Note to Doug:

Laying the scientific foundation for successful outcome causation requires some freshly minted vocabulary, like that in the following 15 pages and in the three sets of pages I sent previously. 
There being no way around this, I propose that in our preliminary overview of the book, we provide readers with something like the following heads up.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
It is easier to split an atom than a preconception. 

~Albert Einstein~

No deeply original thinking can be expressed adequately in existing language. That language operates among people who see the world in a particular way. The deeply original thought leads to a different way of seeing the world. It has to work against the implications of the existing language. It has to draw the readers or hearers into noticing features of experience that have heretofore eluded them. It has to evoke to consciousness dim intuitions that have been suppressed by the existing conceptuality and socialization. One cannot translate the new vision into the vocabulary of the old. In Jesus’ words, this would be to pour new wine into old wineskins. 

~John Cobb~
It is clear to me that metaphors serve an important role, pregnant with meaning for those of us working at the frontiers [of human experience]. We need not only to examine our current metaphors, but also to refresh ourselves with new ones – and let go of the stale metaphors that no longer serve us.

~Beverly Rubick (paraphrased)~
Our reach must exceed our grasp, else what’s a metaphor?

~Marshall McLuhan~

(paraphrasing Robert Browning’s “else what’s a heaven for?”)
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
In a book entitled Life Is What It Is, it is lamented, that1

Now that I know, I find I must use the same words I used when I didn’t know.
Yet the author of that book also acknowledges that

Words taught me the way life should be. Experience taught me the way it is.2.

Fortunately, our experiencing of life’s “what-it-is-ness” gives rise 
· to new words for old ones (aka “neologisms”), 

· to new combinations of words (such as “at-one-ment”), and 
· to new metaphors for old, 
because all words and metaphors originate in response to our experiencing, which includes any new way(s) of looking at our experiencing. 
In the meantime, our existing words and metaphors continue their perennial reconstruction of the same old same molds of thinking-as-usual. New thinking, which can take us beyond the inertia of old ideas, accordingly requires novel language for the expression of its original thought forms. 
We therefore encourage readers to be patiently mindful with our own book’s occasional sprinkling of newly custom-tailored terminology, which is designed to facilitate one’s acquisition of an emerging integral perspective on the nature and process of reality formation, and which is possible only as its readers are willing to forego their outworn and contrary non-integral preconceptions. 

Your reward for accommodating our fresh verbiage will be a newly made acquaintance with a more integral and empowering way of viewing your own lived reality, or with the realization that there are others who share an integral outlook that to you already feels at least somewhat familiar. 
In any event, you will also experience some redundancy in these pages. Please keep in mind that the integral thinking thus redundantly presented bares, repeating. 
1. Sondra Anice Barnes, Life Is the What It Is (Reseda, CA: Brason-Sargar Publications, 1978), p. 45.

2. Ibid., p. 35.

The Omni-Intercausal Experiential Field: 
The Reality of Our Experiencing and Our Experiencing of Reality 
How one goes about calling forth the experiential reality of one’s own choosing varies widely (and sometimes wildly) from person to person, depending upon one’s understanding and application of the dynamic interrelationship that correlates one’s day-to-day experiencing with the given reality of one’s particular circumstances. As illuminated in this chapter’s account of the intercausal dynamics of our experiential field, this dynamism was deeply implicated in the self-commanded outcomes of Susan Bradford, William David Coolidge, and Wernher von Braun, and is likewise germane to all else that is reported in these pages. 

The User-Friendly Reality of Our Experiencing

My perception is not of the world, 

but of my brain’s model of the world.

~Chris Firth~

(author of Making Up the Mind: How the Brain Creates our Mental World)
The world is ourselves pushed out.

Neville Goddard
We live in a description of reality.

~Jean Houston~
Each of the last chapter’s accounts of Susan Bradford’s, William David Coolidge’s, and Wernher von Braun’s realizations of their respective realities of choice suggest that reality is far more user-friendly than most of us are inclined to acknowledge. Yet it is precisely because reality indeed is very user-friendly that these respective outcomes were accomplished. 

How is it, therefore, that reality is so amenable to our usage of it? 

To fully address the question of reality’s user-friendliness, a sophisticated assessment of reality is called for, which demonstrates that the way we go about attesting to our experiencing of reality is what determines how reality in turn reciprocally attests to us. It is how we interpret our experiencing of reality that determines the reality of our experiencing, as perceived. Reality is first last and always omni-reciprocal of whatever perspectives we may bring to it, as suggested by these assessments:1
· Kahlil Gibran: Your living is determined not so much by what life brings to you as by the attitude you bring to life; not so much by what happens to you as by the way your mind looks at what happens.

· Wayne Dyer: When you change the way you look at things, the things you look at change.

· Thaddeus Golas: Inside yourself or outside, you never have to change what you see, only the way you see it…. 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.
· Art Linkletter: Things turn out best for those who make the best of the way that things turn out.

