PART ONE:

The Causation of Reality and the Reality of Causation 
Reality is Whatever Works Plus Whatever Doesn’t Work
Reality is as reality does (or does not as the case may be)
-liberally paraphrased from Forrest Gump
The science of causing outcomes is the science of managing relationships, and every relationship is an interrelationship of causal factors. This interrelationship can be viewed from two practically realistic perspectives, the reality of causation and the causation of reality, and because these are alternate perspectives on interrelationship, they are so entangled with one another that neither can be considered on its own. Each of these perspectives is contextual of the other, so that our view of either one is seen in part from the standpoint of the other. And what is viewed from both perspectives the presence or absence of action and the co-responding presence or absence of outcomes.
The reality of causation is such that every outcome is the consequence of either a corresponding action or of a notable absence thereof. Both action and inaction have consequential outcomes. The outcome of notably absent action is acknowledged in an oft-quoted statement of Edmund Burke, “The only thing necessary for the triumph of evil is for good [people] to do nothing.” Another outcome of notably absent action is that one’s regrets in present moments are often for things that were unsaid or not done in moments past. As for absence of action that goes unnoted, it likewise has consequent outcomes that likewise go unnoticed.
In Western thinking, consequential absence of action is most often viewed as something that should be done and is (or was) not done. “Shoulding” on oneself or others is a way to view with false one’s failure to do something. Acknowledging what “should” be (or have been) done is intended to assuage feelings of guilt for actual or perceived wrong-doing. As long as we know what “should” be (or have been) done, we tend to forgive ourselves for not doing it – and often for continuing to do it – with falsely honored feelings of guilt. Persons who take full responsibility for their action acknowledge instead what they could do or have done. 

In contrast to Western modes of thinking, consequential inaction is viewed in Eastern thought as what is not to be done, in honor of the principle that “stillness overcomes unrest.” This Eastern wisdom of inaction or “non-doing”, signified as “wu-wei” in Chinese, is the core of bodymind trainings like Tai Chi and Aikido, in which causation of outcomes is effected by remaining still until the suitable moment for the most appropriate action. Accordingly, like the terms kairos (“fullness of time”) and rta (“the well-formed instant”) cited on p. xx, wu-wei also signifies aptness of timing in one’s causation of outcomes.  
The stillness principle is not easily grasped by Western modes of thought. As theoretical physicist Lev Okun has observed, “To think is difficult. . . . To think about nothing is more difficult than about something.” Among the uncommon instances in which non-doing has received positive recognition in Western thought is the concluding line of John Milton’s 17th century sonnet on the implications of his physical blindness, “they also serve who only stand and wait.” 
Westerners tend to disparage the principle of stillness with such representations thereof as “Don’t just do something, stand there.” Yet wu-wei does not signify doing nothing whatsoever. The principle of overcoming unrest by stillness signifies instead the withholding of action that is either untimely or inappropriate to its circumstances. From a proactive Western perspective, therefore, wu-wei signifies doing only what is timely and appropriate to its circumstances. 
Notwithstanding the Western world’s often contemptuous disregard of the stillness principle, in recent decades the Eastern concept of wu-wei has implicitly insinuated itself at least somewhat into our technological mode of thinking, as evidenced in such terms as “reserve capacity”, “back-up functions” and “systems redundancy”. Thus, for example, large airliners have numerous built-in back-up systems for flight control, electrical power and other vital functions, that redundantly “stand and wait” in the event of possible malfunction in one or more of the plane’s primary systems. Masters of Aikido likewise stand and wait for an opponent’s malfunctional use of bodily energy, which they then maximize to their opponent’s disadvantage.
Perpetual Motion?
Reality, when viewed from a static perspective, is an amalgamation of “stuff” that passively fits Greek philosopher Democritus’ description of changeless “atoms and the void.” When viewed from a dynamic perspective á la Einstein’s description of spacetime and quantum physical descriptions of particle interactions, reality’s stuff is in a state of constantly changing relative motion and nothing is ever at absolute rest. In addition to atoms and the void, therefore, there are motions and their interrelated consequences, whereby every motion has a co-responding outcome, and every result is the effect of some co-responding motion. 
The concept of “constantly changing relative motion” suggests the possibility of perpetual motion, which science rules out. Accordingly, the permanence of vibrating atoms and other particles whose energy is never dissipated, and which therefore endure “forever”, is presumably caused by their ongoing exchanges of energy with their underlying extra-dimensional substrate, the so-called “quantum vacuum”. These exchanges take place so rapidly, in endlessly successive billionths of seconds, that their longevity is maintained with no net loss or gain of energy overall between the realm of spacetime and its sustaining quantum field.
While we tend to judge the outcomes of our actions as being either “good” or “bad”, such judgment has no place in a scientific perspective. Hence the discernments of both the atheistic philosopher, Robert Ingersoll and of Ernest Holmes, each of whom considered his outlook to be scientific
In nature there are neither rewards nor punishments; there are consequences. (Ingersoll)
There is no sin but a mistake, and no punishment but an inevitable consequence. . . . We are not punished for our sins but by them.  Sin is its own punishment and righteousness is its own reward. (Holmes)
Both Ingersoll and Holmes discerned cause as its effects rather than cause and its effects. Such causal discernment was stated even more scientifically, absent of any reference to “reward”, “punishment”, “sin”, “righteousness” or other moral consideration, by the 19th century French physician, Claude Bernard:
Theories in science are not true or false. They are fertile or sterile.
In the science of causing outcomes, actions are neither good nor bad, nor right nor wrong, in keeping with Shakespeare’s dictum that “There is nothing either good or bad but thinking makes it so.” Scientifically, actions are discerned solely with reference to their workability (fertility) or non-workability (sterility) in producing desired outcomes. And while the absence of action is sometimes productive of unworkable outcomes, no presence or absence of action, in whatever amount thereof, can make what doesn’t work do otherwise: 
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.

