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Can only remind…

-Xxx
This book is worthy of a thousand footnotes, in acknowledgement of all whose wisdom has shaped its exposition.  However, to the extent that their wisdom has kindled my own I tend to forget from whom I received the reminder.

Many of the reminders that I remember are represented in the quotations that follow the titles of this book’s divisions and sub-divisions.  Others resources are acknowledged in a concluding statement that is far more informative as an “Afterword” than as a preliminary.

I cite here those, the wisdom of whose ways of being with me has contributed most to the path I presently walk : Jacob Scher, Durrett Wagner, Mike Luisi, Roger Garrison, Rita McInnis – and currently, my wife Heidy Balazsy and best friend, Chips Warrington. 

Patricia Rochelle-Diegle

Marilyn Ferguson

Barbara Marx Hubbard

Angelo Pizelo

Customarily, one prefaces a book with a brief and perfunctory acknowledgment of those who assisted its author in making its conception, production and publication possible.  My acknowledgments of those who assisted with its conception are so integral to the entire book that they comprise its first chapter.  I here acknowledge those who assisted with its production and publication . . .

You who read these words are now among the legions of persons who have – or one day will have - supported me in the unfoldment of the knowing here recorded.  To all of you I here pay ongoing silent tribute, lest someone past, present or future be left out.

I further proclaim my prepositional praises for the most steadfast of my informants (when inwardly appropriated as my own): of, from, with and as.
Foreword/Preface

I have observed that many readers tend to skip over the preliminary sections of a book – its foreword and preface – in their haste to commence with what they perceive to be a book’s real beginning.  In my desire to accommodate such readers, most of what I initially wrote for this book’s preliminary sections has been incorporated into the main text.

Those who do begin their reading with this preliminary statement, expecting to find here an overview of what follows, will be the only ones to know at the outset that this book has been written as a series of overviews of what its subsequent overviews reveal, analogous to the “zoom in” feature of a computerized map.  These successive overviews proceed from generalities to specifics.

The function of forewords and prefaces tends to be just the opposite, providing specifics about their book’s generalities.  Assuming that this is the experience of those who are reading this page, I provide the following specifics about this book’s generalities.
Preface

When you have gone as far as you can go,

quietly await your next beginning.

-The Wizard of Is

This book has had more beginnings over the past several decades than most writers would care to shake their schtick at.  And so has it been with my life as a whole.  I have experienced the end of so many beginnings as new beginnings take their place, that any prospective beginning of my end scantly concerns me.

I have intended to write this book since I was five years old (1941), and have been gathering its materials since I was 12.  I commenced writing it in 1965, and have re-commenced it under numerous successive titles since that time.  Unlike some authors who succeed in publishing many variations of their first book, I have continually started this book anew with different titles before completing it in the context of a former one.  What other writers accomplish with many books, I may have to accomplish with merely one.  

My simplest explanation for taking a lifetime to produce this book is that I am unable to complete a writing project until I know precisely what to entitle it, and it has taken nearly four decades for the right title of this book to occur to me.  A more honest explanation may be my admission that it has required just so many decades of meditation, introspection and contemplation for me to comprehend my objective well enough to deduce the title most suited to my purpose.  And perhaps the most self-respecting answer would be to acknowledge that while I am not a late bloomer (having blossomed at least briefly in mid-life), I am a late ripener. For numerous reasons that it would take something like a Jungian psychologist to fathom, it has taken me most of a lifetime to bare my fruit.  

This book began in earnest just as the Beatles were wondering whether they would still be loved when they were 64.  I was then 32, and only now am 64.  My own questioning then was not about being still loved at my present age, but would I yet be loved.  At that time I didn’t know what to do with others’ love for me, because I had still to find my own.

xxxxx

My first working title (1965) was “Gestalt Ecology: Creating Your Own Space,” an attempt to articulate what today would tend to be classified as environmental psychology.  What intrigued me about the project initially is that no school of thought had yet class-ified such information at all, let alone disciplined it. Yet the project languished as I became increasingly preoccupied with its environmental aspect, co-authoring Can Man Care for the Earth? in 1968 (published in 1972), writing and self-publishing You are An Environment in 1973, and editing/authoring both What Makes Education Environmental? and The Whole Earth Happens as You Do in 1974.  

My emergent thesis throughout this succession of works throughout these works was that the environmental role of humankind is the custodianship of lifekind overall. Lifekind as a whole is the epitome of Earth’s evolutionary tendency, and as the species most empowered to nurture likekind’s wholeness, humankind is its steward.  Accordingly, I used the name “humankind” in entitling the first book.  Yet the publisher insisted that, finding no such word in the dictionary, disallowed this neologism in the title, even though it was being regular used in the texts of some other prominent authors of that day.  Needless to say, “lifekind” was considered totally outré.

This was my mid-life blooming phase, during which I was also occupied with the management of a non-profit education foundation devoted to environmental education (The Center for Curriculum Design in Evanston, Illinois), and with the convening of eight regional workshops for the U.S. Office of Environmental Education, which brought together teachers from public and private school kindergartens through graduate schools, along with educators from environmentally concerned federal and state government agencies as well as from environmentally posturing corporations.  Even as this series of workshops was under way, I also organized and chaired the first national gathering of environmental educators in my role as a founding board member of what today is known as the North American Association for Environmental Education.

My thesis as an environmental educator was that what people can learn about their natural environment depends more on the nature of their learning environment than on nature’s environment overall.  This thesis was born of my initial intuition of Marshall McLuhan’s aphorism, “the medium is the message,” i.e., that the message of one’s means of communication prevails over the message of one’s content.  The medium with which I then communicated was the college classroom, and the content was political science – American government.

It became instantly apparent to me that the structure – and therefore message – of the classroom is authoritarian, while only the message of my content was democratic. Since students learn what they experience, not what they are told, exposure to ideas of democracy in an authoritarian learning environment results in their assimilating the experience of authoritarianism rather than the experience of democracy.  No wonder, then, that the students of that time were yearning to “do their thing.”  They had grown up in the authoritarian structure that we call “schooling,” whose message was to don’t one’s thing.

So I set out to democratize education, beginning with my own classroom.  I soon became involved in environmental education because of my desire to environmentalize the educational process by converting environments that are structured for teaching to environments that are structured for learning.  
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When my foundation’s principal funding source (a private corporation) was alienated by what it perceived as my “creeping environmental radicalism,” I allowed the foundation to dissolve and participated in or administered a succession of environmental and energy education projects in Madison, Wisconsin, Beaverton, Oregon, and Montevallo, Alabama.  My mid-life blooming phase had already begun to wilt the day an Alabama state senator declared in a public forum that he did not believe in ecology.  I observed that this was the equivalent of saying that he didn’t believe in gravity.  “Nonsense!” he responded. “Gravity is real. Ecology is just part of the Commie propaganda campaign that they hired the hippies to run.”  

This exchange occurred just a few days after I had returned from another national gathering of my environmental education colleagues, at which “saving the world” had been a recurring theme.  At one point I had stood up and proclaimed, “We are not here to save the world.  We are here to save ourselves from the world’s saving of itself.  Just as a dog shakes off its fleas, so is the Earth doing what it can to rid itself of us as a parasitic irritant.  So the world can go on without us if need be, but we cannot go on without it, which leaves us – and not the world – in need of saving.  Many of the outcomes from which we are presuming to save the world have already unfolded past the point of no return.  Our role, therefore, rather than saving the world, is to have intelligent answers to questions concerning how we are to deal with the consequences of humankind’s environmental follies, assuming that the problem becomes generally seen from our perspective before it is too late.”   

This de-glamorizing public statement to my nationally assembled colleagues was only somewhat less coldly received by them than was the Alabama senator’s statement received by me. Both incidents confirmed what I had for some time been reluctant to conclude: that environmental education was not the most effective carrier wave for shifting the culture’s paradigm of learning.  Accordingly, a few months after these incidents, I took a year’s sabbatical in Aspen, Colorado – even though I don’t ski – in quest of my next beginning.  I had promised myself during an early childhood visit to the Rocky Mountains that I would one day return to the Rockies to write and make music.  My time to keep that promise seemed at hand.

And so, from July of 1977 to September of 1978, I indulged my favorite avocations, playing piano intermittently at several area restaurants and briefly serving as the chef of another, as I opened myself to my next vocation of destiny on behalf of shifting the culture’s learning paradigm.  What made my avocational indulgence intermittent was my sporadic hitch-hiking forays to both Portlands (Oregon and Maine), some 10,000 miles of thumb-tripping that provided an excellent opportunity for me to prospect for the answer to another question of identity, whichAlbert Einstein considered to be the most important question of all: “Is the universe friendly?”

xxxxx

I have found the universe to be as friendly in response to all of my tests thus far as I have been.  As Marcus Aurelius observed, “Nothing happens to any man which he is not formed by nature to bear,” and I have discovered that they key to bearing whatever happens is to bear it with grace. 

Though my life has neither short-changed nor over-charged me with its challenges, there are moments when I empathize with Mother Teresa’s lament:  “I know God doesn't give me more than I can handle. I just wish he didn't trust me so much.”  

I am grateful most of all that God has not trusted me with anyone else’s challenges, for my experience has indeed confirmed the Chinese proverb, “If we could hang our troubles on the trouble tree, we would return to pick our own.”
xxxxx

The eclectic nature of my Aspen-based sabbatical was typified by my three-month employment as a cook in a Chinese restaurant called “The Longhorn Dragon,” whose Samurai-affecting owner and head chef was a Mexican from the Philippines.  (I could also write a book entitled Only in America had it not already been done.)  One of the many serendipities to emerge from my year of eclecticism was my discovery of a spiritual philosophy that revealed to me why some of my environmental education colleagues had called me a “metaphysician.” 

As an environmentalist, I had consistently maintained that the most influential of all environments is the way that we think.  Though the study of this environment has since been termed “noetics,” in those days there was no terminology for this perspective.  One of the most fundamental principles of applied noetics is that while I don’t always experience what I think about, I do always experience what I think from, i.e., the matrix of beliefs, assumptions, opinions and conclusions that constitutes my own paradigm of “what’s so” and “so what?”  So my next vocation of destiny was to become a metaphysical minister on behalf of what this spiritual philosophy’s author, Ernest Holmes, called “The Science of Mind.”  Although I have studied many sciences of mind, both before and since my discovery of Holmes, his paradigm for the shaping and shifting of paradigms corresponds most earnestly with my own.

My career transition inspired a new working title for my book, “The Ecology of Spirit,” which later gave way to “Self-Affirming Consciousness.”  Yet once again the project languished as I was successively managing editor (1980-83) of Marilyn Ferguson’s Brain/Mind Bulletin, co-author (1984-85) with Douglas Yeaman of The Power of Commitment, and the intermittent editor (1983-93) of Barbara Marx Hubbard’s Book of Co-Creation, as well as the co-founder and co-minister (in a former wifetime) of the National Science of Mind Center in Washington, D.C. (1985-92).  During and following another heterodox sabbatical, in correspondingly eclectic Marin County, California, I inched my way closer to a completed book with such titles as, “Choosing Self-Dominion,” “Higher Sobriety,” and “Seeking the Inner Kingdom.”  Yet my writing continually bogged down in metaphysical jargon whose obscurity approximated the profundity of its depth.  I finally transcended such metaphyzzling only after I was inspired to combine my last two titles,  “Being Your Own Person” and “The Politics of Success®.” 
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In this book I bring to fruition an intuition that seized me at the age of five, when I learned that my first name, “Noel,” means “good news.”   My socialization had not yet sufficiently de-geniused me to preclude my assumption that I, myself, am good news.  Shortly after I reached this conclusion, however, I was sent to school.  There a second opinion was persistently urged upon me, which is to seek outside myself for what is most worthy.  Only some 25 years later, after stopping just short of a Ph.D., did I begin my recovery from the academic erosion and slow death by degrees of my early positive self-estimate.

My outward-looking search for what is worthy of good report moved me to seek out others who also knew that they were good news, or who at least were the bearers of such.  In the course of this quest I discovered numerous prominent individuals who I perceived as “Living Prophets.”  Among these were Marshall McLuhan, Bucky Fuller, Alan Watts, Constantinos Doxiadis, Robert Theobald, Margaret Mead, Jacob Bronowski, Erwin Laszlo, Kenneth Boulding, Warren Bennis, Willis Harmon, Marilyn Ferguson, Barbara Marx Hubbard.  I even managed to feature the first five members of this list in the “Living Prophets Lecture Series” at Kendall College in Evanston, Illinois, where I was (from 1966-69) unofficially designated “Vice-President in Charge of Heresy” (officially, Director of Educational Advancement).  The lecture series would have continued with Mead and Bronowski as its next Living Prophets, but for a decision to transfer its further direction to a committee.  The committee terminated the series after being unable to reach an agreement on whether the previous choices had been valid, let alone new ones.  No one on the committee other than myself presumed to know enough to distinguish who is truly prophetic, and they did not want to embarrass the college by featuring someone in the series who might in retrospect prove to be only a minor prophet.  Thus did they confirm someone’s estimate of all such decision-making bodies:

Search all your parks in all your cities–

you’ll  find no statues to committees.

Emergence of CCD

xxxxx

To this day, those whom I perceive as Living Prophets have a prominent common attribute, that of knowing their “thing” and doing it. Even though the 1960’s hippie culture trivialized Ralph Waldo Emerson’s dictum, “Do your thing and I will know you,” his commandment still stands for anyone who would be - and be known as - his or her own person.

The Living Prophets also have at least one further knowing in common: that whatever their “thing” may be, there is only one of it and it is whole. They are heralds of the good news that, after millennia of thinking the world to pieces, humankind is on the threshold of doing what all the kings horses and men have undone.  We are beginning to think the world together again – not back to the way of some former whole-beingness, rather toward the way of a new whole-beingness that serves the good of lifekind overall.

As my own endeavor to contribute to such knowing, The Politics of Success® is a politics of whole-beingness, which I offer in the spirit of The Whole Earth Catalog proclamation: “We are as Gods, so we might as well get good at it.”
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In addition to my childhood intuition of “good news,” my quest of self-identity has likewise been illuminated by an insightful “reading” in which I was told that I had incarnated for the purpose of building a bridge between all of the past and all of the future – which is what those whom I deemed to be Living Prophets were doing.  I was further told that I entered this life expression with a determination not to gauge my success by the assessment of others, since they might tell me that I am doing a good job when I am not, and/or vice versa.

Until I recognized that I am here to build merely my own portion of a past-to-future bridge, rather than an entire bridge for everyone, I was alternately presumptuous and terrified.  (I’ve noticed that “readings” tend to have such an initial effect on many of those who seek out the counsel of professional intuitives, be they psychics, astrologers, readers, channels, etc.)  My eventual relaxation into the prospect of such daunting bridgework has included the realization that I cannot build my portion without supporting and having the support of others in the building of their portions, and also that no one’s effective accomplishment is in competition with the accomplishment of any other.
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At approximately age 12, I began to keep a “goodies” book, a collection of the stories, sayings and anecdotes that have shaped the paradigm of my own learning – the chicken soup, as it were, of my own soul.  I have drawn heavily from this collection in the assemblage of intuitions herein presented, though not to give “authority” to my views.  In every case I have experienced their meaning while authoring my own life, and each has expressed a nuance of my experience that my own words fall short of comparably revealing.  Many of them initially served as wake up calls, while others revealed themselves only in retrospect as some experience recalled their earlier impingement on my sensibility.

I have also accumulated numerous insights in the form of what I call “re-minders” – recollections of what I have experientially come to know, yet scarcely knew that I knew until I took time to re-member them.  A few of these re-minders have come to me unbidden, as for instance did this quite brief one:

Be loving of your empty times as well as of your full ones.

No one ever had a filling without an emptying to give it room.

Most of my re-minders come to me only as I deliberately sit quietly with pen and blank paper as I take a sounding of my inner silence, to fathom an insight that illuminates a particularly painful or vexing experience.  My “soundings” and their resultant “re-minders” have provided me with more insight than have any of my consultations with therapists – whose ultimate effectiveness also lies in calling forth that which is already within me rather than adding something that I do not have.  For example, no one else was able to explain why I am so frequently and unavoidably moved to tears, a proclivity that provoked much anguish in my childhood at the hands of those who perceived me to be a cry-baby and went out of their way to self-fulfill that prophecy.

I erupt with spontaneous sobbing whenever I witness extraordinary expressions of love, displays of talent or profundity and demonstrations of commitment.  One day I decided to develop a “white paper” on my lachrymal condition, with the following result:

Water, 

when heated sufficiently,

is moved to steam.         

                              


When my soul is warmed sufficiently,

                              


I am moved to tears.

Steam does not mean

that water is damaged.

                              


These tears signify no pain.

Steam does not mean

that water is sorrowful.

                              


These tears are not a cry for sympathy.   

Steam is not

a sign of weakness.

                              


These are not a cry-baby's tears.

Steam is not

a sign of virtue.

                             


 These tears merit no award.

Steam is water 

at its purest.

                              


These tears are the white light

                             
 

of all my emotions vibrating as one.

Water,

when heated sufficiently,

escapes its container.

                              


When my soul is warmed sufficiently,

                              


the cup of my living water

                              


runneth over.

Many of my “re-minders” are likewise interwoven with my discourse in the pages that follow
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Lest my prefatory remarks become too lengthy, I resume them in the “Afterward” (pp. xx-xx) for those who find them of interest, along with bibliographical commentary on works of others that have likewise re-sourced my journey.

[OUT TAKES]

[Words have a way with me?]

SAYING MORE WITH LESS: 

If you be pungent, be brief; for it is with words as with sunbeams – the more they are condensed the deeper they burn. -Robert Southey (1774-1843)
The quantum mystery: out of the congeries of sameness, differences emerge.

When I am giving form to my thoughts as if they were discrete from my being with them, it is I who am having my way with words.  It is only as my thoughts take word in integral accord with the experiencing that gives rise to my verbiage that the words thus formed have their own way.

You can check out any time you want,

but you can never leave.

-Hotel California

My unique singular perspective is of enormous value to All-That-Is.  There is not another anywhere in the Universe who perceives exactly as I do, right now.  As my unique perspective joins other unique perspectives, we embark upon eternal unique combined experiences.  As other unique perceivers observe those unique creations, perception continues to evolve.  -Abraham-Hicks
Knowing others is wisdom,

knowing yourself is enlightenment.

–Lao-Tzu 

[I shall accredit only what my own experience of being tells me.]

-Bucky Fuller

God has tagged each one of us,

and in God’s game of tag

each one of us is It.

-The Wizard of Is

 “Behold, I make all things new.”  The universe is eternally transcending its past as it eternally gives birth to its present while remaining eternally pregnant with its future.

The person who I am is the person who is seeking to know who I am.  That which I am seeking to find is also that which is doing the seeking.

The one being sought is the one who is seeking.  

At the tip of every failure is its arrow to success.
Being My Own Person

One’s continued willingness to seek

is the finding.

-Taoist proverb

The objective of being my own person represents my intention to be who I most authentically am rather than who other people would rather that I be.  To accomplish this objective, I must be able to distinguish what is genuinely me from what is not, to know the answer to the question, “Who is the authentic me?”

I continue to question my own authenticity, because no final objective answer to my questioning has been forthcoming.  The answer to my self-identity question can be known by me only to the extent that I have also answered the deeper question of identity that underlies it:  “Who is the person that is wanting to know its authenticity?” 

Whom I most seek to know is the one that is thus seeking.  The who that I am looking for is the who I am looking from.  Thus the person I authentically am – my own person – is ultimately to be found in my looking and seeking for that person.  Who I authentically am does not reside in my findings, being instead resident in my seeking.  I am forever the detective of my own being, tracing the evidence of my passage yet never apprehending the passenger.  (Thus permanently assigned to my own case, I am inclined to proceed kindly.)

Being my own person means living by my quest for self-illumination rather than by anyone else’s quest, or by conformity to anyone’s findings.  I dare not conform even to my own findings.  How I found myself to be some time ago is not how I find myself to be today.  My authenticity is an emergent quality of my being, not a prefabricated one, which makes my self’s discovery of its own authenticity a never-ending journey.

My quest to be my own person is a like my breathing.  Holding onto its current findings is no more effective than holding onto my current breath.   Such holding on is the “foolish consistency” that Walt Whitman characterized as “the hob-goblin of small minds.”  The function of all that is “current” is, by definition, to maintain its flow.  It is thus my quest for self-authenticity that demands consistency, not my findings, which at any given moment tell me only whether my authenticity – to borrow a phrase from Bob Dylan – is busy being born or busy dying.

From time to time I take a deeper breath than usual.  And from time to time I take a deeper sounding of my own person.  It is my soundings (a.k.a. seekings), not my findings, that constitute the being of my own person.  The utility of my findings, which I call The Politics of Success®, is their relevance to the sounding process.  In this book, as in my life, my soundings precede my findings.

The Beat the Heavens Keep

A living body is not a fixed thing but a flowing event, like a flame or a whirlpool: the shape alone is stable, for the substance is a stream of energy going in at one end and out the other.  We are particular and temporarily identifiable wiggles in a stream that enters us in the form of light, heat, air, water, milk, bread, fruit, beer, beef Stroganoff, caviar and pate de fois gras.  It goes out as gas and excrement--and also as semen, babies, talk, politics, commerce, war, poetry and music.  And Philosophy  -Alan Watts
I am a cosmic being.  Every atom in my body had its origin in a star, and will be stardust once again some billions of years hence as Earth is vaporized in the final surging burn-out of a dying sun.

Such is the grandest sojourn that is right now taking place as me.

Momentarily, every atom in my body is “me,” and as I fulfill my life expectancy, this statement will still be momentarily true ten years from now as well.  Yet still only momentarily so, for none of the atoms in my body on any given day will be “me” ten years later.  Atomically speaking, “me” constantly recycles its atoms as the only means of continuing to compose itself as rapidly as it decomposes.  

At present, my body wears out tens of millions of its red blood cells as I write each sentence in this book.  Fortunately, a comparable number of new red blood cells is simultaneously produced. And so it is throughout my body’s constituency as a whole.  As a cosmic being, I am a vehicle for the flow-through of cosmic energy’s power of creation and re-creation.  

I experienced my vehicular beingness one day while I was 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 as I faced both a divorce and the end of a treasured career.

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, though for at most 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 the 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 we look downstream to see what's passed, or behind for future's clue,

We'll miss the beat the heavens keep as they go dancing through.
Keeping the Beat

There is a vitality, a life-force, an energy, a quickening that is translated through you...and because there is only one of you in all time, this expression is unique. And if you block it, it will never exist through any other medium, and will be lost.  It is not your business to determine how good it is, nor how valuable, nor how it compares with other expressions.  It is your business to keep it yours clearly and directly, to keep the channel open. You do not even have to believe in yourself or your work. You have to keep open and aware directly to the urges that activate you.  KEEP THE CHANNEL OPEN!  -Martha Graham 
When it comes to knowing how to be the person I truly am, there is nowhere I can reliably turn for a second opinion.  The answer to the question of how to be truly oneself – and thus true to oneself – is known only by that very same person’s innate self.  Accordingly, the loneliest of all long-distance runners is the person who chooses to stay the course of his or her innate way of being.  Those who are addicted to the approval of others, to being in control of others, or to being controlled by others, have lots of company as they run the short course of their acquired way of being. 

My first mindful realization of the difference between my own innate and acquired ways of being was triggered by another’s self-identity challenge, which came into my life in the form of a letter of distress, written by a woman in her early twenties who was concerned over her failure to figure out what she was supposed to be now that she (presumably) had “grown up.”  As I read her letter, I wondered why she had written it to me. Even though I was then almost twice her age, I was totally unconcerned with the fact that neither had I determined what I was supposed to be when I grew up.  Nor did I foresee a time when such a determination would be made, because the “up” that most folks grow to looks suspiciously down to me.

Yet as I reflected on her letter, I came to recognize that her underlying concern was with being her own person, and that she wasn’t asking me for an answer so much as for advice on where to turn to resolve the conflict between the promptings of her innate self and those of the self that she had acquired over many years of pleasing others.  Perhaps it was because of my own disinclination to become adult-erated that she had sought out my advice.  

I was still at a loss to provide her with specific guidance, yet as I further contemplated her request I was inspired to write a short poem which I sent to her as my letter of reply:

Somewhere this side of the rainbow

you can meet the Wizard of Is

whose special magic

leaves today's life undistracted

by the should be's

could be's

and if only's

that cloud over my perceptions.

"Good old days"

childish ways

and other once-were's

are as absent from the Wizard's view

as are apprehensions about tomorrow.

Instead

the Wizard of Is resides

in the near and how of present instants only – 

the time and place where life is most abundant.

If you would fathom the secret

of overflowing with the moment

you must consult the Wizard of Is.

Fortunately, this Wizard inhabits your own domain,

within the being who bears your name.
For guidance in being my own person – being who I  know myself to be – I must turn to the wisdom of my innate self, which I have continued to call “The Wizard of Is” since the writing of this poem.  In the English language, the word “is” serves as the acronym of the words “innate self.”  

The wizardry of the innate self is the ability to live in the near and how of its uniqueness.

Points of Departure

It’s what you learn after you know it all that counts.

-John Wooden
In his song, “My Back Pages,” Bob Dylan asserts: “I was a whole lot older then, I’m younger than that now.”  In a similar vein, a Maori proverb states that we spend the first half of our lives seeking maturity and the second half reclaiming our lost childhood from the perspective of maturity.

The Politics of Success® is likewise concerned with the resurrection of one’s innate being from the self-crucifying tendencies of one’s socially acquired being – the politics of authenticity.  The potential of such politics is celebrated in Anaïs Nin’s proclamation:

One discovers that destiny can be directed, that one does not need to remain in bondage to the first wax imprint made on childhood sensibilities.  One need not be branded by the first pattern.  Once the deforming mirror is smashed, there is a possibility of wholeness; there is a possibility of joy.
It is to the possibility of wholeness and joy that The Politics of Success® is dedicated.
The Politics of What’s Right

Where I go or where I have been

far less defines me

than where I am coming from.
-The Wizard of Is

I am constantly challenged to be myself in a world that expects me to be like everyone else.  

My mother wanted me to be a doctor, because doctors make lots of money.  My father wanted me to be a musician, because that’s what he was.  After my father died, my step-father wanted me to be a farmer because that’s what he was.  My teachers wanted me to be a good student.  My Sunday school teachers wanted me to be a good Christian.  My peers wanted me to be the way they were.  

Nobody seriously inquired, “What would you like to be?”  

Consequently, what I wanted most was to please others.  

Try as I would, however, I could never master the politics of pleasing others – which essentially means succeeding from their perspective.  The politics of succeeding in others’ eyes is the politics of worldly dominion, of getting others to see me favorably.  Successful acquisition of worldly dominion requires me to mold myself to the specifications of others’ preferences, thereby projecting an image of myself that other people will vote for.

So long as my objective is to mold others’ perceptions of me, I forfeit my self-dominion for the sake of gaining transient dominion over others.  In so doing, I raise the greatest question ever asked concerning the pursuit of such dominion:  “For what is a man profited, if he shall gain the whole world and lose his own soul?”  (Matthew 16:26)

All of the great spiritual traditions teach that while we are here for each other, we are not here as each other.  Accordingly, I am here to do my best for the sake of all concerned, not to measure up to others’ perception of what is best.  I am here to do my best.  I am not everyone else’s “there,” supposedly to measure up to their expectations.

No one else has ever been nor ever will be where I come from: the forever here and now of my own being.  Self-being is the place that every person comes from, albeit that each person does it differently.  Honoring and nurturing those differences is a primary purpose of The Politics of Success®.

Commencing from What’s Left

You cannot teach a man anything,

you can only help him to find it within himself.

-Galileo
Just as a picture is worth a thousand words, so is an experience worth a thousand pictures.  Accordingly, I herein portray at length my own experience with The Politics of Success® before I define those politics in so many words.  I know of no other way to be true to my experience, for I did not plot my life according to the guidelines herein presented.  They have unfolded from that plot rather than directed it from the outset, and only as they have become obvious from the perspective of my hindsight have they likewise become available for my own and others’ use as foresight.  Therefore, like their author, these pages exemplify a work in progress.

