well.

How This Book Came About
The last thing one knows when writing a book is what to put first.

Blaise Pascal

We entitled this “A Preface to Clear Minds” because it was written only after our own minds were sufficiently clear that we knew what we wanted to say in forecast of what readers will encounter in these pages.  We initially adopted as our working title The Science of Causing Outcomes, which has since become the working title of the book that will follow this one, for which this preliminary volume lays the essential groundwork, and both of which books provide the essential groundwork for still other books to follow.  

As our work on this book proceeded, we recognized that without an understanding of the process of reality formation that we herein provide, any attempt to address the dynamics of causation would be rather futile. Furthermore, understanding the more fundamental science of causing outcomes is still as worthy of its own book as are the reality-forming powers of commitment.

[More to come]
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OVERVIEW

The Reality of Taking a Stand
Those who stand for nothing fall for anything.

Alexander Hamilton

Among our earliest major encounters with reality is learning how to stand up and walk. We have a detailed description of the complex dynamics of this learning procedure because hypnotherapist Milton Erickson had an unusual opportunity to observe his baby sister’s arduous trial-and-error process of figuring out how to stand. 

Erickson  often shared his account of her accomplishment with clients who had a physical handicap. With this and many of his other “teaching tales” he reminded such clients that they were likewise endowed with great inner resources waiting to be drawn forth in overcoming their physical challenges, resources of which they were consciously unaware.1
We learn so much at a conscious level and then we forget what we learn and use the skill. You see, I had a terrific advantage over others. I had polio, and I was totally paralyzed, and the inflammation was so great that I had a sensory paralysis too. I could move my eyes and my hearing was undisturbed. I got very lonesome lying in bed, unable to move anything except my eyeballs. I was quarantined on the farm with seven sisters, one brother, two parents, and a practical nurse. And how could I entertain myself? I started watching people and my environment. I soon learned that my sisters could say "no" when they meant "yes." And they could say "yes" and mean "no" at the same time. They could offer another sister an apple and hold it back. And I began studying nonverbal language and body language. 
I had a baby sister who had begun to learn to creep. I would have to learn to stand up and walk. And you can imagine the intensity with which I watched as my baby sister grew from creeping to learning how to stand up. And you don’t know how you learned how to stand up. You don’t even know how you walked. You can think that you can walk in a straight line six blocks—with no pedestrian or vehicular traffic. You don’t know that you couldn’t walk in a straight line at a steady pace!
You don’t know what you do when you walk. You don’t know how you learned to stand up. You learned by reaching up your hand and pulling yourself up. That put pressure on your hands— and, by accident, you discovered that you could put weight on your feet. That’s an awfully complicated thing because your knees would give way—and, when your knees would keep straight, your hips would give way. Then you got your feet crossed. And you couldn’t stand up because both your knees and your hips would give way. Your feet were crossed—and you soon learned to get a wide brace—and you pull yourself up and you have the job of learning how to keep your knees straight—one at a time and as soon as you learn that, you have to learn how to give your attention to keep your hips straight.  Then you found out that you had to learn to give your attention to keep your hips straight and knees straight at the same time and feet far apart! Now finally you could stand having your feet far apart, resting on your hands. 
Then came the lesson in three stages. You distribute your weight on your one hand and your two feet, this hand not supporting you at all [E. raises his left hand]. Honestly hard work – allowing you to learn to stand up straight, your hips straight, knees straight, feet far apart, this hand [right hand] pressing down hard. Then you discover how to alter your body balance. You alter your body balance by turning your head, turning your body. You have to learn to coordinate all alterations of your body balance when you move your hand, your head, your shoulder, your body – and then you have to learn it all over again with the other hand. Then comes the terribly hard job of learning to have both hands up and moving your hands in all directions and to depend upon the two solid bases of your feet, far apart. And keeping your hips straight – your knees straight and keeping your mind’s attention so divided that you can attend to your knees, your hips, your left arm, your right arm, your head, your body. And finally, when you had enough skill, you tried balancing on one foot. That was a hell of a job!
How do you hold your entire body keeping your hips straight, your knees straight and feeling hand movement, head movement, body movement? And then you put your one foot ahead and alter your body’s center of gravity! Your knees bent – and you sat down! You got up again and tried it again. Finally you learned how to move one foot ahead and took a step and it seemed to be good. So you repeated it - it seemed so good. Then the third step – with the same foot – and you toppled! It took you a long time to alternate right left, right left, right left. Now you could swing your arms, turn your head, look right and left, and walk along, never paying a bit of attention to keeping your knees straight, hips straight. 
If Erikson had just as carefully observed another baby learning to stand upright, he would undoubtedly have noted some minor variations on the theme of learning to take a stand. Because of the uniqueness of each person’s observer-participancy, similar trial-and-error procedures are learned by each of us somewhat differently. Learning to take a stand – any stand – is a uniquely self-customized procedure.

Additional insight on how we assimilate and accommodate new experiencings is provided in a brief commentary on the film, The Tango Lesson:2
In the film Sally Potter is able to show how learning to dance the tango does not mean simply adding a new skill to one’s bank of knowledge. Like all learning, mastering the tango means becoming involved in a whole set of interpersonal and intertextual relations that are new to the learner. These involvements alter the geography of the learner’s past, present and imagined experience. As Potter learns to tango she also learns to perceive, to remember, and to imagine in new ways. Learning, then, is not making deposits into one’s data bank. It is more like mixing a new ingredient into the soup of perception and cognition.

As the book you are now reading will make quite clear, the metaphor, “soup of perception and cognition” rather well describes the cerebral support system that sustains our self-formation of our experiencing of reality. 

The process of effectively interrelating with reality’s pre-existing formations is one of learning by holistic trial and error rather than by sequential cause-and-effect progression. Reality, like a symphony, is less like an aggregate assemblage of its parts than like an orchestration thereof. 3 For example, in the practice of those who are masterful at writing symphonies, the composition is more often than not received, perceived and conceived as a whole in the mind of the composer prior to the composer’s subsequent scoring of its parts. Similarly, our interrelationship with reality is far less like being laid out on an assembly line of sequenced events than it is like being caught up in an entangling web of mutual co-operations. (“Co-operation” signifies “working together.”)  

In our encounter with reality as a whole, none of us solely forms all of the events that comprise the symphony of our lives. Yet we do form the way that every event in our lives is interpretively experienced, regardless of how and by whomever or whatever else the event may also in part be formed. We can therefore either take mindful and heartfelt charge of the way we contrive our own experiential formations of reality, or else default to our formations’ being mindlessly in charge of us.

How we give expressive form to our experiential reality is examined in this Overview, and is further elaborated in Section One and Addendum One.

*************************

1. Cited at http://hypnospin.blogspot.com/2005_10_01_archive.html, and included with many other Eriksonian teaching tales in Sidney Rosen, ed., My Voice Will Go with You: The Teaching Tales of Milton H. Erickson (W.W. Norton, 1982), pp. 47-49, 51. 

2. Rosamund Sutherland, Guy Claxton and Andrew Pollard, eds. Living and Teaching Where Worldviews Meet (Trentham Books, 2003), p. 3.

3. See Donald Hatch Andrews, The Symphony of Life (Unity Books, 1967). 
OVERVIEW PART ONE

How We Give Formation to Our Experiencing of Reality

We shape our dwellings, and then our dwellings shape us.

Winston Churchill

Reality is analogous to an endless movie, our experiencing of which is unceasing, and of which each given experience is like a single frame or snapshot of reality’s ongoing perpetuity.  Accordingly, this book often features the word “experiencing” to signify our active observer-participancy role within reality’s milieu, where others are more likely to use the less dynamic term “experience” that signifies a particular outcome of our ongoing experiential role.

 Experiencing is something that we ongoingly (and ongrowingly) do, while an experience is something that occurs within a limited time frame. This distinction accentuates the powerful vitality of our observer-participancy in the conceptual and physical formation of our experiential reality. In the co-authors’  elaboration of this distinction, we thoroughly address the significance of our more conventional sensory-based experiencing before we attend to the intuitive, gut-felt, heart-felt and other modes of experiential awareness and exchange that inform the subliminal awareness of our “undermind.”
No matter how we are informed, rather than being creators of our own reality overall, we give individually customized experiential forms to a pre-existing reality that it is given to us, which modifies our subsequent experiencings accordingly. What we actually create, therefore, is not reality itself. What we do create is the way that we interrelate with and thus impact reality. And among our most significant modifications of reality are those alterations thereof that in turn shape our subsequent experiencing.

[W]e are invaded, as it were, from morning to night, both by our inner being as well as by the threatening exterior world . . . The field of our ceaseless effort to reconcile both sides is none other than our ordinary life. -Karlfried Graf Dűrckheim
When relativity theorist Albert Einstein was asked, “What do we know for sure?” he replied, “Something’s moving.” Movement is central to our experience of ordinary life, and as Einstein’s special theory of relativity demonstrated, what we also know for sure is that whatever moves does so with a speed that is relative to the absolute speed of light. Therefore, rather than everything being relative to everything else, which would make the universe chronically chaotic, all things that fluctuate are unified in relative co-ordination to a single constant that provides the absolute foundation of universal order. The absolute speed of light is so fundamental to the structure and dynamics of universal order that Einstein sometimes regretted having emphasized the relative rather than absolute nature of its influence.

Einstein’s universal field theory of light’s absolute motion, upon which we elaborate in Section One, accommodates the experiential relativity of our respective outlooks on reality, wherein each of our ordinary lives is experienced within the local context of one’s own individually custom-tailored subfield of realty overall. It is from the perspective of each experiential subfield’s local frame of reference that the “I” of its beholder uniquely perceives the outer and inner motions that evoke our unceasing endeavors to know at least some things for sure. 

Without an acute ability to perceive motion we could not perceive change, and effective perception of change is prerequisite to being effective agents of change. Since all perceived movement is relative to things perceived to be stationary, and all perceived stasis is relative to things perceived to be in motion, it is only relative motion itself that makes possible our faculties of perception. Whatever remains stationary is ordinarily unattended and therefore overlooked by us, however attractive it otherwise may be, hence mystical novelist and poet Evelyn Underhill’s lament that “For lack of attention, a thousand forms of loveliness elude us every day.”
In stark evidence of our ignore-ance of things that are stationary, when an image becomes stabilized on the retinas of our eyes it ceases to be perceived and is thereby made unavailable to our experiencing. As biophysicist John Platt has noted:1
This explains why . . . we cannot see the blood vessels of our own eyes, although they lie in front of the retina; their shadows stay fixed in the same place, so that the sensory cells become adapted to them and they do not appear in vision. 
Our eyes fill in the shadows cast by their own blood vessels the same way that they likewise fill in the “blind spot” in each eye that is caused by its retinal opening to the optic nerve that conveys its sensory intake to the brain.

Prove-It-To-Yourself Reality Check # 2

 █

Even if you have once performed another version of the following exercise, it is worth repeating in the reference frame of this book’s experiential field model of reality formation. 

Close your left eye and focus your right eye on the square above. Slowly look straight leftward of the square until it disappears. (The closer is your eye to the page, the sooner will the square disappear.)  

The square’s sudden invisibility occurs as your eye’s retinal blind spot becomes aligned with it. The reason you are not ordinarily aware of this perceptual gap is because your eye adapts to its blind spot’s absence of vision by filling the gap with whatever is being visualized immediately around it, which in this case is the whiteness of the immediate area in which the square is embedded.

It is in the nature of all embedment that whatever is embedded tends to absorb the ambience of whatever embeds it. This in part is why news reporters are now formally and strictly “embedded” within military operations, and are therefore less free to experience their own independent perspective. While military embedment is designed to increase reporters’ safety amidst enemy activity, it is also designed to more securely impart the perspective of the military command that embeds them via the development in embedded reporters of a blind spot relative to what the military command would rather they not see. 

Because images that are stabilized on the retina become invisible to us, we would not – nor could we – perceive relatively stationary objects except for the constant movements of our own eyes, the unnoticed “saccades” whose tiny side-to-side micro-movements occur at varying rates from 50 to 150 cycles per second. Although the eye’s blood vessels and blind spots maintain their invisibly stationary place within our micro-shifting eyes, external objects that are likewise relatively stationary remain perceivable only because of our eyes’ own movement relative thereto. Yet our eyes’ saccades are far too miniscule for us to experience their motion, which is no more than just enough for us to see whatever is outwardly stationary, relative both to our saccades and to the stationary object’s surroundings.2+
Without our eyes’ own constant movement relative to stationary external objects, all such objects would be invisible to us, making our vision more like that of frogs, who can distinguish in their visual field only what is moving. It is somewhat paradoxical that our visual perception of relatively stationary objects is stabilized by our eyes’ own seemingly unstable micro-movements.   

Our other senses likewise tend to be unnoticing of stasis. For example, people who live near paper mills become so thoroughly accustomed to the constant acrid chemical odor that they cease to notice it, and each of us has likewise become so familiar with his or her own body’s scent that we are ordinarily unaware of our body’s odor unless it becomes unpleasant. The same thing happens with unchanging noises that we eventually cease to notice, with the flavor of something that stays permanently unmoving on the tongue and also eventually becomes unnoticeable, and with the constant feeling of our clothing’s contact with our body that we likewise cease taking note of unless and until it chafes our skin.

In short: All of our physical sensing is enabled by relative motion, and everything we sense is relative to our immediate frame of reference, which in addition to our individual spatiotemporal vantage point includes our mindset’s perceptually and conceptually framed mental, emotional and behavioral dispositions, inclusive of our habitual preconceptions and preoccupations. Thus for everything that we experience, our experiencing thereof is relative to our spatiotemporal and dispositional frames of reference, which collectively form an overall experiential reference frame, an experiential set that determines the way we think, how we feel and what we say and do. 

One’s experiential set includes one’s spatiotemporal vantage point, one’s mindset, one’s habits, and everything else that tends to be persistent in one’s experiencing of reality. This formative influence is so pervasive that someone has remarked, “One’s outlook depends upon the one who is looking out.” In other words, what one thinks, feels, says and does depends upon the experiential set of the one who is looking out.

As high-energy physicist Geoffrey Chew has observed of our experiential set:3+
All ways of seeing are approximate. Each experience is an approximation abstracted from a larger context. We don't even know why scientific objectivity works as well as it does [and] if this workability is ever understood, such knowing still won't be the totality of truth. Consciousness itself is approximate, and our experience of consciousness is an interaction among approximations. 
Since everything we notice is perceptually abstracted only in part from a larger context, Chew’s assessment applies to reality in general. Reality itself is a systemic set of overlapping and interacting contexts within other interacting contexts ad infinitum, whose perceptually abstracted influences and impacts we variously estimate in terms of “potentials,” “possibilities” and “probabilities.” As we shall later demonstrate, the relative certainties of our perceptually abstracted estimations are significantly amenable to the reality-forming powers of intentional commitment. This is because reality is ultimately neutral to the intentions of our experiential set, so long as our intentions are not in contention with reality’s governing principles. Within the governing parameters of these principles, reality shows up for us the way that we show up for it, and becomes whatever we consciously or unconsciously choose to make of it. This principle of reciprocity is so universally prevailing that two scientists who addressed this principle at great length entitled their book The Looking-Glass Universe. 4
As other examples of the role of motion in the formation of our experiencing of reality: only as something in our visual field’s periphery begins to move, or moves into it, do we ordinarily become aware of it; and our thinking similarly tends to remain unconsciously known to us until we set it in motion relative to other thinking. Hence philosopher Alfred North Whitehead’s recommendation, cited in our preface (p. x), to continually throw our ideas into fresh combination as if they were the recombinant DNA of our consciousness.

Whether we have knowledge of things in relative motion or of things that are relatively stationary, all such knowledge must first become known by someone individually before it can thereafter become collective knowledge. Everything we presently know is knowledge that was initially acquired, if not by our own experiencing, by someone else’s experiencing of his or her perceived internal and external reality states and situations (i.e., experiential set).

Furthermore, whatever we are uniquely experiencing at any given moment is not reality per se. We are rather experiencing the ongoing stream of our central nervous system’s perceptual and conceptual abstractions, which intertwines the current input of its sensory data stream with the contents of its database of remembered past experiencings. Although our central nervous system (CNS) is ongoingly processing millions of bits of new and retrieved data each second, it delivers only 16-50 bits per second of that data to our conscious awareness.5+ Therefore, while we are only sometimes driven to distraction, we are always being driven by abstraction, because our conscious awareness is presented with only a neurally abstracted map of reality, a descriptive reality map that represents merely an approximated estimate of reality rather than a reproduction of reality in toto. Our conscious awareness at any one moment therefore represents no more than a miniscule sampling of reality overall rather than an accurate full-blown photocopy thereof. And it is on the basis of our diminutive reality maps that we form the reality codes that direct our behavior.

Rather than experiencing all that we neurally process at the steady rate of millions of data bits per second, we experience only the tiny fraction of this informational morass that our CNS presents to our conscious awareness in the form of limited maps and models that have been neurally abstracted from its enormous data flow and storage capacities. Since what we see is never more than what we neurally abstract from what is seen, what we get is far from being all that reality has in store for us. Thus whatever we actually do experience via our neural abstractions of reality, our experiencing thereof is as good as it gets. 

In those instances when our neural constructs are dynamic rather than static, its maps and models represent “scenarios” or “simulations” of reality, which likewise are less than full-blown replicas thereof. The discrepant relationship between our neural simulations of reality and the reality that is thus simulated was suggested over a century ago by Lewis Carroll (of Alice in Wonderland fame) in one of his numerous stories of logical nonsense.6+ A visiting professor from abroad, addressed as “Mein Herr,” comments to his British hosts: 
“That’s another thing we have learned from your Nation,” said Mein Herr, “map-making. But we’ve carried it much further than you. What do you consider the largest map that would be really useful?”

“About six inches to the mile.”

“Only six inches!” exclaimed Mein Herr. “We very soon got to six yards to the mile. Then we tried a hundred yards to the mile. And then came the grandest idea of all! We actually made a map of the country, the scale of a mile to the mile!”

“Have you used it much?” I enquired.

“It has never been spread out, yet,” said Mein Herr: “the farmers objected: they said it would cover the whole country, and shut out the sunlight! So we now use the country itself, as its own map, and I assure you it does nearly as well.”

Whatever reality’s actual lanscape may be, at any given moment we are experiencing at most only an inner neural map that represents a miniaturized partial construct of its landscape, a reductive and interpretive estimation of reality rather than reality itself in its full-blown and unaltered virginal state. All experiencing, therefore, is of our neural estimations of reality, rather than of reality’s complete and perceptually unmodified conditionality per se. The most that we are ever able to experience, therefore, is our neural constructs of reality, which are always uniquely relative to the location, time, dispositional mindset, habits and other aspects of the experiential set that inform our experiencing. Because we experience only neural estimations of reality, not the reality thus estimated, our experiencing and knowing of reality is confined to the information that they provide, and our reliance upon our neural estimations becomes so habitual that it tends to be addictive. 

This fundamental limitation of our conscious awareness has been called a “user illusion,” because our neurally constructed estimations of reality are no more the actual equivalent of reality itself than are the folders, files and applications on our computer’s screen (“user interface”) the actual equivalent of the millions of data bits from which they are symbolically abstracted. A computer’s individual data bits are strung out and cross-referenced as millions of zeroes and ones, not in the form of the files and folders that are themselves formed from a pittance of zeroes and ones that represent the millions of zeros and ones that they abstractly represent. The databases of both our central nervous system and our computers are therefore classic examples, like reality itself, of wholes that are other, more, and greater than the sum of their parts. Like our computers, our CNS from time to time presents to us a “new file” or “new folder” that tells us nothing of what it is about until we determine what it’s about by giving a name to it. And it is via this neural “user interface” that reality shows up in our experiencing thereof.

All of our knowing – however we may mentally, emotionally and behaviorally file and folder it – is abstracted as a minute portion of the millions of data bits in our neural database, and it is from these highly limited estimates that everything we are conscious of experiencing is emergently unfurled.7+ It is how and as our central nervous system’s abstractions are experientially and formally activated by us that they determine both what and how we come “to be in the know.” This neural abstracting process is ongoingly initiated as an experiential intertwining of internal and external conditions, situations and circumstances, which often include others’ spoken and written words or their behavior. 

All that does become thus known to us is in turn further conveyed via our own words and behaviors. Of these two means of conveyance the most communicative is our behavior, for as Ralph Waldo Emerson observed, “What you are speaks so loud I cannot hear what you say.” Our experiencing of other persons’ behaviors – i.e., of our neurally constructed estimates of their behaviors – is far more indicative of who they are than is our experiencing of their words that are likewise experientially confined to the interpretive estimations of our own neural processing. 

In acknowledgement that our experiencing of others only approximates who and how they are, the Russians have a telling proverb, “The soul of another is a dark forest.” Concerning this dark forest’s impenetrability, psychologist Ronald D. Laing observed in The Politics of Experience: 8
We can see other people's behavior, but not their experience.... The other person's behavior is an experience of mine. My behavior is an experience of the other.... I see you and you see me. I experience you and you experience me. I see your behavior. But I do not and never have and never will see your experience of me. Just as you cannot see my experience of you... Your experience of me is invisible to me and my experience of you is invisible to you.

I cannot experience your experience. You cannot experience my experience. We are both invisible beings. All beings are invisible to one another. Experience is being's invisibility to being. Experience used to be called the Soul. Experience as invisibility of being to being is at the same time more evident than anything. Only experience is evident. Experience is the only evidence.

It is the relative uniqueness of each perceiver’s frame of reference – his or her spatiotemporal vantage point, dispositional mindset and overall experiential set – that gives form to each person’s own immediate experiential reality. Reality cannot be known by any person to be anything other than the consequences of his or her interpretive experiencing of the neural estimations provided by the CNS. Whatever reality may actually consist of and be like, prior to and unmodified by anyone’s perception thereof, is not knowable by anyone. Reality can be known by us only in terms of the participatory assessments that we ourselves make of our neurally abstracted maps, models and simulations. As we have heretofore implied, and now starkly assert, we are experientially condemned to the necessity of our own self-dominion.

Whatever the unaltered nature of reality may actually be, its complete and unmodified state is unknowable. Instead, known reality is always and only based on our experiencing of our central nervous system’s neural estimations thereof. Thus the closest that any of us can come to knowing the “true” or “actual” nature of reality is one’s own knowledge of what has first been neurally abstracted from reality and is then experientially activated in accord with one’s neural estimations. Yet despite our twice-removed-from-unmodified-reality formulations, experience is nonetheless our proverbial “best teacher.”9+ And since our individual and collective experiencings are the only evidence we have, they are our only teachers, which includes our experiencing of those who also presume to teach us via behavior, written or spoken words of their own or of others. 

It is thus that all knowledge of reality is experientially molded to the infinitely differing and ongoingly morphing neurally constructed outlooks of its respective beholders, while whatever else might also be real remains unknown to us. Furthermore, there are as many versions of known reality as there are persons living, dead and yet to be born into a uniquely individualized and local experiential subfield of reality overall. 

Such is the personalized import of Einstein’s theory of relativity, which in addition to accounting for dissimilarities of experiencing between different persons, also accounts for such dissimilarities within the same person. As Einstein himself once anecdotally explained, “When a man sits with a pretty girl for an hour, it seems like a minute. But let him sit on a hot stove for a minute – and it’s longer than any hour. That’s relativity.”10+ And this is also why in relativity theory space and time are viewed not as independent properties, rather as a single continuum signified as “spacetime”
Another experiential implication of relativity theory, and of quantum mechanics as well, was cited by quantum physicist Niels Bohr: “The opposite of a correct statement is a false statement; but the opposite of a profound truth may be another profound truth.” For example, in addition to the truth that experience is the best teacher, it was also truly said by baseball player Vernon Law that “Experience is the worst teacher. It gives the test before giving the lesson.” The relative validity of Law’s seemingly contradictory assessment of experiential worth becomes evident whenever the known consequences of anothers’ experiencing makes it possible for us to avoid facing certain tests altogether; or, if one must face them, makes it possible for us to ace them. 

Our words are never more than pointers to what they signify. Just as maps point to their respective territories, and just as menus similarly point to their various meals, so do our neural estimations point to a much larger reality overall. Nonetheless, our pointers can sometimes be powerful precursors of what they signify. For instance, even though it may well be that “sticks and stones can break my bones, but words can never hurt me,” words can incite the wielding of hurtful sticks and the throwing of hurtful stones. While one can argue about whether one’s words create one’s actual reality, there is no quibbling about the fact that they create the way we experience reality.

*************************

How one’s experience is given form determines the self-limiting as well as the self-liberating nature of what we know. Our knowledge is self-liberating only insofar as it provides us with information that is both valid and useful. Yet our knowledge can also be self-limiting, because the knowledge we currently have tends to exclude other information that, were it also known, might thereby move us to revise our present knowing. 

Our existing knowledge base is neurally self-limiting by default, because the 16-50 data bits per second that our CNS delivers to our conscious awareness are selected from the millions of others to be in accord with – and therefore limited by – what it abstracts from its records of our past experiencing. One may here recall our prefatory statement that 95% of all our 40,000 to 60,000 daily thoughts are reruns. It is thus that all of one’s experiencing at any given moment tends therefore to be committed to perpetuating the likeness of one’s past moments, unless a commitment to an alternative form of experiencing is consciously set in motion. 

In addition to the establishment of alternative commitments, another remedy for our current knowing’s self-delimitation that we mentioned in our Preface and may further bare repeating here, is a return to what Eastern wisdom calls “beginner’s mind,” “non-knowing” and “freedom from the known,” or to what one Western self-transformational coach calls “dismantling the structure of our knowing.” 11 It is only as we free our present knowing from its existing structure that new knowing is allowed to suggest and inform a more inclusive structure. In the absence of such liberating remedies, our past knowing frequently tends to serve as a rut into which our knowledge of present moments is cast. As a folksy spin-off of relativity theory proclaims in this regard, “The only difference between a rut and a grave is the latter’s depth.” Fortunately, avoiding or getting out of our neural ruts is facilitated by the reality-forming powers of commitment, in the ways that we demonstrate in this book’s Sections Two and Three.

The cerebral rut-forming tendencies of our neural processing were acknowledged by nuclear physicist J. Robert Oppenheimer during an interview concerning the unresolved scientific problems of his day: “At this very moment there are five-year-olds skipping rope on the sidewalks of Harlem who could tell us the answers to some of science’s deepest mysteries if only we knew how to put the questions to them in language that they could understand.” Oppenheimer thereby acknowledged that young children have yet to be constrained by the neural constructs of reality and experiential sets with which they sooner or later will tend to make their own lives as similarly problematic as the lives of their elders. 

Another self-limitation of our knowledge is that all of us will always know more than any one of us can know, because no one can ever know all of what is known by everybody else. Thus even the most brilliant person on our planet has but a trifle of knowledge in contrast to what is known by the six-and-a-half billion members of the overall human collective. In this case as well, as we later demonstrate, the reality-forming powers of commitment can enable any one of us to embrace more of what is known by all of us, and sometimes to embrace what is not yet known by anyone. Our commitments greatly expand this possibility because, as we shall also demonstrate, they tap into ways of knowing that transcend our immediate sensory and rationalized experiencing.

Our ability to know is generically limited in yet another way by our generic knowledge acquisition process, the procedure of so-called “trial and error” whereby our CNS ignores massive amounts of information that is not useful at a given moment, however potentially valuable it might be in later moments or in other contexts. The current content of our conscious awareness at any given moment consists of no more than the limited 16-50 data bits per second of residue that remains from the discarded, withheld or ignored millions of data bits that have been automatically screened out from our awareness for their lack of immediate utility, even though they may be highly supportive of us in contexts that are not identical to those with which we have become familiarized by past experiencing. Fortunately, much that is screened out of our momentary awareness nonetheless remains subsequently accessible via our intuitive sensibilities, our subliminal “undermind,” and other ways of knowing, all of which we later address.

Our standard operational procedure of experiential trial-and-error is the essence of so-called “ordinary” life, as acknowledged by physician Lewis Thomas:12
Our kind of brain is built so that it can make great numbers of errors, all the time, for this is really the way we go about the process of thinking. We get things wrong by nature, and when we get enough things wrong we make use of that information to get things right. The process is trial and error, as we say. It is in this sense that our brains differ so greatly from machines, and it is probably the recognition of this special gift of error that makes us feel so strongly that we are different from all the other animals on earth. It is hard for us to imagine anything taking place in the brain of an insect that bears any resemblance to the events in our own heads. We take it for granted that insects are little whirring machines, programmed by their genes to do this or that little insectlike thing, but we recoil from the notion that the bug is a conscious, thinking creature. We do this partly because we feel superior, and partly because we know that we could never do so reproducibly what beetles do. It could be that simple animals possess the same kind of awareness as ours, but that they are conscious of fewer items, and therefore the probability of error is greatly reduced.

It is presumably on behalf of being less prone to immediate error in our ongoing trials that only 16-50 data bits per second are made available to our selective conscious experiencing. Nor is it mere coincidence that the word “experience” itself signifies the trial-and-error procedure, as likewise does the word “experiment.” Their common prefix, “ex-,” signifies “from” and their shared Latin root signifies trial (piriri: to try, as in “to actively endeavor,” rather than to forecast a futile attempt). Our lives are both experiential and experimental, yet what we gain from their trials is not reality in and of itself, rather our neurally formed estimations of reality. 

From an experiential perspective, therefore, reality exists as a set of interactively entangled patterns that are in an ongoing state of constant flux, our experiencing of which emergently unfurls from this flux and is modifying thereof. Our experiencing of reality is therefore best understood as an ongoing succession of interactive observer-participant trial runs within reality’s unceasing rearrangement of universally entangling patterns that are interwoven amidst a permanent state of flux. Meanwhile, the experiential outcomes that emerge from our ongoing trial runs are local and momentary resolutions of reality’s flux that are realized as we 1) sense what our CNS has 2) formed into neurally constructed spatiotemporal, mental, emotional, behavioral estimations of reality’s flux, only after which 3) we form our experiential assessments and applications of our neural estimations. 
In addition to our conscious awareness’ reduction of sensed reality to our mapped, modeled and simulated inner estimations thereof, its functionality is also such that whenever we decide to have a particular experience, it is neurally set in motion over a half second before we are even consciously aware of making the decision.13 Accordingly, whatever we are conscious of acting upon seemingly has us in its thrall before we experience our actual decision to act. The implications of this neural dynamic for free-willed choice are addressed in Section One.

*************************

To sum up the foregoing account of how we locally, temporally and dispositionally form our own experiencings of reality, rather than create its cosmic totality overall: 

Whatever may be the formal and dispositional dynamics that result in our conscious awareness and experiencing, the most that we actually experience is neither precisely what we sense, nor the activity of our sensing per se. What we instead experience is our assessments of our neurally mapped, modeled and simulated estimations of what we sense. In a three-stage process, our sensing of reality yields the neurally formed constructs thereof that become available to our conscious awareness for our subsequent experiential assessment and application. It is thus that we form only our own experiencing of reality rather than create reality itself.

Intuitive and mystical knowing are two trans-rational exceptions to our otherwise highly reductive reality-estimating neuro-sensory dynamics. Intuitive knowing is experienced as an unfiltered and direct comprehension of some aspect of reality’s domain, which is sometimes signified as “gut-felt” or “heartfelt” knowing. Mystical knowing is experienced as the comprehension of unaltered reality as it actually is per se without modification by our observer-participation therein. In other words, sensory-based knowing is referential knowing, intuitively-based knowing is direct knowing, and mystically-based knowing is a full and undistorted comprehension of the underlying reality from which all other knowing emerges. 

Yet whatever one may come to know via intuitive or mystical insight, such knowing is likewise always relative to one’s ability to assimilate and subsequently articulate what thereby becomes known. And whether one’s knowledge is sensorially, rationally, intuitionally or mystically acquired, it can in any event be conveyed to others only by one’s words and behavior – or perhaps, as some maintain, by telepathic or other vibrational transmission. In the meantime, every way of knowing and every means of its conveyance embodies to some degree the confining experiential set (a.k.a. “bias”) of the one speaking, writing, behaving or otherwise conveying. 

We further address in Section Three the nature and implications of trans-rational modes of experiential awareness and exchange In the meantime, given our inherent trial-and-error processing of all that we come to know and of however we come to know it, the best way to assess the limitations of one’s current knowing is to exceed its limits via further trial and error, as in poet T. S. Eliot’s observation that “Only those who will risk going too far can possibly find out how far one can go.” Eliot’s prescription for far-going adventure was similarly cited by novelist Arthur C. Clarke: "The only way to discover the limits of the possible is to go beyond them into the impossible." 

It is thus, for example, that some adventurous racing-car drivers will cautiously, yet with all deliberate speed, calculatingly employ the procedure of trial and error to precisely determine their vehicle’s upper mile-per-hour limit on a given racetrack by inducing a controlled spinout on each of its curves. In so doing they lay claim to the Irish blessing
May you have the hindsight to know where you have been,
the foresight to know where you are going, 
and the insight to know when you have gone too far.

And, best of all, they live to tell about it.

*************************
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 OVERVIEW PART TWO

Experiencing Reality from Inside Out
The eye sees only what the mind is prepared to comprehend.

Henri L. Bergson

Each of us individually custom-tailors his or her own unique interrelationship with reality, though we quite often do this only unconsciously.  Our customized intentionality in turn determines how our role as participant-observers is comprehended and played out within realty’s milieu. 

However paradoxical it may seem, what we comprehend (i.e., take in) is an outward projection of our mindset’s intentional perspective, and it is from this projected perspective of our mindset’s complex of thought and feelings – our overall mental, emotional and behavioral programming – that we view, interpret and form our experiencing of reality. 

In other words, what we pay attention to is determined by the intention that we pay our attention from.
Attention is the coin of the realm. Whatever you "pay" your attention to, you've bought.

David Gordon

Our experiential participation in reality-formation is mediated by how and to what we pay our individual and collective attention. Paying attention is the way, as they used to say, that we get a “purchase” on reality. Yet what our attention thereby purchases – or, in today’s metaphor, gets a “grip” on – is not so much what we pay our attention to as what we pay our attention from. Our attention is mediated by our conscious and unconscious intentions – our inward tensions of aspiration that seek their resolution via an outlet for the expression (pressing out) of their fulfillment. 

As self-transformationalist Deepak Chopra has noted, “Intention organizes its own fulfillment.” In other words, as our intentions are set so likewise does our attention beget, because what we see is primarily determined by what we are intentionally looking from. Our intentionality gives organizational direction to how we go about individually custom-tailoring the outcomes of our interrelationship with reality. 

Everyone’s mindset uniquely frames its own intentional perspective on reality via a worldview that projects and reflects back to us what our mindset’s intentionality predisposes us to see. Our mindset projects the overall programming with which we are individually “wired” – what we sense, what we feel, who we are, how we are, how we have been socialized by family and culture, and how we’ve summed up our past experiencing in our thoughts, feelings, ideas, assumptions, beliefs, attitudes, opinions, paradigms, intentions, conclusions, expectations, wants and needs, objectives, etc. Our outlook on the world is a projection of this overall experiential set, which correspondingly forms our experiencings of reality to match its projected expectations.

While our mindset does not make our choices for us, it does limit us to choices that fit the intentional framework of its outlook, even as it also accordingly shapes our experiencing of our choices’ outcomes. Thus whenever we fail to experience what we are looking for, it is often because we can experience only what corresponds to the mindset that we are looking from. For instance, if we are looking out from a troubled mindset we may not see a specific trouble that we are looking for, yet we will see a troubled world that more or less conforms to our most troubling perspectives. Thus while the little things that we worry about may never come to pass, the assurance of experiencing what troubles us most has Biblical certification: “The thing I greatly feared has come upon me.” (Job 3:25, italics added.)

For example, it is only from an intentionally loving mindset that we can perceive and experience the world caringly, and we can do so only when caring is our choice. When we presume to care from an unloving mindset, a caring outcome is quite unlikely to result. Similarly, from an intentionally adventurous mindset we can experience the world daringly when daring is our choice, which is again an unlikely outcome when we presume to dare from a timidly set mind. And even when things happen that are contrary to our intentional frame of reference, such as a fortunate break for someone who generally feels down on his or her luck, we nonetheless tend to experience them in accordance with our mindset’s same old same mold. This means that we may have at hand a lucky break that we don’t even recognize.

On Being Lucky: The Outward Vista 1
Psychologist Richard Wiseman says, "Ten years ago, I set out to examine luck. I wanted to know why some people are always in the right place at the right time, while others consistently experience ill fortune." He says he's found the answer. 

Wiseman writes in bbcnews.com that he placed ads in national newspapers asking for people who felt they were always either lucky or unlucky to contact him, so he got lots of volunteers to study. He says, "The results reveal that although these people have almost no insight into the causes of their luck, their thoughts and behavior are responsible for much of their good and bad fortune." He found that lucky people consistently encounter chance opportunities, while unlucky people don't. Since this doesn't make sense statistically, Wiseman studied them and found that lucky people were the ones who were able to spot the opportunities that came their way. 

He says, "I gave both lucky and unlucky people a newspaper, and asked them to look through it and tell me how many photographs were inside. I had secretly placed a large message halfway through the newspaper saying, 'Tell the experimenter you have seen this and win £250.' This message took up half of the page and was written in type that was more than two inches high. It was staring everyone straight in the face, but the unlucky people tended to miss it and the lucky people tended to spot it." He found that unlucky people are more tense and depressed, perhaps because they expect the worst, and this disrupts their ability to notice what's going on around them. Wiseman says, "They go to parties intent on finding their perfect partner and so miss opportunities to make good friends. They look through newspapers determined to find certain types of job advertisements and miss other types of jobs." He says, "I asked a group of volunteers to spend a month carrying out exercises designed to help them think and behave like a lucky person. These exercises helped them spot chance opportunities, listen to their intuition, expect to be lucky, and be more resilient to bad luck. One month later, the volunteers returned and described what had happened. The results were dramatic: 80% of people were now happier, more satisfied with their lives and, perhaps most important of all, luckier." Here’s what Wiseman told them to do: "Listen to your gut instincts – they are normally right. Be open to new experiences and breaking your normal routine. Spend a few moments each day remembering things that went well. Visualize yourself being lucky before an important meeting or telephone call. Luck is very often a self-fulfilling prophecy." 
On Being Lucky: The Inward Vista

When telephones were first used to translate computerized data in the late 1950’s, they did so neither rapidly nor accurately. Digital information was easily distorted during transmission, just as vocal sounds had earlier been, because of an echoing effect that made it difficult for receivers to distinguish between digital zeroes and ones and thus accurately reconstitute the original transmission. While this problem had been solved with vocal sounds by installing devices called equalizers, digital information transmission called for the creation of a high speed equalizer, a device that no one knew how to create until Ma Bell quite literally got lucky. According to a historical report: 2
Bell Labs worked steadily on the problem, and in 1964 the lab handed the puzzle to Robert W. Lucky, a 28-year-old electrical engineer. Lucky had been with Bell only three years, and this was the first design problem he had been given to solve…. Many years later Lucky recalled going to a meeting with some of the development people. “They drew a block diagram of this high-speed modem we were supposed to build. There was this empty box labeled ‘automatic equalizer.’ In the empty box they wrote ‘R. W. Lucky.’”

Inspiration for the solution came to Lucky about a month later as he was driving home from work. “I was sitting at this red light,” he said, “and it just came to me, the whole thing. And I went home and couldn’t sleep. I raced into work with the first light of the sun, and I put it on the computer and naturally it worked perfectly. Sometimes I stop at that light now and wait for an inspiration to hit me. But the light never worked for me again.”

In short: our experiential feedback tends to mirror our intentional outlook.

Neither outward nor inward access to luck can be attained by direct pursuit thereof, because luckiness is a variable state of being rather than a calculable outcome of the management of one’s circumstances. Luckiness shows up most reliably where it is invited, allowed and embraced by an alert sense of receptivity, and it may therefore be operationally defined as “receptivity to the potentially beneficent interplay of uncertainty and creativity.” The emergent nature of this interplay is further addressed in following chapters. 3+
Since each mind has a variety of intentional settings, those whose mindset is both intentionally loving and adventurous can have both a caring and daring life experience whenever they choose accordingly. And fortunately for those whose mindset is neither loving nor adventurous, yet who would like either or both to be the case, our mind’s intentional settings may be correspondingly modified. Our most effective intentional change-agent is the power of commitment, whose principle of non-divertibly dedicated intention we elaborate in Sections Two and Three of this book.

Whatever the quality and range of our mind’s intentional settings may be, we experience our life as our overall experiential set programs us to experience it by mediating our choices and decisions accordingly. Substantially “changing” our mind therefore – not merely changing a particular decision or opinion, rather modifying our mind’s intentional settings – is a matter of perceptually making over one or more of its settings. Yet even with a mind that is newly set, the same outcome of paying attention will continue to prevail: Although we cannot always see what we are looking for, we can always see that which corresponds to what we are looking from. What we see is so fundamentally prerequisite to our willingness to believe it, that what our mind intentionally sets us to believe is a forecast of what we will therefore see. Hence self-transformationalist G.I. Gurdjieff’s proclamation, “I’ll see it when I believe it.”

There is so much more to reality than one’s comprehension is able to purchase that we must expand our intentional perspective to make our experiencing of reality optimally effective. Nothing is more effectively expansive of the intentional perspective that forms one’s experiencing of reality than the power of a committed intention to makeover the formative perceptions that determine our experiential outlook. 

Although our reality-forming commitments have the power to influence, direct and modify our experiential programming, if we are to actually realize their anticipated outcomes we must translate our choices and decisions into commensurate actions. It is inherent in reality’s order that whatever becomes actual in our experience directly corresponds to the tendency of our actions. The quality of our experiencing is therefore commensurate with the quality of our behavior, and our quality-control of both depends upon what our intentionality commits us to experience.

For instance, if your mindset is subliminally programmed with the assumption that no one can be trusted, you are thereby prevented from recognizing people who are trustworthy even when doing so may be your professed intention. Since your consciously professed intentions are almost always trumped by your subconsciously dedicated intentions to the contrary, persons who are worthy of being trusted will be overlooked and pass unrecognized by your non-trusting perceptions.4+ Consequently, those who are most likely to form a relationship with you will be persons who are untrustworthy, so that whomever you choose to trust from the perspective of your distrustful mindset will sooner or later betray your expectations of them. And if by happenstance you do choose to trust someone who actually is trustworthy, s/he is most likely to eventually cease wanting any further dealings with your untrusting nature.

Our experiencing of reality can be managed by us only in the manner that our mind’s intentional settings allow us to do so. Accordingly, if and whenever we change our mind’s intentional settings, our experiencing of reality is correspondingly changed as well. And from the view of our experiential vantage point in any event, changing how we experience reality is indistinguishable from an actual change in reality itself. 

Our greatest experiential management challenge, therefore, is to recognize and neutralize any subconscious mental, emotional and behavioral programming whose subliminal intentional settings override our conscious aspirations of intent. As we demonstrate in Sections Two and Three, the intentional settings of our subliminal undermind are among our most dedicated commitments, which are sufficiently powerful to override our consciously professed intentions. A thoroughly dedicated mindful commitment of intention is therefore required if one is to alter a subliminal commitment’s programming to the contrary.

