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Noel, this is the rest of my comments from a Being Allward perspective, recognizing many of my comments won't be directly helpful to the Conceptual Context Framing you are using, yet they are helpful to me and possibly to some post book continuing collaborations…
Our model of individual consciousness hypothesizes a co-operational synthesis (i.e., the simultaneous working together) of five confluent c-fields of functional awareness: our experiential c-field, self-empowering c-field, situational c-field, intentional c-field, and perceptual c-field. The respective functions of these c-fields within their multiplexed c-field overall are as follows:

· Our experiential c-field is the functional awareness state in/with which we are both inwardly and outwardly (and simultaneously) semi-cognizant of the content, dynamics, and impact of whatever our consciousness brings to our attention, and is co-extensive with all other c-fields whose descriptions follow. Also like these other c-fields, our experiential c-field is only semi-cognizant, since most of what transpires in our consciousness does so in the absence of any direct notice thereof, and is therefore knowable to us (if at all) only by inference.

· Our self-empowering c-field is the inwardly oriented functional awareness state in/with which we are semi-cognizant of the content, dynamics, and impact of our body-mind’s activity as we make choices and implement endeavors to accommodate and influence our other c-fields and our outer-circumstantial milieu. It is the degree of our cognizance both of and with this field that determines the extent of our mindful self-dominion.
· Our situational c-field is the outwardly oriented functional awareness state in/with which we are semi-cognizant of the content, dynamics, and impact of our physical, interpersonal, and societal environments – our outer-circumstantial milieu –as well as of our reciprocal interactions with this milieu via our self-empowering c-field.
· Our intentional c-field is the functional awareness state in/with which we prescribe the directive instructions that guide our navigation of our outer-circumstantial milieu.

· Our perceptual c-field is the functional awareness state in/with which we register, structure, and interpret our relationship to the particulars and generalities of our overall c-field multiplex. The structuring (form-giving) property of our perceptual c-field is variously attributed to “paradigms,” “mindsets,” and other assumptive frames of reference that mold our understanding of our experience.
I am not going to comment on these, because from my Being Allward I can't resonate with the Conceptual Context Framing Whole that these five are representing…

Once again: our model purports to represent only what consciousness is “like”, not what consciousness “is”, and likens consciousness to an operational field of influence rather than to a concentrated field of force. As an empowerment model, therefore, rather than an enforcement model, it likens the commingling of our awareness states to that of quantum fields as described by Freeman Dyson: 

Some ten or twenty qualitatively different quantum fields exist. Each fills the whole of space and has its own particular properties.

In our model, “the whole of space” consists of whatever may be the range of a given individual’s consciousness, throughout the multiplex of which “particular properties” of each awareness state are holographically configured and operational. Such commingling has neuroscientific precedent in the holographic configuration of brain functions, whose regulating activity is dispersed throughout its neural multiplex while in many cases also being centered in one or more predominating brain areas. Only thus is it possible, for instance, that when damage is done to the two brain areas that are centrally empowering of speech – the so-called “Broca” and “Wernicke” areas that co-ordinate our speaking and language functions – we may nonetheless regain our ability to speak, at least in part. This regeneration of ability is possible because the cerebral capacitation of our speaking and language functions, even though it is centered in our brains, is at the same time holographically diffused throughout.  
The dynamism of our c-fields model may also likened to the dynamisms of several complementary metaphoric analogues that aid us in our conception of its overall functionality. Our justification for amalgamating numerous metaphoric complements is that, having mindfully chosen to break the rule against mixing metaphors, we might as well break the rule for all it’s worth.

To begin with, since we presume our c-fields to be mutually embedded within a composite c-field of individual consciousness overall, their configuration may be likened to that of a set of concentrically nested dolls, as if each c-field is a “holon” – a term coined by Arthur Koestler to signify a subsystem that is embedded within a greater system even as it also embeds lesser subsystems within itself. For example, many atoms are simultaneously a multiplexed part of a larger molecular system even as they simultaneously host numerous multiplexed sub-atomic systems as well. Systemic components thus nested comprise a multi-leveled “holonic” matrix whose dynamism is simultaneously radial, both outwardly from within and inwardly from without, rather than sequentially linear in a step-by-step chain-of-command that predominates from top to bottom or from bottom to top. Holonic matrices are therefore sometimes termed “holarchic” to distinguish them from compartmentalized “hierarchic” structures.

