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For me, the most awesome aspect of minding my own business is the fact that by changing my mind, I can change my experience of life. Changing my thinking changes my life – though only when the change of thinking changes the thinker. This is not just a change in what the thinker thinks about, it is a change in the way the thinker thinks. It is changing the way I think, not merely what I think, that most powerfully changes my life.

When my changes of thinking remain in the paradigm of external causation, I continue to be at the effect of my circumstances and other people. I have only changed what I am thinking about, rather than the way that I think about it. Changes of thinking that leave my existing paradigm intact are what I call “perceptual tune-ups.”

Only changes of thinking that result in a shift of paradigm result in a change of the thinker. Changes in thinking that change the thinker are what I call “perceptual makeovers.” 

Those of you who have received e-mails from me have probably noticed that my signature block contains two epigrams: “Stay in the grace,” and “Though I don’t always get what I pray for, I do always get what I pray from.”

For me, the term “grace” signifies what is meant by the modern Hindu term, “Namasté,” a derivation of the ancient Sanskrit word, “Namaskaar,” which Leo Buscaglia translated as follows:

I honor the divine in you.

I honor the place within you where the universe resides;

I honor the place within you of love, of light, of truth, of peace;

I honor the place within you where, if you are in that place in you, and I am in that place in me, 

there is only one of us.  Namasté.

To me, the meaning of the second epigram is quite clear, yet I am sometimes asked what I mean by saying that I don’t always get what I pray for, yet do always get what I pray from. And when I am asked, I give the following example: when I pray for abundance from the paradigm of lack, I increase the abundance of my experience of lack.

It is a fundamental metaphysical principle that no matter what I seek to experience, I can experience it only in accordance with the framework of my existing paradigms. Therefore, if it is my intention to experience more abundance I can do so only in terms a more abundant experience of my existing paradigm. Accordingly, only when my paradigm is one of feeling the presence of abundance rather than its lack, do I get the kind of abundance that I am seeking.

Abundance is the universal rule, lack is the exception that proves the rule, which is why nobody feels “just a little bit” of lack. Have you ever heard anyone complain about a tad of lack? Lack is the experience of abundance in reverse, just as the external causation paradigm is the experience of the internal causation paradigm in reverse.

In Ernest Holmes’ terminology, the perception of lack and the external causation paradigm are examples of what he called the negative use of faith. None of us has more faith than anyone else. We all have an enormous abundance of faith that most if us invest in reverse by thinking in terms of lack. The experience of lack derives from the external causation paradigm, wherein abundance is perceived as something that is made to happen outside ourselves.
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The perception of lack is what I call “absence-mindedness.”  Absence-mindedness is best illustrated by a remark that someone once made as he overhead his friend say that the local millionaire's money was tainted. "You said it," he agreed. "His money is twice tainted." 

"What do you mean?" asked the friend. 

"It's obvious: 'tain't yours, 'tain't mine." 

The external causation paradigm is a paradigm of absence, the perception of a possibility that presently exists only out there beyond my experience (somewhere else, and under someone or something else’s control), and that presently does not exist here, within my experience.

Science of Minding is a paradigm of internal causation, in which I own all of my experience as experience that I cause within my own consciousness. My two most favorite statements of the internal causation paradigm are by Ernest Holmes and Rudolph Steiner:

Talk to yourself, not to the world. There’s no one to talk to but yourself because all experience takes place within. Conditions are the reflections of our meditations and nothing else. (Ernest Holmes)

If it depends on something other than myself whether I should get angry or not, I am not master of myself…I have not yet found the ruler within myself. I must develop the faculty of letting the impressions of the outer world approach me only in the way in which I myself determine. (Rudolph Steiner)

My understanding of the internal causation paradigm differs from that of those who say that we create our own reality. I do not perceive that I create my own reality, only that I create my experience of reality, for the reason suggested by a recent story that is making the rounds of the Internet.

The scientific community, emboldened by humankind’s increasing command of nuclear energy and genetic engineering, technologies that were formerly employed only by God, decided that we had no further use for a deity.  A representative was chosen 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.

 “Go get your own dirt.”

From the perspective of the external causation paradigm, reality pre-exists my own existence “out there” and all of my experience consists either of unconscious reactions or conscious responses to externalities.

From the perspective of the internal causation paradigm, reality is universally created in an ongoing manner that is always inclusive of me as my own created experience of it. I can know only my created experience of reality. As experienced, all reality is virtual. Only because my experience is a virtual reality am I able to change my experience of reality. 
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The first law of the Science of Minding My Own Business is this: I create – and may re-create whenever I choose to – my experience of reality. The second law: my experience of reality corresponds to my perception of reality. The third law: changing my perception of reality changes my experience of reality.

The Science of Mind that Ernest Holmes bequeathed to us as is a science of perceptual makeover. Holmes also gave us a specific perceptual makeover process that empowers us to treat our own individual minds as spiritual instruments in addition tour treating them as mental and psychological instruments. Accordingly, his name for this process of spiritual makeover was “spiritual mind treatment.” [Some folks feel more comfortable with the term, “affirmative prayer,” which has become an alternate term for the “treatment” metaphor.]

Spiritual mind treatment/affirmative prayer is a process for shifting us out of the external causation paradigm into the internal causation paradigm, resulting in a perceptual makeover. In other words, spiritual mind treatment/affirmative prayer is a paradigm for shifting paradigms. 

Although Holmes did not himself formalize the process of affirmative prayer into so many steps, others have done so. Several forms of spiritual mind treatment have been developed, including a seven-step process, a four-step process, a three-step process (my own when I’m called upon to pray in non-Religious Science circles), and a five-step process.  Presently, the most widely used version of spiritual mind treatment is a five-step version.

The political propaganda and advertising industries make use of something else that has the power to influence our paradigms: the jingle. Jingles are used by propagandists and advertisers to anchor thought forms. A wartime jingle that I learned in the early 1940’s went like this:

Whistle while you work, 

Hitler is a jerk,

Mussolini is a wienie, 

whistle while you work.

Also during the 1940’s, the thought form of a laundry soap (before they had detergents) called “DUZ” (so named so they could claim that “DUZ does everything”) went like this:

D-U-Z, D-U-Z, 

Put some in your washing machine,

Everything comes out very clean,

D-U-Z does everything.

The principle thought form being anchored by the advertising industry today is brokenness. We are being sold the paradigm that we are sick, insufficient, incomplete, or otherwise in need of fixing, and therefore in need of some product or service that will fix our broken condition or situation.

There’s a very savvy insight in the gospel of Luke, which observes that the children of this world (such as the propagandists and the advertising industry) are wiser to the ways of the world than are the children of light. (Luke 16:8) One day I decided to be capitalize on the wisdom of the worldly wise by composing and borrowing a series of short, repetitive songs that work like jingles in terms of anchoring the thought forms of spiritual mind treatment. I don’t call them “jingles,” and I don’t call them “chants,” I call them “enchantments” because that says precisely what they do – they enchant us into remembering their corresponding thought-forms by anchoring them in our consciousness.

RECOGNITION: Acknowledging the presence of God in all that is.

[Everywhere I Go, Here I Am]

UNIFICATION: Recognizing my relationship to and with God’s presence as God’s presence

[God Dwells within Me as Me]

REALIZATION: Claiming the power of God’s presence in my worldly condition and situation.

[Every Little Cell in My Body is Happy/Oh, How Lucky I Am]

THANKSGIVING: Declaring my gratitude for the power of God’s presence in and as my life.

[My Heart Sings and My Soul Does Rejoice]

RELEASE: Allowing the power of God’s presence in and as my life to fulfill my claim in accordance with the principles, processes and timing of its nature

[I Don’t Want to Figure Myself Out]
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Many years ago, before I knew about affirmative prayer and spiritual mind treatment I received a less formal prescription for what amounts to essentially the same thing while I was walking along a creek. This is what I always do whenever I feel deeply distressed and scattered. On this particular occasion, I was struck by the stark contrast between the creek’s turbulent and calm passages, which seemed to emulate both the stream of my consciousness and the uneven rhythm of my life’s alternately tumultuous and timorous course. Honoring an urge to tune in to what this correspondence might be telling me, I sat down with pen and paper in hand as if to take dictation and solicited the creek’s advice: "If you were literate, what message would you have for me?"

The creek, indeed, did have a message: a prescription for what I now know as treating my mind spiritually:
Be, 

as water is,

without friction.

Flow around the edges

of those within your path.

Surround within your ever-moving depths

those who come to rest there—

enfold them, while never for a moment holding on.

Accept whatever distance

others are moved within your flow.

Be with them gently

as far as they allow your strength to take them,

and fill with your own being

the remaining space when they are left behind.

When dropping down life's rapids,

froth and bubble into fragments if you must,

knowing that the one of you now many

will just as many times be one again.

And when you've gone as far as you can go,

quietly await your next beginning.

And so I will leave you with this parting thought: when you have gone as far as you can go, quietly await your next beginning.

Stay in the grace!

Additional material (three-phase treatment process)

ACKNOWLEDGE the flow.

ACCEPT the flow on behalf of my heart-felt intention.

ALLOW the flow to actualize my heart-felt intention.

THE SCIENCE OF MINDING MY OWN BUSINESS

© Copyright February, 2003, Noel Frederick McInnis

Good _____!!

Convince me!!

My name is Noel McInnis, and I’m a recovering adult . . . and so are all of you. Each of us was born as a beneficial presence, and our presence has been adulterated. 

Does anyone feel insulted by my statement that the beneficial presence you were born with has been adulterated, because you have grown up without any adulteration of your beneficial presence? Please hear me out before you take offense. If you truly are an exception to what I have to say, you’re the honest person that the Greek eccentric, Diogenes, was looking for – and who has eluded my own search as well.

While I’m at it, let me also clarify what I mean when I say that “each of us was born as a beneficial presence.” Each of us began this life as a beneficial presence, with the evidence of our beneficent nature quite literally in hand. For instance, during the first few weeks of my life, no matter who put his/her finger in my hand – regardless of the person’s color, race, creed, gender, ethnic origin, size, appearance – I gently enfolded it with my own fingers. 

I didn't grab or seize the offered finger, nor did I clutch, cling or hold on to it. Instead, I gently and unconditionally enfolded every finger that came to rest in my hand, for however long my acceptance was invited, and I just as unconditionally allowed its passage at the instant it was removed. I enfolded the presence of all persons and allowed them harmless passage without prejudice, distinction or other imposition. It could have been George Bush’s finger, Saddam Hussein’s finger – no matter whose finger . . . or how the finger was given to me, I clasped it unconditionally . . . and willingly let it go.

