WHY WOULD YOU READ THIS BOOK?
There is only one success – to be able to spend your life in your own way.

~Christopher Morley~
First of all:
As essayist M. C. Richards observed,1
We want our minds to be clear – not so we can think clearly, but so we can be open in our perceptions.

On behalf of establishing such clarity and openness of perception, this volume differs enormously from the contemporary glut of books that glibly surf on the New Age cliché, “you create your own reality,” and further insist that you can forge reality to home-made order via a more or less “secret” law, principle, formula, or other means of successfully getting whatever you want from life and making it go your way. 
We consider all such thinking to be ill advised, because of a well-known “secret” of our own: 
We do NOT create our own reality!

The ego-flatulent conceit that one’s entire reality can be a home-grown creation that is entirely at one’s command was deflated by an anecdote that circulated the Internet over a decade ago:2
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.”

Whether or not we posit the existence of a deity, taking creative self-command of our relationship to reality is in any event not the dirt simple process that some “reality coaches” would have us believe it to be. For although our experiencing of reality is actually self-custom-tailored by us to match our perceptual and conceptual assessments thereof, our experiential tailoring merely fashions a fabric that is neither initially nor entirely a product of our own weaving.3 Thus no matter how creatively we may go about experiencing reality’s circumstantial milieu, we originate only a fraction of both the immediate and long-term circumstances that we are experiencing. 
Since each of us is at most a local intersection of our immediate reality-at-hand with the universally all-encompassing reality-at-large, we originate only how we go about experiencing the intersection’s being the way it is. And how we accomplish this creative feat is by perceptually and conceptually categorizing our continuous experiencing into the discontinuous experiences that we store in memory, from whence they thereafter give either conscious or (mostly) unconscious direction to our ever-ongoing further experiencing.
Accordingly, the command to “get your own dirt” acknowledges that we are limited to being experiential observers and participants in reality’s pre-existing circumstantial milieu, rather than being the full whole-cloth originators of “what’s real.” We originate only our experientially filtered perceptual and conceptual interpretations of reality’s pre-existing actualities, while naïvely presuming that our interpretations thereof are identical to whatever we are thus perceiving and conceiving. 
Yet quite to the contrary of this common naïve presumption, our presence in reality’s circumstantial milieu is long-preceded by the ultimately unfathomable space, time, energy, matter and motion of cosmic, worldly, and local reality-at-large, the composite and singular universal “stemm” cell whose ultimate inscrutability was observed by mid-20th century Mount Wilson astronomer Gustaf Strömberg:4
With regard to our own life, we find that the woof of its tapestry appears to be of our own making, but the warp is a complete mystery.

In short: no amount of crying “woof” can make us the creators of reality’s warp, up to and including the warpage of space and time in the presence of material objects that is indicated by Albert Einstein’s theory of general relativity.
Understanding the universe’s mysterious “warp” is a primary objective of quantum mechanics, whose revelations of various “observer effects” is cited by some as proof that reality is self-created. Yet a highly respected and widely-read physicist has concluded, after surveying the numerous interpretations of quantum-mechanical observer effects, that5+
No common factor unites these different possible accounts of the role of the observer. At most it would seem appropriate to speak of ‘observer-influenced reality’ and to eschew talk of ‘observer-created reality’. What was not in some sense already potentially present could never be brought into being.

