The Reality That We Experience and Our Experiencing of Reality
Navigating Our Experiential Field(s)
How one goes about calling forth and manifesting the experiential reality of one’s own choosing varies widely (and sometimes wildly) from person to person, and entirely depends upon one’s understanding and application – as thoroughly and extensively examined in this chapter –of the dynamic correlation of our moment-by-moment experiencing with the given realities of our particular circumstances. As illuminated in the following comprehensive 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 this book’s pages.
CHAPTER X:

The User-Friendly Reality of Our Moment-to-Moment Experiencing
Consciousness takes as many shapes 

as there are human nervous systems to match.
~Deepak Chopra~

[E]ach person has his or her own individual conscious reality.

~Benjamin Libet~

Nothing is real until it has been processed by the human psyche.
~June Singer~

My perception is not of the world, but of my brain’s model of the world.

~Chris Frith~

(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~
In keeping with the previous chapter’s accounts of how Susan Bradford, William Coolidge, and Wernher von Braun so effectively self-tailored the intended outcomes of their immediate experiential realities of choice (pp. XX-XX), the above six statements further suggest that reality is far more experientially user-friendly than most of us are inclined to acknowledge. This is because our observationally-based and cerebrally constructed outlooks on reality directly participate in creating how in turn reality manifests in our experiencing thereof. It is because reality is thus so experientially user-friendly, that we can successfully self-tailor our intended outcomes by being effectively mindful of the means by which we fashion their accomplishment. 

Our cerebrally self-tailored descriptions of reality become experiential prescriptions of reality, and there are as many different experiential realities (aka “points of view”) as there are subscribers thereto, all of which are equally user-friendly. No single cerebrally tailored experiential view of reality can be more real, more effective, more workable or otherwise superior to any other view. Some views only seem superior because they impact us more beneficially than do others. Meanwhile, as self-transformationalist Byron Katie asserts,1
Reality is so much kinder than our thoughts about it.

Effective accomplishment of our intended outcomes requires a well-informed understanding of how our experiencing of reality tends to reciprocate our individually and collectively self-tailored interpretations of and subscriptions to our presumptions of “the way it is.” The manner in which reality shows up in and as our experiencing thereof corresponds to our preconceived foregone conclusions concerning “what’s real.” Accordingly, this chapter and its Addendum on p. X comprehensively address how reality is so operationally amenable to our mental, emotional and behavioral management of its contingencies that we can successfully transform its apparent challenges and transcend its seeming limitations.

All successful endeavors to determine what is “real” accommodate the operational principle that insofar as reality can be known by us, all knowledge of reality reflects the way – although most often unconsciously – that we assess and correspondingly experience our cerebral estimates of “what’s so.” How our experiencing of reality operationally mirrors the self-tailorings of our inner neural processing was noted by world-renowned neuroscientist Paul MacLean:2

[W]e can never discover anything outside the brain because all the ingredients of cerebration…are already in the brain.

It is thus that reality can be known to us only in terms of our own cerebrally tailored experiencing thereof, which incorporates and synthesizes all that registers on our physical senses and intuitive sensibilities, however conscious or unconscious its registration may be. Accordingly, we do not directly encounter actuality on its own terms in the absence of our cerebrally self-tailored interpretations thereof. We encounter instead (and only) the individual and collective ways that we go about interpretatively engaging reality, while our experiencing of reality in turn faithfully mirrors our cerebral interpretations. As physician David R. Hawkins has observed,3
The mind identifies with its content. It takes credit and blame for what it receives, for it would be humbling to the mind's vanity to admit that the only thing it's doing is experiencing, and, in fact, only experiencing experiencing. The mind doesn't even experience the world, just sensory reports of it. Even brilliant thoughts and deepest feelings are only experience; ultimately, we have but one function - to experience experience.

Further testimony to the self-tailoring primacy of our experiencing is legion:

· Poet John Keats: Nothing ever becomes real till it is experienced – even a proverb is no proverb to you till your life has illustrated it.  

· Philosopher Alain (Émile-Auguste Chartier): It is the experience of the object, and only the experience of the object, that decides. 

· Philosopher/statesman Isaac Abravanel: Experience is more forceful than logic. 

· Psychologist Marion Diamond: Experience is the best sculptor. 

· Arabic proverb: Ask the experienced rather than the learned. 

· Zulu proverb: Seek direction from one who’s already there. 

In short: We dwell primarily in our moment-by-moment self-tailored experiencing of reality, and only secondarily in whatever may be the actuality of whatever we are experiencing at any given moment. Therefore, all known reality is a self-tailored virtual reality, rather than the pristine thing itself that we thus presume to know.

Reality encompasses all of what we experience and all of how we interpretively experience it, and while we ourselves are quite often not the ultimate self-tailors of what manifests in our experiencing of reality, we are invariably the ultimate self-tailors of how we interpretively relate to reality’s given circumstances, which we hereafter reference as reality’s “givens.” These givens are not, however, as fixed as the term “given” may suggest. In the context of our experiential self-tailoring, reality’s givens are like the familiar starry patterns of the nighttime sky, because the way our known reality’s givens appear to our sensibilities likewise conforms to our outwardly projected self-tailored constellations thereof. Reality becomes known to us only in terms of when, as, and how it shows up in correspondence to the way we interpretatively self-tailor our experiencing thereof.

In other words, the fundamental principle that governs our observations of and participations in reality’s milieu is this: all manifest experiencing of reality is relative to each person’s own unique and collectively shared interpretations of “what’s so” and “so what.” This bottom line of experiential relativity is brilliantly illustrated in Pulitzer-Prize-winning poet Carl Sandburg’s description of the Kansas sodbuster:4
Who was that early sodbuster in Kansas?  He leaned at the gatepost and studied the horizon and figured what corn might do next year and tried to calculate why God ever made the grasshopper and why two days of hot winds smother the life out of a stand of wheat and why there was such a spread between what he got for grain and the price quoted in Chicago and New York.  Drove up a newcomer in a covered wagon: “What kind of folks live around here?”  “Well, stranger, what kind of folks was there in the country you came from?”  “Well, they was mostly a lowdown, lying, thieving, gossiping, backbiting lot of people.”  “Well, I guess, stranger, that’s about the kind of folks you’ll find around here.”  And the dusty gray stranger had just about blended into the dusty gray cottonwoods on the horizon when another newcomer drove up: “What kind of folks live around here?”  “Well, stranger, what kind of folks was there in the country you came from?”  “Well, they was mostly a decent, hard-working, law-abiding, friendly lot of people.”  “Well, I guess, stranger, that’s about the kind of folks you’ll find around here.”  And the second wagon moved off and blended with the dusty gray cottonwoods on the horizon while the early sodbuster leaned at his gatepost and tried to figure out why two days of hot winds smother the life out of a nice stand of wheat.

