SECTION ONE
You Are an Inside Story:
How All Causality Emerges from Within
A Preliminary Note on Terminology

One of the more difficult aspects of participating in an entirely new endeavor is the lack of a common language.

We might fleetingly grasp a fragile, mysterious truth, but it slips through our fingers like water

 because there are no words, and thus no pictures in our heads, to give it substance. 

-Susan Mokelke
The title of this book represents multiple understandings of the words “minding”, “own”, and “business”. For instance, the word “minding” signifies both the preeminent activity of your consciousness (awareness, thinking) and the applied activity of managing your life and livelihood accordingly (making choices, directing action). The word “business” signifies both the busyness of your daily living and the busyness of your livelihood. The word “own”, which signifies possession and ownership, may also denote an entrepreneurial livelihood when it is followed by the word “business”. And when ownership is embodied as a verb – being “owned”– it signifies taking and being in charge of your own(ed) life. 

As we examine the dynamic interrelationship between your mind and the busyness of your life, and support you in the effective ownership effective of both so that neither of them owns you, we employ some unique terminology to support these objectives, along with some alternate understandings of conventional terms. While the meaning of these novel terms is fairly self-evident, either by themselves or from their context, we initially introduce each one in small capital letters to indicate their inclusion in the Glossary at p. xxx, where they are more formally defined. As you master your understanding of this fresh vocabulary, you will likewise gain a deeper understanding and mastery of your self-world interrelationship.   
Demystifying Your Self-World Interrelationship 

We can imagine a fish being told that he is surrounded by water but not realizing what this means. We can imagine such a fish swimming north, south, east and west in search of water.  If we think of this fish as a person, we can even imagine him looking up the books of fish lore, studying fish psychology and philosophy, always endeavoring to discover just where the Waters of Life are and how to approach them. Perhaps some wise old fish might say, 'It has come to us through tradition that in ancient times our ancestors knew about a wonderful ocean of life. They prophesied a day when all shall live in the Waters of Life happily forever.' And can't we imagine all the other fish getting together, rolling their eyes, wiggling their tails, looking wise and mysterious and beginning to chant, ‘O water, water, water, we beseech you to reveal yourself to us; we beseech you to flow around and through us, even as you did in the days of our revered ancestors.’ –Ernest Holmes

Our moments of greatest learning are those moments when the obvious becomes obvious, moments in which something that we only know about becomes so fully and immediately obvious that our knowing now comes from a realization (which signifies “making real”) of what formerly we merely knew of. On behalf of such a realization on your part, this book examines the dynamics of the most obvious thing that nonetheless has yet to become fully and immediately obvious to most persons, and which is far closer to you than the watery environment in which fish swim or the airy environment that you breathe. 
Much closer to us than either of these environments are the inner and projected mental-emotional environments of our individual and collective thought atmospheres that represent the sum total of what we think and feel concerning our interrelationship with the world. The inside job of generating our thought atmospheres has a creative impact on all of our self-world interrelationships, so that both we and the world have a mutually co-entangling influence on one another. Every change in ourselves affects our experience of the world, and every change in the world affects our experience of ourselves, so that we are continuously co-producing our own experiential reality. Our experiential reality is further co-entangled with

· the primal reality of the principles and laws that govern matter, energy, causality, gravity, motion and space-time, 
· the derivating reality of the world of things and events; and

· the intermediating reality of our interpersonal and intrapersonal dynamics.