Mastering what doesn't work does not work.

Committing to what doesn’t work does not work.

The only thing that works is what does work.

The first law of causing outcomes may thus be stated as “Every action has a consequence.” Every action has a co-responding outcome, and every result is the effect of some co-responding action. And whether one signifies the co-responding “effects” of action as “consequences”, “results”, “outcomes” or “demonstrations”, all such terms signify an associated cause.

Those who are scientifically informed may recognize that the statement, “every action has a co-responding outcome,” is an imprecise form of Newton’s second law of motion, that for every action there is an equal and opposite reaction. However imprecisely and belatedly some of our outcomes represent their causal correlates, as Robert Louis Stevenson observed, “Sooner or later we all sit down to a banquet of consequences.”

We have also noted, as a corollary of the action-has-consequences law, that doing what doesn’t work is never worth doing well. Hence the wisdom of wu wei when it is formulated positively as the second law of causing outcomes: “Do only what has consequences that are both timely and appropriate to their circumstances.”
Reality Mirrors Our Choices with Their Consequences
Although we have freedom of choice, we do not have freedom of consequences.

-from The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense
Whether or not one causes a particular outcome is ultimately and always a matter of one’s own choice. Even when we follow others’ instructions, or we allow them to choose on our behalf, we are still at ultimate choice because our responsiveness to others is finally determined in our own minds and not in theirs. Nonetheless, when the outcome of a choice is not to our liking, we tend to deny our own responsibility for its outcome by saying “______ made me do it.” 
In reality each of us is always and only the ultimate cause of his or her own action or inaction:
Please do not believe me
if ever I should say that you've upset me.
Sometimes I forget the true source of my feelings.
You cannot make me sad,
impatient,
angry,
or otherwise dis-eased.
Only a hope or expectation of you on my part,
which you have not fulfilled,
can move me thus.
I am too human
to be without hopes and expectations,
and I am also much too human
to live always in the knowing
that my hopes and expectations
have no claim upon your being.
So if I say that you've upset me,
please forgive me for attempting
to disinherit my own self's creation of my pain.
And please do not ignore my deeper message:
I care enough about you to include you in my hopes and expectations.