It is thus that reality gives back to us, in and as our experiencing thereof, whatever self-tailored prior formations our consciousness has interpretively assigned to it in. Reality is first, last and always omni-reciprocal of whatever self-tailored perspectives we may bring to it, as suggested by the six statements at the beginning of this chapter, as well as those cited on p. X  and the six that appear four paragraphs above, as well as by the following seven additional perspectives:5
· Cosmologist Albert Einstein: Forms must first take shape in the mind, before they can be found in the world.

· Philosopher Rudolph Steiner: Only what we experience ourselves unlocks the beauties of the outer world.

· Astronomer Gustaf Stromberg: [W]hen we describe the so-called external world, we are at the same time describing the peculiarities of our own mind.
· Management consultant Margaret Wheatley: It is the existence of observers who notice what is going on that imparts reality to the origin of everything.

· Physicist Fred Alan Wolf: Reality is not just the physical world; it’s the relationship of the mind with the physical world that creates the perception of reality. There is no reality without a perception of reality. 

· Conflict resolutionist Gary Simmons: Is it possible that the experience of intimidation, threat, or adversarial relationships arises out of how you are relating to the experience, and not how the experience is relating to you?

· Spiritual mentor Michael Beckwith: The previous moment does not determine your future; it is your judgment of the previous moment that determines your future.

The commonality of all such insights is their acknowledgement that each of us is a one-of-a-kind self-tailored and self-organizing experiential field*, i.e., an operational nexus of a complexly interwoven multiplicity of awarenesses, thoughts and feelings that uniquely process and accordingly respond to the inner and outer contingencies of our given reality-at-hand. Our individually and collectively self-tailored experiential fields are the only reality that is knowable by us, including what has no more tangibility than a mere idea. 

This book is about actively living the ultimate fruition of the ideas that embody and signify one’s self-tailored reality of choice, rather than about one’s passively having such ideas. Yet before we can effectively examine reality’s user-friendly accommodation of the self-tailored ideas that give form to our individual and collective experiential fields, it is essential to preface any such assessment with an acknowledgment that any estimate of reality is necessarily incomplete. This is inevitably so, because what we signify as “reality” is so all-encompassing of the totality of existence that whatever it ultimately is cannot possibly be reduced to a precise and fully comprehensive verbalization thereof. 

Any endeavor to produce a full verbal representation of reality as it actually exists, independently of our observations of and participation therein, is a mission ultimately impossible. An all-inclusive verbal comprehension of reality is unattainable because what we naively signify as “real” is simultaneously all-encompassing of both the entire cosmic context and content of universal reality-at-large and of the locally manifest context and content of our immediately given reality-at-hand, whose overlapping contingencies ongoingly impinge on our respective experiential fields, again as both a whole and in part. 

Reality-at-large is omni-inclusive of the sum total of all that has ever been, of all that currently is, and of all that is ever yet to be in space and time, a totality that is forever undergoing an ongoing and ongrowing process of ceaseless change:6

[S]pace and time are intertwined in a cosmic dance as they respond to every single speck of stuff imaginable, from particles to galaxies, weaving themselves into elaborate patterns . . .
Space and time are not merely two containers of the energy and matter that takes form in our experiencing thereof. They are rather a unified cosmic field of totally interwoven and co-extensive that contemporary cosmology designates as the “space-time continuum” from which everything that we can experience emerges, as widely substantiated by such diverse perspectives as those of Albert Einstein’s relativity theory, Immanuel Kant’s philosophical Critique of Pure Reason, and the research of psychologist Carl Jung and mythologist Joseph Campbell.7
Cosmic space-time’s omni-contextualizing dance is analogous to the ever-fluctuating imagery in a kaleidoscope. Amidst the similar and unending kaleidoscopic progression of cosmic space-time’s universal and local fluctuations, we are intercausally entwined within the space-time continuum’s all-encompassing context. The term “intercausal” signifies the at-one-ment of all cosmic cause and effect, a dynamism in which each part of an all-inclusive omni-contextual whole participates in the overall causation of its effects as a whole, just as every aspect of an intercausal whole correspondingly participates in the overall causation every effect of each part. We sense this intercausal wholeness of reality-at-large as a co-extensively unified field of space and time, a universal field of sensibility from which our individual and collective experiential realities-at-hand emerge, and which is sometimes referenced as the field.8

As the intercausal and omni-mutual procession of the cosmic space-time continuum is assessed by cosmologist Neil de Grasse Tyson:9
The very molecules that that make up your body, the atoms that construct the molecules, are traceable to the crucibles that were once the centers of high mass stars that exploded their chemically rich guts into the galaxy, enriching pristine gas clouds with the chemistry of life. So we’re all connected with each other biologically, to the Earth chemically, and to the rest of the universe atomically. That’s kind of cool. That makes me smile, and I actually feel quite large at the end of that. It’s not that we’re better than the universe, we are part of the universe. We’re in the universe and the universe is in us.

In other words, there is not a cosmos and its parts, there is rather (and only) a cosmos in and as its parts. The bottom line of cosmic reality is how things operationally are, and only secondarily what they materially are. And so it is with our intended realities of choice.

For a comprehensive assessment of the underlying intercausal cosmic dynamism that sustains the universe’s all-inclusive progression of at-one-ment, see Addendum X, pp. XXX-XXX. This perpetual cosmic dynamism is analogous to the circular reconfiguration of imagery that is produced by bits of colored glass while being tumbled in a kaleidoscope. All of cosmic and local reality is similarly kaleidoscopic in its operationality, including our cerebrally conscious embodiment of the ultimately circular nature of cosmic reality’s omni-contextual intercausal dynamism, which we earlier described in the words of psychologist Gary Zukav, and which may here further bare, repeating:

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. 