To commence our own reality-attesting herein, therefore, it is appropriate to begin by recognizing that the term “reality” signifies one of the most ambiguous attributes of our experiencing, and that this ambiguity exceeds our capacity the reduce reality to any certainty of verbal description.  For what we commonly designate as “reality” is ultimately inclusive of the sum total of all that has ever been, that currently is, and that is yet to be, and with all of which we are intercausally entwined.

The term “intercausal” signifies that every component of the cosmos, from quarks to quasars and everything in between, our own experiencing included, is co-reciprocally congruent with every other component, even as all cosmic components are likewise co-operatively aligned with each other. It is thus that each component of the universe is intercausally enfolded within the all-encompassing wholeness of cosmic reality-at-large.2 As a consequence of this intercausal cosmic matrix, every relationship is an interrelationship, and every interrelationship is omni-intercausal.
Within the cosmically intercausal context of reality overall, we experience only a minuscule smidgeon of even our local reality’s intercausal content. For example,3
As you read these words, your eyes are taking in an extraordinary amount of information. Approximately 10 billion bits of information, in fact, hit our retinas every second. Of these, only 6 million bits actually make it through to the optic nerve. Of these six million, a mere 100,000 bits make it all the way to your visual cortex. And of these, just 100 bits actually connect to your conscious mind. Think about how that tiny ratio is. Our conscious mind is only aware of 0.000001 percent of the information that hits our eyes. 

Similarly limited are all of our other sensory powers, as well as all of our intuitive and other sensibilities. When we take into account our miniscule perception of even the content of our immediate reality-at-hand, it is clear that the ultimate context of the so-called “real world” is intercausally inclusive of far more content than meets the presumptive “I” of any beholder, so that our reality testing is inevitably subject to our earning of a relatively low score.
Furthermore, reality’s intercausal dynamics work for us only in correspondence to how we most commonly attest to reality’s existence. All beholding and experiencing of reality is thus an irreducibly presumptive act, because the forms that reality takes in anyone’s awareness thereof always tend to faithfully emulate the uniquely constructed cerebral presumptions of whichever “I” is beholding the world from his or her own individualized perspective. Thus reality’s user-friendliness is confined to the kind and quality of usefulness – or lack of usefulness – of our presumptive perspectives on reality (aka our “points of view”). 

In short: we do not experience reality as it actually is, in the absence of all perspectives on it.  In this regard, contemporary neuroscience confirms what has had philosophers beating around the perceptual bush ever since our species began philosophizing, as attested by cognitive neuroscientist Steven Pinker:4
The nature of reality does not dictate the way that reality is represented in people's minds.

Each person is a cosmically enfolded intercausal being who represents a unique local perspective that cosmic reality is projecting on itself from that person’s particular viewpoint, and each perspective has been cerebrally self-constructed to resemble whatever presumptions one may bring to it, in accordance with philosopher C. S. Lewis’ pronouncement:5
Nature gives most of her evidence in answer to the questions we ask her. Here, as in the courts, the character of the evidence depends upon the shape of the examination . . .
In short, all perceived reality, as it takes form in our knowing and application thereof, is a user-friendly synthesis of our subjective and objective experiencing, and is thus an interjective perspective. All of our experiencing is interjective, because there can be no objects in the absence of least once subject to observe them, nor can there be any subjects in the absence of at least one object to be observed. 
Thus even the presumably “objective” pursuit of science is ultimately a subjectively self-mirroring operational contrivance, as the founders of quantum mechanics demonstrated by discerning that energy appears as particles only in the presence of the experimental means we have devised to detect particles, while appearing instead as waves only in the presence of our alternate experimental means to detect waves, and never appearing as “wavicles” because (so far) we have contrived no experimental means to detect such a hybrid. As accordingly asserted by Werner Heisenberg, the discoverer of this and other aspects of the so-called “uncertainty principle” and a co-founder of the quantum mechanical perspective that gave rise to this discovery,6
What we observe is not nature itself, but nature exposed to our method of questioning.
In other words, reality is always subject to questioning. Accordingly, whenever one sets out to define what reality actually is – i.e., to unveil the nature of reality, in and of itself as independent of and unaffected by our interjective experiencing and knowing thereof – one thereby tends to brew a semantically interjective stew that few readers can readily digest. 
In the face of reality’s ultimately unfathomable interjective ambiguities, this book’s co-authors have become acutely aware that, no matter how user-friendly our reality may actually be, our reality-attesting semantics (i.e., the linguistic “stuff” with which we compose our thoughts) empower us to fathom at the very most and best a slippery linguistic slope, on which every attempt to assess the slope’s semantic slant makes its effective verbal navigation even more treacherous. 
As poet Emily Dickenson accordingly advised,7 
Tell the truth, but tell it slant….
In the coauthors’ preparation to address herein the user-friendly slant of reality’s slippery slope, we diligently waded through a philosophically, metaphysically, scientifically and psychologically jargoned swampland of excessive verbiage, which bogs down the attempts of all who endeavor to thoroughly pin down the dynamism of reality’s formation8 – an objective that is now more likely to succeed than would be an attempt to freeze-dry the trajectory of a butterfly. 
Meanwhile, the prevailing conundrum that plagues all attempts at reality-attesting has been succinctly summed up by the father of quantum theory, Max Planck: 9 

Science cannot solve the ultimate mystery of nature. And that is because, in the last analysis, we ourselves are part of nature and therefore part of the mystery that we are trying to solve.