Each of us has known how to be a beneficial presence from the moment of his/her birth, and each of us has at least partially forgotten that he/she is a beneficial presence and, accordingly, has forgotten how to be a beneficial presence.

This being the case, I will not risk insulting your beneficial presence with any further comments that presume to speak for you. I will instead state all further remarks in first person language whenever possible, and otherwise in relatively impersonal first, second or third impersonal language.

I have come here to acquaint ourselves with a new perspective on recovery. And I’m going to begin doing that by illustrating something that I’ve been hearing about since the 1970’s, yet have only recently seen.

[Demonstration: Pair o’ dimes shift.]

Pair o’ dimes shift:. The science of minding is a science of paradigm shifting.

Follow my finger. The science of minding is a science of mindful choosing.

Raise my hand. The science of minding is a science of mindful acting.

Like Ernest Holmes, who didn’t live to hear about paradigm shifts but had a term for them anyway – he called them changes in our “thought atmosphere” (and Emmet Fox called them changes in our “mental equivalent”) – I am here to shift our paradigm on recovery. Throughout history, human beings have perceived their Earthly experience in accordance with the paradigm of external causation. In the fall of 1977, the writings of Ernest Holmes on what he called  “Science of Mind” introduced me to a paradigm of internal causation, which I found to be so powerful that I decided to become a minister of Religious Science and facilitate humankind’s further awareness of internal causation paradigms.

[Ernest Holmes presented us with a paradigm of internal causation, not the paradigm of internal causation paradigm. His version of the internal causation paradigm was inspired by and congruent with earlier versions thereof, most immediately the Emersonian version called “self-reliance” – reliance on one’s own causal powers – as well as versions that inspired the Emersonian one or were also inspired by or congruent with Emerson’s. In my own study of many paradigms of internal causation, I have developed what I call “The Science of Minding My Own Business,” which is a congruent variation of Holmes’ vision.]

The external causation paradigm focuses on what I am recovering from: my adulterated self, the socially conditioned expression of me that I sometimes refer to as my “role-selves,” in recognition of my tendency to conform to other people’s expectations.

I see the external causation paradigm of adulterated selfhood portrayed in almost everything I read about, see at the movies and on TV, or receive on the evening “news.” Only occasionally do I witness to portrayals of the internal causation paradigm of pristine selfhood.

Out of all the portrayals of adulterated selfhood that I have witnessed since I began collecting them when I was 10 years old – though at that age I did not yet know that’s what I was collecting – two of them are sufficient to represent the perspective of the external causation paradigm:

[Christopher Morley Poem: portrays the compromise of my beneficial presence.]

[Chuck Pyle: portrays the condition of my compromised beneficial presence.]

Is there anyone here to whom both Morley’s poem and Chuck Pyle’s song feel totally unrelated to your own experience?  If not, then we are all on approximately the same page in terms of our outlook on the process of adulterating childhood consciousness, which Abraham Maslow described as follows:

I find children, up to the time they are spoiled and flattened by the culture, [to be] nicer, better, more attractive human beings than their elders . . . The ‘taming and transforming’ that they undergo seems to hurt rather than help.  It was not for nothing that a famous psychologist once defined adults as ‘deteriorated children.’

Those human impulses which have seemed throughout our history to be deepest, to be most instinctive and unchangeable, to be most widely spread throughout mankind, i.e., the impulse to hate, to be jealous, to be hostile, to be greedy, to be egoistic and selfish are now being discovered more and more clearly to be acquired and are not instinctive.  They are almost certainly neurotic and sick reactions to bad situations, more specifically to frustrations of our truly basic and instinct-like needs and impulses.

The internal causation paradigm focuses on what is being recovered: my pristine self, the unconditioned expression of me which I also call my “eternity self” or my “whole self.”

The principle difference between my adulterated self and my pristine self is that my adulterated self is busy with minding other people’s business, while my pristine self mostly minds only its own business. The difference between minding other people’s business and minding my own is best illustrated by a little survey I am going to take just now:

[Demonstration: Raise my hand.]

The point of this survey is to demonstrate that you have to fully mind your own business before you can assist me in minding my own business.

[Repeat demonstration with someone else.]

The point of this second demonstration is that minding my own business includes the changing of my mind, and my behaving accordingly, even when others persist in seeing me according to my former way of thinking.  

For me, the most awesome aspect of minding my own business is the fact that by changing my mind, I can change my experience of life.  Changing my thinking changes my life – though only when the change of thinking changes the thinker. This is not just a change in what the thinker thinks about, it is a change in the way the thinker thinks.

As long as my changes of thinking take place in the paradigm of external causation, I myself remain essentially the same as I have always been, having only changed what I think about something, rather than the way that I think about it. Changes of thinking within my paradigm are what I call “perceptual tune-ups.”

Only changes of thinking that result in a shift of paradigm result in a change of the thinker. Changes in thinking that change the thinker are what I call “perceptual makeovers.” 

Those of you who have received e-mails from me have probably noticed that my signature block contains two epigrams: “Stay in the grace,” and “Though I don’t always get what I pray for, I do always get what I pray from.”

For me, the term “grace” signifies what is meant by the modern Hindu term, “Namasté,” a derivation of the ancient Sanskrit word, “Namaskaar,” which Leo Buscaglia translated as follows:

I honor the divine in you.

I honor the place within you where the universe resides;

I honor the place within you of love, of light, of truth, of peace;

I honor the place within you where, if you are in that place in you, and I am in that place in me, 

there is only one of us.  Namasté.

To me, the meaning of the second epigram is quite clear, yet I am sometimes asked what I mean by saying that I don’t always get what I pray for, yet do always get what I pray from. And when I am asked, I give the following example: when I pray for abundance from the paradigm of lack, I increase the abundance of my experience of lack.

It is a fundamental metaphysical principle that no matter what I seek to experience, I can experience it only in accordance with the framework of my existing paradigms. Therefore, if it is my intention to experience more abundance I can do so only in terms a more abundant experience of my existing paradigm. Accordingly, only if my paradigm – which corresponds to what Ernest Holmes referred to as call my “mental equivalent” – only if my paradigm is one of feeling the presence of abundance rather than its lack, do I get the kind of abundance that I am seeking.

Abundance is the universal rule, lack is the exception that proves the rule, which is why nobody feels “just a little bit” of lack. Have you ever heard anyone complain about a tad of lack? Lack is the experience of abundance in reverse, just as the external causation paradigm is the experience of the internal causation paradigm in reverse.

In Ernest Holmes’ terminology, the perception of lack and the external causation paradigm are examples of what he called the negative use of faith. None of us has more faith than anyone else. We all have an enormous abundance of faith that most if us invest in reverse by thinking in terms of lack. The experience of lack derives from the external causation paradigm, wherein abundance is perceived as something that we make happen outside ourselves.

The perception of lack is what I call “absence-mindedness.”  Absence-mindedness is best illustrated by a remark that someone once made as he overhead his friend say that the local millionaire's money was tainted. "You said it," he agreed. "His money is twice tainted." 

"What do you mean?" asked the friend. 

"It's obvious: 'tain't yours, 'tain't mine." 

The external causation paradigm is a paradigm of absence, the perception of a possibility that presently exists only out there (somewhere else as somebody else’s), and that presently does not exist here within me.

Science of Minding is a paradigm of internal causation, in which I own all of my experience as experience that I cause within my own consciousness. My two most favorite statements of the internal causation paradigm are by Ernest Holmes and Rudolph Steiner:

Talk to yourself, not to the world. There’s no one to talk to but yourself because all experience takes place within. Conditions are the reflections of our meditations and nothing else. (Ernest Holmes)

If it depends on something other than myself whether I should get angry or not, I am not master of myself…I have not yet found the ruler within myself. I must develop the faculty of letting the impressions of the outer world approach me only in the way in which I myself determine. (Rudolph Steiner)

My understanding of the internal causation paradigm differs from that of those who say that we create our own reality. I do not perceive that I create my own reality, only that I create my experience of reality, for the reason suggested by a recent story that is making the rounds of the Internet.

[Scientist and God]

From the perspective of the external causation paradigm, reality pre-exists my own existence “out there” and all of my experience consists either of unconscious reactions or conscious responses to externalities.

From the perspective of the internal causation paradigm, reality is universally created in an ongoing manner that is always inclusive of me as my own created experience of it. I can know only my created experience of reality. As experienced, all reality is virtual. Only because my experience is a virtual reality am I able to change my experience of reality. 

The first law of Science of Minding is this: I create – and may re-create whenever I choose to – my experience of reality. The second law: my experience of reality corresponds to my perception of reality. The third law: changing my perception of reality changes my experience of reality.

Ernest Holmes described a process for recreating my experience of reality, a process that treats my mind as a spiritual instrument that corresponds intellect with feeling, rather than only a mental and psychological instrument, and which he therefore called “spiritual mind treatment.” It has also become known as “affirmative prayer.” At its most effective, spiritual mind treatment – affirmative prayer – is far more than a perceptual tune-up; it’s a perceptual makeover.

Ernest Holmes did not establish a step-by-step form of spiritual mind treatment. This is something others have intuited from his own practice during and since his time. Many forms of spiritual mind treatment have been created in accordance with the creative experiences of those who have intuited these forms. I have seen a twelve-step form, a seven-step form, a five-step form and four-step form. Each of these forms includes, albeit differently, all of the aspects of the other forms.

I myself use a threefold form that includes all the aspects of the various other forms, and in accordance with my experience of reality as being integral rather than linearly sequential, I call it a three-phase form rather than a three-step form. 

As a minister in the United Church of Religious Science I was trained to employ a five-step form of affirmative prayer.  In other than Religious Science settings, I employ my three-phase form because – in my consciousness – it concentrates and amplifies the power of my prayerful affirmation. 
At present, that standardized form of affirmative prayer that is practiced in member churches of the United Church of Religious Science consists of five steps that are called “recognition,” “unification,” “realization,” “thanksgiving,” and “release.” My only contribution to these five thought-forms has been to anchor them in five brief songs that I call “The Enchantments of Religious Science.” I call them “enchantments” because, like all chants, they anchor in consciousness the thought forms that they represent.