The omni-contextual dynamism of reality-at-large is such that all local causality has universal implications, even as this dynamism is everywhere locally implicated in our respective and collective realities-at-hand. Our own observationally driven participation in and contribution to this dynamism has been accordingly assessed by cosmologist John Archibald Wheeler:10

The universe is a grand synthesis, putting itself together all the time as a whole. [and in which we are part of] a work in progress [as] tiny patches of the universe looking at itself – and building itself. 

Wheeler’s perspective on our local role in the overall cosmic “work in progress” was similarly expressed by scientist George Wald:11

Matter has reached the point of beginning to know itself…. Man is a star's way of knowing about stars. 

And as physicist and science writer Paul Davies likewise observed:12

[We are creatures in whom] the laws of the universe have engineered their own comprehension.

This understanding was also articulated in astronomer/cosmologist Carl Sagan’s perspective on our species as13

Starstuff pondering the stars; organized assemblages of ten billion billion billion atoms considering the evolution of atoms; tracing the long journey by which, here at least, consciousness arose. 

Biologist Julian Huxley drew the ultimate cosmological conclusion of this widely shared perspective: reality is ultimately so user-friendly that we are nothing less than evolution’s way of becoming aware and self-tailoringly directive of itself:14

It is as if man had been suddenly appointed managing director of the biggest business of all, the business of evolution—appointed without being asked if he wanted it, and without proper warning and preparation. What is more, he can't refuse the job. Whether he wants to or not, whether he is conscious of what he is doing or not, he is in point of fact, determining the future direction of evolution on Earth. That is his inescapable destiny, and the sooner he realizes it and starts believing in it, the better for all concerned...
The universal “grand synthesis” acknowledged by Wheeler is therefore such that every micro-to-macro component of the cosmos, from sub-microscopic quarks to super-macroscopic quasars, along with everything intermediate of these, which includes all experiencing thereof, is co-operatively related with all other cosmic micro-to-macro components, even as all components of the cosmos are likewise co-operatively aligned with one another.  This what makes the “universe,” as this term implies, quite literally one verse.

Accordingly, the intercausally unified cosmic whole exists in a dynamic state of inseparable at-one-ment, as fundamentally evidenced in the conservation law of matter and energy. This cosmic conservation law assures that the total combined amount of matter and energy in the universe is a constant that can be neither increased nor decreased by even one iota, for if the universe was altered by the absence or additional presence of even a single atom’s sub-miniscule mass-energy equivalent, it would cease to exist as we presently know and experience it. This cosmic deep integrity is the basis for conservationist Aldo Leopold’s operational axiom:15
The first law of intelligent tinkering is to save all the parts.

In accordance with the universe’s whole-cosmos conservation principle, each iota of the universe (however indirectly) participates in the causality of the unbrokenly interwoven universal whole and vice versa, in keeping with the observation of quantum physicist Eugene Wigner:16
We do not know of any phenomenon in which one subject is influenced by another without [the other] exerting a [corresponding] influence thereupon.

In other words, everything that exists is all-inclusively engaged in a universal network of omni-directionally mutual cause and effect, rather than linked in linear and separate “chains” of cause and effect that are analogous to parallel-processing rows of falling dominoes. Dynamically speaking, reality is operationally and ongoingly configurative rather than linear in its ever ongrowing unfoldment, as organizational management expert Peter Drucker observed over a half-century ago in his 1959 book, Landmarks of Tomorrow: A Report on the New ‘Post-Modern’ World. 

In his chapter entitled “The New World-View,” Drucker portrayed the emergence of an integral outlook on causality that then was surfacing in every major field of knowledge, and which in each case was calling into question the segregatively compartmentalized worldview of mechanically-driven linear causality. Drucker declared that “The central concepts in every one of our modern disciplines, sciences and arts are patterns and configurations,” and he cited such evidential examples of configuration as “metabolism”, “homeostasis”, “ecology”, “personality”, “syndromes”, “gestalts” and other conceptual formulations of an integral nature – concepts that were mostly non-existent prior to the 20th century, a notable exception being the term “ecology” that was introduced by German biologist Ernst Haeckel in 1866. 

As Drucker noted:17
These configurations can never we reached by starting with the parts – just as the ear will never hear a melody by hearing individual sounds. Indeed, the parts in any pattern or configuration exist only, and can only be identified, in contemplation of the whole and from the understanding of the whole. Just as we hear the same sound in a tune rather than C-sharp or A-flat, depending on the key we play it in, so the parts in any configuration – whether the “drives” in a personality, the complex of chemical, electrical and mechanical actions within a metabolism, the specific rites in a culture, or the particular colors and shapes in a nonobjective painting – can only be understood, explained or even identified from their place in the whole, that is, in the configuration. 
The resulting inseparability of all local content from its cosmically interwoven omni-contextual mutuality is illumined in Buddhist monk Thich Nhat Hanh’s description of the universal process that he signifies as “interbeing” – an all-encompassing and everywhere-present intercausal dynamism that is implicated even in the sheet of paper on which the words you’re now reading are printed.18
If you are a poet, you will see clearly that there is a cloud floating in this sheet of paper.  Without a cloud, there will be no rain; without rain, the trees cannot grow; and without trees, we cannot make paper.  The cloud is essential for the paper to exist.  If the cloud is not here, the sheet of paper cannot be here either.  So we can say that the cloud and the paper inter-are.  Interbeing is a word that is not in the dictionary yet, but if we combine the prefix "inter-" with the verb "to be," we have a new verb, inter-be.  Without a cloud we cannot have paper, so we can say that the cloud and the sheet of paper inter-are.