The Politics of Success® are unfolding in my life as a strategy of self-government, a strategy grounded in principles of mental and emotional mastery that empower professional growth, personal success and vocational satisfaction.  In this book I begin by surveying,  from the perspective of my own experience, the premises, principles and applications of The Politics of Success® as an emerging philosophy of life.  Only after this survey, and toward the end of the book, do I present The Politics of Success® more technically, as so many bones within the body of experience that they sustain.  My intention with this approach is to empower my readers to find within their own intuition whatever they may value that I have found in mine.

A relevant precedent for what may thus seem an indirect approach is Napoleon Hill’s book, Think and Grow Rich, in which he endeavored to present the book’s concept whole in order to facilitate his readers’ own synthesis thereof.  

Hill’s objective was to present “the money-making secret,” concerning which he wrote in his own preface:

The secret to which I refer has been mentioned no fewer than a hundred times throughout this book.  It has not been directly named, for it seems to work more successfully when it is merely uncovered and left in sight, where those who are ready and searching for it may pick it up.

While the Politics of Success® likewise serves those whose life includes money-making as a priority, its greater revelation is the secret of realizing the life-satisfactions that material success alone cannot supply: relationships that work, a vocation that satisfies, and well-being of body, mind and emotionality.  The Politics of Success® incorporates all of the forms that richness takes, not just fame and fortune with their complement of worldly power.  It supports one’s being a power in the world rather than the forcing of one’s power upon the world for the purpose of controlling others.  It nurtures self-dominion: the fulfillment of one’s own heart-felt intentions and pursuit of one’s own vocation of destiny.

In accordance with such objectives, the rule sets for The Politics of Success® differ from those for the politics of dominion over others.  Worldly dominion tends to be focused on and motivated by external goals and objectives and is based on the win-lose rules of competition.  In contrast, self-dominion tends to be focused and motivated from one’s inner intentionality, and is based on win-win rules of co-operation.  Co-operative creation (a.k.a. “co-creation”) and mindful intentionality are the central elements of The Politics of Success®.

If my life is likened to the course of an arrow, worldly dominion focuses on the targeting of my aim, while self-dominion concerns itself with the sturdiness of my bow and the steadiness of its aim.  Accordingly, target-fixated (a.k.a. “goal-oriented”) formulas for success do insufficient justice to success’s first principle, the self-mastery of the one succeeding.  It is those who master the dynamics of their bow who are likewise masters of their aim to be in the world.

One’s bow is the uniquely essential nature of one’s being, since how and what I be is the causal determinant of how and what I do.  The Politics of Success® is accordingly for those who would master the alignment of their bow for the perfect release of their own dominion in – not over – this world.  

For me, the foundation of such mastery resides in a choice posed by an 18th century German critic and dramatist, Gotthold Ephriam Lessing:

If the Lord God held out to me in his right hand the whole of truth, and in his left hand only the urge to seek truth, I would reach for his left hand.

Only in my willingness to seek may that which is sought be found.  Thus do I account for what the reader may perceive herein as a somewhat left-handed exposition of my findings.

Alive-ing in the Radical Middle

The only true test of whether something exists is experience.

-Michael Macrone

I request that those who encounter a new perspective in this book do not believe in it, and instead place their faith in whatever evidence of their own experience is thus illuminated. Oneself’s experience is an individual’s ultimate testing ground, since all other evidence is secondary.

Being true to one’s own experience – which includes knowing when one’s experience is misleading and choosing not to be mislead – is the most reliable guide to “what is so” and to its corresponding “so what?”  Not only by truth to oneself is one not false to any other, as Shakespeare observed, neither can others be untrue to such a self unless consciously permitted to be so.  All lies are transparent to those who be true to themselves.

Likewise for the sake of truth to self, I request that readers not disbelieve in this book’s perspective.  Disbelief is not an alternative to belief, just an alternative form of belief, and as such it has the same potential to be misleading as does any other form that belief may take.

Much of what I have experienced as true has become apparent to me only after I suspended my existing beliefs and opened my mind to new perspectives.  I was especially inspired to such suspension by Marshall McLuhan’s claim:  “I neither believe nor disbelieve anything I say.”  The impact of this statement on my sensibility was comparable to that of a Zen koan.  It opened me to so-called “beginner’s mind” by inspiring what has since become a persistent tendency to release what I already know so that I may perennially rediscover it in the context of ever-larger perspectives – and thus with fresh amazement – each time my knowing is re-membered.

The practice of suspending belief and disbelief is an excellent antidote to what Alfred North Whitehead called “inert ideas,” i.e., “ideas that are merely received into the mind without being utilized, or tested, or thrown into fresh combination.”  Recombinant thinking is the DNA of conscious evolution, which, like all of evolution, features the release of outworn forms.

Though much of what appears in the following pages was, upon my I first encounter of it, contrary to my believing, it has proven true in my subsequent experience.  Only as I neither accept nor deny new perspectives prior to testing them against my ongoing experience, am I open to the possibilities that they present.

My initial test of any new perspective is whether it matches my experience thus far or does not.  If it does not, I endeavor to hold open the possibility that it one day may.  Similarly, my test of any held perspective is whether it continues to match my experience or does not.  If it does not, I endeavor to release it for the time being with all due respect for its former service.  Thus far in my experience, only as my existing perspective becomes unworkable am I empowered to adopt a new one.  I do not, however, regret the unworkable, since the gift of everything that has not worked for me has been its clue to what does work.

This book endeavors to say only what I presently know to be true in my experience, and thereby requires neither my own nor any other’s belief or disbelief in what I have written.  And only my continued suspension of belief/disbelief keeps me open to the possibilities inherent in perspectives that are yet to be brought to my attention, many of which most likely will come from those who respond to this book.

It is such openness to new perspectives that I request of my readers.  May this book thus be the opening of a dialog.
(Marin Encouragement)

As self-evident as this now seems to me after studying numerous sciences of mind for the past 35 years, and Ernest Holmes’ Science of Mind for the past 25 years, for much of my life I allowed other people’s “there” to take precedence to my “here” by assuming that the purpose of my “here” was to measure up to their “there.”

So the first chapter of my life was like this:

I used to do a whole lot of frettin'

about the way my life didn't work for me,

I didn't know how to be happy

'cause I paid so much attention

to the way that other people rathered I would be.

Instead of counting my own blessings, I kept an inventory

of what others’ expectations were of me,

and as long as I kept looking at what wasn't there

my happiness was nowhere I could see.

We human beings seem to be fascinated with what isn't there. One of my favorite poems in early childhood illustrates this fascination: 

Yesterday, upon the stair,

I saw a man who wasn't there.

I saw that man again today.

I wish that he would go away.

The man in that poem represents everything in my life that would cease to be upsetting if I ceased to make it so.  Each time that I get upset, my upset is about something that I perceive to be lacking in my life, about something that isn't there.  I create my own upsets by paying attention to what isn't in my life rather than to what is.

It’s time we devoted as much energy to the problem of self-upset disorder as we do to Attention Deficit Disorder.  Self-upset disorder is actually a specialized version of Attention Deficit Disorder, namely, of paying attention to deficiency rather than sufficiency.

My favorite example of self-upset disorder – and its cure – is the father who, for three years, was in chronic conflict with his son over the son's messy room.  It was the only issue he had with his son, for without the messy room he and his son would have gotten along quite well. Every time he passed his son's room and saw the mess the father got upset—and this was quite often, because the son's room was between his parents' bedroom and the living room.

One day the father realized that if he wasn't aware of the mess in his son's room, the mess wouldn't bother him.  It was seeing the mess that upset him. This insight led to a solution. The father removed the door from his son's room, sawed off the bottom third of it, nailed the top two-thirds of the door back into its frame, and added an extra hinge and handle to the bottom third before reinstalling it. 

Then the father went in search of his son to announce the good news. He told his son that they would never again have an argument about the messy room. "I can no longer see the mess, and as long as I don't have to see it I won't bug you about it."

The son was dumbfounded, so the father invited him to view the re-engineered door. "See? No more problem. The top of the door is nailed shut, so there is no way I can see how messy your room is. You can still go in and out through the bottom part. It may be a bit inconvenient for you, but I'm sure it's worth not having me on your case any more." And again the father promised: "From now on, you and I are not going to fight about this room."

It wasn't long before the son came to his father and said, "Dad, you've got to fix that door! When I bring kids home from school, it's so embarrassing to have to get down on our hands and knees to crawl into my room. I'm willing to do anything to get it fixed."

When the father no longer saw what wasn't there – lack of order in his son's room – the son found himself able to keep a tidy room, and their potential for a happy father-son relationship was realized.

We're never upset for the reason that we think we are.  The father wasn't upset because his son's room was messy. He was upset about its lack of orderliness. He was really upset about the absence of order—something that wasn't there—rather than about the presence of a mess. Had be been without a concept of order to begin with, the absence of order could not have been detected and the mess would have been of no concern.  [I have just revealed the secret known only to those who don't mind being messy: no standard of order, no problem with mess.]

It was the father’s own self-upset disorder, rather than the son’s disorderly room, that kept them both upset.  When the son was suddenly confronted with total ownership of his own disorder, order prevailed.  

Like this father and son, people who are caught in self-upset disorder tend to bond around what is lacking.  This is typical of many “boy meets girl” scenario’s.  Boy lacking relationship meets girl lacking relationship, and they bond around their lack of relationship until they decide to continue lacking a relationship with someone else.  Neither of them experiences the relationship that they both were yearning for.  They continue instead to experience the lack of relationship that each was yearning from.

Our tendency to bond around lack has been statistically measured.  When something good happens to us, we tend on average to share it with three other persons.  Yet when something not good happens to us, we tend on average to share it with a dozen persons.  

My song has another verse:

I was into pleasing those who wished me to be otherwise

instead of those who like me as I am,

and I got so busy fixing what others thought was broken

that what worked already wasn't worth a damn. 

I couldn't find the good in me while seeing what was missing,

so my life became a sham,

and as long as I kept looking at what wasn't there

my happiness was nowhere I could see.

Try it out for yourself. Every time you get upset, ask yourself, "What am I missing?" Don't ask yourself what you're upset at, because your attention is already fully engaged by that. Instead, ask yourself, "What am I missing? What am I looking at that isn't there? What is it, the absence of which, has me so upset?" Instead of resisting the mess in your life, do what the father did when he re-engineered the door: deal with your perception of disorder, not with the disorder perceived.

Invariably, the only thing that ever requires healing is the perception that healing is required.  This is the bottom line of metaphysical healing.

Whenever I am upset with someone, whether it is with my partner, with my employer, with my children – whatever, I am not upset by what they have done.  I am upset over what they have not done, and am therefore unhappy because of what is not there.  For instance, I have a friend who for many years related to her spouse in terms of what she thought and wanted him to be, and continued to be upset because he wasn't being that way. One day she realized that what she was looking for in her husband wasn't really there, and that it just wasn't going to show up.  At that point, the relationship quickly dissolved.

To the extent that I focus on what isn't there, I am perceiving lack. The experience of lack is sustained only in perception. Abundance is quite different. Abundance appears in spite of our perception. This is illustrated in a recent 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 excess glass there." After all of these years that pessimists and optimists have been arguing about the relative proportion of water to glass – how to interpret what isn't there – somebody has finally noticed what is there: the relative proportion of glass to water.  

Looking at what isn't there is also the way that many people relate to money. We tend to be like the fellow who overhead his friend remark 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." 

Most of us 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.  Though we don’t always get what we pray for, we do always get what we pray from.

The alternative to looking at what isn't there is quite appealing: 

So I let go of my fretting about all that isn't so for me,

and my efforting to show up differently.

I'm no longer pleasing others by trying to fit their pictures

or by fixing what already works for me.

I no longer give my energy to things that used to bother me,

it's so easy just to let them be,

'cause whenever I stop looking at what isn't there

my happiness is all that I can see.

The secret of seeing what is here on behalf of being my own person was revealed to me many years ago.  I was between trapezes in a career transition, having abandoned collegiate teaching and administration with no clear idea of what I was going to be and do instead.  The next trapeze was nowhere in sight.  I was pondering how to navigate this transition while walking along a stream that flows down a mountainside into the Roaring Fork River just south of Aspen, Colorado.  Momentarily I became the stream, and from that experience I acquired a navigation chart that changed the way that I direct my life.

 “Flow”

I know many of you – repetition – the truth we share bears repeating, because the more we repeat it the more it bears itself.

I am here this morning to share with you my thoughts on being my own person.  Before I begin to talk, there’s something I’d like to say.

The longer I hang out in this world, the more inclined I am to think that the wisest words of Ernest Holmes with reference to being one’s own person were these:

Talk to yourself, not to the world. There is no one to talk to but yourself for all experience takes place within.  Conditions are the reflections of our meditations and nothing else.  

Each of us is here as his or her own person this morning, not as someone else.  Accordingly, I’m here to talk to myself, and you are here to eavesdrop on my self-talk with the expectancy that something I have to say will remind you of something in your own self-talk that deserves further remembering by you.  If anything I say this morning has meaning for you, it is your meaning that you will hear, not mine.  I have come to say what I mean, and you have come to hear what you mean.  What draws us together is a desire to re-member what we have in common.  We are here to re-member our larger membership as participants in God’s internal (and eternal) conversation.

I have something to say here, and that is what you have come for: my hearsay.  I will be heard your way, not my way.  If something I say makes sense according to your hearing of it, the sense will be yours, not mine.  

If I remain successfully mindful of this arrangement, I will address you as if you are here, and not as if you were out there.  For in truth, none of us is “out there.”  We are all here.  We are always here.  Some of you will remember the little song I wrote about this:

[Everywhere I go, here I am]

Staying the Course

Xxxx

-Xxxxxxxx

The straight and narrow path of authenticity to self is one that few have chosen to walk.  Insofar as I am unwilling to make that choice, I may attribute the choices that are made instead to externalities, such as, for instance (in the Judeo-Christian tradition) an apple and a snake.

I occasionally take comfort in considering how things might have gone otherwise . . .

The Short Course

When God called out to Adam “Where are you?”

it wasn’t God who had moved away.

-Emma Smiley
"Wait a minute," Eve said to Adam after they had journeyed several miles from the Garden of Eden.  "We don't have to continue this trip."

"But God said—"

"Yes," Eve spoke decisively, "and until we heard what God said we didn't know that being out here was an option.  We didn't even know that options existed until we ate that apple.  How could we have known?  We were...just there."

"We're not there now."  Adam was bitter.  "God kicked us out for good." 

"No!  We can go back!" Eve said, with a certainty that astonished Adam.

"How?"

"By choosing.  By choosing to go back."

"But God said—"  

"Yes," Eve asserted, "and what God said is a choice that we don't have to accept.  I'm just now seeing this whole business of making choices well enough to use it rightly."

"For instance?" Adam challenged. 

"Like I already said, we didn't even know that the choice to be out here was available until God chose it for us."

"How does that change anything?"  Adam was unconvinced.

"Now that I see how we've always been at the disposal of choices that weren't our own, I also see the power that knowing about choices gives us." 

"Humph!  Enough power, I suppose, to convince God to let us back in?"

"Exactly."

"You're suggesting that God will take us back simply because we choose to go back?"  

"Especially because we choose to go back.  That's just it.  We weren't in the Garden by our choice before.  We were..." Eve searched for the right words, then shrugged.  "It's like I said, we were just there.  Put there, I mean, with no idea that there was an alternative, no idea that we could choose whether or not to be there."

"I get it.  You think that God would appreciate having us around again if we were there by our choice."

"I'm sure of it," Eve declared.  So the two retraced their steps to Eden, building their case for re-admission.  

"We're back!" they called to God, when they reached the edge of the Garden.

"So I see," God greeted them.  "And just what is it that brings you back so soon?"

Emboldened even further by the absence of sternness in God's voice, Eve and Adam came right to the point of their new-found understanding of the power of choice.  

"We realized," Eve declared, "that banishment is a choice we don't have to accept.  The further we walked, the clearer it seemed to me that we were headed for a lot of things that we have no desire to choose from." 

"In other words," said Adam, "from what you've made it possible for us to learn about choices and their consequences, we've learned that being anywhere else but with you isn't worth choosing."

After a pondered silence, God declared, "It's really good to have you back!" then added, in quiet afterthought, "and you sure did cut short one hell of a story."
The Short Course (continued)

O nobly born, let not thy mind be distracted.

–The Tibetan Book of the Dead
The decision to choose the path of self-authenticity is forever available, and the reward is identical no matter how late in the journey we make that choice.  (Matthew 20:1-16)

The choice of self-governorship is made by a single politician, whose successful accomplishment of being his/her own person was prescribed by Rudolph Steiner:

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.

My first mindful encounter with what Steiner termed “the ruler within myself” was triggered by an impression of the outer world that I allowed to approach me in an aggravating manner.  Each morning as my wife and I were meditating, a pick-up truck stopped in front of the house next door and its driver honked to alert our neighbor that his ride to work had arrived.

I was increasingly furious with the driver’s insensitivity to the lifestyles of those who were not required to be about life’s busyness so early. One morning he was absent, yet the lack of his expected intrusion likewise disturbed my meditation. At its conclusion I angrily exclaimed, "If I had powers, I’d give that guy four flat tires!"

To which my wife quietly replied, "That's why you don't have powers."

I got her point: like the sorcerer’s apprentice, I am not to command powers that I am unwilling to wield responsibly.  So I admitted, “You’re right. If I had powers, all I'd really do is bust his horn."

Again her gentle reply, "That's a bit better."

And again I got her point: I was still in reaction to my experience of the horn.

Following our meditation a few days later, having mellowed considerably, I announced, "If I had powers, I'd see that his horn didn't work in this neighborhood."

To my surprise, my wife yet again quietly observed, "That's a bit better."

Only a bit better?  I felt utterly perplexed, having assumed that the situation was well resolved.

At last I faced the real issue: I was projecting my difficulty "out there," as if the honking horn were the problem rather than my reactionary perception of it.  

I considered resolving the problem by changing the time of our meditation, but realized that this, too, would be reactionary.  The only satisfactory resolution was a non-reactionary perception of the circumstance.  The ruler within myself was called upon to cease being so unruly.

A few mornings later I affirmed to my wife, "If I had powers, I wouldn't be distracted by that horn."

“Yes,” she smiled.

This was my awakening to the practice of non-distraction by the preoccupations of those who presume to govern others.  Changing others is an objective of the politics of worldly dominion.  The Politics of Success® is about changing myself.

The Long Course

The fact that I is watching Me means that you have taken one of the greatest steps forward. When you find yourself doing things that are useless, or perhaps even mean or petty, stop them. When you find that I can laugh at Me, it means that your life is commencing to change for the better. Finally, you will find that Me is beginning to get in step with I, and when that happens you are truly on the road to having dominion over your life. -Emmet Fox 
I have been watching me, though on-and-offishly, for the better part of six decades, in my endeavor to understand the politics of self-encounter. During most of that time I have been a rather unruly inner public, an assemblage of on-the-other-hands that is notoriously reluctant to vote either impartially or consistently on the matters at its hand. The unruly inner public of my opinions has tended to keep the ship of my own state from plying its true course, by seeking to plot its steerage in the wake of my alternatives rather than at their helm.

In recent years, my unruly inner public has become so evenly divided in its opinions that I have been faced with the necessity of discerning its common purposes, that I may steer my ship of state accordingly. It is the process of such discernment and piloting that I call, most succinctly, “The Politics of Success®.”

My True Companion

Your living is determined not so much by what life brings to you as by the attitude you bring to life; not so much by what happens to you as by the way your mind looks at what happens.  Circumstances and situations do color life but you have been given the mind to choose what the color shall be. -John Homer Miller 

Words have a way with me.  

They began doing so in my early childhood, when one word in particular revealed itself to me as no other word has since.  Though I still remember exactly where I was and what I was doing at the time, all that now bears recounting is the experience itself.

I experienced the power that takes form in words, whose forcefulness is quite beyond what is conventionally called “word power.”   Words, as students of Zen are told, are like fingers pointing at the moon.  No more than fingers are what they are pointing to are words what they represent.  Just as a map is not the territory and a menu is not the meal, neither is a word the thing itself.  While words empower meaning, they do not contain their meaning any more than a drum contains its sound.  It is in my way with words that their meaning is sounded.  And it is in their occasional way with me that my own meaning is sounded, reverberating my entire being.

My first experience with the power that lies beyond words is (in retrospect) remindful of Paul’s encounter on the road to Damascus with the man that others’ pointings to had provoked in Paul the role of persecutor.  In my case, I was persecuting the word “in.”  I was so uncomfortable with being in a world that I felt not of, that I was contemplating the prospect of getting out of it.  I perceived no room at the “in” for my way of being, because I was loathe to pay the price of such lodging by deferring to the values of conflict and competition that worldly persons so highly revere.

Quite suddenly, for what felt like an eternal moment as it occurred, the word “in” had its way with me.  I directly encountered in-ness itself, my embodiment of whole-beingness – of being wholly in, here.  I experienced from within my seamless (and seem-less) co-operation with all else that exists.  I found within what I had been seeking without.

From within, I encountered my “in here”-ness as forever-ness.  I understood that here and now is comprehensive of all that is, however uniquely it may be colored by and tailored to each awareness thereof:

I have a true companion

whose company I would never be without.

This companion,

not quite sure how to relate to me,

wavers back and forth between acceptance and rejection.

Sometimes my companion is a friend,

sometimes  an enemy.

Sometimes my companion treats me lovingly,

sometimes hurtfully.

And sometimes my companion treats me with indifference.

Why do I consider this companion to be true?

Who do I treasure such fickle company?

Because there is one way

that my companion never ceases to be faithful:

everywhere I go,

here I am.

Opting In

Destiny is not a matter of chance, but a matter of choice. 

It is not a thing to be waited for, it is a thing to be achieved.
-William Jennings Bryant
While experiencing the world whole-beingly, I understood that succeeding in the world required me to be somewhat removed therefrom, to be sufficiently “out of it” so as to avoid self-imprisonment by a futile endeavor to be “in” with the world “out there.”  I saw also that my sense of estrangement suited me for such success.  Being a stranger in a strange world can be a blessing, not a curse, insofar as it insures the not-of-ness that is essential to fully realizing one’s within-ness.  One can even be fully in while with the out crowd, experiencing neither sham nor shame, so long as one is no more captivated by this than by any other crowd.

I am crowded most of all with the tendency set in motion by my choices, a trend whose consequence is commonly known as “destiny.”  And nothing shapes my consequences more than the words I consistently choose to be in company with.  I am today’s consequence of the words with which I have crowded my yesterdays.  Thus empowered to be my own consequence, it behooves me to choose my words mindfully.  

Mindfulness is the quality of being fully present in and to my experience.  Among the masters of mindfully chosen words was Mohandus Gandhi, whose wife was once asked how he was able to deliver his long, well thought-out speeches without notes.  She replied, "You and I, we think one thing, say another, and do a third.  With Gandhiji, it's all the same."  Gandhi spoke from knowing his own mind, not merely from knowing about what was on his mind.  His consistent standard for choosing thought, word and deed with reference to being in the world was, "Be the difference that you would make in the world."  This is the secret to being more, having more and doing more . . . with less.
Insofar as it is I who assign meaning to my words, my words don’t mean, I do.  Yet there are moments when I am meant by the words I speak, rather than vice versa, moments when I cease listening to what I am saying and instead say what I am mindfully listening to.  And it is in these moments that words are allowed to have their way with me, that they may father from within greater work than I would otherwise accomplish with mere outward contemplation.

Of all the words that have empowered me, prepositions most exemplify the power to which words point.  I have learned that one’s use of prepositions tells more about where one is “at” – and thus comes “from” – than does any other part of speech.  Quite simply: one’s prepositions reveal one’s propositions.

I have also learned that some propositions are more reliable than others.  For example: though I don’t always get what I yearn for, I do always get what I yearn from.  Accordingly, when I yearn for abundance from a felt sense of lack, or for strength from a felt sense of weakness, it is my sense of lack or weakness that becomes more abundant.

To be in the world, yet not of it, is life’s most powerful propositional phase.  Mastery of this phase is the cornerstone of The Politics of Success®.

Tuning In

Talk to yourself, not to the world.

There is no one to talk to but yourself

as all experience takes place within.

–Ernest Holmes 

Being of this world includes being taken in by the appearance that I am talking to others even as I am really talking primarily to myself.  So long as I am thus taken in, my tuning in is faulty.

When you have no place to sleep that isn’t empty, and you’ve got no place to stay that feels like home;

when there is no one to meet your need for filling, or to write back to from places that you roam;

when you know with all of your being that you’ve not yet really been, you start looking for someone to take you in.

When people see you’re somewhat out of focus, and sense you don’t know who you’re looking for;

some will take unfair advantage of your confusion and make you feel that they’re your open door.

You’ll discover you’ve been found only to find, that there are many different ways to be taken in.

When you want to find someone to fill your empty, and share some place that feels like common ground,

you may fall for another lonely seeker who needs to fill an empty of his/her own.

Yet two empties don’t make a full, so when you fall, it will only be yourself that took you in.

When you’ve learned just which folks’ glitters are not golden, and you’re not about to fool yourself again,

because you’ve found that filling empty isn’t easy in a world of beings that also haven’t been,

you’ll find what you’re without somewhere within, before you let another take you in.

Everything I say about and to other persons is a revelatory self-commentary on my own being.  All of my talk is self-talk, though I tend to project it at others as if my experience were taking place “out there.”  Yet what Gertrude Stein said of a certain city is applicable to the entire world: “There’s no there, there.”  All of my tuning in to “there” takes place from “here.”  Thus my words are forever about what is happening in my “here,” no matter how many “there’s” I project or take them to, and thereby am taken in.

I have learned the importance of listening to everyone’s talk – including my own – as self-talk.  Since all of my talk is ultimately my own commentary about myself, the manner of my talking is a gauge of my self-estimate.  Eleanor Roosevelt once gauged the spectrum of self-estimation as follows: “Great minds discuss ideas; average minds discuss events; small minds discuss people.”   The range of power within this spectrum was gauged by Washington Irving: “Great minds have purposes, others have wishes.”

Nothing else nurtures my sense of positive self-estimation and purpose more than does my love of wisdom – the literal meaning of the word “philosophy.”  Engagement in worldly events and people’s affairs in the absence of such love leaves my self-estimation sorely wanting – and the purpose of my discussion little more than the percussion of what Paul (post-Damascus) experienced as “tinkling cymbals and sounding brass.”

Listening In

If we could first know where we are, and whither we are tending,

we could better judge what to do, and how to do it.

-Abraham Lincoln
My first experience of a book replete with words that seemed to be having their way with its author was Marshall McLuhan’s Understanding Media, wherein he proclaimed “the medium is the message.”  The non-linearity of McLuhan’s style – he called it “kaleidoscopic” and “mosaic” – rendered his insights opaque to the average reader of his day.  Nonetheless, I found his books to be among the most prophetic of all that I had yet read.  As he himself explained, “A prophet is not someone who foretells the future.  If you know what’s really going on today you are 50 years ahead of everyone else.”  

Though over three decades of accelerating “future shock” may have foreshortened the lead-time of such prophecy, McLuhan’s point still stands.  Likewise as a consequence of such speed-up, we are all becoming more prophetic as we are increasingly able to perceive the coinciding simultaneities (a.k.a. synchronicities) in what formerly seemed to be nothing more than an aggregation of linearities.

The message – for me – of McLuhan’s non-linear style was that my own non-linear insights were subject to being tamed if appropriately listened to and duly contemplated.  The secret to being thus foxy is to listen just a little more closely to my own experiencing of each succeeding day.   

McLuhan’s work inspired me to fathom the message of the medium that is closest to my own heart, that I might better know whither I myself am tending:

Somewhere this side of the rainbow

you can meet the Wizard of Is

whose special magic

leaves today's life undistracted

by the should be's

could be's

and if only's

that cloud over my perceptions.

"Good old days"

childish ways

and other once-were's

are as absent from the Wizard's view

as are apprehensions about tomorrow.

Instead

the Wizard of Is resides

in the near and how of present instants only--

the time and place where life is most abundant.

