Choosing Your Lived Reality: An Imaginal Mystery Tour
Newtonian physicists were startled to discover that at the core of the atom, at the center of matter, there is . . . nothing, no thing, pure energy. When they reached into the most fundamental building block of nature, they found a pregnant void – stable patterns of probability striving to connect with other patterns of probability. This discovery revolutionized the physical sciences, initiating the quantum era.
By the same token, we are startled to discover that at the core of the person, at the center of selfhood there is . . . nothing, pure energy. When we reach into the most fundamental basis of our being we find a pregnant void, a web of relationships. When somebody asks us to talk about ourselves, we talk about family, work, academic backgrounds, sports affiliations, etc. In all this talk, where is our ‘self’? The answer is nowhere, because the self is not a thing, but as Jerome Bruner says, ‘a point of view that unifies the flow of experience into a coherent narrative’ – a narrative striving to connect with other narratives and become richer. 
~Robert E. Quinn, in Deep Change: Discovering the Leader Within~
We had this old idea, that there was a universe out there, and here is man, the [bystanding] observer, safely protected from the universe by a six-inch slab of plate glass. Now we learn from the quantum world that even to observe so miniscule an object as an electron we have to shatter that plate glass; we have to reach in there…. So the old word observer simply has to be crossed off the books, and we must put in the new word participator. In this way we’ve come to realize that the universe is a participatory universe.
~John Archibald Wheeler, cosmologist~
We are all students at M.S.U. – Making Stuff Up
~ Marilyn Ferguson, cosmetologist~
The way we go about experiencing our relationship to reality (i.e., to all that pre-exists our awareness of it) is always a matter of our own choosing. This even includes our frequent choosing to defer to other’s choices, which is why advertisements work so well. 
In all life situations, how our experience of reality unfolds is subject to our own discretion, even though what we are experiencing most often pre-exists our beholding thereof. Our discretionary relationship to reality was defined by India’s first Prime Minister, Jawalharlal Nehru,1
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: 2
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: 3
Freedom is what you do with what’s been done to you.”
The bottom-line of given reality’s correlation with our power of choice is clearly established in a fictional wisdom story, thousands of variations and citations of which are locatable by an online search (with quotes) for its last four words: 4   
Emboldened by humankind’s increasing command of molecular, atomic, and genetic engineering, thereby wielding powers that were formerly attributed to God, the scientific community decided that our species had no further requirement for a deity. A representative was therefore deputized to inform God that He could take the rest of eternity off.
God was unconvinced. “Do you really think that you can create life from scratch exactly the way I did?”
“No problem,” said the scientist, as he stooped to pick up a handful of dirt.
“No, no,” said God. “That’s not the way I did it.”
“What do you mean?” asked the scientist.
“Get your own dirt.”
Regardless of many “New Agers” who assert that we “create our own reality,” the dynamics of reality-formation are not that dirt simple, whether via the alleged “secret” of the “law of attraction” or otherwise. Although we do self-tailor our experiencing of reality, our tailoring merely customizes our local formations of a universal pre-existing fabric of “what’s so,” which is neither initially nor entirely a product of our own weaving, as it abundantly and long pre-dates our encountering of it.5
Because most of what we experience already pre-exists the how of our beholding thereof, we create only our own perceived and conceived experiencing of reality, not the entirety of what is circumstantially pre-given to our experiencing. Accordingly, our lived reality encompasses both whatever it may actually have been prior to our experiential engagement with it, plus whatever it becomes as a consequence of our engagement.6
Our lived reality of choice emerges from our initial observational discovery of and subsequent participatory relationship with our life’s pre-existing circumstantial givens, as proclaimed by cosmological physicist John Archibald Wheeler:7
The fundamental act of creation is observation and participation.   
To observe something is to detect its pre-existence to our beholding of it, while to further participate with it is to additively or subtractively alter that which we’ve detected.  How we go about perceptually detecting pre-existent reality is our initial contribution to its circumstantially given contingent presence, followed by whatever subsequent relationships we further establish therewith. 