If we look into this sheet of paper even more deeply, we can see the sunshine in it.  If the sunshine is not there, the forest cannot grow.  In fact, nothing can grow.  Even we cannot grow without sunshine.  And so, we know that the sunshine is also in this sheet of paper.  The paper and the sunshine inter-are.  And if we continue to look, we can see the logger who cut the tree and brought it to the mill to be transformed into paper.  And we see the wheat.  We know the logger cannot exist without his daily bread, and therefore the wheat that became his bread is also in this sheet of paper.  And the logger's father and mother are in it too.  When we look in this way, we see that without all these things, this sheet of paper cannot exist.

Looking even more deeply, we can see we are in it too.  This is not difficult to see, because when we look at a sheet of paper, the sheet of paper is part of our perception.  Your mind is in here and mine is also.  So we can say that everything is in here with this sheet of paper.  You cannot point out one thing that is not here—time, space, the earth, the rain, minerals, the soil, the sunshine, the cloud, the river, the heat.  Everything coexists with this sheet of paper.  That is why I think the word inter-be should be in the dictionary.  "To be" is to inter-be.  You cannot just be by yourself alone.  You have to be with every other thing.  This sheet of paper is, because everything else is.

Suppose we try to return one of the elements to its source.  Suppose we return the sunshine to the sun.  Do you think that the sheet of paper will be possible?  No, without sunshine nothing can be.  And if we return the logger to the mother, then we have no sheet of paper either.  The fact is that this sheet of paper is made up only of "non-paper elements."  And if we return these non-paper elements to their sources, then there can be no paper at all. Without "non-paper elements," like mind, logger, sunshine and so on there will be no paper.  As thin as this sheet of paper is, it contains everything in the universe in it.        
In other words, and as earlier noted on p. X, the universe is an integrally co-operative unified field of space, time, energy, matter and motion that interbeingly functions as a single omni-interrelational and therefore omni-contextualizing cosmic stemm cell. The hyphenated term “co” plus “operative” signifies intercausal “together” plus “working” in omni-mutual contextual, as distinct from the non-hyphenated term “cooperation” that is often taken to signify mere local “getting along.” It is thus that each component of the universe is intercausally enfolded within the common unification (though never uniformity) of all of its components, which comprise the unitary omni-encompassing single cosmic matrix of unbroken wholeness that underlies the entirety of reality-at-large.19

Accordingly, nothing is ever – nor ever can be – set apart from its cosmic totality.20
Within the intercausal matrix of cosmic interbeing, every relationship is an interrelationship, and every interrelationship is omni-intercausally correlated with all other interrelationships. This book’s forthcoming chapters accordingly examine how the inner and outer given contingencies of our immediate reality-at-hand – i.e., our individual and collective experiential fields – interrelationally, intercausally and kaleidoscopically converge in the formation of our cerebrally self-tailored interpretations of “what’s so” and – most importantly – in the corresponding formation and activation of the intentions and their outcomes that we configure from our cerebral interpretations.

Meanwhile, within the overall context and content of reality-at-large, no two persons have an identical self-tailored experiencing of their individual and collective local realities-at-hand. Each of us consciously experiences only a minuscule smidgeon of our immediately given reality’s content, and barely anything whatsoever of its overall cosmic context other than our superficial awareness of the existence of celestial objects – excepting, of course, astronomers and cosmological scientists. Furthermore, each of us also experiences a different smidgeon of reality that is uniquely local to one’s geographical, environmental, socio-personal and other immediately given circumstances. For all practical purposes, therefore, omni-contextual reality-at-large can be signified as almost everything that our experiencing leaves out:21
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. 

All of our other sensory powers are similarly hyper-reductive. Therefore, when we take into account our minuscule conscious awareness of even that which constitutes our immediate reality-at-hand, along with our essentially nil conscious awareness of the omni-contextual reality-at-large from which our locally immediate reality-at-hand emerges, it is obvious that the so-called “real world” as a whole is intercausally inclusive of infinitely more context and content than possibly can meet the presumptive “I” of any beholder. And insofar as the entire cosmos is intercausally implicated in each and every local manifestation thereof, every person’s experiencing of reality is accordingly extremely marginal, as well as different from all other persons’ likewise marginal experiencings of reality.

Yet the intercausal ambiguities that are inherent in our immediate reality-at-hand, and its barely noticed omni-contextual reality-at-large, are even further compounded by the additional variability of our differing self-tailored cerebral interpretations of our individual and collective experiential relationships to reality overall. Accordingly, every beholding and experiencing of reality is a grossly presumptive act, because whatever formations reality may take in our experiencing thereof will tend always to consistently emulate the uniquely formed interpretations of each beholding “I” whose view of reality is tailored to his or her own individualized perspectives from which so much has been excluded.
Somewhat paradoxically, however, it is because of our power of interpretive exclusion that reality is so user-friendly to our experiencing thereof as it corresponds to the kind and quality of our respectively self-tailored points of view. The character of our self-tailored perspectives determines the corresponding self-tailored character of our experiencing, which in turn determines the self-tailored character of our life journey. Yet because every perspective is grounded in a uniquely self-tailored point of view that differs at least somewhat from all others’ equally self-tailored points of view, we can never experience reality as it may actually exist in the absence of all points of view, thereby consisting only of points to view.22

Contemporary neuroscience has further confirmed what has had philosophers beating around each others’ self-tailored perceptual/conceptual bushes ever since our species began philosophizing, as acknowledged by cognitive neuroscientist Steven Pinker:23
The nature of reality does not dictate the way that reality is represented in people's minds.

Thus no matter what one may be experiencing in a given moment, the experiential reality thereof has been self-chosen, though more often than not has been selected subconsciously or in default to someone that has been allowed to dictate a choice that likewise may reflect a more or less subconscious act of compliance. Nor can any of us even begin to fully fathom either the context or the content of anyone else’s self-tailored experiential reality, concerning which another cognitive neuroscientist, Francisco Varela, observed that experience is the blind spot of science.24
Only the behaviors that emerge from our experiencing can be observed scientifically, because our experiencing is in and of itself inaccessible to any scientific or other assessment, the best of which can at most represent only an indirectly acquired inference. None of us can fully know or have anyone else’s experiences, nor can anyone know or duplicate anyone else’s way of experiencing. Such ultimate blindness to others’ experiencing perpetually prevails, because all experiencing remains private to whoever is tailoring it.  We each at most look out from a self-tailored experiential window that all others can equally at most only dimly peer into. Hence the Russian proverb,

The soul of another is a dark forest. 
As novelist Marcel Proust accordingly remarked of this ultimate experiential mystery,25

The stellar universe is not so difficult of comprehension as the real actions of other people.