As is the case with all metaphors and analogies, only up to a point is the imagery of nested dolls heuristically useful, since the embedment of our hypothesized c-fields is not literally holonic. Rather than being successively embedded within a lesser-within-greater holonic gradient, they instead are co-extensively embedded throughout their composite field. Of additional heuristic utility, therefore, is the analogy of a glass that contains warm, red, salty water. All of the glass’s water is simultaneously warm, red, and salty, as if the distinctive properties of warmth, redness, and saltiness were distributed holographically throughout. Our model’s distinctive c-fields are likewise omni-pervasive in synchronous mutual co-operation, each with all the others, throughout the composite c-field in which they simultaneously co-participate. Their compounded functionality as a synergetic whole is greater than the summation of their individual functions.

We are suggesting, in other words, that our c-fields function synergistically like alloyed metals whose combined properties exceed the sum of their individual ones. Consider, for instance, the alloying of chromium, nickel, iron, carbon, and manganese that produces steel. While the sum of the individual tensile strengths of these five substances is 250,000 pounds per square inch (p.s.i.), their tensile strength as a steel alloy is 350,000 p.s.i.  This is a 40% increase in the ability of the commingled materials to resist breakage under tension. All such behaviors of wholes that exceed the summed behaviors of their parts, or are transformative of their individual behaviors as with the commingling of hydrogen and oxygen that produces water, were signified as “synergetic” by architect R. Buckminster Fuller, who called the operational results of such synergism “doing more with less.” 

And so it likewise is, we suggest, with the synergy of our multiple c-fields of individual consciousness, the composite “alloy” of which is co-extensively infused with our confluent experiential, self-empowering, situational, intentional, and perceptual awareness states orchestrated in dynamic concert.
The combined utility of nested-dolls and warm-salty-water perspectives on the configuration of consciousness is further analogous to the combined utility of particle and wave perspectives on the configuration of light. The nested-dolls and warm-salty-water analogues respectively represent the reductive and synthesizing dynamism of consciousness.  This whole section for me seems to work well within the Conceptual Context Framing of the c-fields… 
In conjunction with these complementary analogues, three additional metaphors employed by quantum physicists are also heuristically useful in articulating the commingling dynamism of our multiplexed awareness states, which may be additionally viewed as 
· superpositioned, as if they are equally coterminous with one another and thus simultaneously omni-influential throughout the compound field of consciousness that their commingling constitutes. 
· entangled, as if each awareness state is omni-mutually interactive with and thus omni-pervasive of all the others, so that the dynamism of each instantaneously impacts the dynamism of each of the others.non-localized, as if the omni-superpositioning and omni-entanglement of our commingling awareness states generates “non-local” effects that percolate throughout one another in omni-mutual synchrony, rather than in linear succession from one localized awareness state to another.
These three words were invented in order to account for the Noetic Spiritual Being Realm functioning within the Sciences Material Doing Realm where their referential relevance couldn't be ignored within the Conceptual Context Framing being used; yet are non-sequators and need a new primary descriptor for the "Oneness-Wholeness" functioning of each within the larger Noetic Sciences (Same Embrace) Consciousness context s that  their meaning and effect in the Material Realm can be rightfully attributed…
When taken together, these quantum-physical metaphors suggest yet another analog, the cosmology of Hua-Yen Buddhism, which is represented by yet another metaphor of superpositioned, entangled, and non-localized dynamism, The Jewel Net of Indra. As the doctrine based on this metaphor is described by Robert Lubbock: 
It teaches that the cosmos is like an infinite network of glittering jewels, all different. In each one we can see the images of all the others reflected. Each image contains an image of all the other jewels; and also the image of the images of the images, and so ad infinitum. The myriad reflections within each jewel are the essence of the jewel itself, without which it does not exist. Thus, every part of the cosmos reflects, and brings into existence, every other part. Nothing can exist unless it enfolds within its essence the nature of everything else.  Yes, and a more appropriate metaphor to use in the Noetic Spiritual Being Consciousness Realm of existence would be biological in basic nature as is the K/Cosmos Gaia Living Organism attributes…
In our virtual-fields model of individual consciousness, our multiplexed awareness states are similarly co-embedded within one another. Yes…
The foregoing amalgamation of metaphorical likenesses implies the existence of a dimension that no existing word can satisfactorily signify. Just as the dimensional referents “upward” and “downward” become meaningless in astrophysical contexts, so do the terms “inward” and “outward” become meaningless in many quantum physical contexts. Quantum fields exhibit a mode of dimensionality – as do our c-fields by analogy – for which no generally recognized term of dimensional reference presently exists. We find ourselves, therefore – yet again by analogy – in a perceptual c-field as perplexing as the one portrayed in Edwin A. Abbott's book, Flatland. 
Abbott relates the experience of a two-dimensional creature named “A. Square”, who encounters a three-dimensional sphere that he perceives as a circle that initially grows and then diminishes while passes through his two-dimensional plane. When A. Square is lifted upward by the sphere into the three-dimensional plane, he can observe the tops of all the other geometric forms in his native Flatland as well as the spaces between them. When he subsequently endeavors to tell his family and friends about his upward journey, he unfortunately lacks any gestures or concepts with which to indicate the meaning of the term “upward.” Accused by the Flatland establishment of wrong-thinking (as he was also thus accused by the sphere when he asked to be taken further, beyond its own dimension as well), he is eventually condemned as a heretic and institutionalized. 
At the risk of being perceived by our peers as wrong-thinking (though, we trust, not of being institutionalized), we propose to designate the non-local dimensionality of our superpositioned and entangled non-local c-fields as “allward.” We are proposing, in other words, that “allward” is the dimension in which our individual consciousness is grounded, and that it is from the “allward” dimensional ground state that our consciousness emerges as each of our awareness states is both co-dynamically projective upon and receptive to all others. Each c-field co-operatively “happens to” all other c-fields, and their omni-mutual happenings take place simultaneously in the respective “here-and-now” of each. Accordingly, the whereabouts (i.e., locality) of “allward” is perhaps best signified as “between”.