This suggests another corollary of the action-consequence law: every action incorporates the ability to respond. There can be no action where there is no ability to respond. For instance, while all things are reactively responsive to gravity, proportionately few things are proactively able to fly. Accordingly, wherever and to whatever extent a particular ability is present, proportionate discernments of response-ability are in order. 
Every action by every person in every circumstance is evidence of that person’s ability to respond at least reactively if not proactively. We are each accordingly “response-able” for everything we do, as well as for every choice not to exercise a response-ability.  This is the basis for all assignment and taking of accountability for one’s behavior. Accordingly, even when we are presented with a choice to be made at gunpoint, the choice we make is no less ultimately our own. Our so-called “forced” choices would be attributable to others only if our bodies were directly wired to their brains. 
Our “involuntary” choices cannot be attributed solely to their circumstances, given that every circumstance is subject to more than one probable outcome. For example, one cannot know with utter certainty when held at gunpoint that “I have no choice other than to comply,” given that there are occasional instances when failure of obedience at gunpoint does not result in a deadly outcome. Even though ready compliance in such circumstances may have the greatest probability of resulting in a workable outcome, the compliance is nevertheless ultimately contingent on one’s own choosing in favor of self-preservation, and is only secondarily contingent on another’s threat thereto. And in some folks’ minds, death is a more workable outcome than having to live with something done at gunpoint that is morally irreprehensible. The locus of responsibility is sometimes far less easy to accept than it is to attribute.
Nor can we deny our own response-ability by blaming other persons or our circumstances for “pushing our buttons.”  Our “buttons” are a lot like guns: only when they are loaded do they discharge their load when pushed or triggered, and it is we who load the charge. An excellent book on assuming responsibility for the “charges” in our life is Robert Augustus Masters’ The Way of the Lover: The Awakening and Embodiment of the Full Human. 26
Since every action has a co-responding consequence and every consequence is the outcome of some co-responding action, every choice of action (or of inaction) has a consequence, and every consequence is an outcome of our choosing, no matter how subliminally unconscious or involuntary our choosing may be. We cannot choose to act or refrain from acting without creating a consequence of that choice. Nor can we cause a consequential outcome without some precipitating choice of action or inaction. While choices are optional, their consequences are not. Choices and their consequences always come as a “package deal.” We are thereby bound to the consequences of our actions (and of others’ actions upon us) regardless of whether they are reactively, proactively, or involuntarily undertaken.  
To the extent that we are bound to the outcomes our choices, our freedom to choose represents a choice of limitations, because our freedom to choose does not include being free of the consequences of our choices. Our freedom to choose binds us to the outcomes of our choices, including those consequences that cannot be foreseen. Were this not the case, and we were able to foresee all the consequences of each choice, including choices to marry and to have children, our species might very well have long since become extinct. Though we are well equipped to encounter our consequences as they occur, we are unable to anticipate, accept and deal with most of them in advance of their occurrence. As we will examine at length in subsequent chapters, being bound to the non-foreseeable consequences of our actions is the principle reason why we make very few unqualified commitments, as well as is the reason why much in our life is the consequences of unconsciously held commitments.
The good news about our being bound to the consequences of our actions and inactions is that we may sometimes free ourselves from a particular consequence by altering its effects. We do this, for example, when we substitute prosthesis for an amputated leg. Yet freeing ourselves from such consequences by ameliorating their effects does not altogether free us of those consequences. Nor does such freedom from effects come without its own further consequences.
One way to be free from unwanted consequences of our actions is to refrain from attributing failure to our mistakes. As silent film actress Mary Pickford observed, “If you have made mistakes there is always another chance for you. You may have a fresh start any moment you choose, for this thing we call 'failure' is not the falling down, but the staying down.” To avoid “staying down” we can view our mistakes from a film-maker's perspective. 
When a film sequence doesn't work out, the film-maker says "cut" and filming stops. The unusable film is called a miss-take, and is discarded or saved for whatever coaching value it may have. And rather than anguish over the miss-take, indulge in blame for the miss-take, or feel guilty about it, the film-maker does a re-take . . . and continues to do re-takes until there is no miss-take. This miss-take/re-take perspective was classically exemplified by William David Coolidge, the member of Thomas Edison’s electrical engineering staff who designed the tungsten filament used in light bulbs. 
10,000 Miss-takes

An old joke about bumble bees maintains that they can’t possibly fly because their wings are too light and too small for their bodies. But because nobody has ever been able to inform bumble bees of their inability, they fly anyway. Although the joke is told about bumble bees it is really about human beings, who frequently do things that others have declared to be impossible.  For instance, it was once “known” that we, too, could never fly.

Several years after the Wright brothers overturned that verdict (1901), another “impossible” achievement took place in the research laboratory of General Electric corporation. It had become essential for GE to find an alternative to the carbon filament, whose incandescence was the source of illumination in light bulbs at that time. Carbon burned yellow, causing great eyestrain and attrition of vision in individuals who read by electrical light. Carbon filaments also oxidized as they burned, and their short durability made light bulbs quite expensive. What was needed in place of carbon was a metal that burned white with minimum oxidation.

Tungsten was an ideal alternative to carbon, since it met both of these criteria. But metallurgical engineers had ruled it out because of its tendency to fracture and break under stress. The engineers were certain tungsten was too brittle to be drawn out to the fineness of a filament.

Although metallurgical engineers had officially declared that a tungsten filament was inconceivable, an electrical engineer at GE named William David Coolidge asserted that he had the ability to design one. He didn’t know how, but he was certain he would find out how. All he needed was adequate research funds and the use of GE’s facilities.  

Several years and 10,000 experiments later Coolidge succeeded in creating a usable tungsten filament by altering the metal’s crystalline structure. His accomplishment has been called the equivalent, using today’s technology and resources, of forcing a 2,000 ton boulder through the eye of a needle.

When Coolidge’s achievement was announced, he was invited to address a national conference of metallurgical engineers. His speech was barely begun when members of the audience threw tomatoes and garbage at him. The metallurgical engineers “knew” that what he claimed he had done could not be done, and they assumed that Coolidge and GE were lying in order to hype the value of the company’s stock.  

Coolidge picked up his notes and left the stage a temporarily broken man. His spirits revived only after he got home and told his wife, who reminded him, “But you really did create a tungsten filament.”

