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INTRODUCTION
The (not so secret) Secret:

There’s More to Reality than Meets the Eye
We don’t see things as they are.

We see things as we are.

-The Talmud
As we commenced our writing about the science of causing outcomes in February, 2006, the Internet marketing campaign was in motion for Rhonda Byrne’s book on the metaphysics of manifesting outcomes, entitled The Secret.1 Within a year her book would sell three millions copies and over a million companion DVD’s, to become the all-time instant bestselling book of its genre. Yet its metaphysical “secret”, the law that like attracts like, has been known worldwide by millions for several millennia.  
The twentieth century’s bestselling book on manifesting outcomes was Napoleon Hill’s Think and Grow Rich, of which 32 million copies (and still counting) have been printed in numerous editions and languages since its initial publication in 1937.2 Hill also wrote several other books that are among thousands of similarly-oriented publications (including magazines) which since ancient times have acquainted tens of millions with the not-so-secret law of manifestation by attraction, countless revelations of which have been branded and marketed with mixed success under numerous names by authors from A-Z. 
The following list of such books includes a few century-old writings re-issued to surf on The Secret’s success, and a few of dozens newly written to do likewise. Some of these books feature spiritual means to the end of causing outcomes, rather than or as well as psychological and physical means. [Asterisked authors have written more than one such book.]3
· James Allen, As a Man Thinketh (1902, 2005)
· Eric Butterworth*, Spiritual Economics (1925, 2000)
· Dale Carnegie*, How to Win Friends and Influence People (1937, 1998)

· Wayne Dyer*, The Power of Intention (2005)
· Ralph Waldo Emerson, passim (mid 19th century)
· Charles Fillmore*, Prosperity (19xx, 2006)
· Ehrick F. Gilmore, Law of Attraction: The Secret Power of Your Thoughts (2007)
· Ernest Holmes*, Creative Mind and Success (1919, 1957, 2007)
· Pauline Innis, Astronumerology: The New Way to Tell Your Future (1971)
· E. Bernard Jordan, Cosmic Economics: The Universal Keys to Wealth (2005)
· Muneeza Khimji, Everything You Want: The Secrets Behind the Law of Attraction (2007)
· Michael Losier, Law of Attraction: The Science of Attracting More of What You Want and Less of What You Don't (2004)
· Og Mandino*, 
· Tommy Newberry, Success Is Not and Accident: Change Your Choices, Change Your Life (1999)
· Taiwo Odunsi, Collabetition: 3 Principles for the Creative Person In All of Us (2007)
· Norman Vincent Peale*, The Power of Positive Thinking (1952, 2002) 
· Phineas Parkhurst Quimby, The Quimby Manuscripts (compiled by Horatio Dresser, 1921; reissued 2007)
· Darel Rutherford*, Being the Solution (2002)
· W. Clement Stone*, The Success System that Never Fails (1962, 2007)
· Ralph Waldo Trine, In Tune with The Infinite (1908, 2007)
· Evelyn Underhill*, Self-Adjustment, (2005)
· Joe Vitale*, The Attractor Factor (2003) 
· Wallace Wattles*, The Science of Getting Rich (1910, 2007)
· X, The Inner Secret: That Something Within (1922, 2005)
· Douglas Yeaman and Noel McInnis, The Power of Commitment (1985)