If I would fathom the secret

of overflowing with the moment

I must consult the Wizard of Is.

Fortunately, this Wizard inhabits my own domain,

within the being who bears my name.
Learning to walk the line between prosaic and mosaic self-expression has been a consummate act of persistently and patiently listening to the medium that is closest to my own heart.  Only thus have I been able to cultivate my intention to create the conceptual space that allows those who read between my lines to comprehend what my words of themselves cannot say.  And only after more than three and a half decades of nurturing this intention, all the while encouraging and allowing words to have their way with me, has my self-fathoming come to fruition in this book.

Being In

The soul of another is a dark forest.

–Russian Proverb
The medium that is closest to my own heart knows only its own experience – everywhere I go, here I am, and within my here-ness no other person presents him/herself to be, other than my own.  There is no one else in, here.  Accordingly, our respective here-nesses are mutually impenetrable.  This may be the most poignant of all truths:

Each of us looks out of a window

that others can only look into.

Thus I cannot clearly see

nor fully understand the space you occupy.

You are forever “there” from my perspective.

Yet even though I cannot be there with you,

I may choose to be gladly with you here as you are there.

Alone is one “l” of a way from “all one” until the one thusly perceiving has transcended the gap perceived.  And even though I am sometimes blessed by words that have their way with me, the blessings merely facilitate such transcendence rather than complete it.  I was still so far from such completion when I first read Ronald Laing’s Politics of Experience in the mid-1960’s, that I got only as far as two paragraphs that appear early in that book:

We can see other people's behavior, but not their experience.... The other person's behavior is an experience of mine. My behavior is an experience of the other.... I see you and you see me. I experience you and you experience me. I see your behavior. But I do not and never have and never will see your experience of me. Just as you cannot see my experience of you... Your experience of me is invisible to me and my experience of you is invisible to you.

I cannot experience your experience. You cannot experience my experience. We are both invisible beings. All beings are invisible to one another. Experience is being's invisibility to being. Experience used to be called the Soul. Experience as invisibility of being to being is at the same time more evident than anything. Only experience is evident. Experience is the only evidence.
Those words so devastatingly brought to mind the as yet unresolved a-lonely-ness of my being that it was many years before I could read the remainder of the book.  In the meantime, I pursued the untying of the chords of separation whose composition Laing notated in Knots.

Thereby commenced my diligent unraveling of myself in the first person.  I have been coming apart at the seems ever since.

Letting In

You don’t learn from things, you learn from people.

When you reveal yourself to people you become a teacher.

-Leo Buscaglia
The process of my self-unraveling has diminished my interest in “small talk,” the exchange of imprisoned thinking rather than of self-liberating perspectives.  I am far less interested in what people know about, than with what they know from their own experience of being in the world.

I am also disinclined to present what I know for others’ belief, and offer it instead for contemplation in the light of their own experiences.  (See “Fore Words,” p. x).

Above all, I have developed a preference for speaking from my experiencing (i.e., presenting myself as a verb) rather than about my experience (as if I were a noun).  This prepositional shift in my propositional stance has had the effect of disarming my listeners.

Whenever I say that such-and-such is so, I court an argument.  When I instead communicate the very same such-and-such as the so of my experiencing, my listeners are unlikely to discount my life journey by claiming, “No, that isn’t the way you experience.”  As I point from my story rather than at it, I minimize the tendency of those listening to dispute my points.  They are rather inclined to offer, non-defensively, the contrasting points experienced on their own travelogue.  Thus we join in a mutual letting in of one another’s perspectives while suspending judgment, a form of discourse commonly known as “dialogue.”

The full implication of such disharmament was brought to my attention by a philosophy professor who, during a chance conversation with me, impulsively invited me to share with his students my philosophy of life.  The professor sat near the back of the room, to survey (I presumed) the class’s response to my self-presentation.  As I proceeded, I noticed that he was becoming increasingly agitated.  I suspected that his students’ rapt attention to me on his own turf was igniting an ego concern.  Though I was correct in discerning an ascendant egoism, I was in error about its nature.  

The professor suddenly blurted out, “You are the most dangerous man I’ve ever known.”

I was startled by his accusation, yet too intrigued to be defensive.  And since accusations are most readily disarmed in the face of a pertinent question, I asked him “In what way am I dangerous?”

His response was a confession:  

“You have rendered me both vulnerable and defenseless.  As I listen to you presenting yourself in terms of  how you feel your way through life rather than what you’ve done with it, as if all of your life happens in the first person and the present tense, I am becoming painfully aware of some things about myself that until now I have managed to avoid recognizing.  Your discourse provides me with none of the usual distractions that make such avoidance possible.  You have made no generalizations about others that I can take issue with.  None of your points is framed in terms of ‘you’ or ‘we’ or ‘they,’ thus presuming your experience to be my own and others’ experience as well.  Neither do you open yourself to argument by objectifying your experience as an ‘it.’  I cannot deny that your own experience is what you say it is, short of accusing you of lying to yourself, for which I have no evidence.  By presenting yourself so transparently, you have rendered me naked to myself as well.”

“So I’m dangerous like Socrates was dangerous?”

“Far worse!  Socrates led people to realizations that endangered the established authority.  You lead people to their own realization, which makes you dangerous to everyone.”

Since the objective of Socrates’ philosophical tutelage was to “know thyself,” I suspect that he, too, was dangerous to all concerned.  In any event, from this incident I experienced the potentially radical consequences of short-circuiting the urge to argue.  It courts what tends to be at once our greatest yearning and our deepest fear, the experience of being truly seen...especially by oneself.

Settling In

Experience is not what happens to a man;

it is what a man does with what happens to him.

–Aldous Huxley 

In accord with Ronald Laing’s observation that “experience is the only evidence,” I can truly accredit only what I myself experience as happening or having happened to me.  Accordingly, this book is written from the perspective of my own experiencing of self-governorship.  From that perspective, I have found effective self-governance to be the basis of all other worthy governance. To quote a Chinese proverb:

Where there is light in the heart, there is beauty in the person.
Where there is beauty in the person, there is harmony in the house.
Where there is harmony in the house, there is order in the nation.
Where there is order in the nation, there is peace in the world.

Effectiveness of government (doing the right things) takes precedence to efficiency of government (doing things right).  Where there is ineffectiveness, efficiency is practiced to no avail.  In the words of life-management coach Douglas Yaeman:

What doesn’t work does not work.

Doing more of what doesn’t work does not work.

Trying harder at what doesn’t work does not work.

Getting better at what doesn’t work does not work.

Mastering what doesn’t work does not work.

Only what works, works.

Such is the history of every empire’s twilight years, whether of those that triumphed for a season or of those that have expired short of their anticipated glory.  Such also is the history of personal unworkability.  Where inefficiency prevails, the emperor has no clothes.  Where ineffectiveness prevails, there is no emperor, merely pretension to an effectively empty throne.

Governorship of one’s individuality differs greatly from governorship of the many.  Governance of the multitude is at the effect of matters that reside “out there” from the perspective of the ones governing.  By contrast, governance of the solitude of one’s own being is under the command of what is “in here” from the governor’s perspective.  Accordingly, while governorship of the many is subject to frequent changes of hand, self-governorship  – even at its most tenuous – is a lifetime appointment.  As ever, no matter where I go or what I do, here I forever am.

However competently or ineptly my selfhood is governed, its governor is forever within me and its ultimate governorship likewise forever originates from within.  No governor of the many can effectively assure me the fruits of self-dominion: relationships that work, a vocation that satisfies, an income that meets my requirements and desirements, and well-being of my body, mind and emotionality.  Nor can any governorship other than my own rescue me from difficult relationships, vocational dissatisfaction, insufficient income, or ill-being.  Only I can redeem such circumstances with the support that I myself elicit from others.

While the politics that govern the many are external to my being, I and I alone have the powers of command that support me in effective realization of my life’s bottom line: successfully being my own person and accomplishing my own purposes.   The Politics of Success® empowers me in this realization.

Premises

Are problems are not with our logic

but with our assumptions.

-Jerome Weisner

The Politics of Success® are based on premises that contrast with those which inform the politics of worldly dominion. The latter’s logic is based on premises about human nature collectively, while the logic of The Politics of Success® is based on premises about human individuality. 

Worldly dominion is a collective endeavor concerning the governance of others, while self-dominion is an individual endeavor concerned with the governance of one’s self.  The rule sets for governance of the multitude are concerned with the management of competition, while the rule sets for the governance of individuals are concerned with the management of co-operation.  The logically contrasting, often competing, yet ultimately complementary rule sets associated with these concerns are valid in accordance with the contrasting premises from which they are derived.  These rule sets are examined toward the conclusion of this book.  Of greatest immediate significance to the understanding that precedes their articulation is that what Esther Dyson has observed about economic rule sets is equally valid for political ones:

What I like about this world is that you can have competing rule sets.  As long as you disclose those rules, people can decide where they want to trade.  They can choose their market.

In my own choosing among the many rule sets with which I may govern and trade upon my experience of the world and of myself, I also keep in mind Bruno Bettelheim’s observation:

[W]hat constitutes the good life…is living a subtle balance between individual aspiration, society’s rightful demands, and man’s nature[. A]n absolute submission to any one of them will never do.

Caveat

He not busy being born

is busy dying.

-Bob Dylan
Some will take exception to what is written here.

Thus do they argue for their own limitations, not mine, and thus do they reap accordingly.

Grand Opening

A human being is neither thing nor process.

A human being is an opening.

-Martin Heidegger
I am at once an inlet and an outlet for the passage of that “thing” which is all “process” – the universal creative expression of cosmic energy.  As an opening for this “thing” in “process,” all that I am required to do is 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.

The First Premise of Success

When I am all that I desire to be

I will experience all that I desire to have.

-The Wizard of Is

I am the offspring of an extravagantly successful universe.  Of the millions of sperm that my mother conceived six decades ago, mine is the one that made it.

The universe has made

a tremendous investment in me.

For billions of years

countless trillions of events 

occurred on Earth in such a way 

that one day

the person known as me fulfilled its own possibility.

Some of these events were large ones,

like the accumulation of atmosphere.

Most were small, 

like the successive matings

that chained their way forward 

from the origin of lifekind

through billions of links

to now express as me.

Flowers blossom, 

trees branch, 

Earth peoples.

Like a blade of grass,

I came out of this world,

as well as into it.  

My existence is the current fruit

of billions of lifetimes 

that successfully continued 

until here and now

the universe also emerges successfully through me.

The Politics of Success® endeavors to fully redeem the universe’s investment in human individuality. While the word “politics” is commonly associated with the quest for dominance by the few over the many, in this book it is associated with dominion of the individual, by the individual, for the individual. While the politics of dominance serves to control others, The Politics of Success® commands the self.

Self-dominion is at once the most available yet least appreciated political objective. For all but a relative handful of persons throughout history, controlling the views and behavior of others has taken precedence to commanding one’s own.  To this day, the priorities of Judas take precedence to the priorities of Jesus.  Worldly dominion is continually purchased – and continually thwarted – at the expense of self-dominion.

The first premise of self-dominion has been variously proclaimed:

Buddha: You cannot travel the path until you become the path.

Jesus: Judge not that ye be not judged. For with what judgment ye judge, ye shall be judged; and with what measure ye mete, it shall be measured to you again.

Meister Eckhart (15th century): What good is it for me if Mary gave birth to the Son of God 1400 years ago and I don't give birth to God's son in my person and my culture and my times? 

Emerson: That which we are, we are all the while teaching, not voluntarily, but involuntarily…. What you are speaks so loud I cannot hear what you say.

Gandhi: You must be the change you wish to see in the world.

Marshall McLuhan: One’s self is one’s message. (Paraphrased)

The first premise of self-dominion is likewise the first premise of success.  It is from this premise that all further premises of success are derived.  The Politics of Success® is a synthesis of these premises.
What Matters Most

There is a vitality, a life-force, an energy, a quickening that is translated through you...and because there is only one of you in all time, this expression is unique. And if you block it, it will never exist through any other medium, and will be lost.  It is not your business to determine how good it is, nor how valuable, nor how it compares with other expressions.  It is your business to keep it yours clearly and directly, to keep the channel open. You do not even have to believe in yourself or your work. You have to keep open and aware directly to the urges that activate you.  KEEP THE CHANNEL OPEN!  -Martha Graham 
The universal energy of creation, a.k.a. “the life force,” has a non-divertable tendency: the expression of new possibilities. Though this energy is eternally and infinitely singular in principle, it is likewise eternally and infinitely multiple in expression. Creation’s tendency to express new possibilities is so non-divertable that none of its expressions is an exact replica in time and space of any other.  One-of-a-kindness universally prevails.  This is so regardless of any attempt to constrain creation’s tendency.  Resistance at most distorts creation, never thwarts it.  Every circumstance to which the energy of creation becomes subject creates a new possibility, though not necessarily the one innately intended.  As Tony Robbins has said:

Unless you live consistent with your deepest (end) values, you’ll achieve but still lack the ultimate fulfillment you truly deserve.
The universal tendency to create new possibilities has proven so inexorable in my own observations and experience of it that I have drawn a conclusion: new possibility is a cosmically intended purpose that each expression thereof embodies and fulfills to the degree that this purpose is circumstantially allowed.  “Behold, I make all things new.” (Rev. x:x)  The energy of creation never makes a former thing, it always makes a new thing.

I have also consistently observed and experienced that new possibilities are of two types: possibilities that enhance and possibilities that diminish.  One of my spiritual mentors, Ernest Holmes, put it this way:

Everything in the universe exists for the good of every other part.  The universe is forever uniting what is harmonious and diminishing what is not.
Everything that exists is inherently beneficial, and when existence is self-aware it knows of its beneficiality, pronouncing all of creation to be “very good.” (Genesis 1: passim.)
The Politics of Success® is a way of seeing in all things a beneficial presence, and of relating to all things on behalf of uniting what is harmonious and diminishing what is not.  It is a way of accomplishing the purpose of the new possibility embodied in me, and of supporting others in their respective accomplishments of the same purpose.

Whenever I feel insignificant,

I remember that I am energy mattering.

And just how much do I matter?

Since energy can neither be created nor destroyed,

without my energy the universe would be less than complete.

And what choice do I have in this matter?

Should I decide to matter little,

the universe would still be no less whole.

Yet only when I decide to matter much

is the universe I fill

full filled.

The Politics of Success® endeavors to keep the channel open for me to “matter much,” in empowerment of Judy Garland’s admonition: “Always be a first-rate version of yourself, instead of a second-rate version of somebody else.”

The Ultimate Political Party

Many people have a wrong idea of what constitutes true happiness.

It is not attained through self-gratification, but through fidelity to a purpose.

-Helen Keller
The word “success” is broadly defined as “accomplishment of purpose” - meaning any purpose, not only the fame and fortune most commonly associated with success.

 “Politics” is defined as “the exercise of authority and government.”  And by authority is meant the power to command, to rule, to determine, to be sovereign, to have dominion. 

The politics of success is therefore the exercise of my authority for the effective accomplishment of my own purposes via the self-governorship of my own being.

Self-governorship differs greatly from governship of the multitude.  Governorship of the many provides for me and protects me from what is beyond my own powers of provision and protection.  Self-governorship instead commands powers of provision and protection that grace my own dominion. Defined most simply, The Politics of Success® is one’s fidelity to the purpose of self-dominion, which is to be one’s own person.

Self-dominion is the exercise of my sovereign individuality, the authority inherent in the one-of-a-kindness of my being.  No one else is as well prepared as I am to accomplish the purpose that my one-of-a-kindness authorizes to me and me alone:
Nothing new under the sun?

I am proof this is not so.

No matter what's been done before,

or thought before,

I am the one who is doing and thinking right now.

Never before has the universe happened 

just the way I do.

There is always something new under the sun

whenever someone new is doing it.

In my life and through my hands

the universe is taking shapes it has never had before.
I am something new under the sun, an individuality that is happening as no other individuality ever has or will – a unique gift of the universe, a one-of-a-kind blessing to the Earth.  The urge to be my own person moves me to know fully the gift that I am, and to express utterly the blessing that I am.  It also moves me to partner and serve with those who know about themselves what I know about myself, for mutually supporting one another in the exercise of self-dominion is the ultimate political party.

My Declaration of Independence

One discovers that destiny can be directed, that one does not need to remain in bondage to the first wax imprint made on childhood sensibilities.  One need not be branded by the first pattern.  Once the deforming mirror is smashed, there is a possibility of wholeness; there is a possibility of joy. -Anais Nin

I was not born to accomplish someone else’s purpose, nor was anyone else born to accomplish mine.  My powers of command – choice, will and receptivity – cannot be wielded effectively by others, nor can I effectively wield theirs.  Although this is self-evident, it did not become evident to my self until the day I “cut the apron strings” with the realization that I would never do my parents’ best, nor would they ever do mine.  

On this occasion of mutual emancipation, I claimed my wholeness and joy by asserting my own declaration of independence:
I am here to be of consequence,

to be more than my parents' child,

a mere outcome of the latest in a series of countless matings

between persons almost all of whom I never knew,

and none of whom I can ever know as well as I already know myself.
I am here to be of consequence,

to be more than a reaction or response

to other people and institutions

whose self-appointed or established purpose

is to shape, direct, instruct or otherwise conform me

to a pre-existing set of expectations.

I am here to be of consequence,

to be more than an extension

of prevailing trends and fashions,

of teachings, preachments and ideologies,

of wisdom handed down,

of reasons handed over,

of meanings that last only for a season.
I am here to be of consequence,

to be more than the caretaker

of the things that I possess,

the thoughts that I profess,

and the feelings that I express.

More than all of these,

I am here to be my own consequence,

to be all that became possible

when the universe chose to be itself

as me.
With this declaration was born what I now call The Politics of Success®.

My Preparation of Independence

Down in their hearts, wise men know this truth:

the only way to help yourself is to help others.

-Elbert Hubbard

The word “independence” means just that: in dependence.  All of life is in dependence on all other life.  Lives work only as they work together.  

There is no operation without co-operation.  Co-operation is the measure of my truest independence:

The walls I place between myself and others

have many textures:

self-pity,

busy-work,

competition,

saving the world,

cynicism,

the turn on,

and many more.

I have built walls to keep out

criticism,

hurt,

disappointment, 

let-downs,

and the like –

yet all to no avail.

My defenses, meant to keep out others,

only keep me in.

I may pound against my walls,

yet again to no avail,

for such understanding of walls is only half. 

I can liberate myself only as I also understand

that my walls yield from the other side.

There is no getting out

without a letting in.
The Politics of Success® is the politics of true independence, the politics of interdependent co-operation.

Transcending Competition

To be nobody-but-yourself – in a world which is doing its best, night and day, to make you everybody else – means to fight the hardest battle which any human being can fight; and never stop fighting. -e e cummings

I am constantly challenged to be myself in a world that expects me to become someone else who is presumably more likeable, an endeavor of image-making and false appearance that engages me in the politics of worldly dominion.  Such dominance is based on competition – working against others – and on the assumed necessity that others must lose in order that I may win.  Competition fuels the quest for dominion over others.

The Politics of Success® is based on co-operation – working together – so that everyone may win the full reward of his/her self-dominion.  No one exercises self-dominion without the co-operation of others.  Co-operation is essential for those who would accomplish the purpose of being their own person.  

Even dominion over others is gained only as there is win-win behavior (co-operative mutual alignment, a.k.a. “teamwork”) within each competing “side.”  In all forms of group competition, it is those who co-operate most effectively that win over those who are less effectively co-operative.  

Competing to make others less diminishes me as well.

I am the only one of me the universe shall ever see.

At being who I am I have no rival.

Yet at being other than who I am,

I am no one else's equal.

Only when myself is all I endeavor to be

is my life no contest.

There is no free market for individuality among those who live to dominate.  Hence The Politics of Success® - the quest for mutual alignment.

Transcending Limitation

Man is not the creature of circumstances.

Circumstances are the creatures of men.

-Benjamin Disraeli
Success at being my own person is not thwarted by the limitations that others present to me.  It is thwarted only by my acceptance of those limitations.  Acceptance of limitations that I perceive others to be placing on me is a projection of my own self-limitation.

I am the source of all the problems

that I have ever had,

ever do have,

ever will have,

ever can have.

Other people cannot be my problem.

Only my relationship with them can be my problem.

Problems occur in the way people relate,

not in who they are.

Problems exist in unworkable relationships,

not in the persons relating.

As long as I contribute

to relationships that don't work for me

it is I who am the creator of my problem.

My work cannot be my problem.

Only the way I participate in my work

can be a problem for me.

As long as I continue 

to experience it as a problem,

it is I who hold my work in a problem space.

For every problem there are two solutions:

cease contributing to what doesn't work,

or be satisfied with what does. 

As long as my attention is focused 

on whatever works for me

I know not what a problem even looks like.

No condition of the world is a problem that is solvable by me. 

Only my condition in the world is subject to my resolution.

The only conditions that are mine to deal with 

are conditions that I can master.

And only one condition 

has been made available

for mastery by Noel McInnis:

the condition of Noel McInnis.
My transcendence of the problems that I perceive to be “out there” is a function of my transcendence of problems harbored within. Thus while the politics of worldly dominion addresses my problems at the level of their effects, The Politics of Success® addresses them at the level of their cause.
Beyond Comparison

It is our own power to have no opinion about a thing, and not to be disturbed in our soul;

for things themselves have no natural power to form our judgments.

-Marcus Aurelius
At the root of every problem I have thus far successfully resolved, there has been a subjective comparison, an arbitrary judgment placed upon a perceived contrast.  Though I stand in contrast to everyone else who has ever lived or ever shall, I am comparable to no one.  This truth is conveyed in a rabbinic tale concerning the rabbi, Zoysa, who aspired throughout his life to be like Moses. When he was called to task by God in review of his life on Earth, God inquired, "I already have a Moses, why weren't you Zoysa?"

Since every particle of energy matters, all energy is intrinsically of equal value. All relative valuations of its expression are extrinsic.  Thus every comparison I make is arbitrary, since all comparisons are predicated on a perceived shortcoming in the perspective of the one comparing.

I'd like to stop comparing myself with other people.

Comparing has become a heavy burden on my soul.

I can always think of ways that I am 'better' than another,

yet others are always 'better' than I in some ways, too,

and the 'better' seen in others seems more certain.

Comparing always leaves me feeling a deficit.

I can always find at least one person

'better' than I am in any given quality,

yet this is never fully compensated

by my estimate of others who are 'not as good' as I.

I feel each quality begin to die in me

whenever I compare it with that quality in others.

There are so many more of others than of me,

that comparing myself to them is a game I only lose.

I would no longer overlook 

that other people are for loving, however they may be,

not for comparing.

There is no such thing as a non-arbitrary perception of shortcoming.  My own favorite standard for the arbitration of perceived contrast was proclaimed by Goethe:

If we take man as he is, we make him worse.  But if we take man as if he already were what he could be, then we make him what he can be.
Beyond Hopes and Expectations

It's not how others respond to us that matters, it's how we respond to ourselves.

Others just reflect what we're doing to ourselves, and for that we should be grateful.

-Roland Jarka
Just as self-limiting as my arbitrarily perceived shortcomings are my arbitrary hopes and expectations.  All insistence that things happen in a certain way precludes the possibility of an even more fulfilling outcome.

Please do not believe me

if ever I should say that you've upset me.

Sometimes I forget the true source of my feelings.

You cannot make me sad,

impatient,

angry,

or otherwise dis-eased.

Only a hope or expectation of you on my part,

which you have not fulfilled,

can move me thus.

I am too human

to be without hopes and expectations,

and I am also much too human

to live always in the knowing

that my hopes and expectations

have no claim upon your being.

So if I say that you've upset me,

please forgive me for attempting

to disinherit my own self's creation of my pain.

And please do not ignore my deeper message:

I care enough about you

to include you in my hopes and expectations.

The secret to having hopes and expectations is to give myself wholeheartedly to the intentions that support them while having no attachment to the form of their outcome.  Only thus may I enjoy the best of all possible outcomes.

My Know-Freed Lunch

The major value in life is not what you get.

The major value in life is what you become.
-Jim Rohn
With the advent of the Industrial Revolution came the Industrial Illusion: the belief that one’s living must be “made,” and a corresponding imprisonment of the human spirit at the expense of true independence.  “Making” a living – serving a mandatory daily life-sentence from 9 to 5 (or longer) with the remaining hours on parole for good behavior – is a chosen self-imprisonment, not an inevitable one.

My living is granted free of charge at my conception.  Life itself owes me no living because it is my living.  And I owe life no living other than my way of living.  It is livelihood, not living, that I must “make,”  and as Robert Frost asserted, livelihood and living need not be at odds:

But yield who will to their separation,
My object in living is to unite
My avocation and my vocation
As my two eyes make one in sight.

My choice of livelihood is a choice between imprisoned or liberated living:

There are two ways these days

to shape my livelihood.

The conventional way

is to look at all the slots that have been designed

by those who have worked out their life before,

and, choosing one of these,

to then endure the maze of preparations

designed to shape me into it as well.

This is the way of those who are content

to have their livelihood sustain

what little else of their life remains.

The unconventional way

is to look into yourself,

to nurture what you find most worthy there,

and to grow it into some of the unfilled space

that others have not pre-destined.

Life has always ample room for one more space.

and since all spaces represent the trace of some event,

why not begin to fill a space

evented by no one's occupation save your own?

This is the way of those who are not content

until their livelihood and life are one.

There most certainly is no such thing as a free lunch. Though the pre-existing slots of others are freely available to be filled, the filling of them requires the expenditure of my own freedom.  So why not pay the same price of fulfilling effort for the full filling of my own freely created space?

The Politics of Success® empowers the creation and fulfillment of my own space, a political victory that is celebrated in one of the shortest declarations of independence ever proclaimed: “I did it my way.”

Image-ination:

Mind At Large

Reality leaves a lot to the imagination.

-John Lennon

Premises are based on paradigms of perception, and paradigms in turn are based upon imagination.  All so-called “arts and sciences” may be understood as “imaginations,” as they are in physicist Arthur Zajonc’s book, Catching the Light: The Entwined History of Light and Mind.  Zajonc elaborates the psychological prerequisites to the physics of effective human vision, showing that only as we envision with our mind’s eye are we able to visualize with our physical eyes as well.  It is also just as our mind’s eye perceives that our physical eyes correspondingly perceive.  Image-ination is the formative prerequisite of all perception.

The case for viewing both the artsy-craftsy and chartsy-graphsy “disciplines” as imaginations is stated most succinctly in G.I. Gurdjieff’s assessment that “believing is seeing.”  A recent book-length statement of this case by Wayne Dyer is similarly entitled: You’ll See It When You Believe It.

Even before my reading of either Gurdjieff or Dyer, the case for considering disciplines of knowledge to be imaginations was presented for my contemplation by a doctor, in the case of science, and by the pre-westernized Balinese worldview in the case of art.  The doctor was briefly in my life when, as a 28-year-old American history Ph.D. student, I experienced a bout of unrelenting fatigue that was speculatively attributed to a disease most commonly experienced by children.  I was suspected of having rheumatic fever, and I spent several days in the Northwestern University infirmary as this estimate was being confirmed by a medical team.

My final briefing concerning the diagnosis was delivered by the most candid physician that I have ever known.  “I am going to ask you to understand something that even few doctors have yet to understand,” he told me, “which is that medicine is sometimes more an art than it is a science.  We occasionally can only approximate accuracy of diagnosis, with a precision more like that of an impressionistic painting than of a photograph.  Your condition is a case in point.  We have concluded that you probably have a mild case of adult rheumatic fever, which is seldom as severe as the childhood variety.  We are prescribing several weeks of bed rest at home, on the assumption that this diagnosis is accurate.  The truth is that we aren’t quite sure of our diagnosis because of some anomalies in your condition.  Under the circumstances, rheumatic fever is the most likely diagnosis we are able to imagine, and the prescription of extended bed rest is appropriate if we have imagined correctly.”

His final recourse to science was a citation of one of its highest authorities.  “It was Einstein’s perspective that imagination is more important than knowledge.  This may be one of those occasions that bears him out.”