RECOGNITION: Everywhere I Go, Here I Am

UNIFICATION: God Dwells within Me as Me

REALIZATION: Every Little Cell in My Body is Happy/Oh, How Lucky I Am

THANKSGIVING: My Heart Sings and My Soul Does Rejoice

RELEASE: I Don’t Want to Figure Myself Out

Many years ago, before I knew about affirmative prayer and spiritual mind treatment I received a less formal prescription for what amounts to essentially the same thing while I was walking along a creek. This is what I always do whenever I feel deeply distressed and scattered. On this particular occasion I I was struck by the stark contrast between the creek’s turbulent and calm passages, which seemed to emulate both the stream of my consciousness and the uneven rhythm of my life’s alternately tumultuous and timorous course. Honoring an urge to tune in to what this correspondence might be telling me, I sat down with pen and paper in hand as if to take dictation and solicited the creek’s advice: "If you were literate, what message would you have for me?"

The creek, indeed, did have a message: a prescription for what I now know as treating my mind spiritually:
Be, 

as water is,

without friction.

Flow around the edges

of those within your path.

Surround within your ever-moving depths

those who come to rest there—

enfold them, while never for a moment holding on.

Accept whatever distance

others are moved within your flow.

Be with them gently

as far as they allow your strength to take them,

and fill with your own being

the remaining space when they are left behind.

When dropping down life's rapids,

froth and bubble into fragments if you must,

knowing that the one of you now many

will just as many times be one again.

And when you've gone as far as you can go,

quietly await your next beginning.

And so I will leave you with this parting thought: when you have gone as far as you can go, quietly await your next beginning.

Stay in the grace!

ACKNOWLEDGE the flow.

ACCEPT the flow on behalf of my heart-felt intention.

ALLOW the flow to actualize my heart-felt intention.

THE SCIENCE OF MINDING

SONG: "Ripple"

 (Werbel)

Laing on experience

This path is for your steps alone. Our individual paths are unique. My path is exclusively mine, your path is exclusively yours.

~~~~~~~~~~~

What do I know for sure about my path. That would be its point of departure. Descartes.

~~~~~~~~~~~

ENCHANTMENT: “Everywhere I go, here I am.”

a. Here (not there) I’ve never been there

b. I am (God’s name) (shalt have no one else’s name before me)

c. I (no one else) No one else’s [access to] consciousness is grounded in my body/mind. I do not expand my consciousness, I expand into consciousness by increasing my access to consciousness, and I increase my access to consciousness by letting more of it into my mindful awareness.

As all great spiritual traditions profess, though we are here for one another as well as for ourselves, we are not here as one another. None of us exists for the purpose of being a means to others’ ends. Accordingly:

· I am here to do and be my best for the sake of all concerned, not to conform and measure up to others’ standards of what is best for me according to their own sakes.

· I am here to do and be my best, not “there” from others’ perspectives to be doing their best. 

No one can ever succeed at doing another’s best, because no one has ever been nor ever will be where anyone else is coming from. We each come only from the near and how of our own unique way of being.  

I am the only one of me

the universe shall ever see.

At being who I am I have no rival.

But at being other than who I am,

I am no one else's equal.

Only when myself is all I try to be

is my life no contest.

Being like those who are around me is a crap-shooting (a.k.a. “B.S.”-ing) popularity contest, because one never knows for sure who else’s crap to emulate. Showing up authentically consists of not entering the

d. Am (not was, not will be)

~~~~~~~~~~~

Be sure that it is a path with heart.

~~~~~~~~~~~

“He who goes around the mountain sampling paths is not climbing.” Ram Dass

Be sure that it is not a path already traveled by another. Another’s path may shed light on my own, but it is not meant to be my path.

Above all, do not confuse any belief system (including your own) with a path. Belief systems are useful for illuminating my path. They are not useful AS my path.

I was once asked by a church member to offer a course in metaphysical ible tudy. When I asked her, "What is ible tudy?" she responded, "Ible tudy is Bible study with the B.S. taken out."

As you all know, "B.S." stands for "belief system," and two of the world's greatest belief systems are based on the Bible, Judaism and Christianity.

We who are gathered here this morning subscribe to a belief system that is alternately called "Religious Science" and "Science of Mind." 

 [RS teaching, SOM application. SOMing exercise] 

A belief system by any other name is still a belief system, i.e., a body of thought that has become subject to the paralysis of analysis and hardening of the categories, and thus petrified as an ideology. Whitehead’s “inert ideas” – thought that doesn’t move anything because it is meaningless to us, yet we utter it as if it meant something.

Petrified thought is noted for its tendency to become the kind of B.S. that some folks call  "stinking thinking." 

I have found a more useful term for petrified thought.  Whenever I am tempted to call people on their B.S. I look at them in utter innocence and say, "panda poo." It's the best way I know of to derail someone's runaway train of thought without causing a head-on collision.

One day, like the woman who wanted to study the Bible with its belief system taken out, I wondered what it would be like to study RS and SOM with its belief system taken out. The more I thought about it, however, the more I realized that one can no more take the belief system out of RS/SOM than one can take the belief system out of the Bible - or of any secular ideology such as democracy or capitalism. Once any body of thought becomes a belief system, and thus a body of ideologically petrified thought, our only options are to drop it, change it or get beyond it. 

Like everyone else, I am on a path that exists for my steps alone. I'm not about to drop EH's philosophy because it continues to enlighten my path.  Nor am I inclined to change his philosophy because that would distract me from traveling my path. So I have chosen to appreciate EH's philosophy in order to get beyond his philosophy. 

EH's philosophy, i.e., RS and SOM, is not my path, it is what enlightens my path. Philosophy becomes ideology when I make its enlightenment of my path the path itself.  

Wayfarer . . . not a Religious Scientist.

What is possible, however, is to get beyond the RS belief system.  

Our challenge is not to take the belief system out of RS/SOM, but to get beyond its belief system. 

Every body of thought 

ENCHANTMENT: “Everywhere I go, here I am.”

My message this morning is entitled “The Science of Minding: Beyond Religious Science as a Belief System.” In my message, I distinguish Religious Science and Science of Mind as a way of thinking from Religious Science and Science of Mind as a body of thought, i.e., as a belief system.

To begin with, let us first distinguish between Religious Science and Science of Mind. Religious Science is the institutionalized teaching of Ernest Holmes’ philosophy. Science of Mind is the practice of his philosophy. 

Ernest Holmes himself seemed mindful of this distinction in naming his textbook Science of Mind rather than “Religious Science.” Practicing Science of Mind was far more important to Holmes than mere knowledge of its teaching.  As he wrote in the textbook, “I would rather see a student of this Science prove its Principle than to have him repeat all the words of wisdom that have ever been uttered.” (SOM 423/1)  He also wrote, “What we know, we can do. What we cannot do, we only suppose . . . we only think we know.” (SOM 499/5) And again: “ . . . we only know as much as we can prove by actual demonstration.”(SOM 51/1)

This morning I am further distinguishing between Science of Mind and the science of minding. While Science of Mind is the application of the Religious Science belief system, the science of minding is the practice of its application. 

Before getting to the practice of Religious Science and its exercise, I have some things to say about Religious Science/Science of Mind as a belief system. 

Some people refer to the Religious Science belief system as “R.S.B.S.” They have good reason to do so insofar as all belief systems have a tendency to become the kind of “B.S.” that refers to defecated thought, to which some folks refer more circumspectly as “stinking thinking.” My own favorite alternative term for “B.S.” is “panda poo.”

When I recommend getting beyond Religious Science/Science of Mind as a belief system, my intention is similar to that of a church member who once asked me to offer a course in metaphysical ible tudy. When I asked her, “What is ible tudy?” she responded, “Ible tudy is Bible study with the B.S. taken out.”

It maybe helpful to our getting beyond the Religious Science belief system if I make tangible something that most of us have only heard about and never seen. [Pair o’ dimes shift.]

The word “paradigm” is derived from the Greek word for “pattern,” and is used today to designate patterns of thought that form our frame of reference and thus determine our mindsets, both collectively and individually. Paradigms, frames of reference and mindsets all function like mental lenses that give shape to our believing and knowing about what is and is not so. They also tend to exclude as “unreal” every thought, idea and experience that doesn’t fit within their mental framework.

Throughout history, with only a few notable exceptions, human beings have been beholden to paradigms of external causation. The most notable exceptions are the great spiritual mentors whose insights have been institutionalized as religious belief systems. 

We are only now – and just barely – awakening to the realization that causality is internal. This is because our lives coincide with the onset of a global paradigm shift in humankind’s collective consciousness, in which the mindset of external causality as being reframed. I will illustrate what this paradigm shift is about with an exercise. [Follow my finger.]

Though almost all human beings are still beholden to paradigms of external causation, Religious Scientists are among the relatively few who are awakening to the realization that causality is instead internal. This is because Science of Mind is at once a product of and productive of the paradigm shift from external to internal causality.

As a Religious Scientist I realize that

· my choices are the causal factor in my life;

· the quality of my life reflects with the quality of my choices;

· the quality of my choices reflects the quality of my relationship with the consciousness that I employ when making my choices, i.e., the state of my body/mind.

As a body of thought, Religious Science/Science of Mind is a belief system concerning the relationship between causality and choice. This belief system tells me that no one else’s consciousness is grounded in my body/mind, with the consequence that everywhere I go, here I am, totally accountable and responsible for my own thoughts, feelings, behaviors and actions. My full acknowledgement, acceptance and allowance of this eternally primal relationship to consciousness is the beginning of all wisdom. 

As conveyed by the Religious Science/Science of Mind belief system this essential wisdom, – i.e., Religious Science in a nutshell – can be summed up quite briefly:

There is only one consciousness – God-consciousness – and that consciousness is my consciousness right now. I am conscious as God is conscious. I go beyond mere faith IN God to demonstrate instead the faith OF God. From God’s perspective I see all things as good – very good. (Genesis 1:31; SOM 162/5)
Ernest Holmes made the distinction between faith in God and the faith of God as follows:

When Jesus explained to his disciples that they had failed to heal because of lack of faith, they protested that they did have faith in God. Jesus explained to them that this was insufficient; they must have the faith of God. The faith of God is very different from a faith in God. The faith of God IS God, and somewhere along the line of our spiritual evolution this transition will gradually take place, where we shall cease having a faith IN and shall have the faith OF. Always in such degree as this happens, a demonstration takes place. We must believe because God is belief; the physical Universe is built out of belief—faith, belief, acceptance, conviction. (SOM 317/3) (SOM, 317:3/318:4)
Holmes distinguished between these two faiths as follows, “If we are to have an active faith – the faith of God instead of a faith in God – our thought must be centered in Universal Mind.” (SOM 162/5)  In other words, we must think as God thinks.