It is because of the mutual co-entanglement of our experiential reality with reality at large that we are the conscious co-producers, more or less, of our own individual and collective interrelationship with all that is. (The qualification, “more or less”, signifies that the outcomes of our interrelationships are often unconsciously co-produced.)
Given our co-entangling interrelationship with all that is, “minding your own business” signifies our mental-emotional seeding, birthing and upbringing of our individual and collective “brain children”, most of which are today technological. We are thoroughly immersed in a technological reality that is bred entirely of the collectivity of humankind’s thought atmospheres, a reality that doesn’t happen to us entirely of its own accord, rather in accordance with the way we manage it. We are all swimming (and some of us are presently drowning) in a globally technologized reality that was scarcely existent a hundred years ago, yet which has within a single century literally sprung forth from millions of minds whose thought atmospheres, one idea at a time, have seeded the technological reality that now engulfs us. We need not wonder how our present global reality came to be. To paraphrase the famous statement of John Dunne, “Seek not to know for whom your reality tolls, it takes its toll on thee.” And much of the toll that your experience of reality does take on thee is merely a proportionate return on your own investment.
We are at once our current reality’s co-producers as well as the outcome of the reality we’ve co-produced. We and our techno-reality are joined, reciprocally and inseparably, in a self-world interrelationship that is largely of our own creation, and within which we are the proprietors of our own individual and collective experience of the local and global realities that we continue to co-produce. We have always been our local co-producers from the inside out, though all the while believing that reality is “out there”, and that we are one of reality’s features rather than reality being one of ours. Today’s co-produced reality is so rapidly growing, changing and self-globalizing that it is increasingly difficult for us to remain oblivious to the obviousness of our own generative role in bringing our experience of reality to pass. And as our reality-spawning role becomes more immediately obvious, it likewise becomes more immediately apparent that when our experiential reality is not working well for us, its unworkability can be remedied via our capability to alter our co-productive participation..
In examining our role as reality co-producers, it is vitally important that we keep in mind reality’s experiential aspects, because the bold assertion by some that “We create our own reality” is widely open to debate. For instance, no one we know of recalls having created the Big Bang that presumably gave primal reality its initial send-off. Hence the question that was reportedly raised by God in response to Job’s complaints about the creation’s shortcomings: “Where wast thou when I laid the foundations of the earth?” (Job 38:4). Being heedful, therefore, that we do not ourselves originate reality at large, we presume far more conservatively that what we do create is our own experience of reality. We are forever generating our next experience of reality on behalf of consolidating, modifying or improving our current experience of reality.
In spite of the fluidity of reality at large, in which we are immersed even as we in turn immerse it within ourselves – a fluidity that is evidenced by our starring role on the global stage of reality’s present iteration, the built-in flexibility of our interrelationship with reality still tends to be considerably less than fully obvious to most persons. This is because, as Ralph Waldo Emerson noted, “We live in a liquid universe that appears as a solid fact,” an insight that was earlier noted in the scriptural proclamation that “Things which are seen are not made of things which do appear.” (Hebrews 11:3) 
Those who are familiar with the invisible dynamics of the quantum domain are not as mystified by such statements as others still may be. Yet to our good fortune, both reality’s fluidity and our ability to bestir it may can be made more fully obvious to us with the far simpler intuitions that we are presenting in this book, on behalf of your becoming more acutely aware of reality’s “play-dough factor” and of how you can apply reality’s malleability to your ongoing immediate advantage.
Appreciating and understanding reality’s fluid dynamics is not just a matter of your knowing more “about” its inherent plasticity. It is far more a function of your full realization of how we individually and collectively co-produce our very own uniquely pliable interrelationships with a reality-at-large whose consolidarity is far from being concrete, and – what’s even more important – of your comparable realization that you can deliberately re-mold this interrelationship into one that more closely and ongoingly meets your own experiential specifications. How you may individually (or collectively with others) more suitably re-mold your own self-world interrelationship can be learned as you read this book and perform its numerous prove-it-to-yourself reality checks. By the time you have assimilated this book’s offering, you may be experiencing your life quite differently even if no major change in your outer world takes place to make this happen. 
You have the ability to give direction to your experiential reality without having to “push its river,” because you are yourself a current in that river that is capable of directing your own flow within it. Such direction is possible because all transformative change originates in and emerges from the inner reality of the marvelous being that you most truly are. For instance, consider this account of just how remarkable you are at directing your own flow.1.
Toss a precious object into the air and catch it.  Now consider the extraordinary device (you, yourself) that just accomplished this everyday miracle.  You sensed the energy of the toss, knew the value and importance of success.  You triangulated the position of the object throughout its flight with your binocular vision, you edited out distractions by other senses that might divert your attention, you brought an extraordinary signal mechanism into precise operation that triggered one set of muscles after another into a sequence of ground-to-air-missile- direction-control processes, resulting in easy success as you caught the object without thinking.

What you did will not make headlines anywhere.  It is the simplest example of what you do millions of times a day.  But ask your friends who know microelectronics best what it would cost, and how much space it would take, to achieve artificially what you just achieved naturally.  They will admit that the problem of reconstituting these simple excellences of yours would require a major federal grant.  But that’s just for the easy part.