Irrespective of any diagnosis, several weeks of home bed rest was not the best prescription I could imagine.  So I made my own diagnosis, after which I was quickly in good health.  I imagined that my real malady was dissertation fever, suffered as the consequence of the disastrous (to me) early retirement of my dissertation advisor and the requirement that I accommodate the specialty of another member of the university’s history faculty by changing my dissertation subject from 19th century frontier history to another subject and time period.  The only subject on which I cared to dissertate (as arcane as it may seem) was “The Mississippi Valley Press as a Source for the Study of Migration to the Pacific Coast in the 1830’s and 1840’s.”  No one else had yet mined the mass media of the region that gave rise to the covered-wagon migrations to the far western frontiers of Oregon, Washington and California, and I had already established a respectable head start.

During my prodigious preliminary research in the pertinent mid-nineteenth century newspapers archived in the Chicago area, I had occasionally proclaimed, “This project will be the death of me.”  To research another subject equally arcane that was of no intrinsic interest to me felt even more like a probable death sentence.  I have always been loath to devote great energy to some means to an end rather than to what I value as an end in itself.  So as I lay abed, I concluded that the real reason for my coming to rest, as it were, was to likewise put to rest my pursuit of something that now also seemed arcane, having a Ph.D.  As I let go of my dis-ease with the prospect of life without a Ph.D., and ceased what had come to feel like killing myself by degrees, my body became dis-ease free as well.

A few years later someone else completed the task that I had intended to accomplish, and in consequence published an important book-length treatise on the factors that motivated the covered-wagon migrations.  I felt no envy of this person because I was by then pursuing a new end -in-itself.   I did feel great empathy, however, as this budding historian had also fulfilled my former premonition of dying.

My imagination was now fastened upon the relevance of the mass media of my own day to the contemporary migration of American thought from the industrial to the post-industrial paradigm.  My fascination with earlier geographical frontiers had itself migrated to a deep intrigue with contemporary noetic frontiers, the far reaches of mind at large. It was in pursuit of noetic insight in Marshall McLuhan’s Understanding Media that I encountered the Balinese perspective on art.  McLuhan cited the experience of a tourist in Bali who had inquired where he might find a display of Balinese art.  When, with some perplexity, the Balinese he consulted finally understood the nature of his request, he was informed, “In Bali we have no art.  We do everything the best we can.”

The Politics of Success® imagines the doing of one’s best to be one’s own person, and thereby empowers me to do the best I can to implement Thoreau’s advice: “Go confidently in the direction of your dreams, live the life you have imagined.”  Unlike the competitive politics of worldly dominion, which imagines my betterment of others, the co-operative Politics of Success® imagines – both scientifically and artistically – bettering my dominion of myself.

Quantum Imaginations

The stuff of the universe is mind-stuff. 

-Sir Arthur Eddington   (The Nature of the Physical World; Macmillan, 1929)
Early in this century the philosopher, William James, after delivering a lecture on the solar system, was approached by an elderly lady with a theory that she considered superior to his own.

"We don't live on a ball rotating around the sun," she asserted.  "We live on a crust of earth on the back of a giant turtle."

Rather than confront the lady with scientific evidence, James took a gentle, inquiring approach.

"If your theory is correct, madam, what does this turtle stand on?"

"You're a very clever man, Mr. James, and that's a good question, but I can answer it.  The first turtle stands on the back of a second, far larger, turtle."

"And what does this second turtle stand on?" James probed patiently.

The old lady crowed triumphantly:  "It's no use, Mr. James—its turtles all the way down!"
Today we imagine ourselves to be grounded on particles all the way down.  These particles – physicists call them “quanta” – are not, however, stacked on one another like a column of turtles, they are scattered throughout the cosmos.  They do not (and cannot) “rest” on one another because they are never at rest.   They are constantly swarming at speeds comparable to that of lightning.  These particles are minute energy fields rather than bits of material.  They appear as “stuff” – i.e., “stuff” happens – only where these energy fields become so densely packed that the boundaries of their “swarm” become impenetrable.  Just as ice is the most solidly bound form of H20 molecules, so is matter the most solidly bound form of quanta.  In other words, “stuff” is energy mattering even though what is mattering is not a material hierarchy, rather a curve of binding energy.

Furthermore, quanta exist as particles only when the means of their measurement is one that is designed to detect particles.  When the same quanta are subjected to means of measurement designed to detect waves –voila! – they are waves.  Nor can the same quanta be detected as being at once both particles and waves.  One has to choose in advance how to view them, because they show up only according to the specifications of one’s viewing apparatus. 

Such weirdness is further compounded by the fact that the spectrum of quantum energies is discontinuous, in the sense that one’s climbing of a staircase is discontinuous.  I cannot climb a staircase half a step at a time, any more than I can cross a chasm with two leaps.  Only whole steps are possible.  It is likewise with the energy gradient of quanta, which exist only at double strength, triple strength, etc., and never at half strength, one-and-a half- strength, etc.  Though the average family in my neighborhood may consist of 3.27 persons, there is no neighborhood – from atom to galaxy – where quanta average out to anything other than whole numbers.  Hence the so-called “quantum jump” from one level of energy to another, which is analogous to rising from one stair-step to the next without occupying any of the intervening space, or to being instantaneously on another side of a chasm without crossing it.

To summarize the quantum perspective: the cosmos is unbrokenly holistic.  Each thing in the universe consists of an assemblage of whole quanta.  Each activity in the universe consists of a complex of interactions among holistic quantum assemblages, i.e., of holistic energy fields, within holistic energy fields, within holistic energy fields all the way in (or out) rather than “down.”  It is upon the universal complex of interactions among energy fields that the material cosmos “rests,” and all energic relationships are whole rather than partial.  All distinctions between entities and events become blurred in the quantum view, as if only “eventities” exist.   The cosmic circle is unbroken because is it unbreakable.

The quantum imagination took root with the founder of quantum physics, Max Planck, who in his acceptance of the 1918 Nobel Prize for physics proclaimed:

As a man who has devoted his whole life to the most clear headed science, to the study of matter, I can tell you as a result of my research about the atoms this much: There is no matter as such!  All matter originates and exists only by virtue of a force which brings the particles of an atom to vibration and holds this minute solar system of the atom together….  We must assume behind this force the existence of a conscious and intelligent mind.  This mind is the matrix of all matter.

Albert Einstein expressed his own imagination of the cosmic matrix more succinctly: “The universe is like a great thinker, thinking mathematically.”  Einstein understood that the weirdness of quantum reality – which he himself never fully accepted – is described only by mathematical formulae that are non-translatable into linguistic conceptions, and that even such mathematics do not explain this weirdness.   It is thus that, like most scientists, Einstein eschewed a religious imagination of the universe as a great thinker.  Metaphoric likenesses represent the only possible translation of the quantum physicist’s imagination into linguistic terms.  

Exceptional among scientists, therefore, was Planck’s own perspective when he further proclaimed:
Religion and natural science are fighting a joint battle in an incessant, never relaxing crusade against skepticism and against dogmatism, against disbelief and against superstition, and the rallying cry in this crusade has always been, and always will be:  “On to God!”

To the great consternation of his abiding faith in the so-called “classical” imagination of physics, Planck’s contribution called into question the prevailing certainty (bordering on dogmatism) of Newtonian mechanics.  The Newtonian view of matter, fortified by James Clerk Maxwell’s exposition of the dynamics of electromagnetism, likens the universe to a cosmic billiards game in which the fundamental “building blocks” of matter are interminably opposing, colliding with and bouncing off of one another with arithmetically measurable precision.  Quantum physics displaces the Newtonian common sense of the universe as a cosmically competitive “school of hard knocks,” offering instead a new common sense of the universe as a co-operative field of fields within fields, an interminable state of whole-beingness that ultimately incorporates all transiently opposed energies into a single, blended complementarity.

Min(d)ing the Cosmos

Through faith we understand that the worlds were framed by the word of God,

so that things which are seen are not made of things which do appear.

-Hebrews 11:3
The more deeply quantum physics digs into the underpinnings of matter, the more it loses “touch” with matter so to speak.  In the quantum imagination, the cosmos is so universally spaced out that while everything remains related, nothing literally connects – unless it does so violently.  Space represents a principle of association rather than a medium of dissociative separation.  Space binds rather than partitions.  All conflictive disorder in the cosmic matrix reflects some violation of a binding principle.

The stuff of the universe is increasingly transient the more finely it is divided.  In its finest divisions it ceases to be stuff at all, existing only as bundles (quanta) of energy that exist in patterns of energy that is patterned in blending rather than hard-knocking relationship.  The ultimate ineffability of matter is described by the contemporary astrophysicist, Freeman Dyson:

The picture of the world that we have reached is the following.  Some ten or twenty qualitatively different quantum fields exist.  Each fills the whole of space and has its own particular properties.  There is nothing else except these fields; the whole of the material universe is built of them.  Between various pairs of fields there are various kinds of interaction.  Each field manifests itself as an elementary particle.  The particles of a given type are always completely identical and indistinguishable.  The number of particles of a given type is not fixed, for particles are constantly being created or annihilated or transmuted into one another.  The properties of the interactions determine the rules of creation and transmutation of particles.

Even to a hardened theoretical physicist it remains perpetually astounding that our solid world of trees and stones can be built of quantum fields and nothing else.  The quantum fields seem far too fluid and insubstantial to be the basic stuff of the universe.  Yet we have learned gradually to accept the fact that the laws of quantum dynamics impose their own peculiar rigidity upon the fields they govern, a rigidity which is alien to our intuitive conceptions but which nonetheless effectively holds the earth in place.

The holding power of spaced-out quanta is not to be trifled with.  The deeper wisdom of the Biblical admonition, “What God hath joined together let no man put asunder,” has been thoroughly confirmed by the practice of nuclear fission, and is now subject to further confirmation by the practice of genetic engineering.  Trifling with blended energies is infinitely more hazardous than any manipulation of life’s presumed hard knocks.

While the Newtonian imagination conceives of cosmic machinery, the quantum imagination tends to conceive of cosmic intelligence.  Astrophysicist Sir James Jeans observed in the third decade of the last century:

Today there is a wide measure of agreement, which on the physical side of science approaches almost to unanimity, that the stream of knowledge is heading towards a non-mechanical reality; the universe begins to look more like a great thought than like a great machine. Mind no longer appears as an accidental intruder into the realm of matter; we are beginning to suspect that we ought rather to hail it as the creator and governor of the realm of matter.  -Sir James Jeans  (The Mysterious Universe; Macmillan, 1948)
In the latter 20th century, Freeman Dyson seconded such suspicion:

The mind, I believe, exists in some very real sense in the universe. But is it primary or an accidental consequence of something else? The prevailing view among biologists seems to be that the mind rose accidentally out of molecules of DNA or something. I find that very unlikely.

It seems more reasonable to think that mind was a primary part of nature from the beginning and we are simply manifestations of it at the present stage of history. It's not so much that mind has a life of its own but that mind is inherent in the way the universe is built, and life is nature's way to give mind opportunities it wouldn't otherwise have . . . . So mind is more likely to be primary and life secondary rather than the other way around.

The bottom line of Dyson’s imagination is that mind outlives every form to which it gives rise:

It appears to me that the tendency of mind to infiltrate and control matter is a law of nature…. The infiltration of mind into the universe will not be permanently halted by any catastrophe or by any barrier that I can imagine. If our species does not choose to lead the way, others will do so, or may already have done so. If our species is extinguished, others will be wiser or luckier. Mind is patient. Mind has waited for 3 billion years on this planet before composing its first string quartet. It may have to wait for another 3 billion years before it spreads all over the galaxy. I do not expect that it will have to wait so long. But if necessary, it will wait. The universe is like a fertile soil spread out all around us, ready for the seeds of mind to sprout and grow. Ultimately, late or soon, mind will come into its heritage. What will mind choose to do when it informs and controls the universe? That is a question which we cannot hope to answer. –Infinite in All Directions

What scientist’s can hope for is the continued elimination of imaginations that cease to match their evidence, or (as with both the Newtonian and quantum perspectives) confine imaginations within the range of their evidential correspondence.  It is the case with both ideas and scientists that, in Max Planck’s observation, “science progresses funeral by funeral.”

 [An Aside Concerning Quantum “Weirdness”]

The universe is not only queerer than we suppose,

but queerer than we can suppose.

–J.B.S. Haldane

The word “weird” (originally “wyrd”) at one time signified closeness to God.  Yet such association of weirdness with faith predates the word.  For instance, an early Christian theologian, St. Anselm, justified his faith in God with the assertion, “I believe because it is absurd.”  Anselm understood that from the perspective of a materialistic imagination, belief in things immaterial is just that: absurd.

The quantum realm is absurdly weird because it not only defies our common sense view of reality, it confounds our intuitive sense thereof as well.  Its nature is essentially counter-intuitive, just the opposite of what one ordinarily supposes reality to be like.

The quantum realm is the domain of unformed substance (i.e., non-materialized substance) that nevertheless creates and transiently sustains all material forms before ultimately disposing of them.  Being thus immaterial, the quantum realm cannot be adequately explained in terms of any linguistic or graphic form of imagination.  Only those with a world-class mathematical imagination are able to comprehend it, and even they comprehend only a description of the quantum realm, not an explanation of it.  The very nature of the quantum realm precludes an explanation.  Nonetheless, its mathematical description is consistent with our current atomic and electromagnetic imaginations of the physical universe.  The quantum description so comprehensively fits our overall scientific imagination of the cosmos – more so than does any other scientific description of “what’s so” – that it has yet to fail in this regard.

Quite obviously, then, those who have accepted the quantum world in all its weirdness do not believe in its existence because it is absurd, rather in spite of its absurdity.  They believe in the quantum realm because of the consistent way it works, however mysterious its workings may be.  They accept the quantum realm’s mystery, and all of its attendant weirdness and absurdity, because that’s just the way it is.  Their embracement of quantum weirdness was exemplified by Neils Bohr, the principal architect of the prevailing description of the quantum realm’s structure, who once commented of a colleague’s proposed quantum hypothesis that while its craziness made it seem likely, it was not sufficiently crazy to be true.

This does not mean that physicists who accept the quantum world in all its seeming craziness are disinclined to “push the envelope” of its inscrutability.  Hence Berkeley physicist Henry Stapp’s recollection of Werner Heisenberg's admonition that Stapp was overly optimistic concerning the ability of words to explain quantum reality.  "He may have been right," Stapp acknowledged, "yet only as we attempt such explanations can we ever know how well we've done."

It is this same spirit that The Politics of Success® pushes the envelope of mutual co-operation in the face of the prevailing common sense that is wedded to “hard knocks” theories of competition.

The Near and How of Here and Now

It is becoming increasingly clear that the human mind and physical universe do not exist independently. [There is] some connective link between mind and matter, intelligence and intuition. –Edgar Mitchell 

Astronaut Edgar Mitchell is far from alone in asserting the connectivity of mind and matter, though until recently such insight was common only among so-called “mystics.”  The poet Rumi observed many centuries ago that neither wine nor humans are drunk until the wine is imbibed.  “It is we who make wine drunk,” he declared.  In a similar vein, the ancient Taoist, Zen and Sufi traditions are replete with stories like the following:

Two Zen monks were approaching town on a windy day.  One, observing a flag flapping noisily in the wind, commented thereupon.  "No," said the other.  "It is not the flag that is waving.  The wind is waving."  A vigorous argument ensued, in which no agreement was reached. So they consulted their master.  "Tell us," they asked, "is it the flag or the wind that is waving?"  "Neither," said the master.  "Your minds are waving."

It is characteristic of our time that more and more scientists are positing the fact of mind/matter connectivity.  Two decades ago, neuroscientist and Nobel Laureate Roger Sperry shocked most of his colleagues with a proclamation as unorthodox in the science of our day as was Max Planck’s proclamation of “no matter as such” three quarters of a century ago.  According to Sperry:

Current concepts of the mind-brain relation involve a direct break with the long-established materialist and behaviorist doctrine that has dominated neuroscience for many decades. Instead of renouncing or ignoring consciousness, the new interpretation gives full recognition to the primacy of inner conscious awareness as a causal reality. (Global Mind Change, p. 11, 29)

An accordant observation by British physicist, Matthew Jacobson, suggests the Rumian perspective.  Jacobsen maintains that “The raspberry within itself does not contain its sweetness, nor does the tongue.  It is in the interaction between the two that this glorious manifestation of the divine resides.”  The mind/matter connection is thus analogous to the relationship of hammer and bell in a Zen inquiry: “Is it the bell that rings, is it the hammer that rings, or is it the meeting of the two that rings?”

Also in accordance with this emerging mind/matter paradigm, British mathematician Alan Smithson has posed that “ultimate reality is encountered neither in our minds nor in the physical cosmos, but at the point where they meet,” a juncture that he calls the “kairos point.”  The Greek word, kairo, is commonly translated as “fullness of time.”  Smithson defines as “the totality of the person-moment in which a decision is embedded.”  The instant in which a decision unfolds from a contextual person-moment is thus a kairos “point.”

The quantum imagination of person-moment totality begs for a profound re-imagination of what is meant by “enlightenment.”  For instance, we tend to interpret only metaphorically Jesus’ proclamation that we are the light of the world, as if he was proclaiming that we are like light.  Yet we are inclined to interpret the word “enlightenment” as referring to something actual.  When we say that someone is enlightened, we don’t mean that he or she is “like” someone who is enlightened, we mean that he or she is enlightened.  Yet we are reluctant to accept that being light itself is just as real and actual as being enlightened. 

The quantum perspective is changing all of that.  Prior to the 20th century, it was commonly thought by scientists and laymen alike that light emanates only from a limited number of sources, such as the sun, the stars, fires, lamps, and the like.  Everything else was thought to be secondary to these sources as mere reflectors of their light.  Quantum physics presents a radically different view of light’s dynamics, in which light is absorbed and re-emitted rather than superficially reflected.

In other words, from the quantum perspective we are light beings, as described by UC Berkeley astrophysicist, Brian Swimme, during an interview that followed the publication of his co-authored book (with Thomas Berry), The Universe Story.  Their book contains a statement that "the human being within the universe is a sounding board within a musical instrument."  They did not say that the human being is like a sounding board, they said that the human being is a sounding board.  They also preceded this statement with others such as "Walt Whitman is a space the Milky Way fashioned to feel its own grandeur," and "the Milky Way expresses its inner depths in Emily Dickinson's poetry, for Emily Dickinson is a dimension of the galaxy's development."  I took particular note of the fact that these statements were not about what Walt Whitman and Emily Dickinson were like.  These statements were about what these individuals are, as if they still existed in the present tense as well as in the past.

After remarking on these statements, I asked Brian, “Please say some more about the human being as a sounding board within a musical instrument.”

Brian pondered my request for over a minute, as if fathoming some new depth of his own understanding.  Then he responded:

Let's do that by considering the rose outside the window here.  First of all, the light from that rose is radiating from the rose itself.  This is contrary to what Newton said, that light bounces off the rose.  From the perspective of quantum physics, light radiates from the rose.  When light is absorbed by the rose, every photon that comes from the sun to the rose vanishes, is gone, is absorbed by the rose.  So then what happens?  Actually, the rose creates light - except that I don't really think of it in terms of light, because this suggests that what is being radiated is different from the rose.  What the rose creates is photons, and they are not the same photons that it absorbed.  That is point number one: the rose's photons are creations of the rose itself.

Point number two is that the connotation of the word "photon" is also faulty, suggesting that a particle of light is somehow different from a rose.  The photons radiating from the rose are best understood as the self-expression of the rose.  What is actually coming to you, what you actually see, is rose itself, as opposed to light bouncing off of rose.  It's just rose. 

At this point Brian’s explanation profoundly illuminates Emerson’s assertion of the individuality of all beings, when he said that “the rose outside my window bears no resemblance to any former rose.”  Each rose is at once en-lightened as well as en-lightening, rather than merely like the light that it or any other rose has absorbed.

Brian continued:

Not only is our Newtonian idea of light faulty, so is our Newtonian idea of presence.  Because just as we once thought that light was like little bullets that bounce off the surfaces that it touches, we also thought that a rose existed in one place, that the actual presence of the rose could be localized.  In quantum physics that's not the way it works.  It can't be, because the presence of the rose is wherever it affects anything.  If you ask where the rose is located in terms of quantum mechanics, you must speak in terms of wherever it is affecting the universe.  Therefore, if I am affected by the rose, it is present here as well as there.  I don't mean that it's partially here, or that its image is here, I mean that the rose itself is here. 

Here, then, is the basis for statements about Walt Whitman and Emily Dickinson in the present tense.  In the quantum imagination, to the extent that anyone’s former presence in the world still has an influence, s/he exists here and now.  Thus is another of Emerson’s statements illumined by the quantum perspective.  Emerson wrote, “That which we are, we are all the while teaching, not voluntarily, but involuntarily…. What you are speaks so loud I cannot hear what you say.”  It’s in every one of us to be a teacher, simply by our presence in the world.  The continual influence of our presence in the world, however attenuated it may be in the long run, was affirmed in Henry Adams’ observation that no teacher can fully know the extent of his/her influence upon and beyond those whom (s)he immediately impacts.  As Adams asserted, “a teacher affects eternity,” and has no way of knowing where his/her influence spreads or stops.

Brian considered what he had said thus far to be an incomplete representation of the quantum imagination of light.

Yet even if you are profoundly influenced by the rose, you are still picking up only a tiny dimension of what the rose is expressing about itself.  The range of energies given off by the rose is vast, and the ability of our eyes and other senses to respond to that range is very limited.  There is so much that is flooding us, and we are able to respond to such a tiny piece of it.

The range of frequencies with which light vibrates (i.e., the electromagnetic spectrum) is so vast that our human sensory apparatus tunes into only a millionth of it.  And most of the remaining spectrum lies beyond the detecting capabilities of our extended senses of telescope, microscope, oscilloscope, or any other scope.  Given this ratio between what is known and unknown to us, even the most knowledgeable of scientists fits Alfred North Whitehead’s dictum:  “It should be the chief aim of a university professor to exhibit himself in his own true character – as an ignorant man thinking, actively utilizing his small share of knowledge.”

Brian concluded his response to my query: 

Now in that context, let's employ a metaphor similar to that of the sounding board, and say that human beings are like tuning forks.  In the midst of a symphonic orchestra, a tuning fork begins to sound its particular note.  And that's the way I think of a human being in the midst of the universe.

Although Brian referred to the tuning fork metaphorically, saying that we are “like” tuning forks, it is clear from his preceding context that we are far more than merely akin to tuning forks, we are a far more complex order of such.

We are here to sound our individual notes.  Nonetheless, being and progressing the light of the world consists of emanating our respective individualities in an all-pervading cosmic context of co-operative whole-beingness.

Co-Operative Whole-Beingness

No member of a crew is praised

for the rugged individuality of his rowing.

-Ralph Waldo Emerson

The whole-beingness and co-operative dynamics of light may be generalized cosmically as follows:

Coming together is a beginning.

Keeping together is progress.

Working together is success.

The quantum imagination of co-operative whole-beingness perceives light as an omni-present flow of energy and information that interconnects all of the diverse elements of the cosmos into a universe.  Yet the term “interconnectivity” emerged into popular usage via another imagination, when the computer industry began chipping away at the challenge presented by digital sprawl – the inability of diverse hardware and software complexes to communicate with one another.  In the digital imagination, “interconnectivity” refers to the establishment of sufficient co-operative compatibility within and across these complexes so that they may successfully work together as well as individually.

Interconnectivity was a technological fact of life long before the word came into use.   As Richard Moss wrote in his 1981 book, The I That Is We: 

A group of 40 people could fabricate a satisfactory home rather quickly.  They could build a foundation, floors, walls and a roof, insulate with natural elements and incorporate fireplaces for heat and cooking.  This could be relatively easy.  But if all 40 people were to work together for the rest of their lives they could not collectively reproduce one disposable ballpoint pen.  To do so would require the mining of ores and the refining and smelting of metals.  It would mean drilling down through the ground to liberate the stored oil and understanding how to process it to synthesize plastics.  It would require knowledge of dyes and fluids.  Forty people, or even 400, are not sufficient to this task if they stand outside the industrial collective.

Moss also commented on our larger collectivity:
A simple thing like a disposable ballpoint pen stands as a monument to our collective nature—a perhaps absurd symbol of our inseparability.  And it points to this oneness in a single dimension, the material plane.  We are, I have discovered, equally as one in the bodily, emotional, mental and energetic dimensions.

More recently, Buddhist monk Thich Nhat Hanh, in his book, The Heart of Understanding, described our larger collectivity from the perspective of something even more simple than a ballpoint pen, namely, the sheet of paper on which the words you now read are written:

If you are a poet, you will see clearly that there is a cloud floating in this sheet of paper.  Without a cloud, there will be no rain; without rain, the trees cannot grow; and without trees, we cannot make paper.  The cloud is essential for the paper to exist.  If the cloud is not here, the sheet of paper cannot be here either.  So we can say that the cloud and the paper inter-are.  Interbeing is a word that is not in the dictionary yet, but if we combine the prefix "inter-" with the verb "to be," we have a new verb, inter-be.  Without a cloud we cannot have paper, so we can say that the cloud and the sheet of paper inter-are.

If we look into this sheet of paper even more deeply, we can see the sunshine in it.  If the sunshine is not there, the forest cannot grow.  In fact, nothing can grow.  Even we cannot grow without sunshine.  And so, we know that the sunshine is also in this sheet of paper.  The paper and the sunshine inter-are.  And if we continue to look, we can see the logger who cut the tree and brought it to the mill to be transformed into paper.  And we see the wheat.  We know the logger cannot exist without his daily bread, and therefore the wheat that became his bread is also in this sheet of paper.  And the logger's father and mother are in it too.  When we look in this way, we see that without all these things, this sheet of paper cannot exist.

Looking even more deeply, we can see we are in it too.  This is not difficult to see, because when we look at a sheet of paper, the sheet of paper is part of our perception.  Your mind is in here and mine is also.  So we can say that everything is in here with this sheet of paper.  You cannot point out one thing that is not here—time, space, the earth, the rain, minerals, the soil, the sunshine, the cloud, the river, the heat.  Everything coexists with this sheet of paper.  That is why I think the word inter-be should be in the dictionary.  "To be" is to inter-be.  You cannot just be by yourself alone.  You have to be with every other thing.  This sheet of paper is, because everything else is.

Suppose we try to return one of the elements to its source.  Suppose we return the sunshine to the sun.  Do you think that the sheet of paper will be possible?  No, without sunshine nothing can be.  And if we return the logger to the mother, then we have no sheet of paper either.  The fact is that this sheet of paper is made up only of "non-paper elements."  And if we return these non-paper elements to their sources, then there can be no paper at all. Without "non-paper elements," like mind, logger, sunshine and so on there will be no paper.  As thin as this sheet of paper is, it contains everything in the universe in it.  
Among all of the things contained in our universe, the greatest display of interconnectivity thus far known to us is the neurological interbeing of the human brain.  As noted on the inside front cover flap of Gerald M. Edelman’s Bright Air, Brilliant Fire: On the Matter of the Mind, (Basic Books, 1992):

A match-head's worth of the brain contains about a billion connections that can combine in ways that can only be described as hyper-astronomical – on the order of ten followed by millions of zeros (there are only about ten followed by eighty zeros' worth of positively charged particles in the whole known universe). 

As a match-head's equivalent of brain matter represents so many connections, consider the implications – especially if we were using it to full capacity! – of our having the equivalent of several hundred match-heads worth of brain matter in each of our heads:

The brain has more connections

than atoms in the universe,

and that's a mighty large sum.

Yet the brain that adds 'em up

can't tell any one of us

where our thoughts come from.

Global Village

In the electric age we wear all [hu]mankind as our skin.

–Marshall McLuhan

The so-called “global village” was already a current event prior to the age with which Marshall McLuhan associated it.  Without being called such, the globalizing tendency of human interconnectivity was the subject of an essay written in the mid-1930’s by anthropologist Ralph Linton, who revealed the underlying fallacy of the doctrine "One Hundred Percent Americanism" that had arisen in opposition to fascism and communism:   

There can be no doubt about the average American’s Americanism or his desire to preserve this precious heritage at all costs.  Nevertheless, some insidious foreign ideas have already wormed their way into his civilization without his realizing what was going on.