In short: Even though our attention is indeed the coin of our outlook’s realm, it is our mindset’s intentional perspective that mints our attentional coinage, and it does so at an exchange rate negotiated on our own experiential terms. This is why our outlook always reflects the intentionally programmed attention of the one who is looking out. 

As it is with one’s outlook, so is it likewise with one’s outcomes. Take, for example, the outcome of our dreams, as in the case of a woman who experienced a frequently recurring nightmare in which she was chased by a gigantic evil monster until it invariably cornered her, whereupon she would wake up in a frantically agitated state. One night she remained asleep after being trapped yet again by the monster. Shaking in terror she stood with her back to the wall of a dead-end alley as the monster hulked menacingly over her. After it had hovered in this threatening pose for some time she asked, “Wh-wh-what are you g-g-going to do to me?”  
“I don’t know, lady,” the monster shrugged. “This is your dream, not mine.” 
The outcome of every dream, including our daydreams and our intentional dreams of aspiration, is self-determined. What may sometimes seem so monstrous about this up-to-me situation is the inescapable reality of our corresponding and ever-looming self-accountability, which is the non-discountable price-tag of being condemned to our own self-dominion.

Self-accountability is inherent in the principle that we are unable to have an experience that is other than our own. There is no one else that we can hold accountable for the way we individually custom-tailor our individual experience and for the way that we feel about our experience, á la the Talmud proclamation cited in our Preface: “We don’t see things as they are, we see things as we are.” We continue to see the world as our experiential set defines it until something happens that is so unlike its current settings that we are constrained thereby to change them. As an example of such an occurrence, psychologist William James cited the “white crow” experience. The common experience that “all crows are black” does not survive the rare experience of encountering an albino crow. 

Whatever our circumstances may be, therefore, each of us is 100% responsible for the quality of his or her own experiencing, which includes the quality with which we experience even those aspects of reality that are not of our own creation and that may even contradict our mindset’s outlook. This self-accountability is likewise inherent in the correlated principle that we cannot have an experience in which we have not agreed to participate, even when we have unknowingly agreed to do so. Being where something unwanted happens to us is the outcome of whatever agreement moved us to be at the place where and when it happens. 

Thus we cannot, for example, unknowingly move onto a fault line and then claim that it’s not our fault when earth beneath us quakes merely because we were ignorant of the fault line’s being there. Absence of mind does not eradicate the presence of pre-existing realities. Moreover, anywhere we may choose to go has the analog of a potential fault line that may shake us up, if for no other reason than that wherever we go we are likely to meet people who will find some fault with us. Therefore, not only is everything that comes into our experience the chosen guest of our attention, however unknowingly we may have chosen to co-locate therewith, the quality of our interrelationship with whatever comes to our attention is likewise subject to our choosing.

We often find ourselves paying attention to things we’ve not knowingly chosen or anticipated, such as our startled attention to an unexpected noise. Yet how we pay attention is always optional, even the attention we pay to a sudden sound We may, like a snoozing cat, become instantly awakened and alerted to the cause or direction of the sound, and quickly relax whenever the sound is determined to be non-threatening. Or we may instead prolong our state of alarm if we have not, like a cat, learned to so readily lighten up. In any event, the way that anything takes place in our experiencing depends on how our experiential set negotiates our payment of attention and gives corresponding form to our experiencing of whatever we’re attending to.

The reason our mind becomes set in its outlook is because the way that we pay attention is habitual. Yet it is not so much our attentional habits per se that have us in their thrall as it is rather the ongoing maintenance of our attentional habits that keeps us at their effect. As someone has wisely said in this regard, “If there were two forces in the universe, ‘force of habit’ would be the second strongest.” The good news in this pronouncement is that our power of choice is the first strongest force with which we form our experiential reality, so that a mindfully committed choice has the power to neutralize the force of a contrary subliminal habit. And since every habit commits us to a reactive behavioral setting in our mind’s subconscious automatic pilot, the only sure way to change such patterns is to neutralize them with a dedicated conscious commitment to an alternative behavioral setting.

A brief illustration of the mindfulness that makes over faulty experiential sets is entitled “Autobiography in Five Short Chapters”:5+
Chapter One: I walk down the street. There is a deep hole in the sidewalk. I fall in. I am lost... I am hopeless. It    

                      isn’t my fault. It takes forever to find a way out.

Chapter Two: I walk down the street. There is a deep hole in the sidewalk. I pretend I don’t see it. I fall in again. I 

                       can’t believe I’m in the same place. But it isn’t my fault. It still takes a long time to get out.

Chapter Three: I walk down the same street. There is a deep hole in the sidewalk. I see it is there. I still fall in...it’s 

                         a habit. My eyes are open. I know where I am. It is my fault. I get out immediately.

Chapter Four: I walk down the same street. There is a deep hole in the sidewalk. I walk around it.

Chapter Five: I walk down another street.

How our attentional habits are maintained is suggested by a song that almost all of us learned as children:

Row, row, row your boat, gently down the stream. 

Merrily, merrily, merrily, merrily, life is but a dream.

However gently or otherwise we row the boat of our attention down the stream of our consciousness, we experience and recall our life accordingly. Yet, in the lyrics of Neil Young:6+
It’s a dream

Only a dream

And its fading now

Fading away

Its only a dream

Just a memory without anywhere to stay

Young’s lyrics are not only poetic, they have substantial neuroscientific validity as well, since the content of our attention at any given moment has no place to stay in our immediate conscious awareness as it is replaced by the content of our next attentional moment. Thus the content of each moment’s attention, which is formed in accordance with the degree and quality of that moment’s payment of attention, is stored in our brain’s “undermind” where the memories of most of our millions of moments sooner or later fade beyond our ability to deliberately recall them. And whatever memories do remain accessible are recalled within the attentional context of the moment in which they come back to mind, and only secondarily within the relatively hazy context of the moment of their experiential origin. This is why we refer to our recollections as a remembering of the past rather than a replication thereof. We put our past together again (re-member it) primarily within the context of who, what, when, where, why and how we are being in the immediate moment of its recall and only incidentally in the context of the way we were being when it originally occurred.

Our moment-to-moment experiencing of life, as formed by both its past and present contexts, represents a rather dreamlike weaving together of current with former contextual moments. Yet however dreamy or wakeful we may be, accountability for this weaving is always our own. Gurdjieff acknowledged this experiential ambiguity in his characterization of our daytime life as “waking sleep,” and he taught that the secret of taming our seemingly monstrous experiential self-accountability is to become continually lucid during our waking sleep.7 Such lucidity also informs the psychology of our undermind’s subliminal reality that Australian aborigines call “the dreamtime.”8
In our own culture’s technologically “civilized” waking sleep, we project our contemporary dreamscape onto the screens of movie theaters, television sets and computers, where we can view our projection as if it is being experienced from something other than our own inner lucidity (or lack thereof), a recent technologically contrived subset of reality that some call “hyperreality.” Yet the movements in any mirror that we may place on the wall can portray for us the fairest of them all only to the extent that we ourselves are fair to our own experiencing of the view. Being thus mindfully accountable consists in large part of recognizing the transience of everything we view, while viewing whatever is presently before us without undue commitment to the perspectives of yesterday’s mindset, a.k.a. “premature cognitive commitments.”

Although our random thoughts often come to naught, our ongoing train of thought is invariably transporting and productive of its own kind, as was a movie wherein an attractive woman is about to disrobe when a passing train obscures the moviegoers’ view of her. A young man who returned day after day to see the film was asked why he enjoyed it so much. “One day,” he said, “that train might be late.” It is with equal reliability that our train of thought also obscures whatever may lie beyond the tracks that it lays down in our minds.

In our self and world jointly form our experiential reality’s semi-dreamlike quality, they encounter one another in our present moments only, never in our past. Yet each of them does bring its past to bear upon the other in their present encounter, and our experiencing thereof is formed far more by our self’s remembered past moments than by any past moments of the world per se. This is because everything that has passed now exists solely within our individual and collective memories thereof, for there is nothing either “in here” or “out there” that presently exists as its past. 

This transient quality of reality was famously acknowledged in the statement by ancient Greek philosopher Heraclitus, “You could not step twice into the same river; for other waters are ever flowing on to you.” Or, to cite a more experientially inclusive translation of this statement, “No person ever steps in the same river twice, because it's no longer either the same river or the same person.”
The past survives only in our retrospective experience thereof, and only in the form of today’s habitually embodied fruits of our experiential yesterdays. Nor can the past be consciously present to today’s experiencing any more or less consciously than our embodiment of its fruit is mindfully realized (which means “made real”) by us. This is yet another rather dreamlike aspect of our reality-formative process, from whose enthrallment a commitment to a neutralizing alternative outcome provides our most reliable wake-up call – such as, for example, a commitment to cease overeating and/or to adopt a program of daily exercise to neutralize a former subliminal commitment to taking in more energy than our body consumes. In the meantime, we will continue to be run by our subliminal commitments until we instead mindfully run our professed ones.

From an evolutionary perspective on our past, human beings have emerged as the universe’s means of awakening to its own past history as well as ours. In us, as physiologist George Wald put it, “Matter has reached the point of beginning to know itself. [We are] a star’s way of knowing about stars.” More directly to the point, biologist Julian Huxley proclaimed that “We are evolution’s way of becoming aware and directive of itself.” 

It is because we have developed such directive power that we now have the collective potential to modify our present evolutionary course by choosing either to continue altering our planet’s climate for the short-term benefit of our present generation’s more privileged persons at the expense of all generations to come after us, or to instead consciously create a world that works for all concerned. The other alternative is to continue muddling through via our eco-meddling ways in troublesome production of the increasingly ambiguous outcomes of exercising neither of the prior alternatives.

It has yet to become generally recognized that our species is a fifth geological force, a willy-nilly planet-shaping (a.k.a. “terra-forming”) agent. Our collective impact on lifekind is now comparable to that of the four geological forces that precede us: 

· the fluctuating dynamics of our planet’s electromagnetic field; 

· the erosive dynamics of wind and water;

· the geophysical dynamics of Earth’s interior that give rise to mountain ranges, volcanic eruptions, earthquakes, and tsunamis; 

· the developmental dynamics of bio-geological evolution. 

To the electromagnetic, erosive, geophysical, and evolutionary forces that preceded our earthly presence, we have added the fifth geological force of our techno-shamanic, shape-shifting global industrial machine, whose consequent raising of our planet’s temperature is now begs for our lowering of the temperature of our geological forcefulness. Having we ourselves become our planet’s most troubling environment, even as it continues to be our only environmental homestead, it is in the saving interest of our own vitality that the of  Earth’s lifekind’s overall become our primary operational concern. 

Whatever course our present destiny may unfold, we evolve our individual and collective lives in varying degrees of harmony or dissonance with the world of our experience. Yet there is a major difference between our access to the outer world’s reality and our access to our inner reality. While the record of the world’s reality is stored in the sedimental geological strata of objectively evidential rock and ice, the record of our inner reality is stored in the sentimental neurological strata of subjectively evidential human perception and memory. Accordingly, as we come to know what reality is like via our individually custom-tailored experiencing thereof, and as we recall what we have experienced and known about reality in times past, our formation of experiential reality is from first to last an inside job.
Because of the from-the-inside-out nature of our experiencing of reality, we cannot exclude from any experience the interpretive influence of the person who is having the experience. We can no more exclude from any experiencing the influence of its experiencer than we can exclude the influence of wetness while submerging ourselves in water. For instance, when we put on a diving suit to stay dry and continue breathing while submerged, we have not excluded the influence of water’s wetness, we have merely altered the form of our experiential encounter of water’s wetness. Neither the influence of what we are experiencing (water), nor the influence of our experiential means (wearing a diving suit), nor the influence of the person who is having the experience (his or her reason for diving), can be eliminated from any mutual encounter of self and underwater world. One cannot even make such participant-observer deductions from what is presumed to be “purely objective” scientific research, because subjective experience is always contributive to the determination of the priorities and procedures that govern scientific research.

As demonstrated by mathematics, physics and computation theory, “the basis of objectivity is itself subjective.”9 Thus however objective may be the phenomenon that we are experiencing, our experiencing itself is always incorporates a subjective influence. It is the self’s subjective entanglement in its own interpretive experience that gives credence to psychologist Jean Piaget’s statement that “To understand is to invent.” 

Accordingly, this book addresses two fundamental processes of reality formation that sustain our invented understandings of what reality is like:  
· how we invent our experiencing of reality, by forming our understanding thereof to correspond with our experiencing, and thereafter by conforming our subsequent experiencing to the understanding thus formed, which is accomplished via a perceptually circular process that we describe in Section Two; and

· how we conform our experiencing to our own prior specifications, via the reality-forming power of our unconscious and conscious intentional constructs of commitment.

The co-authors prefer optimization over maximization in the reality-forming process, which means that we prefer to make our wellbeing the best that it possibly can be rather than the most that it is possibly for it to be. This preference acknowledges that reality’s overall integrity makes one’s ultimate best more genuinely attainable and sustainable than one’s ultimate most. A currently prominent violation of such integrity is evidenced by athletes who, unsatisfied with their ultimate best, put it on steroids to make it their ultimate most. The same violation is likewise evident in our collectively putting our planet on steroids as it were – carbon dioxide that warms its air, chemical cocktails that pollute its waters, and fertilizers that deplete its soil – all on behalf of presuming to make the most rather than best possible use of its natural resources. 

When we forsake what is optimal (such as energy-efficient, modestly-powered automobiles) by going for what is maximal instead (such as gas-guzzling high-powered vehicles), the mixed and often dubious blessings that result are built-in outcomes of the principled nature of reality’s universal order. In accordance with reality’s principled nature, in the so-called “game of life” reality’s universal order always bats last. Thus those who attempt to break the game’s optimal records by bending the natural order to their own maximum special advantage must sooner or later experience being broken by the very records that they have presumed to maximize. Or, as someone has more simply said, “Every time I close the door on reality it comes in through the windows.” A similar acknowledgement of compromised reality is reflected in the familiar statement, “what goes around comes around.” 
Historically there have been two partially workable general understandings of reality and its experiential formation, the mechanical and the organic. These contrasting understandings have a long philosophical history, respectively dating back at least to the ancient Grecian perspectives on Apollo, the god of light and knowledge, and on Dionysus, the god of music and dance.
· Mechanistic understanding, which is analytically and rationally content-attentive, and tends to distance us from our immediate experiencing of reality via categorical thinking that is based on perception of distinctions. Categorical thinking differentiates what we perceive as separate parts (ourselves included) that form sequentially linearized arrangements. The reality-fracturing mechanical paradigm presumes a linearly dimensional assembly-line cosmology of piecemealed matter and physical motions. Categorical thinking beholds the world in pieces by reducing the reality thereof to its component parts. 

· Organic understanding, which is intuitively and emotively as well as rationally context-attentive, and tends to accommodate our experience of reality via combinatorial thinking that is based on perception of connections, (a.k.a. “holistic thinking”). Combinatorial thinking differentiates what we perceive as patterned parts (again ourselves included) whose assemblages function in coordinated arrangement. The reality-cohering organic paradigm presumes a multidimensional cosmology of co-systemic arrangements of matter and motions. Combinatorial thinking beholds the world together by acknowledging the mutualities that interweave its component sub-assemblies. 

Neither of these two interpretations is fully right, nor is either completely wrong. Nor do they together account for all of reality’s aspects. Combinatorial thinking is only partially remedial of categorical thinking’s fragmentive tendency, because it is likewise outwardly projected upon a world that we perceive to be apart from our own being. In its sociopolitical projections, for instance, categorical thinking induces an experience of “us” and “them.” And even in combinatorial thinking’s environmental projections, the best it has conceived thus far is sustainable so-called “multiple use” in primary maximum service to human wellbeing rather than such use in optimal service to the wellbeing of all concerned. In our combinatorial projections, “us” is ultimately our species or some preferred subset thereof, and “them” is everything that keeps “us” from having whatever we want both whenever and however we want it.

Hence our presentation herein of a unitive understanding of reality that includes all viable mechanical, organic and other perspectives within a unifying whole. The integral thinking that grounds our unitive understanding is most familiar to Eastern cultures, such as the Buddhist culture of Vietnamese monk Thich Nhat Hahn. Hahn characterizes the unbroken cosmology beheld by unified thinking as “interbeing.” As evidence of interbeing made manifest, consider the page on which are printed the words you are now reading:10
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 be just 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.

Hahn’s understanding of omni-participatory reality formation is mindfully and wholeheartedly process-oriented. Its integral thinking intentionally and attentionally engages us in being at one with reality’s omni-participatory whole. This omni-participatory reality-congealing paradigm presumes a cosmology of wholeness, a single universal ensemble of all matter and motion that is highly differentiated yet nowhere broken. Unified thinking beholds the world seamlessly from the perspective of our integral observer-participancy therein.11
Ever since the 17th century inception of modern science, categorical thinking has increasingly prevailed in Western thought. Its piecemealed fracturing of perceived reality tends toward what some have called “hardening of the categories” via “the paralysis of analysis.” This fragmenting outlook accounts in large part for the present destabilization of our planet’s global environment, because our categorical mindset views Earth as a limitless resource base whose presumably separate component parts we may freely mine, manufacture, merchandise and consume with impunity, and whose component systems we may likewise contaminate with equal impunity. While the unconscious assumption of our ability to limitlessly exploit and pollute Earth’s resources still informs the behavior of most cultures on this planet, our assumption of impunity therefrom is becoming with each passing year increasingly difficult to weather. 

What is optimally best for the wellbeing of all concerned has been termed the “deep ecology” of lifekind overall, a full appreciation of which requires unified thinking like that represented above by Thich Nhat Hahn. What is perceived to be maximally best for human wellbeing set apart from our planetary whole reflects the “ecology lite” of combinatorial thinking. Yet it is ultimately the wholeness of lifekind taken together, rather than humankind as its presumed pinnacle, that Earth’s deep ecology continues to preserve to the eventual detriment of any species that seriously threatens its preservation of likekind’s integrity overall. 

The required remedy for any perspective that compromises the overall ecology of reality formation is integral thinking that fully embraces reality’s whole as a unified field. As we will herein demonstrate, nothing can be more effectively and efficiently productive of such full embracement than the power of a unifying commitment. 

NOTE: It will quite helpful to review at this time the further extension of this Introduction in Addendum One, “What Reality Is Like.” pp. xx-xx, before proceeding to Section One
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5. Cited at http://captainjackpua.blogspot.com/2007/03/autobiography-in-five-chapters.html.
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9. Tor Norretranders, The User Illusion: Cutting Consciousness Down to Size (Viking, 1998), p. x.
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11. A thorough overview of unified (a.k.a. “integral”) thinking is provided in Brad Reynolds, Embracing Reality: The Integral Vision of Ken Wilber: A Historical Survey and Chapter-by-Chapter Guide to Wilber’s Major Works (Tarcher-Penguin, 2004). A condensed overview may be accomplished by going to the book’s index on p. 441, and reading all references to the word “integral,” beginning with the material on integral vision, pp. 380-384.

SECTION ONE

AN EXPERIENTIAL FIELD MODEL OF REALITY FORMATION
Whatever we call reality, it is revealed to us

only through an active construction in which we participate.

Ilya Prigogine

Reality as known by our experiencing thereof – and there is no other way to know it than experientially – is formed by, and emerges from, the co-operative, synchronous, and overlapping interactions of participant-observer selves “in here” with their surrounding world “out there.” Each person’s experiencing of reality is the uniquely ongoing outcome of his or her individually custom-tailored  engagement with the fundamental order of reality overall. In the course of our engagement with both non-local reality-at-large and local reality-at-hand, reality’s order becomes self-evidential to us only in forms that mirror what we choose to make of its evidence. 

Like a bank account that we may either increase or decrease, reality is a life account whose increases and decreases are determined by the way we individually and collectively choose to experience our lives. We write our very own experiential reality check with every choice we make, and it is the choices to which we are non-divertibly committed that serve as the equivalent of certified reality checks. Our committed choices are always redeemable by our life account because their reality checks are fully self-certified. 

For reasons that this book later makes evident, we call the practice of writing self-certified reality checks “quantum management.” 

CHAPTER ONE

The Formation of Reality and the Reality of Our Formations

Freedom is what you do with what’s been done to you.
Jean-Paul Sartre

Reality is the sum total of all that is so plus the so-what’s of all that’s so, which is inclusive of far more than meets the “I” of any beholder. Yet all experiencing of reality takes forms that accord with the perspective of its beholders.  This and the following chapters in Section One provide a primer on the beholding and beholden nature of reality formation.
A Case Study in Reality Formation

Having seen the end, you have willed the means of its realization.

Thomas Troward

As single parent Susan Bradford entered her kitchen one morning to make breakfast for herself and her three-year-old daughter, Amanda, she found the child lying semi-conscious on the floor. Amanda had been awakened by a now subsiding storm, and came to the kitchen to play. An open, empty pill bottle lying beside her told the rest of the story.
Susan quickly read the bottle’s label, which warned that death from an overdose could occur within half an hour of loss of consciousness. Though dressed only in her negligee with her hair in curlers, she put the empty pill bottle in her purse, scooped Amanda into her arms, and ran to her car.

When the car would not start, Susan dashed back to the house to call a neighbor. The phone line was dead, as service had been disrupted by a fallen tree. Rather than lose precious time going to her neighbor’s house, Susan ran directly to a nearby freeway with her purse and Amanda in her arms.

Still scantily clad, Susan was unconcerned about either the chilly and blustery weather or her semi-naked appearance. She stepped onto the freeway to wave down a car, and immediately got a ride. She and Amanda were at the nearest hospital emergency room in just a few more minutes.

*************************

Although we have given fictional names to mother and daughter, the foregoing scenario actually took place, as told by Susan herself to co-author Yeaman during a quantum management training. As will become clear in subsequent references to this event in Sections Two and Three, it is a classic demonstration of the stabilizing reality-forming powers of commitment. In the meantime, here are some questions with which to assess your present understanding of what makes things “real.”

What was most responsible for the formation of this scenario? The storm’s awakening of Amanda? The availability of the pills? Amanda’s swallowing of the pills? The nearby the freeway?  The proximity of an emergency room? Susan’s determination to be in the ER?   

Was the scenario’s reality formed equally by each of the foregoing factors, or by some of them more than others, or by their collective dynamics as an integral whole? Or was the scenario’s reality formed by other factors not even mentioned or inferred in its narrative? 

Did the scenario owe its formation to deterministic processes of reality formation that made each of these factors a trivial part, pre-existing principles of natural order that are independent of human participation therein, and thus processes relative to which Amanda, her mother, and all incidents were devoid of any self-proactive initiative? Or was the scenario formed primarily by the self-created experiential order that unfolded from the participant-observer human relationships to such principles? 

Was the scenario’s outcome predetermined to the preclusion of any other outcome? Or was its outcome rather determined by providential happenstance, by deliberate intention, or by the co-operative interaction of both? Or was it determined primarily by the daughter’s and mother’s observer-participation? 

Before we begin to address such questions about the particulars of reality formation, it is essential that we initially address how reality itself is related to any and all of its formations. How we understand our own relationship to reality makes all the difference to our understanding of how the reality forming powers of commitment can be exercised to our advantage. Hence our initial extensive emphasis on the nature of our relationship to reality, and opening section’s devotion to examining the slippery slope of reality-formation itself, laying the groundwork upon which we base the remainder of this book and others forthcoming.

The Orchestrating Role of Intention

Intention organizes its own fulfillment
Deepak Chopra

It was once scientifically “proven” that bumblebees can’t fly, because their wings are both too light and too small for their bodies. Yet because bumblebees are uninformed of their inability to fly, they somehow manage to do so anyway. 

According to a corrective online report concerning this presumed anomaly:1+
The myth started from an over-simplified calculation on a napkin at a dinner party….  The apocryphal story about bees not being able to fly arose because the roughness and flexibility of their wings was neglected in a quick calculation. The wings of a bumblebee bend to create vortices that provide lift on both the upward and downward strokes, and a full analysis of the bee's flight involves many factors: wing angle, wing deformation, aerodynamic and inertial forces on the wing, and so on. All of these parameters are expressed in terms of 'body vector' - that is, the exact orientation of the insect's body.

In other words, it is the zigzagging trajectory of a bumblebee’s flight – the constant shifting of its angular orientation (“body vector”) in ongoing course correction – that keeps the bumblebee aloft en route to its destination. Bumblebees manage to fly because of the way they manage their trajectories. They would indeed be unable to fly if they made what it inaccurately termed a “beeline” to their destination. 

The same circumstance prevails in human flight as well, because atmospheric turbulence that includes the vortices and drafts created by the flight itself (as in the case of the bumblebee) is constantly buffeting the plane off course throughout its flight, so that airplanes tend to be at least somewhat off course as much as 98% of the time. Thus the primary responsibility of a pilot, whether human or automatic, is the full-time task of trajectory management that is more commonly called “course correction.” Pilots function from an internalized equivalent of already being at the plane’s destination, which is a state of intentionality that leadership expert Steven Covey calls “beginning with the end in mind.”56 Pilots are committed to maintaining their plane’s course regardless of any diversionary circumstances. In the event of an endangering circumstance such as an engine malfunction, their generic commitment to life-preservation immediately takes over in support of an equally non-divertible intention to quickly and safely land the plane wherever and however possible. At that point the necessary “detour” is returned to its initial course by the airline’s provision of alternative transportation to the original destination.

A pilot’s commitment to staying on course is a classic example of our definition of commitment as “a non-divertible intention to realize an outcome.” As it is with all commitments, the evidence of an intention’s non-divertability is its commensurate outcome, a principle that is honored in the statement, “By their fruits you shall know them.” Accordingly, the conclusive proof of any commitment is one’s manifestation of a commensurate result.
Non-divertibility does not signify the absence or elimination of diversions, and rather signifies the effective accommodation of all diversion via course corrections that assure the realization of one’s intended outcome. Continued course correction is the primary task of maintaining one’s behavioral trajectory toward an intended outcome á la the reality observed by philosopher Søren Kierkegaard: “Life can only be understood backwards. It must be lived forwards.” Such is life’s reality because living in the face of its unending obstacle course is like the ultimately unpredictable experience of sailing into a headwind. Forward progress in life requires the continual zigging and zagging that sailors call “tacking,” by which they employ the leverage provided by the interrelationship of a boat’s sails and keel to redirect the opposing energy of oncoming wind in a way that moves the boat obliquely into the wind’s path. 

[Image of tacking from previous edition.]

The trail of one’s course can be observed only in retrospect, because one can never know in advance precisely the appropriate moments of forward progress at which to switch from zigging to zagging and vice versa. Hence Kierkegaard’s acknowledgement of life’s prevailing tackiness.

To the extent that life resembles an obstacle course, a commitment’s non-divertible intentional support is analogous to the stability provided by the steadying keel of a boat, while the realization of its intended outcome is provided by the constant course-correcting “resetting of one’s sails” so to speak, to redirect as necessary any circumstantial energy that opposes our intent. Such mastery of contrary energy is also the objective of the so-called “martial arts,” of which the practice of Aikido is perhaps most akin to sailing. In both Aikido and sailing, one aligns oneself with opposing energy to redirect it to one’s own advantage, while doing no more harm to one’s assailant in Aikido than a sail does to a headwind. As with the martial art of Aikido in particular, so it is generally with all intended outcomes: It is the dedication provided by a non-divertible intention that empowers us to recognize and implement whatever course corrections are required in order to maintain our chosen direction in the face of impeding circumstances.

In short: non-divertible intention is the foundation of the reality-forming powers of commitment, powers that provide us with the freedom to do what we want with whatever is being done to us. The key to understanding how the reality-forming powers of commitment work is an experiential view of reality formation whose operational essence has been identified by Nobel Laureate chemist Ilya Prigogine: “Whatever we call reality, it is revealed to us only through an active construction in which we participate.” 

Actively formed constructions that are appropriate to the realization of our intended outcomes emerge from our observer-participancy in accordance with our commitments to whatever most matters to us.
Determining What Matters to Us

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. –Albert Einstein 2
Einstein’s assertion that “the field is the only reality” has been corroborated by astrophysicist Freeman Dyson: 3
The picture of the world that we have reached is the following. Some ten or twenty qualitatively different quantum fields exist. Each fills the whole of space and has its own particular properties. There is nothing else except these fields; the whole of the material universe is built of them. Between various pairs of fields there are various kinds of interaction. Each field manifests itself as an elementary particle. The particles of a given type are always completely identical and indistinguishable. The number of particles of a given type is not fixed, for particles are constantly being created or annihilated or transmuted into one another. The properties of the interactions determine the rules of creation and transmutation of particles.

Even to a hardened theoretical physicist it remains perpetually astounding that our solid world of trees and stones can be built of quantum fields and nothing else. The quantum fields seem far too fluid and insubstantial to be the basic stuff of the universe. Yet we have learned gradually to accept the fact that the laws of quantum dynamics impose their own peculiar rigidity upon the fields they govern, a rigidity which is alien to our intuitive conceptions but which nonetheless effectively holds the earth in place.

In its quantum aspect overall, reality is a single and unified universal field of matter in constant motion that is comprised of numerous entangled subfields within subfields within subfields of matter that is likewise in constant motion. The structure of reality’s co-entangled subfields is analogous to that of the overlapping and interpenetrating waves that ripple outward from multiple pebbles dropped in a pond, as illustrated on this book’s cover and title page. The field of each pebble’s impact is co-ordinated with the impact fields of every other pebble in a matrix of interactions that is technically called an “interference pattern.” Interference patterns reveal the interpenetrating matter-in-motion fields that collectively emerge from the interactions of individual influences. While no two objects can occupy the same space, their influences both can and do so, as a consequence of which everything “makes waves.” In a very “real” sense, therefore, the very water that reveals the interference patterns formed by pebbles is itself an interference pattern that emerges from the interactions of hydrogen and oxygen atoms. All matter is a manifestation of interference patterns that emerge from the quantum-mechanical level of reality, which is unified overall and throughout, and hence universe-all.

Just as the ripples on a pond’s surface are inseparable from the pond, and as are the waves on the ocean’s surface inseparable from the entire sea, so are all motions of and within the cosmic whole likewise co-entangled with the whole as a single unified field. Thus is the interrelationship of the dynamics of reality-at-large to the dynamics of its reality-at-hand subfields likewise similar to the interrelationship of a body of water to the rippling movements on its surface. And when consciousness is presumed to be among the initiatory rippling agents of matter in motion, we have the underlying supposition on which was based The Matrix movie series4+
The entanglement of all interactions within reality’s unified field is also represented by a glass filled with water that is warm, green, and salty. All of the water is warm, all of it is green, and all of it is salty, as each of these three qualities is thoroughly entangled with (a.k.a. “super-positioned on”) the others. And so it is with the super-positionally entangled universal quantum field. All of it is gravitational, all of it is electromagnetic, all of it is kinetically in motion, and all of it is held together by the universally blended subfield interactions of photons, electrons, protons, neutrons and other “particle” fields whose overlapping and interpenetrating dynamics likewise resemble the overall field of subfield interactions that is depicted on our book’s cover. 

It may be said, therefore, that the universe – and thus universal reality-at-large as well – is in its own way somewhat like a glass of warm, green, salty water. And it qualifies as being only “somewhat” the case because the universe’s dynamic of co-interpenetrating influences is infinitely more than merely three-fold, because everything in the universe ultimately co-operates (works together) with everything else in the universe.

As with all else that “matters” in this co-operative field of multiple subfields, both our ongoing experiencing and our individual experiences take their form within the fundamentally unified order of existence that we scientifically designate as “universe” and philosophically designate as “reality.” It is within reality’s universal order of co-interpenetrating “what-is-so’s” and “so-what’s” that each of us forms his or her own immediate and individually custom-tailored experiential subfield of reality-at-large. Our experiential subfields qualify as “custom-taiored” because reality as it is experienced from within us is the only reality we know, and each person’s experiencing and knowing of reality is different from that of all other persons. 

Such, in a conceptual nutshell, is the scientific understanding on which the co-authors base our experiential field model of reality formation, as elaborated in the remainder of this Section and in Addendum One. 

Through the Looking Glass
Some days I meet myself coming and going. 
(A potential opportunity for enlightenment)
Concerning our observer-participancy in reality’s unified order, a Zen inquiry asks, “Is it the bell that rings, is it the hammer that rings, or is it the meeting of the two that rings?” In this book we address a similar inquiry: Is it the self that forms its own experience, is it the world that forms the self’s experience, or is it the co-operative interaction of self and world that forms the self’s experience? What we uniquely bring to this inquiry is a field model of reality formation in which all experiencing in general and all experiences in particular are emergent from the co-operatively entangled ongoing interactions of self-and-world, which are space-timely arranged in mutually entangled experiential subfields of reality-at-hand within the overall field of reality-at-large.

Each of our experiential self-and-world subfields is in turn similarly entangled with the likewise entangled experiential self-and-world subfields of others, and with the collective experiential subfields of self-and-family, self-and-community, self-and-workplace, self-and-nation, and of all our other associations. This multiplicity of experiential subfields is further entangled within a universally overlapping quark-to-quasar-hierarchy of subfields within subfields within subfields, the co-operative totality of which comprises the entire field of reality’s fundamental order. 

The fluidity of reality’s all-inclusively unifying entanglement of matter-in-motion impacts and influences suggests to some that human consciousness is similarly fluidic, as in the metaphors “stream of consciousness” and “ocean of consciousness.” It is this fluidity that inspired the co-authors’ adoption of our experiential field model of reality formation, which we represent as a synchronous, overlapping matrix of self-and-world interrelationship. We understand that the effective management of this fluidity is also quantum-like, for instead of managing a contentious either/or duality of self-versus-world, we are actually managing a co-operative both~and dual unity of self-with-world. In this co-operative interrelationship, both self and world are co-protagonists in the emergent process of reality formation, an ongoing progression in which antagonism is always optional and emerges only wherever it mirrors a perception that an act of opposition is called for. Such perceptual mirroring prevails in all of our interrelationships with the world, each of which faithfully reflects our observer-participancy therein. In the looking glass of our perceived experience, as Lewis Carol’s Alice discovered during her journey Through the Looking-Glass, reality becomes self-evident to us only in those forms that mirror what we choose to make of the evidence.  
The proposition that we form our own emergent experiencings of reality from the co-operative entanglement of self-with-world is implicit in remarks like that of 12th century Sufi poet Rumi: “It is we who make wine drunk.” 

Prove-It-To-Yourself Reality Check # 3

 Owning Your Experience

While contemplating Rumi’s proposition that drunkenness exists in our interaction with wine and not solely in either the wine or ourselves, make a list of things in your life that owe your experience of them to the way you interact with them, rather than merely to “that’s the way they are” or “that’s the way I am.”

When your list is complete (?), make a note of how you might perceive your interrelationship with reality differently if you were to see all persons, place, things, events, situations and circumstances from this “I make wine drunk” perspective. 

The organic both~and perspective of synchronous and co-operative overlapping dual unity implied in Rumi’s statement that “It is we who make wine drunk,” is in sharp contrast to the mechanistic either/or perspective of oppositional and co-reactive contending duality that tends to prevail in contemporary Western thinking. 

Co-operative views of self-world interaction are most prominently expressed in Eastern philosophical traditions, which are riddled (pun intended) with allusions to the experiential reality that emerges from the meeting of matter and mind, as in this representative anecdote:

Two monks erupted into a seemingly irresolvable dispute after noticing a windblown flag. “The flag is waving,” one asserted.  “No,” insisted the other, “it is the wind that is waving.” To settle their debate, the monks agreed to solicit and accept their master’s verdict on which of them was right.

“You’re both wrong,” their master said when they informed him of their dispute.

“How can that be?” the monks exclaimed. 

“Your minds are waving,” their master explained. 

Tibetan Buddhist lore is an especially rich source of Eastern insight on the entangled and emergent natures of our experiential reality. For instance, a former Dalai Lama customarily answered anyone’s question, “Who am I?” with the further question, “Who is it that asks?” From a Buddhist perspective, the person who asks this question is his or her only path to its ultimate self-emerging answer, because one’s path to enlightened reality is always and only the one that is taken by the “I” of its beholder. 

Yet such experiential insight is not exclusively Eastern, as evidenced in Marcus Aurelius’ statement 2,000 years ago about the source of our opinion (see p. xx). Such insight was also implicit in St. Augustine’s fifth century observation that “What we are looking for is what we are looking with,” a truth that forever eludes those who persist in looking outside of themselves in quest of knowing their own “I” of reality’s beholder. In both Buddhism’s and Augustine’s assessment, the ultimate “who” and “what” of our self-identity is no more literally measurable, tangibly locatable or ultimately pin-down-able either “here” or “there” than is the consciousness with which our incessantly waving minds weave the tapestry of our ongrowing interrelationship of self-with-world. 

Such was the nature of consciousness portrayed in The Matrix movie series, as well as in Brian Josephson’s perspective on our experience of tasting a raspberry that we cited in our Preface (p. xx). As Josephson’s countryman, operations researcher Alan Smithson, has more generically observed,5
 [U]ltimate reality is encountered neither in our minds nor in the physical cosmos, but at the point where these meet.
While the co-authors of this book make no claims concerning the nature of “ultimate” reality, since whatever that may be is unknowable, Smithson’s proclamation is otherwise congruent with our model of reality-as-experienced. In Smithson’s view the “marriage of mind and matter” is a wedding of inwardly and outwardly directed consciousness in which 

Each person lives at a succession of unique points at which the reality of the whole structure is experienced as a simultaneous presentation of external and internal events. 
Smithson identifies our successive experiences of self-with-world conjunction as “kairos” points. The Greek word, kairos, signifies “fullness of time,” just as the earlier Sanskrit word, Rţa, similarly signifies “the well-formed instant.” Both designations suggest the more familiar Western homilies like “everything in its own time” and “there is a right time for everything,” and common sense observation’s like “nothing ever happens until it does” and Yogi Berra’s assertion that “it’s not over until it’s over.”  

While one may feel inclined to take exception to Smithson’s assertion that mind and matter meet elsewhere than in the physical cosmos, we will later explore the increasing willingness of even some physicists to entertain the prospect that there is more to the cosmos than its physicality.

Making Waves

Ripple in still water

when there is no pebble tossed nor wind to blow.

Robert Hunter and the Grateful Dead

According to the kairos-point perspective, there are numerous wrongly-timed alternatives to every rightly-timed one (á la kairos and Rţa , which is why (among other things) we tend to experience reality as a slippery slope. Reality’s temporal slipperiness is acknowledged in the process philosophy of Alfred North Whitehead, which warns that wrong-timing is the occasion of ill-being (or as at least one Whiteheadian has put it, “insistence on birth at the wrong time is the trick of all evil.”). 6+ Thus, for instance, as psychologist Haim Ginnot observed, “The best time to give swimming lessons is not when someone is drowning.” Since integral timing as well as appropriate spacing are equally contributive to the formation of “good vibrations” like those on our book’s cover, our endeavors to either obstruct or rush the emerging outcomes of our reality formations are likely to produce “discordant harmonies” at best if not more fully abortive results at worst.7+ 
In any event, and no matter when and how – or even how well – things may be timed or spaced out, our experiential reality emerges from the interactions of its own self-organizing assemblage within our respective self-with-world interrelationships. Both our ongoing experiencing and our individual experiences emerge from the synchronously overlapping of self-with-world, which mutually entangles them as a both~and dual unity rather than compartmentalizes them as an either~or duality. Accordingly, our experiential reality-at-hand is an all-at-once realm of co-operative interactivity rather than a parceled-out realm of isolated particulars. 

The manner in which our experiential reality emerges into form from the entangled intertwinement of self-with-world is analogous to the emergence of liquid water from the entangled gasses of hydrogen and oxygen. The terms “emergence” and “emergent” refer to wholly new formations that unfold from the co-operative engagement of preexisting formations that initially differ from one another (such as eggs, milk and flour), and that differ as well from the eventual product of their coalition (such as a cake). The emergent dynamics of reality-at-large are such that everything is an unfoldment of reality’s underlying quantum dynamics, as surveyed in biophysicist Herbert Morowitz’s book, The Emergence of Everything: How the World Became Complex.8+
As we further acknowledge in Addendum One, even our memory of past experience is encoded in and extracted from one or more emergent field phenomena.9+ And according to numerous recent scientific studies, so does consciousness likewise function as a dynamical emergent field.10+
The experiential perspective of synchronously and co-operatively overlapping and interpenetrating dual unities acknowledges that one’s self cannot have an experience that does not simultaneously co-exist within one’s surrounding world, nor can either self or world have or receive an impact on the other without there being some influence of the impact of each on both. Universal reciprocity is a fundamental principle of physical reality, as quantum physicist Eugene Wigner has testified concerning the non-existence of anything that does not participate in a field of mutual influence (also cited in our Preface at p. xx). Our experiencing is therefore no more entirely within the “in here” of the self than entirely within the “out there” of the world, and emerges rather from the interactive between-ness of a co-operatively entangled self-with-world. 
Since there can be no experiencing without something that is experienced, nor can anything be experienced in the absence of someone capable of experiencing it, both our experiencing and its consequent experiences necessarily emerge from the converging between-ness and amongst-ness of our mutually engaged individual and collective fields of self-with-world interrelationship. Engagement and experiencing are therefore synonymous, as there can be no experiencing until something is correspondingly engaged. No engagement = no experiencing, and vice versa.

Furthermore, as we also elaborate in Addendum One, our self-with-world interactions are multiplexed within the ongoing reciprocal matrix of internal and surrounding interrelationships that direct our interior adaptations (genetic, mental, emotional and behavioral) to alterations of our external environment. As the emergent implications of such all-embracing reciprocity was observed by philosopher Alan Watts, “We don’t come into the world, we come out of the world. Flowers blossom, trees branch and earth peoples.” We are literally composed of and emerge from Earth’s elements of land, air and sea, even to the extent, for instance, that the chemical content of our blood closely approximates that of sea water – and hence the interpenetrating presence of the world within us, in reciprocal correspondence with our interpenetrating presence within the world. 

Still furthermore, because the universe at large originally begat the elements of the planet that begets us, we participate in a self-with-cosmos interrelationship as well. For example, each of our bodies harbors at least a few atoms of almost every one of the universe’s 92 basic atomic elements, making each of us approximately a whole-universe catalog.11As astrophysicist Neal deGrasse Tyson has testified,12
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.

Because each reciprocal (↔) self-and-world interrelationship also intersects (↨) with the universal reciprocal order of existence overall, we may represent it omni-directionally (←↨→) as an all-inclusive field of self←↨→world interrelationships. And because our experiencing emerges from the overlapping dual unity of what our self is doing within the world and cosmos, with what the world and cosmos are doing within our selves, the noun “experience” signifies a delimited subset of our self←↨→world interrelationship, while the verb “experiencing” signifies the reciprocal flow of ongoing activity around, within and throughout the interrelationship. In India’s Vedanta tradition, such flowing of being into doing is well-known and signified as Yogaesta karukarmani

The Power of Perceptual Makeover

When you change the way you look at things,

the things you look at change.