Remember that all the miraculous abilities you demonstrated can be naturally and automatically packaged, and preserved without the slightest impairment, for periods of twenty to fifty years or so, in an ultramicroscopic part of you, received by you at no cost and forwarded into the future at the same price, in a tiny segment of a gene in a chromosome in a solution so concentrated that a single tablespoon could contain all the instructions needed to build and operate the six and a half billion people now on the planet.

Nor does the remarkableness of your genetic packaging end at that. So tightly wound are the strands of DNA in each of your cells, that if all the chromosomes in your body were straightened and laid out from end to end, they would approximately span our entire solar system. And in still further testimony to the spectacular inside job performed by your genetic scaffolding, consider the following assertion by epigenetic cell biologist Dr. Bruce Lipton, author of The Biology of Belief, who we interviewed in the course of our preparation of this book: 2
It is not our cells and their genes that control our ultimate life outcome, it is the impact upon them of our thinking, our beliefs and our expectations.
If Lipton’s claim seems not to match either your current understanding or experience, we ask only that you suspend any inclination to discount it. We feel confident that your reading of this book, as fortified by several companion volumes to follow, will demonstrate that your co-productive reality-transforming capabilities are no more (or less) mysterious and remarkable than is your genetic endowment of those capabilities. Since your reality-generating capabilities are embodied in the very core of your genetic endowment, minding the business of your very own self-world transformation is such a thoroughly inside job that your body’s every cell is in on “the secret” of your ability to experience your self-world interrelationship largely on your own terms.
********************

For the benefit of those who would like to read an initial condensed version of this book’s overall prescription for creating an optimum self-world interrelationship, prior to their indulging in a more comprehensive understanding of just how such transformation works, we have organized the book’s content accordingly. Each section of Book One has a complementary section in Book Two, where further explanation and documentation of the first section’s materials is presented. Please be advised, however, that the elaborations in Book Two are likely to make full sense only to those who have already read their counterparts in Book One. 
For those who feel most sincerely committed to mastering their experiential reality, we additionally provide a further extension of this book in an ongoing (and ongrowing) Book Three, online at www.proveittoyourself.com/minding.htm. Further details of this tripartite schema are provided on p. XX. 

Also forthcoming next year is the first of a series of companion volumes to this one. Entitled Prove It to Yourself: The Science of Causing Outcomes, our next book features a more exacting state-of-the-current-art scientific exposition of how we mind our own business, based on our extensive acquaintance with the insights of quantum theory, field theory, complexity theory, complex adaptive systems theory and other contextually holistic perspectives, which we only touch upon in this introductory volume.
 (Re)Minding Your Self-World Interrelationship

Our experience of the natural world is based in the end not directly on behavior that occurs in nature, but rather on the results of our perception and analysis of this behavior. -Stephan Wolfram in A New Kind of Science
This book is about establishing and enjoying an optimally workable interrelationship between yourself and the inner and outer realms of your own experience. Prerequisite to your enjoying an optimum self-world interrelationship is an awareness and understanding of how you alone commit yourself to your own custom-tailored view of that interrelationship.  This is a view that you have conformed to accord with the way that you perceive and analyze your particular impressions of the sensory data delivered to your brain, and translate its neurological input into your particular mental and emotional transcriptions thereof. These transcriptions are composed of your uniquely individualized, internalized and systematized encodings of the patterns of light, sound (especially of words), smell, taste, touch and inner feelings that impinge on your faculties of awareness. These encodings are collectively synthesized into your particular experiential matrix, which is the self-structuring integral repository of everything that you know, remember and believe (both consciously and subconsciously), and whose holistic synthesis correspondingly structures your particular self-world interrelationship and projects its perspective upon your particular experiential reality.
We have three reasons for emphasizing the primacy and particularity of yourself throughout this process of transcription and projection: no one else is responsible for its formation, no one else’s formation is quite like your own, and no one else’s resulting transcriptions are no more at your disposal than are yours at theirs. Your experiential matrix is yours and yours alone, both in its fabrication and in your application thereof. 