With faith in God, I sometimes get what I am praying for. With the faith of God, I invariably get what I am praying from. Given the nature of God-consciousness, with the faith of God as my sponsoring consciousness, I can’t help but get what I am praying from.

Holmes’ distinction between faith in God and the faith of God was most likely derived from the teachings of one of his great spiritual mentors, Emma Curtis Hopkins, who made this distinction (albeit differently) long before he did. She called her approach to the science of minding by the single word, “looking,” concerning which she wrote:

There is a power of my mind called "looking" by which I am able to see what is beyond my thoughts. While I am looking at God as One who knows nothing of supporting me, I find myself saying, "God is my support." After speaking this truth I have new clothes, new home conditions, new strength. 

What Hopkins meant by “looking” takes place when, instead of merely looking to God for my well-being, I look as God does upon all being.

“Looking” was Hopkins’ science of instant demonstration, the power of instantaneous realization that is inherent in seeing as God sees, i.e., of having the faith of God that immediately produces support as only God supports. 

Hopkins also described the argumentative, non-instantaneous alternative to "looking":

Now if I had spoken the words over many times that God is my support before I had dropped the idea of support and looked beyond my idea, I should have had to wait for my words to [fuel] my understanding. Then my understanding would have looked in silent adoration at the God who is beyond understanding and I should have spoken the words, "God is my support," after a long time of waiting.

Hopkins then clarified the distinction between speaking God's word argumentatively by praying with faith in God, and speaking God's truth declaratively by praying with the faith of God.

I may look straight past all ideas into that which is not idea. And then I shall be thinking the vital principle that makes health but never speaks of health.  I am the speaker of health. (GSSS, XIII-IV)


God is the author of health – not of the idea of health, nor of the word of health, but of health itself – because God is the causal origin of health. God as me, in me, is my health. [Every little cell in my body is happy . . .] With God's faith I am likewise a causal originator of health, to whom nothing unlike healthiness is known. Yet I can know myself as a causal originator of health only when I have seen beyond all thoughts and words and ideas of what health is, and am therefore able to say without any contradiction, qualification, reservation or other limitation in my consciousness, “God is my health.” Short of such conviction – knowing God as my health – I am instead supposing that such is the case, or am at the most arguing the case in order to persuade and finally convince myself that this is so.

As a belief system, the body of thought called “Religious Science” and “Science of Mind” supports my having faith in God. What I call “The Science of Minding” supports my having the faith of God. I can have faith in God so long as God is on my mind. I can have the faith of God only as I keep God in my mind, as my mind. 

In other words, having God’s faith is realized not by my knowing what is on my mind, rather by my knowing what it is in my mind, i.e., God’s knowing. Fortunately, Ernest Holmes gave us a way of knowing as God knows, a practice that shifts our paradigm from having faith in God to having the faith of God, his practice of prayer that is variously called “spiritual mind treatment,” affirmative prayer” and “productive prayer.” 

Spiritual mind treatment is not a belief system that bolsters our faith in God. It is a way of accessing God’s own perspective in order to know as God knows, and thereby to experience the faith of God. Accordingly, while the body of thought called “Religious Science” and “Science of Mind” comprises a belief system about mindful causality, the science of minding via spiritual mind treatment is the practice of mindful causality.

My state of being is invariant – everywhere I go, here I am. My state of mind is variable.
This essential wisdom is just what the term implies: the wisdom of my essence, the initial condition and central truth of my being, and thus the foundation of my right relationship with consciousness overall. Right relationship with godly consciousness is maintained by three exercises of mindfulness:

· acknowledging the truth of my being;

· accepting the truth of my being;

· allowing the truth of my being to manifest.

My relationship with godly consciousness always corresponds to the righteousness (right-use-ness) or unrighteousness (wrong-use-ness) of the relationship. Right relationship and use of consciousness is essential to whatever I deem to be right outcomes.

Right-use-ness of consciousness follows from another trinity of realizations:

· I am the sovereign of my individual relationship with consciousness, and thus the arbiter of its quality, so that I am empowered to declare, as Gandhi did, “I will not let anyone walk through my mind with their dirty feet”;
· I exercise my self-dominion most effectively when and as I honor the three requirements of right-use-ness of consciousness: holding myself blamelessly accountable for all of my thoughts, feelings, behaviors and actions; taking blameless responsibility for all consequences of my thoughts, feelings, behaviors and actions; and blamelessly holding others comparably accountable and responsible [The dictionary definitions of accountability and responsibility do not include blame.];

· I demonstrate my sovereignty most effectively when I am mindfully conscious of the preceding realizations, meaning that I am aware of how my relationship with consciousness is creative of my experience. 

Such is the essence of Religious Science as a body of thought with reference to the right use of consciousness. If it doesn’t sound to us like Religious Science – i.e., the way Ernest Holmes said it – it is only because I have chosen to articulate it in language that can be understood by those who are not acquainted with the terminology of Religious Science – which is all but 100,000 or so of the world’s 6.4 billion human beings. 

Ernest Holmes’ term for mindful causality was “turning from the condition.” 

Yet there can be no turning from a condition that we have not first forgiven. Forgiving a condition’s appearance is the first step in our release of any beholden relationship to it. My own relationship to unwanted conditions tends to be, bless the appearances, full speed ahead.

Examples of turning from the condition:

· Sneeze at commencement – “God Bless You”

· Four flat tires.

· Rio’s son

· Scott: ants, pregnant mother

As a belief system about causality, Religious Science and Science of Mind supports our having faith in God. Science of mind*ing* via spiritual mind treatment is an exercise of causality that is based on having the faith of God. 
*Perfectly practice inaction – action that is free of resistance and blame.

*Science of Mind is a body of through about turning from conditions. Science of minding via spiritual mind treatment is an exercise of turning from conditions.

*As I turn from conditions my happiness is all that I can see. Man upon the stair represents every condition of absence in my life.

Management of externals is a science of manipulating effects. Management of internals is a science of directing cause.  Science of Mind assists us in being effective. Science of minding via spiritual mind treatment assists us in being causal. 

My relationship to the world is a function of my causality in the world.

Science of Mind helps us to see what’s so. Spiritual mind treatment helps us feel and experience what’s so.

Science of Mind is a belief system about mindful causality. Spiritual mind treatment is a way of exercising mindful causality.

Science of Mind supports our having faith in God. Spiritual mind treatment supports or having the faith of God.

Most broadly considered, the inquiring mind asks two questions: what is so? and so what?  Science of Mind addresses what is so. Spiritual mind treatment addresses the “so what?” of what is so.

SOM: static description of a mindset. Science of minding: dynamic exercise of that mindset.

SOM: an accumulation of thought. Science of minding: ongoing process of thought.

SOM: interactive noun. Science of minding: effective verb.

SOM: descriptive belief system. Science of minding: prescriptive way of knowing.

By whatever name we choose to call it, the Science of Mind’s approach to prayer engages the principle of causality that is internally embodied in our being. This approach to prayer assumes that what is and is not so for each of us is determined by our collective and individual mindsets, and that our mindsets are fortunately subject to change. 

Spiritual mind treatment is a science of minding that assists us in changing our mindsets. It is neither the only, first or the last science of minding to exist. Sciences of minding are as ancient as Vedanta, the Tao Te Ching, and what author Gregg Braden calls “The Isaiah Effect.” They are as current as the perspectives of Louise Hay, Wayne Dyer, Deepak Chopra and a host of other contemporaries whose names are widely recognized. The science of minding is a perspective on causefully being. The 5,000-year history of this perspective is what both the philosopher Wilhelm Leibniz and Aldous Huxley have referred to as “The Perennial Philosophy.”  

All sciences of minding, however ancient or contemporary, are ways of changing how we think about what is and isn’t so, and are essentially, therefore, sciences of paradigm shifting.

The Science of Mind, when spelled with a capital “S” and capital “M,” is Ernest Holmes’ unique perspective on mindfully causal being. The science of minding (spelled in lower case) is a generic perspective on mindfully causal being. While the Science of Mind is a body of thought, the science of minding is a way of thinking that is common to many bodies of thought. 

Holmes’ Science of Mind is a perspective on the content of our experience, which differs from every other perspective on the content of our experience, no matter how similar some other perspectives may be. The science of minding is a perspective on the process of our experience, of which the body of thought called “Science of Mind” is only one of many perspectives. 

Sciences of minding are not to be confused with the Science of Mind itself. The Science of Mind is a specific spiritual belief system, while every science of minding is a process of spiritual knowing.  Holmes gave us a metaphysical lens with which to observe what’s so and is not so. The Science of Mind is his lens looked at, and spiritual mind treatment is his lens looked through. We look at his lens to see how it is ground. We look through his lens to see the world from the groundedness of our own being.

Spiritual belief systems assist us to have faith in God. Processes of spiritual knowing assist us in having the faith of God. We have to get beyond systems of belief in order to have the faith of God, because the faith of God sees things from beyond all human thoughts, knowings and ideas about the way that they appear. The faith of God sees all appearances from the perspective of what causes them to appear.  Spiritual mind treatment affirms God’s view, hence its alternate designation, “affirmative prayer.”

The science of minding commands the creative power recognized in the apostle Paul’s assertion that “things which are seen are not made of things which do appear.” (Hebrews 11:3)  The science of minding is a science of seeing from the non-appearing causal source of all that does appear.

The psychologist Carl Jung knew the distinction between faith in God and the faith of God. When asked if he believed in God, he replied, “No, I don’t believe in God. I know there is a God.” God can be “known” in the sense that Jung declared only by those who see from God’s perspective, thereby exemplifying the faith of God.

Another term for the faith of God is “causality.” The science of minding is a science of causality – a science of doing what Ernest Holmes called “setting cause in a new motion.” (He sometimes used the phrase “setting a new cause in motion,” which tends to be somewhat confusing because he otherwise asserted that there are no new causes, only new applications of the one and only principle of causality that is.)
Having the faith of God requires us to get beyond all belief systems. Belief systems are the ideologies by which we bolster our faith in something. Belief systems are solid-state mental constructs that tend toward ideo-sclerosis: hardening of the categories and the panda poo of defecated thought.