And as psychiatrist Ronald D. Laing described the ineffable aloneness of our experiential reality’s non-breachable privacy:26
We can see other people's behavior, but not their experience.... The other person's behavior is an experience of mine. My behavior is an experience of the other.... I see you and you see me. I experience you and you experience me. I see your behavior. But I do not and never have and never will see your experience of me. Just as you cannot see my experience of you... Your experience of me is invisible to me and my experience of you is invisible to you.
I cannot experience your experience. You cannot experience my experience. We are both invisible beings. All beings are invisible to one another. Experience is being's invisibility to being. Experience used to be called the Soul. Experience as invisibility of being to being is at the same time more evident than anything. Only experience is evident. Experience is the only evidence. 
It is thus that each person is a locally enfolded intercausal cosmic being whose self-tailored experiential field harbors a uniquely one-of-a-kind perspective that is locally projected onto cosmic reality-at-large itself – and ultimately by means of the entire cosmos itself via its locally embodied presence in the person thus projecting his or her own singular viewpoint. Furthermore, each of our perspectives has been cerebrally self-constructed to conform our experiencing of reality to whatever cerebral self-tailorings we bring to it, in accordance with philosopher C. S. Lewis’ pronouncement:27
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 self-tailored experiential knowing and application thereof, is a user-friendly synthesis of our subjective and objective experiencing, thus forming an interjective perspective. All experiencing is interjectively comprised and viewed, because there can be no objects in the absence of at least one subject to observe them, nor can there be any subjects in the absence of at least one object to be observed. 

As a consequence of our experiencing’s irreducible interjectivity, even the idealized “pure” objectivity of scientific ventures is a subjectively skewed operational procedure that mirrors whatever collectively self-tailored scientific preconceptions we may bring into play. This subjective so-called “contamination” of presumably objective reality was notoriously demonstrated nearly a century ago by the founders of quantum mechanics, in their discernment that energy appears as particles only in the presence of the self-tailored experimental means that we’ve devised for particle detection, while appearing instead as waves only in the presence of our alternately self-tailored experimental means for detecting waves – and never appears as “wavicles” because we have self-tailored no experimental means (so far) to detect such a hybrid. As accordingly asserted by Werner Heisenberg, who documented this and other implications of the so-called “uncertainty principle” while he was co-founding the quantum mechanical perspective that gave rise to the principle’s formulation,28
What we observe is not nature itself, but nature exposed to our method of questioning.
In other words, all experiencing of reality is ongoingly subject to questioning. Accordingly, whenever one sets out to define what reality actually is, independent of and unaffected by our interjectively self-tailored experiencing and knowing thereof, one thereby tends to brew a semantic stew that few if any readers can readily assimilate and digest. Accordingly, in the face of reality’s ultimately unfathomable interjective ambiguities, this book’s co-authors are acutely aware that however user-friendly reality indeed may be, all reality-describing semantics – the individually and collectively self-tailored verbal formulations with which we compose our thoughts concerning reality – can at their very most and very best portray a linguistically slippery slope, on which every attempt to assess the slope’s semantic slant makes its verbal navigation no less problematical. 

As poet Emily Dickenson therefore self-tailoringly advised,29
Tell the truth, but tell it slant….
In the coauthors’ own endeavors to assess the user-friendly slant of our self-tailored experiential reality’s slippery slope, we have diligently waded through a philosophically, metaphysically, scientifically and psychologically jargoned swampland of perplexing verbiage that eludes all attempts to thoroughly pin down the dynamical nature of reality’s formation30+ – an objective that is no more likely of ultimate accomplishment than would be an attempt to freeze-dry the trajectory of a butterfly. 
Meanwhile, the prevailing conundrum that plagues all attempts of reality-assessment was succinctly stated nearly a century ago by the father of quantum theory, Max Planck: 31
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 posed the conundrum that confounds all of our self-tailoring,32
Man, insofar as he acts on nature to change it, changes his own nature.
And, as furthermore understood from the contemporary perspective of neurocosmology,33+
As a number of scientists have noted, research on the human brain is struggling to understand itself. This three-pound organ is perhaps the only bit of matter in our universe – at least as far as we know – that observes and studies itself, wonders about itself, tries to analyze how it does what it does, and tries to maximize its capabilities.

The process by which we cerebrally fashion our own uniquely and internally self-tailored descriptions and experiencing of reality is summarized and critiqued in the following account34

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.

Such is the way we function as local self-tailoring experiential fields within an omni-intercausal cosmic field. Thus despite the well-known phrase, “what you see is what you get,” it is only how we see that self-tailoringly determines what we consistently get. This is why, though we often fail to find whatever we are expectantly looking for, we do always find what we are self-tailoringly looking from. 

What has moved this book’s coauthors to explore the numerous and varied semantic swamplands of experiential reality-assessment is an intention to drain the swamp on behalf of revealing reality’s most verbally mappable and negotiable terrain. The technical term for thus resolving the slippery antics of reality-related semantics is “word sense disambiguation,” whose own swampy process of attempted clarification courts the possible deepening of the same quagmire that one is endeavoring to disentangle.35
In short: insofar as any understanding of reality remains merely embedded in so much verbiage, it awaits our discernment of whatever is ultimately lying beneath the surface of what we can at best only superficially illumine with mere words. Reality is ultimately what we are and what we accordingly make of it, rather than what it is independent of our observations and participation. Ultimately, the only “real” terrain that is available for us to navigate is our limited view of our own selves.36 