In the course of this ongoing transcriptional process, your perspectives on self and world become so intertwined that however you view yourself has a corresponding influence on your view of the world, and however you view the world in turn correspondingly influences your view of yourself – hence your experience of an interrelating self and world. The ultimate governor of this interrelational cycle is your experiential participation with it, because it is the way that you experience the interrelationship that shapes how you view and interact with it. If instead the world ultimately governed your interactions with it by projecting an exact replica of itself on your mind, we would all view the world identically. Yet it is the world that serves as the screen for your projected view, not you that screens the world’s projected view. The world has no point of view of its own, only points for us to view. It is only we, therefore, who have so many points of view.
This means that whatever you experience – every bit of your experience – is self-referential, because nothing is known to you in any way other than in correspondence to your own way of experiencing it. No matter what the external world’s given order may be, and no mater how the world may work apart from all human awareness thereof, the only reality that any of us can possibly know is the one that s/he experiences. Nor can anyone know anything about something of which s/he has had no experience whatsoever.
You are therefore unable to view yourself however you would be if you had no interrelationship with the world, nor can you view the world as it would be in the absence of an interrelationship with you. What instead comes to your view as you look out upon the world is the projection of your custom-tailored inner imaging of that world, not a view of itself that the world is projecting on you. Furthermore, your projected imaging of the world is a highly selective and condensed rendition of the world’s totality, because your inner-mirrored worldview is only a partial and sketchy rendition of the world as it fully and precisely is. 
The reason you can see neither yourself nor the world as each would if it were a stand-alone is because nothing in this universe exists as a stand-alone. Everything is immediately interrelated with something else, even in the remotest areas of outer space where the cosmic influence of gravity is still present to act, however minimally, upon the smallest presence of mass. Furthermore, each thing in the universe is ultimately interrelated with everything else in the universe via a cosmic web of so-called “degrees of separation” that in actuality function as degrees of interconnectivity. For instance, every atom in your body was originated either in the Big Bang or in subsequent star systems some of which may now be billions of light years distant from our own. Accordingly, there are at least some atomic trace elements in your body of each of the universe’s 92 stable elements. 
In other words, you are a whole-universe catalog. Every thing exists in a multiplicity of relational contexts, and every one of its relational contexts functions as an interrelationship. Consequently, all things are ultimately secondary to the interrelationships in which they are mutually co-influential, and whose co-productive dynamics are such that every interrelationship emerges from things whose own emergence has been from prior interrelationships. Each thing in the universe is ultimately seamed with everything else in the universe in a single cosmic wholeness. For example, as noted by Alan Watts:
A living body is not a fixed thing but a flowing event, like a flame or a whirlpool: the shape is stable, for the substance is a stream of energy going in at one end and out the other.  We are particular and temporarily identifiable wiggles in a stream that enters us in the form of light, heat, air, water, milk, bread, fruit, beer, beef Stroganoff, caviar and pate de fois gras.  It goes out as gas and excrement – and also as semen, babies, talk, politics, commerce, war, poetry and music.  And philosophy.

You are so marvelously seamed within the cosmic totality that you cannot know anything in a way that does not accord with your own perception of its seaming interrelationship with you, such as, for instance, its proximity, meaning, or value (or lack of value) to you.  Nor can anything be known by you in a way that does not accord with your own perceptual assessments of its interrelationships with other things. All things that are known by you are known only as you perceive them to be and only as you perceive their other interrelatedness to be. They are known by you only in their interrelational context, not as they would be were they apart from any context whatsoever. In short: you are so integrally seamed with the entirety of reality-at-large, that whatever seems real to you is experienced as your mind seams it to be.
Because of the interrelational seaming with reality-at-large of your perceptivity and inner knowing, it is accurate to say that what you most truly perceive and know about things is their interrelationships, not their stand-alone nature apart therefrom. As those who work in the quantum domain have all discovered, the ultimate building blocks of the cosmos are the interrelationships that hold it together and not the particles nor the larger pieces that are thus conjoined.
It is interrelationships that ultimately prevail over whatever may stand in interrelationship. For instance, what would you be like in the absence of any interrelational influence of the external world?, And what would the outer world be like in the absence of your own particular interrelationship with it?  There is no way one can know the answer to any such question that is predicated on all absence of interrelationship, for where no interrelationship exists neither can the question itself exist for lack of someone to relate to it. 
In short: The most reliable knowledge of how the world works that you can ever have is your knowledge of how you work it. 
At this point, rather than leaving you to either take our interrelational perspective for granted without fully appreciating the obviousness of its implications for the fluid co-productivity of your own self-world interrelationship, or else to dismiss this interactive perspective as irrelevant to the way you form and live out your own experience, we are providing you with the first of many opportunities to prove to yourself the applicability of our assertions.