Or as 18th-19th philosopher Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel likewise intercausally proclaimed,10 

Man, insofar as he acts on nature to change it, changes his own nature.
Such is the consequential outcome of living in an omni-intercausal cosmos. How we see is most often what we get, rather than what we are seeing as it actually is. It is thus that we so often fail to find what we are looking for, yet always manage to find what we are looking from. 
The intent of the coauthors’ preparatory encounters with numerous and varied semantic swamplands of others’ reality-attesting verbiage has been simply to drain the swamp, on behalf of revealing reality’s most verbally navigable terrain. The technical term for thus resolving the slippery antics of all reality-related semantics is “word sense disambiguation,” whose own swampy process of attempted clarification mostly tends only to deepen the very quagmire that one is endeavoring to disentangle.11 Insofar as any understanding of reality is “grounded” in a verbal swampland, it awaits our discernment beneath the surface of whatever may appear to our ordinary sensibilities. 
Every endeavor to drain the semantic swampland in which most discourse on the fundamental nature of reality tends to court the occupational hazard of anyone who presumes to address matters that have philosophical implications. The hazard that one thereby occupies is that any definition of reality, no matter how plausibly and well stated it may be, is subject to being dismissed by some (or many) alternatively thoughtful others as being askew, short-sighted, incomplete, or otherwise amiss. Their dismissiveness arises from the fact that such contention is an assumed function of those who devote themselves to formally discoursing on and philosophizing about reality.12
We have accordingly chosen to proceed herein less formally, realizing that the only place to begin our reality attesting and reportage – as well as to ultimately conclude this endeavor – is with our respective known realities and their irreducibly experiential nature,13 as acknowledged in poet John Keats’ proclamation concerning our built-in self-limiting access to reality’s actualities: 14
Nothing ever becomes real till it is experienced – even a proverb is no proverb to you till your life has illustrated it.
In acknowledging the intercausal slippery slope of reality’s scarcely fathomable ambiguities, John Lennon observed that “reality is not what it used to be.” Based on our own consultation of dozens of books, articles, and theories on reality’s nature, the co-authors have ourselves become quite uncertain if reality has ever actually been what anyone has presumed it to be. Every endeavor to assess reality’s origin, nature, order, function, and form takes place on the precariously slippery perceptual and conceptual slope of the interpenetrating twin sub-sets of outer objective reality and inner subjective reality, whose interjective synthesis incorporates physical reality, metaphysical 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. 
No wonder, then, that someone has likened reality to “one's mental perception of the abyss of experience.” 15
Our own resolution of this perceptual abyss has been to bundle together all of the above and to variously specify the entire morass as 
· our individual and collective “reality-at-large,”  
· our “given” reality,

· our “circumstantial” or “intercausal arena,” 
· and (as elaborated below) “the intercausal self↔world interface.” 
We have similarly distinguishing our immediately encountered “reality-at-hand” as 
· our experientially “lived” and/or “known” reality, 
· our “experiential field” or “arena” of reality,  
· and occasionally as “our lived reality’s milieu.”
In short (and likewise elaborated below): all known and knowable reality is first, last and always lived by us as one’s very own cerebrally experientialized rendition thereof, which we outwardly project back upon reality itself.
Furthermore, our lived and known experiential reality is commonly viewed trilaterally: 

· as our “operational” reality:  all that currently is, including our own here-and-now present experiencing;
· as our “referential” reality : all that has ever been, including our own back-there-and-then past experiences now stored in memory, if not forgotten altogether;
· as our “ultimate” reality: all that is yet to come, including our anticipated though yet-to-be experienced future.
These three timely perspectives, along with further insights on the interjective reality of our experiencing and our equally interjective experiencing of reality, are offered in “Addendum One: What is Reality Like?” on p. XXX.  Those who choose to read this Addendum will be even better prepared to comprehend all that is to follow.
Our Experiencing of User-Friendly Reality 16
[U]ltimate reality is encountered neither in our minds nor in the physical cosmos, but at the point where these meet…. 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.
~Alan Smithson~
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.
~Brian Josephson~
Physics teaches that each electrically charged particle exerts its charge everywhere in the universe and is affected by every other charged particle.
~David Loy~