Such “allward” non-locality is the basis of “the prime directive” of individual consciousness: everywhere I go, here I am. Since none of us can exist in a “here” or “now” that is other than that comprised by the totality of our own experience, we cannot divorce our individual consciousness by presuming to locate it somewhere else that we experience as being “there” and/or “then.” We are each irrevocably wedded to our own individual consciousness, for better or for worse, and from the forever here-and-now communion of which nothing can part us so long as all concerned shall live. Rather, the most that is possible is for us to become alienated from our individual consciousness by disregarding, ignoring, impairing, or otherwise losing functional command of the awareness that we individually and invariantly center in our respective experiences of here-ness and now-ness.
I certainly resonate with the foregoing of "'allward'…is…'the prime directive' of individual consciousness" theoretically-potentially, and each individual and group of individuals may or may not find ways to "explore. discover and experience" its presence availability…
The implication of this prime directive is quite clear. Though another’s consciousness may exercise some degree of power over our experience, no one else’s consciousness has power in our experience. Accordingly, commitment is entirely a self-commanding “inside job”. No one else’s consciousness is (or ever can be) responsible for one’s own keeping – or failing to keep – a commitment. My way of discussing this in my management trainings was "to be clear on what you can and cannot control, and you will be lucky if you really can learn how to control yourself"…
Even our own consciousness has considerable power over our experience, for in addition to our hypothesized semi-cognizing c-fields there are two non-cognizing awareness states that further govern our experience, the autonomic c-field that regulates our mind/body functions (i.e., our sympathetic and parasympathetic nervous systems), and the archetypal c-field that comprises our so-called “collective unconscious.” In our virtual model, the influence of these non-cognizing c-fields is also presumed to be coextensive rather than compartmentalized, and co-operative within our multiplexed c-field rather than independent of it. 