Prove-It-To-Yourself Reality Check # 1

This is the first of many reality checks that will assist you in performing the perceptual makover that is required for you to see through and beyond the experiential illusion that your life is not necessarily the way it presently seems to be.

How we each fabricate our own custom-tailored inner imagery of our self-world interrelationship is established by the experiential-neurological-perceptual process that governs all of our interrelational imaging, and whose workings are revealed by the way we perceive and experience optical illusions. The axiom that “there is more than one way to look at things” is provable to yourself by an examination of your experience of such illusions. Optical illusions exemplify your ability to perceive anything in more than one way, because their illusory nature exemplifies the otherwise more subtle multiplicity inherent in the given order of all things, in which every shift of context or perspective alters at least somewhat the dynamics of its content.
Accordingly, as you view the following image, notice what it presents for the give and take of your perception and analysis:
[Here will appear the optical illusion taken from page 349 of Einstein’s Business]

Many people initially see only an abstract inkblot. Some perceive immediately that the inkblot forms the word “good”, though very few persons initially recognize the image’s simultaneous embedment of the word “evil” as well. And thus far no one that we know or have heard of is capable of seeing the image’s spelling of “good” and “evil” at the same time rather than alternately, because even though there is more than one way for us to see things, our mind’s neural wiring is committed to our viewing them only one way at a time. 
Nor can anyone without knowledge of the English language experience this image as do English-literate persons. Yet among those who can and do read English, anyone who examines the image for some time will experience both ways of seeing it (though sometimes only with a bit of coaching).
Now ask yourself these questions concerning the alternate ways that your mind has experientially, neurologically and perceptually constructed your view of this single image:

· When you shift from perceiving “good” to perceiving “evil” in this image, does the shift take place in the image and on the page that bears it? Or does this 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 before you are able to experience it differently?

However you answer these questions, your answers prove that neither you nor the image’s given order is independent of the interrelationship that is established as you are viewing it.

Now ask yourself these further questions:

· Of the two ways that this image can be mirrored in your perception thereof, which of these imagings – if any – is more accurate than the other?

· Is it correct to say that one of these perceptual mirrorings is more (or less) accurate than the other? 

· Alternatively, is it instead correct to say that both perceptual mirrorings are equally accurate? 

· When the image is perceptually mirrored by someone whose experience includes no acquaintance with English, is what they see less correct or accurate than what English-literate people see?
· Is there a standard of correctness and accuracy that exists apart from all perception, all analysis, and all interrelationship?
However you answer these questions is further proof of both the mutuality and mutability of interrelationship that governs your (and anyone else’s) perception of the image’s given order. And however you answer the questions concerning the relative merit you attribute to each of your alternate views, those attributions also have implications for your perception of “good” and “evil” in anything(s) else – implications that we leave entirely to your own further consideration.

How you construct your view of this image is exemplary of how you mirror your view of anything, and of how you construct any concept. The image is a stand-in for all other things that you will ever perceive or think about, because your mind can deliver only your own view of things, not any one else’s view, and not a view of things as they are apart from anyone’s viewing of or thinking about them. The nature of things as they are when no one has yet detected them shall remain forever unknowable. We can never know more about anything at a given moment than we have thus far detected, nor can we know more (or other) than our own experience of it reveals until – as with the above image – we have a different experience of it. 

Yet amidst all this ambiguity, there are also some certainties about your interrelationship with the image. For example, all of your alternate perceptual mirrorings thereof have at least three certain things in common: the potentials for the different ways you are able to view the image are all intertwined within the image itself, just as your alternate inner mirrorings are themselves intertwined in your perceptivity; and both the image’s potentials for being mirrored and your actual mirrorings thereof are intertwined with the perspective (in this case linguistic) of whoever is perceiving it. And thus it likewise is with everything that you experience: Every component of the experiential matrix that you ongoingly weave from your perception and analysis of your self-world interrelationship is intricately intertwined with every other component in the matrix, so that all of its components are mutually interrelated and subject to one another’s influence. It is because each person’s experiential intertwinement is unique to oneself that our faculties of perceptivity at least in part create rather than purely replicate whatever we observe.
A more scientific term for the complexity of intertwinement that informs your experiential matrix is “entanglement”, a word that signifies entwinements in which each interrelating component is mutually co-producing of all of the others. Your experiential matrix – your inner mirror image of your self-world interrelationship as informed by your experience of it – is the correlated sum total of your point(s) of view, belief systems, attitudes, assumptions, opinions, expectations and negations, paradigms and all of your other perceptual, conceptual and temperamental constructs, each of which has influence over every one of the others. Your experiential matrix exhibits the ultimate degree of entanglement: omni-mutuality of influence among all interrelating components, in accordance with quantum physicist Eugene Wigner’s observation that “we know of nothing in the universe that is influential on something else that is not subject to a reciprocal influence in return.” Accordingly, we hereinafter use variants of the word “entanglement” when we are referring to intertwinements that embody the dynamics of omni-mutual influence.