As experiential beings, we are locally immersed within a multi-layered and omni-centered universe-wide-web, an ultimate cosmic Internet of the intercausally networked energetic and material manifestations that we signify overall as “reality.” Yet our experiencing of the phenomenal world is limited to a mere fragment of immediately local reality that we occupy as a mostly arbitrary consequence of birth and other situational circumstances, which is a miniscule fragment of the cosmic whole that we perceptually infiltrate via the reciprocated prior filtrations of our own observation and participation within the cosmic web, i.e., via the filter of our experientially interpreted consciousness:17
[N]othing that exists in fact or fantasy has any reality except as filtered through the mysterious complexity of the brain, and the mind or psyche that interprets what the brain makes perceptible.
Because all of our awareness is generated thus, the words “experiencing” and “experience” signify the omni-interactive dynamism of mind and matter, as perceived by us from the perspective of our local placement in between these mutually intercausal domains. Our consciousness both generates and is generated by our experiential in-between-ness, i.e., by our local placement within the perpetual “here and now” that forever resides between all that is no longer and all of what is not yet.  
It is thus that the universal experience of “everywhere I go, here I am” defines a common reality of here-being for all sentient beings, which is the only sense of reality (i,e., the sense of being here) that is universally shared by all concerned. Even when we are going to or coming from somewhere else, at no point in our to-and-fro-ing do we sense ourselves being anywhere other than “here.”
It is the perpetual to-and-fro-ing of our everywhere here-being within the ever-fluctuating intercausal cosmic matrix of reality-at-large, from the perspectives of our local cosmic subsets thereof, that when taken together comprise the immediate local arenas of our respective realities at hand. It is the way that we go about incorporating our local observations of and participations in the all-encompassing cosmic arena that grounds the here-being of our individual and collective experiential fields within the greater universal whole. 
Furthermore, like the all-encompassing cosmic matrix overall, our experiential fields constantly waver between verging on wildly patterned chaos or converging on stable universal patterns of cosmic order.18  Our observational discernments of this ongoing intercausal patterning, that remains present to us no matter where we may go, together with our own intercausal local participations in this universal patterning dynamic, are simultaneously both the unified source though nonetheless multiple outcomes of our consciousness.
Meanwhile, the word “reality” signifies all that is intercausally present, both externally and internally, for local discernment within our individual and collective experiential fields. The universal intercausality of the cosmos as a whole has been portrayed by the director of New York’s Hayden Planetarium, Neil de Grasse Tyson: 19
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.
The full and vital embodiment of a thorough realization of our at-one-ment with the entire cosmos is what Maurice Berman has called “the reenchantment of the world,” which calls for us to become more thoroughly conscious of our own dynamically intercausal participation therein.20 As cosmologists we literally bring the universe upon ourselves, while entertaining the notion that it is only happening to us and overlooking the greater reality of its likewise happening as us. 
All of the external contingencies in one’s experiential field are intercausally entangled among themselves, while all of our internal contingencies are likewise thus co-mingled. These external and internal entanglements are furthermore intercausally entwined, each with the other, via the universally all-encompassing charged-particle quantum field. 
Accordingly, our moment-to-moment experiencing is an integral outcome of the underlying cosmic omni-co-entanglement of all that is, via which we are so thoroughly and experientially enmeshed within the totality of our lived reality and of it ultimate cosmic context. The breadth of our cosmically intercausal enmeshment was acknowledged a generation ago in naturalist John Muir’s testimony to the cosmically intercausal “whole shebang”:21 
When one tugs at a single thing in nature, one finds it hitched to the rest of the universe.
And just how far-flung our omni-intercausal tugs may reach across and throughout the universal “shebang” was similarly acknowledged (and is demonstrable in quantum theory) by poet Francis Thompson:22 
All things by immortal power,

Near or far,

Hiddenly

To each other linked are,

That thou canst not stir a flower
Without troubling of a star.
It is from within the omni-intercausal cosmic matrix of reality-at-large that its (and our own) convergent local outcomes self-organizingly emerge, rather than – as with a jigsaw puzzle – being arbitrarily assembled in precise emulation of a mechanically prescriptive pattern.23 The intercausally entangled outcomes of our experiential field’s ever-flowing and ever-fluctuating perpetual emergence are analogous to a jigsaw puzzle for which no predetermined resolution of its puzzlement is at hand.
Today I’m feeling incomplete,

wondering what my finished puzzle is,

longing for a box whose cover shows

a preexisting picture of my life.
Fitful about feeling fitless,
I seek to match the contour of my life

against the unknown nextness that edges in on me.
I am alternately frightened and excited,

knowing that the larger pattern yearned for

will build upon the shape I give this day.

The underlying nature of our intercausally entangled experiential fields is so inherently ambiguous, that organizational visionary Robert E. Quinn has likened one’s navigation of these fields to24
building a bridge even as one is walking on it, by going boldly with naked uncertainty into the land of the unknown, while regularly getting lost with increasing confidence.

Although the built-in ambiguities of omni-intercausal entanglement have rarely been addressed in Western thought until quite recently, such ambiguity has always tended to figure prominently in Eastern perspectives on reality, as presented in a Zen riddle:25
Is it the bell that rings, is it the hammer that rings, or is it the meeting of the two that rings? 
This intercausal perspective is likewise embodied in a Zen anecdote:

Two monks began to argue after noticing a windblown flag. “The flag is waving,” one asserted.  “No,” insisted the other, “it is the wind that is waving.” To resolve 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.