· Zig Ziglar*, Success for Dummies (2000)
In an article entitled “Unraveling The Secret,” David Rippe writes: 4
Not surprisingly in a culture where happiness and acquisition are the hallmarks of a successful life, The Secret . . . has attracted a huge following . . . . The Secret has been featured by Larry King, Ellen DeGeneres and Oprah, in Time, Newsweek, and People magazines, and is burning up the Internet with hundreds of thousands of emails flying through cyberspace as people discover what has been known for thousands of years.
The article’s preview in the magazine’s table of contents notes that the law of attraction is “neither as simple nor as foolproof as one is led to believe,” while the article itself attests:
The law of attraction states simply that “like attracts like.” Each of us vibrates at a specific frequency, giving off thought waves that act like a cosmic magnet, drawing back to us what we mentally broadcast. So, the ‘thinking’ goes, think like a rich person, and you become rich. Visualize a beautiful home, and it will manifest. In essence, you get what you think.
But the law of attraction poses many complexities and contradictions. If like attracts like, then what is the message of unwanted outcomes, such as cancer or a child born with Down syndrome? Who or what is to blame, if blame is even an appropriate part of the analysis? While one side sings the law’s praises and the other pronounces it snake oil, the truth, like many things in life, lies somewhere in the middle.
Rippe further observes, “The idea that our thoughts influence the manifestation of our reality is neither new nor radical.” More than a century has passed, for instance, since America’s first world-class psychologist, William James, asserted that “The greatest discovery of my generation is that a human being can alter his life by altering his attitudes of mind.” 5 Yet even in James’ day this “discovery” of how we produce outcomes marked a Western rediscovery of a principle long known to millions in the Eastern world, dating back at least to the publication of the Tao Te Ching 2500 years ago. 6
What rather qualifies as “new and radical” are contemporary perspectives on causal mind-matter interactions, a paradigm of convergent causation whose truth also “lies somewhere in the middle” by virtue of causation’s emergence from dynamical interactions that take place in between its originating constituents. The in-betweenness of convergent causation is revealed by contemporary leading edge research on mind-matter interactions in physics, cosmology, psychology, medicine, neuroscience, biology and the emerging “noetic” (i.e., consciousness-related) sciences. This research demonstrates how our thoughts influence material reality and how the law of attraction works accordingly. We herein present the perspective of convergent causation, along with opportunities for you to prove its implications to yourself, as we also address the issue of unwanted outcomes and the protocols of blameless accountability.
Sympathetic Vibration
"Attention" is the coin of the realm.

Whatever it is that you "pay" your attention to, you've bought.

–David Gordon
In addition to the “complexities and contradictions” of the law of attraction cited by Rippe, yet another of its ambiguities is represented by the behavior of neighboring magnets: If attraction of like to like is an actual law, why aren’t the north and south poles of adjacent magnets attracted to each other, rather than to their opposing poles? 
The scientific answer to this question is that magnets are resonantly aligned with each other from within, and not from without. To borrow a sociological perspective, magnets are “inner directed” rather than “other directed”. Their inner direction is established by the north-to-south energetic flow of their electrons. As the inner polarity of one magnet comes into resonant alignment with the identical inner polarity of another, a unified larger magnet is formed by their union. Magnets are co-responsive to each other’s inner vibrational polarities, rather than to their external polar features. This and other examples of resonant interaction may also be signified as “sympathetic vibration,” “being on the same wavelength”, and “mutual co-respondence”.
The invisible nature of magnetism’s causal dynamics is suggestive of the Biblical pronouncement that “…things which are seen are not made of things which do appear” (Hebrews 11:3). Not until the 20th century would their dynamics that are seen become explainable in terms of their dynamics that do not otherwise appear except during split seconds of electron activity in particle accelerators. 
Other familiar examples of resonant interaction include the tendency of a roomful of mechanical clocks that are initially “out-of-phase” with each another to synchronize their timekeeping tick-tocks, the similar tendency of women who are roommates or housemates to synchronize the timing of their menstrual cycles; and the ability of trained vocalists to shatter a crystal drinking glass by sounding a tone whose pitch has the precise vibrational resonance of the glass’ crystalline structure. 
Of many books written about the vibrational dynamics of resonant interaction, K. C. Cole’s Sympathetic Vibrations: Reflections on Physics as a Way of Life is outstanding.7 As Cole remarks in a chapter also entitled “Sympathetic Vibrations”:
…the universe as a whole is a remarkably springy place. Planets and atoms and almost everything else in between vibrate at one or more natural frequencies. When something else nudges them periodically at one of those frequencies, resonance results. Soldiers marching in step with the natural frequency of a bridge can cause it to collapse, which is why soldiers break step when crossing bridges. The Tacoma Narrows Bridge in Washington State was toppled in 1940 by a resonance caused by the wind. The ill-fated prop-jet Electra developed an unfortunate habit of falling apart when the rhythm of the rotating propellers matched the natural frequency of the wings…. Your smoothly running car can suddenly break out in a bad case of shakes when the cycle of an unbalanced wheel exactly matches the natural rhythm of the springs.  
Some people who assume that we resonate with one another mentally and emotionally as well as physically also propose that people resonate with one another via sympathetic interpersonal vibrations, as does philosopher Ernest Holmes: 8
...individual mentalities...are in sympathetic vibration with each other, [and] more or less mingle and receive suggestions from one another. This is the meaning of mental influence, which is indeed a very real thing….(14) [W]e are all doubtless communicating with one another to the degree that we sympathetically vibrate toward each other. (15) 