Because the ambiguous “good”/”evil” image is more like an optical plaything than a full-blown optical illusion, we now ask you to consider a stark example of the latter:
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A neuroscientific explanation of this illusion’s deceptive dynamics 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 and is here used with his permission.
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 matches 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 perceptive analysis of its presumed greater darkness is inaccurate in terms of the physics that govern light, even though it is neurologically correct in terms of the biophysics that govern perception. In other words, although it is impossible to see something in more than one way at a time, one can nonetheless be simultaneously right and wrong about the way that one is seeing it.

What further proof do you require that your self-world interrelationship is co-produced? 

In any event, ample further proof is forthcoming. And in the meantime, the point we’ve endeavored to establish with this optical foolery will become even more apparent to those who hereafter substitute “optical illusion” wherever the words “world” or “reality” appear in our text.
Scientific methodology dictates that observation is the ultimate arbiter of truth. Only what can be observed can be established to exist, nor is its existence considered to be established until others’ observations of it measure up to your own. Observation is the final court of all certainty, the only and ultimate arbiter of what is so and thus also the ultimate determinant of the correctness of our perceptions and beliefs.

Yet our self-world interrelationships are not so simply resolved, because belief can also be an arbiter of what we see (whether correctly or otherwise), as for instance in our belief that the center square is darker in one of the above checkerboard images than it is in the other. While science tells us that only seeing is the sole arbiter of belief, our experience tells us that our beliefs are sometimes contributory to what we see. For example, the hole in Earth’s ozone layer went undetected for several years until the belief in such a possibility initiated its detection. In wonderment that the hole had formed so suddenly, scientists reviewed earlier atmospheric data to discover that it had been obviously apparent for several years, and was overlooked because such a phenomenon had been previously considered inconceivable. Thus the statements “seeing is believing” and “believing is seeing” are both correct because seeing and believing, like self and world, exist in a mutually influential co-entangling interrelationship

Our perceptual ability to be simultaneously inaccurate and correct in assessments that originate in belief often give rise to considerable inter- and intrapersonal – and even international – dissonance. For instance, when the German and Russian armies were mobilized on their respective borders after the assassination of Austria’s Archduke Ferdinand in 1914, each mobilization was intended to be purely defensive by its respective commander-in-chief, Germany’s Kaiser Wilhelm II and Russia’s Tsar Nicholas II. These leaders, who were cousins (the interpersonal dimension), exchanged numerous telegrams in their mutual endeavors to convince one another that their motives were non-aggressive, telegrams that were initially signed quite cordially with their nicknames, “Willy” and “Nicky”. However, since each emperor’s escalating mobilization in response to the other’s was progressively believed by the other to be aggressive, and was therefore seen that way in spite of their initially conciliatory and progressively exhortative exchanges (which came to be known as the “Willy and Nicky correspondence”), the eventual consequence of their professedly defensive mobilizations was the catastrophic offense of World War 1. Significantly, their later telegrams bore their formal names (the intrapersonal dimension). (Further details are at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Willy_and_Nicky and http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Willy-Nicky_Correspondence)

The outcome of the Willy-Nicky exchange is but one of millions of available examples which demonstrate that it is not our observations by themselves that arbitrate what we consider to be certain, and that it is rather how we experience our observations that arbitrates our sense of what is so. Therefore, the most important thing that optical illusions and World Wars reveal about the nature of every experience is that our alternatives and discrepancies of perspective are ultimately made up in our minds. The way things are viewed by us has ultimately more to do with our perceptivity than it does with whatever is presented thereto. To think that our self-world interrelationship is entirely given rather than experientially reconstructed is an instance of self-operational ignorance. 