As for the dynamisms of “ego,” “super-ego,” “id,” “libido,” and other psyche-theatric constructs, we have not found them to be heuristically useful within the framework of our model. Perhaps it is these constructs that qualify as being “epiphenomenal”. I agree, and I don't think that will come easy for most unless they have had some kind of "epiphany-like/shift-awakening" experiencings…
Just as we are ongoingly conscious with our non-cognizing autonomic and archetypal c-fields, even while not being conscious of them, so it is likewise with our semi-cognizing c-fields. Since less than one percent of all sensory data processed by our brain is brought to our attention, even when our cognizing functions are actively aware and regardless of which cognizing awareness states are directly implicated, we are unnoticing of almost all of the data that any awareness state processes.
In further fairness to neurological fact, our model yet again employs the “allward” perspective’s non-local everywhere/everywhen dynamism only up to a point, since clinical measurements of many correlated neural events demonstrate their concurrence to be within milliseconds of one another rather than non-locally co-instantaneous. Nonetheless, we do not feel that taking appropriate account of such pertinent reductive evidence compromises the synergistic integrity of our model. Having an experiential, heart connection, not just a mind "thinking about" understanding, is critical to Being Allward… 
To sum up in a single sentence the dynamism of our omni-mutually coextensive and commingling c-fields<within>c-fields<within>c-fields: The field of individual consciousness is coextensively all-inclusive of its diverse awareness states, maintaining each within and throughout its multiplexed configuration as a whole
Again, for me "theoretically-potentially"….  Not necessarily "experienced-noticed-retained"…
Further implications and limitations of our virtual-fields model will be extensively detailed in our book, insofar as the model is pertinent to our understanding and articulation of the dynamism of committed intention. We will also address the model’s implications for collective human consciousness. 
It is in support of our committed intent to employ as responsibly as we can this model of individual consciousness that we are conducting numerous interviews with comparably responsible individuals whose work has noetic consciousness implications.

Implications of Our Virtual C-Field Model
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. -Albert Einstein  Unfortunately, this is a Sciences Material Doing Consciousness languaging statement as an "analogy-metaphor" that doesn't reach the whole of Being Allward…
The nature of consciousness presently eludes construction of a “final” theory or model thereof. Even at science’s brilliant best one is inevitably left with a residue of the “tacit” knowing that philosopher Michael Polanyi characterized as “the more one knows than one can say.” Nonetheless, though we are unable to construct conceptual models that are equivalent to the territories they represent, this impediment does not deter those who are committed to such construction. Thus, for instance, even though Henry Stapp was admonished by his colleague, Werner Heisenberg, that he (Stapp) was overly optimistic concerning the ability of words to explain quantum reality, Stapp nonetheless maintains that "He may very well have been right, yet only as we attempt such explanations can we ever know how well we've done."  As you know that has been my working premise for nearly forty years, and why the Three Consciousness Matrix Lexicon is so critical to fully implement his and my statements…
Such is the spirit in which we present our virtual-field model of individual consciousness, as well as the spirit in which we are interviewing those most likely able to let us know how well we’ve done, as well as how much better we yet might do. Some may perceive that we have done less well than possible because we have not systematically incorporated “mind” in our model. We have chosen not to do so – at least provisionally, and subject to the outcome of our interviews – because among those who are inclined to attribute causal efficacy to “consciousness” and “mind”, we have found no present likelihood of agreement as to which of these is the medium of the other. The jury is out amidst reasonable doubt on the question of whether mind applies consciousness, whether consciousness applies mind, or whether they, too, exist in commingling complementarity. That is a part of the Noetic Sciences Same Embrace (both-and/more) Consciousness to yet be premised-languaged/experienced-explored-discovered"…
Nonetheless, our cosmological perspective on “consciousness” is essentially correspondent with Freeman Dyson’s cosmological perspective on “mind”: From which Noetic Consciousness (intuitive direct knowing – without the use of reason) can never be "perceived-expressed-languaged"…
The mind, I believe, exists in some very real sense in the universe. But is it primary or an accidental consequence of something else? The prevailing view among biologists seems to be that the mind rose accidentally out of molecules of DNA or something. I find that very unlikely. It seems more reasonable to think that mind was a primary part of nature from the beginning and we are simply manifestations of it at the present stage of history. It's not so much that mind has a life of its own but that mind is inherent in the way the universe is built, and life is nature's way to give mind opportunities it wouldn't otherwise have . . . . So mind is more likely to be primary and life secondary rather than the other way around. . . . Or "Consciousness-Awareness/Autopoietic-Sensibilities" with "mind" being of anthropocentric derivation and in Humans through the "brain-mind" combination the deliverer of perceptual reality existences…  "Mind" is as much of an anthropocentric construct as "God", "Intelligence" and "Enlightenment" that have become in our accepted Conceptual Framing Contexts "handles-meanings" for the current "ineffables" in the Noetic Spiritual Being Consciousness Realm of Manifest-Unmanifest perceptual reality existences..