Whether the law of attraction functions only physically, or mentally and emotionally as well, it signifies the resonant alignment of things, persons, conditions, situations and events in accordance with their corresponding inner dynamics. Only superficially does the law of attraction unite the outward differences that accompany inner dynamics, as when its joins north magnetic poles to south ones. Outward differences are always subordinated to the influence of inward direction, which tends to makes magnets the poster child for so-called “odd couples.” 
As an example of magnetic, like-attracts-like odd coupling, when we endeavor to “think and grow rich” we become outwardly coupled with money in accordance with the way we inwardly think about it. If, for instance, our thoughts about money are conditioned by a perception of financial lack, the law of attraction aligns our relationship to money correspondingly. By thinking about financial wealth in abundance from the perception of its absence in our experience, we correspondingly manifest an even more abundant experience of lacking financial wealth.  
In other words, the science of causing outcomes is not a science of finding and experiencing what we are externally looking for, it is a science of finding and experiencing what we are internally looking from. What we are thinking from can compromise what we are thinking about, as described in the following passage from Carol Sandburg’s epic poem, The People, Yes: 9
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.

Sandburg’s poetic insight clearly portrays that what we are looking for, and are accordingly thinking about, can ultimately come about only in ways that are congruent with our thinking’s inner perspective. The projected perspective from which we inwardly think is more powerfully causal of our experience than the perspective of what we outwardly think about. Our mental perspective is the inner “what goes around” that causally manifests our outer experience of what “comes around.”
If we are to succeed at thinking and growing rich, we can do so only as we think about what we already have from the perspective of an inward appreciation of whatever our presently limited richness is providing us. It is thus that we are most likely to manifest an outward experience of increased richness. Adopting this appreciative inward perspective can be as simple as ceasing to assess our current income in terms of what we cannot afford. Instead of depreciatively thinking “I can’t afford ____ with what I presently have,” as if we are without an alternative choice in the matter, we can appreciatively think instead “I am currently choosing to afford ____ with what I presently have.” The empowering impact of being inwardly appreciative of what we presently have by acknowledging the choices we are making with it, instead of thinking depreciatively about what we don’t presently have by focusing on choices not being made, is examined in the book, Do What You Love, the Money will Follow. 10
In short: It is primarily the tendency of our thinking rather than its content that causes commensurate outcomes. Although our thinking’s conceptual content does have some tendency to manifest whatever it represents, it is our thinking’s inner perceptual context (our frame of reference) that shapes our actual experience of what our thoughts are about. Causing outcomes is therefore primarily a science of managing the inner patterns and dynamics of our thinking, and only secondarily a science of commensurately managing the outer objects on which our thinking is focused.
Prove It to Yourself Reality Check # 1
Reread the previous two paragraphs by substituting the pronoun “I”, “me” or “my” (and changing verb tense accordingly) wherever the word “we”, “our”, “one” and “one’s” appears, while noticing any feelings of resistance that attend your doing this.
Claiming first-person causal responsibility for the outcome of one’s thinking is difficult for anyone who is adopting this perspective for the very first time. If you instead experience a feeling of total agreement with these two paragraphs as you reread them according to the instructions, you are among the small minority of persons on this planet who fully assume first-person responsibility for the nature and the consequences of their thought.
Reality Is an Inside Job
Experience is not what happens to us,

it is rather what we do with what happens to us.

–Aldous Huxley

Mind and matter causally converge in our experience to accord with our inner perspective on our outer world. The convergent interaction of mind and matter was articulated by one of the 20th century’s most brilliant quantum physicists, Werner Heisenberg, when he asserted that “What we observe is not nature itself, but nature exposed to our method of questioning.” He made this statement because, in the quantum realm, physical reality shows up in different ways. It sometimes shows up as particles and at other times as waves. In either case, this difference corresponds to the way quantum reality is perceived. Whenever physicists set up the apparatus required for the detection of particle dynamics, particles are what they detect. And whenever they set up the apparatus required for the detection of waves, waves are what they detect.