The intercausal paradigm is elegantly portrayed in the 2,000-year-old imagery of Huayan Buddhism’s co-called “Jewel Net of Indra”:26
Far away in the heavenly abode of the great God Indra, there is a wonderful net which has been hung by some cunning artificer in such a manner that it stretches out indefinitely in all directions.  In accordance with the extravagant taste of deities, the artificer has hung a single glittering jewel at the net’s every node, and since the net itself is infinite in dimension, the jewels are infinite in number. There hang the jewels, glittering like stars of the first magnitude, a wonderful sight to behold. If we now arbitrarily select one of these jewels for inspection and look closely at it, we will discover that in its polished surface there are reflected all the other jewels in the net, infinite in number. Not only that, but each of the jewels reflected in this one jewel is also reflecting all the other jewels, so that the process of reflection is infinite.

As this marvelous allegory of intercausality has been unpacked by Whiteheadian philosopher Robert Lubbock:27 

It teaches that the cosmos is like an infinite network of glittering jewels, all different. In each one we can see the images of all the others reflected. Each image contains an image of all the other jewels; and also the image of the images of the images, and so ad infinitum. The myriad reflections within each jewel are the essence of the jewel itself, without which it does not exist. Thus, every part of the cosmos reflects, and brings into existence, every other part. Nothing can exist unless it enfolds within its essence the nature of everything else. 

Zen philosopher Alan Watts likened this intercausal imagery to a three-dimensional spider’s web:28 
Imagine a multidimensional spider's web in the early morning covered with dew drops. And every dew drop contains the reflection of all the other dew drops. And, in each reflected dew drop, the reflections of all the other dew drops in that reflection.… That is the Buddhist conception of the universe in an image. 

A contemporary analog of Indra’s Net is the omni-intercausal quantum particle field, in which (to repeat the third epigraph to this chapter)29
Physics teaches that each electrically charged particle exerts its charge everywhere in the universe and is affected by every other charged particle.
At the level of quantum reality, each particle in the cosmos (and thus in the overall cosmic order of things) is omni-directionally and interpenetratingly aligned in co-causal partnership with all other cosmic particles. The extent of this partnership is such that each particle co-creatively influences all other particles, and all others co-creatively influence each. 
Logically extrapolating from the cosmos’ quantum foundation, this intercausal dynamic likewise applies to each and every cell in a living body, as well as to each and every earthly organism, and to each and every galaxy, star, planet and other material object in the universe. This extrapolation is furthermore supported by the logic of complexity theory and the fractal mathematical formulations associated therewith, which reveal that the universe is “self-similar” from whole to part throughout its multi-leveled layers (from atomic to intergalactic) of material and energetic manifestation.30 
This cosmically prevalent self-similarity has likewise been acknowledged for over two millennia in the so-called “principle of correspondence,” whose universality is characterized by the widely familiar phrase, “as above so below, as within, so without.” 31 This principle is in turn further congruent with the so-called “Hermetic principle” that the cosmos is centered everywhere while nowhere having a circumference. It is in light of all such principles taken together that the cosmos is multi-layered and omni-centered, giving a touch of cosmological credence to the title of a recent autobiography, The Center of the Universe: Yep, That Would Be Me.32
The omni-co-responding quantum foundation of all cosmic existence was affirmed by Albert Einstein:33
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. 

The fundamental cosmic structure of how the quantum field matters has been described by an Einstein colleague, astrophysicist Freeman Dyson:34
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.  

The intercausal relationship of mind and matter within the quantum field has likewise been addressed by Dyson:35
The mind, I believe, exists in some very real sense in the universe. But is it primary or an accidental consequence of something else? The prevailing view among biologists seems to be that the mind rose accidentally out of molecules of DNA or something. I find that very unlikely. It seems more reasonable to think that mind was a primary part of nature from the beginning and we are simply manifestations of it at the present stage of history. It's not so much that mind has a life of its own but that mind is inherent in the way the universe is built, and life is nature's way to give mind opportunities it wouldn't otherwise have…. So mind is more likely to be primary and life secondary rather than the other way around. . . .

It appears to me that the tendency of mind to infiltrate and control matter is a law of nature . . . . The infiltration of mind into the universe will not be permanently halted by any catastrophe or by any barrier that I can imagine. If our species does not choose to lead the way, others will do so, or may already have done so. If our species is extinguished, others will be wiser or luckier. Mind is patient. Mind has waited for 3 billion years on this planet before composing its first string quartet. It may have to wait for another 3 billion years before it spreads all over the galaxy. I do not expect that it will have to wait so long. But if necessary, it will wait. The universe is like a fertile soil spread out all around us, ready for the seeds of mind to sprout and grow. Ultimately, late or soon, mind will come into its heritage. What will mind choose to do when it informs and controls the universe? That is a question which we cannot hope to answer.

A generation before Dyson, astrophysicist Sir James Jeans similarly noted:36
Today there is a wide measure of agreement, which on the physical side of science approaches almost to unanimity, that the stream of knowledge is heading towards a non-mechanical reality; the universe begins to look more like a great thought than like a great machine.  Mind no longer appears as an accidental intruder into the realm of matter; we are beginning to suspect that we ought rather to hail it as the creator and governor of the realm of matter. 

Jeans’ testimony was even earlier succinctly corroborated by his contemporary, astrophysicist Sir Arthur Eddington:37
The stuff of the world is mind-stuff.