It appears to me that the tendency of mind to infiltrate and control matter is a law of nature . . . . The infiltration of mind into the universe will not be permanently halted by any catastrophe or by any barrier that I can imagine. If our species does not choose to lead the way, others will do so, or may already have done so. If our species is extinguished, others will be wiser or luckier. Mind is patient. Mind has waited for 3 billion years on this planet before composing its first string quartet. It may have to wait for another 3 billion years before it spreads all over the galaxy. I do not expect that it will have to wait so long. But if necessary, it will wait. The universe is like a fertile soil spread out all around us, ready for the seeds of mind to sprout and grow. Ultimately, late or soon, mind will come into its heritage. What will mind choose to do when it informs and controls the universe? That is a question which we cannot hope to answer. From a Being Allward perspective, "mind" in the way it is being used here is in the languaging of Sciences Material Doing Consciousness (SMDC), and the Noetic Spiritual Being Consciousness (NSBC) version might be, is what Gary Schwartz calls "G.O.D", meaning a "Guiding, Organizing, Designing process"…  Which from a Being Allward perspective of a NSBC version would seem to be "mind" is translated into the "controller" of the "Guiding-Organizing-Designing/Relationship-Processes" in our current way of perceiving what is going on within "the Consciousness-Oneness-Wholeness/Presence-Milieu of Potential of Becoming-Being- Doing …
While we do not address what may be the properties of “mind” as distinct from “consciousness” – a question that at present we likewise cannot hope to answer – we do provisionally assume that any properties attributable to “mind” are likely to be as coextensively co-entangled as are the commingling awareness states in our model.  Okay, for the Conceptual Context Framing  c-fields you are using; yet for me not Being Allward compatible…
Nor have we systematically incorporated “brain” into our model of consciousness. Even though we assume the likelihood of some correlation between “brain states” and “awareness states” we do not presently endeavor to specify such correlations. We do take notice, however, that our model is not without pertinence to Henry Stapp’s intuition that consciousness may represent the collapse of superpositioned brain states. Seems to be closer to a Being Allward perspective, but probably too far out for your book audience to pursue Allwardly…
In any event, the primary heuristic value of our model is its descriptive articulation of the self-commanding dynamics of committed intent. In terms of our model, the dynamics of command are centered in and by our self-empowering c-field, which in confluence with our situational c-field empowers our ability to consider, choose, initiate, and execute desired changes in our outer-circumstantial milieu, as directed in further confluence with our intentional c-field and constrained by the equally confluent assumptive framework of our perceptual c-field. It is within this multiplex of co-operatively commingling awareness states that self-commanding commitment maintains non-divertibility of intent to realize prescribed circumstantial outcomes. 
Phew, this is a "biggie statement" of what you are about…  And is a big step from where most are in the direction of opening up the space for the Three Consciousness Matrix Lexicon as a Conceptual Context Framing for creating "Experiencing-Discovering-Living in NSSEC Realm of perceptual reality formations…
We were initially moved to construct our model of individual consciousness as a means of addressing the provocative assertion in the well-known accolade to commitment (see p. 2) by mountaineer W. H. Murray, whose pioneering reconnaissance work contributed to the eventual conquest of Mt. Everest’s summit by Sir Edmund Hillary’s expedition in 1953. The assertion in question is Murray’s affirmation “that the moment one definitely commits oneself, then providence moves too.”  This affirmation is true in Being Allward…
And to a lesser degree in other "Consciousness-Intended-Congruency" states… 
While it is quite obvious that being non-divertibly committed dramatically alters one’s inner experience of his or her outer-circumstantial milieu, Murray’s assertion that “providence moves too” proposes that commitment also influences constituent elements of our outer milieu to reciprocally accommodate us. This suggests that the dynamism of inner awareness states can generate a co-responding dynamism in our external phenomenal world, i.e., that just as our commitment to an outcome conditions us inwardly, it can also condition at least some externalities to respond in kind without our direct resort to applications of physical means. From a Being Allward perspective more variables are involved to include the H/Whole, yet "commitment to an outcome" will work best, from a Being State, when not accompanied by "trying to figure out" the how to do's…