Wayne Dyer

It is from the omni-directional field of self~world~cosmos overall that our experiential subfields thereof emerge in individually custom-tailored self-expression. Our experiencing accords with the manner in which our self and our world meet halfway in a both~and dual unity that is distinguishable from either party to the union as well as from all other dual unions. Wherever two or more are gathered within the cosmic order, an underlying common unity balances their diversity.

To summarize how the plural unity of our numerous dual unities functions: Our experiencing takes place within the omni-directional experiential field (←↨→) of self-and-world, and it is from this field of self←↨→world interrelationship that our individualized experiencing thereof emerges. The only reality that we can know within this experiential field is that which is formed by the unified interactions of the neural, visceral and metabolic subfields of our inner reality with the surrounding unified interactions of the associational subfields of our outer reality. For all practical purposes, therefore, one’s reality and one’s self←↨→world interrelationship are experientially one and the same, however different they may nonetheless seem to be in our perception thereof.

Since our experiential reality is formed in part by the self and in part by the world, its form emerges as an integral dual unity of both internal and external initiatives and responses. What is formed thereby is a whole-summed union whose emergent qualities are different from the individually summed constituencies of its interrelated parts. This new and larger union is commonly signified with the phrase, “the whole is greater (or different, or other) than the sum of its parts.” Neither self nor world remains precisely as it was prior to this emergence of their common unity, even though things may seem unchanged from the self’s own limiting perspective on its circumstances. 

The self is notoriously ready to “seem” the existence of discordant versions of what’s-so and so-what as it encounters the ongoing stream of experiential changes in our immediate reality-at-hand, all of which emerge from the prevailing integral continuity of our surrounding reality-at-large. The consequent ambiguity of our inner determinations, given the probabilistic rather than certain tendencies of the outer world, also contributes to making our experiential reality a slippery slope. Our participant-observer contribution to the slipperiness of reality’s slope is acknowledged by perceptual scientist Dean Radin:11+
We don’t see the world the way the world actually is, we see the world the way we construct the world. Yet numerous experiments have demonstrated that the way we experience the world, both in time and in space, really is a construction, and that when you make very slight changes in your expectations of what you are going to see you will see completely different things.
We often experience the world subjectively as being other than the way it objectively is. For example, it wasn’t until the hole in Earth’s ozone layer became “suddenly” so large that it could no longer escape scientists’ notice, that they were then able to perceive the evidence of its gradual emergence when they consulted previous atmospheric records. The ozone hole had been steadily expanding in plain view for several years, yet only when the unmistakably present reality thereof was finally detected were scientists able to make the “slight changes” of expectation that allowed them to see the prior growing evidence of the hole’s emerging development. 

It is similarly reported that when Magellan and a contingent of fellow sailors rowed ashore at Tierra del Fuego at the southern tip of South America, the Fuegans were notably agitated by the sailors’ seemingly unexplainable appearance. These strange visitors had obviously come from afar, yet the rowboats in which they arrived were utterly inadequate for long-distance ocean travel. 

When the sailors recognized the reason for the Fuegans’ consternation, they pointed to the galleons anchored offshore. Yet where the sailors saw their boat’s sails, the Fuegans perceived only low-hanging clouds. They required the assistance of their shaman to take notice of the waves slapping up against the ships’ hulls just beneath the “clouds” before they were able to make the shift of perspective that allowed them to visualize the sea-going vessels between “clouds” and ocean that were impeding the water’s normally uninterrupted undulations.12+
The slipperiness of reality formation’s slope is such that we can’t see the objective reality that we are looking at as long as we are seeing instead the subjectively self-constructed, individually custom-tailored experience of  reality that we are looking from. A further example of the prevalence of our subjectivity is provided by an anthropological report on the reality constructs of the indigenous people of the Trobriand Islands.13
In the Trobriand Islands of the South Pacific, children are encouraged to participate unashamedly in open sexual play. To them sex is the gods’ gift to men and women for their happiness and pleasure. They believe that the gods arrange for babies to arrive in some mystical way on a large leaf and enter the woman’s body through a tiny hole in the top of her head – but only if she is married. (Unmarried girls with babies are virtually nonexistent!) A suspicious anthropologist who observed them for three years tried to explain to them the connection between childbirth and sexual intercourse. The kindly people politely laughed at such an outrageous theory, but continued as they’d always done, with no precautions taken against pregnancy.  The scientists finally concluded that the young woman’s emotional and mental conditioning gave them automatic control over their feelings, bodies and emotions. They just didn’t become pregnant when it was socially unacceptable to do so.

This report indicates that far more than merely “slight” changes of expectation are likewise powerful to determine our experience. The above examples of the emergent nature of our observer-participatory experiential reality suggest that it is just as valid to say, “I’ll see it when I believe it,” as it is to say “I’ll believe it when I see it” – further evidence that self←↨→world interrelationships are inner-directed transactions.
CHAPTER TWO

An Experiential View of Reality Formation

There is no “out there” out there.

John Archibald Wheeler

Since everything we perceive and conceive to be “out there” is experienced from within, whatever is perceived to be “there” becomes “here” the moment we are in that place. Objectivity is the consequence of perceiving, conceiving and experiencing things from within as if they were without. We are utterly incapable of perceiving, conceiving and experiencing anything as if we ourselves are “out there.” Just as the absolute of all that is experienced by us is the speed of light, so is the absolute of all experiencing the principle of “Everywhere I go, here I am.” Even when mystics are feeling at- one-ment with all that is, they are experiencing an unbounded infinitely here rather than something that is elsewhere.

It is thus that experience is the only evidence we have, because all evidence is in-here-ntly conditioned. It is also thus that there is no such thing as objectivity, only the objectification of subjective perceiving, conceiving and experiencing.

Our Inherent Experiencing of “Out There”

Nature is not physical reality,

but physical reality as it makes itself known through inner, subjective reality.
Barbara Dewey

As yet another example of reality’s slipperiness, we may consider the mindsets of those who read this book. No matter how clearly the book may express its co-authors’ views, no two persons will have an entirely identical experience and understanding of our book, nor will the understanding of any reader totally replicate our own. Nor even, for that matter, are the co-authors’ respective interpretations and understandings of this book’s subject matter precisely identical. The same book that is “out there” relative to each one of us reads differently from the perspective of each reader’s “in here.”

All mutual experiencings of a given reality are non-identically formed in our respectively self-constructed, individually custom-tailored understandings thereof, whether they be a common reading assignment, a joint conversation, a shared environment, or some other form of mutual observer-participation. This is because all mutual engagement is variably interpreted in correspondence with each of the individualized experiential sets that is privy to a common encounter, be it the experiential sets of scientists encountering an emerging ozone hole, of indigenous Fuegans encountering an off-shore sailing ship, or of indigenous Trobrianders encountering a presumed fertility-inducing leaf. 

The slippery slope of reality formation is therefore greased largely by the experiential diversity of individually custom-tailored experiential sets that are housed in different bodies, and by the cultural experiential diversity that is housed in our differing mindsets. This universally localized housing policy assures that no one’s individually and culturally custom-tailored frame of reference can fully fathom the equally localized reference frame of any other person’s or culture’s experiencing of what is real. This is the basis for our prefatory acknowledgement that one’s experience is the only evidence that one can have (see p. xx). This principle likewise informs the insight of numerous additional testimonials, as for instance in 

· the Arabic proverb, “Ask the experienced rather than the learned”;

· novelist James Joyce’s advice, “Write from experience, and experience only”;

· brain behavior researcher Marion Diamond’s proclamation that “Experience is the best sculptor”; 

· and the assertion of French social philosopher Alain (Émile-Auguste Chartier) that “[I]t is the experience of the object, and only the experience of the object, that decides.” 

These testimonies may be stated just as accurately by substituting the word “engagement” for “experience.” Because all experiencing is consequential of a mutual engagement, to engage something and to experience it are synonymous. As we noted earlier, the equivalent of nothing engaged is nothing experienced. Hence the extended equation of our engagements with experiential reality: no engagement = no experience = no knowledge of reality.

As we engage experiential reality’s slippery slope, we often tend to define our experience either in terms of overly objective “out there” factors or of overly subjective “in here” factors, even though our experience actually emerges from the in-between-ness of their interactions. Whenever our perspective is either unduly objective or overly subjective, we experience reality as a contentious either/or duality rather than as a synchronous and co-operative both~and dual unity. Therefore, in order to gain and maintain traction on the slippery slope of reality’s continuum of internality↔externality, our best navigational means is the stabilizing and self-sustaining powers of commitment that enable us to realize intended outcomes of our own choosing. 

The key to experiencing a stable “out there” is the experiencing of a stable “in here,” as in Blaise Pascal’s assertion that the only lasting peace that one can ever find is peace within. Accordingly, this book is ultimately concerned with how to employ the reality-forming powers of commitment to stabilize and sustain our self←↨→world interrelationship via the most effective and efficient synthesis of our objective and subjective experiencing. As we elaborate in Sections Two and Three, and in the related case studies and appendices that conclude our book, the reality-forming powers of commitment resolve the experiential slipperiness that is endemic in a world where no two person’s experiential sets identically custom-tailor their experiencings of self←↨→world interrelationship. 

The Crucible of Self-Dominion 

There is no separation between you and the entire totality of what you will become. It is a oneness; it is all.. 

These are mysteries that cannot be fully explained, but they will be experienced.

Kathleen Vande Kieft, Innersource
The foregoing examples and testimonies to the formative dynamics and implications of engaged self←↨→world interrelationship, along with the additional testimonies of others cited below and scattered throughout this book, explain why the co-authors find so useful our experiential field model of reality formation. Quite simply, this model supports our understanding of the nature, dynamics and implications of human experience because it works so well as an explanation of our human behavioral functions and  outcomes, and of how best to manage them.15+
To summarize the nature and dynamics of our experiential model: Every experience takes place within a custom-individualized perceived “in here” of self←↨→world interrelationship, to which no one else’s complementary “in here” is either privy or fully identical, and over which no one else’s “in here” has sovereign jurisdiction. Nor can any person’s custom-individualized experiencing of self←↨→world interrelationship be more or other than what the person interprets it to be from the perspective of his/her own perceived “in here.” Since no one else can ever be a direct party to the interpretations that inform one’s own perceived “in here,” such is the occasion of the “dark forest” of each person’s inward-looking outward ←↨→ when viewed from the outside-looking-inward perspective of anyone else’s ←↨→. 

Each of us peers out from a window of self←↨→world interrelationship that others can only peer into from the perspective of their own window’s outlook. Since what forms one’s outlook is one’s experiential set, it is because of our differences of experiential set that reality becomes self-evident to us only in those forms that mirror what we experientially choose to make of its evidence.
Yet although we give our experiencing the customized forms that accord with our individually custom-tailored experiential sets, we fully create neither the stuff that we are experiencing nor the contributions of others to our experiencing. We form only the structure of our own experiential participation and outcomes, and we do not form either the preexisting primal reality from which our experiential structures emerge or the consequential contributions of others thereto. 
Accordingly, those who consider experiential reality’s slippery slope to be ultimately subjective are unduly confident in their assertions that “we create our own reality.” Only what we individually and collectively “seem” is locally self-woven, as it was for example by pre-“civilized” Fuegans and Trobrianders. Thus our rebuttal to those who proclaim “we create our own reality” is this: We form at most the shape of our interrelationship with reality, not reality itself. We do not create reality per se, we discover what it is like and accordingly create our own observer-participatory experience therein. We create our experiencing of a preceding reality, not preceding reality itself. The only qualification to this experiential given is that our experiential modifications of reality in the present moment do become our next moment’s preceding reality.
Concerning the premise that our individually custom-tailored formations of experience emerge from the interactive field of our self←↨→world interrelationship, this supposition has been expertly reasoned out in a description of our “self-making” process by ecological psychologist Edward S. Reed: 16+
That we are embodied, made up of cycling hormones and intricate networks of nerves, is a fact. But it is also a fact that we exist in a different way, at a different level: as explorers of our surroundings, as actors who strive to make a difference in the world, and as interactors who enter into both conflict and cooperation with our fellows.

That we – sometimes – think in symbols is a fact. But it is also a fact that there are other ways to think, and that it is we who use the symbols and not the other way around. 

That human beings have made and remade themselves throughout the course of history is a fact. But it is also a fact that the process of self-making (and the conditions that constrain it) is as important to what we are as the resulting product. 

That our actions and experiences are laden with the symbols, practices, and norms of our cultures is a fact. But it is also a fact that it is because we are in touch with our surroundings that symbols, practices, and norms emerge as useful ways of organizing our mental lives – and without our connectedness to the world, all symbols, practices, and norms would vanish.

The meeting half way – amidst the in-between – of self and world, each in the context of the other and both in the larger context of their co-existing milieu, is described in Reed’s additional recognition that organisms alter only the form of their surrounding environments, and do not create their environments per se.

The environment is different because we are here; nevertheless, the environment would still be here if we were not here, whereas we would not be here if the environment were not. Even we proud human beings do no more than selectively modify our surroundings, we do not create them. We may know many things, but we do not know how to create an environment; and if we continue to ruin the only environment we have, it will be the greatest of tragedies.

The imperative of local-to-cosmic environmental given-ness that prevents us from forming reality entirely to our own hyper-specifications is starkly stated in a Sara Teasdale poem:17+
There will come soft rains and the smell of the ground,
And swallows circling with their shimmering sound; 
And frogs in the pools singing at night,
And wild plum trees in tremulous white; 
Robins will wear their feathery fire, 
Whistling their whims on a low fence-wire; 
And not one will know of the war, not one 
Will care at last when it is done. 
Not one would mind, neither bird nor tree,
If mankind perished utterly; 
And Spring herself, when she woke at dawn
Would scarcely know that we were gone.

Philosopher Rudolph Steiner also acknowledged the given nature of reality at large, and both its objective and subjective implications for the content of our self←↨→world interrelationship’s participatory give-and-take.18
If everything were merely given, we should never get beyond the bare gazing outwards into the external world and a no less bare gazing inwards into the privacy of our inner world. We should at most be able to describe, but never to understand, what is outside us. If there is to be knowledge everything depends on there being, somewhere within the given, a field in which our cognitive activity is at work in the very heart of the given. 

The field in which we engage “the very heart of the given” is the ←↨→ of our self←↨→world interrelationship. The corresponding heart of our observer-participatory engagement with reality that takes place “somewhere within the given,” was also assessed by Steiner:

The whole difficulty in understanding knowledge lies in the fact that we do not create the world-content out of ourselves. There must however be a point within the given at which our activity does not float in a vacuum, but where the world-content itself enters into our activity. If there is such a field, knowledge can be explained . . . .

Since the content of the world must be a given prior to our experiencing thereof, to be further given our own experientially reciprocal formations, it once again is from within the in-between-ness (←↨→) from which the interrelationship of self-and-world emeregs that reality’s preexisting world-content entangles us in give-and-take mutuality.

The Foundation of Reality Management

The difference between fiction and reality is that fiction has to make sense.

-Tom Clancy
Reality, as experienced, is like fiction to the extent that reality makes only as much sense to us as we choose (whether consciously or unconsciously) to make of it. Reality also tends to be at least somewhat less consistent than the stories that we tell ourselves about it. Managing reality as effectively as Susan Bradford did in the scenario at the beginning of this section is far less a matter of knowing how things are accomplished than a matter of knowing unequivocally what one intends to accomplish. Once we have an unwavering sense of what we would like to be, have and do – in Susan’s case to be, have and do whatever it took to be at the ER with her daughter – all knowledge of how to accomplish an intended outcome is thereby attracted to us in the ways that we explore in Sections Two and Three. How to manage our immediate reality can become clearly known to us only after we initially know what we wish to be, have and do with reference to the realization of an intended outcome. 

The know-how that is required to realize an intended outcome is self-organizingly attracted to us by the drawing power of our knowing what outcome(s) we desire. Knowingly and decisively committing to a pre-specified outcome establishes the required foundation on which to base providential knowledge of how that outcome can be realized. Only with unwavering commitment are we effectively empowered to manage all of the relevant probability factors that entangle reality-at-large with our reality-at-hand. We manage these factors most effectively, just as Susan Bradford did, by aligning ourselves with their “traffic” in whatever way is productive of our intended outcome. 

A generation ago, millions of people read the book and/or saw the movie, Jonathan Livingston Seagull, an allegorical representation of the power of commitment, which like this book was based on the principle that certainty of knowing what you want and a non-divertible intention to get there is the shortest route to its realization. Such certainty is a self-organizing attractor of the know-how that guides the getting-there process, which empowers us to manage and resolve all indeterminate contingencies in our favor.

It is quite probable, for instance, that for us as well as Susan Bradford,  both automobiles and telephones will from time to time be temporarily non-functional, and sometimes simultaneously so. In all such situations, managing reality requires a larger-than-usual awareness of one’s contingent possibilities overall, such as (in Susan’s case) the great likelihood of at least one passing freeway motorist responding to the distress signal of a semi-clad anxious mother clutching an unconscious child. It was the advantage provided by Susan Bradford’s unequivocal knowing of where she intended to be that gave her the upper hand over all of the impeding contingencies of her reality-at-hand. Whenever there is certainty like hers of what one wants to accomplish, despite all of the ambiguities of reality formation that we have belabored to this point, and further elaborate in Addendum One, there are always workable roads to accomplishment that otherwise would probably never come to one’s attention (unless, of course, one’s intended outcomes is in some way contrary to what reality’s ordering principles will allow).

The skill-set for navigating reality’s participant-observer contingencies is as manageable as the skill-sets for standing, walking, speaking, reading, writing, riding a bike or driving a car – though sometimes only when we are unequivocally certain of our intended outcome. The know-how of reality management is self-organizingly attracted to those in whose minds an intended outcome has been decided with finality. 

Blessed, therefore, are they who know where they are going, for they shall know thereby just how to find their way. And the firmest foundation for finding one’s way is a non-divertibly intended commitment that establishes a behavioral trajectory which, as it were, “parts the Red Sea” of reality’s complexities in our pursuit of the realized outcomes of intention to which our commitments are made.
The Reality of Commitment

Attitudes are the forerunners of conditions.

Eric Butterworth
In our dealings with the objective what-is-so of reality-at-large, commitment is the ace-in-the-hole of our subjective so-what’s. Whatever reality actually is, may be or is like, its likeness to our experiencing of it is highly amenable to and ameliorated by our commitments. The likelihood of realizing well-timed intended outcomes amidst the multiple ambiguities of experiential reality’s endless fluctuations is accomplished most effectively by those who understand and mindfully exercise the reality-forming powers of commitment. 

Each of us is committed to the maintenance of his or her individually custom-tailored experiential set of habitual preconceptions and preoccupations in our dealings with reality, which is both why there is so much disagreement among us and why we may also legitimately marvel at the remarkable degree of agreement that nonetheless does exist. For instance, while yesterday’s local bad news in each of our nation’s major metropolises was that a few people were killed as a consequence of some disagreement, the local good news in each of those same cities was that several million other people were not. That is evidenced of far more agreement than has ever been reported on the six o’clock news.

What accounts for our disagreements being no deadlier than they are is a generic commitment that we hold in common with all human beings, the nature of which tends to profoundly mitigate our disagreeability. The stabilizing power of this commitment is illustrated by a story of Buddhist origin:

An aspiring young monk fervently proclaimed to his master his desire to be enlightened. The master, saying nothing, motioned the monk to follow him. They arrived at a lake, where a small rowboat was docked. The master motioned for the monk to get in the boat with him, then pointed to the oars and nodded his head toward the middle of the lake. 

The monk rowed to a point far from shore, facing the inscrutable master who eventually signaled for him to stop. The master then leaned over, grasped the monk’s head between his hands, bent him over the side of the boat, and held his head under water. Though alarmed by this, the monk assumed that his master knew what he was doing and offered no resistance.

Only when the monk thought he could no longer hold his breath did he began to struggle, timidly at first and then most vigorously. Yet only as the monk was about to involuntarily inhale and drown did the master yank his head out of the water. It was some time before the monk ceased his choking, gasping and coughing, whereupon he looked questioningly at the master.
“When your intention to be enlightened is as great as your intention to breathe, you will be enlightened,” said the master. 
That all persons are instinctively committed to self-preservation is evidenced by their continuing to breathe. Whatever else may be causally implicated in a person’s death, the immediate cause that makes death actually happen – Aristotle’s so-called “efficient” cause – is our cessation of breathing. Take, for instance, the sordid death in 1916 of the notorious mystic Russian monk, Grigori Rasputin.55 His body was tossed in the Neva River following his murder by brutal clubbing and multiple gunshot wounds. Yet a subsequent autopsy revealed that the immediate cause of his death was drowning. This indicated that Rasputin was unaccountably still alive when his body was disposed of, because a body that has ceased to breathe does not fill its lungs with water and thereby drown. We ultimately drown because for as long as our body is alive it is impossible for us to cease breathing. Even if we successfully hold our breath until we lose consciousness, while being either above water level or below, we then instinctively inhale.
When we are similarly committed to the realization (making real) of an intended outcome, whether consciously or unconsciously so, we are approximately as dedicated to that outcome’s realization as we are to our instinctive commitment to continuous breathing. (Our dedication is qualified as “approximate” only because our non-instinct-driven commitments are operationally suspended for as long as we lose consciousness. Among the few exceptions to this rule are persons who perform commitment-driven tasks while walking in their sleep.)

Breaking a true commitment is essentially unthinkable, for though we may sometimes detour from our committed path, it does not occur to us to abandon it altogether. The distinction between divertible and non-divertible intention, despite our occasional detouring from the latter, is portrayed in the story of two travelling monks whose journey brought them to a rain-swollen stream. 

At the edge of the stream stood an anguished woman whose own journey likewise required its crossing, yet she was held back by fear. One of the monks lifted her up and carried her across the stream, much to the horror of the other. Only some hours later did the offended monk finally speak out in reprimand of his travel companion for breaking their order’s code against touching women. 

“I set her down as soon as we crossed the stream,” replied the accused. “You are still carrying her.” 

The discipline required for non-divertible mindfulness is also illustrated by another tale of two monks, one of whom reported to his superior with the request, “Father, I am ready to pass the test of pure mindfulness.”   

“You’re quite sure that you are capable of reciting the Lord’s prayer without distraction by any other thought?” his superior replied.

“Yes indeed!” the monk assured him.

“Very well,” said his superior. “If you succeed, you will be rewarded with a fine riding horse. You may commence the recitation.”

Now even further motivated at the prospect of a reward, the monk proceeded: “Our Father who art in heaven, hallowed be Thy name. Thy kingdom come, Thy will be done . . . does the horse come with a saddle?”

An intention’s non-divertability is evidenced by our consistent and persistent dedication to maintaining a behavioral trajectory whose direction, action and momentum is consistently aligned – and whenever necessary re-aligned – with the realization of the intention’s anticipated outcome. What thereby ultimately distinguishes a committed intention from our well-meant though unrealized “good” intentions is not a total absence of all diversion, rather an unfailing return to a behavioral trajectory that is in alignment with our commitment’s intended outcome whenever we recognize that we have strayed from the course to its accomplishment. 

True commitments are those that we sustain until they are kept, no matter what may get in our way, while commitments that are merely presumed and professed, yet are not ultimately sustained, amount to no more than agreements, promises and pledges that turn out to be faulty. Bona fide commitments are those that we fully sustain no matter what. Commitments that are in any way contingent on circumstances or are otherwise provisional can qualify only as pronouncements that we may or may not keep, depending on contingencies. Therefore, the ultimate test of what “commitment” signifies in the context of experiential reality is this: commitments are agreements, promises and pledges of outcome that are kept no matter what. Anything less is a mere agreement or promise that is statistically subject to the probabilities of its not being kept.
Since each of us is committed to being and staying alive, this life-sustaining commitment is both accommodating of and accommodated by all of our other commitments. As we demonstrate in Section Two, our non-divertible intentions are fully co-operative with one another rather than conflictive, and are accordingly inclusive even of commitments that occasion other’s disagreements and resistance. Seeming exceptions to this accommodation, such as rare individuals who knowingly sacrifice their lives that others may live and those who purposefully choose not to alter behaviors that they know to be hastening of their death, are persons for whom the commitment to preserving certain others’ lives takes precedence to the preservation of their own, or for whom a commitment to as-usual living of a life prospectively shortened is preferred to longevity whose alternative quality is unacceptable to them. 

In any event, our primal commitment to being alive is so prevalent in everyone’s moment-by-moment playing of reality’s hand that, in other than exceptional circumstances, we tend to maintain our disagreements as agreeably as is necessitated by our commonly shared commitment our continued longevity. As for the disagreements that many people have about the nature of commitment itself, these are addressed at the beginning of Section Two.

Sections Two and Three examine why and how, as our experiential reality emerges from the engagement of self and world, commitment is our greatest insurance against broken engagements. 

Section One Wrap-up
Whatever reality may have been or might presently be on its own pristine terms, our experiencing thereof is in every instance individually and socially constructed to validate diverse interpersonal and intrapersonal circumstances. These variables include our diverse emotional, psychological and neurological states and our respective cultural heritages, our personal and collective histories, our established life-patterns and our habitual preconceptions and preoccupations. This circumstantial diversity reflects both the individualized past experiencings that gave initial form to our experiential sets and the current experiencings that tend to be formed accordingly, unless and until we deliberately commit to revising our experiential sets by making over one or more of its habitual preconceptions and preoccupations somewhere in transit. 

What we experience reality to be like can never be more or other than what we individually and collectively make of its preexisting and presently unfolding what-is-so and so-what in our consciousness thereof. In our dealings with what reality is, therefore, we tend to come closest to being real when we effectively identify and align with what the reality of our individual and collective self←↨→world interrelationships are actually like. How we thus accommodate reality’s hand-outs thereby determines – and can dramatically alter – the dynamical outcomes of reality’s multiplexed probabilities. As a cloud of historical witnesses have thus testified, and many of whose testimonies are also cited earlier or elsewhere in this book:

· The Talmud: We don’t see things as they are, we see things as we are.

· Epictetus: “It is not events that disturb the minds of men, but the view they take of them.”

· Marcus Aurelius: “It is our own power to have no opinion about a thing, and not to be disturbed in our soul; for things themselves have no natural power to form our judgments.”

· Martha Washington: “The greater part of happiness or misery depends on our dispositions, and not on our circumstances. We carry the seeds of the one or the other about with us in our minds wherever we go.”

· Benjamin Disraeli: “Man is not the creature of circumstances. Circumstances are the creatures of men.”
· Henri L. Bergson: “The eye sees only what the mind is prepared to comprehend.”

· Winston Churchill: “We shape our dwellings, and then our dwellings shape us.”

· Parks Cousins: “How things look on the outside of us depends on how things are on the inside of us.”  

· Werner Heisenberg: “What we observe is not nature itself, but nature exposed to our method of questioning.” 
· Barbara Dewey: “Nature is not physical reality, but physical reality as it makes itself known through inner, subjective reality.”

· Margaret Wheatley: “It is the existence of observers who notice what is going on that imparts reality to the origin of everything.”

· Neville Goddard: “The world is ourselves pushed out.”
· Wayne Dyer: “When you change the way you look at things, the things you look at change.”
In short: The forthcoming prospects of anyone’s outlook depend primarily on the one who is looking out, and the prospects for a positive experiencing of reality are affected by how we are looking out, which is always from ourselves (in accordance with our experiential set) even when it is selfishly only for ourselves. Accordingly, it is the what, who and how of our outlooks that we examine in the remainder of this book as we fully address what makes our experiential reality’s scenarios most “real”. 
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SECTION TWO:

The Realities of Commitment

Before we address the reality-forming power of commitment in Section Three, it is first essential to address the realities of commitment itself.
Our journey in life is to become conscious of what lies unconscious within us. 

The Daily Guru

In Section One we overviewed the slippery slope of reality formation, and showed how commitment provides the traction required for effective navigation of that slope. In the light of that information we can begin addressing questions about what made the Susan Bradford scenario most “real.” 

Since outcomes are the ultimate objective of intentions, a case can be made that the most real aspect of any scenario is its outcome, such as Susan’s timely arrival at the ER with Amanda. Another case can also be made that a scenario’s most real aspect is the so-called “efficient cause” that makes an outcome actual, such as Susan’s getting a passing motorist to take her to the ER. Yet another case can be made that the most real aspect of any scenario is whatever sets it in motion, such as the storm that awakened Amanda. Still others may argue that Amanda’s impending death is what made the scenario most real, for had she not been awakened by the storm nothing else that happened would have created such a scenario. The stalled car and dead phone, for instance, would have been part of a different scenario. 

Each of the foregoing cases accords with its own premise, as do the various cases in the scenario of the thrice-right rabbi on p. xx. No matter what case we make, however, our logic can be no more valid than its premise, and when our premise is only partial of a greater whole the logic of our conclusion is proportionately incomplete. What therefore makes any scenario most real is the integrity of its totality. Insofar as any scenario or its outcome would be different if something was left out, a scenario’s totality is what makes it most real. In scenarios that have successful outcomes nothing has been left out that was required for success, while scenarios of unrealized outcome are those from whose necessary totality something has been omitted.    

Some may feel that the threat of her daughter’s imminent death is what made the Susan Bradford scenario most real. Yet the motivational impetus of a loved one’s imminently impending death is not of itself sufficient to produce the realization of a life-saving outcome, as evidenced by a man who called for an ambulance while in a state of desperation as his mother was having a heart attack. He panicked when he was asked the routine questions that determine when an emergency truly exists, and frantically argued with the dispatcher that there was no time to answer questions because every moment counted. 

Unlike Susan Bradford, the young man’s mind was set on the problem of getting rather than having the solution of emergency service. Although he had the service the moment the dispatcher answered his call, he was so caught up in the mindset of getting it that he failed to co-operate (work together) with the dispatcher. Because of the delay that attended this lack of co-operation before he finally answered the dispatcher’s questions, the distraught man’s mother died just moments before the ambulance finally arrived. He then resorted to blame and sued the ambulance service for being at fault while denying that his initial uncooperative behavior was instrumental in the scenario’s fatal outcome. 

Had the man’s intention been set on having emergency service rather than getting it, and had he been in a state of willingness to do whatever it took to assure his continuing to have the service, he would have co-operated with the dispatcher from the start, rather than initiate an argument. And if quickly answering the dispatcher’s questions had been unproductive, he would have immediately sought another source of emergency aid.
Even one’s own prospective demise is often insufficient to induce commitment to a life-saving behavioral trajectory. Take, for instance, the probability of choosing to change your eating habits when avoidance of an early death depends on your doing so. This probability has been accurately calculated for the two million persons each year who undergo coronary bypass surgery or angioplasty following a heart attack, and who thereafter remain subject to another and often fatal attack unless they alter their dietary and exercise habits. 

In the absence of such changes, these people are also quite likely to require one or more additional heart-repairing procedures to avoid or recover from a second attack. It is therefore commonly assumed that survival of a heart attack and the probability of another is sufficient incentive for a person to make the lifestyle changes that are required for a healthy heart and a longer life. Yet most often these changes do not occur. Most people in this scenario maintain their behavioral inertia rather than adopt new life-sustaining habits. 

Heart attack survivors are essentially no different from smokers in this regard, and neither of them is different from most of the rest of us when it comes to altering an habituated self-compromising behavioral trajectory. They may justify their inertia by citing the fact that some unregenerate heart attack survivors and persistent smokers enjoy uncommon longevity nonetheless. Yet this rather suggests that even our presumed built-in “survival-of-the-fittest” mentality does not guarantee choices of optimum fitness for our own survival, whether individually or collectively.

The prevalence of our self-compromising behavioral inertia is reviewed in an article entitled “Change or Die,” in which reporter Alan Deutschman cites the sobering odds against our likelihood of changing behavior in the face of impending calamity, and thus altering our destiny accordingly: 1
What if you were given [the choice of change or die] for real? What if it weren't just the hyperbolic rhetoric that conflates corporate performance with life and death? Not the overblown exhortations of a rabid boss, or a slick motivational speaker, or a self-dramatizing CEO. We're talking actual life or death now. Your own life or death. What if a well-informed, trusted authority figure said you had to make difficult and enduring changes in the way you think and act? If you didn't, your time would end soon -- a lot sooner than it had to. Could you change when change really mattered? When it mattered most? 

Yes, you say?

Try again.

Yes?

You’re probably deluding yourself.

You wouldn’t change.

Don’t believe it? You want odds? Here are the odds, the scientifically studied odds: nine to one. That’s nine to one against you. How do you like those odds?

These nine-to-one odds were initially reported at IBM’s Global Innovation Outlook conference in November, 2004, by Dr. Edward Miller, dean of the John Hopkins University medical school and CEO of its hospital. Dr. Miller addressed the post-operative lifestyles of the two million persons annually who undergo life-saving radical heart surgery procedures that cost up to $100,000 each, and for all two million of whom the total annual cost is 30 billion dollars. Most of these survivors stubbornly persist in the dietary and lifestyle patterns that weakened their hearts in the first place, hence their susceptibility to yet another – and often fatal – heart attack in the near future, and the great likelihood of their requirement for additional costly surgical interventions. As Deutschman reports:

The procedures temporarily relieve chest pains but rarely prevent heart attacks or prolong lives. Around half of the time, the bypass grafts clog up in a few years; the angioplasties, in a few months. The causes of this so-called restenosis are complex. It's sometimes a reaction to the trauma of the surgery itself. But many patients could avoid the return of pain and the need to repeat the surgery -- not to mention arrest the course of their disease before it kills them -- by switching to healthier lifestyles. Yet very few do. "If you look at people after coronary-artery bypass grafting two years later, 90% of them have not changed their lifestyle," Miller said. "And that's been studied over and over and over again. And so we're missing some link in there. Even though they know they have a very bad disease and they know they should change their lifestyle, for whatever reason, they can't." 

Nor, as Deutschman further reports, is this persistence of unworkable lifestyles a recent phenomenon. 

Dr. Raphael "Ray" Levey, founder of the Global Medical Forum, an annual summit meeting of leaders from every constituency in the health system, told the audience, "A relatively small percentage of the population consumes the vast majority of the health-care budget for diseases that are very well known and by and large behavioral." That is, they're sick because of how they choose to live their lives, not because of environmental or genetic factors beyond their control. Continued Levey: "Even as far back as when I was in medical school" – he enrolled at Harvard in 1955 – "many articles demonstrated that 80% of the health-care budget was consumed by five behavioral issues." Levey didn't bother to name them, but you don't need an MD to guess what he was talking about: too much smoking, drinking, eating, and stress, and not enough exercise. 

Why is it that when we are confronted with an imminent calamity as dire as our own foreseeable imminent death, or with the impending collapse of a corporation or other organization for which we have executive or managerial responsibility (Enron may come to mind), or with the impending negative transformation of our planet’s climatic system and consequent worldwide disruption of human civilization, we refrain from causing alternative outcomes of well-being that are likely to avert or at least minimize a disastrous destiny? What is the “missing link” to which Dr. Miller refers, that would alter our reluctance to act on behalf of our own best self-interest in experiencing greater well-being?

Understandably, perhaps, we tend to justify behavioral inertia in the face of impending corporate and planetary calamities as an inevitable consequence of their collective enormity. Yet we are no less reluctant to change our ways in the face of personal imminent enormities. This raises numerous questions concerning our behavioral inertia:

· Why do we knowingly persist in realizing outcomes that are inconsistent with and often directly contrary to our deepest self-interest of well-being? 

· What accounts for our prevailing unwillingness to change a collision course with looming disaster? 

· How may those who persist in realizing life-diminishing outcomes become committed instead to realizing outcomes that are life-enhancing? 

· And what accounts for the success of the 10 percent of heart attack survivors who actually do choose to realize a more life-enhancing destiny? 

Before we address these questions in Section Three’s examination of the reality-forming power of commitment, a thorough assessment of the way commitment works is essential. Only with a full understanding of the nature and dynamics of the commitment process, and of the mindset that makes the process effective, can our commitments be productive of their intended results. 

We furthermore show how the odds against our making disaster-averting changes can be significantly reversed, as for example by a program that established the aforementioned “missing link.” This program effectively empowered 77% of participating heart-attack survivors to permanently adopt dietary and lifestyle changes that are prerequisite to the probable outcome of their living a more invigorating and longer life. (See p. xx)

In short, we herein elaborate upon the most reliably known antidote for behavioral inertia: our assertion of self-dominion over the given circumstances of our overall reality-at-large via the exercise of our personal authority and responsibility that empowers us to restructure our local reality-at-hand.  
CHAPTER THREE

Just Who Do We Think You Are?

Commitments are most productive of well-being when they are supported by a mindset of well-being, which is the subject of this chapter.

Each of us is the dwelling place of incredible opportunities

John Denver

Do you know how amazing you are?  Perhaps you do not.  The following exercise may help:2
Toss a precious object into the air and catch it.  Now consider the extraordinary device (you, yourself) that just accomplished this everyday miracle.  You sensed the energy of the toss, knew the value and importance of success.  You triangulated the position of the object throughout its flight with your binocular vision, you edited out distractions by other senses that might divert your attention, you brought an extraordinary signal mechanism into precise operation that triggered one set of muscles after another into a sequence of ground-to-air-missile- direction-control processes, resulting in easy success as you caught the object without thinking.

What you did will not make headlines anywhere.  It is the simplest example of what you do millions of times a day.  But ask your friends who know microelectronics best what it would cost, and how much space it would take, to achieve artificially what you just achieved naturally.  They will admit that the problem of reconstituting these simple excellences of yours would require a major federal grant.  But that’s just for the easy part.

Remember that all the miraculous abilities you demonstrated can be naturally and automatically packaged, and preserved without the slightest impairment, for periods of twenty to fifty years or so, in an ultramicroscopic part of you, received by you at no cost and forwarded into the future at the same price, in a tiny segment of a gene in a chromosome in a solution so concentrated that a single teaspoon could contain all the instructions needed to build and operate the five billion people now [1988] on the planet.

The miracle of your genetic “packaging” does not stop even at that. So tightly wound are the genetic materials within your cells that if all the chromosomes in your body were straightened out and laid end to end, they would span the solar system!

As incredible as the packaging and empowerment of your genetic endowment may seem, the capabilities you have as a result of that endowment are even more amazing, including your ability to read and understand the words of this sentence. Knowing how capable you must be in order to read and comprehend this book, the co-authors make four assumptions about your ability to make effective commitments.

At first these assumptions may be difficult for you to accept. They may seem “too good to be true,” especially if they seem to contradict what your parents, teachers and others have taught you to think, feel and believe about yourself. If this is so, please do not abandon this book until you have carefully considered the full case that we make in subsequent chapters for the basis and application of these assumptions. Millions of people are daily proving this case in their own lives, albeit not always consistently. 

The portrait that many people are taught to have of themselves is one of ill-being, a self-compromising image of who and how they really are. This book’s co-authors assume that our readers are capable of having an empowering self-portrait of well-being. This portrait is most starkly drawn as we state our assumptions in terms of who you are not.

You are NOT an ignorant person in need of others’ instructions on how to live your life. You already have all the capacities that are required to learn how to live an effective, rewarding and deeply self-fulfilling life.

You are NOT a deficient person in need of self “improvement.”  You have no defect in or about you that you must overcome. What you do have, instead, are enormous capacities to be nurtured and liberated, which are actualized as you focus upon and work with your endowed strengths rather than try to “fix” your perceived or actual weaknesses.

Your “success” in life does NOT depend on your striving against personal shortcomings.  Your accomplishments result from thriving on the release of your unused potential rather than from striving against your perceived or actual inabilities.

Your life does NOT need to be an experience of struggle. You have the inherent intelligence to manage your life in such a way that both inner and outer resistance to your aspirations is minimized.

The most remarkable feature of the foregoing assumptions is that they prove to be true in the experience of those who consider them to be true. The remainder of this book accordingly empowers an understanding of how you can more consistently be the extraordinarily effective person that your extraordinary genetic and personal endowment makes possible. At the foundation of this understanding is a sense of your self-worthiness and self-competence to realize your intended outcomes, which the above four assumptions convey.
As we will continue to demonstrate, all perceptions, premises and assumptions prove to be true as long as they are not in conflict with the fundamental principles of order that govern the nature and dynamics of reality. Whatever may be our assumptions about our self←↨→world interrelationship, they literally fabricate and control our experience thereof. Our assumptions are the leading edge of all our thought and action, and at the frontier of that leading edge are our assumptions about ourselves. Our assumptions about ourselves are the ones that most determine how our experience of reality is formed.

Those who take this book to heart will recognize why and how their own assumptions shape their experience accordingly. They will recognize how to take direct charge of their assumptions, rather than be unconsciously at their effect, and thus enjoy a more satisfying life experience than they presently do.

Prove-It-To-Yourself Reality Check # X

Consider the authors’ four assumptions about who you are and are not in the light of the following questions. Write your answers as completely as possible, and save them for future reference and use.

If you agree with the four assumptions:

Why do you agree with these assumptions?  Do you truly feel this way, or is it the way you would like to feel?

Where did you get these assumptions?  Do they exist of their own accord as “solid” reality or principled truth, or were they suggested or taught to you? Or did you make them up for yourself? 

Do you agree with all of the assumptions, or just with some of them?  Can you be selective in your agreement without being inconsistent?

In terms of your actual experience, what results have you to show that confirm the validity of these assumptions? How do you account for the fact that people who don’t agree with these assumptions have experiences that differ from yours?

Do most parents raise their children according to these assumptions?  Why or why not?  Do (or did) your parents raise you as if these assumptions were true?  Why or why not?  Do (or will) you raise your children according to these assumptions?  Why or why not?

Do most teachers treat students as if these assumptions were true?  Why or why not?  Do (or did) your teachers treat you that way?  Why or why not?  Do (or would) you teach others as if these assumptions were true?  Why or why not?

If you were not raised or taught according to these assumptions, how did you come to have them?  Could anyone do the same thing?  What are the consequences of your having a different set of assumptions than those who raised and taught you?

If you disagree with the four assumptions:

Note: Some of these questions are identical to those above.

Why do you disagree with these assumptions?  Would you like to agree with them, or do you prefer your current assumptions? Why?

Do you disagree with all of the assumptions, or just with some of them?  Can you be selective in your agreement without being inconsistent?

Where did you get these assumptions?  Do they exist of their own accord as “solid” reality or principled truth, or were they suggested or taught to you? Or did you make them up for yourself? 

In terms of your actual experience, what results have you to show that confirm the validity of your disagreement with these assumptions?  How do you account for the fact that people who do agree with these assumptions have experiences that differ from yours?

Do most parents raise their children according to these assumptions?  Why or why not?  Do (or did) your parents raise you as if these assumptions were true?  Why or why not?  Do (or will) you raise your children according to these assumptions?  Why or why not?

Do most teachers treat students as if these assumptions were true?  Why or why not?  Do (or did) your teachers treat you that way?  Why or why not?  Do (or would) you teach others as if these assumptions were true?  Why or why not?