Soon the nation’s metallurgical engineers were replacing their short-lived carbon light bulbs with longer-burning white ones. It didn’t take them long to discover that the new filament indeed was tungsten. Coolidge was invited back to speak at their next gathering. On that occasion he walked on stage, slammed his notes on the lectern, and proclaimed loudly, “Thank God I am not a metallurgical engineer. If I were I never would have begun the tungsten project because I would have known it couldn’t be done.” Then, having delivered history’s shortest address to a professional body, he walked off the stage.
When Coolidge was asked how he was able to prevail in the face of 10,000 failures, he denied that they were failures. He saw them as 10,000 successes because each experiment informed him of his next relevant step. 
Another example of being free from one's making of errors is the following account from James A. Michener's book, Space: 27
In 1943, Wernher von Braun was working on a rocket that the Germans hoped would destroy London and end the war. Producing this new rocket required new metals, new fuels, new guidance systems, new everything. Von Braun's superiors were impatient to move the project to completion. They were angered by the many changes he had sent to the factories responsible for manufacturing the rocket. "You are supposed to be the ultimate brain in this operation...do you know offhand how many last-minute changes you've made in your rocket plans...since you started two years ago?" They waved a piece of paper before von Braun. "Make a guess, Professor. How many changes have you sent to the factories?" And there the ridiculous figure was: 65,121. It was accurate. Von Braun acknowledged his 65,121 mistakes. He then estimated he would make 5,000 more before the rocket was ready. "It takes sixty-five thousand errors before you are qualified to make a rocket," he said.  "Russia has made maybe thirty thousand of them by now. America hasn't made any."  
In the second half of World War II, Germany, alone, pounded her enemies with ballistic missiles; no other country had them.  And when the war was over, Wernher von Braun became the "ultimate brain" in America's space program. Only a few years –and many mistakes – later, America put a man on the moon.

As someone has observed, "He who has never made a mistake will make no discovery." A suitable epitaph for such a person is "Here lies _______: no hits, no runs, no errors." Errors are essential to every worthwhile success. The primary difference between people who are deemed failures and people who appear successful is that successful people fail more often. Yet instead of dwelling on their last failure, they move right along through their next one. They make however many re-takes however are required until there is no further miss-take.

Trial-and-error is a built-in aspect of our nature, according to physician Lewis Thomas: 28
Our kind of brain is built so that it can make great numbers of errors, all the time, for this is really the way we go about the process of thinking.  We get things wrong by nature, and when we get enough things wrong we make use of that information to get things right.  The process is trial and error, as we say.  It is in this sense that our brains differ so greatly from machines, and it is probably the recognition of this special gift of error that makes us feel so strongly that we are different from all the other animals on earth.  It is hard for us to imagine anything taking place in the brain of an insect that bears any resemblance to the events in our own heads.  We take it for granted that insects are little whirring machines, programmed by their genes to do this or that little insectlike thing, but we recoil from the notion that the bug is a conscious, thinking creature.  We do this partly because we feel superior, and partly because we know that we could never do so reproducibly what beetles do.  It could be that simple animals possess the same kind of awareness as ours, but that they are conscious of fewer items, and therefore the probability of error is greatly reduced.

From Liquid Universe to Solid Fact
In our description of nature the purpose is not to disclose the real essence of phenomena but only to track down, as far as it is possible, relations between the manifold aspects of experience. -Niels Bohr

In further testimony to Ralph Waldo Emerson’s pronouncement that “We live in a liquid universe that appears as a solid fact,” we have at least three ways, in Niels Bohr’s words, to “track down [the] relations between the manifold aspects of experience. These ways of assessing our experience of reality are signified in cosmologist John Archibald Wheeler’s citation of the respective remarks of three baseball umpires concerning their methods of discerning balls and strikes: 29
I calls ‘em as I sees ‘em. 

I calls ‘em as they are. 

They ain’t nothin’ ‘til I calls ‘em. 
Perceptually speaking, the first umpire has a subjectivist view, the second an objectivist view, and the third a constructivist view. Although each view works on its own terms, we are inclined (as is Wheeler) to accredit the constructivist view, that we co-create with reality itself our experience thereof via our partial and approximate reconstructed internal representations thereof. 
As we have already indicated, pre-existing reality-at-large forever exceeds our full causal grasp thereof, for we are not the originators of the atomic and molecular “dirt” that composes our bodies and with which we fabricate our own further compositions. Nor do we originate the universal organizing principles of cosmic order and regulation. What we at most originate is our own uniquely tailored “spin” on reality’s given order, as we co-create with reality-at-large our own perception, conception and experience of reality-at-hand, one outcome (or a few) at a time. We cause how reality is comprehended and experienced by us, not all of what it presents for our comprehension and experience, as acknowledged in Fred Alan Wolf’s comment that “Our acts of observation are what we experience as the everyday world,” and Goethe’s observation that “We see only what we know.”

Our original contributions to the reality of our experienced world are more or less comprised of how we internally reconstruct it via our internal perceptual and conceptual representations thereof. The qualification “more or less” acknowledges our ultimate inability to have more than a partial and approximate understanding of reality as a whole, however brainy our constructions of it may be. This is because our braininess is itself directly complicit in co-authoring reality’s approximate nature, as testified by neuroscientist Richard Restak: 30
The brain exists in order to provide an internal representation of ‘reality.’ Quotation marks are employed here in deference to the fact that no creature, including ourselves, can ever know any other ‘reality’ than the representations made by his brain. These representations, in turn, depend upon the brain’s organization, which differs from one creature to another and, in our own species, from one person to another.
Our internal representations of reality are less than its equivalent not solely because of our brain’s self-limiting organizational structure. They are likewise conformed to our brain’s self-limiting procedures of perception and analysis, via which our neural infrastructure assesses and models our comprehension of reality overall by conceptually abstracting, organizing, categorizing, evaluating and otherwise data-processing our sensory input. Our neurally encoded models are at best suggestive of what-there-is and the-way-it-works, for they are far from being full and precise replicas thereof. They are rather highly selective and partial representations of “the real thing” that our process of neural mapping uniquely conforms to our individual experience. 