Those who endeavor to drain the semantic swampland in which all discourse on the nature of reality is conducted will invariably encounter the occupational hazard of whoever presumes to address matters that have philosophical implications. The hazard thereby occupied is the certain likelihood that every conceivable discernment of reality, no matter how plausibly and well presented it may be, will be dismissed by some (or many) alternatively thinking others as being askew, short-sighted, incomplete, or otherwise amiss. This tendency toward dismissiveness arises from the fact that verbal contention is a principle function of those who professionally specialize in formal discourse on the subject of reality.37+
We have accordingly chosen to proceed less formally herein, in recognition that the only place to begin our own reality assessment and reportage – as well as the only place to ultimately conclude such endeavors – is with our respective known realities and their irreducibly self-tailored experiential nature,38 as once again acknowledged in poet John Keats’ proclamation concerning our experientially built-in limited access to reality’s actualities:39
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 slippery experiential slope of reality’s scarcely fathomable ambiguities, social psychologist Walter Truett Anderson entitled his booklength examination thereof, Reality Isn’t What it Used to Be.40

 Meanwhile the co-authors, in distillation of our own consultations of dozens of books, articles, and theories on reality’s nature, have become reasonably uncertain whether reality has actually ever been what anyone may have presumed it to be, given that every endeavor to assess reality’s origin, nature, order, function, and form places one on the precariously slippery perceptual and conceptual slope of the intercausal perspectives of outer objective reality and inner subjective reality, whose interjectively self-tailored synthesis incorporates physical reality, metaphysical reality, quantum reality, sensory reality, functional reality, operational reality, evidential reality, providential reality, consequential reality, historical reality, ancient reality, indigenous reality, civilized reality, modern reality, post-modern reality, existential reality, inferential reality, referential 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.”41
Our own self-tailored resolution of this cerebral abyss has been to bundle together all of the above, and to alternately specify reality’s all-inclusive morass as our individual and collective

· “reality-at-large,”  

· “overall given reality,”

· and “circumstantial milieu” or “intercausal arena.” 

We similarly alternatively distinguish our immediately encountered “reality-at-hand” as our individual and collective

· “experiential field,”

· “immediately given reality,”

· “lived” and/or “known” reality, 

· and (as elaborated hereafter) “the intercausal self↔world interface*.” 

In short (and as elaborated hereafter): all known and knowable reality is first, last and always lived by us as one’s cerebrally self-tailored unique rendition thereof, which each of us projects back outward upon reality itself.
Furthermore, our lived and known experiential reality is commonly viewed trilaterally, as our individual and collective 

· “operational” reality: all that is currently present to our here-and-now experiencing;
· “referential” reality : all that has ever been, including our own back-there-and-then past experiences that are now stored in memory if not altogether forgotten;
· “ultimate” reality: all that is yet to become experienced.  
The underlying dynamism of reality-at-large from which emerges and converges our self-tailored experiencing of reality-at-hand is examined in Addendum X: “What Reality is Like and How It Works” on p. XXX-XXX.  Because we can come no closer to knowing what reality actually is than to have a clear understanding of what reality is like and the way(s) it works, your full reading of this Addendum before proceeding further in this book can significantly enhance your comprehension of the practical wisdom provided in the following chapters concerning your own mindful self-tailoring of a beneficially workable experiential relationship with reality.

Meanwhile, and in any event, the nature of reality will forever be such that in our final analysis of reality, there can be no final analysis.

CHAPTER X:

Our Experiencing of Reality’s User-Friendliness 42
[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 everywhere-centered universe-wide-web, which is the ultimately all-inclusive Internet-like grid of the intercausally networked energetic and material matrix that we signify overall as our cosmic “reality.” Yet what we actually experience of the phenomenal world is limited to a mere fragment of the immediately local reality that we contingently occupy as an arbitrary consequence of our date and place of birth and our subsequent accumulation of situational circumstances.
Each of us is an experiential field that intersects and locally centers the intercausal cosmic whole, and which intersection is always and only present to us right here, no matter where we ourselves currently are or may be. We perceptually and conceptually infiltrate the cosmic whole via the cerebrally projected and experientially reciprocated cerebral filtrations that process our local observations and participations therein. And because we perennially reside and proceed entirely within our own self-limiting experiential filtrations of reality, we are unable to perceive whatever may be reality’s pristine nature in, of and as itself. 43+
[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 which we are aware is thus cerebrally filtered, the words “experiencing” and “experience” signify our collaborative presence within the intercausal dynamism of mind and matter, and which we perceive from the perspective of our local intermediary placement in between these two domains. Our awareness both generates and is generated by our experiential placement within a perpetual “here and now” whose local in-between-ness bridges all of what is no longer and all of what is not yet. 
The resulting universally shared sense of “everywhere I go, here I am” defines our omni-mutual intuition of a common reality of cosmic at-one-ment, which is the only sense of reality that is equally shared by all concerned, i,e., the sense of always and only being here right now. Thus even when we are presumably en route to or from somewhere else, at no point in our to-and-fro-ing do we sense ourselves being anywhere other than immediately right “here” amidst the presence of a cosmic order that likewise is always locally at hand wherever we may go. As singer-songwriter Ani DiFranco remarked on the perpetuity of this arrangement,44
When we signed up for forever we didn’t know it was in here.
The word “reality” therefore signifies, both externally and internally, all that is intercausally present to our local discernment within our individual and collective experiential fields. This universally distributed yet everywhere local material and energetic interbeing of the intercausal cosmic whole has been portrayed by the director of New York’s Hayden Planetarium, Neil de Grasse Tyson: 35
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 dynamical foundation of cosmic interbeing, as it is acknowledged in Tyson’s concluding sentence, were affirmed by Albert Einstein:36+
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 within which the quantum field does matter nonetheless has been described by an Einstein colleague, astrophysicist Freeman Dyson:37
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 overall cosmic field has likewise been addressed by Dyson:38
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:39
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. . . . The universe begins to look more like a great thought than a great machine.
Jeans’ testimony was succinctly corroborated even earlier by his contemporary, astrophysicist Sir Arthur Eddington:40
The stuff of the world is mind-stuff.

Eddington likewise acknowledged the intercausal inseparability of observations from their observers:41
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 that42
Something unknown is doing we know not what.

Similarly, when Einstein was asked, “What do we know for sure?” he acknowledged as our only certainty that43
Something is moving, but whether it is one thing or another is just an arbitrary choice.
What makes the choice arbitrary is that whatever may be perceived as moving relative to something perceived as stationary, may also be perceived as stationary relative to yet something else that we perceive to be moving. Such is the experiential ground of Einstein’s relativity theory.