Because this claim is seemingly presumptive of an entangled correlation between our inner consciousness and our external circumstances, Murray’s statement is akin to the “new age” claim that “we create our own reality.” Nonetheless, those who cite Murray tend to take his controversial assertion for granted, as we did in our earlier editions of The Power of Commitment. Okay…  
The most that we are presently willing to take for granted is that we create only our own respective and collective experiences of reality, rather than reality itself, and furthermore that none of us can know the experience of another. The very most that any scientist can observe, test, and replicate is the “behavior” of whatever is being investigated, not any (if any) of its “experience” of the investigation. While behaviors are observably demonstrable and reproducible, experiences are not, given the “politics” of experience as assessed by Ronald Laing:  AMEN…
We can see other people's behavior, but not their experience.... The other person's behavior is an experience of mine. My behavior is an experience of the other.... I see you and you see me. I experience you and you experience me. I see your behavior. But I do not and never have and never will see your experience of me. Just as you cannot see my experience of you... Your experience of me is invisible to me and my experience of you is invisible to you.

I cannot experience your experience. You cannot experience my experience. We are both invisible beings. All beings are invisible to one another. Experience is being's invisibility to being. Experience used to be called the Soul. Experience as invisibility of being to being is at the same time more evident than anything. Only experience is evident. Experience is the only evidence. Laing's stuff is a good orientation to opening up to the world of a Being Allward perspective…
Laing’s assessment of all experience generally is reflected in W.H. Murray’s personal assessment of his own experience in particular, as indicated in the title of his autobiography, The Evidence of Things Not Seen. To the extent that mountaineering may be deemed a science, Murray was a consummate scientist as attested by his detailed accounts of numerous mountaineering expeditions. Yet few have understood better than Murray the ineffable conjunction of preparation and opportunity that constitutes a well-known definition of “luck”.  This last sentence for me is loaded with potential partial assumptional meanings and I am unsure of its usefulness from a Being Allward perspective…
Since we are similarly inclined to accredit providential responses to intent that is coherently confluent with commitment, it is also on behalf of critically assessing Murray’s providential claim that we are interviewing numerous students and practitioners of noetic consciousness research. Our concern is to determine the extent – if any – to which Murray’s claim may be warrantable, as well as to determine the basis and nature of any such warranty. From a Being Allward perspective, unless the Three Consciousness Matrix Lexicon is utilized in deciphering languaging used, conclusions about experiencings that tend to be obscured by lack of common languaging of the possible ineffable aspect of such experiencings will prevail…
To that end, we are asking those whom we are interviewing to address the following set of questions concerning causal correlations (if any) that co-implicate consciousness and matter, whether the correlations be successively reciprocal or co-operatively entangled, or both:
· Is there a discernable “architecture” to consciousness; and if so, how may its structure be discerned, how is its structure configured, and is its structure causally implicated with the structure of material reality?
· Do causal relationships other than materially mediated ones occur between one’s individual consciousness and the physical world (including other persons and organic forms)?  

· Does intention have causal influence on one’s outer-circumstantial milieu other than that effected by direct physical effort and/or transmitted by spoken or written communications? 

· Do applications of causal intent produce only effects in one’s outer-circumstantial milieu, or do they also trigger co-responding causal reciprocity?

· Do communicative exchanges take place among those whose outer-circumstantial milieux overlap, other than those exchanges which are verbal, intonational, gestured, or otherwise bodily conveyed via audible and visible signals? 

· Is there any medium of “providence” other than that of material physicality by which one’s outer-circumstantial milieu may be induced to “move” in response to conscious intent? 

· In short, is there such a thing as a massless medium of exchange?

We are additionally asking our interviewees to address three further questions concerning the consciousness/matter interface:

· Is there any structural correspondence between the nature of the physical universe, the nature of thought, and the nature of consciousness?

· Is consciousness entirely an emergent property of matter, or does it have non-material properties as well? In other words, is there a verifiable (whether or not it has yet been verified) non-material dimension of reality, and if so, what is/are the means of its verification?