If the authors’ assumptions about you were actually true, how would you be different if you agreed with them?  Why?  Would you enjoy the difference?  Why or why not?  Can you think of anyone who does live as if these assumptions are true?  Does their life experience differ from yours? If so, how do you account for the difference?

CHAPTER FOUR

The Formation of Reality and the Reality of Our Formations

Freedom is what you do with what’s been done to you.
Jean-Paul Sartre

Reality is the sum total of all that is so plus the so-what’s of all that’s so, which is inclusive of far more than meets the “I” of any beholder. Yet all experiencing of reality takes forms that accord with the perspective of its beholders.  This and the following chapters in Section One provide a primer on the beholding and beholden nature of reality formation.
CHAPTER FOUR

Unveiling the Commitment Process

Prerequisite to your being effectively committed is a thorough understanding of how the commitment process works.

One can have no smaller or greater mastery than the mastery of oneself.

Leonardo Da Vinci

Commitment is an ongoing self-liberating process, not merely a declaration of intent, and its nature and dynamics are veiled in numerous misunderstandings of what it takes to be truly committed. Many people have a self-compromising rather than self-liberating perspective on commitment which accordingly dooms them to their own self-compromise. 

The following transcript of an argument between two quarrelling lovers, the overall drift of which is likely to seem at least vaguely familiar to many of our readers, features some commonly held assumptions about commitment. We have designated the quarrelling twosome as “A” and “B” rather than by names or personal pronouns, to avoid conveying gender bias. As you read the transcript, determine which of the quarrelling lovers best understands the nature and dynamics of commitment. 

A:  I don’t believe you’re as committed to me as you say you are.

B:  Oh, but I am. I am totally committed to you.

A:  That’s nonsense! If you were really totally committed to me, you would have no other commitments.  

B:  You’re the one who’s not making sense. Obviously you are not my only commitment. But the    

      commitment that I do have to you is total.

A:  No, it’s not. If it were, we’d spend more time together.

B:  Not when I have to keep so many other commitments at the same time.

A:  That’s just an excuse. If your commitment to me were your top priority, you would spend more time  

      with me.

B:  But it is my top priority.

A:  Not always.

B:  Well .  .  .  of course my other commitments occasionally take priority. But my commitment to you is 

     my top priority most of the time.  

A:  The truth is that you are totally uncommitted. You just do what you want to do. Like the other night 

      when you went back on our commitment to going out to dinner together. If that had been your real   

  commitment, we’d have gone. I was committed, but my half of the responsibility for our commitment  

  is useless when you don’t  uphold your half.

B:  I was just as committed to our dinner date as you were. Could I help it if something else came up? 

     You can’t  expect people to keep all of their commitments all of time – especially when they’re as 

      overcommitted as I am. 

A:  Overcommitted?

B:  Yes. I have so many commitments that they sometimes conflict. And when they do, I have to let go 

      of one commitment temporarily so I can handle another.

A:  If you were determined to keep all of your commitments all of the time, then you would. Persistence 

     and determination is all it takes.

B:  That shows how little you know about commitment. After all, you’re not the only person to whom I 

     have commitments. Sometimes other people prevent me from keeping my commitments to you, just 

     as my commitment to you sometimes prevents me from keeping one or more of my commitments to 

     other people. And there are also times when circumstances prevent me from keeping a commitment.

A:  Not if you’re really committed.

B:  Be reasonable. Our commitments are obviously limited by what it’s possible for us to do.

A:  Not so! When you’re really committed, you can change what is possible.

B:  There’s really no use in discussing this any further. You don’t have to deal with nearly as many  

      commitments as I do all at the same time, so you can’t possibly understand what a struggle it is to be    

      as committed as I am.

A:  Oh, I understand all right. Your commitment to me is to be with me only when it serves you.

       B:  What makes you think you know so much about my commitments? I’m fully aware of them, and like 

             I’ve told you, my commitment to you is total.  I don’t know how I can communicate my  

             commitment to you any more clearly than that.

*************************

The foregoing conversation embodies fifteen commonly-held assumptions about the nature and dynamics of commitment:

1.  Commitment is to persons.

2.  Commitment can be less than total.

3.  Commitment can be intermittent.

4.  Commitments can be prioritized.

5.  It is possible to be totally uncommitted.

6.  Making a commitment is the same as being committed.

7.  Responsibility for mutual commitments is divided.

8.  It is possible to be overcommitted.

9.  Commitments conflict with one another.

10.  Determination is all that is required to keep a commitment.

11.  Fulfillment of a commitment depends on the noninterference of other people and circumstances.  

12.  Fulfillment of a commitment depends on existing possibilities.

13.  Keeping commitments requires struggle.

14.  All commitments are conscious.  

15.  Commitment is a communication to other people.

Before you turn the page for the co-authors’ assessment of these assumptions, please assess your own agreement or disagreement with each of them and why. 

1.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

2.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

3.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

4.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

5.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

6.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

7.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

8.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

9.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

10.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

11.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

12.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

13.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

14.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

15.  Agree? Disagree? Why?

CHAPTER FIVE

The Formation of Reality and the Reality of Our Formations

Freedom is what you do with what’s been done to you.
Jean-Paul Sartre

Reality is the sum total of all that is so plus the so-what’s of all that’s so, which is inclusive of far more than meets the “I” of any beholder. Yet all experiencing of reality takes forms that accord with the perspective of its beholders.  This and the following chapters in Section One provide a primer on the beholding and beholden nature of reality formation.
CHAPTER FIVE

Examining Your Assumptions about Commitment

Commitments produce outcomes that accord with our assumptions, 

which in turn shapes the outcomes of our intentions.

The place to find is within yourself.

-Joseph Campbell

Neither of the quarreling lovers in Chapter Five has a workable understanding of commitment, because all of their assumptions about commitment are self-compromising of their personal authority. These assumptions represent what many if not most people think that commitment “ought to” or “should” be like, which is why quarrelling about them is so ineffective. Such quarreling is unproductive because people seldom if ever do what they “ought to” or “should” do, which is often the actual reason why they quarrel.    

We “ought to” and “should” on one another and ourselves for the purpose of excusing what we haven’t done or are not doing. Oughting and shoulding serve to maintain a guilty conscience that allows us to excuse our lack of effective and appropriate action. Reminding ourselves of what ought to and should be done is essentially a way of falsely redeeming ourselves for what hasn’t been or isn’t being done, as if knowing the right thing to do somehow makes up for not doing it.

Oughting and shoulding on ourselves and others are exercises of self-compromise that produce little more than stress, struggle and conflict that is tempered by a pretense of remorse. Oughting and shoulding are charades with which we presume to shame ourselves and others into behavioral change. Yet as transformational author Marilyn Ferguson has written,

No one can persuade another to change. Each of us guards a gate of change that can only be opened from the inside. We cannot open the gate of another, either by argument or emotional appeal.  

Thus the key to avoiding struggle and conflict with those who “ought to” or “should” do what they instead don’t do, is this: continue to support the people in your life who already do what you think they “ought to” or “should” do, while allowing to be themselves those who do not, even if you are unable to employ, live with, or otherwise continue to be around them. The only alternative is your own self-compromising consignment to a life of stress, struggle and conflict. 

And when the person you are oughting and shoulding upon is yourself, trade in your self-compromising charade for the self-liberating assumptions that follow.

*************************

In matters of style, swim with the current;

in matters of principle, stand like a rock.

–Thomas Jefferson

Self-compromising assumption: Commitment is to persons.

Self-liberating assumption: We commit ourselves to the realization of intended results, and to courses of action for realizing those results, not to other people.

Committing yourself to other persons or to groups implies your complete identification with their self←↨→world interrelationship, and thus to their expectations, needs, attitudes, opinions, points of view and objectives. Committing to others is the equivalent of surrendering any claim to any contrary intentions, needs and perspectives of your own. Since these contraries will in any event eventually assert themselves, even if unconsciously or otherwise covertly, commitment to other persons is ultimately unworkable.

As long as you consider yourself to be committed to one or more other persons, their agenda(s) are thereby given precedence over your own. Your commitment accordingly becomes judged by them on the basis of their viewpoint rather than your own, and whenever they change their agenda or viewpoint they expect that you will adapt accordingly. They are therefore most likely to be perceived by you as a barrier to the realization of your own intentions, even though the actual barrier is the ineffectiveness of being committed to them as persons. obstacles are outer impediments to an intended behavioral trajectory, such as a contrary opinion of someone whose support you require, and such impediments require negotiation, adaptation and compromise. barriers, however, are inner impediments of perspective that are essentially impenetrable to effective action on your part, yet make you vulnerable to manipulation by others who use your barriers as “buttons” they can push to their own effective advantage.

Committing to other persons simply does not work. What does work is mutual commitment to participate in effective interrelationships with other persons, i.e., commitment to a workable quality of interrelationship that transcends specific agendas and other particulars by readily accommodating all changes of circumstance. When commitment is perceived as being to one another, each person becomes the other’s scapegoat whenever the commitment faces a challenge – which tends to be much of the time – at which point blameful quarreling tends to prevail over the mutuality of respect that allows people to disagree agreeably rather than contentiously.

The nature of commitment’s interrelational dynamics is embodied in the aphorism, “Love does not consist of two people looking at each other, but of two people looking together in the same direction.” Looking together in the same direction represents mutual alignment, while looking in the same direction with an agreement to agreeably disagree represents mutual attunement. People who are truly committed to having and maintaining a mutually acceptable quality of interrelationship are seldom quarrelsome, even when they disagree.

***** 

You give birth to that on which you fix your mind.

-Antoine de Saint-Exupery

Self-compromising assumptions:
Commitment can be less than total.

Commitment can be intermittent.

Commitments can be prioritized.

Self-liberating assumption: Commitment is absolute.
Is it possible for a woman to be partially pregnant? Is it possible for her to be intermittently pregnant with the same baby? And if she is bearing quadruplets, is it possible for her to be more committed to the delivery of one of them than she is to the other three? 

Effectively maintaining multiple commitments is the equivalent of being pregnant with more than one child. Each commitment is 100 percent, and exists for 100 percent of the time that is required for its realization – which is indefinite in commitments to ongoing interrelationship. Anything less than 100 percent fidelity to a commitment lacks the required integrity to qualify as a true commitment. It instead is at best a good intention with an equally good probability of becoming an agreement not kept or a promise broken. When the process of commitment is thus understood, we realize that we are actually committed to far fewer things than we tend to think we are, and that some of the commitments we thought we had are not commitments at all. For example, a presumed commitment to non-smoking that lasts for 12 years before one resumes the habit turns out not to have been a commitment to non-smoking after all. It was instead a commitment to a 12-year break between cigarettes.

Because true commitments are without reservation and entertain no exceptions, one commitment cannot take priority over another. This would be like saying, “All of my commitments are total, but some of them are more total than others.” And while multiple commitments do require continuous mutual accommodation in the course of their all being fully honored, each accommodation continues to honor all other true commitments rather than abandon one or more of them even temporarily. Thus while commitments may be subject to detours, they are never subject to suspension. A professed commitment that is subsequently suspended was never a commitment to begin with.

For example, landing a passenger plane safely wherever it is possible to do so in an emergency situation does not suspend an initial commitment to landing it elsewhere. It rather accommodates the universal commitment to safe landing that is integral to all airborne situations, by taking a detour from its previous course which the airline subsequently resumes by some other means. 

***** 

We didn’t know when we signed up for forever

that it would be in here.

Ani DeFranco

Self-compromising assumption: It is possible to be totally uncommitted.

Self-liberating assumption: Everybody is committed to something.

Have you ever felt, or has anybody ever told you, that you are a non-committed person? This is actually not possible. There can be no such thing as a non-committed person, only a person who is committed either to not making commitments or to not keeping their commitments.

Our very existence is living proof that one cannot choose to be non-committed: so long as I am living, everywhere I go, here I am.  Like everything else in the universe, I am never elsewhere than where I am. Short of taking my own life, therefore, I am incapable of abandoning my commitment to being “here.” And even then, according to the testimony of so-called “near-death” survivors, the “I” that dies continues to have experience from the vantage point of a continual sense of elsewhere still being “here.” 

So long as we are bodily alive we are without exception committed to at least two things: continued breathing and continued maintenance of our subliminally unconscious assumptions of what’s so. Every living person is committed to continuous breathing, a primal commitment to being in a body that we faithfully keep as long as we are able to or want to have our bodily life go on. This is our commitment to life itself, whose primal purpose is a life whose own built-in purpose is its own continuation. This purposeful commitment of life unto itself is as total as it is constant, and its outcome is consistently realized until one’s body has altogether ceased to function. 

The fact that our commitment to breathing is instinctively unconscious does not mean no commitment exists, only that it is not conscious, for the moment our respiration is impaired we do become aware of it. Our other unconscious commitments are likewise continuously operational, regardless of our unawareness or even outright denial of their existence, because they are the beneficiaries of a second commitment that all persons have in common, namely, the maintenance of our unconscious assumptions about what’s-so and so-what concerning ourselves and our self←↨→world interrelationships.

If, for example, you seek to be loved while unconsciously assuming that you are unworthy of love, then you are committed to perceiving another’s genuine affection for you as something other than what it is. Your interpretation of loving communications will accordingly range from a self-deprecating, “Oh, you’re just saying that to be kind,” to a suspicious (though often unconscious and therefore unspoken) “What are you trying to get out of me?”

We are all committed to something, but since this includes our commitment to the maintenance of subliminally unconscious assumptions, we are not necessarily aware of everything to which we are committed.

***** 

A vision without action is an hallucination.

Ancient Chinese Proverb
Self-compromising assumption: Making a commitment is the same thing as being committed.

Self-liberating assumption: Commitment is a state of knowing and being, not merely a promise.

Do you experience yourself making more commitments than you actually keep – saying, believing and thinking that you are committed, yet not doing what you said or thought that you would do? This is because such “commitments”  were not truly commitments to begin with.  They instead were intentions, or promises, or perhaps “good tries,” none of which qualify as true commitments. The only intentions or promises that qualify as true commitments are the ones that produce their intended result. The ultimate proof of any commitment is its manifest commensurate outcome. 

Furthermore, the only conscious intentions whose outcomes are fully realized are those which are aligned with our subconscious intentions as well. Our subconscious commitments will continue to override our conscious ones to the contrary until their unconsciousness is neutralized, at which point our conscious commitments can replace them. And once a conscious commitment has replaced a neutralized former unconscious commitment to the contrary, it tends to become subliminally unconscious as well. The ultimate reality- forming power of commitment, therefore, is our ability to reprogram our unconscious automatic pilot with more effective new commitments.

The primary characteristic of a true commitment is its unqualified dependability. True commitment assures that “I can be counted on” with the equivalent of mathematical precision. All true commitments represent personal reliability, dependability and accountability that is as certain as virginity. You either are dependable or you are not, and you can accordingly be either counted or gambled on. There is no middle ground between these alternatives because short of unqualified dependability there is only the probability of a calculated risk to be taken by those who gamble on what you say that you will do.

Since the only proof of any commitment is a manifest commensurate outcome, it is quite easy to distinguish those who keep their commitments from those who do not. As demonstrated by their results, people who do, do and people who don’t do, don’t do. It is unreasonable to relate to people who don’t do what they say as if they are people who make good on what they say. 

Q: If people who do, do, and people who don’t do, don’t do, then in whose mind is a person who doesn’t do, a doer?

A: In your mind.

It is just as easy to tell whether you are yourself a faithfully committed person:

· You are when you are, as demonstrated by your commitments’ commensurate outcomes.

· You aren’t when you aren’t, as demonstrated by an absence of commensurate outcomes.

Committed individuals know in advance that they will accomplish their intended outcomes, and this knowing is the only evidence of their commitment prior to its realized outcome.  They are like The Little Engine That Could who pulled its trainload of toys over a steep hill while chanting, “I think I can, I think I can, I think I can,” and then celebrated its descent with “I thought I could, I thought I could, I thought I could.” 

Yet even this children’s story actually falls short of portraying commitment’s ultimate power by suggesting that thinking was the efficient cause that made possible the story’s successful outcome. What made the little engine’s outcome possible was a much deeper certainty: “I know I can, I know I can, I know I can.” It is out of knowing rather than mere thinking that truly committed action takes place. Commitments be realized without the commensurate action required to realize their commensurate outcomes, because life ultimately rewards only one’s actions, not one’s thoughts about action.

Nor is the knowing that fuels commitment the kind that feeds only on information, understanding, objective evidence and other grist for the intellect. The knowing that empowers commitment is grounded in one’s inner being, as in a man who when asked, “How do you know you love your wife?” replies, “I just know.” The unquestionable, heart-felt conviction of just knowing differs from mental or emotional knowing, because one has neither to think nor emote about a conviction of which one is certain. Accordingly, the difference between making a commitment and being committed will always show up as your commensurate actions and outcomes. 

NOTE BENE: In the remainder of this manual, the word “know” is italicized whenever it designates “just knowing.” This does not mean that the authors consider “just knowing” to be always better than, truer than or more accurate than other knowing. What we “just know” may sometimes be inaccurate, as in the proclamation cited elsewhere in this book that “It ain't so much the things you don't know that get you in trouble. It's the things you know that just ain't so.” Whether it is accurate or not, certainty is always the basis for the commitments we know we will keep and that we do ultimately realize. The essence and implications of this knowing are described in Case Study #1, “10,000 Miss-takes”, p. xxx, which you are urged to review before proceeding further.  

*****

You can count 100 percent on an unreliable person’s tendency to be unreliable.
The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense
Self-compromising assumption: Responsibility for mutual commitments is divided.
Self-liberating assumption: All shared commitments are the 100 percent responsibility of each party to the commitment.
Each party to a shared commitment has 100 percent responsibility for and to the outcome of the commitment. For instance, to establish and maintain reasonable order in a marriage where each partner is only 50 percent responsible for the quality of the relationship, a workable marriage contract would either have to specify in full detail which 50 percent of the relationship was the responsibility of each partner, and/or else specify the conditions under which each partner can be non-responsible 50 percent of the time. It is impossible to establish a workable contract of this nature, for such a contract would at best consist of two long lists of agreements that neither party can fully nor consistently keep. Full mutuality of commitment comes forth only from a level of trust that makes such contracts unnecessary, unwanted and unheard of.

Again, commitment is a totality of dedication that is not compromised in any part. To the extent that one party is held more responsible than another for a shared commitment, or is allowed to be less than 100 percent responsible, the commitment is thereby compromised. 

In short: Commitments are solid state agreements that are flexibly maintained by all parties thereto. All non-committed intentions are liquid state promises and agreements that are subject to evaporation by being broken. 

***** 

Seeing through our show is the beginning of the end of it.
Bert & Christine Carson
Self-compromising assumption: It is possible to be overcommitted.

Self-liberating assumption: Commitment is self-limiting.

From time to time we all have the experience of making more promises than we can keep. This does not however mean that we are over-committed, only that we are over-promised. While every commitment is also a promise, at least to oneself, not all promises are commitments. If you consistently promise more than you can deliver, you may have a commitment (most likely unconscious) to being overwhelmed and/or unreliable. Yet being overwhelmed as a consequence of excess promising is not a state of “over-commitment.” It is a state of taking on more than you can deal with, in some cases as a hoped-for means of establishing your worthiness of approval and in others to prove an unconscious assumption of inadequacy or impossibility.

Each of us is committed to far less than what we promise, because we can never feel certainly capable of doing more than we are able to do, want to do, or feel that we must do. Thinking or believing that we are certain when we actually are not is merely a way of fooling ourselves. It is not, however, a way of successfully fooling others once they notice that our so-called “commitments” fail to realize fruition in commensurate outcomes.

We always know for sure which things we certainly intend to accomplish come what may. Our commitments are therefore limited to what we know we are going to do – not to what we know we can do, want to do, or should do, but to what we know we will do. We always know for sure what we are willing to do no matter what. For instance, the novitiate monk whose head was being held underwater knew, beyond any doubt, that he was about to breathe – hence his desperation for air. (see p. xx) Such knowing is one’s own firmest evidence of commitment until this evidence is seconded by commensurate action and outcomes.  

If the ultimate test of a commitment is its fruition in a commensurate outcome, a single question is its ultimate pre-test: Is there anything that could prevent me from keeping it? In the face of this question, when it is honestly asked and answered for each presumed commitment, many of the things to which we consider ourselves committed are instead recognized as being non-committal. Again: a commitment is that which you know you will do, no matter what. And because there are so few things that are known by us with that degree of certainty, there correspondingly are only a few things to which we are genuinely committed.

***** 

You cannot have an experience in which you have not agreed to participate,

even though the agreement is sometimes no more than your willingness to continue being alive.
The Wizard of Is
Self-compromising assumption: Commitments conflict with one another.

Self-liberating assumption: Commitments are mutually inclusive, not excluding of one another.

Can you think of any commitment you’ve made that conflicted with your commitment to continue breathing? If you can, this supposedly conflicting “commitment” was obviously not kept, since you are still breathing.  In other words, your results conclusively demonstrate that the conflicting “commitment” is not a true commitment after all. 

We may sometimes make promises that conflict with others we’ve formerly made. Yet commitments go far deeper than mere promises, because we do not sincerely commit to anything that jeopardizes another true commitment. We genuinely commit ourselves to doing only what we feel is vitally life-giving to the fulfillment of all our conscious and unconscious priorities of well-being. 
Commitments are accordingly mutually empowering instead of disabling of one another. Rather than limit, excuse or otherwise qualify one another, true commitments are instead omni-inclusive of one another. The only thing that true commitments exclude is ineffectiveness. When effectively exercised they support one another in the same way that the gravitational principle of falling and the aerodynamic principle of uplift are mutually co-operative in support of flight. As with the Wright brothers’ commitment to the invention of flight, in maintenance of our own commitments we sometimes have to determine how contrary tendencies can instead be mutually supportive. 

Such mutual accommodation is illustrated by a parable about a man who wanted to know the difference between heaven and hell. He subsequently had a dream in which he was shown a room in the middle of which there was a large round table, in whose own the middle was a large pot of delicious smelling stew that made the man's mouth water. The people sitting around the table were thin and sickly and appeared to be starving. They were holding spoons with very long handles. Although the people could reach into the pot of stew and take a spoonful, since the  handles of the spoons were longer than their arms they could not get the spoons back into their mouths. 

“This is hell,” the man was told.

He was then shown another room that was almost the same as the first one. It also had a large round table in the middle of which was a large pot of delicious smelling stew, surrounded by people with long-handled spoons. But here the people were well nourished and plump, laughing and talking. The difference was made by their willingness to feed one another.

“This is heaven,” the man was told.

The only limit on our capacity to maintain and deliver on all of our commitments is our ability to accommodate them in mutual support of one another.

***** 

 Willpower sometimes requires a jump-start from won’t power.

The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense
Self-compromising assumption: Determination is all that is required to keep a commitment.  

Self-liberating assumption: When you are determined to do something in a way that is unworkable, no amount of determination will make it work.  

While being committed does indeed incorporate the power of determination in support of realizing our intended outcomes, commitment goes beyond the conditionality of promises and agreements. The closest anything comes to being “all that is required to keep a commitment” is our willingness to do whatever it takes for the commitment to be realized.  When there is no willingness to do whatever it takes to keep a commitment, no true commitment has been made.
The “will” that informs effective willpower has the quality of willingness rather than mere willfulness. Willingness signifies openness to doing whatever it takes to realize an outcome, rather than willfully overpowering whatever may obstruct its realization. 

Willing determination is quite different from willfulness. For instance, President Calvin Coolidge doggedly proclaimed that 

Nothing in the world can take the place of persistence. Talent will not; nothing is more common than unsuccessful men with talent. Genius will not; unrewarded genius is almost a proverb. Education will not; the world is filled with educated derelicts. Persistence and determination are alone omnipotent.

Yet persistence and determination are actually omnipotent only as we have the willingness to do what works, rather than the willfulness to keep doing or resisting what doesn’t work. (See also p. xx.)
The power of commitment is greater than the power of desire, the power of intention, the power of a promise, the power of an agreement, or the power of determination. Commitment’s potency is greater than any of these others because it synthesizes them all via the empowerment inherent in yet another quality of dedication, the potency of unreserved willpower. Willpower is the power of knowing what you will do – not what you plan, expect or hope to do, but what you will do no matter what.  It is only when you know you will fulfill an intention, agreement or promise come what may that it qualifies as a true commitment.

Many people falsely claim to lack willpower, like the perennial “dieter” who never loses weight because “I don’t have the willpower to stop overeating.” Their willpower is actually fully intact and in full force, as evidenced in the fact that they will continue to overeat. What rather is lacking in such cases is won’t power, the power to refrain from doing what is contrary to one’s professed intention. 

Effectively empowered will has the quality of flexibly open willingness rather than rigidly focused willfulness. Willingness consists of openness to doing whatever it may take to realize an outcome (within the bounds of moral propriety, of course), while willfulness is a drive to overpower anyone or anything that we experience as an obstruction to an outcome’s realization. Open willingness supported by workable determination is far more effective than forcibly willful determination. 

For instance, persistence and determination are starkly evident in addictive behaviors whose only omnipotence is their preservation of unworkable outcomes. No amount of willpower, no matter what its form may be and no matter how persistent and determined may be its exercise, is sufficient to accomplish what doesn’t work.

Doing what doesn't work does not work.

Doing more of what doesn't work does not work.

Trying harder at what doesn't work does not work.

Improving what doesn't work does not work.

Getting better at what doesn't work does not work.

Mastering what doesn't work does not work.

Committing to what doesn’t work does not work.

The only thing that works is what does work.

It is only via our willingness to do what works, rather than our willfulness to keep doing or resisting what doesn’t work, that anticipated outcomes are realized. Dramatic evidence of this distinction is provided by persons who have a series of numerous divorces, and are therefore sometimes referred to as “serial polygamists.” Because they are determined to have their marriages work in a way that doesn’t work, when each new marriage successively fails to fit their picture of what it “should” be, they discard it for yet another one. (This is not, of course, necessarily the case in all divorces. For instance, when anthropologist Margaret Mead was asked why her marriages failed, she replied, “They didn’t fail, we used them up.”)

The power of willing determination includes 

· knowing what you want;

· working hard (and/or smart) in order to have what you want; 

· making use of all available resources; 

· taking all relevant steps; 

· knowing that you can overcome obstacles and handicaps to the realization of an outcome;

· knowing that you won’t give up;

· knowing that you are capable of changing an unworkable habit;

· knowing that any determination which is less than all of the foregoing is unlikely to be sufficient. 

No matter how determined one may be to realize an intended outcome, without the willingness to do whatever its realization requires one has only a fragile and breakable agreement. Hence the advice of transformational coach Alan Cohen: “Work with the willing.”

The interrelationship of willingness and workability is revealed in Case Study #2, “Cliff-Hanger: Passing the Point of No Return,” p. xxx, which you are urged to now review from the foregoing perspective on the qualified role of persistence and determination.
***** 

The first thing to get out of one’s way is oneself.

The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense
Self-compromising assumptions:

Fulfillment of a commitment depends on the noninterference of other people and circumstances.

Fulfillment of a commitment depends on existing possibilities.

Self-liberating assumption: 

Commitment transforms all impediments to an intended outcome, including those not anticipated. 
Commitment’s ultimate power lies in the ultimate decisiveness of its no-matter-what-ness. Committed persons know themselves to be equal to every challenge they will encounter, including the challenge of others’ deliberate interference with the realization of an intended outcome. They also know that their commitment opens them to the recognition of new possibilities that otherwise would not occur to them. These possibilities show up for them so long as they maintain a state of provisional consciousness described by William H. Murray, who was a member of the Scottish expedition to Mount Everest that subsequently paved the way for Sir Edmund Hillary’s initial conquest of Everest’s summit in 1953:3+
Until one is committed, there is hesitancy, the chance to draw back, and always ineffectiveness.  Concerning all acts of initiative (and creation), there is one elementary truth, the ignorance of which kills countless ideas and splendid plans: that the moment one definitely commits oneself, then providence moves, too. All sorts of things occur to help one that would never otherwise have occurred. A whole stream of events issues from the decision, raising in one’s favor all manner of unforeseen incidents and meetings and material assistance, which no man could have dreamt would have come his way.

I have learned a deep respect for one of Goethe’s couplets:


Whatever you can do,


or dream you can,


begin it.


Boldness has genius,


power


and magic


in it.

True commitment literally transforms all barriers and obstacles to its realization, as Scotsman Murray himself had earlier demonstrated during World War II. At the onset of Great Britain’s entry into the war, Murray was inducted into the British Army and deployed to the North Africa campaign. Captured within a few months, he spent the next three years in a succession of four prisoner of war camps in Italy, Germany and Czechoslovakia. To maintain his sanity while thus imprisoned, he wrote entirely from memory a book entitled Mountaineering in Scotland, using the only manuscript material available to him, rough toilet paper. Fearing that he might never again be strong enough to climb, he buoyed his spirits by writing about the mountaineering he had already done. It took considerable ingenuity on his part to write the book because toilet paper was as tightly rationed as food. 
Though Murray’s completed manuscript was eventually found and destroyed by prison officials, to the incredulity of his fellow prisoners he rewrote the entire book despite the risk of losing it again, and in disregard of the strain on his weakened condition from the near-starvation diet that many of his fellow prisoners did not survive. The rewritten work was published in 1947.4+
A further example of Murray’s view about providence was the occasion that prompted his statement above. Although the Scottish expedition had been under consideration for many months, no time was set for it to take place. Consequently, the group of climbers who continued to talk about and plan for it did little to make it happen until they set an actual date for their departure to India. Thereafter, as soon as the time of their arrival in India spread by word of mouth in the city of their destination, they received unsolicited offers of valuable local support.  

For a helpful elaboration of the nature of providence and provisional consciousness, you are urged to now read Addendum X, “Providence Moves, Too,” p. xxx.
***** 

We either make ourselves miserable, or we make ourselves strong.

The amount of work is the same.

Carlos Castaneda
Self-compromising assumption: Keeping commitments requires struggle.  
Self-liberating assumption: Commitment neutralizes struggle.

Susan Bradford’s timely arrival at the ER with Amanda is a prime example of a struggle-free outcome. Susan struggled neither with her stalled car nor her dead phone, as she immediately accepted the experiential realities thereof and continued to take the next step on the path of least resistance to the realization of her intended outcome. 

The term “struggle” signifies fruitless and therefore unnecessary effort. For while it may take no more energy to make ourselves either miserable or strong, it takes considerably more effort to be miserable, which takes some form of resistance to one or more realities of what’s-so.
There are two major sources of struggle in our lives, direct resistance to the reality of things as they are and the indirect resistance of pretending that things are other than they are. Our direct resistance sometimes takes the form of persistently doing what doesn’t work, which is often the consequence of acting on the basis of unworkable unconscious assumptions. Struggle is also created when we attempt to do something that is contradicted by our subliminally unconscious assumptions, the only solution for which is to recognize and change these contending assumptions. Struggle is likewise a consequence of resisting the way things actually are (ourselves included) by presuming to change them to be some other way.  

Pretence sometimes take the form of dramatically struggling to produce accomplishments that might otherwise look easy, out of a concern that producing a significant result with little apparent effort may lead others to believe either that we were just lucky or that what we did was commonplace. Sometimes our struggle is a pretense (often unconscious) that makes our accomplishments look more difficult than they are, thereby making us appear to be more worthy of our own and other people’s acknowledgement.

When we are truly committed to what we are doing, we readily identify and refrain from what doesn’t work, we waste no energy resisting what we cannot change, and we are far more concerned with realizing our intended outcome than with having its accomplishment appear dramatic or seem difficult.

***** 

A clear understanding of negative emotions dismisses them.

Vernon Howard

Self-compromising assumption: All commitments are conscious.

Self-liberating assumption: Each of us has one or (often) more subliminally unconscious commitments.

How often are you conscious of your subliminal commitment to continue breathing? How often are you conscious of your subliminal commitment to maintain your unconscious assumptions, or are conscious of these very assumptions themselves, each of which also functions as a subliminal commitment? Quite obviously, therefore, not all of your commitments are conscious ones.

You can discover your subliminal unconscious assumptions by looking at your current results. For instance, are you breathing? That evidences your unconscious commitment to being alive, a commitment that is no less such just because it is instinctively built in. Are you any more willing to renege on that built-in subliminal commitment than was the young monk with his face under water? It isn’t even necessary to ask this question, because the answer is consistently evident in your results as long as your body continues to breathe.

Since every true commitment eventually shows up as a commensurate outcome, any unwanted result in your life can be traced to the programming of one or more self-acquired unconscious assumptions that your subliminal commitment thereto has brought about.  To identify your unconscious commitments, therefore, you have only to look at your results. For instance, are you breathing? That is a demonstration of your commitment to being alive. 

Every outcome and result in your life is the evidence of a kept commitment. Accordingly, the “by your results” test is a precise barometer of your commitments. Every unexpected result in your life, including every undesirable one, is the outcome of either a conscious or unconscious commitment. Results that seem unintended, like being fired from your job or the break-up of a relationship, are nonetheless associated with a commitment to some assumption, even if only an assumption of the job’s or relationship’s permanence that turned out not to be accurate because of some unanticipated factor. Or you may have been committed to maintaining an unconscious assumption of inability to do the job or to maintain the relationship. In the latter case you will sometimes recognize in retrospect that you were at least semi-conscious of the self-compromising assumption all along.    

The results test can also be used as a barometer of your self-compromising unconscious assumptions themselves, because your subliminal assumptions are always recognizable in their outcome. If something that you are doing isn’t working, it doesn’t necessarily indicate an outer problem. It may mean that you are inwardly operating from an unworkable unconscious assumption. To identify what the unworkable assumption is, you need look only as far as the results that you are getting. Implicit therein is the unworkable assumption that is generative thereof, which you may readily identify by sincerely asking yourself, “What would I have to be assuming in order to realize this outcome?” To the degree that you are willing to recognize the answer to this question, it tends to come freely to mind.

The results test is the most effective way to detect unconscious assumptions. We may think that getting into therapy, or reading the right book will make our life better. Yet outer resources can be helpful only in proportion to our willingness to indentify our inner self-compromising assumptions and replace them with self-liberating ones. And the quickest way to identify our unconscious assumptions is to deduce them from our unwanted results.

***** 

Seek out that particular mental attitude which makes you feel most deeply and vitally alive

along with which comes the inner voice which says, "This is the real me,"

and when you have found that attitude, follow it.

William James
Self-compromising assumption: Commitment is a communication to other people.

Self-liberating assumption: Commitment is a communication back to oneself as the source of one’s dedicated intention.
While promises and agreements are the means by which we communicate our intentions to others, commitments are ultimately the means by which we communicate our truest intentions to ourselves. Without commitment, our intentions are at the operational consequence of outer circumstances and other people’s assessments thereof.  Our commitments are our only firm criteria for assessing the value and accuracy of others’ feedback.  
Commitment functions as a directive to our subconscious automatic pilot, providing it with a stable reference point for self-correction of our behavioral trajectory when we recognize that we are off course. The stability thus established is our only firm foundation for the inner direction of our lives. Without commitments, the best we can do with our varying streams of feedback is to compare them with one another. When, for instance, six people tell us six different things, our only firm criterion for choosing which feedback to value is its relevance to what we ourselves are committed to valuing.  

Commitment thus also enables our communication to be more than a mere exchange of information, since commitment empowers it to be an exchange of realized value as well. Commitment is created by willing yourself to do what you most value doing, and is fulfilled by your thereafter actually doing what you have thus willed yourself to do. Ultimately, therefore, commitment is the act of willing and doing whatever you know that must and will be done by you in order to realize an intended outcome. This knowing is the clearest and most certain form of communication to oneself, while the highest communication of one’s commitment to others is one’s commensurate actions and results.

Before our elaboration in Chapter Eight of the behavioral implications of the foregoing self-liberating assumptions, we examine in the next chapter how our self-compromising assumptions reinforce the four negative self-assumptions cited on p. xx.
CHAPTER SIX

The Formation of Reality and the Reality of Our Formations

Freedom is what you do with what’s been done to you.
Jean-Paul Sartre

Reality is the sum total of all that is so plus the so-what’s of all that’s so, which is inclusive of far more than meets the “I” of any beholder. Yet all experiencing of reality takes forms that accord with the perspective of its beholders.  This and the following chapters in Section One provide a primer on the beholding and beholden nature of reality formation.
CHAPTER SIX

The Headwind of Self-Compromise

Self-compromising assumptions skew our intentions and outcomes accordingly. 

It’s hard to fight an enemy who has outposts in your head.

Sally Kempton

The greatest of all possible enemies is a mindset of self-compromise, which we acquire in the process of socialization, a.k.a. “growing (presumably) up.” Acquisition of this dysfunctional mindset is our psyche’s “original sin,” which functions from its inner outpost as a self-saboteur. As used herein, the term “sin” signifies “mistake.” A mindset that is mistaken about the nature and dynamics of commitment directs us into a headwind of self-compromising assumptions whose “blowing” of our mind tends to keep us off-course to our intended outcomes.

The foundation of all self-compromise is a root perception of inner powerlessness that portrays us to ourselves, and through ourselves to others, as passive reactors who are shaped by and at the effect of conditions created by outer circumstance and other persons. When our psyche becomes “bugged” with this disempowering perception, we form a mindset of failure and defeat and our operational reality becomes programmed with the following assumptive matrix of personal ineffectiveness.  

*************************

We lack a clearly defined sense of purpose, goals or objectives for our lives, and have an unclear picture of our current circumstances.

A sailor without a destination cannot hope for a favorable wind.

Leon Tec, M.D.
It is far worse to know how to go somewhere, while not knowing where we want to go, than it is to know where we want to go yet not know how to get there. Given a prior sense of direction and a mindfully committed intention, we can always figure out how to go in that direction, headwind or not. But all the know-how in the world is of no use to us until we choose where we intend to end up. 

Knowing what we want is the first step to having it. Without the acuity of purpose and direction that accompanies having clearly perceived meaningful goals and workable objectives for their realization, we cannot have an inner sense of personal authority (i.e., self-authorship) to manifest anything that has not already been created by our outer circumstances or by other’s efforts. In the absence of a known purpose and direction, we can only dissipate our life via the entropic tendency of all things to wear out and run down as their energy is diffused.

Every outcome in our lives, other than those that result from random self-dissipation, requires mindfulness of committed self-direction (a.k.a. “presence of mind”), the cultivated practice of being fully alert and available in and to our experiencing of life by being consciously aware of our own participation in shaping it. Where randomness rather than mindfulness of direction prevails, it reflects a commitment to such randomness, albeit an unconscious one. Whenever mindful self-direction is lacking, the events of our lives seem accidental and not of our own making and doing. Nonetheless our life situation is ultimately a random stew concocted by the mixed bag of our own unconscious assumptions, which are operationally persistent to the extent that they are not countered by the alternative of mindfully committed self-direction. 

***** 

We either have no mindfully formed standards for our own personal effectiveness and for our relationships with others, or if we do profess to have such standards we fail to maintain them.

Decide what's right before you decide what's possible.

Brian Tracy
In the absence of mindfully clear and operationally effective standards, our unconscious standards instead tend to prevail, and our lives seem to be out of our own hands. Furthermore, to the extent that we fail to match our own standards of expectation, others will accordingly fail to match them as well.

As self-compromising persons we sometimes profess standards of expectation that are so unrealistically high that we are quite likely never to meet them. We do this because such failure serves as “proof” of our perceived inner powerlessness. And when others likewise fail to meet our proclaimed expectations, we tend to base our interrelationship with them on the dynamic of blamefully making them wrong. 

***** 

We feel ourselves to be under the control of external factors, which renders us incapable of creating what we want.

I have been through some terrible things in my life,

some of which actually happened. ​
Mark Twain
Whenever we are focused on wanting what we lack, we thereby exclude ourselves from the experience of actually having what we want. For instance, Howard Hughes never lost his lifelong sense of deep financial insecurity, even as a billionaire. When our mindset’s focus remains fixated on what we perceive ourselves as not having, we tend either to be obsessively driven as was Hughes, or to indulge in the wishfully hoping variety of wanting that yearns for an automatic result. 

When we are driven by a mindset that is obsessively focused on want, we cannot experience the satisfaction of having enough, because “enough” forever means more than we presently have, like a Texas rancher who said he could be satisfied only by owning every property that bordered upon his. And when we indulge instead in wishful hoping, we perceive what we want to be beyond the resourcefulness of our own self-realization. We therefore think in terms of getting from others what we want rather than of creating it for ourselves, and so long as we perceive that the power to realize our outcomes exists in something or someone “out there” rather than here within, manipulation of others takes the place of assuming our own self-direction.

***** 

We assume that whenever someone “wins” in life, someone else must lose.

We make a living by what we get,

we make a life by what we give.
Winston Churchill
When we perceive life’s circumstances to be a closed system, like a pie chart whose slices have all been allocated, then every change of fortune is assumed to be a benefit to someone(s) at the expense of another’s disadvantage. In many persons, this point of view justifies a self-compromising assumption of scarcity that leaves us feeling deprived as we perceive that others are keeping us from having a larger slice of the pie. This assumption in turn motivates selfish attempts to manipulate others into giving us part of their pie. We fail to see any opportunity to enlarge the existing pie in a way that gives some benefit to all concerned.

***** 

We often pretend that our circumstances are other than the way they actually are.

Every time I close the door on reality 

it comes in through the windows.

jenifferunlimited.com
Self-compromising individuals sometimes avoid taking responsibility by pretending that an unsatisfactory situation or outcome is “really just fine.” This pretense is a mask behind which they hide a sense of inner powerlessness. For instance, no purpose is served by pretending that a stressful relationship is functioning smoothly when it actually is not, other than to justify a feeling of powerless to change it. Whenever a crisis unmasks our pretense, such as an “unexpected” request from one’s spouse for a divorce, we often continue to maintain the pretense with statements like “I had no idea s/he was so upset!” Such statements are either an outright lie or the equivalent of saying, “I’m unconscious.”

***** 

We blame our unsatisfactory experiences on other people, or on circumstances that we perceive to be “beyond our control.”

Though we don’t always find what we are looking for,

we do always find what we are looking from.

The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense
Our major pretense as self-compromising individuals is that someone else – our parents, our spouse, our boss – has programmed and/or is piloting our behavioral trajectory. We perceive our life as something that is being done to us by our surrounding circumstances and other people. As evidence of this, when we observe what isn’t working in our lives we persuade ourselves that “I certainly wouldn’t do this to me.” We claim to want our life to be a certain way, and assert that the cause of its not being that way is external to us and non-amenable to our internally powerless condition. This pretense brings about an experience of the very powerlessness that it assumes, because people who blame others for their situation are proportionately open to being manipulated by others.

As long as we believe that others are doing our life to us, we ourselves are unable to make our life any different. We can change what our life is “doing to us” only after we acknowledge that we are the ones who are doing our life to ourselves.

***** 

We would rather be “right” than be fulfilled.