Our detective work emerges from the contributions of our faculties of perception. Our further contributions to what we’ve perceptually detected is emergent from our faculties of conception. Since this how of our experiencing is born of our brain’s cerebrally-processed sensations, thoughts and feelings, our brain functions essentially as a perceptual and conceptual womb that gestates and gives birth to our experiencing.
Yet while we cerebrally do thus create the experiential outcomes of our observational and participatory engagements with our lived reality, we do not create the pre-existing given reality thus engaged, a distinction we more extensively explore in “The Myth of the Given” (p. XX). Our experiencing of reality is necessarily a product and outcome of our own creativity, because our perceptions and conceptions are distortedly reconstructive of whatever we are perceiving, rather than precisely reproductive thereof. 8
Building a Bridge While We’re Walking on It:
Our Perceptual and Conceptual Make-up Artistry
Perceptual distortion is also built into the technological extensions of our perceptual faculties, such as photographic or digital imagery. Controversial artist Pablo Picasso forthrightly exposed the fallacy of so-called “photo-realism” when he was berated by a critic for not painting people as they actually appear. Picasso responded by asking the critic if he was married. Receiving an affirmative answer, Picasso further inquired if the critic carried his wife’s photograph in his wallet. Again receiving an affirmative answer, Picasso asked to see the photograph. He studied it for several moments, looking at it from many different angles before he asked, “Is this what your wife really looks like?” Assured that such was the case, Picasso persisted: “You’re sure this is precisely what your wife looks like?” Again assured by the critic that the photograph was a totally accurate rendition of the wife’s appearance, Picasso returned it with the comment, “It must be very difficult to make love with a woman that small.” 9
Given the novel distortive tendency of all perceptual detection, as scientifically certified by our experimental encounters with the quantum physical realm, John Wheeler advocated what he called a “participant-observer” cosmology, and cited three strategies of experiential reality formation via which observation + participation = self-created outcome. He likened this trio of participant-observer strategies to the differing approaches of three baseball umpires to assessing balls and strikes: 10
“I calls ‘em as I sees ‘em.”
“I calls ‘em as they are.”
“They ain’t nothin’ ‘til I calls ‘em.” 
Wheeler’s cosmology favors the “ain’t nothin’ ‘till I calls ‘em” strategy, which harbors a built-in element of irreducible “judgment call” that attends even the most presumably “objective” observations, scientific or otherwise. The nothin’-‘till-I-calls-‘em participatory nature of our subjective make-up artistry was demonstrated during a novel variation of the popular mid-20th century television game show, Twenty Questions, which Wheeler played with a group of colleagues who covertly redesigned the game with a quirk that exemplified his participant-observer cosmology.11
One [of us], chosen as victim, was sent out of the room. The rest of us agreed on some implausible word like "brontosaurus." Then the victim was let back into the room. To win, he had to discover the word with no more than twenty yes/no questions. Otherwise, he lost.
After we had played several rounds, my turn came and I was sent out. The door was closed, and was kept closed for the longest time. I couldn't understand at all why they were taking so long. Moreover, when at length they let me in, every one had a grin on his face, sure sign of a joke or a trick. However, I went ahead innocently asking my questions. "Is it animal?" "No." "Is it vegetable?" "No." "Is it mineral?" "Yes." "Is it green?" "No." "Is it white?" "Yes."
As I went on with my queries I found the answerer was taking longer and longer to respond. He would think and think and think. Why? That was beyond my understanding when all I wanted was a simple yes or no answer. But finally, I knew, I had to chance it, propose a definite word. "Is it ‘cloud'?" I asked. My friend thought a minute. "Yes," he said, finally. Then everyone burst out laughing.
My colleagues explained to me that when I was sent out of the room, they agreed not to agree on a word. There was no word in the room when I came in! What is more, they had agreed that each respondent was permitted to answer my question as he pleased – with one small proviso: if I challenged him, he had to have in mind a word compatible with his own and all the previous answers! The game, in other words, was just as difficult for my colleagues as for me. 
