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.
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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