When Religious Scientists relate to the Science of Mind as a belief system, they are no less susceptible to hardening of the categories than are atheists, Christians, Jews, Muslims, or Rastafarians. All belief systems are subject to becoming the other version of B.S. in practice. There are even Religious Science ministers who proudly refer to themselves as fundamentalist Religious Scientists. As such, they limit themselves at most to coming up with new ways to say the same old thing, rather than coming up with ways that say old things newly.

In contrast to the solid state of belief systems, ways of knowing (i.e., sciences of minding like “looking” and spiritual mind treatment) are instead fluid mental constructs. Their fluidity prevents us from succumbing to a condition that was noted by the 19th century American humorist, Artimus Ward, who observed, “It ain't so much the things you don't know that get you in trouble. It's the things you know that just ain't so.”

The ultimate purpose of spiritual mind treatment is to free us from things we know that just ain’t so, by looking, seeing and knowing the way God knows, and thus having the faith of God.

In one of the most brilliantly concise descriptions of what effective science of minding is about, Rudolph Steiner declared:

If it depends on something other than myself whether I should get angry or not, I am not master of myself…I have not yet found the ruler within myself. I must develop the faculty of letting the impressions of the outer world approach me only in the way in which I myself determine.
Most simply stated, therefore, the science of minding is any science by which I allow the impingements on my being, whether they are external or internal, to affect me only in the way in which I myself determine.

I will now share with you a series of songs that collectively embody the faith of God.

As a body of thought

No one else’s consciousness is grounded in my body/mind. Thus the beginning of all wisdom is my full acknowledgement, acceptance and allowance of the implications of my primal relationship to consciousness. 

If your objective is to walk on water, you have to get out of the boat. –John Ortberg (paraphrased)

“I’ve got plenty of nothing,’ and nothin’s plenty for me.” 

How many times a day do you focus your attention on the abundance that you have? 

How many times a day do you focus your attention on the abundance that you don’t have? 

Our outlook on prosperity is tainted as long as our outlook is based on what isn’t rather than on what is.
Whether I am prosperous or poor is ultimately a function of this primal relationship. Sustained prosperity requires me to cultivate a body/mind state that is aware of its own dynamics. Sustained poverty reflects a dissonant state of body/mind that is more or less unconscious of these dynamics. In other words, sustained prosperity is a mindfully conscious choice, while sustained unforgiveness is a relatively mindless choice.

I trust you have noticed that I qualify both “prosperity” and “poverty” with the word “sustained.” As a contingent happenstance– winning a lottery or loosing a fortune - either may occur for some while. Yet neither can long prevail unless it represents a state of body/mind.

I trust you have also noticed that I speak of states of body/mind.

The reason that so many of us yearn for greater prosperity is that we tend to be like the fellow whose friend remarked that the local millionaire's money was tainted. "You said it," he agreed. "His money is twice tainted."

"What do you mean?" asked the friend. 

"It's obvious: 'tain't yours, 'tain't mine."

To the extent that I focus on prosperity from the perspective of not having it, I am perceiving lack. My outlook on prosperity remains tainted as long as my outlook is based on what isn’t rather than on what is.
There was no lack in the universe until human beings invented it in their consciousness. The perception of lack exists only in human consciousness. 

Abundance is quite different. Abundance appears in spite of our perception. This is illustrated in a variation on the story of the perennial argument between the pessimist and optimist over the amount of water in a drinking glass. After the pessimist says that the glass is half empty, and the optimist says that the glass is half full, an onlooker observes, "Gee, there's a lot of unused glass there." After all of these years that pessimists and optimists have been arguing about the relative proportion of water to glass – how to relate to what isn't there – somebody has finally noticed what is there: the unused portion of the glass.

Looking at what isn't there is also the way that most of us relate to money. We relate to money in terms of its absence, rather than its presence. As a consequence, money is for many people their primary basis for determining what it is not possible for them to have and do, even though the purpose of money is to enhance our possibilities rather than limit them.

Abundance is all there is, whether we experience it or not. Lack is totally illusory, which means that it exists only when we choose to experience it. The proof of this exists in everyone's experience.  Just think about it: When you have experienced lack, was there just a little bit of it? Have you ever heard anyone complain about just a tad of lack? Of course not. When we choose to experience lack, we inevitably experience a whole lot of it.

That's the way it is with abundance: none of our experiences can be in short supply. When we choose to experience abundance from a consciousness of abundance, we experience an abundance of abundance. When we choose to experience abundance from a consciousness of lack, we experience an abundance of lack. And when we perceive our life to be just so-so, it isn't merely "sort of" so-so, it is abundantly so-so.  
One’s outlook on prosperity depends entirely on the one who is looking out. As long as my outlook on prosperity is “tain’t mine,” there’s no way that the experience of prosperity can be mine. 

There’s a book entitled, “If You Want to Walk on Water, You Have to Get Out of the Boat.” Similarly, if I want to be prosperous, I have to get out of my consciousness of lack. My consciousness is the boat in which I navigate my life. If I wish to have life, and have it more abundantly, as Jesus promised that I might, I have to be willing to step out of the boat of my present frame of mind.

The boat of my consciousness is 

Rather than Take a look at the name on the back of your boat of desired prosperity. In all probability it’s named “Tain’t mine.”

“I’ve got plenty of nothing,’ and nothin’s plenty for me.” 

How many times a day do you focus your attention on the abundance that you have? 

How many times a day do you focus your attention on the abundance that you don’t have? 

How many times a day do relate to your financial situation in terms of what you can’t afford?

How many times a day do relate to your financial situation in gratitude for what you presently are affording?

Though we don’t always get what we pray for, we do always get what we pray from.
Your interest in frequencies and vibrations does indeed represent a potential for taking Science of Mind to a new level - a level that I call the Science of Mind*ing*.

Insofar as we take Science of Mind to be a body of thought rather than a way of thinking - as a lens to look at rather than a lens to look from - the so-called Religious Science "movement" remains a stuckment.

Ernest Holmes' spiritual intuition was a verb, not a noun, as (for instance) when he said the following:

"If we set up a vibrating point at the center of our own thought receptive to that which is good, to that which is beautiful and true, we shall irresistibly be attracting that condition into our own environment."

"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.... We are all doubtless communicating with one another to the degree that we sympathetically vibrate toward each other."

Coincidentally, K. C. Cole has writtena wonderful exposition of contemporary science entitled *Sympathetic Vibrations*, an updated and condensed version of which is entitled *First You Build a Cloud*.

It is maintained by some whose thinking about sympathetic vibrations is considered "far out" that the 64 correspondences of DNA and the 64 hexagrams of the I Ching represent their mutual resonance to a set of vibratory relationships that is *a priori* to either - just as there is a preceding oscillation of the energy within an unfertilized chicken egg that matches the rhythm of the heartbeat of the chick that is gestated in a fertilized one.  [This discernment of potentially complementary parallelisms represents the advantage of being heuristically open to seeing patterns that are common within the diversity of experiences that seemingly do not match my own. Insofar as I learn from others’ experience as well as my own, it is from the patterns of others’ experience that I derive the greatest insight. No wonder, then, that the essence of the so-called “scientific method” is pattern recognition.]

An unemployed man is desperate to support his family. His wife watches TV all day and his three teenage kids have dropped out of high school to hang around with the local toughs. He applies for a janitor's job at a large firm and easily passes an aptitude test.

The human resources manager tells him, "You will be hired at minimum wage of $5.15 an hour. Let me have your e-mail address so that we can get you in the loop. Our system will automatically e-mail you all the forms and advise you when to start and where to report on your first day."

Taken back, the man protests that he is poor and has neither a computer nor an e-mail address. To this the manager replies, "You must understand that to a company like ours that means that you virtually do not exist. Without an e-mail address you can hardly expect to be employed by a high-tech firm. Good day."

Stunned, the man leaves. Not knowing where to turn and having $10 in his wallet, he walks past a farmers' market and sees a stand selling 25lb crates of beautiful red tomatoes. He buys a crate, carries it to a busy corner and displays the tomatoes. In less than 2 hours he sells all the tomatoes and makes 100% profit. Repeating the process several times more that day, he ends up with almost $100 and arrives home that night with several bags of groceries for his family.

During the night he decides to repeat the tomato business the next day. By the end of the week he is getting up early every day and working into the night. He multiplies his profits quickly. Early in the second week he acquires a cart to transport several boxes of tomatoes at a time, but before a month is up he sells the cart to buy a broken-down pickup truck.

At the end of a year he owns three old trucks. His two sons have left their neighborhood gangs to help him with the tomato business, his wife is buying the tomatoes, and his daughter is taking night courses at the community college so she can keep books for him. By the end of the second year he has a dozen very nice used trucks and employs fifteen previously unemployed people, all selling tomatoes. He continues to work hard. Time passes and at the end of the fifth year he owns a fleet of nice trucks and a warehouse which his wife supervises, plus two tomato farms that the boys manage.

The tomato company's payroll has put hundreds of homeless and jobless people to work. His daughter reports that the business grossed a million dollars.

Planning for the future, he decides to buy some life insurance. Consulting with an insurance adviser, he picks an insurance plan to fit his new circumstances. Then the adviser asks him for his e-mail address in order to send the final documents electronically.

When the man replies that he doesn't have time to mess with a computer and has no e-mail address, the insurance man is stunned, “What, you don't have e-mail? No computer? No Internet? Just think where you would be today if you'd had all of that five years ago!"

"Ha!" snorts the man. "If I'd had e-mail five years ago I would be sweeping floors at Microsoft and making $5.15 an hour."

THE SCIENCE OF MINDING
BELIEF SYSTEMS AS STATIC

Song: “Everywhere I go, here I am . . .”

With one near exception, the entire universe is in motion.

Song: “Everywhere I am, here I go . . .”

Quantum flux – zero point energy – repeat the big bang – 

Body replacement – whole universe catalog – 

The near exception: human belief systems. Unlike everything else in the universe, belief systems tend to be static.

They also give us lots of static.

All belief systems – whether they be religious, political, philosophical, personal – are best described by their initials: B.S.

Whenever the verb of knowing is converted into the noun of “known” to exist as a “body of knowledge” – a.k.a. an “ism” – it becomes part of our B.S.  

All “-isms” are belief systems, and all belief systems are B.S.