Eddington likewise acknowledged the intercausal inseparability of observations from their observer:38
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.
As for the ambiguities inherent in the interjective nature of interpenetrating subjectivity and objectivity, Eddington noted that39
Something unknown is doing we know not what.

Even Einstein, when asked “What do we know for sure?” could acknowledge only that40
Something is moving, but whether it is one thing or another is just an arbitrary choice.
In the context of such extensive cosmological testimony to the presence of the intercausal dynamics of mind and matter, however ephemeral and indeterminate this presence may be, the forthright abandonment of mind (other than its reasoning function) during Western civilization’s so-called “Age of Enlightenment” (aka “The Age of Reason”) in the 17th and 18th centuries recalls a Biblical statement: "The stone which the builders rejected, the same is become the head of the corner."41
The emerging cosmology of co-creatively intercausal at-one-ment is increasingly evident in our growing realization that we cannot gain information about the cosmos without disturbing it in a manner that is analogous to a blind man’s touching of a snowflake to determine its texture.42 Reality tends to “melt” into our perceptions of it, a prevailing feature of our experiential field that is reflected in the title of a popular account of cosmic intercausality, The Looking-Glass Universe.43
Negotiating Our Experiential Field’s In-Between-ness
Reality’s omni-intercausality is implicated in theologian Martin Buber’s proclamation that “all real living is meeting,” that life is a gathering together in what he termed “the sphere of the between.” 44 Buber understood that every meeting, whether of mind with mind or of mind with matter, occurs amidst reality’s mutually intercausal entanglement of external and internal eventualities.
Our mutual gathering within the experiential field of our mind’s encounter with whatever matters to us in our given reality-at-large is hereafter signified as our “self↔world interface,” which is the co-authors’ preferred synonym for Buber’s “sphere of the between.” By whatever name one may choose to signify this intercausal field, it functions as a self-organizing realm of mutually objective and subjective (and thus interjective) in-between-ness.45
Given our self↔world interface’s intercausal dynamism, our experiencing of the all-encompassing here-being of the universe’s existential in-between-ness emerges primarily from neither our respective inner subjective selfhoods, nor from the objective outer world. Our experiencing emerges rather from our individual and collective intercausal observations of and participations within our experiential field’s own in-between-ness. The consequent ambiguities inherent in our ever-fluctuating experiential field are reflected in a long-standing philosophical conundrum:46
What is mind? No matter!

What is matter? Never mind!

Our unbroken experiencing of intercausal in-between-ness is analogous to a streaming movie, within which each distinct experience (aka “outcome”) is analogous to a single movie frame therein, or to a finite sequence of such frames. The word “experiencing” accordingly signifies our streaming encounter of reality’s intercausal self↔world interface, of which each distinct “experience” is a finite temporal earlier outcome that we retain in memory, albeit for the most part subconsciously. 
Our immediate experiencing is a continuous stream of present-tense impressions on our awareness, rather than an incremental succession of impressions – which, however, is the way that one’s experiencing is cerebrally partitioned and stored in one’s so-called “memory bank.” Accordingly, our recollected experiences represent previous and finite temporal subsets of our ongoing experiential stream within the intercausal self↔world interface. It is in stark contrast to the unbroken flow of our experiencing that our “experiences” are recollected as incremental prior outcomes of our earlier experiential flow.
Accordingly, whenever we are asked to report on what we are experiencing, we share what is emerging in the present moment, while when asked to share an experience we report on moments past. This is because our experiencing (a verb-related form of speech) is what we ongoingly do during every intercausal moment at hand, while each experience (a noun form of speech) signifies something already done during a finite slice of former moments that has been incrementally stockpiled in memory.
The moment-to-moment experiential constructions of our given reality-at-large emerge from within our awareness of our immediately intercausal reality-at-hand, and are reduced to perceptual models based on extensively filtered incoming sensory data (see p. XX) that has been additionally filtered through our accumulative mindset (see p. XX), and that has furthermore been selected to conform with our aggregated assessments of past experiences, to be finally stored in memory as so many piecemeal recollected outcomes of our earlier lived reality. We thereby quite literally make sense of our experiencing of reality, rather than record the objective content of our awareness precisely as it is independent of anyone’s perceptually-based experiencing thereof. Upon our thereby incrementally framing in memory our former lived reality, these outcomes of our memorialized past continue to function as a subliminal automatic pilot, which cerebrally programs our current experiencing to resemble our subconsciously recollected past. 
Every finite experience of reality-at-large therefore corresponds, both in its kind and quality, to the kind and quality of the experiencing from which all of our experiences intercausally emerge. One’s experiences can therefore be neither other nor better than the kind and quality of whatever one brings to one’s own observations of and participations in his or her respective experiential field. Therefore, one’s successful calling forth of an anticipated reality of choice requires a correspondingly congruent kind and quality of experiencing from which one’s future experiences are presumed to originate, and which  can be no better in its kind and quality than is that of the attention we are paying to our experiential stream.
In short: the forms that are taken by our encounters of reality are cerebrally self-constructed via our inner faculties of perception. Our consequent self-made inner model of our lived reality functions as a subconsciously projected interpreter of and form-giver to our current experiencing, in accord with our experiencing in the past. 
In any event, therefore, although what occurs in our experiencing is seldom entirely of our own self-construction, such as the storm, the stalled vehicle, and the dead phone line that were encountered by Susan Bradford on her way to the ER, how we interpret and interact with whatever does occur is entirely a cerebral self-construction that for the most part has been subconsciously formed and stored in memory to be paid forward into our present moments. In Susan’s case, she had programmed her subliminal auto-pilot with the instruction “be at the ER,” rather than merely “get” to the ER.
In order to transcend our subconscious auto-pilot’s behaviorally habituated and outwardly projected perceptual formations, it is essential that we be in mindfully attuned self-command of how our experiencing of reality takes shape via our cerebral self constructions,  even though most of what we are experiencing pre-exists our beholding thereof. This requisite “mindfulness” consists of a thoughtfully cultivated self-awareness of our respective observations and participations in our individual and collective experiential fields. 