Reality is observer-influenced at every scale, because what we see is always commensurate with the way that we are seeing it. The contrary perspective, “I’ll believe it when I see it,” discounts the fact that for the most part we can see only what we already believe. As Henri Bergson observed, “The eye sees only what the mind is prepared to comprehend.”
Yet this is not to say, as some do, that “we create our own reality.” To claim that our reality is self-fabricated is to deny the influence of pre-existing reality-at-large11 on our immediate reality-at-hand.  For instance, when scientists first discovered the hole in Earth’s ozone layer they were astounded by how rapidly it emerged. Yet when they consulted their archived data they discovered that the ozone hole had been present and growing for several years. They didn’t (since they couldn’t) see it because the context of their perceptual frame of reference didn’t allow them to conceive such a possibility. As quantum physicist John Polkinghorne has explained, citing scientists’ earlier tardy recognition of the existence of positrons, “Experimenters find it hard to see what they are not actually looking for.”12
All of us tend to ignore aspects of reality that we do not yet believe in or are not looking for. This is why much that is only belatedly known turns out to have been knowable far in advance of its being recognized. In the meantime, first adopters of new perspectives are repudiated by their peers, as was Galileo by scientific colleagues who refused to look through his telescope because they knew that what he claimed to see could not possibly be so. Our aversion to inconvenient truth is so typically human that it is epitomized by Adam and Eve’s donning of fig leaves in the Biblical creation story.
Global warming is another case of our not seeing what already exists unless we are looking for it. Today’s global warming was forecast with great accuracy a full century ago, in Swedish chemist Svante Arrhenius’ extrapolation of the planetary impact that globalizing the industrial pollution of his own time would have on Earth’s biosphere today. More recently, many scientists who were documenting global warming’s development three decades ago foresaw today’s situation a generation in advance of today’s continued reluctance to accept it as a reality even as we are experiencing its effects.
At the same time, however, it is also important that we recognize how our planet has been subject to cycles of warming and cooling for millions of years, and that another warming cycle was due to begin at approximately the present time in any event. Accordingly, our own contributions to global warming are fueling an existing probability rather than creating an entirely new one. Only to the extent that our CO2-spewing lifestyles say to global warming “bring it on” are we actually creating our own immediate reality-at-hand with the underlying support of a pre-existing planetary reality-at-large.
It is utterly impractical to argue that we are the creators of reality-at-large. For instance, none of us recalls having created the Big Bang that presumably gave reality-at-large its initial send-off in the first place. Our absence of oversight in this regard was reportedly called into question by God in response to Job’s complaints about the world’s shortcomings: “Where wast thou when I laid the foundations of the earth?” (Job 38:4). 
The shortsightedness of claiming that our reality is the caused outcome of our own fabrication is illustrated in an anecdote that circulated the Internet several years ago:
Emboldened by humankind’s increasing command of molecular, atomic, and genetic engineering, thereby wielding powers that were formerly attributed to God, the scientific community decided that our species had no further requirement for a deity. A representative was therefore deputized to inform God that He could take the rest of eternity off.

God was unconvinced. “Do you really think that you can create life from scratch exactly the way I did?”

“No problem,” said the scientist, as he stooped to pick up a handful of dirt.

“No, no,” said God. “That’s not the way I did it.”

“What do you mean?” asked the scientist.

“Get your own dirt.”

Astrophysicist Carl Sagan was similarly observant when he quipped, “If you want to bake a cake from scratch, you begin by creating a universe.” Therefore, though tailors we may somewhat be of our own reality, what we thus stitch together is a fabric not entirely of our own weaving. Even materialistic realists do not create the raw material of their reality, they merely give shape to reality’s raw material which in turn shapes the way they experience it. This is why John Polkinghorne concludes a survey of the numerous theoretical interpretations of the “observer effect” in quantum physics by qualifying them all as follows: 13
No common factor unites these different possible accounts of the role of the observer. At most it would seem appropriate to speak of ‘observer-influenced reality’ and to eschew talk of ‘observer-created reality’. What was not in some sense already potentially present could never be brought into being.
The science of causing outcomes, therefore, is the science of creating our experience of reality rather than reality itself. And our created experience of reality is based on our perception of the nature and dynamics of its given “raw material” and on how our perceptions shape our relationship to the raw material we are thus provided.
The Principle of Inner Co-Respondence
If you are eating bags of candy every day, you're going to have a sugar experience.

