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To address questions about the reality of God or the nature of God, you at the very least have to have provisional definitions, not only of God, but of other things which are distinct from God, e.g., we need to agree on what “reality” and “nature” mean.
Most arguments for or against theism fail to address this basic requirement—they leave most terms undefined and presume that we all agree on them. We do not. Highly educated people still do not agree on the meanings of words like “reality” or “existence” or “nature” or “matter” or even “experience.” A brief history of any of these concepts in philosophy or the sciences will confirm that.
A number of approaches related to process theism do address this overlooked requirement—indeed, they offer provisional definitions of everything. The definitions are not always conventional, but they are arguably reasonable and experience-based. For more on process theism see: http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/process-theism/.
Indeed, process thinkers in general (as well as process theists) claim to offer among the least disjointed analyses of our experienced reality that have yet to be articulated. For more on process thought see: http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/process-philosophy/.
I am presenting here a much more flexible, simplified and even “fuzzy” kind of process thought than most other process thinkers use, mainly because I find this kind not only easier to explain but easier to support. It can be assessed largely on its own terms and is not automatically committed to statements by other process thinkers. (On fuzziness: http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/logic-fuzzy/.) 
I believe this kind of process thought is distinctive enough to merit a different label. We’ll call it interactionism. (This is a more generalized approach than George Herbert Mead’s “symbolic interactionism,” though do note that Mead was a process thinker.)
Interactionism insists that the only reality worth talking about is reality we may interact with in our already-interpreted experience. 
And it insists that our experience as participants should be taken just as seriously as any observations (since observations never take place without our participation).
It seems consistent with empirically based theories in the natural sciences, though not with the unexamined metaphysical assumptions of some scientists.
Interactionism analyzes our experienced reality into interactions of relatively differing kinds, all of which are relatively interrelated and relatively original. 
Kinds of interaction (which include interactions of interactions) account for everyday things, individuals and properties.
Some kinds of interaction are stabilizing: less interactive than others, evidently more interrelated than original. Examples: repeatable patterns and properties, including inert-looking objects like simple molecules, rocks, asteroids, tables, chairs.

Some kinds of interaction are animating: more interactive than others, evidently original as well as interrelated. Examples: electrons, self-replicating molecules, cells, animals, people, computers (someday if not now).
Some kinds of interaction are personalizing: self-interactive as well as more interactive than others and highly original. Examples: people, some animals (maybe), other life-forms yet to be discovered (maybe), computers (maybe someday if not now). 
One kind of interaction is universalizing: all-interactive, and thus also self-interactive and immeasurably original. (More than one of this kind would seem redundant and indistinguishable from another.) Examples: God (in some interpretations), the Tao (in some interpretations), Brahman (in some interpretations), Sunyata (in some interpretations), Being (in some interpretations), Nature (in some interpretations). (By the way, a kind of interaction is not a proper set, so don’t worry about Russell’s paradox.)
Here, the question, “Does God exist?” is reframed as, “Do we interact with a universalizing kind of interaction?”
Interactionist theists answer “yes,” claiming that this kind of interaction is experienced in, with and through all other kinds of interaction. 
To those who ask, “Why call that God?” interactionist theists can only reply, “What better term is there?” 
They grant that “God” might not be the only appropriate term, but insist that it is no less appropriate than other terms.

As self-interactive, this kind of interaction is, like us, personalizing. But as all-interactive it is not even remotely like us. As both all-interactive and self-interactive, it provides the unlimited, immeasurably original, personalizing setting for any other interactions. It is not a person, as your and my kinds of interaction are, because it does not exist alongside any others of the same kind. But it can be called personalizing or, if preferred, interpersonal (Trinitarians should like this).
This kind of interaction is definitely consistent with many, though not all, portrayals of God in Jewish and Christian Scriptures (but the same can be said for any other kind of theism—no kind fits all the scriptural portrayals of God).

To those who ask, “But does this kind of interaction exist?” interactionist theists tend to reply, “Do we experience it or not? If we do, we have already presumed its existence, or reality, barring convincing arguments to the contrary.”
To those who ask, “What’s the evidence?” interactionist theists can only reply, “Everything we seem to experience of any kind, especially experience of an immeasurable kind of interaction” (See http://www.therevdrcharleswallen.com/BecomingAwareofGod.ppt) 
To those who ask, “Why think in interactionist terms?” interactionist theists can only reply, “Show me an analysis of our experienced reality which is less disjointed than this one.”

To interactionist theists, an atheist or agnostic looks like someone who either prefers a more disjointed analysis of our experienced reality than interactionism offers, or who insists that “God” can only refer to something more ludicrous than an all-interactive, personalizing kind of interaction