Thus dawn finds the unsuspecting patriot garbed in pajamas, a garment of East Indian origin; and lying in a bed built on a pattern which originated in either Persia or Asia Minor.  He is muffed to the ears in un-American materials; cotton, first domesticated in India; linen, domesticated in the Near East; wool from an animal native to Asia Minor; or silk whose uses were first discovered by the Chinese.  All these substances have been transformed into cloth by methods invented in Southwestern Asia.  If the weather is cold enough he may even be sleeping under an eiderdown quilt invented in Scandinavia.

On awakening he glances at the clock, a medieval European invention, uses one potent Latin word in abbreviated form, rises in haste, and goes to the bathroom.  Here, if he stops to think about it, he must feel himself in the presence of a great American institution: he will have heard stories of both the quality and frequency of foreign plumbing and will know that in no other country does the average man perform his ablutions in the midst of such splendor.  But the insidious foreign influence pursues him even here.  Glass was invented by the ancient Egyptians, the use of glazed tiles for floors and walls in the Near East, porcelain in China and the art of enameling on metal by Mediterranean artisans of the Bronze Age.  Even his bathtub and toilet are but slightly modified copies of Roman originals.  The only purely American contribution to the ensemble is the steam radiator, against which our patriot very briefly and unintentionally places his posterior.

In this bathroom, the American washes with soap invented by the ancient Gauls.  Next he cleans his teeth, a subversive European practice which did not invade America until the latter part of the eighteenth century.  He then shaves, a masochistic rite first developed by the heathen priests of ancient Egypt and Sumer.  The process is made less of a penance by the fact that his razor is of steel, an iron-carbon alloy discovered in either India or Turkestan.  Lastly he dries himself on a Turkish towel.

Returning to the bedroom, the unconscious victim of un-American practices removes his clothes from a chair, invented in the Near East, and proceeds to dress.  He puts on close-fitting tailored garments whose form derived from the skin clothing of the ancient nomad of the Asiatic steppes and fastens them with buttons whose prototypes appeared in Europe at the close of the Stone Age.  This costume is appropriate enough for outdoor exercise in a cold climate, but is quite unsuited to American summers, steam-heated houses, and Pullmans.  Nevertheless, foreign ideas and habits hold the unfortunate man in thrall even when common sense tells him that the authentically American costume of gee string and moccasins would be far more comfortable. He puts on his feet stiff coverings made from hide prepared by a process invented in ancient Egypt and cut to a pattern which can be traced back to ancient Greece, and makes sure that they are properly polished, also a Greek idea.  Lastly, he ties about his neck a strip of bright-colored cloth which is a vestigial survival of the shoulder shawls worn by seventh-century Croats.  He gives himself a final appraisal in the mirror, an old Mediterranean invention, and goes downstairs to breakfast.

Here a whole new series of foreign things confronts him.  His food and drink are placed before him in pottery vessels, the popular name of which—china—is sufficient evidence of their origin.  His fork is a medieval Italian invention and his spoon a copy of a Roman original.  He will usually begin the meal with coffee, an Abyssinian plant first discovered by the Arabs.  The American is quite likely to need it to dispel the morning-after effects of overindulgence in fermented spirits, invented in the Near East; or distilled ones, invented by the alchemists of medieval Europe.  Whereas the Arabs took their coffee straight, he will probably sweeten it with sugar, discovered in India; and dilute it with cream, both the domestication of cattle and the technique of milking having originated in Asia Minor.

If our patriot is old-fashioned enough to adhere to the so-called American breakfast, his coffee will be accompanied by an orange, domesticated in the Mediterranean region, cantaloupe domesticated in Persia, or grapes domesticated in Asia Minor.  He will follow this with a bowl of cereal made from grain domesticated in the Near East and prepared by methods also invented there.  From this he will go on to waffles, a Scandinavian invention, with plenty of butter, originally a Near-Eastern cosmetic.  As a side dish he may have the egg of a bird domesticated in Asia or strips of the flesh of an animal domesticated in the same region, which have been salted and smoked by a process invented in Northern Europe.

Breakfast over, he places upon his head a molded piece of felt, invented by the nomads of Eastern Asia, and if it looks like rain, puts on outer shoes of rubber, discovered by the ancient Mexicans, and takes an umbrella invented in India.  He then sprints for his train—the train, not the sprinting, being an English invention.  At the station he pauses for a moment to buy a newspaper, paying for it with coins invented in ancient Lydia.  Once on board he settles back to inhale the fumes of a cigarette invented in Mexico, or a cigar invented in Brazil.  Meanwhile, he reads the news of the day, imprinted in characters invented by the ancient Semites by a process invented in Germany upon a material invented in China.  As he scans the latest editorial pointing out the dire results to our institutions of accepting foreign ideas, be will not fail to thank a Hebrew God in an Indo-European language that he is a one hundred per cent (decimal system invented by the Greeks) American (from Americus Vespucci, Italian geographer).  -American Mercury, April 1937.

Fulnesses of Time

What goes around comes around.

–Folk saying

Since quantum interconnectivity exists as a space-time continuum, and is thus equally pervasive of time as well as space, one would expect to find material evidence of temporal as well as geographical interbeing.  Such evidence was published in the decade that followed Linton’s article, in astronomer Harlow Shapley’s calculation of the ultimate dispersion of a single breath of exhaled air.  What made his seemingly improbable calculation feasible is the fact that, though our atmosphere consists mostly of carbon, nitrogen and oxygen, it also contains atoms of argon.  Since argon atoms are inert, they do not combine with any other atoms.  Nor do they dissipate into outer space, being heavier than most other atmospheric gases and thus gravitationally retained close to Earth's surface.  Given these conditions, the number of argon atoms in Earth’s atmosphere is for all practical purposes constant, making it possible for one to calculate their dispersion rather precisely.  In an essay entitled "Breathing the Future and the Past" in his book, Beyond the Observatory, Shapley described what happens to "Breath X,” whose contingent of argon atoms is roughly comparable to the number of grains of sand on all of California's beaches:

[Breath X] quickly spreads.  Its argon, exhaled this morning, by nightfall is all over the neighborhood.  In a week it is distributed all over the country; in a month it is in all places where winds blow and gases diffuse.  By the end of the year, the quintillions of argon atoms on Breath X will be smoothly distributed throughout all of the free air of the Earth. You will then be breathing some of those same atoms again. A day's breathing a year from now, wherever you are on the Earth's surface, will include at least 15 of the argon atoms of today's Breath X.

This rebreathing of the argon atoms of past breaths, your own and others', has some picturesque implications.  The argon atoms associate us, by an airy bond, with the past and the future.  For instance, if you are more than twenty years old you have inhaled more than 100 million breaths, each with its appalling number of argon atoms.  You contribute so many argon atoms to the atmospheric bank on which we all draw, that the first little gasp of every baby born on Earth a year ago contained argon atoms that you have since breathed.  And it is a grim fact that you have also contributed a bit to the last gasp of the perishing.

Every saint, every sinner of earlier days, and every common man and common beast, have put argon atoms into the general atmospheric treasury.  Your next breath will contain more than 400,000 of the argon atoms that Gandhi breathed in his long life.  Argon atoms are here from the conversations at the Last Supper, from the arguments of diplomats at Yalta, and from the recitations of the classic poets.  We have argon from the sighs and pledges of ancient lovers, from the battle cries at Waterloo, even from last year's argonic output by the writer of these lines, who personally has had more than 300 million breathing experiences.  Our next breaths, yours and mine, will sample the snorts, sighs, bellows, shrieks, cheers, and spoken prayers of the prehistoric and historic past.

The planetary circulation of other molecules, such as those of Earth’s water and topsoil, is only somewhat less remarkable.  For instance, if I were to take a glass of water and throw it into any ocean from any beach on the planet, one year later I could fill that same glass with water from any other beach of any other ocean in the world, and it would contain some of the molecules that were in today's glass of water.  Similarly, consequent to the atmospheric circulation of dust, each square mile of Earth’s land surface contains dirt from every other square mile of planetary land.

From atoms to brains, from brains to techno-systems, from techno-systems to societies, from societies to planets, and from planets to the cosmos in its entirety, co-operative whole-beingness is the foundation of all that enduringly succeeds.  Only as proofs of this bottom-line rule are our transitory competitions the seeming exception.

Are We Onto God?

The evolution of man brings him arbitrarily to a place where true individuality functions.

From that day, a further evolution must be through his conscious co-operation with Reality.

-Ernest Holmes
The universal balance of unity and diversity is at least in part contingent on a repetitive patterning that pervades all levels of cosmic order.  This recursiveness is acknowledged metaphysically in the Hermetic Law of Correspondence: “as above, so below; as within, so without.”  Scientifically, with the aid of fractal geometry, such recursiveness of order is termed “self-similarity.”  Self-similarity is apparent, for instance, in heads of broccoli and cauliflower.  The same pattern of order is revealed in the entire head, in each stalk, and in each of the flowers on each stalk, and microscopic examinations of the remaining scale of order reveal that it’s broccoli (or cauliflower) all the way down.

Implicit in cosmic self-similarity is the relationship acknowledged in physicist Eugene Wigner’s observation that “we do not know of any phenomenon in which one subject is influenced by another without [the other] exerting a [corresponding] influence thereupon.”   Accordingly, insofar as we exist in the image and likeness of the very power of cosmic creation itself, we impact that power even as it impacts us.  An ultimate implication of this mutuality is addressed in a contemporary perspective on the story of Jonah.
In the belly of the whale, Jonah was transformed.  He reversed all his behavior patterns.  People who had known Jonah before, and met him after the whale, said: "Jonah, you're a changed man."

It wasn't that his hair had turned white or anything obvious like that.  It was simply that everything he had done before, he now did in reverse.  He had been a fearful man and he had suddenly changed into an angry man.  As precipitately as he'd run away from Nineveh, he now wanted to dash toward it.  Just as sharply as he had turned away from God's word, he now wanted to overdo God's word.

"Hey, son!" shouted God.

"I'm off to Nineveh," yelled Jonah.  "Don't stop me."

"Wait a minute," said God, trying to keep up with him.  "What are you going to do when you get there?"

"Fire a burst!" replied Jonah.

"Now take it easy," said the Lord, and he held Jonah back by his shirttail.

"But they don't listen to YOUR WORD," stormed Jonah.  "We're not going to stand for that are we?"

So the Lord made him sit down and cool off under a gourd.  As if in a speeded-up, documentary movie, Jonah saw it sprout from a seed, flower, and then, to his consternation, it withered before its time.

"What's the big idea?" he protested.

"Look," said the Lord.  Don't you go getting sentimental over the life and death of a gourd.  This happens to be one of the stiffest, prickliest, least organized of all the organisms in my vegetable kingdom.  Whereas people, and this includes even the people of Nineveh, are the most highly organized of all my organisms.  Where's your sense of proportion, son?"

Then Jonah understood.

His fear and anger fell away from him, like to much unnecessary luggage, jettisoned.  And this left room for love of the whole creation to well up in him.  And he was no longer angry with Nineveh, which had after all represented nothing to him but his own past.  Instead of a turreted town crammed with phantasmagoria, it now appeared before him as a plain, ordinary, workaday city, and the people in it were only people, after all.

Imagine Jonah now, having left behind his luggage of confusion and turmoil.  He was free-riding and life-accepting as he walked along the road to Nineveh.  Simplicity was in his pocket, and the principle of the gourd was deep-rooted in his heart.

Without knowing the scientific details, he knew he was a man who had come out of the sea.  And he knew he was a man who had come out of the sun.  The Lord had told him all this when he said:  "Consider the gourd.  Respect it."

Because Jonah still thought things out best when he was walking, he had a long, calm discussion with the Lord on the way to Nineveh.  

"If you created the seed and the life and the sprouting," Jonah asked, "why did you create the negating and rejecting?  The fear and the anger and the running away?"

"To tell the truth," said God, "I had no idea it was going to go this far.  Of all the roads it might have taken, this is surely the most surprising.  When I was in the infinitesimal speck which held the potentiality of creation, how was I to know that it would expand to become the universe?  And when I blazed and exploded in the innumerable suns, how could I foresee that out of the near collision of two of them would leap the tide which would cool into planets?  This by the way," said God confidentially, "I learned from Sir James Jeans.  Most of what I know comes from Albert Einstein.  Before that I had only Newton to go on.  And before that . . ."

"But before Man?" asked Jonah, shocked out of his wits.  "Do you mean you understood nothing at all?  Didn't you exist?"

"Certainly," said God patiently.  "I have told you how I exploded in the stars.  Then I drifted for aeons in clouds of inchoate gas.  As matter stabilized, I acquired the knowledge of valency.  When matter cooled, I lay sleeping in the insentient rocks.  After that I floated fecund in the unconscious seaweed upon the faces of the deep.  Later I existed in the stretching paw of the tiger and the blinking eye of the owl.  Each form of knowledge led to the more developed next.  Organic matter led to sentience which led to consciousness which led inevitably to my divinity."

"And what will you become next?" asked Jonah. 

"I don't know," said God reverently.  "I am waiting to be told."

"By whom?" asked Jonah, and he looked around the lonely landscape in dismay.

"How I tremble," said God, "in rapture before the next stroke of consciousness.  How I yearn to be created further!"

"But I don't like this at all," cried Jonah.  "Can't we go back to the way it used to be?  You scared me to death most of the time.  But how I loved to hear your scolding voice."

"I couldn't go on forever," said God severely, "telling tall stories about whales, and more than I could have remained inert once the first colloidal systems started to form or inchoate once the form of the atom was established."

"But it was cozy," sobbed Jonah.  "You and me; I and Thou."

"Now it shall be We are One."

"And shall I never call you father anymore?  And will I never hear you call me son again?" asked Jonah.

"You may call me," said God agreeably, "anything you please.  Would you like to discuss semantics?"

So Jonah found himself alone on the way to Nineveh.  And yet he was not alone.  For the gourd was with him, and the lungfish, and the stars.  He knew he was a man who had come out of the sea.  And he knew that he was a man who had come out of the sun.  And in Nineveh he took root, and he flowered in the expression of his consciousness until he died.  —Irene Orgel

In a cosmos where all relationships are circular, the ever-present origination of my being is evident to eyes and ears that are empowered to see and hear by a heart that is empowered to tune in.

So What?

The world is formed by thought, whether God’s or ours,

and when we cannot tell one from another, we have arrived.

-Darrell Gudmundson
The road to Nineveh forever awaits my walking.

Each of us is a walking universe.  Our inner space spans huge differences, with unreachable horizons in all directions.  We contain black holes of lost memory and white holes of erupting joy.  A mysterious center of gravity keeps all our mental processes in delicate balance.  To change this vast, intricate, ever-evolving system, you must know how to overturn worlds.  The only person who can do this is the god who presides over this inner cosmos, and when I presume to break into a patient's mind, it is to implant the idea that he is that god. By thinking, feeling and acting, he is altering the universe that is himself.  If a person can gain that insight, even in a brief glimpse, anything in his life can change.  -Deepak Chopra, Unconditional Life

The worlds are only frames for our experience, the senses only instruments of experience and conveniences.  Consciousness is the great underlying fact, the universal witness for whom the world is a field, the senses instruments.  To that witness the worlds and their objects appeal for their reality and for the one world or the many, for the physical equally with the supraphysical we have no other evidence that they exist... The world is real precisely because it exists only in consciousness; for it is a Conscious Energy one with Being that creates it.  it is the existence of material form in its own right apart from the self-illumined energy which assumes the form, that would be a contradiction of the truth of things, a phantasmagoria, a nightmare, an impossible falsehood...  In a certain sense Matter is unreal and non-existent; that is to say, our present knowledge, idea and experience of Matter is not its truth, but merely a phenomenon of particular relation between our senses and the all-existence in which we move.  When Science discovers that Matter resolves itself into forms of Energy, it has hold of a universal and fundamental truth; and when philosophy discovers that matter only exists as substantial appearance to the consciousness and that the one reality is Spirit or pure conscious Being, it has hold of a greater and completer, a still more fundamental truth." 

(Sri Aurobindo, The Life Divine, pp. 21-22, 234) at http://www.jps.net/virtreal/matter.html
 [W]e begin to see the real value of the plunge into materialism of the past several centuries.  Not as an end in itself, not as truth coming to purge us of the superstitions of the Spirit, but rather, to ground us, so when we once again encounter the heavens, we do so with our feet planted firmly on Mother Earth. –Don Salmon at http://www.jps.net/virtreal/matter2.html
Cogito, Ergo Assume:

Courting Mind At Large

I do not see the world the way it is.  I see the world the way I am. -Unknown 

The slightest shift in the imagination holds more power than even the most sweeping action. 

–Paula Sirois

In his 1637 Discourse on Reason, rationalist philosopher René Descartes observed the consequence of rationally eliminating everything from his thinking that could possibly be false, including the possibility of his own existence, in an endeavor to predicate all knowledge on a single, indisputable fact:

I noticed that while I was trying to think everything false, it must needs be that I, who was thinking this, was something.  And observing that this truth, I think, therefore I am [cogito ergo sum), was so solid and secure that the most extravagant suppositions of the skeptics could not overthrow it, I judged that I need not scruple to accept it as the first principle of philosophy that I was seeking.

The prevailing gospel truth of modern Western society was established when Rene Descartes proclaimed the self-evident fact of his own existence, from which he also concluded that mentation is the core of human identity and beingness.  The relative rather than absolute nature of this conclusion – and, by implication, of all paradigmatic conclusions – was rather inelegantly disclosed by a graffito reportedly scrawled on the wall of a University of Chicago campus rest room: excreto, ergo sum.  Scratch a self-evident truth, and you will find a tattered paradigm.  

Since Descartes uttered his presumably irrefutable proof of his existence, mathematician Ernst Goedel propounded a theorem to prove that no statement can be made that does not contain an unprovable first assumption.

I'm sick (hurting, poor) therefore I am . . .  I lack, therefore I am

Descartes’ rationalism, an outgrowth of the medieval view that truth requires certainty, eventually fell before the gains of empirical science, to which truths are always hypothetical, provisional, subject to improvement, and as dependent on trial and error as on reason.  

Thinking from premises of action:

Quantum view of the world is a mindset.

Paradigms . . . Thought worlds

That’s right, that’s right…….Vendor and the peach

Mind = intellect + emotion

We embody numerous trinities, among the smallest of which are electrons, protons and neutrons, and among the greatest of which – because of its uniqueness to us – is intellect, emotion and feelings.

Eddington, Sir Arthur, The Nature of the Physical World (Ann Arbor Paperback/University of Michigan Press, 1958) Q/175/E3/1963 (1929)

Jeans, Sir James, The Mysterious Universe (Cambridge University Press, 1948) Q/171/J37/1948  (1st Nov. 30, 1930; 2nd Sept. 1931)

_____________, The New Background of Science (Cambridge University Press, 1953) QC/6/.J4/1934 (1st Jan 1933; 2nd Feb. 1934)

Kuhn, Thomas, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (University of Chicago Press, 1996) 501/K/1996 (1st 1962; 2nd 1970)

Schattschneider, E.E., The Semisovereign People: A Realist’s View of Democracy in Action (N.Y., Holt Rinehart and Winston, 1960)

Mindsets at Large

Xxxx

-Xxxx
>>>>

From a report on the search for extra-terrestrial intelligence we read(Gregg Easterbrook, "Are We Alone?" Atlantic Monthly, 8/88, p. 29):

Some thinkers have postulated that living beings might not need to have solid bodies—that intelligence could exist as pure thought, as patterns of magnetism within the burning fury of a star, or in other strange genres.  (Gregg Easterbrook, "Are We Alone?" Atlantic Monthly, 8/88, p. 29)

>>>>

Thomas Troward's The Creative Process in the Individual:
...though a form is necessary for manifestation, the form is not essential, for the same principle may manifest through various forms, just as electricity may work either through a lamp or a tram-car without in any way changing its inherent nature. In this way we are brought to the conclusion that the Life-principle must always provide itself with a body in which to function, though it does not follow that this body must always be of the same chemical constitution as the one we now possess. We might well imagine some distant planet where the chemical combinations with which we are familiar on earth did not obtain; but if the essential life-principle of any individual were transported thither...it would proceed to clothe itself with a material body drawn from the atmosphere and substance of that planet; and the personality thus produced would be quite at home there, for all his surroundings would be perfectly natural to him, however different the laws of Nature might be there from what we know here. (pp. 46-47) 

Only as a critical mass of us chooses self-dominion may humankind's possibilities be realized. This website celebrates the emergence of this critical mass: Those who take charge of their own consequences.

I am yet to experience a reality prior to my becaming aware of it. I must first detect a reality before I can perceive and experience it. Yet my perception governs which realities I may or may not detect, because rather than experiencing reality the way it is, I experience reality the way I am.
Since my very perception of reality contributes to its creation, and since shifts in my perception alter that creation, I experience reality as insurmountably ambiguous.
Ambiguity is "built in" to my reality because, as Ernest Holmes observed (quoting St. Augustine), "the thing I am looking for is the thing I am looking with." Making stuff up is the inevitable consequence of having my own perspective built into every examination of reality that I make. Reality invariably accommodates the assumptions and design limitations inherent in my examining apparatus, whether sensory, extrasensory, mechanical or electronic. By reality’s very design, therefore, I am without any way of knowing what a particular reality is like when I am not interacting with it.

My ambiguous relationship with reality may seem so obvious that it doesn't bear mentioning. Nevertheless, it is the occasion of much puzzlement, uncertainty and sometimes confusion in my life - and, I daresay, in the lives of almost everyone who reads these words.

This ambiguity has enormous implications for everyone's life. It means, essentially, that in the process of detecting, perceiving and experiencing reality, we are all making stuff up about reality. 
· Whatever may be the nature of reality independent of my detection of it, that nature cannot be known consciously by me. Only those aspects of reality that I am aware of can be consciously perceived and experienced by me.

· An uncountable number of ways exist for me to perceive reality, and each of these ways shapes and limits what I can and cannot detect. My experience of reality is always a reflection of the limits of my chosen perception.

· My relationship with reality, in other words, is a participatory one. I construct my reality according to my choices of what and how to perceive.

· I experience reality as constant - a given - only as I continue to make the same perceptual choices from moment to moment.

· My experience of reality changes only when and as I choose a new and therefore different way to perceive it.

All of the foregoing is as true for everyone else as it is for me. We all participate in the creation of - making stuff up about - our reality.

Realities are optional. Creating them is not. Every perception of reality contributes something to its creation.
This is a strong incentive for me to choose my realities wisely.

Despite the multi-leveled intricacies of our interconnectivity, our resultant interdependence with the planet as a whole goes unrecognized by all but a few of the billions of persons whose lives are woven thereinto, as well as therefrom.  This has led someone to contemplate how different our perspective might be if the scale of our interconnectivity were more localized:

If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter, floating a few feet above a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it.  People would walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, its little pools, and at the water flowing between the pools.  People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it and the water suspended in the gas.

People would marvel at all the creatures walking around the surface of the ball, and at the creatures in the water.  People would declare it to be sacred because it was the only one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt.  The ball would be the greatest wonder known, and people would come to pray to it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty and to wonder how it could be.

People would love it, and defend it with their lives.

If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter.  -Xxxx

Macrocosmically, this diminutive scenario has actually taken place.  Astronomer Fred Hoyle proclaimed in 1948: "Once a photograph of the Earth, taken from the outside, is available . . . a new idea as powerful as any in history will let loose."  Two decades later we had such a photo.  The image that we have come to know as the “Whole Earth” became our species' first global icon, the first image ever to be revered by people of every nation, religion and culture on the planet, and thus the first icon of a pre-emergent universal spirituality.

To appreciate the Whole Earth icon’s subliminal impact, imagine for a moment that you are a flea living on an elephant, unable to see the entire elephant and thus having no idea that it, like yourself, is a living creature.  Then one day you make a giant hop so far away from the elephant that you see it for the first time as the creature that it is.

The Apollo space program was analogous to such a leap.  As one astronaut described this experience:

You realize that on that small spot, that little blue and white thing, is everything that means anything to you—all of history and music and poetry and art and death and birth and love, tears, joy, games—all of it on that little spot out there . . . .  You recognize that you are a piece of this total life . . . .  And when you come back there is a difference in the world now.  There is a difference in that relationship between you and that planet and you and all those other life forms on that planet, because you've had that kind of experience.  —Rusty Schweickart

It was just such a vicariously dawning awareness in the rest of us that propagated the World Future Society's slogan, "Think globally, act locally."

∞∞∞∞∞

Half a century ago, around the time of Fred Hoyle’s prediction about a photograph of the Earth, naturalist Aldo Leopold wrote in his book, A Sand County Almanac, that understanding the nature of a mountain requires one to "think like a mountain," to comprehend the mountain’s wholeness by discerning, appreciating and complying with the particular confluence of greater and lesser environments—atmospheric, geospheric and biospheric—that constitute being a mountain.

Today we are challenged to think like a planet, to discern, appreciate and comply with the confluence of evolutionary processes and natural systems that constitute Earth’s being what it is.  The state of our planet is challenging us to become conscious evolutionaries, people whose operational relationship with the Earth is perceived from the principle of reciprocity, the intricate complex of give-and-take that governs the evolutionary process.

We are challenged, in other words, to be a species that thinks like a planet.  This requires an even more comprehensive awareness than the one called for by the World Future Society.  Since the evolutionary process is cosmic, not merely planetary, our challenge is to perceive universally while thinking globally and acting locally.

As we do begin thinking like a planet, our conscious evolutionary role as Earthlings becomes quite clear:

Our Earthly function is not to save, fix or otherwise improve our planet.  We are instead here to conscientiously nurture lifekind's further evolution.

In other words,

We are the custodians of lifekind.

Our political interconnectivity and interdependence has been acknowledged in a “Planetary Declaration of Independence,” suggesting that instead of being one hundred percent local to any place or culture, we are no less than planetarians:

When in the Course of Planetary Events,

it becomes necessary for All People

to dissolve the political and economic separations

that have set them against one another,

and to assume among the family of Lifekind

their whole, conscious and divine responsibilities,

a clear understanding of the process of co-creation

requires that they declare, affirm and commit

to the values which awaken them to their interdependence.

We hold these truths to be self-evident,

that All Beings are interconnected

and endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights,

that among these are  Life, Self-Realization and Conscious Evolution.

 —Author Unknown

∞∞∞∞∞
The basis of all interconnectivity and interdependence is what the Science of Mind calls one-mindedness. One-mindedness characterizes all levels of organization in the cosmic order, in accordance with the Law of Correspondence: as above, so below; as within, so without.  This metaphysical law assures that the way the cosmos does anything is the way that it does everything, that the fundamental nature of any level of organization within the cosmos is characteristic of all levels—from the local one-mindedness of our intellect to the non-local one-mindedness of the cosmic intelligence that governs all things.

For example: the depletion of Earth's ozone layer and the disease we call AIDS were both initially reported to the U.N. in the same month.  Since the ozone layer is a major component of the biosphere’s immune system, it is not at all unusual that an immune deficiency syndrome would emerge in the planetary body in synchronicity with its emergence in our human bodies.  For it is likewise as below, so above—“[W]hatsoever ye shall bind on earth shall be bound in Heaven; and whatsoever ye shall loose on earth shall be loosed in Heaven” (Matt. 18:18).

The Law of Correspondence is inter-mutual.

Cosmic Align-meant
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Hard knocks – blending – daughter wave.

Last week I reviewed our current understanding of what light is.  According to that understanding, which we call “quantum dynamics,” light works by re-presenting itself, ad infinitum, forever renewing and transforming itself in the process.   Light does not bounce off that which it illumines.  It is absorbed inwardly by what it illumines, literally becoming that which it illumines, and then once again radiates outward as what it illumines.  That’s the way light works.

In my particular case, light works for me as me because it works in compliance with the way that I work it.  I am a light being in accordance with the way I choose to be the light that I am.

God originated the creation by declaring, “Let there be light.”  Light has been originating the creation ever since.  All light originates within.  Light is the ever-present originating power of creation and re-creation.