–Leonard Nimoy
The Secret begins its revelation of the law of attraction by citing an eight-word statement that was reportedly inscribed on a mysterious Emerald Tablet circa 3000 B.C.: “As above, so below; as within, so without.” Although the Emerald Tablet’s actual existence is in question14, the eight-word statement has been known to millions for well over two millennia. Notably, however, following The Secret’s citation of this ancient wisdom the book makes scant further reference to it. This may be just as well, considering that the statement has always been known historically as “the law of correspondence,” and not as “the law of attraction.”
From a scientific perspective, the so-called “law” of correspondence is more accurately termed the principle of correspondence, in accordance with the distinction that “a principle is a basic general truth, comprehending many subordinate truths, in contrast to a law, a statement in words [that is an] expression of a principle.” 15 The phrase “as above, so below; as within, so without” represents a principle of correspondence. Even more accurately stated, it signifies a principle of inner correspondence, because things that mutually co-respond are attracted to one another as magnets are, in accordance with their inward dynamics rather than according to their outward features. All attraction, whether gravitational, magnetic or otherwise, is subordinate to the principle of inner correspondence, which is what makes the law of attraction (as already noted above) “neither as simple nor as foolproof as one is led to believe.” 
For example, in keeping with the law of inner correspondence, we attract not only that which corresponds to what we are like, we attract as well that which corresponds to what we do like and to what we dislike. As we illustrated earlier with reference to liking wealth from the perspective of disliking its absence, what we do like is attracted to us in ways that are compromised by our dislikes. What shows up in our experience co-responds to whether our way of thinking is appreciatively positive or depreciatingly negative. Furthermore, to the extent that we tend to energize our dislikes more than we energize our liking, we correspondingly tend to attract more of what we don’t like than of what we do like.
The universal nature of the inner correspondence principle was acknowledged by quantum physicist and Nobel laureate Eugene Winger when he observed, “We do not know of any phenomenon in which one subject is influenced by another without the other exerting a corresponding influence thereupon.” And another Nobel quantum physicist, Richard Feynman, similarly noted, “You can’t say A is made of B or vice versa. All mass is interaction.” What Winger and Feynman were saying, in so many words, is that every relationship is an interrelationship. Accordingly, both the principle of inner correspondence and the law of attraction accord with an everywhere-present dynamic of interrelationship that each of them represents. In this book’s endeavor to honor this universal dynamic of interrelationship, we hereinafter consistently hyphenate the term “correspondence” as “co-respondence”.
While the law of attraction and the principle of inner co-respondence are considered by many to be purely metaphysical, and thus primarily mental rather than material in nature, each has parallel physical implications. For instance, in presuming that like is attracted to like via the transmission of mental force, the law of attraction mirrors the Newtonian model of impingent causation that passes from object to object in a linear chain of successive effects. Alternatively, the principle of inner co-respondence presumes instead that like things resonate with one another in such a way that their interactions coherently align their respective inner dispositions. This dynamic of resonant interaction mirrors quantum/relativistic models of holistic causality in which causation emerges from the interrelationships between objects, rather than from causal properties within the objects themselves that are propagated to successively impinge from one object to another.
Two Paradigms of Causality

The dynamics of attraction are customarily associated with the Newtonian paradigm of remotely active “force”. Newton’s 17th century mechanical model of gravitation mathematical represents a binding force of remote attraction that is directly proportionate to the sum of two objects’ masses and inversely proportionate to the distance between them. Newton’s model postulates what Albert Einstein would later perceive in the context of quantum physics as “spooky action at a distance,” a feature of Newtonian gravitation that Newton himself was quite aware of: 16
[T]he cause of gravity is what I do not pretend to know…. It is inconceivable that inanimate brute matter should…affect other matter without mutual contact. That gravity should be innate, inherent, and essential to matter, so that one body may act upon another at a distance, is to me an absurdity that I believe no man who has in philosophical matter a competent faculty of thinking can ever fall into it.
Newtonian scientists discounted this acknowledged absurdity by assuming the existence of a universal “ether” that was originally postulated by Aristotle, a cosmic plenum through which the force of gravitational attraction was extended in a manner analogous to tugs on the opposite ends of a binding rope. The scientific community’s openness to and acceptance of Einstein’s 20th century relativistic model of gravitation was motivated in part by experimental determinations that the presumed “ether” was nonexistent. Einstein’s model also eliminated the presumption of remote action – i.e., of matter that is over here telling matter that is over there where it is to be and how to move – by postulating a universal (i.e., omni-localized) dynamic of convergent interaction that everywhere binds matter to its particular location and locomotion in spacetime. In Einstein’s theory of general relativity (quoting physicist John Archibald Wheeler), “Matter tells space how to curve. Space tells matter how to move.” 17 (For those who may consider this model of convergent causation to also be more or less “spooky”, this concern is addressed on p. xxx). 