While the term “mindfulness” has until recently been familiar only to those who’ve been influenced by Buddhist psychology, the February 3, 2014 issue of Time magazine, entitled The Mindfulness Revolution, has now taken mindfulness mainstream. And as prime examples of mindfulness, Susan Bradford, William David Coolidge and Wernher von Braun each called forth their respective realities of choice by mindfully programming their subconscious auto-pilots with the specific conviction that each of them subliminally required, in order to realize their respective anticipated outcomes amidst whatever their given reality dished up.
Again in short: the best way to accommodate one’s own subconscious tendencies is to mindfully reprogram one’s subconscious auto-pilot with one’s currently anticipated reality of choice. Given the ongoing mutually intercausal nature of past experiences and present experiencing, our past is always open to revision via our mindful paying backward to our subconscious auto-pilot of what we choose for it thereafter to reciprocally pay forward.47 
Our subconscious auto-pilot’s susceptibility to such discretionary retro-visioning empowers us to take self-command of our experiential interrelationship with our given reality-at-large, as acknowledged by India’s first Prime Minister, Jawalharlal Nehru,48
Life is like a game of cards. The hand you are dealt is determinism; the way you play it is free will.

Or, as was similarly declared by the erstwhile prophet in the movie, Answer Man:49
We have both free will and destiny – we are free to move toward our destiny or to move away from it.

Or, as alternately proclaimed by philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre:50
Freedom is what you do with what’s been done to you.”