If being right is your goal, you may find error in the world, and seek to change it to match your expectations. But don't expect peace of mind. If peace of mind is your goal, look for errors in your expectations; seek to change them, not the world. And always be prepared to be wrong. 

Peter Russell

When we consider ourselves to be powerless, yet nonetheless somehow manage to accomplish something that we ordinarily attribute to powerful people, we tend to chalk up our accomplishment to “dumb luck” rather than admit that we were wrong about being powerless. We tend to explain the accomplishment away as “coincidence” or “somebody gave me a break.” Yet when the latter is actually the case, we may then be quick to claim false personal credit for a break that others have created. Such claims do not, however, change our prevailing mindset.  We instead further continue to persist in disowning our own abilities of accomplishment, because it is far more important to be right about our powerlessness than to accredit any success that contradicts our self-compromising outlook.

***** 

We look to our history, rather than to our potential as the source of what is possible.

Only the mediocre are at their best all of the time.

Dilbert’s Rules of Order
When we judge our ability entirely on the basis of what has happened in our lives thus far, we tend to conclude that “If I haven’t done it before I can’t do it now.” We focus our attention on what we haven’t done and what hasn’t worked for us, rather than on positive accomplishment. Our conversation accordingly tends to be filled with “If only . . . then I could . . .” Seeing no possibilities that could have made a difference in our past, we see none that can make a difference in our present or our future other than those for which we wishfully hope.

***** 

We avoid taking relevant steps that are difficult or uncomfortable.

Those who do not change their direction

will end up where they are headed.

Chinese proverb
To take a difficult or uncomfortable step is to assert that we are powerful indeed. Self-compromising individuals may sometimes begin to take such steps, but then withdraw their energy from the trajectory thus initiated, and are accordingly like a pilot who cuts off his plane’s engines short of his destination and then coasts only as much farther as possible. The presumed “forced landing” that results becomes additional proof of their perceived powerlessness. (If this analogy seems to be ridiculous its intended point has been made.)

The only effort with which self-compromising individuals may safely persist without self-contradiction is the effort of doing what doesn’t work. Since such effort cannot be fruitful, it further serves only to reinforce the assumption of powerlessness.

***** 

We mismanage our relationship to impediments and deterrence.

The ways you think you are,

not the ways you really are,

are the bars on your personal prison.

Zen
Barriers and obstacles to the realization of our intended outcomes provide opportunities for self-compromising individuals to prove that their lives are beyond their powers of self-direction. They have a repertoire of ineffective strategies for dealing with barriers and obstacles: ignoring them, resisting them, struggling with them, manipulating them, blaming them, feeling guilty about them, or hoping they will go away, while unconsciously continuing to do what assures that they won’t.

The most self-compromising strategy of all is trying to overcome barriers and obstacles as if it is these impediments and deterrents that must change rather than our relationship to them. Our overcoming often takes the form of fruitless resorts to force. Yet such “overcoming” is forever projected beyond our present circumstances, never to be fully consummated. This fuels the self-perpetuating prophecy of “we shall overcome some day,” rather than the can-do perspective of “we are overcoming by what we’re doing now.”

***** 

We insist that our outcomes take a preconceived form.

If reality was experienced the same way by everybody,

all but one of us would be redundant.

The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense
It is common for self-compromising individuals to expect that their marriages, jobs or other aspects of their lives “should be” a certain way, and that other people “should do” things other than the way they actually do them. When something displeases us, we blame our boss, spouse or some other convenient scapegoat, so that our faultfinding obscures the fact of our own participation in creating unwanted outcomes. This is yet another way that we can prove our powerlessness, by reducing our potential to a single possibility and committing ourselves to a behavioral trajectory that cannot work. 

Self-compromise obscures the fact that there is no such thing as an non-intended outcome, only unexpected or unwanted outcomes that reflect self-compromising assumptions or other unconscious intent.

Prove-It-to-Yourself Reality Check #X

Reread the foregoing analysis of the self-compromising assumptive matrix while substituting the pronoun “I”, “me” or “my” (and changing verb forms accordingly) wherever the word “you”, “we”, “our”, “one” and “one’s” appears, while noticing any uncomfortable or uneasy feelings that you experience as you do so. To what do you attribute the discomfort?

Next, make a list of all undesired current and past outcomes in your life. Check each of them against the foregoing self-compromising assumptions to determine which (if any) of these assumptions may also have accounted for the outcome. 

Have you any current anticipated outcomes that may likewise be subject to one or more self-compromising assumptions? If so, make a note of them for further reference, as the remainder of this book presents you with opportunities to replace them with self-liberating assumptions.  

CHAPTER SEVEN

The Formation of Reality and the Reality of Our Formations

Freedom is what you do with what’s been done to you.
Jean-Paul Sartre

Reality is the sum total of all that is so plus the so-what’s of all that’s so, which is inclusive of far more than meets the “I” of any beholder. Yet all experiencing of reality takes forms that accord with the perspective of its beholders.  This and the following chapters in Section One provide a primer on the beholding and beholden nature of reality formation.
CHAPTER SEVEN

The Tailwind of Mindful Self-Dominion

Self-liberating assumptions empower our intentions and outcomes accordingly. 

Knowing others is intelligence; knowing yourself is true wisdom.

Mastering others is strength, mastering yourself is true power.

Lao-Tzu
The greatest of all our allies is mindful self-dominion. Self-dominion is the exercise of personal authority – the self-authorization of our own thoughts, feelings and behavior – which we otherwise tend to mismanage á la the assumptive matrix reviewed in the previous chapter.  

We are never without the power of self-dominion, because even when we think and feel that we are powerless and behave accordingly, we are the ones who are exercising our self-dominion so weakly rather than strongly. The fact of our self-dominion is never in question, only the way that we choose to exercise it. Even when we capitulate to powerful others, the capitulation is an act of our own authority of inner dominion. Accordingly, the more mindful we are of our own participation in the shaping of our experience, the more powerfully we can exercise our self-dominion.

Mindful self-dominion unleashes a tailwind of self-liberating assumptions that keep us on course to an intended outcome, or that get us back on course following momentary lapses therefrom. The foundation of mindful self-dominion is the root perception of inner powerfulness, which is generated by our awareness of how we are a participating progenitor of our self←↨→world interrelationship. 

As our inner processes of reality mapping and behavioral coding become reprogrammed with the root perception of powerfulness, we form a mindset of successful accomplishment. When our operational reality is informed by mindful self-dominion, we tend to accomplish our intended outcomes in accordance with the self-empowering assumptive matrix that follows.

*************************

We have a clear sense of purpose, a clear set of related goals and objectives, and a clear picture of our current circumstances.

If we could first know where we are, and whither we are tending,

we could better judge what to do, and how to do it.

Abraham Lincoln
Someone once proposed a ninth beatitude: “Blessed are they who know what they are doing, for they shall know when they have done it.” The alternative to this blessing was suggested to Alice during her adventures in Wonderland: if you don’t know where you are going, any road will get you there.

Clarity of purpose and self-direction is the basis of being in command of our active responses to circumstance, rather than having our circumstances be in command of our passive reactions. Unless we are clear about the purpose and direction of our behavioral trajectory, we cannot know when we are off course. It is the cultivated ability, via our commitments, to always know whether we are on or off course that puts us in full command of our behavioral trajectory.

***** 

We have and maintain mindful, definite behavioral standards, both for our own personal effectiveness and for our relationships with others.

Better keep yourself clean and bright: 

you are the window through which you must see the world.

George Bernard Shaw

Our behavioral standards for the effectiveness of our self←↨→world interrelationship are what determine how the outcomes of our commitments emerge in our experiential reality. When our actions are consistent with the standards we proclaim, they promote action that is commensurate with and productive of our intended outcomes, and draw us into relationships with those who will respect our standards to the extent that we likewise respect their own standards in return. 

Our professed behavioral standards are effectively operational in our lives only to the extent that we accept nothing that is contrary to what they demand of both ourselves and others. Ours lives reflect whatever behavioral standards we settle for, and can never be more or otherwise. Our actual behavioral standards are invariably the ones we settle for, not the ones we profess and proclaim in expectation. If, for instance, our expectations include being treated with respect, we can maintain a standard of respect only as we refuse to accept being treated otherwise or to be ourselves disrespectful of others. To the extent that we instead do accept and/or practice disrespectful treatment, our acceptations undermine our expectations accordingly. The disrespectful person does nothing to us that we do not allow, because our actual behavioral standard is the disrespectful treatment that we accept and/or display. 

Standards are maintained via the persistent and consistent practice of resolving our own issues, which is vitally essential to our ceasing to attract others whose inclination is to thrive on our issues by pushing our issue-related buttons or pulling their triggers. Nothing is more strongly attractive of others’ issues than one’s own.
Understanding the relationship between expectations and acceptations is so essential to the exercise of issue-free self-dominion that readers are at this point urged point to review Case Study #3, “Room for Improvement” (p. xxx) and Case Study #4,“Standards in Love and Marriage” (p. xxx).
***** 

We feel in control of our lives, knowing that we will accomplish whatever we set out to do.

When you truly possess all that you have been and done,

which may take some time,

you are fierce with reality.
Florida Scott Maxwell
When we know the difference between being on and off course, and we successfully maintain our behavioral standards for personal and interpersonal effectiveness, impediments and deterrents to our self-fulfillment do not prevent us from realizing our anticipated outcomes. Our wanting becomes far more than merely wishful hoping, because we perceive and accept our eventually having what we want. Although our anticipated outcome may presently exist only in potential, we do not doubt that we are fully engaged in the process of its forthcoming realization.

***** 

We expect to “win” in life without making it necessary for others to lose.

If our true nature is permitted to guide our life,

we grow healthy, fruitful and happy.

Abraham Maslow

When we operate from a self-liberating assumptive matrix, life is not a contentious win-lose contest. We do not see life as a pie chart in which the enlargement of another’s slice reduces the size of our own or vice versa. Since we are knowingly creating our own fulfillment, which remains otherwise nonexistent until we ourselves have brought it to fruition, we are not moved to take from others whatever already exists for them. Knowing that we can derive no genuine self-fulfillment from anything that we accomplish at others’ expense, and instead become winners by enlarging the pie for all concerned and receiving our fair share of the increase.

***** 

We accept the reality of our present situation.

The very place that we are now

is the very place that holds all that we need for growth.

Denise Roy
A priest, a rabbi, and a positive thinker who died in an airplane crash discovered that they were now roasting in Hell. Accepting the sinful reasons for their plight, the priest acknowledged that he sometimes ate other meat on Friday before his church had rescinding the ban against eating anything but fish, while the rabbi likewise confessed that he had often indulged his taste for ham. The positive thinker closed his eyes, shook his head, and forcefully proclaimed from his burning lips, “It’s not hot and I’m not here.”

Accepting the actuality of where we are right now is a prerequisite to arriving anywhere else. We must accurately know both where we presently are and where we want to go in order to get there. For instance, if we are presently in Mobile and want to be Memphis, we cannot get there from Mobile to Memphis if we think that our starting point is Minneapolis. This is just a variation of Bob Dylan’s song, “Stuck inside of Mobile with the Memphis blues again.” 

Self-liberation eludes us when we assume or pretend that our current situation is other than it actually is, or when we otherwise resist accepting that things are as they presently are, however unpleasant that may be. Only as we accurately contrast our actual present experience with the experience we instead prefer can we recognize the deterrents thereto and the relevant steps to be taken.

***** 

We take full responsibility for all of our circumstances, however unsatisfactory these may be. This includes our relationships, our actions, and the feedback that is generated by our relationships and actions.

One discovers that destiny can be directed, that one does not need to remain in bondage to the first wax imprint made on childhood sensibilities. One need not be branded by the first pattern. Once the deforming mirror is smashed, there is a possibility of wholeness; there is a possibility of joy. -Anaïs Nin

As self-empowering individuals, we would rather have our integrity than the reasons why we do not. Therefore, we do not hold other persons responsible for how we experience our outcomes, even when they are primarily responsible for the formation of whatever we are experiencing. We perceive ourselves, not others, to be the creators of our experience, even when our experience is incidental to the creations of others. We consistently accept all of our circumstances and experiences as feedback initiated by, contingent upon or in response to our own behavioral trajectory. Unwanted circumstances and experiences are perceived primarily as evidence of our being off course, even when our being so is eventuated by others, and these unwanted factors are examined for what they can tell us about getting back on course. 

The good news is that it never is too late to break the deforming mirror of self-compromise, and reclaim our forfeited self-dominion.  

Choosing to Reclaim Our Self-Dominion
I have come to the frightening conclusion that I am the decisive element. 

It is my personal approach that creates the climate. 

It is my daily mood that makes the weather.  

I possess tremendous power to make life miserable or joyous.  

I can be a tool of torture or an instrument of inspiration, 

I can humiliate or humor, hurt or heal. 

 In all situations, it is my response that decides 

whether a crisis is escalated or de-escalated, 

and a person is humanized or de-humanized.  

If we treat people as they are, we make them worse.  

If we treat people as they might be, 

we help them become what they are capable of becoming. 

Johann Wolfgang von Goethe
What Goethe proclaimed for our treatment of others as they might be is equally applicable to the way we treat ourselves. Accordingly, self-dominion is a principle of personal authority that can be mindfully assumed (or reclaimed) and exercised as follows:  

I cease choosing for others and allowing others to choose for me.   

Though I do make the choice to have others in my life, I do not make their choices for them (children sometimes appropriately excepted). All of my choosing is self-choosing, by myself, for myself, as myself. Since this is the ground of every person’s dominion, I respect the power of choice in others accordingly. Thus rather than presume to advise them, I instead assist them in clarifying the options that are available for their own choice.

I cease holding others accountable for the quality of my experience, and holding myself accountable for the quality of their experience.

Even though I am constantly surrounded with circumstances that have been generated by others, it ultimately matters not who, how many or whatever else is generating these circumstances because the quality of my experience thereof is entirely self-regulated in accordance with the forms I give to it. I am the sole (some would say “soul”) proprietor of both the meaning and the immediately contingent consequences of my experience, and I honor that same sole proprietorship in others.

I cease making others responsible for the consequences of my experience, and likewise refrain from holding myself responsible for the consequences to others of their experience. 

I am responsible for others' consequences only in the way that I allow their consequences to influence my own. Since this is likewise the case for others in their interrelationship with me, I do not make others wrong when their ways do not agree with mine. I instead let them know (and only when necessary) that what they experience as workable for them is not workable for me. The simple statement, “That doesn’t work for me,” is a blameless, no-fault communication that makes no one “wrong”.

I cease denying the effects on others of my own choices and consequences, and cease discounting the impact that their choices and consequences have on me. 

I hold myself accountable only for and to the realm of my own consequences, which includes their impingement on others and the impingement of their consequences on me, and I support others in being likewise accountable. I also hold myself accountable for seeing the constructive potential in every consequence, whether it be the consequence of my own or another’s outcome, and however unwanted the consequence may be.

I cease blaming others or myself. 

Blame, no matter of whom or by whom, is denigration or denial of my own or another's ability to respond. Since the only way to obtain responsibility at discount is to discount someone’s ability to respond, I fully and blamelessly assume my own response-ability, and relate to others’ response-abilities accordingly.
***** 

We are willing to appear “wrong” in the eyes of others, and to accept the consequences of such appearance, whenever such willingness and acceptance is required to realize our outcome.

Authority consists of utter fidelity to your own experience.

The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense
Each of us is the pilot of his/her own behavioral trajectory, while those with whom we associate are at most passengers thereon. Just as it is not customary for airplane pilots to ask their passengers how well and right they are doing their work, neither do we, as pilots of our own behavioral trajectories, rely unduly on the evaluations of those who are passengers on our trajectory.  We instead mindfully assess all feedback, regardless of its source, for its potential to keep us on course or get us back thereon, relying ultimately on our own sense of direction rather than that of others. We know that if the destination we have proclaimed appears to be “wrong” to our passengers, it is most likely they who are on an inappropriate trajectory, not ourselves.  

***** 

We look to our potential, rather than our history, as the source of what is possible.

You must be willing to give up the life you have

in order to get the life you want.

Rhonda Britten
Our past has been essential to the process of getting us to our present outcomes. It did not get us to some other outcome, and certainly not to the next outcome we intend to realize unless it represents more of the same old same mold of an unchanging mindset. Something different – not more of the same, but different – is required to realize each truly new outcome. Until we create new possibilities by reaching into our yet-to-be-realized potential, we merely recreate today in the image of our yesterdays, like the teacher who complained to his principal about not receiving a raise in pay with the assertion that “After all, I’ve now had five years of experience.” “No,” the principal replied, “you’ve now had one year’s experience repeated five times.”

***** 

We take all the relevant steps required for the realization of our intended outcome, no matter how difficult or discomforting they may be.

Do not go where the path may lead,

go instead where there is no path and leave a trail.

Ralph Waldo Emerson
As self-empowering individuals we spend very little if any time at all on irrelevant action.  We instead do whatever we must do in order to realize our intended outcomes, so long as what we are doing does not disadvantage others and compromise our integrity.

***** 

We transcend all barriers and obstacles to our intended results.

Prosperity is the ability to do what you want to do

at the instant you want to do it

in the manner in which you want to do it.

Raymond Charles Barker
If we could have everything we want by virtue of our wanting it alone, with no more effort than it takes to reach out and grab it, having it would bring us very little satisfaction. Transcending impediments and deterrents to an outcome is what makes its realization possible and accordingly worthwhile.

The secret of transcending barriers and obstacles is to cease resisting them. We do this by releasing all preconceptions of their power to prevent us from turning them (or turning from them) to our advantage.  Rather than attempting to manage our barriers and obstacles themselves, we instead manage our interrelationship with them.

***** 

We avoid insisting that our realized outcome take a preconceived form.

It’s what you learn after you know it all that counts.

John Wooden

The more we preconceive the form that an anticipated outcome must take, the harder its realization tends to be. For instance, if we commit to increasing our income while insisting that the increase take the form of a raise from our present employer, our commitment is at the effect of our employer’s willingness to give us a raise, and we are thus committed to the outcome of someone else’s action. If we instead are open equally to all possibilities for increased income, whether presently known or unknown to us, inclusive of alternative or additional employment, we are not at a particular other person’s effect in the keeping of our commitment.

Many commitments are kept only because of our willingness for the outcome to take a form that we were not initially expecting. Once we are truly committed to increasing our income, for example, the channel for that increase may open effortlessly. We may discover a heretofore unseen prospect for more financially rewarding employment, or receive an entirely unsolicited offer of such. We may even conceive a source of income that is not directly related to employment by others at all.

Remaining faithful to our intrinsic nature is the outcome of mindfully managed commitment to a state of being that supports us in aiming our behavioral trajectories at the realization of whatever increase of well-being we intend to realize. When our assumptions are self-compromising, our commitments and realized outcomes are sabotaged accordingly. When our assumptions are instead self-empowering, our outcomes are just as faithful to our anticipation of them as we are.

In any event, mindfully managed commitments become self-maintaining via their co-responding maintenance of the principles and assumptions that support them. 

Prove-It-to-Yourself Reality Check #X

Reread the foregoing analysis of the self-liberating assumptive matrix while substituting the pronoun “I”, “me” or “my” (and changing verb forms accordingly) wherever the word “you”, “we”, “our”, “one” and “one’s” appears, while once again noticing the comfort level you experience as you do so. To what do you attribute the extent of your comfort level?

Then make a list of every future outcome you anticipate. Check each one of them against the foregoing assumptions of self-dominion to determine how many of them are in support of the outcome’s realization.

Keep the results of this reality check at hand for further processing in subsequent reality checks.

Section Two Wrap-Up

(Forthcoming)

Section Two Highlights

(Forthcoming)
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SECTION THREE 

The Reality Forming Powers of Commitment

Inside yourself or outside,

you never have to change what you see,

only the way you see it.

-Thaddeus Golas
NOTE: This Section was originally in The Science of Causing Outcomes, and requires additional refitting to be congruent with the foregoing text.
CHAPTER EIGHT

Evening Out the Odds

Destiny is not a matter of chance, but a matter of choice.

It is not a thing to be waited for, it is a thing to be achieved.
-William Jennings Bryant
Xxxxxx
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What are the odds of a perfect stranger handing you a free ticket to a major league baseball game while you’re standing in line to buy one, and then treating you to a free beer as well? “A most unlikely achievement,” most folks would say, “that is certainly not worth waiting for it to happen.” And they would be right – even though this incident actually took place. 

What are the odds of your changing your eating habits if you knew that you might otherwise soon die? “Quite likely,” you may say. Yet you would just as quite likely be wrong, because impending crisis is seldom effective as a motivator of significant change. In the face of probable calamity, most people tend to play out their current destiny by persisting in former habitual choices that lead to foreseeable disaster, rather than choose to make a destiny-altering change.

We have no way to reliably calculate the odds of the baseball ticket offer, either in favor of or against its occurrence, because it was a one-of-a-kind event subject to neither predetermination nor premeditation. Reliable odds are calculable only for aggregations of identical or correlative events that can be analyzed statistically to assess the probability of an additional occurrence thereof.

Statistical probability is a measure of an outcome’s preordained likelihood. For example, it takes a hundred or more coin tosses to conclusively demonstrate (rather than assume, however rightly, with common sense) that in accordance with the causal tendencies that govern outcomes, both heads and tails are preordained to turn up 50% of the time. Yet neither outcome is predestined in advance of a single toss. Nor is their preordination precisely absolute, because even during as many as a trillion coin tosses either heads or tails might turn up only 49.999999999% of the time. Also during a trillion tosses, a coin might just once land on its edge – something we can’t know with measured certainty short of performing the experiment. 

Because a universal margin of uncertainty lurks in every outcome, there can be no such thing as absolute precision. As astrophysicist John Gribbin explains, 1+
 [O]ne of the most famous rules of the quantum world, [Werner] Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle, says that it is impossible for anything to have a precise value (not just that it is impossible for us to measure things precisely; absolute precision does not exist in the Universe).

Effective comprehension of the reality-formation process incorporates the recognition of uncertainty as a universal ordering principle of reality, in accordance with which an irreducible element of chance pre-qualifies every outcome’s realization. Ultimate certainty is at most an aspiration, a setting of direction for a course of action, and is never a fully realized destination. This is why we herein address realization of outcomes in terms of their tendencies of being realized rather than any certainty thereof.  These tendencies of realization are summarized by six words that begin with the letter “p”.

Predetermination ~ Premeditation

Predetermined results are outcomes that are a foregone conclusion in advance of their being realized, such as our certitude of the general existence of gravitational effects. Yet even the results of predetermined certitude are sometimes subject to approximation in individual cases, given the fact that at least one person (a flight attendant) has survived a fall of over six miles without a parachute.2+  

In any event, however, premeditation of an outcome does tend to favorably increase the element of chance. Premeditated results are those whose certainty of outcome is approximately proportionate to the deliberate exercise of prior intent. Yet no amount of intended action, however persistent or enormous, can nullify the principles that govern the realization of outcomes, and is capable at most only of modifying the effects of these principles and dynamics.

Probability ~ Possibility

The distinction between probability and possibility is one of timeliness. Firmly established probabilities represent the statistical analysis of multiple identical outcomes that have already happened, since all reliably calculable probabilities are based on a measurable succession of comparable past experiences. Possibilities, on the other hand, anticipate future experience for which no calculable probability of outcome has as yet been established, either by pertinent initiatives of action or by structural constraints such as those that limit the outcomes of a coin toss.

In all cases both probabilities and possibilities invariably exist in some degree of approximation. Thus statistically validated probabilities of outcome are always subject to at least a small margin of error (plus or minus), while the far more approximate nature of merely intuited or surmised probabilities is self-evident. Furthermore, possibilities of outcome are always less calculable than probabilities, either because no initiative of action has converted them from the realm of the possible to the realm of the probable, or because their realization is the outcome of some unconscious and thus unspecifiable initiative.

Preordination ~ Predestination

The distinction between preordination and predestination is represented by the dynamics of an hourglass. Each time its sand flows within from top to bottom, the pile thus formed is preordained to have the same approximate structure every time, no matter how often the procedure is repeated under identical conditions. Yet while the structure and size of the sand pile is preordained in advance of its formation, the final position of each sand grain in the pile cannot be predetermined. Therefore, even though the preordination of collective outcomes is a statistically demonstrable causal principle of primal reality, the predestination of individual outcomes is not. 

Concerning All of the Above

In all considerations of predetermination, premeditation, probability, possibility, preordination and predestination, the element of "chance," "play," "free will" or “luck” is an inevitable consequence of the relationship between the dynamics of reality-forming principles in general and the effects thereof in particular.  

Given the irreducible uncertainty that attends the realization of every outcome, even some heart attack survivors (and many smokers) quite remarkably live to an uncommonly old age. Each destiny remains somewhat uncertain until the coin of destiny – a next choice – has been made, and the destiny established by each next choice is further contingent on the choice made after that. However reliably certain we may be about the preordained consequences of a long succession of identical choices, the outcome of the next identical choice is always somewhat uncertain, however marginally so. 

For instance, unlike the incalculable baseball ticket offer, we have seen that the odds against our changing our eating habits when avoidance of an early death depends on our doing so have been calculated at nine to one against making such change. Yet such behavioral inertia has been dramatically overcome via a program in which physician Dean Ornish, empowered 77% of participating heart-attack survivors to permanently adopt dietary and lifestyle changes that are prerequisite to the probable outcome of their living a more invigorating and longer life.  

ORNISH REPORT HERE
CHAPTER NINE

When Preparation Meets Opportunity

In the fields of observation, chance favors only the prepared mind.

–Louis Pasteur
As someone has aptly said, the more you prepare, the luckier you appear.
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The baseball ticket offer is a classic example of how “chance” and “luck” can favor those whose minds have been prepared for its advent via the exercise of premeditated intentional action. The incident, as described above, actually happened to Russell Orchard, a senior manager for Coldwell Banker in Nashville, Tennessee, and an associate of one of this book’s coauthors. Along with me (Yeaman) and my wife, Ellaine, and Quantum-Management staff member Sherry Pitcock, Russ was flying to New York City for a meeting with the CEO and other top managers of a major corporation. During the flight Russ asked whether it would work for the rest of us if he attended a Mets game on one of our evenings in the city. We agreed that it worked fine for all concerned, conditional only on the proximity of the ballpark to our hotel.

When we asked our airport limousine driver about the distance to Shea stadium from our hotel, he told us that it was a two-hour drive each way at $100 per hour. Though this inclined Russ to question his intention to attend a game (on that evening, at least), we agreed as a group to remain open to other alternatives. 

When we were met by the CEO and three of his associates at our hotel, Sherry overheard them talking about the Mets game they were attending that evening, and she immediately asked if Russ could accompany them. “Sure, if he has a ticket,” our host replied. Though Russ did not yet have a ticket, the four of us felt certain that even if the game sold out there would be other tickets available from scalpers, and we prevailed on our host accordingly.  

As Russ was standing in the Shea stadium ticket line, a man with four tickets and two friends, whose third friend had been prevented from attending the game, was surveying the ticket line for someone who would likely be an amiable substitute for the absent friend. He chose Russ and approached him with the greeting, “It looks like you could use a ticket.” Though Russ’ attendance at the game was by now already assured, this ultimate realization of outcome was as gratifying as it was unforeseen. 

Regardless of the outcome’s improbability, all of the principles and dynamics that govern the realization of outcomes are illustrated in the way that it unfolded. To begin with, Russ had determined what he wanted to do, and had gone online prior to our trip to confirm whether the Mets were playing home games on the evenings we would be in New York. He then set the intention to attend one of the games if doing so could be accommodated within the parameters of the group’s already scheduled commitments. Next he inquired whether attending the game would work for the rest of us, to which we readily agreed so as long as it was transportationally feasible. 

At that point we were all in support of his attending the game, so that when he was discouraged by the report of an improbable $400 round trip, the rest of us encouraged him to join us in being open to foreseeing other possibilities that were convertible to greater probability. Accordingly, when Sherry overhead that our host was attending a Mets game she immediately let him know that Russ would appreciate being included. Though he was somewhat reluctant to take Russ without a ticket, we prevailed on him in our certainty that a ticket could be purchased on site. Thus the novel way that things ultimately worked out was merely frosting on an outcome already established as being well within the ballpark of realizability.

****************************************

The Co-Causal Constellation . . .
The foregoing baseball game scenario exemplifies all of the operational principles and dynamics that form the realization of outcomes, both in reality-at-large and reality-at-hand. These ordering principles and dynamics operate as a  holistic constellation of mutually interactive reality-forming  co-causal tendencies, which function in patterned simultaneity even though many of their effects upon one another occur sequentially. Because all reality-forming operations are fundamentally co-operative, every outcome is produced via the collaborative convergence of multiple reality-forming tendencies. 

. . . in Reality-at-Large . . .

Reality-formation in reality-at-large was distinguished by Aristotle as a four-fold constellation of co-operative universal causal tendencies: 4+
1) material cause that gives an outcome its substance; 

2) formal cause that determines an outcome’s structure; 

3) sufficient cause that makes an outcome possible; 

4) efficient cause that makes an outcome actual. 

Material and formal causal tendencies function in accordance with universally operational principles and dynamics that order the nature and function of space, time, matter, energy and motion. Sufficient and efficient causal tendencies function in accordance with initiatives of action that set matter in energetic motion through space and time.

In the baseball game scenario, the material and formal causes consisted primarily of the constellated physical resources via which the circumstantial conjunction of Russ Orchard’s travels with a scheduled game made the outcome practical. The sufficient and efficient causes consisted primarily of the constellated initiatives of action taken by all concerned that were pertinent to Russ’ attendance at the game. The word “primarily” qualifies these distinctions because in absolute terms these and the co-causal personal initiatves portrayed below are always and only functional as an inseparable and interactive whole.  
. . . and in Reality-at-Hand

Insofar as human activity is involved, we would add a fifth co-causal tendency, the ideational or envisioning cause that makes conceivable an outcome that would not otherwise be realized – a tendency that is essentially a conscious exercise of sufficient cause that makes it possible. We also add a sixth co-causal tendency, the intentional cause that makes an intended outcome ultimately achievable, and thus a conscious exercise of efficient cause that makes it actual.

In any event, the realization of outcomes in one’s reality-at-hand is always contingent on initiatives of personal action that tend toward the realization of a premeditated outcome. These co-causal personal initiatives are themselves constellated in the following format of overlapping actions that are only quasi-sequential in their operation. 
· Determine what you want. Formulate and embrace your inclination to have or do something, by assuming your accomplishment of its outcome. 
· Assess the viability of the outcome by estimating the initial and forthcoming possibilities and probabilities of its realization (a word that signifies “making real”), and flexibly plan accordingly.

· Envision the outcome’s successful realization as an internalized equivalent thereof, which takes its form as your self-alignment in thought, feeling, word and deed with the outcome’s intended realization.

· Initiate a plan of action to realize the outcome, while being willing to incorporate alternative modes of implementation and realization not included in your initial plan.

· Intend to realize your envisioned outcome with undeterred conviction. Maximize the odds of your envisioned outcome’s realization by making a preordaining commitment thereto, a consistently and persistently dedicated intention, from whose successful realization you can be no more than temporarily diverted.
· Establish the highly probable realization of your outcome by making it a goal, and by initiating a premeditated sequence of objectives whose plan and behavioral trajectory approaches the goal. 

· Take self-dominion of your behavioral trajectory by committing to the goal’s realization.

· Act in coherent accordance with your intention. Communicate your goal-oriented intention to those who are pertinently concerned, and take every relevant step that is essential to your outcome’s realization by following through with the momentum of your behavioral trajectory.
· Establish with others a communicative support field that contributes to your outcome’s realization.

· Assess your outcome’s workability for all concerned.

· Enroll all concerned in support of your intended outcome

· Manage your time and actions in direct facilitation of your outcome’s realization.

· Manage all potential possibilities and probabilities that affect your outcome’s realization.

· Manage every deterring impediment (obstacle or barrier) to your outcome’s realization 

· Accept the outcome’s realization in the way that it emerges. Cultivate and maintain a state of receptivity to the unexpected, so that you may be open always to any possibility, good fortune, providence or luck that may add momentum to your behavioral trajectory.
It is important to recognize that the foregoing constellation of overlapping personal initiatives, like a constellation of stars, represents an interactive format rather than a precise formula. While it may ultimately represent a formula at some arcane mathematical level, a practical understanding is all that is required for its application.

****************************************

To review the baseball game scenario once again in the context of the co-causal constellation overall, Russ Orchard determined the outcome he wanted and then initiated a behavioral trajectory toward its realization via an online search to confirm that the Mets were playing home games while he was in New York, thereby assessing the material and formal co-causal tendencies pertinent to the outcome. Having thus initiated the formation of an internalized equivalent of his actual attendance at a game, he set in motion a plan of action (sufficient cause) by making this a goal, and by setting in motion a behavioral trajectory (efficient cause) toward its realization. He took personal authority and responsibility for his outcome’s realization by asking us whether it would work for us, rather than requesting our permission as if we were the ones in charge of its realization. By establishing his intended outcome’s workability for all concerned, he invited us all on board in supportive co-creation thereof.

Because he had thus enrolled the rest of us in support of his intended outcome’s realization, when Russ was discouraged by the initial impediment of a $400 round trip we collectively remained receptive to other possibilities, rather than relate to this momentary deterrent as a permanent barrier. The moment an unanticipated alternative did present itself, Sherry immediately acted by converting its unforeseen possibility into a calculable probability. In our further follow through, we all contributed to the outcome’s ultimate realization by countering our host’s concern about taking Russ without a ticket. We were collectively as receptive to Russ’ unanticipated source of transportation as he was later individually receptive to the unanticipated source of his ticket.

To those who would attribute Russ’ outcome to “mere” luck, we note that “luck” is often defined as “the intersection of preparation with opportunity,” á la Louis Pasteur’s above comment about the efficacy of prepared minds. Had Russ not intended to attend a Mets game, and had he not established the likelihood of his doing so by committing to its realization in accordance with what worked for all concerned, which thereby enrolled the rest of us in support of his intention as well, the opportunity presented by our host would not have been providential because Sherry would have been unaware of Russ’ intention. 

CHAPTER TEN

When Opportunity Meets Preparation

I am a lucky man. I have had a dream, and it has come true.

–Tenzing Norgay, Tiger of the Snow
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As for the “lucky” provision of Russ’ ticket, such highly improbable and seemingly dream-like incidents are not at all uncommon in response to committed intention. As noted by William H. Murray, a member of the mountaineering expedition that scouted the way for the 1953 conquest of Mount Everest’s summit by Sir Edmund Hillary and sherpa Tenzing Norgay: 5+
Until one is committed, there is hesitancy, the chance to draw back, and always ineffectiveness.  Concerning all acts of initiative (and creation), there is one elementary truth, the ignorance of which kills countless ideas and splendid plans: that the moment one definitely commits oneself, then providence moves, too.  All sorts of things occur to help one that would never otherwise have occurred.  A whole stream of events issues from the decision, raising in one’s favor all manner of unforeseen incidents and meetings and material assistance, which no man could have dreamt would have come his way.

I have learned a deep respect for one of Goethe’s couplets:

   Whatever you can do, or dream you can, begin it.

   Boldness has genius, power and magic in it.

The root of the word “providence” is the Latin word providere, which in addition to signifying anticipated provision also signifies the forthcoming emergence of supply which, being neither foreseen nor consciously solicited, tends to be discounted as “luck.” Yet we actually entice the advent of “lucky” things that “just happen” as “providence moves, too,” by maintaining an open state of provisional consciousness to whatever means by which an outcome’s realization tends to unfold, as well as to whatever form its realization effectively takes, instead of rigidly adhering to a preconceived plan.  (See also pp. xx in the Overview concerning preparation for luck.)
As an example of such preparation, this book’s other co-author (McInnis) was once told by an associate that he had “mazl,” as in the Yiddish salutation, “mazltov”. When I asked her, “What’s ‘mazl’?” she explained that mazl is good luck that results from being creatively open to opportunity, and that the congratulatory term “mazltov” implies one’s self-creation of luckiness. The term “mazl” signifies that we can t actively cultivate the emergence of “lucky breaks” by being open and alert to the unexpected ways in which good fortune sometimes unfolds, thereby increasing the likelihood of our experiencing providential movement in our favor. And as Murray further noted, commitment is vital to luck’s active cultivation, since persistent and consistent dedication to an intended outcome has a tendency to attract “lucky” support. Providence emerges with greatest probability in the manner cited by Harvard psychologist Carol Kauffman: 6+
[I]f you are profoundly open to opportunity, then when ambiguous events occur, you notice them. I think what positive thinking does is raise your consciousness to possibilities so they can snag your attention. We’re starting to see some empirical studies on that now.

Receptivity to being “snagged” by opportunity, or to being in any other active relationship thereto, is an even more important component of the process of realizing outcomes, for as a commentator on Kauffman’s remark observes, “In most people’s lives, positive thought leads to success only through the transforming medium of action.” 7 

No matter how probable or improbable a given outcome may be, its realization is the integral result of multiple contributing factors, rather than the product of a purely linear consequence of anything’s being the sole cause or consequence of another. Accordingly, Russ Orchard’s attending the baseball game was a convergent outcome of the interaction of numerous co-causal tendencies, some of which could not be calculably anticipated. Every outcome is convergent to the extent that it is emergent from an interactive ensemble of unfolding possibilities and probabilities. As systems scientist Ervin Laszlo describes the operation of convergent-emergent dynamics in quantum reality, “[I]t is not the property of a single particle that carries information, but the state of the ensemble in which the particle is embedded.” 11+ It was likewise an ensemble of persons that embedded, carried and exchanged the overall store of information required for the realization of Russ Orchard’s outcome.

All reality formation is the consequence of exchanges of information, such as (in quantum reality) the respective directions of spin and electrical charge of all participating particles, along with all other tendencies that structure such exchanges. This same principle of exchange applies in macro-reality as well. One of the founders of quantum mechanics, Nobel laureate Werner Heisenberg, in addition to establishing the universal principle of uncertainty, portrayed its relevance to the emergence of outcomes as a function of the ensembled dynamics of a “complicated tissue” of constellated activities: 12
[O]ne has divided the world not into different groups of objects but into different groups of connections. . . What can be distinguished is the kind of connection which is primarily important in a certain phenomenon . . . The world thus appears as a complicated tissue of events, in which connections of different kinds alternate or overlap or combine and thereby determine the texture of the whole.

In the holistic milieu of a field of constellated influences, all outcomes are co-consequential of an ongrowing interrelated web of co-causal entities, energies, and events. This co-creative dynamic is equally operative among multiple ensembles of interrelationship, and is ultimately integrative of the totality of ensembles that make up the universe overall. Accordingly, from the deepest level of reality and everywhere outward therefrom, every action is an interaction. As another Nobel laureate quantum physicist, Eugene Wigner, acknowledged this principle, “we do not know of any phenomenon in which one subject is influenced by another without [the other] exerting a [corresponding] influence thereupon.”
From this all-encompassing field perspective, the cosmos is a nested hierarchy of interacting ensembles-within-ensembles-within-ensembles: sub-atomic particles embedded within atoms that are embedded within molecules, which are further embedded within elements embedded within organisms embedded within planets, which are still further embedded within solar systems embedded within galaxies embedded within galactic clusters, etc. 13  Psychologist Vince Whitcomb surveys the causal tendencies associated with nested hierarchal webs of embedded interrelationship: 14
As physics refines its tools of inquiry, it finds that the objective world cannot be isolated from the observer who seeks to observe it. There is a place where the physical world and human thought flow into one another and the distinction between inner and outer breaks down. This place is a seed bed of creativity, where the mind observes itself and where physical reality takes form in our consciousness. By exploring this place we may come to know better the processes by which we grow and evolve, and by so doing become more conscious co-creators of the world in which we live. . . .

As our world view expands from the quark to the cosmos, from the birth of form to the birth of thought, we are learning that we are in inseparable union with the wholeness of existence. The imprint of that unity may be found in the reflections of the processes of creation from one level to the next. 

The cosmic scope in both space and time of this ensemble-line perspective was asserted in astrophysicist Carl Sagan’s quip that “If you want to bake a cake from scratch, you begin by creating a universe.” As we may similarly observe from another all-inclusive anthropomorphic perspective, it also takes an entire universe – not merely a village – to raise a child.

In the holistic dynamics of integral causation, every part of a whole is at once a creation of as well as creative of the contextual wholeness in which it is embedded as an inseparable part. It was in full accordance with this universal principle of holistically and hierarchically embedded interaction that Russ’ outcome was integrally realized by a growing ensemble of initially four, then eight, and then eleven interacting persons who participated in its co-causation via the expanding communicative support field that was born of their successive mergers of mutual influence, and was further co-caused as well by an additional person who participated by his absence from the co-creative field. 

(Note that the word “because” signifies being causal, and that it is applicable to absent causal factors as well as present ones. As we later elaborate herein, it is sometimes the influential absence of one or more causal factors, not solely the contributions of present factors, that determines an outcome’s ultimate formation.)

All causation is integral, however linear it may also be – such as, for instance, on an assembly line. Even the establishment of linear assembly lines is the outcome of multiple converging reality-forming inputs whose “interbeing” is addressed in the Overview, p. xx. The ultimate extent of interbeing is such, á la Carl Sagan’s quip about baking a cake, that the Big Bang was initially causal of each and every thing that has co-causally happened since. 
Because every outcome is integrative of multiple causal inputs, the realization of outcomes necessitates effectively encountering all of the possibilities and probabilities that pertain to a given outcome’s likelihood of realization. It is a science of evening out the odds against an intended outcome’s realization, by being mindful of and open to the potentially beneficent interplay of uncertainty and creativity that pervades every ensemble of possibilities and probabilities and thus lends them the quality of approximation that attends all causal relationships. Reality’s irreducible ambiguity was recognized in theologian Reinhold Niebuhr’s definition of democracy as “the search for proximate solutions to insoluble problems,” and in his colleague, Paul Tillich’s call for “tolerance of ambiguity.”17+ Since their time (a half-century ago) the scientific paradigm has tended toward forthright acceptance of ambiguity, not mere tolerance thereof, in relinquishment of its earlier futile assumption of absolute certitude.18
Broadly speaking, therefore, the realization of outcomes requires us to direct and modify our individual and collective destinies in the midst of whatever ambiguities we may encounter. Stated more specifically, the science of causing outcomes is the science of managing the field of all pertinent possibilities and probabilities on which the realization of an outcome is contingent. Accordingly, this book views the realization of premeditated outcomes as a science of probabilities/possibilities management, by means of which divergent causal energies and tendencies become coherently aligned in support of an anticipated outcome’s realization. 

PROVE IT TO YOURSELF 

Reality Check #?
When one tugs at a single thing in nature,

 one finds it hitched to the rest of the universe.

–John Muir
On the center of a blank sheet of paper, briefly note a significant outcome that you have recently realized. Around the edges of the paper list everything that either hindered or contributed to the outcome’s realization, and draw a line between it and the noted outcome in the paper’s center. 