For example, even though your neural circuits process millions of bits of information per second as its sensory snapshots are relayed to your brain, only a few dozen of each second’s bit-load are relayed to your faculties of conscious awareness. During the time it takes for you to be cognizantly alerted, what you knowingly sense is not reality as it is at the moment your recognize it, rather an extremely condensed and highly edited montage of snapshot-like reports of what reality was a moment before you become aware of your detection thereof. Furthermore, the automatic editorial function of your super-selective neuro-logic presents you only with those bits of information that are most likely to make sense to you from the perspective of your accumulated past experience. This editing accommodates the inability of your faculties of conscious awareness to assimilate any more than 50 or so bits of information per second, by presenting them only with information that you are experientially predisposed to immediately comprehend. Hence historian James Harvey Robinson’s quip: “Most of our so-called reasoning consists in finding arguments for going on believing as we already do.”
Our internal representations of reality, thus delayed and filtered in the process of their construction, are twice removed from the actuality of what-there-is and how it is working right now. We neither know reality directly, nor do our representations thereof capture it entirely, because there is always far more to what-there-is and the-way-it-works than ever meets our cognizant attention. As psychologist Erich Fromm has noted, “most of that which is real is not conscious.” We can cognizantly know at most only the internal sense that we ourselves make of what-there-is, based on extremely limited neuro-translations thereof, and no two of which translations are identical from person to person. (What we know in addition via non-cognitive means is a matter that we later address.)
In other words, our neural circuitry quite literally does make sense for us, and does so in conformity to our own personal and private estimates of our experienced reality, which is inevitably shortsighted of presented reality overall. The perceptions, feelings, thoughts and words with which we represent our experience of reality in part (and never of full-blown reality itself) are mere pointers to the far greater configuration of what exists overall, and which is beyond anything we can fully sense let alone make sense of completely. The limitations of our make-up artistry are customarily acknowledged in psychology textbooks via descriptions like the following: 31
Our brains do more than merely register information about the world. Perception is not just opening a shutter and letting a picture print itself on the brain. Always, we are filtering sensory information and constructing our perception in ways that make sense to us. 31. [Psychology, David G. Myers (Worth Publishers, 1989) p. 172]
Nor is this understanding of our neuro-psychodynamics a recent one. As psychologist Hadley Cantril similarly observed a half century ago, “Perceiving . . . can never be an absolute disclosure of reality; instead it reveals only a possibility, a “best bet” as to what and where external objects are, and what their characteristics are.” Our estimates of reality, in other words, are no more than guesstimates at their very best, our short-shriftings of which are most readily revealed with the assistance of optical illusions.
Prove It to Yourself Reality Check # 2
Optical illusions exemplify our ability to perceive reality in a variety of ways that accord with the alternate perceptual probabilities inherent in the given order of what exists. They awaken us to how contextual shifts of perspective alter our experience of presented reality’s content. For instance, as you view the presented reality of the following image notice what it offers for the give and take of your perceptive faculties:
[image: image1.jpg]



Many people initially see this image only as an abstract inkblot. Some persons perceive almost immediately that this inkblot forms either the word “good” or the word “evil”, though few are equally quick to recognize the image’s simultaneous portrayal of the word that is opposite to the one they first perceive. And no one is capable of seeing the image’s spellings of “good” and “evil” at the same time rather than alternately, for even though there is more than one way to see things our neural wiring commits us to viewing them one way at a time. (In all fairness, we acknowledge that some people do report an ability to see both images simultaneously. While we have no way of scientifically verifying this, such an ability would not in any event discount the basic point that we are making with this exercise.) 

Furthermore, those who have no knowledge of the English language do not experience this image in the same ways that English-literate persons do. Yet among all those who do read English, anyone who examines the image for some time will eventually experience all the ways of seeing it, albeit sometimes only with some coaching.

Once you have seen both of the words represented by the image, ask yourself the following questions concerning the various ways that your mind can neurologically encode and perceptually/conceptually analyze and represent the image:
· When you shift back and forth from perceiving the words “good” and “evil” in this image, does the shift take place in the image and/or on the page? Or does the shift take place only in your mind? 

· Can the shift take place in the image itself when no one is viewing it?

· Is it necessary for anything in the image itself to change for you to be able to view it one way rather than the other?
Whatever may be your answers these questions, they prove that neither you nor the image’s given order is independent of the interrelationship that is established and maintained by the “observer effect” that conditions your view of it. Such is the nature of your self-world interrelationship overall, which correlates everything that you are aware of with the perceptual, conceptual and experiential predispositions that inform your awareness.

Now ask yourself these further questions:

· Of all the internally reconstructed ways that this image can be represented in your awareness thereof, which way is more accurate and correct than all of the others?
· Is one of your perceptual/conceptual representations of the image more or less valid than all of the others? Are any of them false? Is only one of them true? Or are some more true (or false) than others?