· Is it most meaningful to consider consciousness as a priori to physicality, as a substrate of physicality, as super-ordinate to physicality, as epiphenomenal of physicality, or as having no pertinence whatsoever to the domain of physicality? 1.
From within the integrity of the c-fields an its languaging, this would seem to be as good as it gets in questionings…
We are also soliciting interviewees’ critical assessment of our model in accordance with the “four essentials” of a satisfactory cosmology of wholeness, that were set forth two decades ago by philosopher Errol Harris:
· the undivided wholeness of the total cosmos, what Harris terms "a single, indivisible whole of distinguishable but inseparably related parts.”
· a unifying factor, "a single principle of organization universal to the system" that is immanent/transcendent  within all parts, and each of which expresses or exemplifies the organizing principle.
· a hierarchical scale of differentiation that stratifies all forms (parts) within a progression of levels of emergent complexity, so that each form "will express and manifest the universal principle more fully and adequately than its predecessors," with preceding forms "becom[ing] properly intelligible only in the light of . . . what they develop into.”   

*   a complex network of interdependence, where all elements are "so interlocked that they are reciprocally adjusted  in structure and function one to another." 
Where is Consciousness intended to be embedded within these "four essentials"…?
Where are qualities-conditions of Relationship Processes included…?

Where are the Human Communication Factors of utilizing Perceptions-Awarenesses, Assumptions-Expectations and Attitudes-Energy Flow in creating ones perceptual realities show up…?
Where do the NSBC characteristic principles of Infinite, Eternal Now, Transcendence fit in…?   
Systems philosopher Irvin Laszlo has also stated four propositions he considers essential to an “integral theory of everything” that is inclusive of quantum, cosmos, life, and consciousness. His propositions are derived from a systems model of coherence that is pertinent to such a theory, and which is anomalous to the linearity of the reductive materialist paradigm: From a Being Allward perspective this is SMDC, only, and I have put in brackets suggested NSSAC languaging…

Anomalous coherence in a system implies quasi-instant correlation among the parts and components of that system. (All is One within any System)
· Such coherence implies system-wide connectivity.(Oneness-Wholeness-Consciousness is Primary)
· System-wide connectivity implies in turn the presence of an interconnecting medium. (a Consciousness Milieu)
· In a realist perspective the interconnecting medium is a system-wide system. (All is a Consciousness-Oneness-Wholeness Milieu)
Finally, from those interviewees who are familiar with Laszlo’s recent books, The Connectivity Hypothesis and Science and the Akashic Field, we would appreciate an assessment of our model with reference to his own proposed model of an all-inclusive cosmic information field.  This is using primarily SMDC reasoned sourced perceptual reality formation expressions…
Though Laszlo acknowledges the unlikelihood of a single equation that can account for life and consciousness as well as quantum and cosmos, he does assert that “a single conceptual scheme could do so.” We are similarly persuaded that the dynamism of consciousness itself may be modeled by a single conceptual scheme, and offer our model as a point of departure to that end. This is using primarily SMDC reasoned sourced perceptual reality formation expressions
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
1. These ten questions elaborate upon an earlier set presented in David Hodgson’s 1991 book, The Mind Matters: Only directed to SMDC sourced perceptual reality formations…
· What is the general nature of the relationship between mental (emotional) events (in particular, conscious experiences, conscious thoughts, and the subjective conscious aspect of intentional actions) and physical events (in particular, associated brain processes)?  (primarily aimed at Doing rather than Being)
· Are such mental events caused by, or do they in turn cause, physical events? If so, how?  (Being effect?)
· Can all physical events (including those involved in human behaviour) be fully accounted for in terms of physical events and the laws of physics, without any reference to mental events) (Or Spiritual Being Presence)? Or do mental (Spiritual Being) events make some difference to what happens which cannot be explained in terms of physical laws acting upon physical events? If, what difference, and how do mental (Spiritual Being) events make such a difference?

· Could a computer in principle perform all the objective functions of the human brain-mind? Could it do so without being conscious? Could it be conscious?

By virtue of what properties of the brain, and of certain physical events in the brain, does it come about that such physical events are associated with conscious mental events?  No Spiritual Being or Being Allward connections here…
Thank you for the opportunity to contribute my comments to you as well as to myself…

Namaste,

Ben