As cosmologist John Wheeler concluded from his own assessment of our experiential relativity,44

We had this old idea, that there was a universe out there, and here is man, the observer, safely protected from the universe [as if] by a six-inch slab of plate glass. Now we learn from the quantum world that even to observe so miniscule an object as an electron we have to shatter that plate glass; we have to reach in there. . . . So the old word observer simply has to be crossed off the books, and we must put in the new word participator. In this way we’ve come to realize that the universe is a participatory universe.

In the context of such extensive cosmological testimony to our participatory presence in the intercausal dynamism of mind and matter, however ephemeral and indeterminate this presence may sometimes be, the forthright abandonment of mind (other than its reasoning function) during Western civilization’s 17th to 18th century so-called “Age of Enlightenment” (aka “The Age of Reason”), is recollective of a Biblical statement:45
The stone which the builders rejected, the same is become the head of the corner.
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.46 Reality tends to “melt” into our perceptions of it, a prevailing feature of our experiential field that is reflected in the title of two popular accounts of cosmic intercausality, The Looking-Glass Universe, and Turbulent Mirror: An Illustrated Guide to Chaos Theory and the Science of Wholeness.47
In conjunction with our local experiential outlook on reality, our perpetual sense of being always and everywhere locally centered “right here” forms the nexus of our intercausal self↔world interface. It is the way that we go about individually and collectively observing and participating in this nexus that grounds our sense of being forever right here, no matter where we may go within reality’s cosmic whole. 
Furthermore, and like the all-encompassing cosmic matrix overall, our localized experiential fields constantly waver between verging on wildly patterned chaos and/or converging on stable universal patterns of cosmic order, so that even the best of all perceived harmony is at least somewhat dissonant, especially in the case of living matter. 48+
The variable, complicated structure and behavior of living systems seem as likely to be verging on chaos as converging on some regular pattern.

Our observational discernments remain perpetually present to us “right here,” while whatever we thus discern is likewise experienced from the local perspective of our own immediate and intercausal participation therewith. This interjective conjunction in the perpetual here-and-now is simultaneously the single unifying field of our awareness overall and the local field of our multiple experiential outcomes.
The full and vital realization of our at-one-ment within the cosmic matrix overall is what cultural historian Maurice Berman has termed “the reenchantment of the world,” which calls for us to become more vitally conscious of our dynamically intercausal observation and participation therein.49 Short of such reenchantment, we more or less haphazardly bring the universe upon ourselves while entertaining the contrary notion that our life is happening to us, and thereby overlooking the greater reality that our life is primarily happening as us. 
Not only are all of the external contingencies in one’s experiential field intercausally entangled among themselves, our inner contingencies of body and psyche 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. 
How this intercausal entwinement is quantum-mechanically accomplished was marvelously described by mathematical cosmologist Brian Swimme during an interview at his kitchen table. When he was asked to explain how the cosmos interweaves the universal dynamics of at-one-ment, within which we ourselves are integral functions of the cosmos overall, as posited above on p. XX, he looked about thoughtfully for a minute or so and then replied: 50+
Let me do that by considering the rose outside the window here. First of all, the light from that rose is radiating from the rose itself. This is contrary to what Newton said, that light bounces off the rose. From the perspective of quantum physics, light radiates from the rose. When light is absorbed by the rose, every photon that comes from the sun to the rose vanishes, is gone, is absorbed by the rose. So then what happens? Actually, the rose creates light – except that I don't really think of it in terms of light, because this suggests that what is being radiated is different from the rose. What the rose creates is photons, and they are not the same photons that it absorbed. That is point number one: the rose's photons are creations of the rose itself. 

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

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

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

Now in that context, let's employ [the metaphor] that human beings are like tuning forks. In the midst of a symphonic orchestra, a tuning fork begins to sound its particular note. And that's the way I think of a human being in the midst of the universe.
This statement is supportive of spiritual philosopher Teilhard de Chardin’s proclamation that just as Earth’s meridians converge as they approach the poles, all else that rises from within the cosmos must also eventually converge.51
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 its all-encompassing cosmic context. The breadth of our experiential enmeshment in universal reality-at-large was acknowledged a generation ago in naturalist John Muir’s testimony to the cosmically intercausal “whole shebang”:52
When one tugs at a single thing in nature, one finds it hitched to the rest of the universe.
Just how far-flung our tugs may reach across and throughout the cosmic “shebang” was similarly acknowledged (and is demonstrable in quantum theory) by poet Francis Thompson:53+ 
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 all local outcomes self-organizingly emerge and converge, rather than – as with a jigsaw puzzle – being arbitrarily assembled in precise emulation of a mechanically prescriptive pattern.54 The intercausally entangled outcomes of our experiential field’s ever-flowing and ever-fluctuating perpetual emergence and convergence are analogous to a jigsaw puzzle for which no predetermining image 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 reality’s intercausally engaged experiential fields is so inherently ambiguous that organizational visionary Robert E. Quinn has likened the navigation thereof to55
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:56
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”:57
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:58
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:59
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 epigraph on p. XX)60
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 aligned in intercausal partnership with all other cosmic particles. The extent of this partnership is such that, however minimally, each co-creative particle somewhat impacts the cosmic whole, which in turn co-creatively impacts each particle. In local resonance with the intercausal dynamism of the cosmos’ quantum foundation, this same principle of at-one-ment 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 object in the universe. The dynamism of at-one-ment is also exemplified in complexity theory and in the fractal mathematical formulations associated therewith that reveal the universe to be structured “self-similarly” from whole to part throughout its multi-leveled layers of material and energetic manifestation, from atomic to intergalactic. 61
This cosmically prevalent self-similarity has been acknowledged for over two millennia in the so-called “principle of correspondence,” whose universality is characterized in a phrase that is familiar to many, “as above so below, as within, so without.”62 This correspondence 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 in functional conjunction 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,63 in keeping with the “here I am” principle of universalized locality.
CHAPTER X:

Negotiating the In-Between-ness of Our Experiential Field 
Reality’s omni-intercausal dynamism is implicated in theologian Martin Buber’s proclamation that “all real living is meeting,” i.e., that all self-fulfillment of reality’s potentials emerges from our mutual gathering in what Buber termed “the sphere of the between.”64 Buber understood that all meetings, whether of mind with mind or of mind with matter, occur amidst reality’s intercausally woven co-entanglement of all externally and internally contingent eventualities.
Our mutual gathering within the experiential field that mediates our mind’s encounter with all that matters to us is what is herein signified as our intercausal self↔world interface, which is the co-authors’ preferred synonym for Buber’s “sphere of the between.” In any event, and by whatever name one may choose to signify the everywhere-here intercausal crossroad, each self↔world interface functions as a self-organizing realm of mutually objective and subjective (and thus interjective) in-between-ness.65
Given our self↔world interface’s intercausal dynamism, our known reality emerges primarily from neither our respective inner subjective selfhoods, nor from the objective outer world. Our known reality emerges rather from our individual and collective intercausal observations of and participations within the in-between-ness of our individual and collective experiential fields. The ambiguities that are thus inherent in our ever-fluctuating experiential fields are reflected in a long-standing philosophical conundrum:66
What is mind? No matter!

What is matter? Never mind!

Our ongoing experiencing of the self↔world interface’s 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 ever-streaming encounter of our known reality’s intercausal self↔world interface, in which each distinct “experience” is a temporally finite earlier outcome that we now 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 incrementally discontinuous sequence of impressions. Such sequencing characterizes only how one’s experiencing becomes cerebrally chunked – compartmentalized – and stored in one’s so-called “memory bank.” Accordingly, our recollected experiences represent finite subsets of our earlier experiential stream, in stark contrast to the unbroken flow of our current experiencing. Our “experiences” are accordingly recollected as cerebrally compartmentalized outcomes of our earlier experiential flow, now stored in memory as episodically segmented features of an experiential reality that in and of itself is an unbroken ongoing continuum.
Accordingly, whenever we are asked to report on what we are experiencing, we share what is emerging in the present experiential moment, while when asked to share an experience we report on time-bound experiential moments in the 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 that occurred during a finite set of former moments  that have been incrementally stockpiled in memory.
In summation of the process of reducing our experiencing to experiences:

· 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 of extensively filtered incoming sensory data (see p. XX) that has been additionally filtered through our accumulative mindset (see p. XX),

· Our sensory input is filtered to conform with our assessments of past experiences, and is stored in memory as piecemeal outcomes of our earlier lived reality’s continuum. 
· Upon the incremental framing in memory of our former lived reality, these outcomes of our memorialized past continually function in the present via a subconscious automatic pilot that cerebrally programs our current experiencing to resemble our subliminally recollected yesterdays. 

· We thereby quite literally make sense of our experiencing of reality, rather than record the objective content of our awareness precisely as it is or was, independent of any perceptually interpreted experiencing thereof. 
All experiences of reality-at-large therefore correspond, both in their kind and quality, to the kind and quality of the experiencing from which these experiences have intercausally emerged. 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 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 themselves be no better in kind and quality than is the kind and quality of the attention we pay to our experiential stream.
In short: the formations 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 becomes a subconsciously projected interpreter and giver of formation to our current experiencing which accords with our former 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 may occur is entirely a cerebral self-construction that for the most part has been subconsciously conformed to past experiential assessments 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 preconceived assessments, it is essential that we be in mindfully attuned self-command of how our experiencing of reality gives rise to our cerebral self constructions, even as most of what we are experiencing pre-exists our beholding thereof. This requisite “mindfulness” consists of a thoughtfully cultivated self-awareness of our own and others’ 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 mindful practice, 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 required for consistent subliminal paying forward if they were to realize their intended outcomes amidst whatever their given reality dished up.
Again in short: the best way to accommodate our subconscious tendencies is to mindfully reprogram our subconscious auto-pilot with our currently anticipated reality of choice as an envisioned done deal. And given the ongoing mutually intercausal entanglement of our past experiences and our present experiencing, our past is likewise open to revision via our mindful paying backward to our subconscious auto-pilot what we would have it thereafter be paying forward.67
By thus programming our subconscious auto-pilot we empower ourselves to take self-command of our experiential interrelationship with our given reality-at-large, as acknowledged by India’s first Prime Minister, Jawalharlal Nehru,68
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:69
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:70
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– and mostly unknowingly rather than mindfully – ultimately self-commanded by the manner which we physically, mentally, emotionally and intuitively 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 and review.
CHAPTER X:

The Anatomy of Our Experiential Field
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 a recalled past moment, however recently or remotely in our past it 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 retro-active modification 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 cognito-sclerosis (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 current experiencing accordingly. This is how up to ninety-eight percent of what one thinks today is representative of yesterday’s thoughts warmed over for our ongoing successive replaying thereof in present moments. This also is why, instead of experiencing the tomorrow we are looking for, we rather tend 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 (without, however, guaranteeing 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, our current encounters 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 continues nonetheless to emerge in present moments from amidst our current observations of and participations in the in-between-ness of our intercausal self↔world interface.  This will always be the case, no matter how distractingly we may focus our conscious or subconscious attention in recollection of past experiences that we are 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,” only to be told “No, you’ve had one year of experience repeated 20 times.”
It is in recognition of the fundamental operational distinction between our experienced outcomes and the experiential flux from which our outcomes intercausally emerge, that this book’s co-authors often mindfully employ the verb form, “experiencing,” where most others customarily use the less dynamic noun form, “experience.” The term “experiencing” signifies our ongoing observation and participation in our unbroken experiential field, from whose continuous stream we extract the cognitively partitioned experiences that we incrementally distinguish from the dynamic flow of the seamlessly progressing activities of our intercausal self↔world interface, and linearly sequence for warehousing in our memory banks for subsequent withdrawal. The verb form, “experiencing,” also 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 an earlier there-and-then 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, as summarized and critiqued in the following account71
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 recorded past 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. (See p. XX)
The required experiential fluidity is attained by being one’s own flow amidst the intercausal cross-currents of one’s self↔world interface. One becomes thus flowing 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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