· Alternatively, is it instead correct to say that all of your perceptual/conceptual representations of this image are equally true? 
· When the image is internally represented in the mind of someone whose experience includes no acquaintance with the English language, and thus with the words it presents, is what they see less true than what is seen by English-literate people?
· What does your experience of this image have to say about the I of its beholder?

Once again, however you answer these questions your answers are further evidence of the mutuality and mutability of the interrelationship that governs your perception (which is a probability factor of your experienced reality) of the image’s given order (which is a probability factor of its presented reality). And however you estimate the relative accuracy of your alternate views, your assessments have implications for your general perception of “good” and “evil” as well. 

We leave these implications to your own further consideration, noting only 1) that it is far more difficult to shift perceptions that come from one’s perspectives of good and evil than it is to shift one’s perceptions of things deemed to be “good” or “evil”; and 2) that your assessments of your self-world interrelationship can be no more correct, accurate or true than the internal reconstructions thereof that inform your assessment-making.

We also further note that despite the ambiguity of the above image, it does reveal at least some certainties about your self-world interrelationship. For example, all of your alternate perceptions have at least three things in common: 1) all of them are intertwined in the presented reality of the image itself, 2) they are further entangled with the experienced reality of your neurally data-processed perceptivity, and 3) they are also entangled with the linguistic perspective of whoever is perceiving it. 
*******
Since the ambiguous “good”/”evil” image is more like a visual seesaw than it is a forthrightly deceptive optical illusion, we present for your additional consideration a pair of images that exemplify a point made by nineteenth century American humorist Artemus Ward: “It ain't so much the things you don't know that get you in trouble. It's the things you know that just ain't so.” 
Our ability to perceive things that “just ain’t so” is revealed by optical illusions like the following:
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A neuroscientific explanation of this illusion’s deceptiveness is provided on the website of its creator, MIT Vision Science Professor Edward H. Adelson: http://web.mit.edu/persci/people/adelson/checkershadow_illusion.html.
In the checkered board on the left, the center square is perceived as being of a shade that is intermediate between those of the darker and lighter squares surrounding it, because of the shadow cast by the pillar. Yet when the center square is bracketed between two columns whose shade is that of the darkest squares, the center square is thereby made to appear identically dark even though no darker ink has been added to make it so. The apparent increase of its darkness is entirely made up by your mind. This means that your perception of its greater darkness is physically inaccurate in terms of the laws that govern the dynamics of light, even though it is neurologically correct in terms of the bio-neuro-physics that govern the dynamics of your perception. Thus while it is impossible to see something in more than one way at a time, you sometimes can be simultaneously right and wrong about the way that you do see it. And we can see no means of accounting for such outcomes other than to attribute causal power to your consciousness. 

As we continue in this book to reveal how your self-world interrelationship is a fluid rather than solid state arrangement, the point that we’ve established with the foregoing optical reality check can be made even more evident if you will hereafter associate the term “optical illusion” with the words “what-there-is”, “world” or “reality” as these terms hereafter reappear in our text. This is yet another way to sharpen your operational understanding of the convergent constructivist dynamics of your self-world interrelationship.

As we continue in this book to reveal how your self-world interrelationship is a fluid rather than solid state arrangement, the point that we’ve established with the foregoing optical reality check can be made even more evident if you will hereafter associate the term “optical illusion” with the words “what-there-is”, “world” or “reality” as these terms hereafter reappear in our text. This is yet another way to sharpen your operational understanding of the convergent constructivist dynamics of your self-world interrelationship. Insofar as we internally represent our external reality as solid fact, our experienced reality-at-hand is far more rigid than ever is reality-at-large.

Reality Is [more~or~less] What We Make of It
Man is the meeting-point of various stages of Reality.
-Rudolph Eucken
Some physical scientists readily acknowledge the irreducibly ambiguous nature of our neuro-sensibilities, with assessments like that of high-energy physicist Geoffrey Chew at a scientific conference on consciousness held in Berkeley, California in 1982: 32
All ways of seeing are approximate. Each experience is an approximation abstracted from a larger context. We don't even know why scientific objectivity works as well as it does [and] if this workability is ever understood, such knowing still won't be the totality of truth. Consciousness itself is approximate, and our experience of consciousness is an interaction among approximations. 
Even photographs merely approximate the reality they depict, rather than capture it entirely. It is reported, for example, that when Pablo Picasso was berated by a critic for not painting people as they actually appear, the artist responded by asking, “Are you married?” Receiving an affirmative answer from the suddenly puzzled critic, Picasso next asked if he carried his wife’s photograph in his wallet. Again receiving an affirmative answer, Picasso asked to see the photograph. He studied it for several moments, looking at it from many different angles before he asked, “Is this what your wife really looks like?” Assured that such was the case, Picasso persisted: “This is precisely what you wife looks like?” Assured by the critic that the photograph was an accurate rendition of his wife’s appearance, Picasso returned it with the comment, “It must be very difficult to make love with a woman that small.”