Now draw an additional line from each peripheral item to every other item that it in any way influenced or was influenced by. As you are cross-linking these peripheral items you may recall additional factors that contributed to the outcome via the influence of either their presence or their notable absence. Note these on the periphery of your paper as well and draw all linkages they have with the other items already present.

When this exercise is completed, you will have diagramed the dynamic of integral causation. Note how this ensembled model of integral causation differs from the linear model of successive causation in which one thing brings about another, which brings about yet another and so on in a sequential “chain” of cause-and-effect.

Save this completed exercise for use in additional reality checks elsewhere in this book.

Chapter One Wrap-up:

Co-causal tendencies converge to realize outcomes in accordance with the principle of least action, whereby matter in motion takes the most economical path in space (distance) and time (duration). In the 17th century this principle was represented theologically by the term “synergism,” to signify the working together of human will and divine providence in the co-operative realization of outcomes. Synergism is presently represented technologically as co-operation of many parts in the creation of wholes whose functionality is greater than or different from the summed functions of their parts. 19+
A related term, “synergy”, was famously employed a half-century ago by architect-engineer-inventor R. Buckminster (“Bucky”) Fuller, who defined synergy as the process of “doing more with less.” Fuller’s understanding of synergy is represented by the increased functionality of alloyed metals in which, for instance, the molecular interaction of the metals alloyed to make steel produces a tensile strength that is 40 percent greater than the sum of the metals’ tensile strengths in isolation.20
Fuller’s understanding of the principle of least action fills two large volumes entitled Synergetics, which systematically present the geometrical patterns and dynamics of nature that inform what he called “Comprehensive Anticipatory Design Science,” which was his own applied science of causing anticipated technological outcomes.”21+  

The principle of least action is best employed to anticipated effect in the format (not formula) we have portrayed in this overview as “the co-causal constellation”. As we later elaborate, this format is both optimally effective in doing what works, and optimally efficient in most workably doing what works.

Section Three Highlights:

· Crisis tends to be an ineffective stimulus to our causation of positive alternative outcomes.

· Intended outcomes can be mindfully caused by a behavioral trajectory that coherently integrates determination, intention, action and providential acceptance.
· Commitment to an intended outcome maximizes one’s possibility of recognizing any providential support thereof.
· Outcomes are the integral result of causal interactions among multiple contending and contributing possibilities and probabilities.

· All causation is integral, however linear it may in part also be.

· Causing outcomes is the science of managing the field of all pertinent possibilities and probabilities, thereby directing and modifying our individual and collective destinies.

Section Three Footnotes
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ADDENDUM ONE

What Reality is Like
Reality isn’t what it used to be.

John Lennon

The following material is included in this volume for those whose interest in the nature and dynamics of reality formation goes beyond their immediate practical concerns of establishing effective behavioral trajectories toward intended outcomes. Our objective in including it is to provide a different way of looking at the why’s and wherefore’s of reality formation, whose perspective has deep implications for the what-for’s and how-to’s of reality formation.

As clarified in our Preface, Overview and Section One, we form at most (and in part) the shape of our interrelationship with reality, not reality itself. Rather than create our own reality, we discover what reality is like and give form to our experiential observer-participation therein. To assess what reality is like is far less daunting than assessing what reality actually is, for even though there is no ultimate agreement either on what reality is like or what it is, we can come far closer to agreeing on its likeness than to agreeing on what it is. 

The likeness of reality to our experiencing of it is the only reality that we can actually ever know, and since we cannot have an experience of reality in which we do not ourselves participate, reality cannot appear to us as anything other than what it is like in our experiencing of it. Consequently, while reality itself is an all-inclusive integral whole, it can be known to any observer-participant therein only as his or her own particular experiencing thereof, and can never be known in the form of anyone else’s observer-participancy experience. 
Since one’s own experience of reality (including the experiencing of others’ verbal or written reports) is the only evidence that anyone can have concerning what reality is like, it is therefore not entirely alike to any two persons. For example, what life would be like for any close associate of yours (sibling, friend, co-worker, spouse, etc.) had you never been a part of it cannot be known to either party. This is because one’s observer-participation in reality is one’s reality, a custom-individualized experiencing of reality that is formed by one’s moment-to-moment engagement thereof along with one’s remembrances of former experiencing. (A briefly annotated bibliography of the reality-oriented materials we found most helpful is provided in Addendum X, pp. xxx.)
In addition to our assertion that everyone’s commitment to his or her own neurally coded estimates of reality tends to border on courting perceptual and conceptual addiction (see p. xx), we have identified ten further generalizations that seem generic to everyone’s experiencing of what reality is like. We conclude, therefore, that all individual and collective endeavors of reality-formation are constrained by the following factors: 

· Reality is always experienced as multiple and at minimum threefold: this, and/or that, plus an observation of any such distinction.
· Reality is an integrally, synchronously and confluently ensembled, unified and all-inclusive whole.

· Reality is consequential, both individually and collectively.

· Reality is only approximately knowable.

· Reality is only approximately manifest.

· Reality is probabilistic and mutable, rather than certain and fixed.

· Reality is influenced by our knowing of it.

· Reality cannot be accounted for by a single model thereof. 

· Reality as we experience it is whatever we individually and collectively make of our self<↨>world interrelationships.

· Reality as we experience it is best managed via the reality-forming powers of commitment.

Although this book is ultimately about the very last of these ten generalizations, understanding how the reality-forming powers of commitment empower us to engage most effectively with our self←↨→world interrelationships requires a thorough examination of what our experiential reality is like overall. The better we comprehend the slipperiness of experiential reality’s slope, the more appreciative we can be of the reality-forming dynamics of commitment that empower us to establish an effective behavioral trajectory with which to navigate its slippery terrain.

We acknowledge also that our ten generalizations and elaborations thereof are unavoidably redundant, because the particulars of our experiential engagement with reality are recursively self-similar. Yet understanding the integral complexities of what reality is like prepares us to more fully appreciate how the reality-forming powers of commitment simplify and resolve them. In today’s chaotic circumstances, understanding complexity is the new simplicity. 

It was Susan Bradford’s simplification of reality’s complexities via her impeccable practice of commitment that made the life-saving difference in her behavioral trajectory from home to emergency room. Only as we likewise come to know and honor what reality is like can we best determine how to employ the powers of commitment to gain similar traction on reality formation’s slippery slope. It is only via the cohering dynamics of commitment that we can establish an effective behavioral trajectory through the complexities that the following generalizations signify, and upon which we somewhat redundantly elaborate.

Reality is always experienced as multiple and at minimum threefold: this, and/or that, plus an observation of any such distinction.
We cannot beat nature at its own game for we are some part of the game it is playing.
Ernest Holmes
The dual unity of our observer-participation incorporates a trinity of reality-accommodating abilities: being subject to change, being an agent of change and being able to perceive change. (Being an agent of change in hereinafter signified as having “agency”.) Since all persons, places things and events are subject to change, they are only relatively knowable by perceivers who are likewise subject to change. Consequently, nothing is knowable as it objectively is, pristinely free of any observational bias, because whatever we may know subliminally incorporates some of our knowing’s unique “spin.”

Experientially, all distinctions of “this” and “that” are formed from the third party perspective of an interrelationship of some participant-observer with what is observed. This is the means by which experiential reality emerges from the inseparable in-between-ness of both observer and observed. For although both self and world are contextually co-immersed in the dual unity of observer-observed between-ness, rather than being a pair of compartmentalized isolates, the ultimate triunity that emerges from this pairing via the activity of observation is the immediate difference that makes the ultimate difference in our self←↨→world interrelationships.

In the between-ness of observer and observed, observing is a subjective initiative while the resulting observations invariably represent a perceptual merger of subjective and objective input. The built-in ambiguity of this emergent in-between-ness is sometimes directly experienced, such as when we are startled by a sudden, unanticipated sensation of movement while at a standstill amidst grid-locked traffic, and can be certain whether it is our car or someone else’s that begins to move only by sensory reference to a third element of some stationary structure alongside the road.  
It is because of this fundamentally triune nature of our experiential reality that philosophical, religious, metaphysical, cosmic and temporal models of reality feature such well-known trinities as thesis-antithesis-synthesis, Father-Son-Holy Ghost, body-mind-spirit, protons-neutrons-electrons and past-present-future. Underlying the three-fold nature of experiential observer-participant reality is the principle of triangulation that governs geographical positioning systems. Triangulation requires a minimum of three points of reference with which to develop a closed frame of reference. Since two points establish a mere line between points of reference, whenever the location of one of the these reference points is ambiguous a third additional reference is required, whose precise distance from the known point of reference must likewise be established in order to close the reference frame with a precise determination of the whereabouts of the ambiguously located point. A similar quest for such “objectivity” occurs when an additional person is called upon to mediate a dispute between the differing positions of two opposing persons, in the endeavor to arrive at a common frame of reference. [Schatschneider]
What contributes most to the irreducible observational bias of all experience and reportage is that each observer’s frame of reference tends to be closed, rather than open, because such closure invariably favors his, her or (for instance, in the case of a telescope) its own perspective. No amount of objectivity can eliminate or fully compensate for this subjective tendency toward closure of the observational act, even when the observation is made by a machine, because every machine also has a built in viewpoint peculiar to its form and function, as for instance a telescope’s range of magnification. Accordingly, the inevitable presence of an “observer effect” accompanies every detection of reality, and the most that anyone can make from his or her detections overall is a subjective inner neural map of the objective outer territory thus detected, not an objective reproduction of the territory itself. Thus does everyone’s inner reality map represent an actively selected and internally reframed translation of outer reality rather than a passively engraved full replication thereof. 

There can be no such thing as a purely objective representation of things as they “really” are, for as biophysicist John R. Platt has acknowledged:5
Perception has two faces, the subjective and the objective. The objective world is easy to talk about. This is the ordinary world of common speech, of things that can be pointed to, for which we have developed a public language . . . . It is the subjective world that has been hard to discuss, and even embarrassing. Objective science shrinks from it, as from religion. Its important elements cannot be pointed to; and for its more general and personal elements we often have no publically agreed upon terms at all, or misleading ones like “heart” and “soul” and “self,” derived from ancient theologies and mental theories. 

Yet [the subjective] is the area where primary perception lies, and knowledge and judgment and will. 

Perception’s two faces of outwardly referenced objective reality and inwardly referenced subjective reality can no more be isolated from one another than can be the twin faces of a single coin. As Rudolph Steiner observed the entangling dynamics of this dual unity: 6
Human consciousness is the stage upon which concept and observation meet one another and become united. In saying this, we have at the same time characterized human consciousness. It is the mediator between thinking and observation. Insofar as the human being observes an object, it appears to him as a given; insofar as he thinks, he appears to himself as active. He regards what comes to meet him as object, and himself as thinking subject. While he directs his thinking to the observation, he is conscious of the object; while he directs his thinking to himself he is conscious of himself, or is self-conscious. . . . [W]hen thinking turns it attention to its own activity, then its own essential being, that is, its subject, is its object as well.

What we consequently always and only detect is our interactions with objects, not solely the objects themselves in respective isolation, nor our own view thereof in isolation therefrom. This dynamic is acknowledged in psychology textbooks with statements such as7
Our brains do more than merely register information about the world. Perception is not just opening a shutter and letting a picture print itself on the brain. Always, we are filtering sensory information and constructing our perception in ways that make sense to us.
In short: insofar as we might know what reality is per se, it is not identically knowable by any two of us because of our neurally built-in respective commitments to our locally individualized and socialized outlooks. It is thus that our consequent disagreements are themselves a major and unavoidable feature of experiential reality, whose “what’s so” is accommodated to and oriented from our experiencing thereof. 

This relativity of knowability is the essence of experiential subjectivity, and since all things are experienced only in the context of their relativity to other things, no absolute “objective” knowledge is presently available to us other than our knowledge of the absolute speed of light. And even as all things are universally relative to the speed of light, each thing is also locally and contextually relative to all else in its vicinity. This is why, as poet and novelist Boris Pasternak observed, “What is laid down, ordered, and factual is never enough to embrace the whole truth. Life always spills over the rim of every cup.”

Objectivity and subjectivity are ultimately correlates, not opposites. For example, insofar as any “object” undergoes change it is thereby “subject” to whatever contributed to changing it, and it is only as things change that they remain subject to continued detection by our human senses. This is because, as examined in our Overview, prolonged stasis is invisible to our conscious faculties of sensory perception. This explains why a person is consciously aware only for a few weeks at most of a change in his surroundings, such as a re-arrangement of his or her living room furniture. Once the new arrangement becomes familiar, s/he ceases to be consciously aware of its arrangement per se. 

Reality is an integrally, synchronously and confluently ensembled, unified and all-inclusive whole.

When we try to pick out anything by itself,

we find it hitched to everything else in the Universe.

John Muir
Reality overall is an all-at-once totality of innumerable overlapping interrelationships that we rarely experience as such. Yet just such was the exceptional incident that inspired physicist Fritjof Capra to write his book, The Tao of Physics: 9
I was sitting by the ocean one late summer afternoon, watching the waves rolling in and feeling the rhythm of my breathing, when I suddenly became aware of my whole environment as being engaged in a gigantic cosmic dance. Being a physicist, I knew that the sand, rocks, water and air were made of vibrating molecules and atoms, and that these consisted of particles which interacted with one another by creating and destroying other particles. I knew also that the Earth’s atmosphere was continually bombarded by showers of ‘cosmic rays’, particles of high energy undergoing multiple collisions as they penetrated the air. All this was familiar to me from my research in high-energy physics, but until that moment I had only experienced it through graphs, diagrams and mathematical theories. As I sat on that beach my former experiences came to life; I ‘saw’ cascades of energy coming down from outer space, in which particles were created and destroyed in rhythmic pulses; I ‘saw’ the atoms of the elements and those of my body participating in this cosmic dance of energy; I felt its rhythm and I ‘heard’ its sound….

Alfred Einstein described the integral wholeness of reality and our integral inclusion therein:10
A human being is part of a whole, called by us the “Universe,” a part limited in time and space.  He experiences himself, his thoughts and feelings, as something separated from the rest – a kind of optical delusion of his consciousness. This delusion is a kind of prison for us, restricting us to our personal desires and to affection for a few persons nearest us. Our task must be to free ourselves from this prison by widening our circles of compassion to embrace all living creatures and the whole of nature and its beauty. Nobody is able to achieve this completely, but the striving for such an achievement is in itself a part of the liberation and a foundation for inner security.

In contrast to Einstein’s compassionate perspective, we have a tendency to relate dispassionately to our world, as if it were a Lego-like, piece-by-piece mechanical assemblage of many interchangeable parts with which we can tinker and toy without other than our intended consequence. Yet reality is far more akin to a biological organism that functions as a unified whole (though not uniformly so), no part of which can be activated or otherwise influenced without evoking a reciprocal activation of other parts that give rise to the emergence of  unanticipated consequences. 

While reality’s components may be conceptually isolated from one another for purposes of theoretical consideration and experimental exploration, nothing that is truly real can in practice be totally isolated from its interactions with all else that is real. Even so-called “total vacuums” are filled with energies that cannot be entirely removed therefrom. It is therefore generically impossible to functionally compartmentalize reality so that an “isolated” portion thereof is unaffected by or non-affecting of overall reality-at-large, and vice versa.
Reality’s integrally unified multiplicity is recognized in such widely quoted statements as that of John Muir in the epigram above, and the dictum of poet Francis Thompson, “Thou canst not stir a flower, without troubling of a star.” At the level of operational quantum reality, each of these statements is literally accurate, not just figuratively so. And at all other operational levels of reality every relationship is likewise an interrelationship, which is why we employ the “←↨→” in the term “self←↨→world interrelationship” to signify how our outlook on the world becomes subjectively objectified as if reality-R-us. 

Because every relationship is an interrelationship that implicates additional interrelationships, each interrelating subfield of reality is what social philosopher Arthur Koestler called a “holon.” This term signifies any sub-totality that contains within itself one or more lesser sub-totalities while it is at the same time contained as a sub-totality of one or more larger sub-totalities.11 From a holonic perspective, therefore, reality is not a tiered hierarchy of compartmentalized parts that are linearly sequenced in a step-by-step chain of top-down or bottom-up command. To reiterate once again the implications of the image on our book’s cover and title page, reality is configured as a rippling “holarchy” or “radiarchy” that is analogous to the progressively overlapping radial waves on the surface of a pond into which several pebbles have been tossed, and whose holonically overlapping multiplicity of embedded parts simultaneously impact one another outwardly from within while at the same time they inwardly respond to impacts from without.

For example, except for so-called “inert elements” such as argon, a gas whose atoms do not bond molecularly with other elements, most atoms participate in larger molecular multiplexes even as they simultaneously host within them smaller sub-atomic multiplexes as well, as for instance the multiplex of protons, neutrons, and electrons, the first two of which are in turn host to three quarks. And even inert atoms integrally participate in larger multiplexes such as, in the case of argon, Earth’s atmosphere. 

From a holonic perspective, therefore, within the frame of reference called “field theory” the totality of reality-at-large is perceived as an overall field of subfields within subfields, while within the reference frame called “systems theory” the totality of reality-at-large is perceived as an overall system of subsystems within subsystems. (See Addendum X, p. xxx for an illustration of the multiplexed field dynamics of the element argon in both space and time.)

From a radiarchical holonic perspective, therefore, reality is not the fixed architectural construct that the perspective of hierarchical linearity suggests, as for example in a compartmentalized multiplex of nested Russian dolls. Rather, reality is ongoingly developmental as it emerges fluidly and organically from the confluent interrelationships of its lesser and greater holonic multiplexes of space, time, energy, motion and matter, whose co-extensive interactivity is yet again analogous to that of overlapping waves in a pond. In both function and form alike, therefore, the five-fold process of reality’s unfoldment as space, time, energy, motion and matter (STEMM) is governed by universal principles of order and organizational design that establish and maintain the synchronous and co-operational dynamics of these five multiplexed constituencies. 

The acronym for reality’s five constituencies suggests that holons may also be characterized (with tongue in cheek intended) as radially interactive STEMM cells. Furthermore, STEMM is not only the acronym for reality’s fundamental components, it is likewise the acronym for the operational nature of reality as we experience it: subjective, temporary, emergent, mercurial and mutable.
· Subjective – our experience of reality is inextricably bound to our observer-participative bias, and is influenced as well by the observer-participative biases of others.

· Temporary – all that is real in our experience comes to pass, except for the principles that govern its passage.

· Emergent – reality in our experience thereof unfolds from the confluent interactions of its constituent subfields.

· Mercurial – reality as we experience it is a set of liquid conditions that we perceive as being a solid set of facts.12
· Mutable – reality as we experience it is subject to constant change.

Reality as it is experienced by us is also operationally prone to circularity, rather than to the linearity that we so often attribute to and impose on it. Accounts of self←↨→world interrelationship that set out to portray reality as a linear chain of sequential causes and their corresponding effects instead become evidential of the experiential circularity of our mind’s operational dynamics, as documented by psychologist Gary Zukav:13
What we take to be true is what we believe.

What we believe is based upon our perceptions.

What we perceive depends on what we look for.

What we look for depends upon what we think.

What we think depends upon what we perceive.

What we perceive determines what we believe.

At this point how we take things to be true becomes retro-linked to what we take to be true, thus completing a what-comes-around-goes-around circuit:

What we believe determines what we take to be true. 

What we take to be true is our reality.

How this boomerang-like circularity tends to function is illustrated by the experience of a Native American chief who was asked by his tribal council if a cold winter lay ahead.14
Unfortunately, the modern chief had lost the old ways of divining weather, so to be on the safe side he told the tribe it would be a cold winter indeed and that they should collect firewood. A short time later he decided to double-check his hunch by calling the National Weather Service. The meteorologist told the chief it looked like the winter would be quite cold, so the chief then told his people to gather even more firewood. The chief called the meteorologist back a while later to check on the forecast once again. “Are you really sure it will be a cold winter?” he asked. “Trust me, it will be a very, very cold winter,” replied the meteorologist.”How do you know?” asked the chief. “Well,” said the meteorologist, “the Indians are collecting firewood like crazy.”  
To recapitulate: Reality as we experience it is nothing more or other than the dual unity of our psycho-physiological and behavioral (i.e., observer-participative) interrelationship with it. It is how we take reality to be experientially true that in turn determines what we take to be its factual truth. This “how” consists of our self’s experiential linkage to the outer world via a uniquely individualized, self-constructed and self-confirming comes-and-goes-around throughput↔feedforward↔feedback loop (TFFL.) From a neuroscientific perspective, our so-called “self” is likewise an ongoing TFFL to which all of our other neural, behavioral and experiential loops are consistently referred and converged.15 This is how our experiencing of reality sometimes quite literally seems to “throw us for a loop.”
The loopy dynamics of our self-constructing and self-confirming custom-individualized formation of experiential reality accounts as follows for its slippery slope:  
· Our experiential reality entangles us in a co-operational holonic multiplex of individual and collective self←↨→world interrelationships. 

· Our respective self←↨→world interrelationships are radially intertwined with one another.

· Our knowledge of reality emerges from the entanglement of our inner and outer realities in the form of experiential approximations rather than precise reconstructions

In short: The slippery-sloped circuitous order that governs the operational functions and organizational forms of our experiential reality emerges from the organic convergences and divergences of its confluently interrelating parts á la the emergence of liquid water from gaseous hydrogen and oxygen (see p. xx). Just as water’s liquidity is an “emergent” form of its combined gaseous constituencies, so is matter an emergent form of energy as revealed in Einstein’s theory of special relativity in which he flatly stated that “matter is energy.” 

Some scientists similarly maintain that mind and consciousness are emergent forms of our “grey matter,” no less than is our brain itself an emergent form of Earth’s planetary matter. Our brains are quite likely the most complex forms that our planet’s matter turns into. Yet whatever the matter may be, self and world are mutually influential in practice as a consequence of being mutually confluential in process. 

From an evolutionary perspective, reality’s manifest structural forms also regressively disappear at some eventual point, which is why for every species of biological holon on our planet today, tens of thousands of prior species have become extinct. Permanence of form is a mirage that invariably deserts us on the shifting sands of eternity, as acknowledged in Percy Bysshe Shelley’s poem, “Ozymandias”:

I met a traveler from an antique land 

Who said: Two vast and trunkless legs of stone

Stand in the desert.  Near them on the sand,

Half sunk, a shattered visage lies, whose frown

And wrinkled lip, and sneer of cold command,

Tell that its sculptor well those passions read

Which yet survive, stamped on these lifeless things,

The hand that mocked them, the heart that fed.

And on the pedestal these words appear:

“My name is Ozymandias, king of kings.

Look upon my works ye Mighty and despair!”

Nothing beside remains.  Round the decay

Of that colossal wreck, boundless and bare,

The lone and level sands stretch far away.

Such impermanence notwithstanding, it does not absolve us of our current exacerbation (if not principal causation) of the global mass extinction of Earth’s lifekind that is currently underway. An estimated one-fourth of our planet’s species have become extinct in the past thirty-five years, and are continuing to disappear at the rate of one percent of the remainder with each passing year.16+ More specifically, it is estimated that an entire species is now being lost every ten minutes, a unique vegetable variety every six hours, and an entire language (from cultural extinction) every two weeks.V
Only when reality’s emergently formative process is subject to rigorous human direction does it take form as a linear assemblage of parts, and even then only as we ourselves take rigid sequential control of our experiential reality-at-hand, for no strictly linear formations existed in reality’s order until human beings invented them. Thus our industrial assembly lines are bona fide evidence of our remarkable ability to “make stuff up” from whatever stuff we have to begin with. Otherwise the cosmos throughout, whether subatomic, intergalactic or anywhere in between, is a webbed multiplex of curving energies that holonically interrelate the universe’s always somewhat irregular forms. Even a seeming exception to this rule, the straight lines that give form to a spider’s web, function collectively in establishing and sustaining the web’s circular curvature overall. Everything that appears to be linear is found to be otherwise when observed close-up.17+
Since reality’s irregularities allow it to be unified in principle without being uniform in appearance, it was from this understanding that one of the co-authors (McInnis) responded three decades ago to his first encounter of a lawn edger by writing a memento entitled “Owed to a New Sisyphus”:

I’m watching my neighbor
as he pushes a little round disc
through the soil adjoining his sidewalk
presuming to get an edge on nature
by compelling a tidiness for which, 
prior to human administration, 
our planet had no use.
Except for the configuration of certain crystals,
of sedimentary strata,
of the skylines of distance mesas -
and even then only as these are not examined closely - 
Earth unaided by humans knows nothing of straight lines.
The shortest distance between two points is either curved or wiggly,
even in the edgeless underworld of molecules and atoms.

Rows and similar straightnesses

are something new under the sun,
proliferated by those who feel commanded
to multiply and preserve their lineages 

in fulfillment of God’s commandment to “subdue the Earth.”
I bear my neighbor no more ill will than do the ragged edges of his lawn.
Yet he would likely be offended by the blessing I’ve beamed his way: 
“May the moss
in the cracks
of your sidewalk
turn to grass.”
As we tinker with reality’s intricately networked and holonically multiplexed web, wherein nothing is expendable until it becomes of no further value whatsoever to reality’s confluential whole, we do well to keep in mind what naturalist Aldo Leopold called tinkering’s first law: be sure to save all the parts. Earth’s all-of-the-parts multiplex is what economic environmentalist Paul Hawken has called “the entire sacred, cellular basis of existence – the entire planet and all its inconceivable diversity.” 18

Reality is consequential, both individually and collectively.

The game of life is a game of boomerangs. Our thoughts, deeds and words return to us sooner or later, with astounding accuracy. 
Florence Scovel Shinn
A Native American grandfather was consoling his grandson, who was filled with rage against another youth who had wronged him. 

“I’m quite familiar with the way you’re feeling,” the grandfather said. 

It’s as if an ongoing battle is taking place inside of me, a fight between two wolves. One wolf seethes with hateful, unforgiving feelings of anger, envy, sorrow, regret, greed, arrogance, self-pity, guilt, resentment, false pride, judgment, suspicion, blamefulness, and such. The other wolf radiates harmonious, forgiving feelings of joy, peace, love, hope, serenity, humility, kindness, benevolence, empathy, generosity, truth, trust, compassion, faith, and the like.

The grandson thought about this for a moment before asking, "Which wolf is winning?"

His grandfather replied, “Whichever wolf I feed."19+
The consequential nature of reality has been similarly acknowledged by both a spiritual philosopher, Ernest Holmes, and a philosophical atheist, Robert Ingersoll:

Holmes: There is no sin but a mistake, and no punishment but an inevitable consequence. . . . We are not punished for our sins but by them.  Sin is its own punishment and righteousness is its own reward. 

Ingersoll: There are in nature neither rewards nor punishments, there are consequences.

While the statement “we create our own reality” requires enormous yet inconclusive justification, we may far more readily and credibly proclaim that we create our own consequences via the “boomerang” effect cited above. Reality accommodates the effects of our observer-participation via a factor of circumstantial adjustment that Hindu religion calls “karma,” i.e., the consequential feedback we receive from the world’s response to our own contributions to our self←↨→world interrelationships. Whatever terminology we may use to signify this adjustmental factor (such as “just desserts,” “garbage in, garbage out,” “what goes around comes around”, etc.) for every behavioral action on our part, whether of thought, word or deed, there is an integrally consequential response from our experiential reality.  

The arrival of current “karma” as a consequence of things earlier done tends to elude our notice, because the response of experiential reality to our observer-participation therein is more often than not neither as immediate nor as direct as the equal and opposite reciprocities of motion in Newton’s Third Law. And the more closely we endeavor to observe the consequences of our participation, the more ineffable our encounter with outer reality may become. As cosmologist John D. Barrow observed on the occasion of his acceptance of the $1.4 million 2006 Templeton prize awarded for his contributions to the integral modeling of reality:20+ 

The most precise and reliable knowledge we have about anything in the universe is of events in a binary star system more than 3,000 light-years from our planet and in the subatomic world of electrons and light rays, where it is accurate to better than nine decimal places. And curiously, our greatest uncertainties all relate to the local problems of understanding ourselves – human societies, human behavior and human minds – all the things that really matter for human survival. But that is because they need to be complex: Were our minds simple enough to be understood, they would be too simple to understand. 

Whatever complexity our minds are able to fathom is far from equivalent to the mega-complexity of today’s information environment, whose collective consequences of our proliferation thereof fuel some of the greatest challenges of today’s experiential reality. To all of the worldly consequences of our individual reality formations we are now adding the collective impact of the ever-increasing astronomical rate at which we double the information that influences reality formation. For example, a 1999 report by the UC Berkeley School of Information Management and Systems estimates that it took 300,000 years for humankind to produce 12 exabytes of distinct and unduplicated units of information – the sum total by then of all human knowledge represented via words, images and music – which is 12 quintillion (12,000,000,000,000,000,000) bytes, or 600,000 times the amount of information then stored in the Library of Congress. In the year this estimate was made, 1.5 additional exabytes of new information was being produced, which is the equivalent in that year alone of 250,000,000 megabytes of new information for each living person on the planet, and is far more information than an individual human mind is capable of processing in conscious awareness during an average lifetime.

The 1999 report further calculated that the annual production of uniquely new bytes of information would double each year for the foreseeable future, not even counting the multiple copies that most information also generates. At the time of that report, accumulation of the next 12 exabytes of new information was expected to occur within a very few years. A follow-up report in 2002 estimated that 5 additional exabytes of new information was being produced in that year alone, 92% of which was stored on magnetic media, mostly on hard discs. 

By now, six more years later, it seemed that we might quite possibly have quadrupled in just eight years the amount of information it took 300,000 years for us to accumulate initially, and that we would soon be exceeding that 300,000-year total each year and conceivably be doing so daily within this century. Furthermore, those who take exception to this report tend to do so on the grounds that its estimate is too conservative, and that information is doubling by zetabytes (10 with 21 zeros) rather than by mere exabytes (18 zeros).21+
Far in excess of that estimation, 161 exabytes of digital data alone was produced in 2006, which is equivalent to 3 million times the information in all the books ever written. In that same year Google was processing over 20 petabytes (20,000,000 megabytes) of data per day (i.e., an exabyte every xx days) and business emails alone amounted to 5 exabytes annually. Before the end of this decade our proliferation of digital data will approximate 988 exabytes. It is now estimated “that unique, technical information is exponentially doubling every 2 weeks and will increase to every 72 hours”.W A wireless speed-of-light networking technology whereby any number of computers can share all of their data with all other computers is being developed to cope with the information exaflood.X
In other words, all but a miniscule mega-tillienth of what is presently known is known only by computers and is not known by any human mind. When it comes to hyperreality, therefore, we do qualify as its creators. Yet our relationship to our creation may be as tenuous as that of the Sorcerer’s Apprentice.

This humongous exa-proliferation of data has produced what someone has called the “Big Bang explosion of content,” the creation of a human informational universe that is now undergoing inflation at a rate that, if it is unhindered, would seem eventually to make the total number of bits of data we generate equivalent to the number of atoms in the physical universe.Y And yet the floodwaters of new information continue to rise ever more mega-rapidly, due to the also ever-increasing proliferation of digitally networked computers and wireless communication technologies. 

The exabytation of information in the past decade has included the startling revelation that our current cosmological paradigm accounts for a mere four percent of the universe’s matter and energy. The remaining ninety-six percent of physical reality that science has thus far overlooked is being attributed to so-called “dark” matter (23%) and “dark” energy (73%), about both of which science is mostly in the dark except for knowing that dark matter is the most likely explanation of why galaxies don’t dissipate at their fringes, and that dark energy is the most likely explanation of why the universe’s rate of expansion is also accelerating.22+
The implications of an info-glut explosion whose rate of acceleration likewise increasingly accelerates was foretold in Alvin Toffler’s 1970 runaway bestseller, Future Shock (6 million volumes thus far sold), in which he foresaw the collateral implications of this explosion for the steadily increasing global destabilization that accompanies rapid rates of change. Toffler concluded that “The illiterate of the twenty-first century will not be those who cannot read and write, but those who cannot learn, unlearn, and relearn.”23 His conclusion was congruent with anthropologist Margaret Mead’s contemporaneous declaration that, “We now live in a world where all of us must know tomorrow what none of us knew yesterday and only a few of us know today.” 
At the time Mead made this pronouncement, the number of scientists and other “persons of knowledge” who were contributing to humankind’s information database was also doubling every few years. In an endeavor to put this “knowledge explosion” in perspective, another report at that time estimated that the information content of the Sunday New York Times was greater than the amount of information available to any person in the world in the year Columbus discovered America, with the exception, perhaps, of a very few scholars. Fortunately for the world’s forests of trees and legions of readers, the Sunday Times is doubling the number of its pages far more slowly than the information it tracks, perhaps (and hopefully) because in an info-glut environment the process of natural selection favors a growing ability to communicate more with less rather than less about more.
Mead also observed that the world was on the threshold of an era of what she called “pre-figurative culture,” a world in which the traditional enculturation process becomes reversed: 24  
Today, nowhere in the world are there elders who know what the children know, no matter how remote and simple the societies are in which the children live. In the past there were always some elders who knew more than any children in terms of their experience of having grown up within a cultural system. Today there are none. It is not only that parents are no longer guides, but that there are no guides, whether one seeks them in one’s own country or abroad. There are no elders who know what those who have been reared within the last twenty years know about the world into which they were born.

Mead saw only one possible way to meet the info-glut challenge, which she presented in an article entitled “The Future as the Basis for Establishing a Shared Culture.”25 She felt quite certain that in the midst of an increasingly chaotic information-saturated hyperreality of our own making, our species can fit itself for survival only as we become full-time learners with a new way of knowing that empowers our collective adaptation to the shared contingencies of a commonly unfolding global future. Her call for a planetary culture focused on the future well-being of humankind overall is even more persuasive today in the face of planetary climate change, even should our only recourse turn out to be primarily one of accommodation thereto rather than any significant amelioration or reversal thereof.
Our responses to this planetary challenge thus far, even at their very best, have yet to progress to a stage that is even closely analogous to rearranging the deck chairs on a sinking Titanic, because most of us are unwilling to acknowledge that an all-hands-on-deck planetary situation now exists. We have yet to recognize that Earth is a single ship of state for our species (known by some since the 1970’s as “spaceship earth”). As Mead’s contemporary, architect-engineer-inventor R. Buckminster (“Bucky”) Fuller put it:26+
Spaceship Earth now has 150 admirals. The five admirals in the staterooms immediately above the ship's fuel tanks claim that they own the oil. The admirals with staterooms surrounding the ship's kitchen, dining rooms, and food refrigerators claim they own all the food. Those with a stateroom next to a lifeboat claim that they own the lifeboat, and so forth. They then have an onboard game called balance of trade. Very shortly the majority of admirals have a deficit balance. All the while the starboard-side admirals are secretly planning to list the boat to port far enough to drown the portside admirals, while the portside admirals are secretly trying to list the boat to starboard far enough to drown the starboard-side admirals. Nobody is paying any attention to operating the ship or steering it to some port. They run out of food and fuel. They discover that they can no longer reach a port of supply. Finis. 

Facing world-wide challenges of weather change, energy depletion, over-population and food shortages as a common “adversary” may have the same potential for uniting our species as did the extra-terrestrial invasion in H. G. Wells’ novel, War of the Worlds, thus favoring the more benign option in what he perceived as a race between catastrophe and education. In any event, the emergence of a new way of knowing is essential to the safe passage of all concerned on today’s increasingly slippery slope of reality formation, a way of knowing that effectively addresses the issue raised in the title of cultural activist Sharif Abdullah’s book, Creating a World that Works for All. 27
Meanwhile, the exa-flood of new knowledge does not – nor can it – address the challenge cited in Albert Einstein’s oft-quoted statement that our problems cannot be solved by the knowing that created them. Such problems are not solved by new knowledge, they are solved from knowledge both old and new that is differently thought with. Having knowledge is valuable only in proportion to our knowing of what to do with it. Nor are generic problems collectively solvable for all concerned via either the thinking of individual persons, the strategies of particular political or organizational entities, or the more earth-friendly mindsets of indigenous cultures. Old ways of knowing that have prevailed for millennia, in which a few impose their solutions on the many and the old impose their knowing on the young, are no longer workable in the digitally hyperlinked world that Marshall McLuhan aptly foresaw as a “global village” in which we each “wear all of [hu]mankind as our skin.” 28 In such a world, McLuhan maintained, a prophet is not someone who foretells the future. Instead, he noted, “anyone who knows what is actually happening today is 50 years ahead of everyone else.”

Yesterday’s prophets of global climate change, beginning with a century-old forecast by Swedish chemist Svante Arrhenius who projected the destabilizing impact that globalization of industrial pollution would have on Earth’s biosphere as a whole, are now being vindicated as the accuracy of their predictions is made evident on the daily six o’clock evening news. In facing the prospect of drastic global change, we may take heart from the long-established fact that appropriate new behaviors, and especially collective ones, are seldom the outcome of having new information. Almost all significant behavioral change is in response to changes in our contingent world. Therefore, as the daily news continues to report on today’s rapid increase of environmental destabilization, we are being awakened to the potentially catastrophic experiential reality that is now at hand. And even this possibility is qualified by a cultural mindset that considers all precautionary portrayals of our planetary status to be the only reality currently being hyped, even as so-called “reality television” prevails as our hyperreality of overall preference.
Our rapidly emerging global perspective demonstrates that, more than ever before in our history, we are bound to the collective consequences of our individual ones. We always have qualified freedom of choice, but no freedom of the consequences that emerge from our choices. (The dual unity of choice and consequence is examined in Chapter X, p. xx.) We are therefore challenged to adopt a new way of knowing that empowers us as it were to think with all of humankind as our mind, i.e., to think as a global brain would be likely to think if our planet had one. Several books have been written from a global brain perspective,29+ whose outlook is heralded in statements like the following by visionaries Ken Carey and John Perry Barlow:   

Carey: The field of collective human consciousness is now entering the final stages of the awakening process, congealing into awareness of itself as the organ of consciousness (similar in function to a brain) of a single planetary being, a being with internal organs of oceans, forests, ecosystems and atmosphere.  Humankind is its system both for processing information and for directing its future development. 

Barlow: The point of all evolution up to this stage is the creation of a collective organism of Mind. . . . With cyberspace, we are, in effect, hard-wiring the collective consciousness.  

Concerning a new way of knowing that is commensurate with our species’ planetary influence, philosopher Lancelot Law Whyte wrote in 1950 (also 50 years ahead of almost everyone else) what is equally true today: 30
The entire human race now for the first time faces a single collective. During the next few decades it must decide what kind of [hu]man and community is to survive on this planet. In the past, regional civilizations have come and gone, but now we are all involved together and share a common future….

This does not imply a uniform standardization of human life throughout the globe in coming years. It means simply that without some kind of universally acceptable ideas about nature and [hu]man[kind] there can be no stable world order. The world is now one; we are entering a period of universalism. From now on only universal ideas can be effective.

We intend this book to be a modest step toward knowing and thinking with universally effective ideas. In the meantime, further implications of our rapidly inflating information universe are examined in Addendum X, p. xxx.
Reality is only approximately knowable.

Up to the twentieth century, ‘reality’ was everything humans could touch, smell, see, and hear. Since the initial publication of the chart of the electromagnetic spectrum [we] have learned that what [we] can touch, smell, see, and hear is less than one millionth of reality. -R. Buckminster (Bucky) Fuller
Little is known by us for sure, because reality is (and always has been) at the very most only approximately comprehendable even prior to today’s information ex(a)plosion. For instance, our estimate of a 13-14 billion-year-old cosmos is the current “best of show” calculation of the universe’s age, whose generous margin of error is represented in broader estimates that range from 10-20 billion years. It is in accord with a general scientific aspiration to both theoretical and factual simplicity that the mid-range of probability estimates is considered most likely to be accurate, a practice that suggests how best to assess the probabilities inherent in all circumstances.31
Reality is knowable neither with full precision nor in its entirety because of limiting factors that, being built into the nature of reality itself, are additional to those of our perceptual permutations. Some of these limitations are recognized by the “Uncertainty Principle” that prevails in quantum reality via its acknowledgement of several preconditions on what can manifest as “real.” These preconditions make it impossible for us to know, among other things, whether a specified energetic phenomenon is particle-based or wave-based in its pre-observed state. This uncertainty exists because quantum reality is by its built-in nature unavoidably modified by any and all forms of our detection thereof. While this is likewise the case with all experiencing as a consequence of our perceptual bias, quantum uncertainty is a feature of the quantum state itself, not only of our viewpoint’s bias. 
For example, the experimental apparatus required to determine whether energy is structured in the form of particles differs in its physical form and technical procedure from the equipment required to detect waves. Since all forms of detection, whether human or technological, have a corresponding influence (i.e., a so-called “observer effect”) on the experienced form and function of whatever they detect, particle detection set-ups invariably detect only particles and never detects waves, nor do wave detecting set-ups ever detect particles. To the best of reality’s knowability by us, therefore, primal energy in its unobserved state is either both a particle and a wave or neither of the two. Yet only as a seeming consequence of our observing it does primal energy become one or the other, and is never observed to be both in the same instance as if it were a “wavicle.”

Another aspect of quantum reality that defies our detection thereof is the impossibility of accurately measuring both the velocity (speed and direction) of an energetic particle or wave as well as its immediate location. This limitation occurs because the act of measuring either of these precludes the measurability of the other. Since measuring a particle or wave’s velocity alters its location, while measuring its location alters its velocity by slowing it down and altering its direction, only one of these properties is measurable in any given instance. 

It is similarly impossible to specify both a precise quantity of energy and the precise moment at which the quantitative measurement is made, which is the ultimate reason why a totally empty vacuum cannot exist (and a reason too complicated to explain here.) Suffice it for our purpose herein to say that at reality’s quantum level there are perhaps trillions of unmeasureable and almost infinitesimal energy exchanges taking place in every cubic centimeter of space – whether outer or inner space and however otherwise empty or full – each of which exchanges is a mere billionth of a billionth of a billionth of a millionth of a second in duration, even at absolute zero when presumably all activity has ceased. Accordingly, these unmeasureable exchanges are signified as residual “zero point” energy that allows no possibility of precise quantification by physical means, only via procedures of mathematical calculation.

While none of the foregoing quantum-level quandaries directly translates to our macro-level of day-to-day physical reality, they collectively represent a primal quality of our self←↨→world interrelationship throughout, which is its confinement of our reality-detection abilities to unique forms of self←↨→world interrelationship that do not represent reality as it pristinely is. In our every act of detection, and at all levels of detection from quantum to cosmic, we detect our intersubjective participation with the objective universe, not the pristinely objective universe itself. Our every observation of reality is participatory, and hence the interrelational nature of every self←↨→world encounter.
Popular accounts of the Uncertainty Principle sometimes fail to clearly specify that the multiple ambiguities of the quantum state signify a participatory condition that is built-in to all interrelationships between observers and their quantum observations, instead of being locally inherent within one or the other. Rather than being limitations of reality’s measurement, these ambiguities are consequential of built-in primal limitations of reality’s measureability. In other words (paradoxically stated), the unaltered primal nature of our self←↨→world interrelationship is such that the primal nature of neither can be observed.