Much to Einstein’s vexation, the specter of “spooky action at a distance” that was resolved by his theory of general relativity was immediately reinstated in quantum physics, whose development was in part the outcome of another accomplishment for which Einstein won the 1921 Nobel Prize in physics, namely, his demonstration that light consists of particles rather than waves. (His theories of relativity were then as yet too speculative to satisfy the conservative Nobel committee, even though it was for these theories that he was more widely noted than for his particulate theory of light.)

According to the experimental evidence of applied quantum mechanics, light is neither a particle nor a wave (or perhaps is both a particle and wave, sometimes called a “wavicle”) until it is determined to be either one or the other in accordance with the means of its detection by an observer. In order to fully understand the implications of this ambiguous relationship, one must keep in mind that in quantum physics the term “observer” is broadly defined as any means of detection, including detection by automatic measuring devices unattended by human awareness and even the detection by one sub-atomic particle of another particle’s presence, no matter where and when in the universe such detection takes place. In other words, in quantum physics “observation” is synonymous with all forms of interaction.
It is the correlation of the both-and-neither-wave-or-particle correlation of quantum reality with our means of detection that moved Werner Heisenberg to acknowledge nature’s mirroring of the way we perceive it, thus giving rise to what two other physicists have called The Looking-Glass Universe.18 What causes this mirroring relationship to exist is ultimately no more understood by quantum physicists than was gravity’s cause understood by Newton. As Richard Feynman asserted, “No one understands quantum physics” because of its “weirdness” (the quantum-equivalent term for “spookiness”). Yet just as Newton’s formulation of gravitational attraction is utterly effective in the macro-realm, so is quantum physics, regardless of its, astonishingly effective in the micro-realm:19
For instance, quantum electrodynamics (the theory of the interaction of electrons with photons) yields results that agree with experiment to an accuracy corresponding to an error of less than the width of a human hair in relation to the distance between Los Angeles and New York!
As a consequence of quantum physics’ workability, its puzzled founders “just had to hang on to experience by the skin of their intellectual teeth, even if they could not make sense of it.”20 This is because the ultimate arbiter of scientific truth is workability demonstrated by experience. Accordingly, one of the most respected of quantum mechanics’ founders, Niels Bohr, maintained that the demonstrated workability of quantum physics made irrelevant its lack of explanatory facility: 21
There is no quantum world. There is only abstract quantum physical description. It is wrong to think that the task of physics is to find out how nature is. Physics is concerned with what we can say about it.
Most scientists similarly agree that their science provides only descriptions of reality, not statements of what reality actually is, and that we know at most only what we can accurately say about reality while never knowing reality itself.