We are not lighted from without, we are lighted from within.  We are in-formed by light, not ex-formed by light.  We do not reflect light from elsewhere, we absorb and re-radiate the light that established and maintains us in form.  As we re-radiate the light that we have absorbed, we actually re-originate that light.  As beings of light, we actually re-source the light, becoming the source of a new expression, an expression that lighthood has never before known.  With the advent of quantum physics, this statement becomes scientifically as well as metaphysically accurate.

This means that being the light of the world is an actively creative role rather than a passive one.  We are not passive reflectors of light.  We are active projectors of light.  We are the light of the world, re-presenting itself in a way that it never before has and never again will.  As the light of the world, each of us re-presents something new under the sun.

In Matthew 5: 14, Jesus is quoted as proclaiming during his Sermon on the Mount, “Ye are the light of the world.”  Last week I reviewed our current understanding of what light is.  According to that understanding, which we call “quantum dynamics,” light works by re-presenting itself, ad infinitum, forever renewing and transforming itself in the process.   Light does not bounce off that which it illumines.  It is absorbed inwardly by what it illumines, literally becoming that which it illumines, and then once again radiates outward as what it illumines.  That’s the way light works.

In my particular case, light works for me as me because it works in compliance with the way that I work it.  I am a light being in accordance with the way I choose to be the light that I am.

God originated the creation by declaring, “Let there be light.”  Light has been originating the creation ever since.  All light originates within.  Light is the ever-present originating power of creation and re-creation.

 [Ecclesiastes 1:9]    -    [Life Gets Teejus]

Quantum physics has given us a second opinion:

Nothing new under the sun?

I am proof this is not so.

No matter what's been done before,

or thought before,

I am the one who is doing and thinking right now.

Never before has the universe happened 

just the way I do.

There is always something new under the sun

whenever someone new is doing it.

In my life and through my hands

the universe is taking shapes it has never had before.
Light is forever originating and re-originating its creations.  We are new every minute, insofar as we are not re-originating what we formerly have been.  As the light of the world, we have the choice of re-forming the way we already are, or of trans-forming the way we already are.  We can choose to continue being the way we have been thus far, or of changing the way we have been thus far.  We can continue to re-present the light within us as we have learned to do so thus far, or we can re-present it in a new way.

So much (for now) of the physics of our being the light of the world.  The physics of our lighthood is the “what’s so” of our being the light of the world.  The “so what” of our lighthood is metaphysical.  Physical insight can at most tell us what and how our existence works.  It tells us nothing about our purpose.  It is metaphysical insight to which we must turn if we are to know the purpose of being what and how we are.  

There is a light that this world cannot give [the light that is your very own].  Yet you can give it, as it was given you.  And as you give it, it shines forth to call you from the world and follow it.  For this light will attract you as nothing in this world can do. And you will lay aside the world and find another.  This other world is bright with love which you have given it….  Light is unlimited, and spreads across this world in quiet joy.  All those you brought with you will shine on you, and you will shine on them in gratitude because they brought you here.  Your light will join with theirs in power so compelling, that it will draw the others out of darkness as you look on them.  -A Course In Miracles

The Legacy

A man of modest means lay dying in a one-room dwelling that had served as home for a family of five.  His wife had passed some years earlier, and his three sons were approaching adulthood.  According to custom, the dwelling would be inherited by his eldest son.  This father, however, desired each son to have a chance.

Calling his sons together, he gave each of them several coins and the instruction: "To each of you I am giving an equal amount of money.  With it you are to purchase something that will fill this room. Whoever fills it the most will inherit this place."

The eldest son dashed to the marketplace, determined to make the best purchase before his brothers arrived.  He was so preoccupied that he did not notice, just inside the marketplace gate, an old man sitting on the ground asking passersby for coins.  In his blind haste, the eldest son stumbled over the old man, then resumed his pace as the man sprawled from the impact.  

"Serves him right for sitting in the way," the eldest son muttered, not even looking back to see if the old man was hurt.  The eldest son was quite sophisticated metaphysically, and it was clear to him that the old man had created his experience.

The middle son, running close enough behind to observe his brother's insensitivity, stopped to console the old man.  He did not, however, respond to the request for coins.  Proudly espousing his own metaphysical sophistication, he told the man: "If I were to give you money, I would be participating in your perception of need, which would reinforce the illusion of lack for both of us."

The youngest son did not make haste.  Walking thoughtfully to the marketplace, he met both brothers already returning home with their purchases, whose bulk was impressive.  Nonetheless, as he encountered the old man at the marketplace entrance, he felt compassion.  Noticing that the man was even older than his dying father, the youngest son put most of his money in the old man's hand, retaining only the coin of least value.

The eldest son, who had haggled mightily for a bundle of straw so large that he had to drag it home, never doubted that he would win the contest.  When he spread the straw, it covered the entire floor of the dwelling.  No sooner had he done so than the second son arrived, puffing beneath an enormous bag of feathers--which sufficed, however, to cover only three-fourths of the floor.  

At this point the eldest son, certain that the dwelling was his since nothing else at the marketplace was as bulky as straw or feathers, ran off to celebrate his victory.  When he returned home at sundown, the youngest brother had still not arrived from the marketplace and his father was greatly concerned.  "Not to worry," said the eldest son.  "He must have known he was going to lose, and he's upset about coming home to face up to it."

It was quite dark when the youngest son did return, bearing a small candle.  Its light covered not only the entire floor of the one-room house, but the walls and the ceiling as well.
XXXXX

This variation of the story of the Good Samaritan enlightens us concerning what light does.  Most simply stated, light shines.  It shines in whatever direction it is pointed, and in all directions when it is not constrained to a particular one.  When left to its natural tendency, light is omni-directional, shining – even as rain falls – equally on the just and the unjust.  Light is inclusive of all upon which it shines and of all in which it shines.  Light co-operates with all that is.  (Blends – daughter wave – etc.)

Light shines “in” far more than it shines “upon.”  For instance, light shines in the darkness even when there is nothing else in the darkness for it to shine upon.  Light includes all darkness in its omnipresent embrace.  Though light can dispel the appearance of darkness, it does not do so by driving darkness out.  Darkness is not the absence of light, because light is nowhere absent.  Darkness is the absence of anything to absorb and radiate light’s omnipresence. 

Light dispels darkness by permeating the darkness and thus including darkness.

The more inclusive we are of our surrounding world, the more light we allow into our life.  The more light we thus absorb, the more light we thus radiate back out into the world.  To say this in another way, the more inclusive we are the more we add to our experience.  The youngest son included more in his life than did his older brothers, and thus did he inherit more in his experience. 

The exclusion of anyone or anything inevitably commits us to the diminishment of our experience.  And all diminishment of experience is self-diminishment: "Those who are exclusive exclude themselves," as Emerson once noted.

 “Ye are the light of the world,” Jesus proclaimed as he introduced one of his most important teachings in the Sermon on the Mount.  He elaborated on the significance of this proclamation as follows:  “A city that is set on an hill cannot be hid.  Neither do men light a candle, and put it under a bushel, but on a candlestick; and it giveth light unto all that are in the house.  Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good works, and glorify your Father which is in heaven.”  (Matthew 5: 14-16)

We are here to do good works, and each of us is here to do a good work in his or her own way that no one else can do as well in that same way.  Yet insofar as we do it for our own glorification, we constrain our glory to a lesser expression thereof.  This is what Ernest Holmes meant when he said, “virtue aware of itself is vice.”  To the extent that I distract attention from the light that shines through me by drawing that attention to the lamp that shines it, I diminish everyone’s experience of what is shone.  No matter what is shone, no more of it is shown than that to which one’s attention is drawn.  They most truly shine their light who have ceased to pay attention to their shining and have thereby also ceased to run interference against their own being.

Ernest Holmes proclaimed the virtue of virtue’s being unaware of itself as follows:

Man does not exist for the purpose of making an impression on his environment.  He does exist to express himself in and through his environment.  There is a great difference.  Man does not exist to leave a lasting impression on his environment.  Not at all.  It is not necessary that we leave any impression.  It is not necessary, if we should pass on tonight, that anyone should remember that we have ever lived.  All that means anything is that while we live, WE LIVE, and wherever we go from here we shall keep on living.

All exclusion from our lives is a consequence of some false virtue.  And a “false” virtue is some true virtue that our awareness thereof has distorted by our exclusion of someone, some thing, or some circumstance from that virtue’s inclusion.

>>>

Reality is the meaning that I assign to the impingements on my sensibilities.

>>>

We celebrate Jesus’ birth each year because he, more than any one else in known history, developed the power to draw others out of darkness by the way he looked on them.  

Part Four: 

Minding My Own Business

by Being My Own Person
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Epitome: Short Course

Rule sets

Powers of self command

Co-operation

Reciprocity

Forgiveness

I am convinced that neither I nor any other human being, past or present was or is a genius.  I am convinced that what I have every physically normal child also has at birth.  There is no such thing as genius.  Some children are less damaged than others.  -R. Buckminster Fuller

It was not until the fourth decade of my life that I encountered the ultimate paradox of self-identity: that the only certain answer to the question “Who am I?” is the answer to a prior question: “Who is it that asks?”  The person that I am is the person who is seeking to know who I am. 

As St. Augustine described this paradox, “what I am looking for is what I am looking with.”

The self-identity paradox is the most fundamental of all doxes that come in pairs.  Out of my contemplations of this paradox as it is embodied in the self that I call “me,” I discovered the genius that everyone has for what I call The Politics of Success®.

From the perspective of Bucky Fuller’s statement above, The Politics of Success® may be considered as damage prevention for the young – and damage repair for the rest of us.
The Tri-Unity of My Being

A human being is part of a whole, called by us the “Universe,” a part limited in time and space.  He experiences himself, his thoughts and feelings, as something separated from the rest – a kind of optical delusion of his consciousness. This delusion is a kind of prison for us, restricting us to our personal desires and to affection for a few persons nearest us.  Our task must be to free ourselves from this prison by widening our circles of compassion to embrace all living creatures and the whole of nature and its beauty. -Albert Einstein
My awareness imagines three co-existent orientations: an outward perspective, an inward perspective and an allward perspective.

· The outward perspective of my awareness is my orientation to the exterior world, the “out there” that I identify as “other(s)” – “he-she-it”, “you”, “yours”, “them” and “theirs” – with reference to myself.  Predominant quality of this perspective is competition.  I cannot help but compete with what I perceive to be separate from myself.

· The inward perspective of my awareness is my orientation to the interior world, the “in here” that I identify as “me” and “mine,” as well as “ours,” with reference to “other(s),” etc.  Predominant quality of this perspective is co-operation.  

· The allward perspective of my awareness is the all-inclusive cosmic orientation of my awareness, the universal state of whole-beingness that references no distinction between itself and other than itself prior to its individualization.  Predominant quality of this perspective is whole-beingness..  

Rather than being three separate states, these are simultaneously co-existent states of a single being, a tri-unity sometimes represented as mind (inward state), body (outward state) and spirit (allward state).  Though these states of my being are distinct, they are no more partitioned from one another than are the being states of a glassful of warm, salty, red water.  Just as the water is warm, salty and red throughout, rather than warm in one place, salty in another and red in a third, so are the outward, inward and allward states of my being omni-presently coexistent rather than separately resident in my consciousness.

The Politics of Success® presumes that a single, cosmic whole-beingness pervades all circumstances and conditions in and of the universe.  There is not whole-beingness and something else, there is only whole-beingness in and as all orientations and expressions of itself.  Being my own person is therefore not a process of becoming whole, it is a process of fully realizing the wholeness of being that I already am.

Flow

The Power of Intentionality

Intention organizes its own fulfillment.
-Deepak Chopra
I am highly intentional by nature because such is the universal disposition of whole-beingness at large.  The universe is perpetually disposed to the ongoing expansion and creation of itself in different forms. The cosmic energy of creation everywhere tends to proliferate and regenerate itself in both the numbers and the varieties of its expressions, while never identically reproducing itself in any previous form.  This creative energy – which many call “life” and others attribute to “God” – is intentional of its own uniqueness of expression: “Behold, I make all things new.”  (Rev. 21:5)
The cosmic energy of creative self-renewal is the universe’s perpetual motion machine.  Though this energy may be mindfully commanded, it cannot be turned off, for while everything that it creates does eventually wear out or run down, never so does the energy of creation itself.  Instead, upon the demise of any form, the energy that composes it is decomposed for recompositionl in further creative expression.

The word “ex-press” literally means to “press outward” – to expand outwardly from within.  The energy of creation must and will utter (outer)  itself under any and all circumstances, even when not freely allowed to do so.  Blockage or other inhibition of its flow results in distorted forms and processes of expression.  I experience these distortions as dis-ease – physical, financial, mental or emotional – in myself and/or in my circumstances.  All experience of dis-ease is consequent to some distortion of an impulsion to express.
Within me, as within all things, the energy of creation forever seeks new outlets for and outcomes of its expression.  Each of my intentions is driven by the full power of the energy of creation in me, so long as my intention  is effectively aligned with that energy.  The more deeply my intentions are felt and the more mindfully I direct them toward their fulfillment, the more they are congruent with the universal intentionality of whole-beingness.

Mindfulness is the quality of being fully present in and to my experience, in accord with Abraham Lincoln’s observation: “If we could first know where we are, and whither we are tending, we could better judge what to do, and how to do it.”  Giving mindful direction to my intentions is the essence of effective self-dominion on behalf of being my own person and accomplishing my purposes.  Such self-governorship is the principal function of The Politics of Success®.

Mindful Self-Dominion

We who lived in concentration camps can remember the men who walked through the huts comforting others, giving away their last piece of bread.  They may have been few in number, but they offer sufficient proof that everything may be taken from a man but one thing:  the last of the human freedoms – to choose one's attitude in any given set of circumstances, to choose one's own way.  -Viktor E. Frankl, Man's Search for Meaning
I create no more than a miniscule portion of the content of the world that I experience, to say nothing of the greater cosmos.  Yet though I do not create the content of all that is, I do create my unique interpretation of its reality, and so long as a single brain and nervous system governs my own body/mind, no one else’s perspective has dominion over my interpretation. However personally persuasive or invasive others may be in shaping my circumstances, it is ultimately myself who permits them to influence me.

I allow many persons to influence my decisions. If while doing so I subconsciously yield my powers of command to others, it may seem to me that they and not I have dominion over my life.  Given that my subconscious mind guides me like an automatic pilot, its forfeiture of my self-command to others makes it seem that they are ultimately in charge.  Yet I am the one who programs the pilot’s instructions.  By mindful command of my subconscious mind, I may alter its instructions and reclaim my forfeited powers.

As I become aware of any subconscious forfeiture of self-dominion, I stand for re-election in the jurisdiction of my own being, where I am an absolute majority of one.  One life, one individual, and one authority – such is the politics that governs all individual accomplishment of purpose and the being of one’s own person, a.k.a. The Politics of Success®.
One Life, One Individual, One Authority

Every man is his own ancestor, and every man is his own heir.

He devises his own future, and he inherits his own past.

-Frederick Henry Hedge

The word "individual" means "undivided."  My individuality – and everyone else’s – is unbreakable.  I am one with the whole-beingness of the cosmos, one with the energy of creation’s perpetual disposition to further evolve new outlets and forms of its expression.  My individuality indwells me as my powers of command: choice, will and receptivity.
Likewise indwelling and indivisible is my responsibility, which is my ability to respond and no one else's.  No one but myself is accountable for the exercise of my responsibility, even when I am choosing to take direction from others.  Nor does my responsibility authorize me to manipulate another’s ability to respond, for just as I am incapable of accomplishing someone else's purpose, neither is anyone else able to accomplish mine.  Thus The Politics of Success® is the politics of self-accountability, in which no one else commands my response-ability nor am I in command of theirs.

As a sovereign individual and the author of my own consequences, I am in command of my own destiny.  By mindfully exercising my sovereign individuality, I reclaim any forfeited power(s) of command over the realm of my own dominion that I may have allowed others to assume, be they family or friends, teachers or employers, or agencies of government, religion and other organizations.

Intentioneering My Powers of Command

Your ability to alter the universe is in direct proportion

to your ability to be with what is so. 

-The Forum
Intentioneering is the art of aligning my intentions and my powers of command with the ever-renewing creative intentionality of the cosmos.  In such alignment I direct the energy of creation toward the fulfillment of my intentions.  Mindful intentioneering is the basis of effective self-dominion.  

Just as engineering assures the success of human inventions, so does intentioneering assure my successful engagement of the creative impulsion from which all inventions emerge.  As I willingly and receptively embrace the realization of my intentions, I quantum-boost the effectiveness and efficiency with which I accomplish all purposes specific to the being of my own person.

What electioneering is to governorship of others, intentioneering is to self-governorship. Electioneering endeavors to direct those over whom I seek dominion.  Intentioneering instead directs my own being according to mindful choices made on my own authority, rather than in default to the authority of subconscious habit patterns and conditioned responses to other people and/or my circumstances.

Electioneering does not guarantee me dominion over others, for it leaves me at the ultimate effect of everyone else’s power of choice of whether and by whom they will be commanded.  In relationship to everyone else’s choices, I am a minority of one. Yet intentioneering does guarantee my self-dominion by reinforcing my own power of choice, over which I am in sole authority.

Intentioneering consolidates three processes of self-liberation:

· Self-acknowledgement:

As I acknowledge my intention to have a fulfilling life by being my own person, as well as my ability to mindfully direct this intention, I transcend limitations to the effective accomplishment of my purposes.

· Self-acceptance:

As I accept the worthiness of my intentions and my worthiness to experience their fulfillment, I am inwardly propelled toward fulfillment’s effective means, even as these means are reciprocally attracted toward me.

· Self-allowance:

As I allow the energy of creation to flow freely through the body of my affairs just as it does through my physical body, what I otherwise willfully make to happen instead occurs with less effort and greater effectiveness and efficiency.  I thus empower myself to do more with less and to enjoy a more fulfilling life.

These processes of self-liberation are the essence of The Politics of Success®.

Intentioneering with the Master Mind

There is a single mind common to all individual men.

-Ralph Waldo Emerson
Intentioneering assumes the existence of a universal creative intelligence that works for us the way that we work with it.  The American industrialist, Andrew Carnegie, called this creative intelligence the “Master Mind.”  Carnegie was convinced that the energy of creation can be mindfully mastered for the effective accomplishment of any constructive purpose.  His perspective was brought to public attention by Napoleon Hill in his book, Think and Grow Rich, and was further developed as a group process by Jack Boland.

The Politics of Success® incorporates an additional refinement of the Master Mind perspective that facilitates the alignment of my heart-felt intentions and powers of command with the creative intentionality of the cosmos.  This refinement, called “intentioneering,” empowers the realization of my deepest intuition of identity and purpose, and allows my goals and objectives to flow naturally from these into full realization.

Intentioneering fully empowers my expectancy, which has far more to do with the results of my endeavors than do my expectations.  My expectancy is informed by my frame of mind (mindset) and my inward state of being, from which I outwardly project their corresponding results.  Thus the outcome of my intentions can be no different than their out-from.  As I think, so is it done unto me, which assures that I can walk only that path of accomplishment which I myself become. Accordingly, even though I don’t always get what I am going for in the external world, I do always get what I am going with: my mindset and inward state of my being, as they become manifest in my experience.
Intentioneering actualizes several assumptions that work well for all who sincerely hold them: 

· I embody the universal energy of creation, herein termed the “Master Mind.”

· The Master Mind creates my life experience in accordance with my mindset and my inward state of being.

· My mindset and inward state of being are reflected in the quality and intensity of my intentions.  

· The Master Mind reciprocates the quality of my intentions in kind, and the intensity of my intentions in degree, thus reproducing them as my experience.

· The combined consciousness of a co-operating Master Mind group evokes a power of accomplishment that is greater than the summed powers of the group’s individual members. 

Intentioneering further assumes that inner motivation is more powerful than external motivators. The inner impulsion of the energy of creation is more empowering than are any outer goals toward which I choose to direct it.  Any power that I associate with a goal is the power of my passion to achieve it.  Because my passion for accomplishment resides within, rather than in any objective to be accomplished, when this inner motivation is disengaged or disregarded, I tend to accomplish only what is expedient.

Intentioneering unleashes my inner passion by energizing my heart-felt intentions.  As I am mindful of these intentions and choose my goals accordingly, I can establish and accomplish ambitious external objectives even when they are not reinforced by such outer incentives as threats, rewards, bonuses, prizes and the like.

Though my intentions are not always realized in the precise extent and form that I may anticipate or specify, they are always realized according to their kind, and in congruence with the Master Mind’s integrity.

· As I co-operatively employ the energy of creation by allowing it to work freely in, through and as me, I activate it positively on behalf of realizing my intentions.

· As I dis-operatively employ the energy of creation by manipulatively pursuing willfully limited ends, I tend to foil or spoil the anticipated outcome of my intentions, and am left instead with frustration, disappointment, and feelings of unfulfillment, lack and loss.

My intentions are also realized in proportion to the passion of intensity with which I affirm and feel them.  My no-matter-what! intentions are invariably realized.  Half-hearted intentions are minimally realized.  Intentions for which I have no passion, if realized at all, show up briefly as “luck” that, in the absence of passion, is impossible to sustain. 
Master Minding My Success
Nothing splendid has ever been achieved except by those who dared believe

that something inside them was superior to circumstance. 

-John Barton
Wherever two or more persons engage in co-operative intentioneering, their mutual support amplifies the Master Mind’s empowerment of each person. This amplification occurs as the co-operating individuals publicly proclaim their respective heart-felt intentions in the context of the following affirmations:

I ACKNOWLEDGE:  I acknowledge that a universal energy of creation expresses itself in and as all things, and that this creative Master Mind is working right now in, through and as my own being in full accord with the way that I work it.  This is how I establish my self-dominion.

It is proclaimed that “What you decide on will be done...” (Job 22:28). The Master Mind is consistently impartial in all circumstances and under all conditions.  Thus transcendent of any and all situations, the Master Mind favors nothing in the universe more or less than it favors anything else.  How the cosmos functions anywhere for anyone is the way that it functions everywhere for everyone, while never contradicting itself by working differently for some of us than it does for others.  The Master Mind always works for me the way that I choose to work with it.

In accordance with this reciprocal principle, the way that things are done by me is the way that they are done unto me.  The Master Mind always works with me in co-responding reciprocity to the way that I work with it. Every consequence that I reap is equivalent in quality (though not necessarily in form) to the nature and heart-felt-ness of my intentions.

Though it is infinitely multiform in its expression, the Master Mind is eternally uniform in its ordering of the cosmos. With unfailing reciprocity it responds impartially to co-operative and dis-operative alignment alike.  When I co-operatively align with its reciprocal principle by doing what works, I enjoy positive accomplishment as the Master Mind works in harmoniously reciprocity.  When I am misaligned with its reciprocal principle by doing what doesn’t work, I experience the discord of negative accomplishment as the Master Mind empowers my own negation.

Though I am always free to choose what doesn’t work, never am I free of the consequences.  Thus continuing to do what doesn’t work does not work, doing more of what doesn’t work does not work, trying harder at what doesn’t work does not work, and getting better at what doesn’t work does not work.

Though I am forever free to choose, never am I free of the consequences of my choosing.

I KNOW:  I know that the creative Master Mind produces the desired outcome of my heart-felt intentions in accordance with the quality and intensity of my desire.  This is how I define my self-dominion.

As the word implies, intention represents a state of tension between what presently is and the “instead” that is intended.  Every endeavor to alter my present circumstances – to establish an alternative to them – generates some degree of intensity, which I may experience as distress.  Though stress of some kind accompanies every change, my experience of it as distress is my own interpretation thereof.

The more intensely my intention is felt, the greater is my co-responding realization of its outcome.  What I feel with the full intensity of my being is bound to manifest.  Hence Job’s declaration (Job 3:25) that “the thing which I greatly feared is come upon me.”

My every heart-felt intention is realized, whether the intention is positive or negative.  The realization of my weaker intentions is subject to the statistical laws that govern probability, so that the outcomes of my lesser desires and fears tend to be equivocal.

Along with the fulfillment of my heart-felt intentions, everything related is likewise realized.  This correspondence is honored in the commandment: Seek ye first the kingdom of your heart-felt intentions in positive compliance with the principle of reciprocity (a.k.a. “righteousness”), and all things co-responding will be added.  (See Mt. 6:33)

I ACCEPT:  I accept that as I am actively receptive to the fulfillment of my heart-felt intentions, this fulfillment is assured.  This is how I maintain my self-dominion.
The prefix of the word acceptance, “ac-”, denotes openness.  The root, “-cept”, denotes idea.  The suffix, “-ance”, denotes action.  Ac-cept-ance is the activity of being open to the idea that informs my intention.  Often the only activity required is “stop-action,” the act of ceasing to do what does not work.  As I cease all counter-productive activity, I am amenable (amen-able) to the spontaneous flow of action that does work.

The nature and extent of my acceptance determines the degree of my receptivity, which in turn supports the realization of my intentions.  The more heart-felt is my intention, the more receptive to its realization I tend to be.  When I forego all resistance to my intentions, and am instead wide open to their consummation in the fullness of time, I experience their fulfillment accordingly.  [The phrase, “fullness of time,” signifies the duration of the gestation process that generates the form which corresponds to my heart-felt intention.]

I FORGIVE:  I forgive myself for all self-bondage to current and past circumstances, and for all self-negation via the surrender to others of my powers of command.  I engage the energy thus liberated in support my heart-felt intentions.  This is how I emancipate my self-dominion.

Unforgiveness is among the most intense of my negative heart-felt intentions.  Unforgiveness binds me to my past, so that I ongoingly re-create it in the present and correspondingly diminish the possibility of realizing my positive intentions.  Until I release all hope for a better past, I compromise all hope for a better future.

Unforgiveness is invariably counter-productive.  The energy I invest in unforgiveness functions like compound interest, increasing rather than diminishing my negativity by amplifying the painful emotional effect of my unforgiveness.

Forgiveness is the release of all negative purpose and intention,  and of all  other investment in what doesn’t work, which thereby frees my energy for the effective accomplishment of positive purposes.

I TRANSCEND:  I transcend all self-limitation that binds me to my present circumstances, by actively opening myself to the realization of my heart-felt intentions.  I align my own powers of command with the Master Mind’s universal power of intentionality, and rise above all inhibition to the fulfillment of my heart-felt intentions.  This is how I empower my self-dominion.

Positive alignment with the Master Mind is born of self-acceptance – open and active receptivity to the realization of my positive heart-felt intentions. Negative alignment with the Master Mind’s reciprocal principle is the self-negation of my own power.  As I replace self-negation with self-acceptance, the Master Mind honors my willingness to receive. The resulting power of my co-operative partnership with the Master Mind is greater than the power of any obstacle(s) to the realization of my intentions.

I ASK:  I ask in the presence of my Master Mind partners that my specific declaration of heart-felt intention be fulfilled, with the Master Mind’s support.  This is how I claim my self-dominion.  [Declare your intention now. When your intention has been specified, partners respond in unison, addressing you by name: “_____, I know that the Master Mind has heard you even as I have heard you.  The Master Mind is now attracting to you all that you have requested.”]

In accordance with the principle of synergy – the whole is greater than the sum of its parts – all of us can accomplish far more as a group than any of us can accomplish individually.  The synergy of group participation amplifies its members’ individual powers of command and accomplishment.  The Master Mind’s empowerment of my sincere request for support is reinforced by the synergized consciousness of the group as my declaration receives the affirmed support of others.

I ALLOW:  I allow myself to receptively embrace the realization of my declared heart-felt intention by assuming right now the feelings that I associate with its realization.  This is how I vitalize my self-dominion.

Thoughts are neurally recorded and recalled in association with the feelings that accompany them.  Any thoughts that are unsupported by feelings tend to be impotent and inconsequential, and produce feeble results at best.  Thus knowing the way that like attracts like and reproduces like, I empower the realization of my intention by adopting the feelings that I associate with its fulfillment.  