The practical implications of measurability’s built-in shortfall are cryptically acknowledged in composer John Cage’s conundrum: "Our measurements measure our measurement's means." For instance, a clock measures seconds, a yardstick measures inches, a meter stick measures centimeters, a thermometer measures degrees, a particle detector measures particles, a wave detector measures waves, and so on for all instruments of detection none of which can render measurements according to the means of any other. However, as acknowledged by physicist John Gribbin, the Uncertainty Principle represents a limitation even greater than those that are consequentially built into our measurement’s means, a limitation that is built into the quantum state itself:32
“[I]t is not just that we cannot measure both the position and momentum of, say, an electron at the same time, but that an electron does not have both a precise position and a precise momentum at the same time. At any instant, the electron itself cannot know both where it is and where it is going.” 

Any person who takes time to contemplate Gribbin’s statement will recognize that s/he, too, has at least occasional moments somewhat like that. 

The full implication of the Uncertainty Principle is signified by its alternate name, the Principle of Indeterminacy. What makes for uncertainty in all correlations of observer and observed, whether of the macrocosm, the microcosm, or of the day-to-day reality of the megacosm in between, is that every interaction and interrelationship eludes precise determination. Once again, this is because imprecision of measurability is a built-in universal condition of reality itself, not merely a localized limitation of our ability to measurably determine what is real. 

In his own recognition that some limitations on reality-detection are generically causal rather than consequently so, mathematical physicist Jacob Bronowski wrote a generation ago on the subject of “Knowledge and Certainty”:33
Our aim of the physical sciences has been to give an exact picture of the material world. One achievement of physics in the twentieth century has been to prove that that aim is unattainable. . . . There is no absolute knowledge. And those who claim it, whether they are scientists or dogmatists, open the door to tragedy. All information is imperfect. We have to treat it with humility. That is the human condition; and that is what quantum physics says. I mean that literally.
In the face of our inability to attain absolute knowledge, co-founder of quantum mechanics Niels Bohr counseled that “In our description of nature the purpose is not to disclose the real essence of phenomena but only to track down, as far as it is possible, relations between the manifold aspects of experience.” This tends to be as good as it gets throughout our entire experiencing of self←↨→world interrelationship, because how the various aspects of reality interrelate is far more amenable to our detection than is the essence of reality thus related. Hence this book’s focus on what our experiencing of reality’s is like rather than on what its unaltered essence is. 
Additionally relative to the ambiguities of quantum level reality, there are further built-in limitations to our knowability of what we observe at both mega (planetary) and macro (intergalactic) levels. For example, we never perceive physical objects as they “really” are, whether they are on Earth or in space, because we do not observe that atoms – and thus all “solid” objects made thereof – are 99.999999999999 percent unoccupied space (give or take a few nines).

The relative spaciousness that exists both within and between the atoms that comprise any “solid” object equals if not exceeds the similarly vast emptiness that exists between planets, suns, and galaxies. For example, to make visible one of the carbon atoms in the ink of the period that ends this sentence, the period would have to be enlarged to 100 meters (109+ yards) across; to make visible the nucleus of that atom, the period would have to be enlarged to the size of the Earth; and to make visible a quark within that nucleus the period would have to be enlarged to 20 times the distance from Earth to moon.34 Thus what some physicists therefore characterize as atomic “wiggle room” may be the greatest understatement of all time. 
In any event, we experience matter as being solid only because the limitations of our sensory faculties make it appear to us as such. The prospect of our transcending this limitation was the premise of a science-fiction story in which an imprisoned man acquired the ability to perceive the spaces between atomic and sub-atomic particles, and thus escape through his prison’s walls by moving all of his own particles through the spaces of those of the wall. He unfortunately reverted to normal vision before his escape was complete, and became physically embedded within the wall. We may perhaps thus consider it fortunate that reality is spaced out so far beyond our ability to meddle with its finer structures.
Relative to Einstein’s certainty that “something is moving,” we might hitchhike on a metaphor of Ernest Hemingway’s by calling life a “movable feast.” What’s moving – and is always in motion – is our self←↨→world interrelationship. And what we do know most surely, perhaps, is only the fact that our knowledge of reality both constitutes and is constituted by our individual and collective self←↨→world interrelationships. All other knowledge is merely relative to this certainty.
*resume editing here*
 Reality is only approximately manifest.

I strongly suspect that reality is a collective hunch.

Lily Tomlin
Because reality is itself only approximate in its generic nature, the foregoing quantum testimony does not mean merely that our senses deceive us, rather that our senses very selectively inform us only of the outer boundaries of the objects that atoms collectively comprise, and not of their interiority. Jacob Bronowski therefore preferred to view the Uncertainty Principle as a principle of tolerance:36
[T]he Principle of Uncertainty is a bad name. In science or outside it, we are not uncertain; our knowledge is merely confined within a certain tolerance. We should call it the Principle of Tolerance. And I propose that name in two senses. First, in the engineering sense. Science has progressed step by step, the most successful enterprise in the ascent of man, because it has understood that the exchange of information between man and nature, and man and man, can only take place with a certain tolerance. But second, I also use the word passionately about the real world. All, knowledge, all information between human beings, can only be exchanged within a play of tolerance.  And that is true whether the exchange is in science, or in literature, or in religion, or in politics, or even in any form of thought that aspires to dogma. It is a major tragedy of my lifetime and yours, that here [in Germany during the 1930’s], scientists were refining to the utmost precision the Principle of Tolerance, and turning their backs on the fact that all around them tolerance was crashing to the ground beyond all repair.

As another example of our own built-in experiential limitations with reference to detecting the full spectrum of reality (i.e., the entire electromagnetic spectrum that governs all boundary conditions and tolerances thereof), our sensory selectivity is confined to only a tiny fraction of the spectrum’s full breadth. Nor do technological extensions of our senses, whether microscopic, telescopic or oscilloscopic, tune into more than other minute fractions of the electromagnetic spectrum overall. Nor do these technical extensions inform the sensory reality of more than a relative handful of scientists and engineers on our planet, and neither do these few persons share a universal consensus on what they are “really” detecting or even what ultimately makes “real” what they detect and how it comes to be real.

In addition to the limited possibilities of our tuning into reality’s full “out-there” spectrum, we are further limited by our own inner perceptual and conceptual neural reconstructions of what we actually are able to tune into. We are unable to form more than partial and approximate understandings of reality as a whole, however brainy our constructs thereof may be, because our braininess is itself complicit in this partiality. According to neuroscientist/physician Richard Restak:37
The brain exists in order to provide an internal representation of ‘reality.’ Quotation marks are employed here in deference to the fact that no creature, including ourselves, can ever know any other ‘reality’ than the representations made by his brain. These representations, in turn, depend upon the brain’s organization, which differs from one creature to another and, in our own species, from one person to another.
Our internal representations of reality can never be a precise and full equivalent of what they represent because 1) reality is itself not that precise and 2) our representations thereof are conformed to the self-limiting psycho-physiological processes of perception and mental analysis with which our neural infrastructure assesses and models our comprehension of reality. The synaptic web of our neural infrastructure filters, abstracts, sorts, evaluates, edits out, organizes, categorizes and otherwise data-processes our sensory input in such a way that our inner neural representations of reality are several orders removed from reality’s pristinely unobserved state. Both reality itself and what’s-so about reality is known in our experiencing thereof only in a highly abstracted rather than pristine order and form, via a stream of millisecond-after-millisecond snapshots translated from 1) what is observed into 2) light waves therefrom that enter our eyes, for 3) electro-chemical retinal processing of those light waves within our eyes that is 4) additionally neurally processed in the nerve systems that convey the results of retinal processing to multiple synchronous brain sub-systems where it is 5) further processed to integrate the eye’s neurally processed data-input with other sensory input along with the body~mind’s own internal signals in formation of 6) our experientially constructed inner representations thereof. 

Additionally, for every feedforward of information from eye to nerve systems to brain systems, there is informational feedback from each to all as well, even as our other sensory experiencing (auditory, tactile, etc.) is similarly processed via other detecting organs, neural routing and brain systems. The simultaneous and overlapping intercommunication of each sensory system’s encoding process within our sensory ensemble overall unifies their processed data into a coherently cross-referenced totality. Yet however remarkably our neurally encoded sensory models of reality are produced, at their best they are only suggestive of reality’s features overall, rather than full and precise replications thereof. To reiterate yet again, our inner renditions of outer conditions are far from full reproductions of the actual territory they represent. 

For example, as you are reading this book your own neural circuits are processing millions of bits of information per second from your surroundings overall, as well as from your body’s interactions with these environmental promptings, as an unending stream of data that is continuously relayed to your brain. Yet only a few dozen bits of this data per second reach your faculties of conscious awareness – a mere ten-thousandth of one percent or less of the total data stream that your sensorium delivers to your body~mind’s neural processing systems overall. Accordingly, during the time it takes for you to become cognizant of what you are sensing, what you ultimately become consciously aware of is not the full reality of what is so at the very moment you become aware of it, rather a partial and highly edited montage of what was so a moment before your recognition thereof. 

What to us is now what’s-so, therefore, is what was what’s-so an instant ago in reality itself. As we further report in Chapter X, your brain forms your conclusions about whatever you are experiencing prior to your becoming aware of these conclusions, and only after which do you have the conscious power to either accept, veto or alter its conclusions. And insofar as its conclusions activate a realized outcome in physical reality, all of your vetoes and alterations must be nearly instantaneous.  

As a yet further built-in limitation of your neural processing and encoding of reality, its selectivity presents to your conscious awareness only those bits of information that are most likely to make sense to you from the perspective of your accumulated past experiencings. This neural editing additionally accommodates your inability to knowingly process more than 50 or so bits of neural information per second, by presenting your conscious faculties only with information that you are experientially predisposed to comprehend. Your perceptions thereby arrive already partially predigested as it were, in conformity to your past habits of applying them in practice and/or storing them in memory. Hence historian James Harvey Robinson’s quip: “Most of our so-called reasoning consists in finding arguments for going on believing as we already do.”
Because our internal representations of reality are delayed, edited and only partially reconstructed during our neural processing thereof, it is thus that they are several times removed from the actuality of what “really” is and of how it “really” works. None of us can precisely sense reality’s what-is-so, because there is always far more to what-there-is and the-way-it-works than can possibly meet our cognizant attention. As psychologist Erich Fromm noted, “most of that which is real is not conscious.” We are once again mentally cognizant only of our internally made up sense of what is real, and only in accordance with our limited neural translations thereof, none of which is edited identically by any two persons. [What we are additionally able to know via non-cognitive means is an additional matter that we address on p. xx.]
It is thus that our neural circuitry quite literally does make sense for us – as in “makes stuff up” – by conforming our sense-abilities to our prior estimates of reality’s what’-is-so (all of which estimates were in their own time likewise shortsighted of our then immediately presented reality overall), which are only occasionally amended by a fresh current estimate that is based on a change of perspective or circumstance. Our perceptions, feelings, thoughts and words can represent our experiencing of reality only in small part, because they are mere pointers to a far greater realm of existence that is beyond anything we can fully sense, let alone fully comprehend and articulate. Since we experience reality not as it fully is, and rather experience only our neurally encoded partial abstractions of what it is, our internalized reality maps are not precise and full overall replications of what’s-so./ Nor are the co-responding reality codes that inform our moment-to-moment behavior precisely accurate or fully comprehensive of all that is and how it works.

Reality is ambiguous, probabilistic and mutable, rather than certain and fixed.

…I not only see all things as if through another pane of glass, which is myself, but…the various movements I make, be it intentionally if I act, or emotionally if I am afraid, or simply through the continual transports of respiration and circulation which sustain life, never cease to distort what I see, what I hear, what I taste, what I smell, what I touch. -Alain (Émile Chartier)
Because imprecision of measurability is a built-in condition of the world itself, reality exists far less as a certainty than as a set of interrelating probabilities. A simple example of this is the so-called “pair of socks” problem. Suppose you have a drawer full of randomly dispersed single socks equally numbered in two different colors. In the dark you could be certain of retrieving a matching pair from the drawer only if you took out three socks. From a drawer full of similarly dispersed socks of a dozen colors, you would have to withdraw 13 socks to be unequivocally certain of having a pair. More often than not, however, you would have a matching pair well before withdrawing even the 7th sock, and the likelihood of your having a matching pair would increase with each additional sock withdrawn. Accordingly as we later demonstrate, in addressing the “how to” of resolving reality’s ambiguities via effective probability management, which includes engaging multiple likelihoods of realizing a given outcome (such as, in Susan Bradford’s case, via one’s car, one’s telephone and nearby freeway traffic), we can often mindfully increase the probability of its realization, as when we introduce an additional probability factor to the mix of randomly dispersed socks by turning on a light to see the socks we are selecting. Yet even when this is done, there can also be new ambiguities of selection for some folks, such as those due to color-blindness. 

In contrast to the ambiguities of experiential reality, the Cartesian-Newtonian synthesis that birthed so-called “classical” modern science is predicated on the existence of a pristinely unchanging and unalterable reality whose what-is-so and so-what’s are independent of and unaltered by those who experience it, providing that they adhere to appropriate experimental protocols. While reality’s nature was indeed thus unaltered by our observer-participancy during the 13 to 14 billion years that preceded the existence of creatures who were able to perceive it, its pristine nature at that time can never be fully known by us, in literal consequence of the adage “out of sight, out of mind.”

Past reality is furthermore just as subject as is our present reality to our imposition thereupon of our current preconceptions and preoccupations. Whatever reality may be (or have been) when isolated from (or prior to) our observations of it, it is something we will never be able to know as other than a best-estimate guess. Full assessment of what has already happened is no more feasible than was Dagwood Bumstead’s threat to stay awake while taking his afternoon nap in order to observe how his family went about creating the household consternations he so often faced upon awaking.38 Since every act of observation involves some interaction with whatever is being observed, Dagwood’s staying awake would have changed the Bumstead family’s dynamics accordingly, and also the outcomes thereof. And concerning the family dynamics that prevailed during his nap, the who-caused-what-and-how thereof could never be precisely or certainly known to him, because nothing unobserved can be known to anyone by other than speculative supposition based on conflicting reports that are unique to the varied observational perspectives of those who do the reporting. Since each person’s report of what-is-so reflects the viewpoint of a uniquely participating observer, all reportage represents a tenuous genre of reality whose reliability of assessment is inversely proportional to the number of reporting observers. This is why “beyond reasonable doubt” is a prevailing standard of legal determinations.
The inevitability of limitation and bias that accompanies every observation is an inherent component of all experiencing and reportage of what is real. Even high-resolution photographs merely approximate the reality they depict, rather than capture it fully, as artist Pablo Picasso demonstrated when he was berated by a critic for not painting people as they actually appear. Picasso responded to his critic by asking, “Are you married?” Receiving an affirmative answer, Picasso next inquired if the critic carried his wife’s photograph in his wallet. Again receiving an affirmative answer, Picasso asked to see the photograph. He studied it for several moments, looking at it from many different angles before he asked, “Is this what your wife really looks like?” Assured that such was the case, Picasso persisted: “This is precisely what your wife looks like?” Again assured by the critic that the photograph was an accurate rendition of his wife’s appearance, Picasso returned it with the comment, “It must be very difficult to make love with a woman that small.”
In absolute terms the word “objective” signifies reality’s in-and-of-itself what-is-so, independent of any observation thereof, while the word “subjective” signifies an observationally contaminated perception of what-is-so. In experiential terms, therefore, the word “objective” signifies collectively agreed upon experiencings of what-is-so, while the term “subjective” signifies individually custom-tailored experiencings of what-is-so. In either case, our subjective experiencing is itself no less a component of what-is-so than is that which is being experienced. Even when what one presumes to have experienced is unreal, the experience itself is real. Accordingly, while the validity of one’s perceived experience may be questionable, the actual fact of one’s having the experience is not.

The ultimate ambiguity of all intersubjective relationships informed mid-20th century theologian Reinhold Niebuhr’s assertion that the challenges of self←↨→world interrelationship can be met only with "proximate solutions to insoluble problems.” For example, an historically notorious proximate solution to an insoluble problem was the ancient Inca’s practice of ritual human sacrifice. The problem it presumably solved was the perceived threatening darkness of the night sky, the sacrificial remedy for which was carried out every morning for over a hundred years. 

While we have been “civilized” to see ornamental patterns in the stars, such as the big and little dippers and other “constellations” like Orion and the Pleiades, the ancient Incas were “civilized” to see ominous patterns in the darkness that fills 99 percent of the night sky. Where we see nothing between the patterns formed by stars, they saw the stars as merely the borders of ominously patterned darkness. One of these dark patterns looked to the Incas like a llama, which they named “Yucana,” and which was thought by them to be holding back the floodwaters of a huge celestial river of darkness that threatened to drown out the rising sun. In their fearful endeavor to avert this catastrophic heavenly flood, for more than a century they ritually sacrificed a young virgin girl at every morning’s daybreak, cutting out her heart and offering it as a tribute to their sun god,  Wiraquocha, for providing yet another sunrise. They faithfully maintained this religious ritual for more than a century because their daily experience of returning light was taken as certain evidence that their sacrifices were effective.40
The Inca’s practice of ritual sacrifice is a world-class example of how there is often far less a problem with our logic than there is with our assumptions. A similar example may be our own civilization’s encounter with the darker aspects of celestial reality. Major alterations of our current celestial perspective may emerge from our pursuit of dark energy and dark matter (see p. xx), which will tend to reframe the Big Bang assumptions that underlie our current cosmology.

A more practical cultural variation on the theme of experiential reality concerns dietary habits. Most readers of this book have likely grown up in a culture where the “real” way to eat is with utensils, because eating with one’s fingers is both unsanitary and uncivilized (“Don’t eat like a savage!”). There are, however, cultures in which the “real” way to eat is with one’s fingers, because utensils are considered unsanitary (“You don’t know whose mouth they’ve been in!”). Whether we eat with utensils or our fingers is just one of thousands of practiced realities determined by the culturally (and therefore neurally) encoded component of our experiential outlook. Therefore, while some persons in our culture evidence their individuality by sometimes eating with their fingers, most do not. And so it is conversely with the few nonconformists in cultures that discourage the use of utensils.

Another example of diversely enculturated reality encoding attended a conversation between two visitors to a cemetery, one Oriental and the other European, who had brought their respective tokens of honor to the graves of departed family members, a bowl of rice by the Oriental and a bouquet of flowers by the European. The European insensitively asked the Oriental, “Who do you think is going to eat your rice?” The Oriental replied politely, “Ah yes, quite so . . . and who do you think is going to see and smell your flowers?”

Some of our deepest reality codes involve matters far more fateful than whether we feed ourselves with our fingers or with utensils, or than our alternate remembrances of the departed with rice or with flowers. Take for instance the couplet cited earlier, “Staring out through prison bars, one sees dirt another sees stars,” which is a further testimony to the way we may project our variable reality codes onto both heaven and Earth. One of the ways our own culture encourages us to see stars is encoded in a verse of the song, “Home on the Range”:

How often at night, when the heavens are bright

with the light of the glittering stars,

have I stood there amazed as asked as I gazed

if their glory exceeds that of ours.

Reality’s particulars are forever undergoing constant revision, in orderly accordance with the cosmic and cultural principles of reality formation that preexist our own participation in reality’s unfoldment. Yet regardless of reality’s preexisting formative determinants, to the extent that we realize our ability to be attentive to reality’s probabilistic and mutable nature, we are able to tweak its dynamics with our own reality-forming, cosmetological reformations thereof. 

It is because reality is not a fixed certainty, being rather a set of holonically interrelating probabilities, that our self←↨→world interrelationships are so eminently mutable. Fortunately for us, their mutability is roughly proportional to the extent of their ambiguity, whose resolution is amenable to our mindful recognition and masterfully committed engagement thereof. Accordingly, the more fully we know the full range of probabilities that affect an intended outcome’s realization, the more empowered we are to manage these probabilities to positive advantage.

Reality is influenced by our knowing of it.

Reality is not just the physical world; it’s the relationship of the mind with the physical world that creates the perception of reality. There is no reality without a perception of reality. -Fred Alan Wolf 

To the extent that each of us is committed to perceiving reality from his or her particular viewpoint and responding accordingly, we correspondingly influence the reality we perceive. In keeping with the principle that every relationship is an interrelationship, we not only are influenced by our experiencing of reality we also influence the reality that we experience. This is because our self←↨→world interrelationship is always and only co-responsive, so that our experiential encounter with reality is mutually formative of both participant-observers and what they observe. Self and world jointly co-create the self’s experience of reality by co-operatively working together, which further qualifies the presumption of some that we are ourselves the creators of our own reality. As quantum physicist and theologian John Polkinghorne concluded from a thorough survey of quantum-mechanical observer effects:41
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.

Once again, all that we can legitimately claim to create via our observational and other interactive influence is our own experiencing of reality, which includes our experiencing of its inner as well as outer multiplexes. The word’s “experience” and “experiencing” respectively correlate with the terms “observer effect” and “observer-influenced.” 

Concerning our knowledge of our inner reality, astronomer Arthur Eddington confessed nearly a century ago:
I am afraid of this word Reality, not connoting an ordinary definable characteristic of the things that it is applied to but used as though it were some kind of a celestial halo. I very much doubt if any one of us has the faintest idea of what is meant by the reality or existence of anything but our own Egos.

Despite Eddington’s assessment of our self-knowledgeability, the inner world of our egos is also far from precisely and fully fathomable, hence the proverbial Russian likening of the soul of another to a “dark forest.” Furthermore, even our own souls and egos are likewise elusive of our capacities for knowing what about them is so, and such ignorance – any ignorance – influences our experiencing of reality no less than does our knowing. 
Our immediate reality-at-hand cannot avoid being impacted by us, because to the extent that the reality of which we are conscious is co-extensive with the very consciousness within which our perception of reality functions, reality and our consciousness thereof co-relate (and thus correlate) as an experiential dual unity. The subjective implications of this unity are portrayed in the well-known Sufi tale of three travelling blind men who encounter a domesticated elephant, and who upon touching different parts of the animal’s body liken its ear, tail and nose to their respective prior experiences of a fan, a rope and a hose. Had the blind men instead proceeded to reconcile their varying conceptions of the elephant by inquiring what kind of creature the sum of their conceptions might signify while continuing to examine the creature’s additional features, they may have discovered the reality-at-hand of a beast of burden to be ridden in their further travels. 

It is also possible of course that a thorough assessment of the elephant may instead have scared the beast away or provoked an attack. Yet in any event, because the three blind men had at least some directly-at-hand experience of an elephant, their assessments thereof were not nearly as bizarre as descriptions written by ancient Greek scholars who knew of elephants only from the garbled endpoint perspective of a sequence of relayed hearsay reports. 

As we have already demonstrated, no matter how objective our observations may be, our observing is always subjectively bound to the observer’s own perspective. John Archibald Wheeler illustrated how we synthesize our experiencing of subjective and objective reality by citing another diverse set of perceptions, those of three fully-sighted baseball umpires who were proclaiming their differing criteria for identifying balls and strikes:42
“I calls ‘em as I sees ‘em.”
“I calls ‘em as they are.”
“They ain’t nothin’ ‘til I calls ‘em.” 
In support of the third umpire, whose comprehension of the “observer effect” was the most sophisticated of the three, Wheeler further likened our participation in reality formation to the novel approach by a group of his scientific colleagues to a game made popular as a 1950’s radio and TV quiz show, “Twenty Questions”: 43
One [of us], chosen as victim, was sent out of the room. The rest of us agreed on some implausible word like "brontosaurus." Then the victim was let back into the room. To win, he had to discover the word with no more than twenty yes/no questions. Otherwise, he lost.
After we had played several rounds, my turn came and I was sent out. The door was closed, and was kept closed for the longest time. I couldn't understand at all why they were taking so long. Moreover, when at length they let me in, every one had a grin on his face, sure sign of a joke or a trick. However, I went ahead innocently asking my questions. "Is it animal?" "No." "Is it vegetable?" "No." "Is it mineral?" "Yes." "Is it green?" "No." "Is it white?" "Yes."
As I went on with my queries I found the answerer was taking longer and longer to respond. He would think and think and think. Why? That was beyond my understanding when all I wanted was a simple yes or no answer. But finally, I knew, I had to chance it, propose a definite word. "Is it ‘cloud'?" I asked. My friend thought a minute. "Yes," he said, finally. Then everyone burst out laughing.
My colleagues explained to me that when I was sent out of the room, they agreed not to agree on a word. There was no word in the room when I came in! What is more, they had agreed that each respondent was permitted to answer my question as he pleased – with one small proviso: if I challenged him, he had to have in mind a word compatible with his own and all the previous answers! The game, in other words, was just as difficult for my colleagues as for me. 
Wheeler’s scientific colleagues could succeed at their make-it-up-on-the-fly version of this otherwise more explicitly preprogrammed parlor game only because of the nature of the universe in which they were playing it. After similarly making itself up automatically for billions of years, the universe has evolved a species whose members are capable of mindfully co-creating their own experiential reality-at-hand, however questionable its workings may sometimes be. 

For instance, while no words were “in the room” of our planet prior to the emergence of the first linguistic species, as a consequence of the trillions of words that have since been fabricated and communicated, our species is today impacting the planet so mightily via our experiential formations of global reality that we are collectively “terra-forming” our planet in the ambitious attempt to make it over in coerced support of our technological prowess and progress. Thus is our planetary reality heavily influenced, just as are we ourselves, by the manner of both our knowing and our ignorance of the dual unity of our self←↨→planetary interrelationship.  
Insofar as our knowing of reality is mediated by words, images and symbols, our interrelationship with reality is more referential than it is integral. For instance, knowing about the reality of a place called “Hawaii” or “Iraq” via referential printed accounts, televised views and personal accounts by others falls far short of approximating the integral experience of actually being there. Nor does merely visiting these places approximate the integral knowing thereof that accompanies growing up in them. In all such instances a direct experience is worth a thousand pictures, and an ongoing integral experiencing is worth any number of referential experiencings because integral experience embraces, synthesizes and gives coherent meaning to the totality of our referential experience. When it comes to assessing the what-is-so of any totality, “you had to be there.”

Our knowing of reality by linguistic means can also have deadly consequences when our words are employed on behalf of creating a hostile consensus reality. As Arthur Koestler also noted:44
Man’s deadliest weapon is language. He is as susceptible to being hypnotized by slogans as he is to infectious diseases. And when there is an epidemic, the group-mind takes over. It obeys its own rules, which are different from the rules for the conduct of individuals. When a person identifies himself with a group, his reasoning faculties are diminished and his passions enhanced by a kind of emotive resonance or positive feedback. The individual is not a killer, but the group is, and by identifying with it the individual is transformed into a killer. This is the infernal dialectic reflected in man’s history of wars, persecution and genocide. And the main catalyst of that transformation is the hypnotic power of the word.

Whether we use it for good or ill, the make-up artistry empowered by language and its influence on our experiential reality-at-hand is immense, in ways that we elaborate in Sections Two and Three.

Reality cannot be accounted for by any single model thereof.
The difference between fiction and reality is that fiction has to make sense.

Tom Clancy
The polar ambiguity of quantum reality’s mysteriously being sometimes-neither-particle-nor wave and at other times seemingly both, moved Niels Bohr to observe that “The opposite of a correct statement is a false statement; but the opposite of a profound truth may be another profound truth.” The ever-potential gap between what’s-so and what is true sometimes gives rise to a verdict like the following, about which it may afterward be said, “It’s correct, but it ain’t right.” 45

A rabbi is holding court in his village. Schmuel stands up and pleads his case, saying, “Rabbi, Itzak runs his sheep across my land every day and it’s ruining my crops. It’s my land. It’s not fair.”

The rabbi says, “You’re right!”

But then Itzak stands up and says, “But rabbi, going across his land is the only way my sheep can drink water from the pond. Without it, they’ll die. For centuries, every shepherd has had the right of way on the land surrounding the pond, so I should  to.”

And the rabbi says, “You’re right!”

The cleaning lady, who has overheard all this, says to the rabbi, “But, Rabbi, they can’t both be right!”

And the rabbi replies, “You’re right!”

No model of reality yet conceived provides a fully satisfactory account of all that we know and experience. Yet some scientists nonetheless refuse to accept an ultimate limitation on our knowing as they pursue the hopeful development of a so-called “Theory of Everything” (TOE), a single mathematical statement that will do for the entire cosmos what e=mc2 did for the relationship of cosmic matter and energy, and that will ideally be just as concise. For example, string theorist Michio Kaku has declared his longing for a TOE that is elegant and only one inch long. As yet, however, no one has come up with a TOE, however elegant or long, that is immune to being stubbed. This includes (at least thus far) string theory itself, a mathematical labyrinth that theoretical physicist Peter Woit has deemed so experimentally untestable that it is “not even wrong.” 46
Whatever string theory’s ultimate fate may be, or that of any other TOE, embracing a single model of reality that presumes accountability for everything we know borders on idolatry. Hence Nobel laureate author Andre Gide’s prescription: “Follow the seeker after truth, but beware of him who has found it.” A similar prescription likewise informed the perspective of 18th century German playwright Gotthold Theodore Lessing:  

If the Lord God held out to me in his right hand the whole of truth, and in his left hand only the urge to seek truth, I would reach for his left hand.
In other words, reality leaves a lot to our imagination – so much so, in fact, that quantum physicist Arthur Zajonc has suggested that every so-called “discipline” or “field” of knowledge, including every science, is ultimately an imagination of reality, a thoroughly yet not completely examined imaging-in of our sensory and intuitive experiencing of what-is-so, which however comprehensive and precise it may be can never be fully complete nor absolute in its accuracy. Zajonc regards our aesthetic, philosophical, psychological, spiritual, scientific and other imaginations as alternative perspectives on the human experience that at best are metaphorical descriptions of reality, not literal ones.

Zajonc’s view contrasts starkly with the hyper-objectivity of outlook to which most scientists are committed. His book-length elaboration of imaginal perspective addresses the full range of our scientific and humanistic explorations by examining their respective relevance to something that is common to both, the metaphor of light.47
However imaginal or actual our estimate of reality may be, the truth of all our consequences is that reality overall is always far more and other than our estimations thereof, including estimates as brilliantly perceptive as those of Albert Einstein, who noted that48
Physical concepts are free creations of the human mind, and are not, however it may seem, uniquely determined by the external world. In our endeavor to understand reality we are somewhat like a man trying to understand the mechanism of a closed watch. He sees the face and the moving hands, even hears its ticking, but he has no way of opening the case. If he is ingenious he may form some picture of a mechanism which could be responsible for all the things he observes, but he may never be quite sure his picture is the only one which could explain his observations. He will never be able to compare his picture with the real mechanism and he cannot even imagine the possibility or the meaning of such a comparison.
Reality’s ineffability accounts for another of Einstein’s pronouncements, “The hardest thing to understand is why we can understand at all,” as well as for his confession in later years:49
You imagine that I look back on my life’s work with calm satisfaction. But from nearby it looks quite different. There is not a single concept of which I am convinced that it will stand firm, and I feel uncertain whether I am in general on the right track.

The generic ambiguities of both poles of our self←↨→world interrelationship’s dual unity are such that we are obliged to be acutely mindful of them whenever we commit to making something worthwhile from their situational complexities. Philosophers have thus far found at least five approaches to assessing reality, no combination of nor the totality of which comprehends all aspects of reality’s dynamics, forms and functions. As of a half century ago, for instance, it was reported that a thorough assessment of reality required at least four distinct yet overlapping and co-existent philosophic hypotheses thereof, four so-called “world hypotheses” termed “formism”, “mechanism”, “contextualism”, and “organicism.”50 Yet even these four hypotheses were soon thereafter recognized to be insufficient in light of philosopher/scientist Ervin Laszlo’s development of a fifth world hypothesis, the philosophical framework of systems theory,51 which some classify as “functionalism.”52+

What distinguishes systems theory from prior world hypotheses is its more comprehensive scope. Since the co-authors’ hypothesis of self←↨→world interrelationship incorporates all experience of formal, mechanical, contextual, organic and systemic multiplicity, we accordingly signify it, both scientifically and philosophically, as a budding world hypothesis of “experientialism.” 53+ Yet whatever –ism’s may be attributed to reality’s what-is-so, however still emergent or essentially complete, every time anyone comes to know something new, their fresh knowing consequently points to even more that we have yet to know. All new insight enlarges the perimeter of our ignorance even faster than it expands the sphere of our knowing (another of Einstein’s geometric observations), and thus makes it forever presumptuous on anyone’s part to assume that our modeling of reality can one day be a completely finished endeavor.

Reality as we experience it is whatever we individually and collectively make of our self←↨→world interrelationships.

Experience is not what happens to a man;

it is what a man does with what happens to him.

Aldous Huxley

As the story of the blind men and the elephant suggests, our experiential relationship to reality’s what-is-so is like that between an observer and a Rorschach inkblot, as demonstrated by a man who consistently perceived explicit sexual imagery in every Rorschach test inkblot presented to him. When questioned about his erotic attributions to the presumably sexless amorphous forms, he denied any individual complicity in the attributions by asserting to the test’s administrator, “It’s you who’s showing me all of these dirty pictures.” 

It has been suggested by someone’s tongue in cheek that reality is a Rorschach test – possibly the same tongue that similarly proclaimed, “The universe is a placebo.” Both assessments are indicative that whatever we may do with our perceptions and experiencings of self←↨→world interrelationship, the doing is far more up to us than to our surrounding world. The only reality we know is our experienced consciousness of the world, and the only consciousness we know is our experienced reality thereof. Hence the process of experiential modeling reviewed on pp. xx-xx.  

Our experience of being more fully participant in our own self’s immediate world than is anyone else’s self is the consequence of another built-in commitment that is equally honored by all persons: Everywhere I go, here I am, at the participatory center of my own unique experiencing of self←↨→world interrelationship. I am home, no matter where the subjective homestead of my being is objectively housed at any given moment. Such is also the dual unity of every other being’s I-dentity.

Philosopher Ernest Holmes prescribed the following command of this stay-home commitment:54
Talk to yourself, not to the world. There is no one to talk to but yourself for all experience takes place within. Conditions are the reflections of our meditations and nothing else.
Since each of us is the first one to know whatever we have to say – and sometimes not until we’ve actually said it – all of our talk is projected self-talk, on which we invite others to eavesdrop. This communication dynamic is also substantiated by the fact that we dedicate most of our listening behavior to auditing whatever talk of others most tends to confirm our own. 

Holmes’ prescription is also affirmed by novelist Marcel Proust’s understanding of the function of authorship:55
In reality, every reader is, while he is reading, the reader of his own self. The writer’s work is merely a kind of optical instrument which he offers to the reader to enable him to discern what, without this book, he would perhaps never have experienced in himself. And the recognition by the reader in his own self of what the book says is the proof of its veracity.
Proust’s insight complements Galileo’s dictum that “You cannot teach a man anything; you can only help him to find it within himself.” Hence this book’s ultimate intention is to facilitate our readers’ committed discovery, formation and command of the here-I-am reality that mediates their own respective self←↨→world interrelationships.
Whatever we may or may not teach or learn from one another, we are in any event no less a participant-observer in the world of immediate others than are they in ours. Reality-at-large is equally as inclusive of us as our experiential reality is inclusive of it, because all boundaries that are not of human making – as well as most that are – function as operational zones of mutual interaction rather than as barriers of mutual exclusion. For example, in our primal interrelationship with the stuff of reality-at-large (a.k.a. “getting your own dirt”), every atom in our bodies had its origin either in the Big Bang or in subsequent star systems, some of which were billions of light years distant from our own when they exploded and spewed their atomic spores our way – and some of which stellar systems have long since ceased to exist. 

It is this endlessly ongoing atomic seeding process, the universally cross-referenced, unifying field of reality-at-large that we ourselves perpetuate in our daily emissions and in our eventually vacated body’s decomposition, which accounts for the whole-universe-catalog aspect of each one of us that was cited in the Introduction (p. xx). This holonic totality of our bodily homestead gives cosmic credence to Ernest Holmes’ proclamation that “We are members of the Universe, and being members of that which unites everything, we are some part of each other.” The universe is the largest of all membership organizations because we are no less fully included in reality-at-large than we are in reality-at-hand. Hence also the quip of clown Hugh Romney (a.k.a. “Wavy Gravy”): “We are all the same person trying to shake hands with ourself.”
Reality as we experience it is best managed via the reality-forming power of commitment.

Attitudes are the forerunners of conditions.

Eric Butterworth
Our commentary on this factor appears at the end of Section One. See “The Reality of Commitment,” pp. xx-xx.

*resume editing here*
 CHAPTER THREE

Playing Reality’s Hand

You cannot walk the path until you are the path.

-Buddha

Author Franklin P. Jones defined “experience” as “that marvelous thing that enables you to recognize a mistake when you make it again.” As we hopefully have made quite clear concerning the nature of our experiential reality, no matter what we may recognize mistakenly or otherwise, and no matter whatever, whenever, wherever and however our experiencing thereof may be, we cannot know anything entirely on its own terms, only on the terms of our bio-neuro-socio-lingual-experiential representations thereof. We experience our self←↨→world interrelationship in accordance with our outwardly projected (and only partial) neural reconstructions of our surrounding panorama of persons, places, things and events, all of which we perceive in accordance with our projection thereof, so that our experience of reality mirrors the way we inwardly represent the world rather than as the way the world pristinely is. 

Reality as we comprehend it makes only whatever sense we ourselves make of our experiencing (the verb), which is far more formative of our experience (the noun) than is pristine reality itself. The world plays the upper hand in our self←↨→world interrelationship only on those occasions when it forthrightly disconfirms the validity of inner reality maps that are based on our having made contrary plans. Even when what we are experiencing is something that forthrightly happens to us, such experiencing nevertheless always and only takes place within ourselves, and is known to us only in the way that our experiencing tells us how reality is happening. 
Buddha’s insistence that only the path we are presently on can be the path that we represent is an explicit acknowledgement that the word “experience” signifies our personal formation and management of reality, while the word “reality” signifies the entirety of that which both makes our experiencing possible and makes it manifest. Insofar as we can come to agreement concerning our respective experiencings, our outlooks on reality (a.k.a. our “worldviews”) perceive harmonious circumstances, while disagreements invoke outlooks that perceive dissonance. The frequently overlooked historical prevalence of harmony over dissonance is evidenced in the fact that, rather than becoming extinct, our species has instead become so numerous that our manifest presence today is now threatening to undo the very bio-geological harmony that made our numbers possible in the first place.
However well- or ill-formed our experiencing of reality’s what’s-so may be, and however harmonious or discordant our view thereof may be, our experiencing is our immediate point of reference and access to reality, and the only foundation for the formation of our interrelationships with reality as experienced and our according management thereof. As poet Kabir observed, “if you have not lived through something, it is not true,” and as poet John Keats similarly wrote, “Nothing ever becomes real till it is experienced – even a proverb is no proverb to you till your life has illustrated it.” This is why, to reiterate once again, nothing can be real to anyone in other than the way s/he perceives it to be in his or her experiencing of self←↨→world interrelationship. 
Because of the heap of ambiguous complexities that we have thus far reviewed, the precise extent to which we self-fabricate our experiencing of reality is open to qualification and debate. We tend to be especially prone to debate the extent of our having anything to do with the fabrication of experiences that happen to us with no evident provocation or other attracting behavior on our part. An extreme example that is sometimes used to argue the case for our ultimate helpless human condition is that of having a meteor land on our head. 

Insofar as the authors have been able to determine, a meteoric strike-out is known to have happened to only a tiny handful of creatures at most since the extinction of the dinosaurs by a huge meteor landfall in the Yucatan peninsula some 60 million years ago. And even when such rare strike-outs do happen, they are among the class of exceptions that serve to prove a rule. At least two rules are proven by the exception of an inconveniently falling meteor: the extremely remote likelihood of our ever having it happen to us, and the psychologically related far greater likelihood of our nonetheless referring to such improbabilities whenever we wish to justify a presumption of powerlessness over more immediate probabilities that actually are at hand.

Including even the unlikely advent of being struck by a falling meteor, every experiencing is a co-creation in which we and reality are confluently intermediated partners. To assess this partnership yet again: Each person’s engagement with the world is such that whatever s/he experiences is a co-created outcome of his or her self←↨→world interrelationship of inner and outer realities. Self and world unceasingly work together in the co-operative formation of whatever turns up in our experiencings of reality’s what’s-so, and our knowledge of what’s-so can proceed only from our own mindset and in accordance with the way our mindset shapes what we think, feel and assume our self and world to be like (or not like). Accordingly, the impact of our mindset is such that although we don’t always get what we are looking for, we do always get what we are looking from.

While our self←↨→world interrelationship does indeed from time to time incorporate our unwitting presence where unwanted manifestations of reality occur, such as the accidental death of a loved one or the untimely immediate prospect of one’s own demise, this is further evidence that whatever is co-created by our confluent interrelationship with reality is very much up to us, even in moments of innocent non-complicity. For example, even an oncoming meteor is subject to a variety of experiencings, depending on how soon one knows about or sees its approach, how quickly and effectively one reacts or responds, and whether one feels awe, terror, “oh sh**,” or “whatever.” Now that we have actually been given the highly probable and uncomfortably close fly-by of our planet by an enormous meteor in 2029, some scientists are already committed to determining how best to effectively deflect its course. 
While no one directly deals to oneself all of the cards in a cosmic deck that includes the reality of inconveniently falling objects from far-out-of-reach places, we do play our own hand with the cards that actually do turn up in our individual and collective shuffling of life’s deck of multiplexed probabilities. As computer-science professor Randy Pausch asserted in his farewell lecture to students subsequent to a diagnosis of terminal cancer, and which has since been witnessed at least in part by upwards of 100 million persons via news telecasts, TV interviews, and the Internet:57
We cannot change the cards we are dealt, just how we play the hand…. It’s not about how you achieve your dreams, but the way you lead your life. If you lead your life the right way your karma will take care of itself. The dreams will come to you.

This includes such dream fulfillment as Susan Bradford’s arriving at the ER in time to save daughter Amanda’s life, as she powerfully changed the cards being dealt to her own behavioral trajectory by accessing the automobile “dealership” of a nearby freeway’s endless stream of cars that were headed in her direction. 

Those who are so bold as to play reality’s hand for all of the perceptual makeover and self-dominion that it’s worth have essentially taken to heart a prescription by Rudolph Steiner:58
If it depends on something other than myself whether I should get angry or not, I am not master of myself . . . I have not yet found the ruler within myself. I must develop the faculty of letting the impressions of the outer world approach me only in the way in which I myself determine.
In the sections of this book that follow, we reveal the means for developing such powerful facility of personal authority in spite of the endemic relativity of our self’s interrelational anchorage to a world of ambiguously multiplexed probabilities. Given that both we and the world are perpetually moving targets on a slippery slope of reality formation and probability management, which at present is being alternately shaped by six and a half billion differing human mindsets, it is impressively remarkable, therefore, that we don’t experience more reality clashes than we presently do.