Optical illusions are deceptive because our faculties of perceptivity are neurologically wired to reconstruct what see quite differently in alternate contexts, such as (á la the “inkblot” image above) alternately perceiving black surrounding white and white within a black surrounding. And so it is likewise with our perception of the inter- and intra-personal realms of our experience, where being a black person amidst white folks generates an entirely different experience of “what’s so” than does being a white person amidst black folks. Even the concept of “reconstruction” was itself perceived and experienced quite differently by blacks and whites 140 years ago in the U.S. South following the Civil War. This further goes to show that there never has been nor ever will be an utterly unambiguous reconstruction, however and in whomever it may be fabricated

Your encounter of the foregoing optically ambiguous images is representative of how you go about perceiving every other element of your self-world interrelationship. These images are merely simplistic stand-ins for all and everything else that you perceive, because the way you internally mirror how you see these images exemplifies the way that all other sensory inputs undergo recombination in your mind. Recombination is what your mind does with its ceaseless input as it fabricates the mental and emotional reconstructions that comprise your experiential matrix, so that how things seems to be is always a reflection of how your mind seams them to be.

No matter what you may be viewing, or who you are that is viewing it, the way that you experientially, neurologically and perceptually reconstruct it as a partial inner mirroring of whatever you are viewing has far more to do with your inner sense of reality than it does with the outer reality that you are sensing.  This is especially the case insofar as our perceptual faculties do not record a full and precise replica of objective reality as it is apart from our observation of and participation in its dynamics. Furthermore, every act of perception is conditioned both by the context of what is being perceived and the context from which it is being perceived, and since each of these contexts is dynamically entangled with the other it is transformative of the other. 

These are just two of several reasons why there can be no such thing as a purely unambiguous and non-entangled point-to-point correspondence between the outer actuality of what one perceives and the reconstructed inner counterpart thereof as beheld by its perceiver. Because we are capable of seeing only our own partially imaged mirroring view of anything, rather than the as-it-is view itself, what we actually “see” is our own outwardly projected mirroring of the world rather than the world thus viewed. And when something goes wrong with our self-world interrelationship, it is quite often because it was based on the presumption that our inner-mirrored worldview is identical to that which is being thus mirrored. 

In summary: 
· Whatever one’s business may be, and no matter who is minding it, every bit of everyone’s business is minded so that our inner mirrorings are never more than a proximate representation of what is mirrored. This is the basis of Jane Wagner’s quip (via Lily Tomlin) in the one-woman play, The Search for Signs of Intelligent Life in the Universe: “Reality is nothing but a collective hunch.” With this simple and good-natured yet profoundly insightful comment, Wagner acknowledges the each person’s experiential matrix is embedded and co-entangled within the consensual experiential matrix of humankind at large. This co-entanglement further complicates our immediate search for the intelligent life within ourselves with which we can more smartly mind our own business.

· Everything that happens in our lives is accounted for by the simple and forthright First Law of Self-World Interrelationship: every experience and perception is imaginative. As a consequence of this law, the world can work for us only in the way we individually and collectively work with it. Nor can the way it works for us be any better or worse than the way we work with it. There can be no law more democratic than this one in terms of the freedom and equality of its application to our respective pursuits of happiness. Our equality under this law is utter and absolute, because reality’s universal given order gives us something to equally reckon with.
Reckoning with Your Self-World Interrelationship 
To measure you by your smallest deed is to reckon the ocean by the frailty of its foam,

to judge you by your failures is to cast blame upon the seasons for their inconsistencies.

-Kahlil Gibran
Our self-world interrelationship would be unworkably chaotic if reality provided us nothing to reckon with. Fortunately, it provides a universal given order with which to reckon all interrelationships. The prevalence of thus universal given order is acknowledged in an apocryphal anecdote that made the rounds of the Internet several years ago:
The scientific community, emboldened by humankind’s increasing command of molecular, atomic, and genetic engineering, technologies that were formerly attributed only to God, decided that our species had no further use for a deity. A representative was therefore deputized to inform God that He could take the rest of eternity off.

God, however, was not convinced. “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.”

The ground floor of reality’s universal given order is what theologian Paul Tillich called “the ground of our being,” a ground that is not of our own creation, and thus a ground whose support is the same for all. The secret to reality-morphing is to know the limits within which reality provides us with ground for making change, as well as to know how we ourselves have to change to take advantage of reality’s leeway. . . .
NOTE TO DOUG:  
At this point I propose that we introduce and debrief the Susan Bradford-already-at-the-hospital scenario, after which we also introduce and debrief 

· your cliff-hanging scenario, 

· Dean Ornish’s program for heart-attack survivors, 

· Gerald Jampolski’s program for children with terminal cancer diagnoses as reported in our 1985 book, 

· your “minding your company’s business” success story with the Los Angeles realty firm that flourished during the early 1990’s housing crash. 