Though only for a season, as the poet Shelley reminds us in his poem entitled “Ozymandias”:

I met a traveller from an antique land 

Who said: Two vast and trunkless legs of stone

Stand in the desert.  Near them on the sand,

Half sunk, a shattered visage lies, whose frown

And wrinkled lip, and sneer of cold command,

Tell that its sculptor well those passions read

Which yet survive, stamped on these lifeless things,

The hand that mocked them, the heart that fed.

And on the pedestal these words appear:

"My name is Ozymandias, king of kings.

Look upon my works ye Mighty and despair!"

Nothing beside remains.  Round the decay

Of that colossal wreck, boundless and bare,

The lone and level sands stretch far away.

                                    


     -Percy Bysshe Shelley

The near exception of belief systems, whether they are rendered to Gods or emperors, ultimately have their season as do all other things that come to pass in the sooner or later “then” of the eternally flowing “now.”

The Science of Mind is a way of knowing, not a body of knowledge. I therefore prefer to relate to it as the Science of Minding.

The impulse that gave rise to my “Flow” poem was born of my previous experience of seeking solace in consultation with a stream of flowing water:

Between the no longer and the not yet . . .

The Gurgle

I touched the endless thread of time one day while sitting in the middle of a stream.  I had been enjoying the autumn countryside, marveling at how gracefully the day was ebbing into twilight, and the summer into winter's time.  I, too, faced a coming darkness, a cold time in the journey of my soul.

An hour's walk along the stream had loosed my mind of churning over memories of doings and events whose working out now tumbled me toward the dreaded valley of the shadow.  My attention had been drawn from past mistakes and future dread to an island just my size, a rock parting the waters of a wide place in the stream.  The presence of that stationary island made me wonder where the flowing waters tended: whence were they falling, and where would they arise to fall again?

The water made a gurgling sound as invisible as a candle's flame is silent, and I recalled a clear, dark night in early childhood when I first realized that the burning of a star is like the Earth beneath my feet, becoming grass becoming cows becoming milk becoming me becoming . . .

I made my way into the stream, sat on the island just my size, and fixed my eyes upon the place where water was being tumbled over a rock that rested next to mine.  I watched the gurgle for some time, only to find it timeless--it was just there, in contrast to the ever-moving water that sustained it.  Gurgles are timeless as long as water is on time, ceaselessly flowing to where it comes from.

I stuck my finger in the gurgle, and modified its timeless tune somewhat, but for no more than the duration of one finger.  Like the water, I was passing through.  Yet something in me yearned to stay there with the gurgle, so I replaced my finger with a large stone.  Now the tune was altered for the duration of a rock, more enduring than my finger but less presumptuous than a pyramid.

As I contemplated leaving, never to return, I wondered if the gurgle would ever be visited by the same water twice.  And then I heard an invisible silence, gurgling deep within:

                     Don't ask me where I'm going

                        no one can really say,

                    though I've already been there

                        I'm always on the way.

                     My journey's never finished

                         as onward I ascend,

                       from end of my beginning

                       to beginning of my end.

                   Don't ask me where I come from,

                      the answer's near and far,

                      as recent as this moment,

                        as distant as a star.

                     My here is made of elsewhere

                   that elsewhere flows through me,

                    some ashes from a far-off sun,

                         destination: galaxy.

                   Don't ask how long I'll be here,

                       we'll never really know.

                        The only thing eternal

                  is the now through which we flow.

             If you look downstream to see what's passed,

                     or behind for future's clue,

                you'll miss the beat the heavens keep

                     as they go dancing through.
THE SCIENCE OF MINDING

Beyond the R. S. B. S. (CCRS version)

My subject this morning is “The Science of Minding: Beyond the Religious Science Belief System.” If any of you think that the “B.S.” in my title does not, therefore, make reference to defecated thought, such is not the case. From God’s perspective all belief systems tend to become what some more circumspectly designate as “stinking thinking,” a.k.a. “panda poo.” 

I recommend that we get beyond Religious Science as a belief system with the same intention that was once exemplified to me by Suzanne Phares, who with her husband Tim were among the principle supporters of Rita and myself in the founding of this church. Suzanne once asked me if we could have a course in metaphysical ible tudy. When I asked her, “What is ible tudy?” she responded, “Ible tudy is Bible study with the B.S. taken out.”

I shall begin this morning’s encouragement that we get beyond the Religious Science belief system by making tangible something that most of you have heard about but have probably not yet seen unless you’ve seen me do this before. [Pair o’ dimes shift.]

The word “paradigm” is derived from the Greek word for “pattern,” and is used today to designate the frames of reference and mindsets that function like mental lenses, giving shape to our beliefs and knowings about what is and is not so.  

Throughout history, most human beings have been beholden to paradigms of external causation. We are just now awakening to the realization that causality is internal. We are currently amidst a global paradigm shift in humankind’s collective consciousness that is changing our mindset with reference to causality. I will illustrate what this is about with an exercise. [Follow my finger.]

Though most human beings still remain beholden to paradigms of external causation, Religious Scientists are among those are beginning to realize that causality is instead internal. Science of Mind is at once a product of and productive of the paradigm shift from external to internal causality, as is its unique approach to prayer, which is variously called “spiritual mind treatment,” affirmative prayer” and “productive prayer.” 

Science of Mind is a belief system about mindful causality. Science of minding via spiritual mind treatment is an exercise of mindful causality. Ernest Holmes’ term for mindful causality was “turning from the condition.” 

Yet there can be no turning from a condition that we have not first forgiven. Forgiving a condition’s appearance is the first step in our release of any beholden relationship to it. My own relationship to unwanted conditions tends to be, bless the appearances, full speed ahead.

Examples of turning from the condition:

· Sneeze at commencement – “God Bless You”

· Four flat tires.

· Rio’s son

· Scott: ants, pregnant mother

Science of Mind is a belief system about causality that supports our having faith in God. Science of mind*ing* via spiritual mind treatment is an exercise of causality that is based on having the faith of God. Ernest Holmes made this distinction as follows:

When Jesus explained to his disciples that they had failed to heal because of lack of faith, they protested that they did have faith in God. Jesus explained to them that this was insufficient; they must have the faith of God. The faith of God is very different from a faith in God. The faith of God IS God, and somewhere along the line of our spiritual evolution this transition will gradually take place, where we shall cease having a faith IN and shall have the faith OF. Always in such degree as this happens, a demonstration takes place. We must believe because God is belief; the physical Universe is built out of belief—faith, belief, acceptance, conviction.  (SOM, 317:3/318:4)
With faith in God, I sometimes get what I am praying for. With the faith of God, I invariably get what I am praying from. Given the nature of God-consciousness, with the faith of God as my sponsoring consciousness, I can’t help but get what I am praying from. 

Spiritual mind treatment is not a belief system that bolsters our faith in God. It is a way of accessing God’s own perspective in order to know as God knows, and thereby to experience the faith of God.

Holmes’ distinction between faith in God and the faith of God was most likely derived from the teachings of one of his great spiritual mentors, Emma Curtis Hopkins, who made this distinction (albeit differently) long before he did. She called her approach to the science of minding by the single word, “looking,” concerning which she wrote:

There is a power of my mind called "looking" by which I am able to see what is beyond my thoughts. While I am looking at God as One who knows nothing of supporting me, I find myself saying, "God is my support." After speaking this truth I have new clothes, new home conditions, new strength. 

“Looking” was Hopkins’ science of instant demonstration, the power of instantaeous realization that is inherent in seeing as God sees, i.e., of having the faith of God that immediately produces support as only God supports. 

Hopkins also described the argumentative, non-instantaneous alternative to "looking":

Now if I had spoken the words over many times that God is my support before I had dropped the idea of support and looked beyond my idea, I should have had to wait for my words to [fuel] my understanding. Then my understanding would have looked in silent adoration at the God who is beyond understanding and I should have spoken the words, "God is my support," after a long time of waiting.

Hopkins then clarified the distinction between speaking God's word argumentatively by praying with faith in God, and speaking God's truth declaratively by praying with the faith of God.

I may look straight past all ideas into that which is not idea. And then I shall be thinking the vital principle that makes health but never speaks of health.  I am the speaker of health. (GSSS, XIII-IV)


God is the author of health – not of the idea of health, nor of the word of health, but of health itself – because God is the causal origin of health. God as me, in me, is my health. [Every little cell in my body is happy . . .] With God's faith I am likewise a causal origin of health, to whom nothing unlike healthiness is known. Yet I can know myself as a causal origin of health only when I have seen beyond all thoughts and words and ideas of what health is, and am therefore able to say without any contradiction, qualification, reservation or other limitation in my consciousness, “God is my health.”  Short of such conviction – knowing God as my health – I am instead at most arguing that such is the case, in order to persuade and finally convince myself that this is so.

*Perfectly practice inaction – action that is free of resistance and blame.

*Science of Mind is a body of through about turning from conditions. Science of minding via spiritual mind treatment is an exercise of turning from conditions.

*As I turn from conditions my happiness is all that I can see. Man upon the stair represents every condition of absence in my life.

Management of externals is a science of manipulating effects. Management of internals is a science of directing cause.  Science of Mind assists us in being effective. Science of minding via spiritual mind treatment assists us in being causal. 

My relationship to the world is a function of my causality in the world.

Science of Mind helps us to see what’s so. Spiritual mind treatment helps us feel and experience what’s so.

Science of Mind is a belief system about mindful causality. Spiritual mind treatment is a way of exercising mindful causality.

Science of Mind supports our having faith in God. Spiritual mind treatment supports or having the faith of God.

Most broadly considered, the inquiring mind asks two questions: what is so? and so what?  Science of Mind addresses what is so. Spiritual mind treatment addresses the “so what?” of what is so.

SOM: static description of a mindset. Science of minding: dynamic exercise of that mindset.

SOM: an accumulation of thought. Science of minding: ongoing process of thought.

SOM: interactive noun. Science of minding: effective verb.

SOM: descriptive belief system. Science of minding: prescriptive way of knowing.

By whatever name we choose to call it, the Science of Mind’s approach to prayer engages the principle of causality that is internally embodied in our being. This approach to prayer assumes that what is and is not so for each of us is determined by our collective and individual mindsets, and that our mindsets are fortunately subject to change. 