In even further confoundment of Einstein’s sensitivity to spookiness, some co-responding dynamics of quantum particles that were once mutually related still occur at precisely the same instant regardless of how many billions of light years apart the particles may now be from one another. Since Einstein’s special theory of relativity postulates that nothing can move faster than the speed of light, such instantaneous interactions are if anything even spookier than Newtonian gravitational attraction. Hence Einstein’s dogged insistence that quantum theory was at worst erroneous and at best incomplete, and his frequent affirmation that “God does not play dice with the universe.” Hence also his endeavor during his life’s final decades to formulate a grand unified theory of the relationship between gravitational quantum dynamics that would eliminate – or at least resolve – all experimental outcomes that evidenced an element of chance in what Einstein was himself quite certain is a comparably certain cosmos.
In the dynamics of interrelational and convergent causality, the correlation of co-responding inner dispositions represents what Aristotle called the “sufficient” cause that makes an outcome possible. The interaction from which such correlation arises is what he called the “efficient” cause that makes an outcome actual. [Aristotle also postulated a “material” cause that accounts for the substance of an outcome and a “formal” cause that determines an outcome’s shape.22 The Aristotelian, Newtonian and quantum/relativistic models of causality are further described in Part 2, at p. xxx.]
The still-emerging paradigm of attributing primary causality to the convergence of inner dynamics rather than to the outward features of whatever is dynamically interrelating has long been common to Eastern thought, as evidenced in the Zen question, “Is it the bell that rings, is it the hammer that rings, or is it the meeting of the two that rings?” A comparable perspective underlies Sufi poet Rumi’s remark that “It is we who make wine drunk.” From a more logically reasoned Western perspective, the model of convergent causation is represented in the statement (author unknown) that “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.” 
Operations research expert Alan Smithson attributes the dynamics of convergent causation to a principle of mind-matter interaction: “[U]ltimate reality is encountered neither in our minds nor in the physical cosmos, but at the point where these meet.”23 He accordingly identifies our ongoing “marriage of mind and matter” as one in which “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.” 24 Smithson identifies our successive unique experiences of mind-matter conjunction as a series of “kairos” points. (The Greek word, kairos, signifies “fullness of time,” just as the Sanskrit word Rta similarly signifies “the well-formed instant.”) Like philosopher-scientist Alfred North Whitehead, therefore, Smithson articulates a process-oriented paradigm of reality in which effects (outcomes) are mostly consequential. Only secondarily may they also be causal relative to other effects. 
Since neither do neuroscientists Humberto Maturana and Francisco Verela consider “mind” to be a function confined solely to the brain, they have formulated the dynamics of mind-matter interaction within a context that is more forthrightly social than Smithson’s: “Consciousness and mind belong to the realm of social coupling. That is the locus of their dynamics.” 25
However one may formulate the inner co-respondence principle – as above, so below; as within, so without – the principle presumes that each of us is immediately embedded within a reality that is likewise immediately embedded within ourselves. The reality that surrounds us and the reality that is within us are not two different realities, they are a common reality experienced from alternative perspectives that are both imminent in time and immanent in space. While others may signify this co-embedment in terms of “mind-matter interaction” and “social coupling,” we hereinafter more broadly signify it as our individual and collective self-world interrelationship.
The underlying nature of all converging interrelationships, the reality of which is far more than the eye and our other physical senses can discern á la things seen that are not made of things which do appear, is also acknowledged in Ralph Waldo Emerson’s pronouncement that “We live in a liquid universe that appears as a solid fact.” Accordingly, the science of causing outcomes is the science of managing the convergence of overt reality, which our senses can detect, with covert reality that escapes our direct detection. It is by our own primary causal interactions within these fluidly convergent overt and covert realities that we secondarily affect their interrelated solid facts. 
Most simply stated, therefore, the science of causing outcomes is the science of managing our relationships.
********************

Introduction Highlights:
· Causal alignment proceeds primarily from the co-responding inner dynamics of things, persons and events, and only secondarily from their outer manifestations.
· The primary perspective from which you are thinking is more causally powerful than the secondary perspective of what you are thinking about. 
· We tend not to see aspects of reality-at-large that we do not believe in or are not looking for in our immediate reality-at-hand.