Yet another testimony to reality’s proximal nature was a remark by James Jeans that “It is probably as meaningless to ask how much room an electron takes up as it is to discuss how much room a fear, an anxiety, or an uncertainty takes up.” All such insights freely acknowledge that approximation is inherent in the very foundation of reality itself, which is a forever fluid constellation of ever-fluctuating tendencies, likelihoods and probabilities of outcome rather than a solid-state edifice of certain outcomes.  
Because of reality’s inherently fluid nature, and the corresponding fluidity of causal influences as well, the most that our neuro-sensibilities are capable of constructing is a partial reckoning of what-there-is overall, a reckoning that is inevitably incomplete and often faulty. It is only with a sketchy representation of reality overall that we internally map our experience of what-there-is, and no one’s internal map is the equivalent – nor can it be – of all that exists in the domain of reality-at-large.. Nor can anyone’s reality map be identical to anyone else’s. Nor, furthermore, do our differing reality maps necessarily make each other wrong, for as 1959 Nobel laureate nuclear physicist Emilio G. Segré noted, “It is one of the special beauties of science that points of view which seem diametrically opposed turn out later, in broader perspective, to be both right.” (Of possible pertinence to Segré’s comment is the fact that he was a co-discover of the anti-proton in 1955.) 
Segré’s assessment also touches upon the very reason why all assessments of reality are approximate: No single model of reality is capable of accounting for all of the facts. Some who disagree with this are committed to developing a so-called “Theory of Everything” (TOE), a single mathematical statement that will do for the entire cosmos what e=mc2 did for the relationship of matter and energy, and ideally a statement that is also as  straightforwardly simple. At present, however, no one has come up with a TOE that is immune to being stubbed. No model of reality yet conceived has provided a fully satisfactory account of all that we know and experience. To embrace any one model of reality as if it does account for everything is idolatry, which is the basis for Andre Gide’s prescription: “Follow the seeker after truth, but beware of him who has found it.”
Insofar as what-there-is consists of a set of interacting mass-energy approximations, and insofar as our consciousness of what-there-is likewise consists of a set of interacting experiential approximations, all experienced reality is a “virtual” reality that is merely suggestive of “the real thing.” Psychologist Gary Zukov has described our virtual reality-mapping process as follows: 33
"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 on 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.

So . . . We create our own reality.
In other words (to employ a currently fashionable term), our circuitously self-fulfilling relationship to reality is highly “nuanced”.   
The exception we have already taken to Zukov’s statement that “we create our own reality” (see p. xx) is resolved with our addition of just one word: We create our own consequential reality. We generate our own outcomes in accordance with our limited experience of reality, not directly with what science writer Timothy Ferris has termed The Whole Shebang. 34 The consequent effects of our outcomes are adjusted to the overall configuration of reality itself via an aspect of causal function that some call “karma”, a Hindu term that signifies the long-term consequential outcomes of our actions. By whatever name we choose to call such adjustments, each consequence we create becomes an additional integral part of reality-at-large. 
The perspective of convergent causation is intuited in John Archibald Wheeler’s account of an unusual approach by his colleagues to a game initially made popular as a 1950’s TV show, “Twenty Questions”: 35
One [of us], chosen as victim, was sent out of the room. The rest of us agreed on some implausible word like "brontosaurus." Then the victim was let back into the room. To win, he had to discover the word with no more than twenty yes/no questions. Otherwise, he lost.

After we had played several rounds, my turn came and I was sent out. The door was closed, and was kept closed for the longest time.  I couldn't understand at all why they were taking so long. Moreover, when at length they let me in, every one had a grin on his face, sure sign of a joke or a trick. However, I went ahead innocently asking my questions. "Is it animal?" "No." "Is it vegetable?" "No." "Is it mineral?" "Yes." "Is it green?" "No." "Is it white?" "Yes."

As I went on with my queries I found the answerer was taking longer and longer to respond. He would think and think and think. Why? That was beyond my understanding when all I wanted was a simple yes or no answer. But finally, I knew, I had to chance it, propose a definite word. "Is it ‘cloud'?" I asked. My friend thought a minute. "Yes," he said, finally. Then everyone burst out laughing.