This context prepares us to introduce in subsequent sections the nitty-gritty aspects of the power2 of commitment, while using all of these scenarios as flashback examples of how commitment works.
A FURTHER NOTE TO DOUG: 
As I shared with you during the breakfast prior to our interview with Schlitz and Radin, I don’t feel confident in our ability to produce by early summer a world-class scientific book on the causation of outcomes. What I do feel confident of producing is a world-class self-transformational book on the production of pre-determined results, that emphasizes the science thereof without making that science its per se focus.

As I also observed at that breakfast, while the word “science” is what appeals most strongly to you and me, what will appeal to most of our less scientifically inclined readers is our attribution to them of the causal capabilities that we address and examine in our initial book on the power of commitment. Understanding and engaging in the applied science of exercising that power will seem to them a far more attractive proposition once their endowment of that power has become fully obvious.
Accordingly, the title of our first book should suggest a far more engaging science of self-management upon which we can build readers’ enthusiastic participation in a later in-depth scientific look at causation. The title that I therefore propose is the one we co-created at that breakfast: The Science of Minding Your Own Business: The Power2 of Commitment. This title also has the additional virtue of being far more widely marketable as an initial offering than would be The Science of Causing Outcomes, thereby creating a stronger market for our next book thus entitled than it would be likely to attract its own.
This sets us up for the full series of (at least) five prove-it-to-yourself books that I enumerated in the e-mail to which this document was attached:
· The Science of Causing Outcomes

· The Science of Minding Your Company’s Business

· The Science of Minding Your Relationships

· The Science of Minding Our Global Business (i.e., the world-management counterpart of the self-management strategies developed in books 1-4).

We will, of course, emphasize each of these applications in every book of our Prove-It-To-Yourself series, thus whetting readers’ appetites for the books that are yet to come.
An overriding purpose of our first book is to make it undeniably clear that 

· we do, in fact, cause our own lives’ outcomes;

· we can, in fact, do this in accordance with pre-determined resolve.  

Only those who thus become knowledgeably certain of their causal capabilities are likely to wholeheartedly take on the actual science of applying their actual abilities to cause outcomes. 
I consider the morphing, upgrading and scientific enhancement by early summer of the best of what appeared in our 1985 book on commitment, as deeply enriched by the understandings that we have since developed, to be utterly doable. 
A SECTIONAL OUTLINE OF OUR FIRST BOOK
SECTION ONE: You Are An Inside Story

     OBJECTIVE: Establish the universal principle that all causality emerges from within.
SECTION TWO: Living From Your Inside Story

     OBJECTIVE: Show readers how to project themselves rather than their image of the world.
SECTION THREE: Knowing and Doing What Works

     OBJECTIVE: Show readers how they can “make up their minds” to produce optimum results.
SECTION FOUR: Charting Your Own Course

     OBJECTIVE: Show readers how to write their own realty checks.
SECTION FIVE: Getting Providence to Move Too

     OBJECTIVE: Show readers how to attract seemingly miraculous support.
A SECTIONAL OUTLINE OF OUR SECOND (Causing Outcomes) BOOK:

SECTION ONE: Where are the dynamics of causality located?

     OBJECTIVE: Scientifically establish the principle that all causality emerges from within.

SECTION TWO: How are the dynamics of causality accessed?

     OBJECTIVE:  Show readers how to tap into their inner causal power.

SECTION THREE: How are the dynamics of causality implemented?

     OBJECTIVE:  Show readers how to put causality to work in their own lives.

SECTION FOUR: How is our causal implementation reciprocated?

     OBJECTIVE:  Show readers how to optimally apply the principle of attraction to their own advantage.
SECTION FIVE: How may one’s projected outcomes be most certainly accomplished?

     OBJECTIVE:  Show readers how most effectively to be their own cause of their own outcomes.
On the following page is a proposed full title page for our first book.
The Science of Minding Your Own Business:

The Power2 of Commitment

A Guide to Being the Person You Most Truly Are

Volume One in the Prove-It-To-Yourself Series
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