Any claim that our actualized potentials for the experiencing of reality plus our latent potentials for doing ever more of the same are in tandem sufficient to account for the total process of reality’s formation, rather than being merely a qualifying influence on its formation, essentially stands as likewise being a claim that reality itself has nothing to say in the matter of its own creation, which indeed it very much does. Thus rather than being the ultimate creators of our own reality, all that we actually originate is our influentially subjective experiencing of reality’s circumstantial milieu. This creative experiential participation begins with our observational assessments of what our given reality is like, as perceived and conceived from the perspective of our respectively unique experiential viewpoints, and continues as we shape our participation in reality’s milieu to categorically mirror the perspectives of our individual and collective arbitrary points of view. 
It therefore is not the generic nature of reality, in and of itself, which we are thus creating. We rather create only our respective experiencing of whatever locally pre-existing immediate circumstances we encounter as they are ongoingly generated and emergent from an ultimately cosmic, galactic, solar and planetary milieu. 
Yet though we are not responsible for the entire existence of the cosmic-to-local fabric of reality-at-large, we do have full responsibility for the way we go about perceptually and conceptually fashioning our experiencing thereof, as well as for the way we relate to the consequences of our fashionings and experiencings. Because our freedom to self-tailor our experiencing of reality does not grant us freedom from the consequences of our tailoring, we accordingly are responsible both to and for our self-fashioned ongoing experiencing, as well as to/for the shape we give to our  delineated experiences, and to/for any consequences of all such tailoring and shaping along with all additional consequences that may result from any further experiencing that we devise. 
Therefore, as visionary engineer-architect Bucky Fuller intuited a half-century ago,6
I know that I am not a category. I am not a thing – a noun . . . I seem to be a verb, an evolutionary process – an integral function of the universe.
Or, as philosopher Martin Heidegger even further proclaimed,7
A person is not a thing or a process but an opening through which [reality] can manifest.
Our name for our opening (as well as to) reality is “perception,” the function of our consciousness which informs our conceptual construction of whatever we mentally, linguistically, behaviorally and artifactually manifest. Our perception is the filtering function that gives form to what we cerebrally take in, while our conceptions are the correlative filtering function that gives corresponding forms to what we in turn cerebrally project upon whatever we thereafter further take in. These projections tend to consistently shape our current experiencing to conform to our established perceptions, so that we correspondingly tend always to be encountering our present circumstances from the perspectives of our past.  
As visionary transformationalist Gary Zukav has described the circularity of this self-fulfilling prophetic process:8
Reality is what we take to be true. 
What we take to be true is what we believe. 
What we believe is based upon our perceptions. 
What we perceive depends upon what we look for. 
What we look for depends upon what we think. 
What we think depends upon what we perceive. 
What we perceive determines what we believe. 
What we believe determines what we take to be true. 
What we take to be true is our reality. 
In other words, the perceptual and conceptual process of experiential reality formation takes place on a cerebrally self-constructed slippery slope of equally self-fulfilling prophecy, because all of reality as we know it is given formations that we cognitively, emotionally, bodily and otherwise arbitrarily fashion to be in correspondence with the uniquely differing and often conflicting observations and participations of each and every person concerned. And since there can be no perception of anything that is devoid of transactional reference to oneself, all experiencing of reality inevitably subjectivizes even whatever we may presume to signify as “objective.” Accordingly, every perceived and conceived aspect of reality is, as Bucky Fuller intuited, a circumstantially interjective and fully integral function within and of the cosmic totality. It is accordingly that each of us represents a whole-cosmos catalog.
The term “interjective” signifies the merging of our tendency to subjectify the objective with our complementary tendency to objectify the subjective. As a consequence of this merger, our every action within the cosmic whole is a local interjective transaction thereof, in accordance with which we participate with reality in ways that correspond to our observations thereof. Among the most insightful intuitions of this interjective dynamism is Jawaharlal Nehru’s assessment of the bottom line of this fundamental transactional process:9
Life is like a game of cards. The hand you are dealt is determinism; the way you play it is free will.

In other words, the hand that one is dealt (i.e., whatever may be happening around and to oneself) is the world’s outer dominion, and the way that one plays the hand that he or she is dealt is one’s inner self-dominion. 
The ongoing hand that we individually and collectively are being dealt during the course of our everyday life includes everything that comprises the given what of our experiencing, i.e., all of whatever we may be experiencing that we are not ourselves the initial determiners thereof. What we designate as “free will” signifies the added interjective how of our experiencing, the way we choose to encounter both whatever is being dealt to us plus whatever we actually do originate. 
Again in short: objectivity (what) + subjectivity (how) = interjectivity (intended outcome). While all of our outcomes are intended by us, most of them are intended unconsciously. It is thus that reality’s dealership is never registered solely in our own names.
Most of all:

As novelist Marcel Proust proclaimed10
The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking new landscapes but in having new eyes.

Accordingly, notwithstanding the foregoing qualifications of the reality-formation process – and as we intensively and extensively illustrate in Chapter ?? – our opportunities for the interjective fashioning of our chosen experiencing of reality, no matter what our given circumstances may be, are far greater than most of us tend to realize (i.e., to make real in our experiencing thereof, not only for ourselves but also through and as ourselves). This book accordingly reveals the open “secret” to living the reality of one’s choice, which is to change the way we observe reality and interjectively participate therein. As elaborated throughout this book, such “having new eyes” is accomplished most efficiently as we keep our perceptions wide open to our potentials for the novel re-conceptualization of any thinking on our part that tends to compromise the practical effectiveness of our life management endeavors. For just as the term “effectiveness” signifies doing what works, the term “efficiency” signifies doing most workably what works, in keeping with the fundamental principle that governs all workability:
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.

Only to the extent that we become mindfully aware of what doesn’t work can we become proportionately open to what does work. Yet in any event, however workable or unworkable our experiencing of reality may be, it dependably mirrors our perceptually and conceptually delineated categorical assessments thereof, whose impact on our lived reality via our self-commanding thought forms gives corresponding direction to the way we manage our moment-to-moment encountering of our reality-at-hand’s circumstantial milieu. It is thus that whenever we change our assumptions about reality, our experiencing of reality reciprocally readjusts in kind. Nor is there any obscure “secret” to this dependably interjective experiential reciprocation of our thinking, as evidenced in long-standing consistent testimony that has been given over the past 2500 years:
· 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.

· 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.

· 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.
· 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.
· C.S. Lewis: Nature gives most of her evidence in answer to the questions we ask of her.
· Thaddeus Golas: Inside yourself or outside, you never have to change what you see, only the way you see it.
· Ilya Prigogine: Whatever we call reality, it is revealed to us only through an active construction in which we participate.
· Barbara Dewey: Nature is not physical reality, but physical reality as it makes itself known through inner, subjective reality.
· 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.
· 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.

· Don Miguel Ruiz: It is not so important what happens to us as what happens through us.
· Wayne Dyer: When you change the way you look at things, the things you look at change.
In keeping with these consistent testimonies and dozens more like them,11+ this book addresses how we can go about most effectively opening our perceptions to changing the way we look at things. Without this openness, we otherwise tend to be what psychologist William James called “a piece of reality only half made up.”12
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