I RELEASE:  I release my declaration to the Master Mind, which honors my request with its fulfillment. As I desire and support comparable fulfillment for all other persons, the Master Mind and I are partners in realizing the heart-felt intention that I have declared. I live in welcoming receptivity to the positive outcome of my intention, and anticipate its realization with enthusiasm, excitement and expectancy.  This is how I celebrate my self-dominion.

The true measure of success is the extent to which

we are able to take from life and give back at the same time.

-Ernest Holmes
As I do unto others I likewise do unto myself.  Thus any inclination to withhold, diminish, deny or otherwise limit another’s desired good correspondingly inhibits the realization of my own.  When I am as willing for all other persons to experience fulfillment that is equitable to my own, any barriers that I have erected against my own fulfillment are thereby dissolved. This is why I am as affirmative and supportive of my partners’ successful accomplishment as I am of my own.

Choosing Self-Dominion 

Any life, no matter how long and complex it may be, is made up of a single moment – 

the moment in which a man finds out, once and for all, who he is.
-Jorge Luis Borges

My kingdom is not of this Earth...
The kingdom of God is within.
-Jesus
Self-dominion is my inner-dwelling sovereign individuality, exercised as my power of choice.  My self-dominion is absolute: everywhere I go, here I am, universally connected to the God of all experience as the god of my own experience, with choiceful power is my sole (and soul) proprietor.

Of all the choices available to me, my most powerful choice is to exercise my self-dominion by choosing consciously.   Conscious self-dominion is the state of self-knowing awareness, i.e., of knowing the consciousness with which I am aware in terms of how it works.  Only thus may I knowingly live according to my own choices, rather than live unknowingly or unwillingly in accordance with adopted choices made for me by my parents, siblings and other relatives, by my teachers, by my employer, by my spouse, by my religion, etc.

Unconscious self-dominion is my state of being when I lease my power of choice to others who then choose for me, while all concerned forget whose power is being commanded.  My lease become a leash as the others assume that I am subject to their power rather than still the subject of my own power now rented out.

Short of transplanting my brain to another's head with its connections to my own body still intact, I can never give my power 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 its command to others.  My power of initiative stays always within me, as does the choosing of when, where, how, and why, and for what and whom to exercise it.  And because my motive power never leaves me, any defaulted command of it is always subject to my reclaiming.

My self-dominion is unconscious whenever I assume that other persons or external circumstances are creating my experience of them.  It is conscious whenever I realize that no matter what, who and how many persons may be responsible for creating the circumstances that I experience, it is I who determine the meaning of my experience.  In so doing, I create my own unique version of what I call "reality."

When I am unconscious of my self-dominion, I experience reality as a realm of outer forces and control.  When I am consciously exercising my self-dominion, I experience reality as my own realm, subject to my own power and command from within.

While the sovereignty of political systems is grounded externally in physical forces, the sovereignty of individuals is grounded internally in spiritual power.

Spiritual sovereignty is an empowered state of being, resulting from the wisdom gained as one truly understands one's connection to the universe.... Full spiritual sovereignty occurs when one evolves beyond the ego's need to blame and manipulate and when a deep revelation occurs in which the self fully understands its role as the sole creator of its reality. In this state the realization of self-responsibility and self-determination cannot be denied. The full impact of being responsible for one's actions and choices is finally recognized....
Sovereignty is the state of being that people achieve when they have taken total self-responsibility for their lives and actions and for how these choices affect those around them. -Lyssa Royal, Millenium
The word "individual" means "undivided," and represents my indivisible connectedness with the universe.  Though my individuality does have external and forceful impact, my indivisible connectedness is indwelling, as are the power of my connectedness and my knowing or unknowing command of it.

Likewise indwelling me, and likewise indivisible, is my responsibility.  It is my ability to respond and no one else's, and is subject only to my direction, even when my directions are taken from others.  Nor does my responsibility authorize me to manipulate others' ability to respond, for just as I am incapable of doing someone else's best, neither are others capable of doing mine.

The essence of spiritual wisdom is living self-accountably, neither allowing others to manipulate my ability to respond nor endeavoring to manipulate theirs.  Exercising my self-dominion is less a matter of what I do as it is a matter of what I cease to do.  Therefore, as a consciously sovereign being:

· I cease presuming to choose for others, and allowing others to choose for me.   Though I do choose to have others in my life, I do not make choices for them.  All of my choosing is self-choosing, by myself, for myself, as myself.  Since this is true of every person, I respect the power of choice in others accordingly.

· I cease holding others responsible for the quality of my experience, and holding them responsible for the quality of mine. Even though I am constantly surrounded with circumstances generated by others, no matter who, how many or whatever else is generating these circumstances, all of my experience thereof is self-generated.  I am the sole (and soul) proprietor of my experience.

· I cease making others accountable for the consequences of my experience, and likewise refrain from holding myself accountable for the consequences to others of their experience. I am accountable for others' consequences only as they affect my own.

· I cease denying the effects on others of my own choices and consequences, and do not discount the impact that their choices and consequences have on me. I hold myself accountable only for and to the realm of my own consequences, including the impingements thereon of others' consequences, while looking for the gift in every consequence, whether it be my own or someone else's. 

· I cease blaming others or myself.  Blame, no matter of or by whom, is always a diminishment or denial of my own or another's ability to respond.  The only way to obtain response ability at discount is to reduce the very ability itself. 

As a consciously indwelling sovereign being, I live in aspiration of the following credos:

Flow
No Contest
What Matters
Hopes & Expectations 

Comparisons
My Problem
Xxxxxx

Unless you live consistent with your deepest (end) values,

you’ll achieve but still lack the ultimate fulfillment you truly deserve.

-Tony Robbins
Whole-beingness remains unbroken, even when my perception of wholeness is limited.  Perception of something by something else is always limited, as it is either outward- or inward-looking from an individualized point of view and thus apparently partial rather than holistic.  

Holistic perception is all-inclusively unifying because, rather than being an individualized perception of whole-beingness, it is nothing less than whole-beingness itself perceiving.  

Non-divertable intentions are self-forming of their own optimum outcome.

Anticipation is greater than realization – slots vs channels.
Ignorant man struggling…

-Whitehead
The Ruler Within Myself

O nobly born, let not thy mind be distracted.

–The Tibetan Book of the Dead
To avoid something is to void oneself thereof.

Tom Sannar: New Thought pioneers:

Modern man has not solved the problem of the relation of the individual to the society. What are their respective roles in the spiritual progress of mankind? It is wrong to demand that the individual subordinate himself to the collectivity or merge in it, because it is by its most advanced individuals that the collectivity progresses and they can really advance only if they are free. The exaltation of the collectivity, of the State, only substitutes the collective ego for the individual ego.  But it is true that as the individual advances spiritually, he finds himself more and more united with the collectivity and the All. 

The present evolutionary crisis comes from a disparity between the limited faculties of man--mental, ethical and spiritual--and the technical and economical means at his disposal. Without an inner change man can no longer cope with the gigantic development of the outer life. If humanity is to survive, a radical transformation of human nature is indispensable.
Xxxxxx
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At age 4 .... success is .... not peeing in your pants.

    At age 12 .... success is .... having friends.

    At age 16 .... success is .... having a drivers license.

    At age 20 .... success is .... having sex.

    At age 35 .... success is .... having money.

    At age 50 .... success is .... having money.

    At age 60 .... success is .... having sex.

    At age 70 .... success is .... having a driver license.

    At age 75 .... success is .... having friends.>

    At age 80 .... success is .... not peeing in your pants.

 Xxxxxx
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Afterword: 

An Autobio/bibliographical Exposition

Xxxxx

The text that follows is from Infinite Probability (1)
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Foreword March

Every book of this nature, I am told, must have a foreword.  

Accordingly, even though so many readers tend to skip this part, I have dutifully written one . . . and forwardly accommodated them by scattering it throughout the following pages. 

Acknowledge Meants
You who read these words are now among the legions of persons who have – or one day will have - supported me in the unfoldment of the knowing here recorded.  To all of you I here pay ongoing silent tribute, lest someone past, present or future be left out.

I further proclaim my prepositional praises for the most steadfast of my informants (when inwardly appropriated as my own): of, from, with and as.

Position
Everything

when undisguised

bespeaks its own here-ing

not something else’s.

Owe my God . . .
There is only one dominion, 

self-dominion:

dominion of the self,

by the self, 

for the self.

To understand a mountain, one must think like a mountain, claimed Aldo Leopold, America’s first reknowned ecologist.  To know mountain-ness, one must go beyond mere thinking about what a mountain is, and think instead from a mountain’s own perspective.  Thus does one come to know how a mountain is, how a mountain it selfs itself. 

And so it is with godly thinking.  To know godliness, one must think from a godly perspective rather than the perspective of beholding godliness.  Thus does one come to know how one is, the way one selfs oneself.

I am learning to experience myself as a how rather than a what, to feel the way of my being rather than feel like my being’s outcome.  My being has no terminus, for no matter how whole, complete and perfect my godliness may be, either in potential or expression, never am I finished being godly.

Knowing what or who I am will limit me to the confines of my own self-definition, obscuring the opening through which I otherwise perceive.  It is knowing how I am that keeps me open to the infinite probability of becoming ever more so.  

People are always asking me, “how are you?”  This book is for those who dare to ask that question of themselves.

Resembling No Former Rose
The rose outside my window

bears no resemblance to any former rose.

--Emerson

During a magazine interview with Brian Swimme, co-author with Thomas Berry of The Universe Story, I asked him to elaborate on some of his pronouncements in that book:

You employed a remarkable metaphor in The Universe Story, suggesting that "the human being within the universe is a sounding board within a musical instrument."  And you preceded statements like "Walt Whitman is a space the Milky Way fashioned to feel its own grandeur," and "the Milky Way expresses its inner depths in Emily Dickinson's poetry, for Emily Dickinson is a dimension of the galaxy's development."  What more have you to say about the human being as a galactic sounding board?

Brian contemplated my inquiry for a full minute before responding:

Consider the rose outside the window here.  First of all, the light from that rose is radiating from the rose itself.  This is contrary to what Newton said, that light bounces off the rose. From the perspective of quantum physics, light radiates from the rose. When light is absorbed by the rose, every photon that comes from the sun to the rose vanishes, is gone, is absorbed by the rose.  So then what happens? Actually, the rose creates light - except that I don't really think of it in terms of light, because this suggests that what is being radiated is different from the rose.  What the rose creates is photons, and they are not the same photons that it absorbed.  That is point number one: the rose's photons are creations of the rose itself. 

Point number two is that the connotation of the word "photon" is also faulty, suggesting that a particle of light is somehow different from a rose.  The photons radiating from the rose are best understood as the self-expression of the rose.  What is actually coming to you, what you actually see, is rose itself, as opposed to light bouncing off of rose.  It's just rose. 

Not only is our Newtonian idea of light faulty, so is our Newtonian idea of presence.   Because just as we once thought that light was like little bullets that bounce off the surfaces that it touches, we also thought that a rose existed in one place, that the actual presence of the rose could be localized.   In quantum physics that's not the way it works.   It can't be, because the presence of the rose is wherever it affects anything.  If you ask where the rose is located in terms of quantum mechanics, you must speak in terms of wherever it is affecting the universe.  Therefore, if I am affected by the rose, it is here as well as there.  I don't mean that it's partially here, or that its image is here, I mean that the rose itself is here. 

Yet even if you are profoundly influenced by the rose, you are still picking up only a tiny dimension of what the rose is expressing about itself.  The range of energies given off by the rose is vast, and the ability of our eyes and other senses to respond to that range is very limited.  There is so much that is flooding us, and we are able to respond to such a tiny piece of it.  

Now in that context, let's employ a metaphor similar to that of the sounding board, and say that human beings are like tuning forks.  In the midst of a symphonic orchestra, a tuning fork begins to sound its particular note.  And that's the way I think of a human being in the midst of the universe.

To My Companion
I have a true companion

whose company I would never be without.

This companion,

not quite sure how to relate to me,

wavers back and forth between acceptance and rejection.

Sometimes my companion is a friend,

sometimes  an enemy.

Sometimes my companion treats me lovingly,

sometimes hurtfully.

And sometimes my companion treats me with indifference.

Why do I consider this companion to be true?

Who do I treasure such fickle company?

Because there is one way

that my companion never ceases to be faithful:

every where to which I go,

here I am.

Never once have I been “there.”

I experience no “there” when I get to “where” I’ve gone, only the ongoingness of my being here.  Relative to “out there,” I’m yet to experience an “out” when I get “there.”

Like the speed of light in the cosmos overall, here I am is the central constant in the universe of my own experience.  As for such other highly touted absolutes as death and taxes, I have thus far experienced all death as eventual or momentary, and all taxes as intermittently relative to particular moments as well.  Yet here I am has never for an instant not been so. Even when I’ve left my body “there”, I’ve stayed within my here-ing.  I have never experienced my being from its outside.  If there is, indeed, an outside of my being, I can no more experience it than can another person experience its inside.

Thus everything expressed herein reflects my own in-here-ing, no one else’s.

You can check out any time you want,

but you can never leave.

--Hotel California
Relativity
I am a stand-in for some greater reality

that my presence only points to.

My words are likewise metaphors

that point to a greater knowing 

than ever I can say.

The most that I can share

is a few pointers.

 The Relativity of Self-Disclosure
To some who finish this book, my story may seem to end with a lack of closure.  Yet, like life itself, my story is forever a current notation of a melody that has no end.

And so it is, by definition, with all true autobiography.

A human being, one philosopher has proclaimed, is far more than a thing or a process.  Above all else, a human being is an opening, an aperture though which the cosmos both perceives and bears witness to itself.  

It is as if, on the sixth day of creation, God asked the question, “How many are the ways that I may experience what I have created?”  Each of us is one of God’s answers to this question.  

Or, in the more prosaic evolutionary perspective of physicist George Wald: “Matter has reached the point of beginning to know itself. . . .  [Man is] a star’s way of knowing about stars.”

It also has been noted that life’s intent, when true to its own nature, is to be a beneficial presence.

When I am most transparent to my own self, I am an opening through which pours an eternal presence, to its own beneficial intent seeking to be true . . . as me.

I am sharing here some soundings heard through this opening, as I continue to resound the unfinished melody that I call “me.”

The Relativity of Self-Exposure
One of my ongoing resistances to self-disclosure has been my reluctance to be perceived as a hypocrite.  Time and again have I been admired for the way that my words have with me, only to be exposed as less than their equivalent.  

To utter what I deem most precious is to risk abandonment by those who perceive me as less precious than my utterance.  

Upon one such moment of truth, a prospective life partner was so startled at a discrepancy between my poetry and the poet, that she whirled me around, exclaiming, “THIS is Prince Charming?”  Even as her comment knifed its way into my gut, I couldn’t help but laugh.  For me, of all people, to be mistaken for Prince Charming, was ludicrous on the face of it.

Being loved for what I write is ultimately no different than being loved for my money or my looks.  Nothing that I have or do is me, and being loved for any of such is quite beside love’s point.  

Only love that has no reason has no season.

I am relinquishing my reluctance to give others opportunity to perceive me as discrepant from my words.  The acute pain of an occasional abandonment by others is far more bearable than the aching, chronic pain of censored being.  I am making my peace with unresolved discrepancies between my words and the one who is writing them.  And I notice, as I do this, that I correspondingly attract folks who are likewise less judgmental of my being.

Would that we all, like Moses, against whatever odds of discrepancy, courageously inspire some others to realize a promise that we ourselves fall short of.

The Relativity of Experience

There is no one to talk to but myself,

for all experience takes place within.
I write this book in the first person, lest I speak for others out of turn.

I do this in honor of a philosophy professor who many years ago invited me to share with his students my philosophy of life.  Half an hour into my discourse with his class, during which he was quizzically quite silent, he suddenly blurted out, “You are the most dangerous man I’ve ever known.”

Though startled by his statement, I was even more intrigued.  “How am I dangerous?” I asked.

His response was a confession:  “As I listen to you describing your experience of yourself entirely in the first person, I am painfully aware of some things about myself that until now I have successfully avoided recognizing.  I cannot deny that your own experience with these matters is what you say it is.  Nor am I provided any recourse to self-defense, since you’ve not once projected any of your experience on me by uttering the word ‘you’, or made it subject to argument by presenting your experience as an ‘it’.  You’ve left me with no leeway for disproof.”

In subsequent contemplation of his confession, I recognized that whatever of my own experience may have implications for others, the relevance will be recognized by the “I” within us all that is also “we” (a.k.a. “Thou”).

Thus it is that I am herein speaking only for myself, leaving it to my readers to know when I likewise speak for them, and knowing that any perception of danger is relative to their experience, not my own.

The Relativity of Others

Everything I experience reinforces the constancy of my being the one who is having the experience.  Everything "out there," as experienced, is an extension of me, just as, experientially, I am an extension of it.  Perception of otherness always mirrors what is going on "in-here-ntly" with the one perceiving.
Everything other than me is an extension of myself insofar as I equate otherness to my experience of it.  Yet all such equations are incomplete from the other’s own perspective.  My experience of others – no matter how accurately I know them – never fully matches their experience of themselves.  I create my version of other people, rather than replicate their own.  Even when I presume to talk to others, my every conversation is in the heaven (or hell) of my own being.
Because such is the politics of all relationship, I endeavor to live first personally Ernest Holmes’ prescription: "Talk to yourself, not to the world.  There is no one to talk to but yourself because all experience takes place within."   And in my further support of this endeavor, I periodically consult Ronald D. Laing’s perspective in The Politics of Experience,:
We can see other people's behavior, but not their experience.... The other person's behavior is an experience of mine. My behavior is an experience of the other.... I see you and you see me. I experience you and you experience me. I see your behavior. But I do not and never have and never will see your experience of me. Just as you cannot see my experience of you... Your experience of me is invisible to me and my experience of you is invisible to you.
I cannot experience your experience. You cannot experience my experience. We are both invisible beings. All beings are invisible to one another. Experience is being's invisibility to being. Experience used to be called the Soul. Experience as invisibility of being to being is at the same time more evident than anything. Only experience is evident. Experience is the only evidence. 
There really is no one to talk to other than myself.
Each of us looks out of a window
that others can only look into.
Thus I cannot clearly see
nor fully understand
the here you occupy.
Yet, even though I cannot join you in your here,
I may gladly be  with you
by allowing your inclusion in my there.
The Relativity of Mental Power
If an idea were to fall in the forest

and no one was there to think it,

would it become a thought?

Or do thoughts exist only

when someone is thinking them?

And what would the universe be

If thoughts of it did not exist?

In these pages I elaborate a twofold premise:

· that the “mindset,” “paradigm,” “mode” or pattern that gives form to the way I think shapes my reality far more directly than does the content of my mind – the concepts, thoughts and ideas about which I think;

· that changing my mindset alters my perception far more than changing what I think about.

Such, at least, has been “what’s so” in my own experience.  The way I think tends to prevail over what I think about, far more than what I think about prevails over my way of thinking.  Changing what I think about, while in the same mindset, is far less self-transforming than changing my mindset while continuing to think about the same things.  

As for the “so what?” of this experience, the way I think also impacts my life far more than what I think about.  And insofar as changes of thinking have thus far changed my life, changing the way I think has had the profoundest impact.

I have found three ways to change my thinking.  In ascending degree of the required investment of my intention and committed energy:

· I can convert the content of my thinking by replacing negative with positive thoughts; 

· I can convert the context of my thinking by replacing negative with positive perspectives;

· I can convert the way I think, by replacing a negative with a positive mindset.* 
Each of these “conversions” of my thinking alters my relationship to thought:

· Converting the content of my thoughts alters what I think about.  

· Converting the context of my thoughts alters my perception of what I think about.  

· Converting the way I think alters the one who is thinking, and my entire relationship to life is transformed accordingly.  Any correlative changes in the content and context of my thinking tend to take care of themselves. 

The latter transformation is commonly associated with the metaphysical phase transition known in religious circles as being “converted” – a change of mindset so dramatic that one can Greek a word for it: “metanoia.”  Yet such conversion may sometimes represent only a change of content and/or context, not a full metanoiac transformation.  (See reference to the Apostle Paul in “The Relativity of Faith.”)

I have myself experienced such personal “paradigm shifts,” the re-setting of my mind as it were.  Subsequently, though I can still recall that my mode of thinking used to be quite different, I am no longer able to remember how to think that way.  I am no longer able to feel  my thoughts in former ways, no longer able to be the thinker I was while in the now-relinquished mindset.

In my experience thus far, any way of thinking, feeling and being that is dependent on a particular state of mind has not transferred to other states.

______________

*For those who are choosing to replace positives with negatives, this book is best understood backwardly.

Changing Mind and Changing Me

For years I worked at changing the content and the context of my thinking, while continuing to feel essentially the same way about my new thinking as I did about the old.  In contrast to this, changing the way I think has changed my feeling about everything.  Former states of mind are now so inaccessible that I may as well have had a cerebral transplant.  Instead, I have experienced at most some cerebral bypasses, as chronicled in the final section of this book. 

It has taken strong incentive and persistent practice to change the way I think.  For instance, I’ve been preparing this book for almost thirty-five years.  Only after changing my mode of thinking about its content did I finally feel what I’ve always endeavored to say. 

The difference between knowing and feeling what I say is contrasted in my writing styles before and after the “paradigm shift” that made this difference.  What I wrote before the shift represents the difference that new content and context made in what I thought about.  What I have written since the shift represents a difference in me.  I now increasingly tend toward exposition rather than explanation, toward stating my case rather than making it.  When we are thinking about God, we tend merely to make our case for God.  When we are thinking like God, we tend to state God’s case for us.

Changing the content and context of my thought changed only what my thinking focused upon, not my fundamental orientation to the world of my experience.  Changing the way I think altered the aperture of my focus – me, the thinker.  Changing the way I think made my world seem correspondingly different as well.  

What changes of content and context merely made more possible, my change of mindset made more probable.  Take this book, for instance.  Although converting the content and context of my thinking increased the possibility that this book would one day manifest, such changes continued to be insufficient.  Only as I converted my mode of thinking did this outcome become probable.

While manipulating the content and context of my thinking, I tapped into the infinity of possibilities.  Only by capitulating the way that I was thinking did I further tap into infinite probability.

When I tap into infinite probability, 

whatever is possible for me to like becomes likely,

whatever is possible for me to do becomes do-able,

whatever is possible for me to have becomes have-able,

whatever is possible for me to be becomes be-able.

The perception of possibility only brings me closer to my results,  while the perception of probability brings my results closer to me.

 The Relativity of Faith
When I pray with faith in God, the result is relative to my faith.

When I pray with the faith of God, the result is relative to God’s faith in me.

Faith in God is the state of infinite possibility, in which anything conceived is possible.  This is the ultimate state of self-esteem, of feeling secure about myself.  With faith in God, anything I pray for eventually comes to pass. 

The faith of God is the state of infinite probability, in which everything conceived is probable.  This is the ultimate state of self-assurance, of feeling secure as myself.  With the faith of God, everything I pray for becomes immediate to my embrace, and shows up far more swiftly in my experience.

The relativity of faith first dawned on me as I was moving myself and my possessions across the southern United States from Montevallo, Alabama to Aspen, Colorado, in a barely functioning Thames Freighter van.  My diminutive British vehicle sputtered along, hovering chronically on the verge of breakdown, as I intermittently muttered what was then my favorite mantra: "If only I had more money I’d be secure." 

Among other things, I would surely have a more functional car. 

My entire life to that point had been shaped by my assumption (anticipatory mindset) that money is the basis of my security.  And seldom had I felt so insecure as when this trip took me through the Texas barrens, far from any service for failed vehicles. 

Spontaneously, for no discernable reason, I recalled Jesus’ statement: "Not that which goes into the mouth defiles a man, but that which comes out of the mouth is what defiles a man."  (Matt. 15:11)  For the first time, I recognized this proclamation’s pertinence to the relationship between my thought (a.k.a. my “word”) and my experience.  And for the first time I also wondered: Is it feelings of security that will attract money to me, rather than money that will assure my feeling secure?

In the shift of mind that accompanied this insight, I experienced an instant diminishment of anxiety.  Though my immediate situation did not change, my relationship to it was suddenly quite different.  

The Freighter remained faithfully on the verge of chronic breakdown until I reached my destination . . . whereupon its brakes immediately gave out.  Replacing them, as well as everything else required to make the vehicle of further use for travel, was far beyond my current means.  The van continued to serve me only as storage for my belongings, as I learned the performing art of thumbing for transportation.

During 10,000 miles of hitchhiking in the year that followed, including an adventurous journey from Portland, Maine to Los Angeles, I came to truly trust the universe.  My once chronic feeling of prevailing insecurity was further banished.

Ever since my initial moment of recognizing right relationship between money and security, money has become less and less essential to my perception of well-being. Though I continue to value money, I value it quite differently as my security becomes ever-more grounded within. Though I may still at times feel insecure in particular circumstances, I am no longer able to be insecure as a way of living my life.  

The reversal in my perception of the relationship between money and security may appear to be a simple change of context.  With this I would agree as follows: only a change of context that globally alters the entire mode of my cognition qualifies as a change of mindset.  Turning my perception inside out had far greater implications than doing likewise with my socks.

Though I experience myself almost daily making calculated changes in the content and the context of my thinking, these changes are “local” to some aspect of my experience.  Changes of context that globally impact the whole of my life experience – metanoiac conversions – have been quite rare.  And none of them was consciously premeditated.  

To cite another example:  I was impressed early in life by Emerson’s statement, “What you are speaks so loudly I cannot hear what you say.”  However, many contemplations of that statement for over a decade had little notable affect on my understanding overall.  Then once again spontaneously, while reading a more universal statement of relationship between conveyors and their content, I experienced a metanoiac conversion.

I was in the hospital with a tentative diagnosis of leukemia.  Having no desire to consciously  entertain the diagnosis, I preoccupied myself with the books I’d brought along.  While reading Marshall McLuhan’s Understanding Media, I was thunderstruck by his statement, “The medium is the message.”  I was suddenly cognizant of how any medium speaks louder than anything it conveys.*  Television’s induction of a global change in personal and collective lifestyles, for instance, has had far more impact than any of its content.  If we still had only radio, its coverage of the same content would not have had the impact on our culture that television has had.  Furthermore, the nature of television has far more influence on its content than vice versa.  Were this not true, television programming would continue to be as linear in its format as the old movies that were its initial content. 

“The medium is the message” was itself a message that changed my experience of existence.  As a college instructor teaching courses in American democracy (i.e., history and government), I now realized that my students’ thinking was being shaped by the dictatorial nature of my classroom far more than by the democratic content of my lectures.  I was so eager to return to my classroom and dialog with my students rather than dictate to them, that I quickly remitted the symptoms which warranted my hospitalization.  To this day, I learn in concert with those whom I “teach,” in honor of Nicholas Berdayev’s proclamation that “a student is not a vessel to be filled, but a lamp to be lighted.”

What I believe in defines my faith.  The mindset of my belief – the “from” which I believe – is my faith.  For instance, the apostle Paul’s mindset of zealousness continued to be the ground state of his being when he switched from opposing to championing Jesus.  He believed in Jesus from an ongoingly zealous state of mind.  Paul did not cease being zealous.  Greater than Paul’s sudden faith in Jesus was his continuing faith as zeal. Thus while many of Paul’s contemporaries also believed in Jesus, it was Paul’s zeal in so believing that gave Christianity, as an eventual religion, the formative mode of its own being.  None of Jesus’ contemporaries, alas, believed as Jesus did, which would have been a thorough metanoiac conversion.

In Paul’s role as the medium of Christianity’s initial formation as an institution, Paul’s temperment maintained its underlying message even as the content of his message was converted.  And just as zealousness had distorted Paul’s thinking about Jesus prior to conversion, his view of Jesus continued to be subject to distortion. 

The conversions I report above were changes of mind state.  Whereas Paul remained zealous as ever, converting only his focus and style of zeal, in my experiences of metanoiac conversion I ceased being dictatorial and insecure.

Paul’s conversion was a change of context, not of perceptual mode.  Zealots and other “fundamentalists” who experience a change of faith tend to hold on to their new faith as tenaciously as the old.  