The nature of our free will is such that the kind and quality of our moment-to-moment experiencing is ultimately self-commanded by the manner in which we physically, mentally, emotionally and intuitively – and to a great extent unknowingly rather than mindfully so – program our self-mediated experiential field, from which emerge all outcomes of our intercausal encounters with reality-at-large.  The operational “anatomy” of this field is therefore worthy of our further meticulous dissection.
Our experiencing is a perceptually commanded here-and-now life management process, while all experiences are the recalled outcomes of our recent or distant past. Each distinctly lived experience, such as the taste of a raspberry or the ringing of a bell, is a remembered slice of our ongoing experiencing that has become framed within a finite window of recollected past time. Accordingly, the moment we become aware of a specific experience as such, our attention has thereby become focused on recalled past moments, however recently or remotely in our past they may have occurred. Every experience is therefore a remembered outcome of our prior observations and participations in our lived reality, which in turn becomes projected on our forthcoming outcomes – with, however, the aforementioned proviso that our memory of past experiences is likewise intercausally subject to ongoing revision by our current experiencing.
In other words, it is only retrospectively that our current experiencing becomes partitioned into past experiences, which is why all deliberate memorization techniques are mnemonically calculated to induce mental hardening of the categories. Everything that we mentalize tends to become categorically compartmentalized, and is accordingly subject to our cerebral hardening thereof, and whose categorized crystallizations of our former experiences become subconsciously projected upon the stream of our current experiencing.
Our present experiencing is therefore perceived mostly from the perspectives of our compartmentally categorized past experiences, to the extent that most of our present-moment perceptions are reproductive of previous perspectives that are impacting our present experiencing accordingly. It is therefore estimated that up to ninety-seven percent of what one thinks today is representative of yesterday’s thoughts warmed over for our ongoing successive replaying thereof in present moments. This is why instead of experiencing the tomorrow we are looking for, we tend rather to experience instead the yesterday we are looking from.
Yet again in short: all reality checks are made payable to whoever is issuing the check. This reciprocity is guaranteed (even when not guaranteed that we will like it), because while all of our experiencing takes place in present tense, our experiences all reside in cerebrally compartmentalized memories of former experiencing. Each distinct experience becomes memorialized as a finite past event, while the ongoing experiencing from which all finite experiences emerge is an ever-flowing continuous stream of ultimately inseparable objective and subjective – and thus interjective – omni-mutually intercausal encounters. Because all of our experiential encounters emerge from our moment-to-moment intercausal engagement with our ongoing here and now, each encounter could be freshly and uniquely experienced were it not for the cerebrally projected shadow of our memorialized past.
All such projection notwithstanding, our immediate experiencing does continue nonetheless to emerge in present moments from amidst our current observations of and participations in the non-compartmentalized intercausal in-between-ness of our self↔world interface.  This will always be the case, no matter how distractingly focused may be our conscious or subconscious attention in recollection of the cerebrally compart-mental-ized past experiences that we currently are either partly or wholly laminating upon our present experiencing – much like the employee, for instance, who failed to qualify for a merit pay raise and said, “but I’ve had 20 years of experience,” and was told “No, you’ve had one year of experience repeated 20 times.”
It is in the co-authors’ recognition of the fundamental operational distinction between our experienced outcomes and the experiential flux from which our outcomes intercausally emerge, that we therefore often mindfully employ the verb form, “experiencing” where most others customarily use the less dynamic noun form, “experience.” The term “experiencing” more precisely acknowledges the streaming experiential field from which emerge the partitioned experiences of our observations of and participations in the continuous dynamic flow of the seamlessly ongoing activity within our intercausal self↔world interface, as distinct from the linear sequencing of incrementally compartmentalized events that we cerebrally warehouse in our memory banks for subsequent emulative withdrawal. The verb form, “experiencing,” far more dynamically signifies our potentially proactive here-and-now role within our lived reality’s milieu, than does the noun form “experience,” which signifies a dormant  there-and-then earlier outcome of our ever-flowing stream of ongoing interaction within our experiential field.
In summation of the foregoing distinction between our experiencing and our experiences, our cerebrally constructed perception of reality tends to override the cerebral reception of our current sensory documentation of reality, by fashioning our own uniquely and internally structured self-biased models of reality based on earlier experiences, thoughts, and other formative influences, rather than being absolute replicas thereof. We therefore live in our self-constructed descriptions of reality, rather than in reality precisely as it is.51
We create models of the world and perceive these models as the reality they only imperfectly represent Intellectually, we build verbal and mathematical models and call them scientific knowledge. We divide people, nations and other objects into convenient classes, attach labels to those classes, then think of the labels as the objective characteristics of the objects themselves. We create perceptual images from a combination of cues from our sensory systems and from the structure drawn from our existing perceptual models, then interpret those representations as direct objective images of the external world….
We continually create and constantly maintain an internal model of the world around us, including our interaction with it [which] provides the ongoing flow of experience we interpret as direct contact with the external world. We use this experiential reality to filter and select from the sense data available to us, and to make sense out of what we do select….
To say that I am perceiving a model of the world – not really what’s out there – is not to say the model is “wrong” or should somehow be different. It is incomplete. My model represents what it depicts, but it is not the real thing. Only by making this distinction, can we hope to improve our understanding of what external reality is like and of how our perceptual processes constrain and distort our experience of it. We can never hope to learn such things, certainly, if we uncritically accept our perceptions as the reality they only imperfectly represent.
It is thus that our subconscious mind reigns as the overall historian of our past by assuring that our current experiencing reproduces our subliminally operational past historical record by emulating its retro-perspective in our present moments, unless and until we mindfully reprogram our subconscious mind’s subliminally auto-piloted guidance system. Accordingly, living the reality of one’s choice is the artful science of maintaining a fluid relationship to our otherwise cerebral hardening of the categories, whose crystallization of our past experiencing is so faithfully paid forward by our subconscious mind’s unnoticed auto-pilot. 
How such fluidity may be developed by those who choose to do so is the subject of the remainder of this book. Let this much be said right here, however: such fluidity is far more self-commanding than the strategy that some prescribe as “going with the flow,” as if one were in actuality a dead fish. It rather is a matter of our ceasing to go with a subconscious flow whose imposition of the past on our present experiential streaming tends to be categorically dysfunctional. Other than one’s reprogramming of one’s subconscious auto-pilot, successful self-command is primarily a matter of ceasing to do 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.

Committing to what doesn’t work does not work.

Mastering what doesn't work does not work.

The only thing that works is doing what works.

The required experiential fluidity is attained by being one’s own flow amidst the intercausal cross-currents of one’s self↔world interface. One thus becomes one’s own flow by surfing on the waves of one’s very own lived reality’s contingencies, as demonstrated by Bradford, Coolidge and von Braun. 
Being one’s own flow is the ultimate practice of experiential fluidity, and is sometimes called “relaxing into the design” of the perennial in-between-ness of the perpetually ongoing between-the no-longer-and-not-yet. Such relaxation is sometimes signified as “being in the here and now” in a manner that fully honors the fluidity of our experiential streaming:
Be, as water is,

without friction.

Flow around the edges

of those within your path.

Surround within your ever-moving depths

those who come to rest there—

enfold them,

while never for a moment holding on.

Accept whatever distance

others are moved within your flow.

Be with them gently

as far as they allow your strength to take them,

and fill with your own being

the remaining space when they are left behind.
When dropping down life’s rapids,

froth and bubble into fragments if you must,

knowing that the one of you now many

will just as many times be one again.

And when you’ve gone as far as you can go,

quietly await your next beginning.

~The Wizard of Is~
Such is the dynamism of the self↔world interface’s intercausal in-between-ness, and the consequent intercausal meeting of everything that relaxes into the ever-emerging and converging design of one’s ongoing and ongrowing lived reality.
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