· We create only our experience of reality, via the shape we give to it, and do not create the raw material of reality itself.
· Every relationship is an interrelationship.
· Our self-world interrelationship represents our immediate embedment within a reality that is just as immediately embedded within ourselves.
· Reality is confluently and simultaneously fluidic and solid.
· The science of causing outcomes is the science of managing our relationships.
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The Reality of Causation and the Causation of Reality
Reality is Whatever Works Plus Whatever Doesn’t Work
Reality is as reality does (or does not as the case may be)
-from The Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense
The science of causing outcomes is the science of managing relationships, and every relationship is an interrelationship of causal factors. Reality’s causation is such that every outcome is the consequence either of some corresponding actions or of some notable absence of corresponding actions, each of which has an according consequential outcome. The reality of causation and the causation of reality are thus two alternate ways of viewing the presence or absence of action in from the perspective of their correspondingly present or absent 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.” Similarly, one’s regrets in present moments are often for things notably unsaid or not done in moments past. (As for actions whose absence is not noted, they may also have consequent outcomes that likewise go unnoticed.) 
In Western thinking, consequential absence of action is viewed as something that “should” be done and is (or was) not done. By contrast, in Eastern thinking consequential absence of action is viewed as what is not to be done in honor of the principle that “stillness overcomes unrest.” This Eastern wisdom of “non-doing”, called “wu-wei” in Chinese, is the core of bodymind trainings like Tai Chi and Aikido, in which causation of outcomes is determined by the person who is most successful at remaining still until the most suitable moment for the most appropriate action. Accordingly, just 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, in accordance with the stillness principle.
The power of stillness 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 accordingly 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. Its principle of overcoming unrest by stillness instead signifies cessation of whatever doing 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. 
When viewed from a static perspective, reality is an amalgamation of “stuff” that passively fits Greek philosopher Democritus’ description of changeless “atoms and the void.” From a contrasting dynamic perspective, reality’s stuff is in a state of constantly changing relative motion, in which nothing is ever at absolute rest. Thus in addition to atoms and the void there are also actions and their interrelated consequences, whereby 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 are referential to an associated cause.
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. 
The concept of “constantly changing relative motion” may suggest the possibility of perpetual motion, which science rules out. Accordingly, the constancy of vibrating atoms and other particles whose energy seemingly endures “forever” without dissipation is accounted for by the assumption that their perpetuation is maintained by ongoing exchanges of energy with their underlying extra-dimensional substrate, the so-called “quantum vacuum”. These exchanges take place so rapidly that their longevity is maintained with no net loss or gain of energy overall between 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. 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 consequence,” 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 our outcomes represent their causal antecedents, as Robert Louis Stevenson observed, “Sooner or later we all sit down to a banquet of consequences.”

As a corollary of the action-has-consequences law, we have also noted 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 allow them to choose on our behalf, we are still at ultimate choice because our response 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 maker of his or her own doing (or undoing):
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 this ability is present, proportionate discernments of response-ability are in order. 
Every action taken 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 our response-ability.  This is the basis for all assignment and taking of accountability. Accordingly, even when presented with a choice to be made at gunpoint, the choice we make is ultimately our own. Our so-called “forced” choices would be attributable to others only if our bodies were directly wired to their brains. Nor can our “involuntary” choices 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. And even though one’s ready compliance in such circumstances is likely to have the greatest probability of producing a workable outcome, this compliance is nevertheless ultimately contingent on one’s own choosing in favor of self-preservation, and only secondarily contingent on another’s threat thereto. And to some folks, death is a more workable outcome than having to live with someone one has done at gunpoint that is morally irreprehensible. The locus of responsibility is sometimes far more easily attributable than it is assumed.
Nor can we deny response-ability that is ultimately our own 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.
It is because there can be no consequences/outcomes without action or a lack thereof, nor can there be action of any kind without a consequential outcome, that every choice to act has a consequence and that every consequence is an outcome of some choice to act, however subliminally unconscious or involuntary our choosing may be. We cannot act without creating a consequence, nor can we cause an outcome without some kind of action. All actions or lack thereof, along with their respective outcomes or lack thereof, are so resonantly entangled with one another that we cannot have one in the absence of the co-responding other. We are accordingly bound to the consequences of our actions (and of others’ actions upon us) regardless of whether the actions are reactively, proactively, or involuntarily chosen. 
To the extent that we are consequentially constrained by the outcomes our choices, even our freedom to choose gives rise to a subsequent bondage. We are bound by our freedom of choice to the consequences of each choice, including those which cannot be foreseen. If this were not the case, and were every consequence of every action foreseeable, such as marrying and having children, our species might very well be extinct. The fact that the consequences of our actions are never entirely foreseeable is the reason for our reluctance to make commitments. 
The consequence of being bound the consequences of our actions is such that although we may free ourselves from a consequence by altering its effects, as we do for instance when we substitute prosthesis for an amputated leg, we cannot be free of the consequence that we thus alter.
The eye sees only what the mind is prepared to comprehend.

-Henri L. Bergson
Inside yourself or outside, you never have to change what you see, only the way you see it.

-Thaddeus Golas
[Much more to come in this chapter.]
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