Wheeler beheld the universe as an ongoing as well as ongrowing work in progress that is “built like an enormous feedback loop,” to which we add our own feedback of observational and post-obervational contributions. Accordingly, Wheeler notes, “we inhabit a cosmos made real in part by our own observations,” a creatively participatory dynamic that Wheeler calls “genesis by observership.” 12
As in the novel nothin’-‘till-I calls-‘em variation of the Twenty Questions game, there likewise is no fixed state of reality that greets us at birth. The development of our life experience is an ever-emerging experiential and linguistic – and thus cerebral – process of making our life up as we go, in response to whatever input we receive from our moment-to-moment encounters with our ongoing circumstantial contingencies. As organizational leadership expert Robert E. Quinn described this process from a corporate management perspective, 13
we build a bridge even while we’re walking on it, by boldly going into the land of uncertainty and regularly getting lost with ever-increasing confidence. [paraphrased]
The challenges of individual life management are likewise encountered in the same manner. Our birth is the introduction to our life’s subsequent full-time bridgework.
Is it Mind that Matters or Matter that Minds … or the Meeting of Them Both?
As elaborated throughout this book, all encounters with reality include an irreducible element of our own cerebral make-up artistry, as a consequence of which whatever we may perceive and conceive is at least partially cosmetological. This is because our perceptual and conceptual abilities “get their groove” from our cerebrally governed encounter with our lived reality. 
Concerning the interface of mind and matter, most scientists are convinced that mind is an “emergent property” of matter, while many spiritually-inclined thinkers hypothesize that matter emerges from a pre-existing field of cosmic consciousness.14  There also are some who address the chicken-or-egg-like conundrum of whether mind or matter came first, and the similar conundrum of which is the source and container of the other and which is the product contained by the other, by presuming a unifying marriage of the two: 15
Ultimate 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.
This interfacial perspective is also represented in a Zen riddle . . . 16
Is it the bell that rings, is it the hammer that rings, or is it the meeting of the two that rings? 
. . . as well as 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.
A more down-home illustration of mind-matter marriage is that of Nobel Laureate and director of Cambridge University’s Mind-Matter Unification Project, theoretical physicist Brian D. Josephson: 17
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.
From John Wheeler’s participatory cosmological perspective, the entire universe is self-organizingly engaged in interactively re-originating itself from moment to moment, via a perpetually and universally ongoing /ongrowing process of re-genesis. It was shortly after he initially espoused this view that the self-organizational perspective became scientifically fashionable.18  
In accordance with this perspective the cosmos is, from quasars to quarks, an ever-developing assemblage of the what, where, when and how of its onward progression from accumulated past developments toward further possibilities of future development that endlessly emerge from the fluctuations of its ever-present immediate contingencies. This never-concluding process of developmental cosmogenesis is correspondingly mirrored in our own experientially self-originating participation, by way of our cerebrally-constructed perceptual and conceptual “inside jobs.” 
In other words, whatever reality may itself seem to be, our experiencing of reality is the outcome of whatever we are perceptually and conceptually seaming it to be. Therefore, although we don’t always experience whatever we are looking for, we do always experience whatever we are looking from. And because the way that reality shows up as our experiencing thereof corresponds to our way of perceiving and conceiving it (aka our “come from”), co-founder of quantum mechanics Werner Heisenberg proclaimed that 19
What we observe is not nature itself, but nature exposed to our method of questioning.
There is nothing essentially new in Heisenberg’s proclamation, other than the particular choice of wording that was born of his own subatomic experimental perspective, because Heisenberg’s view of how our experiencing of our lived reality is uniquely self-constructed has been alternatively worded by dozens of others, beginning 2500 years ago: 20
· The ancient Talmud: We don’t see the world as it is, we see it as we are.
· Epictetus: It is not events that disturb the minds of men, but the view they take of them.