Spiritual mind treatment is a science of minding that assists us in changing our mindsets. It is neither the only, first or the last science of minding to exist. Sciences of minding are as ancient as Vedanta, the Tao Te Ching, and what author Gregg Braden calls “The Isaiah Effect.” They are as current as the perspectives of Louise Hay, Wayne Dyer, Deepak Chopra and a host of other contemporaries whose names are widely recognized. The science of minding is a perspective on causefully being. The 5,000-year history of this perspective is what both the philosopher Wilhelm Leibniz and Aldous Huxley have referred to as “The Perennial Philosophy.”  

All sciences of minding, however ancient or contemporary, are ways of changing how we think about what is and isn’t so, and are essentially, therefore, sciences of paradigm shifting.

The Science of Mind, when spelled with a capital “S” and capital “M,” is Ernest Holmes’ unique perspective on mindfully causal being. The science of minding (spelled in lower case) is a generic perspective on mindfully causal being. While the Science of Mind is a body of thought, the science of minding is a way of thinking that is common to many bodies of thought. 

Holmes’ Science of Mind is a perspective on the content of our experience, which differs from every other perspective on the content of our experience, no matter how similar some other perspectives may be. The science of minding is a perspective on the process of our experience, of which the body of thought called “Science of Mind” is only one of many perspectives. 

Sciences of minding are not to be confused with the Science of Mind itself. The Science of Mind is a specific spiritual belief system, while every science of minding is a process of spiritual knowing.  Holmes gave us a metaphysical lens with which to observe what’s so and is not so. The Science of Mind is his lens looked at, and spiritual mind treatment is his lens looked through. We look at his lens to see how it is ground. We look through his lens to see the world from the groundedness of our own being.

Spiritual belief systems assist us to have faith in God. Processes of spiritual knowing assist us in having the faith of God. We have to get beyond systems of belief in order to have the faith of God, because the faith of God sees things from beyond all human thoughts, knowings and ideas about the way that they appear. The faith of God sees all appearances from the perspective of what causes them to appear.  Spiritual mind treatment affirms God’s view, hence its alternate designation, “affirmative prayer.”

The science of minding commands the creative power recognized in the apostle Paul’s assertion that “things which are seen are not made of things which do appear.” (Hebrews 11:3)  The science of minding is a science of seeing from the non-appearing causal source of all that does appear.

The psychologist Carl Jung knew the distinction between faith in God and the faith of God. When asked if he believed in God, he replied, “No, I don’t believe in God. I know there is a God.” God can be “known” in the sense that Jung declared only by those who see from God’s perspective, thereby exemplifying the faith of God.

Another term for the faith of God is “causality.” The science of minding is a science of causality – a science of doing what Ernest Holmes called “setting cause in a new motion.” (He sometimes used the phrase “setting a new cause in motion,” which tends to be somewhat confusing because he otherwise asserted that there are no new causes, only new applications of the one and only principle of causality that is.)
Having the faith of God requires us to get beyond all belief systems. Belief systems are the ideologies by which we bolster our faith in something. Belief systems are solid-state mental constructs that tend toward ideo-sclerosis: hardening of the categories and the panda poo of defecated thought.

When Religious Scientists relate to the Science of Mind as a belief system, they are no less susceptible to hardening of the categories than are atheists, Christians, Jews, Muslims, or Rastafarians. All belief systems are subject to becoming the other version of B.S. in practice. There are even Religious Science ministers who proudly refer to themselves as fundamentalist Religious Scientists. As such, they limit themselves at most to coming up with new ways to say the same old thing, rather than coming up with ways that say old things newly.

In contrast to the solid state of belief systems, ways of knowing (i.e., sciences of minding like “looking” and spiritual mind treatment) are instead fluid mental constructs. Their fluidity prevents us from succumbing to a condition that was noted by the 19th century American humorist, Artimus Ward, who observed, “It ain't so much the things you don't know that get you in trouble. It's the things you know that just ain't so.”

The ultimate purpose of spiritual mind treatment is to free us from things we know that just ain’t so, by looking, seeing and knowing the way God knows, and thus having the faith of God.

In one of the most brilliantly concise descriptions of what effective science of minding is about, Rudolph Steiner declared:

If it depends on something other than myself whether I should get angry or not, I am not master of myself…I have not yet found the ruler within myself. I must develop the faculty of letting the impressions of the outer world approach me only in the way in which I myself determine.
Most simply stated, therefore, the science of minding is any science by which I allow the impingements on my being, whether they are external or internal, to affect me only in the way in which I myself determine.

I will now share with you a series of songs that collectively embody the faith of God.

Hi Noel - It was very good to hear that you're coming back to CCRS this summer. I've been reading some of Aristotle's "Ethics," and it has energized my interest in the subject. I hope you will consider offering your workshop on cause and effect when you come back.  Regards, Neil

Pair o’ dimes shift:. The science of minding is a science of paradigm shifting.

Follow my finger. The science of minding is a science of mindful choosing.

Raise my hand. The science of minding is a science of mindful acting.

The most powerful way to set cause in a new motion is non-action, which works at the level of things that do not appear.
· "To him who can perfectly practice inaction, all things are possible.”

· Sneeze – “God bless you.”

· How raise my hand from where you are seated? 

· Seeing beyond appearances (a.k.a. “effects”).  To see beyond appearances is to see them blamelessly.

To repeat, the science of minding is a way of thinking, rather than a body of thought. In essence it is the way of blameless thinking, which is among the most ancient prescriptions for the well-lived life. (For example, the counsel of "no blame" is repeated frequently throughout the 3,000-year-old I Ching.) 

What Steiner called “the ruler within myself” is what determines whether I am mindlessly reactive or mindfully responsive to inner and outer impingements on my sensibilities. This ruler is the custodian of my self-dominion, the inner-dwelling sovereignty that I exercise as my power of choice. Its domain is absolute: everywhere I go, here I am, universally connected to everyone else’s experience of “here I am” whenever and for as long as I am mindfully sovereign of my own experience. 

My powers of choiceful initiative are the ruler within myself – my being’s ultimate proprietor. And of all the choices available to me, my most powerful one is to exercise my self-dominion by choosing mindfully. Otherwise my inner sovereignty is defaulted to that sovereignty in others and/or to the force of circumstances. My self-dominion is unmindful whenever I assume that other persons or my circumstances are causing my assessment of their effect on me.  My self-dominion is mindful whenever I realize instead that no matter who and what may be involved in creating the circumstances that I experience, it is I who determine the meaning, value, purpose and application of my awareness of said circumstances.  In so doing, I create my own unique assessment of what I call "reality."

Mindfulness is the quality of being fully present in and to my experience with consciously directed intent, acutely aware of how I attract my experiences and give shape to them. Mindfulness is the state of being self-knowingly aware, of knowingly commanding the consciousness of which and with which I am aware.  Only thus may I knowingly live according to my own choices, rather than live unknowingly or unwillingly in accordance with adopted choices made by me in the thrall of my “inner terrorists,” my habits, my transient moods, or that were unmindfully acquired by me from my parents, siblings and other relatives, from my teachers, from my employer, from my spouse, from my religion, etc.

My self-dominion is unmindful when I lease my power of choice to transient emotional states and circumstances, and/or to inner and outer others whom I allow to choose for me, all the while forgetting whose power is being commanded.  All such leases become leashes as I assume myself beholden to whatever I have lent my power – when in truth I am still the subject of the power that I have rented out.

Short of transplanting my brain to another's head while its connections to my own body remain intact, I can never give the power of my inner ruler away, only my command of it.  I live and move and have my being according to a power of initiative that is forever mine, even when I lease elsewhere – or to habits that do not serve my well-being – my command of its initiative. My power of choiceful initiative stays always within me, as does the choosing of when, where, how, and why, and for what and with whom to exercise it.  And because this power never leaves me, any defaulted command of it is always subject to my reclaiming.

Your interest in frequencies and vibrations does indeed represent a potential for taking Science of Mind to a new level - a level that I call the Science of Mind*ing*.

Insofar as we take Science of Mind to be a body of thought rather than a way of thinking - as a lens to look at rather than a lens to look from - the so-called Religious Science "movement" remains a stuckment.

Ernest Holmes' spiritual intuition was a verb, not a noun, as (for instance) when he said the following:

"If we set up a vibrating point at the center of our own thought receptive to that which is good, to that which is beautiful and true, we shall irresistibly be attracting that condition into our own environment."

"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.... We are all doubtless communicating with one another to the degree that we sympathetically vibrate toward each other."

Coincidentally, K. C. Cole has writtena wonderful exposition of contemporary science entitled *Sympathetic Vibrations*, an updated and condensed version of which is entitled *First You Build a Cloud*.

It is maintained by some whose thinking about sympathetic vibrations is considered "far out" that the 64 correspondences of DNA and the 64 hexagrams of the I Ching represent their mutual resonance to a set of vibratory relationships that is *a priori* to either - just as there is a preceding oscillation of the energy within an unfertilized chicken egg that matches the rhythm of the heartbeat of the chick that is gestated in a fertilized one.  [This discernment of potentially complementary parallelisms represents the advantage of being heuristically open to seeing patterns that are common within the diversity of experiences that seemingly do not match my own. Insofar as I learn from others’ experience as well as my own, it is from the patterns of others’ experience that I derive the greatest insight. No wonder, then, that the essence of the so-called “scientific method” is pattern recognition.]
Model: 4 flat tires

Survey: how many people here believe in a “higher power”?  How many are comfortable with calling that higher power “God”?

THIS WORKSHOP IS BASED ON SEVERAL PREMISES . . .

Everything I think, everything I say, and everything I do is based on several premises:

· Forgiveness is the release of all hope for a better past.

· …and for a different past

· …and for a worse future (fear being the negative form of hope and faith)

· Everywhere I go, here I am. (Wholeness as the ground state of all being)

· I am created in the image and likeness of God. -Genesis 1:26-27

All the talents of God are within you.
How could this be otherwise
When your soul
Derived from His
Genes!

("The Gift" - versions of Hafiz by Daniel Ladinsky)
· I am here to live in the faith of God. 

· Jesus admonished his disciples to have the faith of God, not merely faith in God. (Mt 17:14-21)

· Martin Luther proclaimed that “God's purpose is to make of us a race of Christs.” 

· Second Coming – the mind that was in Christ becomes embodied in all of us.

From time to time I have experienced the mind that was in Christ, and I know it to be an experience that is available to all of us at all times – though only as we are willing to have it be so.

Song: Holy . . .