Yet it is equally if not even more remarkable that we so scantly exercise our reality-forming power of commitment on behalf of creating a world that works for all concerned, even though this is a credibly emergent possibility were we to commit to just one thing: disagreeing agreeably.59 And what tends to make this latter shortcoming itself so remarkable is, that of all the things we are capable of modifying, our outcomes are among the most compliant once we are committed to their realization.
Addendum One Wrap-up:

Whatever reality may have been or might presently be on its own pristine terms, our experiencing thereof is in every instance individually and socially constructed to validate diverse interpersonal and intrapersonal circumstances. These variables include our diverse emotional, psychological and neurological states and our respective cultural heritages, our personal and collective histories and our established life-patterns. This circumstantial diversity reflects both the individualized past experiencings that gave initial form to our mindsets and the current experiencings that tend to be formed accordingly, unless we deliberately commit to revising our mindsets by changing our experience and/or our perceptions somewhere in transit. 

What we experience reality to be like can never be more or other than what we individually and collectively make of its preexisting and presently unfolding what’s-so and so-what in our consciousness thereof. In our dealings with what reality is, therefore, we tend to come closest to being real when we effectively identify and align with what the reality of our individual and collective self←↨→world interrelationships are actually like. How we thus accommodate reality’s hand-outs thereby determines – and can dramatically alter – the dynamical outcomes of reality’s multiplexed probabilities, as a cloud of historical witnesses have testified:

· The Talmud: We don’t see things as they are, we see things as we are.

· Epictetus: “It is not events that disturb the minds of men, but the view they take of them.”

· Marcus Aurelius: “It is our own power to have no opinion about a thing, and not to be disturbed in our soul; for things themselves have no natural power to form our judgments.”

· Martha Washington: “The greater part of happiness or misery depends on our dispositions, and not on our circumstances. We carry the seeds of the one or the other about with us in our minds wherever we go.”

· Benjamin Disraeli: “Man is not the creature of circumstances. Circumstances are the creatures of men.”
· Henri L. Bergson: “The eye sees only what the mind is prepared to comprehend.”

· Winston Churchill: “We shape our dwellings, and then our dwellings shape us.”

· Parks Cousins: “How things look on the outside of us depends on how things are on the inside of us.”  

· Werner Heisenberg: “What we observe is not nature itself, but nature exposed to our method of questioning.” 
· Barbara Dewey: “Nature is not physical reality, but physical reality as it makes itself known through inner, subjective reality.”

· Margaret Wheatley: “It is the existence of observers who notice what is going on that imparts reality to the origin of everything.”

· Neville Goddard: “The world is ourselves pushed out.”
· Wayne Dyer: “When you change the way you look at things, the things you look at change.”
In short: The forthcoming prospects of anyone’s outlook depend primarily on the one who is looking out, and the prospects for a positive experiencing of reality are affected by how we are looking out, which is always from ourselves even when it is selfishly only for ourselves. Accordingly, it is the what, who and how of our outlooks that we examine in the remainder of this book as we fully address what makes our experiential reality scenarios most “real”. 

Addendum One Highlights:

· Our brain uses our body’s own self-initiated activity as the ground-state of its frame of reference for its neural mapping of the mutual give and take of our inward and outward experiencing of self←↨→world interrelationship. (p. xx) 
· It is always and only our interactions with the world as we neurally embody them perceptually, conceptually and emotionally, rather than either ourselves or the world alone, that give reality the form in which we experience it. (p. x)

· Our experiencing of reality exists neither entirely in the self nor entirely in the world, nor does it exist partially in each. It rather exists in the interrelationship of self and world. What we are always perceiving, therefore, is our self’s interactions with the world, not the world as it is. Reality is known to us only in the form that is taken by our interactions with it, not in its pristine form. (p. x)

· Our perception of “what’s happening” in our world is an actively unified correlation to our self-originating inner dynamics of outer dynamics that originate in the world, not a merely passive inner screening of what outwardly takes place. (p. xx)

· As participant-observers of reality we construct – and thereby quite literally make up – our individual and collective perceptions and experiences of reality. (p xx)

· We have the ability to alter our experiencing of reality (i.e., our self↔world interrelationship) by purposefully changing our perceptions of reality and the course of our participation therein. (p. xs)

· We are the creators of our individual and collective experiencing of reality, not of reality itself. (pp. xx-xx)
· Reality’s likeness to one’s experience of it is the only reality that anyone can ever know. Reality cannot be known by us in any way other than what it is like in our experiencing of it. (p. xx)
· One’s participation in reality is one’s reality, as formed by his or her moment-by-moment experience of it and as s/he remembers her former moments of experience to have been.  (p. xx)
· Reality is always experienced as multiple and at minimum threefold: this, and/or that, plus an observation of any such distinction. (pp. xx-xx)

· Our perspective on all past realities is subject to our common tendency to see evidence of our current preconceptions in everything that we view. (p. xx)
· Observation and its inevitable limitations and biases is a generic component of all experienced and reported reality. (p. xx)

· Our perceptions are primarily of the interrelationships of subject and object, within which subject and object are contextually immersed rather than isolated. (p. xx)

· There can be no reportage on or representation of reality that is uninfluenced by the perspective of a participating observer. (p. xx)
· Our perceptions are primarily of the interrelationships of subject and object, within which subject and object are contextually immersed rather than isolated. (p. xx)
· No amount of objectivity can eliminate the subjective component of observational behavior, even when the observation is being made by a machine, hence the existence of an “observer effect” in every detection of reality as a whole or in part. (p. xx)

· We always and only detect our interactions with objects, not solely the objects themselves.

· Reality is knowable to us only as our experiencing of what it is like, and never as what it is like apart from our experiencing of it. (p. x)
· Reality is an integrally, synchronously and confluently ensembled, unified and all-inclusive whole. (pp. xx-xx)

· Every relationship is an interrelationship.(pp. xx-xx)
· Because every relationship is an interrelationship, each interrelating participant thereof is what social philosopher Arthur Koestler called a “holon,” a whole that contains within itself one or more lesser wholes while at the same time being contained within one or more larger wholes. (p. xx)
· How we take reality to be true determines what we take to be true. (p. xx)
· Self and world (a.k.a. reality-at-hand and reality-at-large) are mutually influential in practice as a consequence of their being mutually confluential in process. (p. xx)
· Reality is consequential, both individually and collectively. (pp. xx-xx)

· For every behavioral action on our part, whether of thought, word or deed, there is an integrally consequential response from our experiential reality. (p. xx)
· The response of experiential reality to our participation therein is more often than not neither immediate nor direct. (p. xx)
· More than ever before in our history, we are bound to the collective consequences of our individual ones. (p. xx)
· Reality is only approximately knowable. (pp. xx-xx)

· In our every act of detection, and at all levels of detection from quantum to cosmic, we detect our participation in the objective universe, not merely the objective universe itself. Our every observation of reality is participatory, and hence the interrelational nature of every self←↨→world experience. (p. x)

· We detect only our interactions with reality, not reality as it is. (p. x)
· Because imprecision of measurability is a built-in condition of the world itself, reality exists far less as a certainty than as a set of interrelating probabilities. (p. xx)
· Regardless of reality’s preexisting qualities, to the extent that we realize our ability to be mindfully conscious of reality’s probabilistic nature, we are able to deliberately tweak it with our own reality-forming, cosmetological revisions thereof. (p. xx)
· Reality is unknowable with either full precision or in its entirety because of several limiting factors inherent in the nature of reality itself. (pp. xx-xx)

· Both our inner and outer realities have built-in limitations to our knowing thereof. (pp xx-xx)

· Your brain’s conclusions about whatever you are experiencing are reached a quarter to half-second prior to your becoming aware of these conclusions, only after which do you have the conscious power to either accept, veto or alter its conclusions. (p. xx)
· We do not experience reality as it is, only as our neurally encoded abstractions of what it is. (p. xx
· Reality is only approximately manifest. (pp. xx-xx)

· Our internal representations of reality can never be a precise and full equivalent of what they represent because 1) reality is itself not that precise and 2) our representations thereof are conformed to the self-limiting psycho-physiological processes of perception and mental analysis with which our neural infrastructure assesses and models our comprehension of reality. (p. xx)
· Most of that which is real is not conscious. (p. xx)
· Our perceptions, feelings, thoughts and words can represent our experiencing of reality only in small part, because they are mere pointers to a far greater realm of existence that is beyond anything we can fully sense, let alone fully comprehend and articulate. ( p.xx)
· Reality is probabilistic and mutable, rather than certain and fixed. (pp. xx-xx)

· Because imprecision of measurability is a built-in condition of the world itself, reality exists far less as a certainty than as a set of interrelating probabilities. (p. xx)

· It is because reality exists not as a known certainty, and rather as a set of interrelating probabilities, that our self↔world interrelationships are so eminently mutable. Their mutability is roughly proportionate to their state of ambiguity, the resolution of which is highly amenable to our mindful recognition of and directed engagement with its ambiguity.  (p. xx)

· The more fully we know the entire range of the probabilities that govern an intended outcome’s realization, the more empowered we are to manage these probabilities to our advantage.(p. xx)
· Reality is influenced by our knowing of it. (pp. xx-xx)

· In keeping with the principle that every relationship is an interrelationship, we not only influence our experiencing of reality we also influence the reality that we experience. (p. xx)
· The word’s “experience” and “experiencing” are synonymous with the terms “observer-influenced” and “observer effect.” (p. xx)
· Because our self↔world interrelationship is literally co-responsive, our experiential encounter with reality is mutually formative of both observer and observed. (p. xx)

· The extent to which the reality we are conscious of is co-extensive with the consciousness within which our perception of reality exists, reality and our consciousness thereof function as an experiential unity. (p. xx)
· No matter how objective our observations may be, our observing is always subjective to the extent of the observer’s own perspective. (p. xx)
· Reality cannot be accounted for by any single model thereof. (pp. xx-xx)

· Embracing a single model of reality as being presumably accountable for everything that can be known borders on idolatry. (p. xx)
· Whatever our estimate of reality may be, the truth of all our consequences is that reality overall is always far more and other than our estimations thereof. (p. xx)
· Reality as we experience it is whatever we individually and collectively make of our self↔world interrelationships. (pp. xx-xx)

· For all practical purposes, the point of reality’s convergence with our consciousness is our consciousness. (p. xx)
· What we do with our perceptions and experiences of our self←↨→world interrelationship is far more up to us than to the outer world of our experience. (p. xx)

· The only reality we know is our experienced consciousness thereof, and the only consciousness we know is our experienced reality thereof. For all practical purposes, therefore, the point of reality’s convergence with our consciousness is our consciousness. (p. xx)
· The core of experienced reality resides in the interrelationship of observer and observed, rather than entirely in the self or in the world or as something that is halved within each. (p. xx)
· Ultimate reality is encountered neither in our minds nor in the physical cosmos, but at the point where mind and matter intersect. (p. xx)
· Since each of us is the first one to know whatever we have to say – albeit sometimes not until we’ve actually said it – all of our talk is projected self-talk, on which others are invited by us to eavesdrop. (p. xx)
· Reality-at-large is as inclusive of us as our reality-at-hand is inclusive of it, because all boundaries that are not of human making – as well as many that are – function as zones of mutual interaction rather than mutual exclusion. (p. xx)
· Nothing is ever real to anyone in other than the way s/he perceives it to be in his or her experiencing of self↔world interrelationship. (p. xx)
· Reality as we experience it is best managed by the reality-forming power of commitment. (pp. xx-xx)

· Nothing can be real to anyone in other than the way s/he perceives it to be in his or her experiencing of self←↨→world interrelationship. (p. xx)
· When we are committed to the realization (making real) of an outcome, whether consciously or unconsciously, we are approximately as dedicated to its realization as we are to our instinctive commitment to continuous breathing. (p. xx)
· What distinguishes a committed intention from a well-meant yet unrealized “good” intention is our unfailing return to our committed intention’s realization whenever we recognize that we are off-course to its accomplishment. (p. xx)
· The proof of every commitment is a commensurate result. (p. xx)
· Our non-divertible intentions are co-operative with one another rather than conflictive. (p. xx)

· Our knowledge of either self or world can proceed only from our own mindset and from how that mindset shapes what we think, feel and assume our self and our world to be like (or not like). (p. xx)
· Reality as experienced makes only whatever sense we make of our experiencing (the verb), which is far more formative of our experience (the noun) than is pristine reality itself. (p. xx)
· Of all the things that we can modify, our ultimate outcomes are the most compliant. (p. xx)

· One’s outlook depends primarily on the one looking out, and especially upon how one is looking out. (p. xx)
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CASE STUDY #1

10,000 Miss-takes

Whether obstacles to an intended outcome are actual, as in Susan Bradford’s case, or are instead merely perceptual as in the case of the man who panicked while calling for an ambulance, reacting to external obstacles by making them inner mental and emotional barriers assures one’s failure to realize an intended outcome. The alternative is to see all obstacles to one’s progress as signposts to an alternative route to one’s realized outcome, as did the inventor of the tungsten light bulb filament.

There is really no insurmountable barrier save your own inherent weakness of purpose.

-Ralph Waldo Emerson

An old joke about bumble bees maintains that they can’t possibly fly because their wings are too light and too small for their bodies. But because nobody has ever been able to inform bumble bees of their inability, they fly anyway. Although the joke is told about bumble bees it is really about human beings, who frequently do things that others have declared to be impossible.  For instance, it was once “known” that we, too, could never fly.

Several years after the Wright brothers overturned that verdict (1901), another “impossible” achievement took place in the research laboratory of General Electric Corporation. It had become essential for GE to find an alternative to the carbon filament, whose incandescence was the source of illumination in light bulbs at that time. Carbon burned yellow, causing great eyestrain and attrition of vision in individuals who read by electrical light. Carbon filaments also oxidized as they burned, and their short durability made light bulbs quite expensive. What was needed in place of carbon was a metal that burned white with minimum oxidation.

Tungsten was an ideal alternative to carbon, since it met both of these criteria. But metallurgical engineers had ruled it out because of its tendency to fracture and break under stress. They were certain tungsten was too brittle to be drawn out to the fineness of a filament.

Although metallurgical engineers had unequivocally declared that a tungsten filament was inconceivable, an electrical engineer at GE named William David Coolidge asserted that he had the ability to design one. He didn’t know how, but he was certain he would find out how. All he needed was adequate research funds and the use of GE’s facilities.  

Several years and 10,000 experiments later Coolidge succeeded in creating a usable tungsten filament by altering the metal’s crystalline structure. His accomplishment has been called the equivalent, using today’s technology and resources, of forcing a 2,000 ton boulder through the eye of a needle.

When Coolidge’s achievement was announced, he was invited to address a national conference of metallurgical engineers. His speech was barely begun when some members of the audience threw tomatoes and garbage at him. They “knew” that what he claimed he had done could not be done, and they assumed that Coolidge and GE were lying in order to hype the value of the company’s stock. They had not, however, actually checked one of the new light bulbs to see what was in it.

Coolidge picked up his notes and left the stage a temporarily dispirited man. His spirits were revived when he got home and told his wife, who reminded him, “But you really did create a tungsten filament.”

Soon the nation’s metallurgical engineers were replacing their short-lived carbon light bulbs with longer-burning white ones. It didn’t take them long to discover that the new filament indeed was tungsten. Coolidge was invited back to speak at their next gathering. On that occasion he walked on stage, slammed his notes on the lectern, and proclaimed loudly, “Thank God I am not a metallurgical engineer. If I were I never would have begun the tungsten project because I would have known it couldn’t be done.” Then, having delivered history’s shortest address to a professional body, he walked off the stage.

When Coolidge was asked how he was able to prevail in the face of 10,000 failures, he denied that they were failures. He saw them as 10,000 successes because each experiment informed him of his next relevant step.1
Like Susan Bradford, Coolidge 1) had his mind set on his outcome’s accomplished realization; 2) had a committed intention to its realization; and 3) was willing to take whatever steps were necessary for its realization. 

All other successful outcomes are similarly caused. 

The spirit in which Coolidge pursued his 10,000 successes was exemplified as well by rocket scientist Wernher von Braun, who once observed that “We can lick gravity, but sometimes the paperwork is overwhelming.” His freedom from error is portrayed in the following account from James A. Michener's book, Space: 2
In 1943, Wernher von Braun was working on a rocket that the Germans hoped would destroy London and end the war. Producing this new rocket required new metals, new fuels, new guidance systems, new everything. Von Braun's superiors were impatient to move the project to completion. They were angered by the many changes he had sent to the factories responsible for manufacturing the rocket. "You are supposed to be the ultimate brain in this operation...do you know offhand how many last-minute changes you've made in your rocket plans...since you started two years ago?" They waved a piece of paper before von Braun. "Make a guess, Professor. How many changes have you sent to the factories?" And there the ridiculous figure was: 65,121. It was accurate. Von Braun acknowledged his 65,121 mistakes. He then estimated he would make 5,000 more before the rocket was ready. "It takes sixty-five thousand errors before you are qualified to make a rocket," he said.  "Russia has made maybe thirty thousand of them by now. America hasn't made any."  

In the second half of World War II, Germany, alone, pounded her enemies with ballistic missiles; no other country had them.  And when the war was over, Wernher von Braun became the "ultimate brain" in America's space program. Only a few years –and many mistakes – later, America put a man on the moon.

As someone has observed, "He who has never made a mistake will make no discovery." A suitable epitaph for such a person is "Here lies _______: no hits, no runs, no errors." Errors are essential to every worthy success. The primary difference between people who are deemed failures and those deemed successful is that successful people tend to fail much more often.  Yet rather than dwell on (or in) their last failure, they move right into their next relevant step, making however many re-takes are required until there is no further mistakeness in their outcome’s realization.

According to physician Lewis Thomas, this process of trial-and-error is a built-in aspect of our nature and experience:3
Our kind of brain is built so that it can make great numbers of errors, all the time, for this is really the way we go about the process of thinking.  We get things wrong by nature, and when we get enough things wrong we make use of that information to get things right.  The process is trial and error, as we say.  It is in this sense that our brains differ so greatly from machines, and it is probably the recognition of this special gift of error that makes us feel so strongly that we are different from all the other animals on earth.  It is hard for us to imagine anything taking place in the brain of an insect that bears any resemblance to the events in our own heads.  We take it for granted that insects are little whirring machines, programmed by their genes to do this or that little insectlike thing, but we recoil from the notion that the bug is a conscious, thinking creature.  We do this partly because we feel superior, and partly because we know that we could never do so reproducibly what beetles do.  It could be that simple animals possess the same kind of awareness as ours, but that they are conscious of fewer items, and therefore the probability of error is greatly reduced.

“Error” is the secular term for denoting what the Bible calls “sin.” Notably, even Jesus held out only the prospect of freedom from sin, and never freedom of it. One way to be free from unwanted outcomes of our actions is to refrain from attributing failure to our mistakes. As silent film actress Mary Pickford observed, 

If you have made mistakes there is always another chance for you. You may have a fresh start any moment you choose, for this thing we call 'failure' is not the falling down, but the staying down.

We can avoid “staying down” by viewing our mistakes from a film-maker's perspective. When a film sequence doesn't work out, the film-maker says "cut" and filming stops. The unusable film is called a miss-take, and is either immediately discarded or set aside for whatever instructive value it may later have for avoiding similar miss-takes in the future or for compilation into a “gag reel.” Rather than anguish over a miss-take, indulge in blame or feel guilty about it, the film-maker does a re-take . . . and continues to do re-takes until no further miss-take is made. 
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CASE STUDY #2

CLIFF-HANGER: PASSING THE POINT OF NO RETURN

This case study illustrates the relationship between determination and workability.

It ain’t so much the things you don’t know that get you in trouble,

it’s the things you do know that just ain’t so.
-Artemus Ward

I (co-author Yeaman) was fully awakened to my ultimate responsibility for my own self←↨→world interrelationship as I was dangling off a cliff two-thirds of a mile above the ground. Barely one hour before, with the help of my cousin and two other companions, I had completed my first extensive climbing experience, with often vertical ascents of several hundred feet. 

It was not until we were eating our mid-day sandwich lunches on the cliff top that I realized that there was no downward trail on which to descend. I asked my cousin with alarm, “How do we get off of here?”

“By rappelling,” he said.

I had never before heard the word.

“You take a rope,” he explained, “throw one end off the edge, tie the other to a rock, hook in a couple of snap links [carabiners], and then back off the edge of the cliff.”

“What?!” I asked.

“You jump,” he said more precisely.

“But I can’t do that!” I exclaimed.

“Sure you can, don’t worry about it.”

“But I can’t do that!” I insisted, as I peered over the edge. I was terrified! The others casually continued eating their sandwiches, assuring me that getting down would be no problem.

“Don’t worry about it, we’ll help you,” my cousin said.

“I absolutely cannot go down that way!” I declared.

“Well,” he replied, “let me put the situation in perspective for you. We could go and leave you here, and when we get back send the emergency helicopter rescue crew. And they would bring along a television crew to cover the rescue for the evening news.”

That did it. Facing my possible death felt preferable to facing my college classmates after that kind of publicity. “O.K.,” I said, “I’ll try it. But I need to watch someone else go first.”

Rappelling works on the principle of the pulley. You hold the rope loosely in your left hand, bringing it underneath your buttocks with your right hand, which controls your descent as you “sit” on the sliding rope. The angle at which you hold the rope against your body determines the speed of your descent. It is important to sit loosely on the sliding rope, in order to avoid rope burn.

I observed how rappelling worked as one of my climbing companions went over the edge. But just to be sure, I wanted to watch another.

That left only my cousin and me. I told him I wanted to watch him go also – to be sure I fully understood what to do. He said that would be all right, but if I got stuck they would have to send the rescue crew and I’d be on the evening news.

“O.K.,” I shuddered, “I’ll go.”

I hooked myself up, and backed toward the edge of the cliff, but when I looked down over my shoulder I froze. There was no way I could jump.

“Back out farther,” my cousin said.  

I took a tiny step backwards. “How’s that?”

“Farther.”

Another miniscule step.

“Still farther.”

“O.K.,” I said, “how’s this?”

“You barely moved at all. You’ve got to move over the edge.”

By now I was in such a frenzy that I moved away from the edge instead. “Wha- what if the rope breaks?” I stuttered. “Are you sure the knots are going to hold?”

“No.”

My cousin, by now quite impatient, was deliberately refusing to give me comfort. After more hesitation, I slowly crept backward, stood on the ledge, and started to lean out. He said I wasn’t out far enough, so I leaned a little more.  

“It’s getting late!” my cousin was exasperated. “It will be very dangerous for us both if we aren’t down by dark.”

I slid off the ledge and began inching down. The rough quartzite rock of the cliff-face cut into me as my body scraped along the cliffside, but I was too frightened to be concerned.

Shortly after by eyes had descended below the level of my cousin’s feet to stare straight into the cliff, he yelled, “Oh, by the way, there’s something I forgot to tell you. No matter what happens, don’t let go of the rope in your right hand. If you do, you’ll fall.”

I was now in maximum terror. I examined every fiber of the rope as I descended. My right arm, with which I controlled the rope, was already very tired when I was only six feet down, and it couldn’t possibly hold out for several thousand more feet. I went into another frenzy.  

“What if the rope breaks?” I yelled to my cousin.

“You’ll go down the fast way.”

I continued to scrape my way downward, one inch at a time. After eight feet, I couldn’t lower myself any farther. I had become so numb on one side of my body that I hadn’t noticed that my sweatshirt was getting wrapping around the rope and drawn into a carabiner. Now I was stuck in midair over half a mile above the ground, halted by the jammed link.

My cousin looked down and said, “Boy, are you in trouble.” He disappeared, returning in a few moments to lower a knife. I was afraid he would tell me to cut the rope. But he told me to cut my sweat shirt out of the carabiner while being careful not to slice the rope. This task was both difficult and dangerous. I had no safety line, and only with a firm grip on the single rope that sustained me could I control my descent once the snap link was clear. I was rapidly losing strength, having to bear not only my own weight but also that of the long rope dangling from my right hand.

I was in no condition, physically or mentally, to deal with such a crisis. Until that day I had avoided sports and other strenuous activity because I didn’t feel good about being tall and skinny and I had little confidence in my physical ability. Only now as a college sophomore had I felt a need to become physically active. I chose rock climbing because my cousin was willing to teach me. Also, no one else I knew climbed rocks, and I saw it as a chance to excel at something without having to compete against a lot of other people who were better at it. Almost everyone I knew could outperform me at more conventional sports.  

It took 45 minutes to remove my sweatshirt, slice by slice. Every time I cut a piece out, more of it was drawn in.  When I was finished, the entire sweat shirt had passed through the carabiner. There was an obvious way – I realized only later – that I could have extricated the remaining sweat shirt with a single slice of the knife to cut away the material that was entering the caribiner, but I didn’t have the presence of mind to see it.

As the pieces of my sweat shirt fell away, I tried not to think about their long journey downward. Along with them seemed to go every shred of hope for my avoiding the same fate. And throughout my ordeal, as if it were mocking my tragedy, I could hear the faraway, incessant chiming of a Good Humor truck making its rounds in the community near the foot of the mountain.   

I became very angry. Life was obviously being grossly unfair to me. I had assumed that my cousin was qualified to train me, but life didn’t care whether he was qualified or not, or whether I was qualified to learn.  Life also didn’t care about my sweat shirt, nor did it care whether I went down the slow way or the fast way.

My climbing companions didn’t seem to care, either. And it was especially apparent that the Good Humor man and all the rest of the world did not care. That left only one person to be ultimately concerned about my cliff-hanger: me.

With this realization, I began to acknowledge my own responsibility for and to the situation. I recognized that it was I and not my cousin who had made my descent so difficult, and that I and no one else was the person in charge of making my descent work.

My situation suddenly became very clear to me. I was – by default of my present circumstances – irrevocably committed to getting down the cliff – perhaps dead, perhaps alive, but certainly all the way down. The principle of gravity had left me with no other choice once I had passed the point of no return by going over the edge. Nothing was more certain than the fact that I would eventually be on the ground. The only question was, how would I get there?

I also finally recognized that I had a dependable means of getting down the cliff safely, as two of my climbing partners had already demonstrated, and that my resistance to descending just as they did was my only problem. So I leaned back and kicked off, allowing myself to fall a few inches. I kicked off again and dropped a foot. The next time I went three feet. Then five. By now I was ecstatic. 

“This is incredible!” I shouted.

Having thus reframed my cliff-hanging experience into an exhilarating adventure, my commitment to an experience of stress and struggle was transformed into an experience of ease and accomplishment. I had a fabulous time the rest of the way down.

*************************

The “how-to” of moving out of an experience we dislike and into one that we do is quite literally an experience of conversion, the more dramatic forms of which are signified by the Greek word metanoia, a sudden change of mind. Changes of mind may also be termed “reframing”, which signifies the alteration of our mindset’s frame of reference. As long as my mindset for descending the cliff was the self-compromising assumption that “I can’t,” my mindset was in support of a self-fulfilling prophecy of personal powerlessness. I couldn’t descend the cliff until after I reframed the self-compromising assumption that “I can’t” into the self-liberating assumption that “I can,” and then still further reframed “I can” into the even more self-liberating assumption that “I will.” 
According to University of California (Berkeley) cognitive and linguistic scientist George Lakoff, our frames of reference are contextual “mental structures that shape the way we see the world.” 1+  They are part of our cognitive unconscious (a.k.a. “frame of mind”) whose covert “knowing” subconsciously forms our inner reality maps of what’s so and our corresponding behavioral reality codes. Altering these contextual structures is what Lakoff calls “reframing” and what we herein signify as a “perceptual makeover.”

References 

Lakeoff’s insights on framing and reframing are cited in Alan Deutschman, “Change or Die” op. cit. (see footnote xx on p. xx) Lakoff’s own website (www.rockridgeinstitute.org/people/lakoff) provides a comprehensive overview and examination of his work. His books address many aspects of the reality-forming power of our commitment to our mindsets, as represented in their wide-ranging titles: Moral Politics: How Liberals and Conservatives Think, 2nd ed. (U. of Chicago Press, 2002); Metaphors We Live By (U. of Chicago Press, 1980) [with Mark Johnson]; Philosophy in the Flesh: The Embodied Mind and Its Challenge To The Western Tradition (Harper Collins,1999) [with Mark Johnson]; Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things: What Categories Reveal About The Mind (U. of Chicago Press, 1990); and three recent books on the framing of political issues, Don’t Think of an Elephant: Know Your Values, Frame the Debate (Chelsea Green, 2004) [with Howard Dean and Don Hazen]; Thinking Points: Communicating Our American Values and Vision (Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2006); and Whose Freedom?: The Battle Over America’s Most Important Idea (Picador, 2007).

CASE STUDY #3

ROOM FOR IMPROVEMENT

Ongoing conflict between parents and children is often the result of someone’s commitment to be “right” and thereby making others “wrong,” rather than being committed to elimination of the issue.  This case study ends with a process for resolving such conflicts.

The fundamental problem is the way we try to do externally what we need to do internally.

Jeffrey Nesteruk

Inside yourself or outside, you never have to change what you see, only the way you see it.

Thaddeus Golas

Tim Atkins is a skilled and competent manager who is successfully responsible for the work of hundreds of employees every day. Yet he was plagued by an ongoing conflict with his son over what he described as the boy’s “horribly messy and constantly dirty room.” No amount of reasoning, persuasion, or discipline had motivated the boy to improve his housekeeping habits, to the chronic frustration of his father. The resulting stress was making their relationship very messy as well.  
During one of co-author Yeaman’s management trainings Tim asked with considerable skepticism, “Are you telling me that the way I would know that I am committed to having my fourteen-year-old son keep his room clean is that the room would be clean if that was my commitment?”

“That is correct.”

“Now wait a minute! You’re telling me that if I am committed to having him keep his room clean, it would be clean.” 

“Yes, it would.”

“That’s not reasonable! That means that I would have to clean it, and I’m certainly not going to go home and clean up his room!”

“Well, that may be.  But look at your results.  The way to know what you are committed to is to look at the results. As long as the room continues to be messy, you are clearly not committed to having it otherwise.” 

Tim was angry and visibly agitated for the remainder of the training. But when I happened to meet him a few weeks later, he said to me, “You’re not going to believe what happened when I got home from the training. I was having a tremendous struggle with your insistence that the way I can recognize my commitments is by my results. For three years the only result of my commitment to my son’s keeping his room clean had been a continuous battle over the mess it’s always in.  

“I was still angry with you when I got home from the training. I tried to busy myself with working in my garage, but I couldn’t get over my frustration. I was determined that my son’s room should be tidy. But I was definitely not going to be the one to straighten it up. How could I reconcile the situation? 

“It was a real dilemma. I felt committed to having a good relationship with my son that worked for both of us, but the relationship was not working for either of us. I also felt committed to having him keep his room clean, but that wasn’t working either. I couldn’t see why neither of these commitments was working.

“As I was puttering around in the garage fuming with frustration, I suddenly got clear. I realized that I really didn’t care about the room being clean. Its mess was not what bothered me. It was seeing the mess that bothered me. So the condition of my son’s room was entirely a problem of my seeing it, not of his having it.

“I went into the house and removed the door from his room. I took it out to the garage, and sawed off the lower third of it. I nailed the upper two-thirds back into his doorway so it would be permanently closed. Then I remounted the doorknob in the lower third of the door so it could be opened. It would make no difference to me whether the bottom third of the door was left open or closed, since I now couldn’t see into the room.  

“Remodeling the door took care of my real commitment concerning my son’s room by solving my problem with the room, rather than by trying to make the room his problem. I was elated. I could now relate to my son about things other than his messy room.

“I went outside and found him. ‘Guess what?’ I announced. ‘I’ve just had a breakthrough in our relationship. I have discovered what it is that I’m really committed to, which is having our relationship work. I’m committed to loving and caring for you, and I’m committed to your being in our home. And I’ve discovered that I am not and never was committed to your room being clean. However messy you want your room to be from now on, it’s O.K. with me. I don’t care anymore, because all I ever really wanted was to not see the mess.’

“My son was dumbfounded. So I said, ‘Come and look at what I’ve figured out so that I will never have to be bothered by your room again.’ I showed him the door, and promised him, ‘From now on, you and I are not going to fight about this room.’”

The father had devised a very creative solution to his problem. Now that he no longer expected his son to solve the problem for him, the stress was gone from their relationship.  With no occasion for conflict, they were free to build a mutually supportive relationship.

Somewhat later the father reported further progress. 

“A miracle has happened in my relationship with my son. While I was sitting in the living room watching TV the other day, my son came up to me and said, ‘Dad, we need to talk. I’ve been thinking a lot about what you’ve been saying lately, about commitment and responsibility and all that stuff. Well, I’m ready to make a commitment that I’ll keep my room clean. But you’ve got to fix that door! When I bring kids home from school, it is so embarrassing to get down on our hands and knees to crawl into my room. I’m willing to do anything to get it fixed.’”

Tim had demonstrated the most fundamental principle of management, the principle of reciprocity. When one person changes his or her approach to a barrier or an obstacle in a relationship, it likewise frees the other person to change.

At some point in their relationship, most parents and children find themselves in ongoing conflict over an unsettled issue that involves an unmet expectation. Such conflict invariably serves one or more of the following purposes:

· It provides a source of stress that allows all concerned to avoid the expression of more intimate feelings;

· It enables mother and father to feel that they are “good” parents because of the way they expect their children to behave;

· It preserves an opportunity for the parents and/or the children to make themselves right and the others wrong.

Whatever other purposes may be served by ongoing conflict, they include one or more of the foregoing purposes, to which all parties in the relationship are committed. Rather than being committed to fulfilling positive expectations, they are instead committed to having conflict over expectations as a means of maintaining some other outcome. 

Tim and his son were caught up in the tension that occurs whenever dissonance exists between the behavior that one expects of others and the behavior that one accepts. All relationships are managed in either mutual accordance or discordance between our standards of expectation and acceptation, and dissonance prevails whenever the behavior that we continue to live with is out of alignment with what we expect. 

Although we all have standards and relationships with other people, we cannot simultaneously maintain both our standards and our relationships with noncompliant persons without experiencing conflict. All such misalignments limit us to three choices: to let go of one’s standards, to let go of those who don’t meet the standards, or to continue living in chronic stress, struggle, and conflict between one’s standards and those who are noncompliant. No amount of determination to change such situations can make such misalignments work.

As long as Tim’s standard of a neat, clean room was not being met by a child whose presence in their home he continued to accept, Tim was committed to a relationship based on stress, struggle and conflict in a chronically fruitless effort to fix his son. It was not his son but Tim himself who was causing their distress as he held on both to a standard of expectation and to someone who wasn’t meeting that standard.

As soon as Tim claimed self-dominion of his circumstances, his son had the opportunity to do likewise. It wasn’t that either of them lacked self-dominion prior to their truce, for they were formerly no less in charge of the problem than they now were of its solution. The difference was made by the father’s taking workable as well as determined charge of the situation.

Prove-It-to-Yourself Reality Check # X

The following exercises for parents and children are to be completed independently, and then discussed jointly.

For parents: 

List any or all unmet expectation(s) that you have of your children. Place a check mark beside any expectations that are a continuing or periodic occasion for conflict.

List any or all unmet expectation(s) that your children have of you. Again, place a check mark beside any that are a continuing or periodic occasion for conflict.

Apply the results test to every unmet expectation you have checked, by viewing the present situation as the actual result to which you have been committed so far. In each case, identify what else you and/or your children are committed to instead, thus preventing fulfillment of the expectation and resolution of the conflict. What result would you and/or they no longer be able to accomplish if the conflict were resolved?
For children:

List any or all unmet expectation(s) that you have of your parents. Place a check mark beside any expectations that are a continuing or periodic occasion for conflict.

List any or all unmet expectation(s) that your parents have of you. Again, place a check mark beside any that are a continuing or periodic occasion for conflict.

Apply the results test to every unmet expectation you have checked, by viewing the present situation as the result to which you have been committed so far. In each case, identify what else you and/or your parents are committed to instead, thus preventing fulfillment of the expectation and resolution of the conflict. What result would you and/or they no longer be able to accomplish if the conflict were resolved?

Note to both parents and children: Remember that the answer “I don’t know” is unacceptable. We always know why we are in conflict. Our only problem is our not wanting to recognize and admit what we know.
CASE STUDY #4 

STANDARDS IN LOVE AND MARRIAGE

This case study illustrates the need in intimate relationships for the alignment of one’s 

proclaimed standards (expectations) and one’s operational standards (acceptations).

You cannot have an experience

in which you have not agreed to participate.

The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense

A very common self-compromising unconscious assumption is the notion that we are at the consequence of others for the quality of our sexual experience. The following exchange is representative of that attitude. Notice how, during the exchange, a participant in a self-management training resorted to several evasions of personal responsibility for the issue she raised: 

· First she sought confirmation of her self-doubt.

· When she did not receive such confirmation, she next projected the issue outward as a problem of “many people.”

· When her resort to generality was not engaged, she stated her own experience of the issue as if it were theoretical.

· After this also did not work, she moved toward self-ownership of – and thus responsibility for – her own relational satisfaction. 

*************************

It is important for me to have good sex with my husband, but it isn’t occurring.

You are 100 percent responsible for your own sexual satisfaction. If you are not getting the affection you want, ask for it. Or if you are not even getting the attention you want, ask for it. But once you have asked, and then you accept anything less than what you requested, it is not your husband that is keeping you from having it.  

It is never some other person’s behavior that determines the quality of your experience. Your experience is determined by what you are willing to settle for, by your standard of acceptance rather than by your standard of expectation. If you want greater sexual satisfaction, ask for it and then be unwilling to accept anything less. Have it the way you want it, or don’t have it at all until you’re sure that it can be the way you want it.

And what if I don’t get it the way I want it? 

Then you face a deeper issue. Is your relationship in danger of falling apart if there is no change in its sexual quality? The only way to manage that kind of an issue is to deal with it as such the moment it arises.  

Of course the price of your expectation could be the end of your relationship. Then you face the larger question: which is more important for you, being in the relationship or having it meet your standards of sexuality? No matter what you want from a relationship, the same essential moment-of-truth question is inherent in each expectation: what is most important for you, keeping the relationship or having it a certain way?

Can the spark be as great as when you are first married, or before?

[Note the attempt to confirm self-doubt.]

Only you could know the answer to that question for you. Can the spark for you be as great as it was when you were first married?

When you’re married for 20 years .  .  .

Can the spark for you be as great as it was in the beginning? Yes or no?

To me, no.

Well, there’s your answer.  In whose mind and body do you think your sexual satisfaction exists?

It’s a terrible thing, and I know that a majority of people in this world have that problem.  

[Note the resort to generality.]

No! What a majority of people in the world actually have is an irresponsibility in their affectional relationships. They don’t take charge of their expectations. They assume a passive attitude toward others that says, “It’s up to you to be affectionate (or sexy), and I’m not going to ask you for it because if I have to ask then something will be lost if I get it.” If, in fact, something becomes experienced as missing when you get what you asked for, it was already not in you to appreciate it even before you asked.  

If you are not getting from others the response you want, it is because you don’t really expect it.  You are only wishing for it, while settling for something less. If you truly want something you are not getting, you have to ask for it and then refuse to accept anything less. You are the only one who is responsible for the response you get from others. When you don’t want the response you are presently getting, don’t accept it. When you no longer accept it, people will either respond in a way that is acceptable or else cease responding to you at all.  

Every interaction and transaction provides you with behavioral feedback. To have the quality of response that you want, you must be unwilling to accept behavioral feedback that adds no value to your life, or that diminishes the value of your life. There is no chance of changing the quality of sex or any other aspect of your experience unless you take this kind of responsibility for the behavioral feedback that people give you.  

I just think it’s sad when I talk to people who say they haven’t had sex for five to ten years—

Forget them.  Deal with you.

It’s sad for me to hear that.

Is it sad for you to have that situation in your own life?

It would be, yes.  

[Note the attempt to distance herself by being theoretical .]

Forget everybody else. You’ve only got yourself and your experience to deal with.  Is it sad in your own experience?

In my experience it is sad, yes.

You find that it is sad, personally, to have that condition in your own relationship?

Yes.

What are you going to do about it?

I’m going to ask for it.

What else are you going to do about it?

I’m going to take responsibility for getting the results I want.

Are you going to create the conditions that make those results possible?

Yes.

When?

As soon as I can.

[Note the avoidance of commitment.]

I want to know the day.

Tonight!

Thank you. Please be aware that you may not immediately experience the outcome that you desire. All that you initially can do is create the conditions that make such feedback more likely. If nothing changes, you have three options: change your standard for sexual satisfaction, let go of the person who is not meeting that standard, or continue to be dissatisfied. 

Please also be aware of other qualities of your relationship whose enduring value may make it practical to change your standard for sexual satisfaction rather than the relationship itself.

Prove-It-to-Yourself Reality Check # X

List all of the expectations you have of others that are not being met. Beside each expectation, put the name(s) of whoever is not meeting the expectation.  Then process your list as follows: 

Circle the name of each person to whom the accompanying expectation has not been communicated, and write beside each name exactly when you will communicate it. Draw a rectangle around the name of each person to whom the accompanying expectation has been communicated, but you have continued to accept his or her not meeting it 
For each name circled or rectangled, ask the question, “Am I willing to risk losing the relationship for the sake of having this expectation met by someone else? Is having the relationship more important or less important than having it be this particular way?" 
On the basis of the above analysis, make a reasonable projection of its results.  Considering these results, write a statement that accurately defines the standards to which you are irrevocably committed.
Dear Doug,

I am more eager than ever to have our book ready for publication by March 1, because I now have an opportunity to sell lots of copies in May as well as in April.

In addition to sales and online revenue associated with the book, the book can also be helpful to your rebuilding of your business.

As soon as you we have finished with our joint work on the preface (now on the FTP site), I can send you the Overview which establishes the book’s scientific context.

Stay in the grace! 

Dear Doug,

While you have kept busy making ends meet, I have remained as busy as ever making our book’s hypothesis congruent with the most up-to-date integral scientific perspectives on change management. In so doing I have carefully distinguished our hypothesis from all others that are similar, by articulating it within an immediate experiential context rather than in a more abstract “field,” “systems,” “holographic,” or other holistic context.  

We are the first to address the nature and dynamics of reality’s milieu and intentional self-transformation as a function of integral rather than linear management of our ever-changing experiential milieu.

I have also provided our readers with a Reality Check that empowers them to visualize the distinction between the linear Newtonian paradigm and its integral successors, of which ours is the latest. Best of all, the image they visualize can be on the cover and title page of our book.

When our book is published we can have a weekly online radio show accessible from our website and announced in the book, where readers can call in to discuss the book with us as we also respond to the input on our website's bulletin board.  This is just one of several powerful ongoing marketing strategies, which are integrally self-reinforcing and mutually amplifying

I have consistently received positive feedback from those with whom I have shared our integral hypothesis, and I am eager to have your own feedback. Its articulation in our preface is on the ftp site.

The time is also at hand – if possible – for another cash infusion to make continued progress on the book more feasible and daily living here more bearable.

Stay in the grace!