My colleagues explained to me that when I was sent out of the room, they agreed not to agree on a word. There was no word in the room when I came in! What is more, they had agreed that each respondent was permitted to answer my question as he pleased – with one small proviso: if I challenged him, he had to have in mind a word compatible with his own and all the previous answers! The game, in other words, was just as difficult for my colleagues as for me. 
Wheeler’s colleagues were capable of succeeding at their make-it-up-as-you-go version of the customarily straightforward twenty questions game only because the universe in which the game is played, after billions of years of similarly making itself up on automatic pilot, has evolved a species whose members are capable of consciously co-creating much of their contingent reality. It is also the case that no words whatsoever were “in the room” when our species was born. Yet the words we’ve fabricated since, along with the consequences of their fabrication, have become part of reality-at-large’s what-there-is, and their advent has been literally transformative of the reality to which they point. As observed philosophically by Ernest Holmes:36
The first great discovery man made was that he could think. This was the day when he first said "I am." This marked his first day of personal attainment. From that day, man became an individual and had to make all further progress himself. From that day, there was no compulsory evolution; he had to work in conscious union with Life. 
Our self-world interrelationship has presently evolved to the point that we are today in the process of taking collective and fateful command of our entire planetary homestead. As astronomer George Wald observed, “Matter has reached the point of beginning to know itself…. [Man is] a star's way of knowing about stars.” Even more to the point concerning our collective causation of outcomes, Julian Huxley proclaimed that “We are evolution’s way of becoming aware and directive of itself.” We have become nothing less than what some folks call “conscious evolutionaries”, a matter that we address in Part 4. 
The difference between the divergent particulate view of reality and the convergent holistic view that is presently emerging is that the latter presumes our co-operation with reality-at-large rather than our dominance thereof. (The hyphenated term “co-operation” signifies “operating together with”, rather than the unhyphenated cooperation that often tends to signify mere “getting along”.) Both individually and collectively, therefore, when it comes to forming our successive neural “snapshots” of ever-fluctuating reality, the way we see is what we get. 
Our self-fulfilling interrelational bond with reality-at-large has moved quantum physicist Arthur Zajonc to qualify every “discipline” or “field” of knowledge as an imagination of reality, the imaging-in of our subsequently examined sensory and intuitive experience. Just as Albert Einstein noted in declaring that “Imagination is more important than knowledge,” Zajonc views our experienced reality as a product of imaginal wonderment that greatly contrasts with the presumed certainty of hyper-objective perspectives.

The importance that Einstein attributed to imagination is also revealed in another of his comments: 37
The most beautiful and most profound emotion we can experience is the sensation of the mystical…. Herein lies the germ of all art and all true science. He to whom this emotion is a stranger, who can no longer stand rapt in awe, is as good as dead…. Anyone to whom this feeling is alien, who is no longer capable of wonderment and lives in a state of fear is a dead man. To know that what is impenetrable for us really exists and manifests itself as the highest wisdom and the most radiant beauty, whose gross forms alone are intelligible to our poor faculties - this knowledge, this feeling ... that is the core of the true religious sentiment. In this sense, and in this sense alone, I rank myself among profoundly religious men.
Zajonc regards our aesthetic, philosophical, psychological, spiritual, scientific and other imaginations as metaphorical rather than literal descriptions of reality, and relates to them not as disparate endeavors, but rather as alternative perspectives on a common subject: human experience in its totality. His book-length elaboration of this perspective, Catching the Light: the Entwined Destiny of Light and Mind, addresses all of our varied imaginations via an examination of the one metaphor shared by each, the metaphor of light. 38
In any event, the truth of all our consequences is that reality overall is always far more and other than what we estimate it to be, even estimates as brilliantly perceptive as those of Albert Einstein, who also noted that 39
Physical concepts are free creations of the human mind, and are not, however it may seem, uniquely determined by the external world. In our endeavor to understand reality we are somewhat like a man trying to understand the mechanism of a closed watch. He sees the face and the moving hands, even hears its ticking, but he has no way of opening the case. If he is ingenious he may form some picture of a mechanism which could be responsible for all the things he observes, but he may never be quite sure his picture is the only one which could explain his observations. He will never be able to compare his picture with the real mechanism and he can not even imagine the possibility or the meaning of such a comparison.
An additional recognition of what philosopher Clarence Irving Lewis called the “ineffability of the given” is that of Dilbert cartoonist Scott Adams, which builds on our contemporary understanding of light from the perspective of Einstein’s theory of special relativity: 40
Light is the outer limit of what is possible. It is not a physical thing; it is a boundary. Scientists agree that light has no mass. By analogy, think of earth’s horizon. The horizon is not a physical thing. It is a concept. If you tried to put some horizon in a bucket, you couldn’t do it.

Yet the horizon is observable and understandable. It seems to be physical and it seems to have form and substance. But when you run toward the horizon, no matter how fast you go, it seems to stay ahead of you by the same distance. You can never reach the horizon, no matter how fast you move. 
The ineffability of the universe’s given order likewise accounts for another of Einstein’s statements, “The hardest thing to understand is why we can understand at all,” as well as for his confession in later years: 41
Now you think that I am looking at my life’s work with calm satisfaction. But, on closer look, it is quite different. There is not a single concept of which I am convinced that it will stand firm and I am not sure if I was on the right track after all.
Notwithstanding Einstein’s testimony to the endemic nature of uncertainty, what most distinguished his own life’s outcomes was less a matter of whether his tracking was right or wrong than they were the outcomes of the acutely conscious quality of his tracking. Few have known as well as he that the science of causing outcomes is first and foremost a matter of generating them while being mindfully conscious of how we fabricate our inner representations of reality-at-large. Every one of Einstein’s greatest hypotheses and theories began as a Gedankenexperiment (thought experiment), some of which commenced in his dreams. Such mindfulness – paying ongoing self-knowing attention in and to your bodymind’s processing of the present moment – is central to the science of being causally “on the right track” to a pre-specified outcome. 

As we will subsequently demonstrate, mindfulness is as practicable by anyone as it was by Albert Einstein, because being mindful is far more the outcome of being consciously resilient than of being intellectually brilliant. 