· William James: The greatest discovery of my generation is that a human being can alter his life by altering his attitudes of mind…. Each of us literally chooses, by his way of attending to things, what sort of universe he shall appear to himself to inhabit.
· Henri L. Bergson: The eye sees only what the mind is prepared to comprehend.
· 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.
· Marcus Garvey: God and Nature first made us what we are, and then out of our own created genius we make ourselves what we want to be…. Let the sky and God be our limit and Eternity our measurement.
· Alain (Émile Chartier): I not only see all things as if through another pane of glass, which is myself, but…the various movements I make, be it intentionally if I act, or emotionally if I am afraid, or simply through the continual transports of respiration and circulation which sustain life, never cease to distort what I see, what I hear, what I taste, what I smell, what I touch.
· Aldous Huxley: Experience is not what happens to a man; it is what a man does with what happens to him.
· John Homer Miller: 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. Circumstances and situations do color life but you have been given the mind to choose what the color shall be.
· Art Linkletter: Things turn out best for those who make the best of the way that things turn out.
· 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.
· Eric Butterworth: Attitudes are the forerunners of conditions.
· David Park: We are linked with the cosmos, body and mind, we are made of its substance and obey its laws, yet the universe that is the object of our understanding is . . . the creation of human minds.
· Cynthia Stringer: It should be self-evident that reality is infinitely moldable to the life that animates it.
· Stephen R. Covey: Our ultimate freedom is the right and power to decide how anybody or anything outside ourselves will affect us.
· Don Miguel Ruiz: It is not so important what happens to us as what happens through us.
The foregoing declarations are in keeping with Wheeler’s view that each of us is a local feedback loop within the all-encompassing cosmic feedback loop overall, which is embodied in our own cosmically composite nature as portrayed by the director of New York’s Hayden Planetarium, Neil de Grasse Tyson: 21
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 we ourselves are integral components of the cosmic feedback loop, we are inseparable from our own observations of it.22 In accordance with this universal subject-object inseparability, whatever may be the reality at which we are looking, it is always integral to the reality of that which does the looking. It is therefore impossible for us to comprehend the entire cosmic feedback loop as a whole, “because what is grabbing cannot be held by itself.” 23 Or as the father of quantum physics, Max Planck, observed:24
Science cannot solve the ultimate mystery of nature. And that is because, in the last analysis, we ourselves are part of nature and therefore mystery that we are trying to solve.
The mysterious inseparability of one’s self from the content of one’s own experiencing was earlier acknowledged nearly a century ago by astrophysicist Sir Arthur Eddington: 25
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.
In a participatory cosmos, its observers, their observations, and whatever they observe are all three omni-mutually interrelated, so that every observation is analogous to the exploratory attempt of a blind man touching a snowflake to feel its structure, which thereby alters the structure. Reality, as experienced, melts into the immediate conditionality of the observing “I” of its beholder, no two of whose beholdments can be precisely identical, in keeping with Greek philosopher Heraclitus’ assertion:26
You could not step twice into the same river; for other waters are ever flowing on to you.
Nor either can any two different persons write identical reality checks, because the formation of one’s perceived and conceived reality is a uniquely one-of-a-kind cerebral inside job. All experiencing of reality is relatively fitted to each observer’s cerebral frame of reference, no matter how similar it may otherwise be to the cerebral reference frames of some or many others.
In any event, therefore, an insurmountable element of mystery is inherent in the process of living the reality of one’s choice.  Yet notwithstanding our lived reality’s ultimate inscrutability, we herein confidently address its mysterious workings in the spirit that moves theoretical physicist Henry Stapp’s lifelong endeavors to address quantum reality. When he was told by Heisenberg that words could never succeed in describing the weirdness of the invisible quantum realm, Stapp replied, "You may be right, but unless we endeavor to do so we'll never know how close we can come." 27
So in spite of the high probability that in any final analysis of our lived reality there can be no final analysis, we invite you to please stay with us nonetheless in all that follows, in order to see how much closer even you can come to living the reality of your choice.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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