. . . AND ON OUR EXPERIENCE TO THE CONTRARY

So if all these premises are true, why aren’t we more Godly? 

· The answer to this question is provided in Ecclesiastes (7:29): “God hath made man upright, but they have sought inventions” (in some translations the word “schemes” is used instead of “inventions”). In other words we have sought to second-guess God’s work by adding our own “improvements.”  

· Among the most insidious of our “improvements” is our mastery of the art of unforgiveness. In the beginning, there was no one or thing that required forgiveness. God pronounced the results of each day’s work of His creation to be “good,” and on the final day He pronounced it to be “very good.”

· It is I who endeavor to improve on God’s creation when I condemn those parts of it that I pronounce to be “bad” and then presume to improve by adding something that God left out: unforgiveness.  

· There is no unforgiveness in God – it is something that I make up. In the faith of God there is nothing to be forgiven. Accordingly, the only thing that really requires my forgiveness is my perception that forgiveness is required.

THE SIMPLICITY OF FORGIVENESS

Though forgiveness is utterly simple, it does not come easily for many of us. 

· Only as I realize how simple forgiveness is does it become easier for me to be forgiving. Hence the purpose of this workshop: to assist others in seeing how simple forgiveness is from a perspective that makes their unforgiveness seem less formidable, and thereby empower them to more easily forgive.

· Since no unforgiveness exists in a mind that casts no blame, forgiveness can be simply defined in those two words: “no blame.”  Thus defined, forgiveness is among the most ancient prescriptions for the well-lived life. The counsel of “no blame” is repeated frequently throughout the 3,000-year-old I Ching. 

· If absence of blame is the essence of all forgiveness, casting blame is the corresponding essence of all unforgiving sentiments (accusations, condemnations, grievances, grudges, resentments, regrets, hard feelings, etc.), whether my unforgiveness is aimed at other people, my circumstances or myself.

· “No blame” is what forgiveness is, and living blamelessly is how it is practiced. That’s the simple part.  

· How to live blamelessly is the not-so-easy part, to which this workshop is dedicated.

BETWEEN THE NO LONGER AND THE NOT YET

I’m sure you have heard it said that “When God closes one door, he opens another.” You have also probably experienced that the hallways between His doors can be a bitch.

During the worst of my own hallway experiences, I received the most valuable prescription for self-forgiveness that I know. It has been valuable not only for what it prescribes, but for how it is to be taken.

· I received the prescription shortly after the 4th of July of my 41st year, as I was weathering a mid-life crisis, feeling totally stuck between the no longer and the not yet. I had no clear sense of how to deal with my present circumstances, let alone what to do with the rest of my life.

· I had celebrated the recent Independence Day quite dubiously, feeling totally suspended between the no longer and the not yet. I had no clear sense of how to deal with my present circumstances, let alone what to do with the rest of my life. It was as if I were frozen in mid-air between trapezes, with no clear sense of up or down and nothing in sight to grab onto if my situation were to thaw.

· I was vocationally burned out after a decade of championing human custodianship of the Earth and assisting in the establishment of the environmental education movement throughout the United States. Though I longed for a new beginning, I had no idea what it might be. Nor could I take comfort in recalling my childhood answer to the question of what I wanted to be when I grew up. “Unusual,” I replied. (I have been at odds with the adult world ever since, though ultimately without regret. As I was contending with my midlife crisis, however, I did regret not being more specific.)

· Not only was I between vocations, I was between wifetimes as well. I had left my family several years earlier, and was grieving the most recent evidence of my seeming inability to establish a loving relationship with another woman.

· Finally, I was between places to call home. I was temporarily residing in Aspen, Colorado as a non-skiing bum whose marginal livelihood, sometimes as a play-by-ear piano player, and sometimes as a cook in the improbably named “Longhorn Dragon Restaurant,” managed to keep my credit cards afloat. 

· I had come to feel so utterly deflated that I was seriously entertaining the sentiments of a proclamation I had recently read on a public bathroom wall: “There’s no such thing as gravity. Earth sucks!!”  It was a rough nadir indeed for a former environmentalist. Like the wanderer in John Bunyan’s Pilgrim’s Progress, I was traversing the “Slough of Despond.”

BEING THE FLOW

As was my custom whenever my internal “whether” report was so gloomy, I sought solace from my situation one afternoon by walking along a creek, on this occasion a stream that alternately tumbles and meanders down a gently sloping mountainside into the Roaring Fork River just south of Aspen.

I was impressed by the stark contrast between the turbulent and calm stretches in the stream, which seemed to characterize my own life’s path. Honoring an urge to sit down and put pencil to paper, I literally consulted the creek for its advice:  "If you were literate, what would you tell me?"

My request was honored by the following prescription for blameless living:
FLOW

Be, as water is, without friction.

Flow around the edges

of those within your path.

Surround within your ever-moving depths

those who come to rest there—

enfold them,while never for a moment holding on.

Accept whatever distance others are moved within your flow.

Be with them gently as far as they allow your strength to take them,

and fill with your own being the remaining space when they are left behind.

When dropping down life's rapids,

froth and bubble into fragments if you must,

knowing that the one of you now many

will just as many times be one again.

And when you've gone as far as you can go,

quietly await your next beginning.

From the perspective of this prescription, it was clear why my life was not working. 

· I had taken a completely laissez-faire, “let’s see what shows up” approach to my mid-life transition, yet nothing was showing up that seemed to be going in my direction. The reason for this became apparent to me as I contemplated the prescription’s opening instruction: be the flow, rather than go with it. 

· Some folks advocate going with the flow as a prescription for forgiveness. Yet this suggests no exercise of response-ability other than that of floating. The only thing that goes with the flow is a dead fish.

· Even in the song, “Row, row, row your boat gently down the stream,” one is instructed to accommodate the stream actively rather than passively. Rowing establishes one’s own direction, whether one is headed downstream, across or up.

· What became clear to me is that I had stopped rowing. Whenever I was asked to do or be a part of something a day or more hence, I fabricated a reason to decline the invitation in order to remain free for whatever showed up instead. Yet by refusing to put an oar in the water with reference to anything in my life’s downstream, I was at the effect of every bump and turn of my rudderless version of “being in the moment.”

The prescription I had received was quite clear. By going as the flow of the integrity of my whole being, I may live blamelessly in and from its harmony, regardless of any froth and bubble stirred up by my circumstances. Flowing thus is my surest salvation, for if I instead allow my experience to be determined by the drift of the world around me . . . well, as they say, “There goes the neighborhood.”

REALIZING OUR BENEFICIAL PRESENCE

Each of us was born already knowing how to be the flow. Each of us began this life as a beneficial presence born for giving, with the evidence of our beneficent nature quite literally in hand.  For instance, during the first few weeks of my life, no matter who put his/her finger in my hand – regardless of the person’s color, race, creed, gender, ethnic origin, size, appearance – I gently enfolded it with my own fingers. I didn't grab or seize the offered finger, nor did I clutch, cling or hold on to it. Instead, I gently and unconditionally enfolded every finger that came to rest in my hand, for however long my acceptance was invited, and I just as unconditionally allowed its passage at the instant it was removed. I enfolded the presence of all persons and allowed them harmless passage without prejudice, distinction or other imposition.

Surround within your ever-moving depths

those who come to rest there—

enfold them,

while never for a moment holding on.

Accept whatever distance

others are moved within your flow.

Be with them gently

as far as they allow your strength to take them,

and fill with your own being

the remaining space when they are left behind.

So it is when we are the flow of our own being. Here’s what can happen to those who go with the flow of worldy being:

 [Keep It Simple]

In the beginning, each of us accommodated the presence of all others, without imposing ourselves on any. Our initial gesture of enfolding and allowing is the primal human handshake, known to all of us at birth and for a brief season offered by each of us to every other one of us. Irrespective of our own race, color, gender, ethnic origin, etc., we begin our lives as whole-self beings who are willing to shake hands with all other embodiments of such being, whatever its present form or condition, enfolding them "as is" without ever for a moment holding on, universally and unconditionally allowing harmless passage by them all. This universal handshake is powerful testimony to and a demonstration of our innately non-imposing and forgiving selves. As we thus granted harmless passage to everyone, we witnessed to our original state of innately existing "all for one and one for all."

And then we grew . . . all the while being told that we were growing “up.” Yet in encountering our ascent into adulthood, we descended from the whole-self’s endowed grace with which we were originally imbued. We profaned the authenticity of our whole-self’s being by becoming adult-erated children. We substituted a charading acquired ego – self for our authentic whole-self. We changed our default setting from clasping to grasping.

Now here is the good news. Unforgiveness is not a condemnation that I was born with, rather one that I’ve acquired since my birth. Since unforgiveness is something that I have learned, it is also something that I can unlearn.

All forgiveness experienced by me, be it of or from others or myself, takes place in my own consciousness, not in another’s. Of this I can entertain no doubt, because I always experience my consciousness as being within me. Everywhere I go, here I am, always capable of checking out, yet never able to leave myself behind. My consciousness is “in-here”-ent to my state of being exclusively, never “out there" in someone or something else. Accordingly, the experience of forgiving and being forgiven is entirely an inside job, existing for me only as it happens in me. 

Nor can it happen in me until it happens as me. Wherever forgiveness is taking place, at that very same place there exists a mindfully discerning self that is experiencing forgiveness. And wherever forgiveness is experienced by me, the mindfully discerning self that is forgiving or feeling forgiven is my own.
Forgiveness happens to me only as it happens from me. Since I experience forgiveness only when and as I am the one forgiving or feeling forgiven, I conclude that forgiveness is self-governing. Forgiveness’s sole authority is within the person who experiences forgiveness. The release of unforgiveness, therefore, is a function of the forgiving person's government of, for and by the self, as the self.
Correspondingly, unforgiveness is the antithesis of self-governance. Unforgiveness is a self-withholding tax that I pay on behalf of those whom I deprive of my forgiveness. They are enriched at my expense, since my unforgiveness grants them potential dominion over my emotions in proportion to the intensity of my unforgiving feelings. Even non-targeted bystanders may use my unforgiveness to manipulate me on behalf of their own agendas. From the perspective of all others, my unforgiveness actually does exist “out there," providing them with a ready handle by which they may (and often do) exert uncaring emotional leverage upon me.
Without forgiveness, there can be no handling with care - neither here nor there.
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ASSESSMENT: How many of you have gained an empowering new perspective on unforgiveness?