Looking back at my own conversion experiences, I see clearly the role that affirmations – changes of content – played therein.  My affirmations of security, in and of themselves, guaranteed no accordant consequence.  It was my affirmative consciousness, characterized by persistent reaffirmation, that worked for me.  Metanoia, like grace and genuine luck, is the meeting of preparation with spontaneous opportunity.  Affirmations are individual acts of preparation.  Reaffirmation is the persistence of preparation.  

Say it until I know it, know it until I feel it, feel it until I am it.  This trinity has been the hallmark of affirmative consciousness for me.

______________

*McLuhan’s insights have been for me among the most profoundly practical metaphysical contributions of 20th century thought.

The Relativity of Prayer

Though I do not always get what I pray for,

I do always get what I pray from.

The answer to my prayer always resembles the state of mind in which my prayer’s request has been conceived. Thus, when I have prayed for abundance while acutely conscious of my lack, I have more abundantly experienced my prevalent feeling of lack. Yet a wealthy-minded acquaintance who lost his entire fortune, while similarly conscious of money’s absence, was able from an abundant consciousness to quickly pray himself to wealth again.  Absence of money was not for him the occasion of nagging anxiety that it was for me.

When my prayer issues from my anxiety at not having what I am praying for, the answer I receive is further reinforcement of my feeling of not having.  I cannot have what I do not be.  So longs as I am in my consciousness of not having, this mindset, and not my yearning for its contrary, is what gets most augmented by my praying.  Prayer always tends to reinforce the way that I am conscious as I pray, and is only marginally productive of whatever I’ve requested.

An experience of having is as unattainable to an anxious mindset of not having, as is an experience of whiteness to eyes that look through rose-colored lenses.  To tweak a well-known metaphor: rose-colored glasses do not succeed in whitewashing a world that otherwise looks sullied.  And so it is with whatever lamination I may attempt to override my mental state: it is my underlying mindset, not the lamination, that continues to predominate in my experience.

I Get What I Expect

I invariably pray for one of two reasons: 

· to have a desired result;

· to dismiss an undesired result that I already have.

My praying is outcome-oriented.  I pray with the expectation of an outcome in my life, or in the lives of others, that I or they do not at present experience.  Yet what I request while praying is always subordinated to my current expectancy, i.e., how I am expectant of it.  Expectancy is my overriding anticipatory state of mind, relative to which my expectations of particulars are subordinate outcomes, and can manifest for me only in accordance with the quality of my anticipation.

For example, suppose that I am praying for the ideal partner to be my life companion.  Any expectation of this partner showing up is irrelevant if the desired outcome is contrary to my expectancy of it.  Even if an ideal companion is forthcoming in such circumstances, I either would not recognize her as such, or else would in some manner tend to alienate her affection.  I cannot embrace an outcome that is contrary to my anticipatory state. 

My prayers are always answered according to the state of my expectancy.  The answers resemble my expectations only as the latter are congruent with the expectancy inherent in my anticipatory mindset. Thus when I pray for an expectation (result) that is incongruent with my expectancy (my anticipation of the result), I receive primarily a strengthening of my anticipatory state.  My anticipatory mindset is such a powerful influence on my prayers that the outcomes are conditioned accordingly.
I myself once felt unworthy of having what I envisioned to be the ideal life companion.  Given my anticipatory state, every woman I perceived to be potentially my ideal was either emotionally or otherwise unavailable to me.  Praying for an ideal life companion from an assumption of unworthiness was like trying to catch a minnow in a net of 2-inch mesh.  

My prayers can only catch what matches my anticipatory assumptions.  My assumptions are in causal relationship to the outcome of my prayers, not vice versa.  Whenever I desire an outcome that is contrary to my anticipatory state, effective prayer consists of realigning my expectancy to be in accordance with whatever expectations I am praying for.  I focus my prayers on having the appropriate change of mindset as their outcome.

Step by step, I eventually succeeded in realigning my expectancy regarding life companionship.  I initially progressed from feeling unworthy of an ideal life partner, to feeling that I wouldn’t know what to do with her if she did show up.  Since I was now allowing at least the possibility of some woman doing so, it was at this time that my wife, Heidy, entered my life.  Her experience of our first encounter – true to my expectancy - was that I couldn’t get her out of my presence soon enough.  There was just no way for me to accept what was precluded by the temperament of my anticipatory state. (I myself have no recollection of our initial encounter. Talk about playing hard to get!)  

I eventually stopped looking for the ideal life companion, choosing instead to honor Gandhi’s advice: to be the difference I wanted to experience in my world.  I committed myself to doing whatever was required of me to be the ideal companion for the person I wished to companion with.

I didn’t have to finish this transformation for Heidy to return and share my life.  As my expectancy evolved from feeling unworthy of such a partner, to the willingness to be her worthy counterpart, not only could she then show up, I could also embrace her as my ideal.  And thus am I continually empowered, day by day, to know what it takes for me to continue feeling worthy.  

Transforming My Expectancy

Abraham Lincoln was travelling to one of his subsequently famous debates with Senator Douglas in quest of an election victory.  Along the way he passed a pig that was drowning in a mud-hole.  Lincoln jumped from his wagon, and with great difficulty rescued the pig from its predicament.  Once the muddied Lincoln was back in the wagon, the driver began to turn around.  Yet Lincoln insisted that they proceed, lest they be tardy for the debate.

It was a considerably disheveled Lincoln who discoursed with Douglas that day.

During the homeward ride, the driver proclaimed that Lincoln’s rescue of the pig was the most selfless act he had ever seen.

Lincoln replied that it was not a selfless act at all, since his memory of the drowning pig would have distracted him during the debate.

Empathy is certainly not selfless, insofar as it compels the displacement of a situation that we ourselves would not care to live with.

Compassion often evokes the swiftest answer to my prayers.  Compassion is practical empathy, my ability to translate empathic feelings into action.  Compassion is the ability to discern, feel and deliver what is required of me to be a beneficial presence in the life of another, while remaining comparably so to myself.  An ultimate expression of compassion would be my desire that everyone experience what I myself desire – in the case of an ideal companion not Heidy herself, of course, but the ideal relationship for everyone.

It is with compassion that I most effectively transform any anticipatory state, realigning my expectancy so that otherwise contrary expectations can be realized:

· I commit myself – make a non-divertible intention – to being the compassionately beneficial equivalent of whatever I am praying for.

· I keep my commitment.  Whenever I am diverted from my intention to be the beneficial embodiment of what I’m praying for, I get back on course.  And while correcting my course, I am compassionate with myself.  I can be no more beneficial to another person’s presence than I first am to my own.  One purpose of assisting myself or anyone else who is off course, is to be in beneficial relationship with the one who is realigning.

I have also learned the right relationship between my expectations and the responsibility of others for their fruition:

Please do not believe me
if ever I should say that you've upset me.
Sometimes I forget the true source of my feelings.

You cannot make me sad,
impatient,
angry,
or otherwise dis-eased.
Only a hope or expectation of you on my part,
which you have not fulfilled,
can move me thus.
I am too human
to be without hopes and expectations,
and I am also much too human to live always in the knowing
that my hopes and expectations have no claim upon your being.
So if I say that you've upset me,
please forgive me for attempting to disinherit
my own self's creation of my pain.
And please do not ignore my deeper message:
I care enough about you to include you in my hopes and expectations.
Knowing how to transform my anticipatory state is by far the easier part.  Living what I know is the greater challenge.  I so far know of but one way to meet that challenge: just do it.

The Way Prayer Works for Me

Praying for a change in my circumstance that subsequently comes about is a form of what some folks call shape-shifting.  Prayer is a way of shape-shifting my circumstances.  If I don’t like my present situation, and I become aware of the expectancy that it mirrors, I can change the expectancy so that my situation likewise changes.  (See “Getting There & Being There,” p.  )

This is not to say that I create reality.  I actually create only my experience of reality, by modifying my given (or previously self-created) situation.  I cannot be the creator of reality itself, because I am, to begin with, already a representation of my reality.  If reality is quantum physics, then I am quantum physics exemplified.  If reality is God, then I am what God means to me, exemplified.  No matter how I perceive, define and accept reality, I am that reality’s local exemplification, showing up wherever and however I decide.  At any given moment, I am no more or less than what I have thus far imagined myself to be.

In essence, the Biblical portrayal of God in Genesis is likewise a portrayal of every one created in God’s image: 

· Reality comprises that which is, for us as well as God (or the quantum physicists).

· What reality is to me is whatever I make – or do not make – of that which is.

In Genesis we are told that God proclaimed his expectancy, and voila! – God thereby created the universe.  In accordance with my limitations relative to God, I likewise proclaim my expectancy, and voila! – I thereby create my local universe.  The difference is but one of magnitude.  And in God’s greater magnitude of expectancy is my potential to receive more of all that is not yet in my experience.

Prayer works for me the way I work my prayers, and I am capable of working with far more than my current abilities allow.  In every area of my life, my ultimate capability for experiencing life far exceeds my current abilities.  Prayer works by bridging the gap between my current abilities and my utmost capabilities.  Prayer calls forth, from the vastness of my potentials, the greater capability that is required of me to be the equal of the outcomes that I pray for.

What Prayer Does for Me

I often hear it said,  “Be careful what you ask for. You might get it.”  The truth of this statement, as it applies to prayer, is that every request I make in prayer is for something that I already have.*  I am just not consciously aware of this because I am busier experiencing that which precludes my experience of having it.

When I am praying, two things are at work in my experience:  

· the desire for something to be different, which is conscious; 
· the reasons why is not that way already, which are usually unconscious.
Prayer supports me in having what I request by facing me with what keeps me from experiencing it. For instance, when I pray to be more loving, my prayer works by attracting into my life people whose presence challenges me.  This is a blessing, because it’s so easy for me to love people with whom I never experience disagreement or discomfort.  Since their presence in no way challenges me to be more loving, my capacity to be more loving is untapped.  There is no way to further develop my loving nature when there is nothing in my life to draw it forth. 

Prayer calls forth what stands between the experience I presently have and the one that I am praying for, bringing to my attention what prevents me from already experiencing the outcome I have prayed for, so that I may exercise whatever conscious action or non-action is required of me,

The process of exposing my conscious desire to its unconscious impediments, and of providing me with the capacity to transcend all impediment, is God’s contribution to my prayer’s answer.  Converting my God-given capacity into manifest ability is my contribution to its answer.

Without my contribution, there is no satisfactory outcome of my prayers.  Having faith in God’s contribution without working my own leaves my prayer unanswered. Faith without workability is truly dead.

The relationship between faith and works is illustrated in a statement whose author is unknown to me:
When I pray for strength,

life provides me with difficulties to make me strong.

When I pray for wisdom,

life provides me with problems to solve.

When I pray for courage,

life provides me with danger to overcome.

When I pray for love,

life provides me with troubled people to assist.

When I pray for favors,

life provides me with opportunities.

I am given nothing for which I experience myself in want.

Yet I’m provided with everything required to have what I desire.

My every prayer is answered.

Yet even answered prayer is of itself no use to me, given that every prayer’s answer pre-exists its asking, until I and my prayer’s answer have become one.

Toward Perfect Speed

I am perpetually shape-shifting my life situation in one of three ways: by changing current circumstances, by resisting them, or by accepting them.  Prayer brings to me the perfect means to change or to accept my circumstances – to change what I can, to accept what I cannot, and to know the difference.

My prayers bring me everything for which I am prepared, and nothing for which I am as yet unprepared.  Requests for which I am unprepared are put on hold.  Though I may then assume that God has negated my request, it is only my non-preparedness to receive that rates a “no.”  And even then, it’s really only a “not yet” – either a “not until” or a “yes, when” that awaits a contribution on my part, or an “instead” that opens me to something better.  God truly says “no” only when my request is based on an unprincipled perception of what is possible.

No matter what I’m not yet ready for, I am always prepared for whatever is at hand.  Nothing can persist in my life situation that I am incapable of dealing with.  As long as it’s in my life and I am not dealing with it, this is not because I am unprepared, rather because I am either unaware of what’s required or else unwilling to meet the requirement.  And as long as I am unaware or unwilling, I may as well be unprepared, since in any of these instances the answer to my prayer remains on hold.  Unawareness or unwillingness to deal with any aspect of my experience invariably provokes the only possible answer to a prayer for change of circumstance: Not yet, i.e., not until awareness and/or willingness is forthcoming.

I know of only one exception to this rule, which is to experience God’s own faith in the situation.  When I experience illness and say “God does not know illness,” I am merely relying on my faith in God.  When I experience illness and say with total conviction “I do not know illness,” I am relying on the faith of God . . . in, with and as me.  And whenever I rely on God’s faith in, with and as me, I have an immediate experience of the answer to my prayer.  All “reasons” not to have it so are instantly annulled.  

This was the Great Gull’s prescription for Jonathan Livingston Seagull’s desire to experience perfect speed.  “Perfect speed,” said the Great Gull, “is being there.”  Perfect speed occurs when, feeling an illness coming on, I say without one millionth of a millimeter of doubt, “oh hell, I’m well” . . . and thereafter experience nothing to the contrary.
Nothing prevails against an absolute conviction that is in alignment with spiritual principle and natural law.  Such is the faith of God.

Right Relationship
While I may see only possibilities,

God sees probabilities.

Possibility thinking takes me toward its desired outcome.

Probability thinking brings the desired outcome toward me.

The Genesis of God

(Revised Slandered Version)

1. In the beginning, there was no idea about God.
2. Verily, this was a goodly thing.
3. Had there been an idea about God in the beginning, God would have been limited to the beginning idea. Yet God was limited in no way whatsoever.
4. And so it is with God’s Creation.
5. Yet amidst the unlimited possibilities of this Creation, a process emerged in which ideas about God could abound. As this process approached its present fruition, it was named “universe” by those in whom no end of names abounded. 
6. It was also named “cosmos.”
7. Once ideas about God took form, there was no end of them, even unto God’s last name becoming “Dammit.”
8. God hast not since been the same for those who conceived ideas about God, nay, not even from one day unto the next; for each day consistently faileth to correspond with their idea of it. Nor hast sameness graced their situations, which alternately evolveth or deteriorateth, whichever cometh first.
9. And so it is that God, with no conceivable need for such evidence, is generously supplied with daily reminders of the limitations inherent in ideas about God.
10. And so it also is that we honor the Lord, with bountiful praise and joyous thanksgiving, that the mixed blessing of ideas about God is left entirely to the whimsy of his creatures. 
Here I Am

An Appreciation  of Ernest Holmes

Ernest Holmes taught "right relationship to God, man and the Universe," and called this the Science of Mind.  Holmes’ sequence is the key to experiencing life rightly: first God within, then others, then the rest of the cosmos. Right relationality is an inside job, beginning with my relationship to my inherent divinity. As Holmes saw it:

The greatest good that can come to anyone is the forming within him of an absolute certainty of himself, and of his relationship to the Universe, forever removing the sense of heaven as being outside himself.

The key to cultivating such "absolute certainty" is my surrender of any belief that God’s nature is other than my own, and realizing instead that God’s nature and my nature are synonymous. Any belief that separates me from God defiles me, by rendering me incapable of relating to heaven as the inward state of grace that it is. 

Heaven is the state of knowing that the goodness which bestows my own greatest good is resident within me, not somewhere else or in something to be found "out there." Heaven is the realization that everywhere I go, here I AM, that my "here" is where I and no one else am sovereignly conscious. Heaven is the realization that I, as the only one who embodies the consciousness of my own goodness, am thus the creator of the goodness that I seek.

Holmes also equated right relationship with answered prayer, observing that when one person’s prayer request is granted and another’s isn’t,

it is not because God has been moved to answer one man and not another, but because one man more than another has moved himself into a right relationship with the Spirit or the Principle of Being—whichever one chooses to call It.

Holmes was also fond of affirming that "God as us, in us, is us." This affirms the Biblical revelation that I am created in the image and likeness of God. It likewise affirms accordingly that only as my feelings, thoughts and actions are in alignment with my Godlike interiority, can I experience as "right" my relationship to exteriority – other persons and the universe. Right relationship is true relationship, and the essence of true relationship is being persistently congruent with my purest inward nature.

Seeking The Right Relationship

One of the greatest yearnings of soul is the yearning for the "perfect partner," AKA the ideal "soul-mate," AKA the "marriage made in heaven." Among the more heavenly definitions of such a relationship is Andre Malraux’s: "A good marriage is like a never-ending conversation that is always too short." 

Ernest Holmes identified the foundation of such conversation as follows:

Talk to yourself, not to the world. There is no one to talk to but yourself for all experience takes place within. Conditions are the reflections of our meditations and nothing else.

Once again, everywhere I go here I AM, God's consciousness expressing itself as me. And so my conversations with others can be of no greater quality—indeed, of no other quality—than my conversation with myself. The day this truth dawned within my own awareness, I wrote myself the following memo:

I am the source of all the problems that I have ever had, ever will have, ever can have. Other people cannot be a source of my problems. Only the way I relate with others can be a source of my problems. Problems occur in the way people relate, not in who they are.

My job cannot be the source of my problems. Only the way I relate to my job can be a problem for me. As long as I relate to my job as a problem, it is I who hold my job in a problem space.

Problems exist in unworkable relationships, not in the persons or things relating. As long as I contribute to relationships that don't work for me, I participate in the maintenance of unworkability.

No condition of the world is a problem solvable by me. Only my condition in the world is subject to my solution. And only two solutions exist for any problem I may have: cease contributing to what doesn't work, or start doing what does. Whenever I am doing what works for me, I know not even what a problem looks like.

The only conditions that I can resolve are conditions that I can change. And only one condition is amenable to change by me: my own.

Only as I become my own "perfect partner," accept my own soul as "mate," and marry myself to the heaven within me, may my never-ending conversation with myself be perceived by another as always too short.

Talking to Myself

The "scientific" aspect of Science of Mind is the practical application of Ernest Holmes’ acknowledgment that all talk is self-talk, that all of my conversations, whether heavenly or hellacious, are internal. Though my discourse refers to many things, other persons and events, my talk is not really about them. Things, persons and events are my chosen occasions for articulating my self-perceptions. Thus the scientific way for me to know what any person is really like – myself included – is to pay close attention to the person’s perceptions of others. Furthermore, the scientific - and only possible - way to truly change another's thinking is to change one's own perceptions.  Otherwise, as Holmes stated, “A man convinced against his will is of the same opinion still.”

Remembering that all of my talk is self-talk is often easier said than done, because of my perception that my talk addresses others. This perception is reinforced every time my self-talk is eavesdropped upon by those who receive it as relevant to their own internal conversation.  I tend to forget that it is in my hearing of what is said, not in the saying of it, that I find value in another’s self-talk, and that it is on behalf of enhancing my own self-conversation that I am moved to eavesdrop upon and discourse with others.

In no way does the truth that I ultimately talk to myself diminish the value of shared discourse. To the contrary, the value of such discourse is thereby enhanced. The more aware I become of what is really going on in mutual eavesdroppings, the more clearly may I discern which self-conversations are worth my own eavesdropping upon. 

Such awareness also enhances my realization that problems with another are not about the other person, rather about my perceptions thereof.  I can then choose clearly from the only three options at hand: change my perceptions, avoid the person, or perpetuate the problems.  I can also stay free of the reverse and far more insidious trap laid by others who perceive me as the source of their own problems. Just as my problem is never the other person, only an unworkable choice of how I relate to them, so am I not another's "the other person."

Given that all talk is self-talk, Science of Mind is about healing our perceptions, not things perceived. In Ernest Holmes' view, there is never anything to be healed other than the perception that healing is required.

Affirming the Presence of God

Ernest Holmes acknowledged another aspect of right relationship when he wrote that “to affirm the presence of God is better than to deny the presence of evil.” In Holmes’ view, evil has no power of its own, only such power as I give it. Even denying that evil exists is paying attention to it, and any attention paid to evil - be it belief, compliance, or mere denial - amounts to giving it power. Jesus honored this when he said “resist not evil,” for he knew that whatever I resist is fortified by the power of my resistance.

Affirming God rather than denying evil, attending to that which is, rather than to that which isn't, is my greatest of all problem and unhappiness resolvers.

My Happiness Is All That I Can See

"Unless I look at what isn't there, 

my happiness is all I see."

—A Course in Miracles
When I woke up quite suddenly at three o'clock one morning recently, the above quotation from A Course in Miracles came to mind, and I realized that I have been paying more attention to what isn't in my life than to what is. Feeling the urge to put my realization to music, I went to the living room, picked up my guitar, and soon had the first verse of a song: 

I used to do a whole lot of frettin'

about the way my life didn't work for me,

I didn't know how to be happy

'cause I paid so much attention

to the way that I rathered things would be.

Instead of seeing blessings, I kept an inventory

of everything I lacked to make me free,

yet whenever I stopped looking at what wasn't there

my happiness was all that I could see.

We human beings seem to be fascinated with what isn't there. One of my favorite poems in early childhood illustrates this fascination: 

Yesterday, upon the stair,

I saw a man who wasn't there.

I saw that man again today.

I wish that he would go away.

The man in that poem represents everything in our lives that would cease to be an issue if we ceased to make it an issue. Each time that we get upset and have an issue, our issue is about something that is lacking, about something that isn't there. 

An example of this is the father who, for three years, was in chronic conflict with his son over the son's messy room. It was the only issue he had with his son, and but for the messy room he and his son would have gotten along quite well. Every time he passed his son's room and saw the mess the father got upset—and this was quite often, because the son's room was between his parents' bedroom and the living room.

One day the father realized that if he wasn't aware of the mess in his son's room, the mess wouldn't bother him.  It was seeing the mess that upset him. This insight led to a solution. The father removed the door from his son's room, sawed off the bottom third of it, nailed the top two-thirds of the door back into its frame, and added an extra hinge and handle to the bottom third before reinstalling it. 

Then the father went in search of his son to announce the good news. He told his son that they would never again have an argument about the messy room. "I can no longer see the mess, and as long as I don't have to see it I won't bug you about it."

The son was dumbfounded, so the father invited him to view the re-engineered door. "See? No more problem. The top of the door is nailed shut, so there is no way I can see how messy your room is. You can still go in and out through the bottom part. It may be a bit inconvenient for you, but I'm sure it's worth not having me on your case any more." And again the father promised: "From now on, you and I are not going to fight about this room."

It wasn't long before the son came to his father and said, "Dad, you've got to fix that door! When I bring kids home from school, it's so embarrassing to have to get down on our hands and knees to crawl into my room. I'm willing to do anything to get it fixed."

The son had found himself able to keep a tidy room.

This story not only demonstrates that the experience of "badness" perishes for lack of attention, it also illustrates yet another insight from the Course: We're never upset for the reason that we think we are. The father wasn't upset because his son's room was messy. He was upset about its lack of orderliness. He was really upset about the absence of order—something that wasn't there—rather than about the presence of a mess. Had be been without a concept of order to begin with, the absence of order could not have been detected and the mess would have been of no concern. (I have just given away the secret known only to those who don't mind being messy: no standard of order, no problem with mess.)

When the father no longer saw what wasn't there—the lack of order in his son's room—the potential for a happy father-son relationship was realized.

**********

My song has another verse:

I was into pleasing those who wished me to be otherwise

instead of those who like me as I am,

and I got so busy fixing what others thought was broken

that what worked already wasn't worth a damn. 

I couldn't find the good in me while seeing what was missing,

so my life became a sham,

yet whenever I stopped looking at what wasn't there

my happiness was all that I could see.

Try it out for yourself. Every time you get upset, ask yourself, "What am I missing?" Don't ask yourself what you're upset at, because your attention is already fully engaged by that. Instead, ask yourself, "What am I missing? What am I looking at that isn't there? What is it, the absence of which, has me so upset?" Instead of resisting the mess in your life, do what the father did when he re-engineered the door: deal with your perception of disorder, not with the disorder perceived.

Invariably, the only thing that ever requires healing is the perception that healing is required. 

Whenever we are upset with someone—whether it is with our partner, with our employer, with our children—whatever—we are not upset by what they have done. We are upset over what they have not done, and are therefore unhappy because of what is not there. For instance, I have a friend who for many years related to her spouse in terms of what she thought and wanted him to be, and was quite upset when he wasn't being that way. One day she realized that what she was looking for in her husband wasn't really there, and that it just wasn't going to show up. And so she allowed the relationship to dissolve.

As long as we pretend that something is there when it is not, we are still looking at something that isn't there. This is the metaphysical foundation of co-dependency. When we pretend that something that isn't there is there, we are indulging in a self-perpetuated problem.

To the extent that we focus on what isn't there, we are perceiving lack. The experience of lack is sustained only in perception. Abundance is quite different. Abundance appears in spite of our perception. This is illustrated in a recent variation on the story of the perennial pessimist and optimist arguing over the amount of water in a drinking glass. After the pessimist said that the glass was half empty, and the optimist said that the glass was half full, an onlooker observed "Gee, there's a lot of excess glass there."

Isn't that amazing? After all of these years that pessimists and optimists have been arguing about the relative proportion of water to glass—how to interpret what isn't there—only now has somebody noticed what is there: the relative proportion of glass to water.  

**********

Looking at what isn't there is also the way that many people relate to money. We tend to be like the fellow who overhead his friend remark 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." 

Most of us 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 rather than limit our possibilities.

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, we experience an abundance of abundance. When we choose to experience 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.

The alternative to looking at what isn't there is quite appealing: 

So I let go of my fretting about what isn't so,

and my rathering that life came differently.

I'm no longer pleasing others by trying to fit their pictures

or by fixing what already works for me.

I no longer give my energy to things that used to bother me,

it's so easy just to let them be,

'cause whenever I stop looking at what isn't there

my happiness is all that I can see.

The Course of Miracles also honors this principle with the aphorism, “Unless I look at what isn’t there, my happiness is all I see.” All unhappiness is based on my perception of a “not right,” my perception of an absence.  I am upset, not by what is happening, but by what is not. My unhappiness is for something that isn’t there. 

For instance, a woman I know related to her spouse for many years according to the way she wanted him to be, and was always upset when he wasn’t that way. One day she realized that what she was looking for in her husband wasn’t there, and that it couldn’t show up there. Having no vested interest in further unhappiness, she stopped looking at what wasn’t there, as well as her looking for it, and allowed the relationship to dissolve.

Embodying God’s Faith

A New Paradigm for Prosperity

Thus saith the Lord: ...concerning the work of my hands command ye me.

(Isaiah 45:11)

When I look to God for my supply, I wait for God.

When I look as God upon my supply, God waits on me.

I have been told that the foundation of my abundance is my consciousness of God as my supply. However, this proposition falls short of fullest expression of truth by the misplacement of its prepositions: the "of" and "as" are out of phase. 
It is, rather, my consciousness as God of my supply that is the foundation of my abundance. For when I am merely conscious of God, I am relating to God as other; while when I am conscious as God is conscious, I am relating with God as the one and only power of Being.

When I am conscious as God is conscious, my way of being and God's way of being are the same. Thus the distinction between consciousness of God as my supply, and consciousness as God of my supply, represents a quantum differential in my potential to manifest - the differential inherent in looking at God vs. looking with God's perspective.

My propositions can produce only a result that is aligned with my prepositions.  Prepositions, because they articulate relationships, are the most powerful of all the connective words in my language. Accordingly, as the above paragraphs suggest, no proposition can be more powerful than its prepositions. Ernest Holmes acknowledged this in his understanding of Jesus' view on healing:

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)

Holmes' mentor, Emma Curtis Hopkins, was uncompromising in her understanding that we are to have God's faith—the faith of God—and that my consciousness as God of my supply constitutes my abundance. As my perception of God becomes the faith of God, God's faith prevails in my life.

As Mary looked beyond all ideas into the God beyond ideas she brought forth Jesus Christ. As I look into the home that is beyond my ideas I bring forth home for the people of earth. As I look into the God [whose support is] beyond my idea of sustaining and supporting I bring forth the plenty I see as I look. (Citation)

When I accept indiscriminately the proposition that thoughts are things, I tend to confuse the map (my thoughts) with the territory (that which my thoughts are about). I am accordingly susceptible to choosing the menu (my idea of what's possible) rather than the meal (all that is probable). (See "The Genesis of God")

Hopkins knew the secret of looking beyond the map to the territory, beyond the menu to the meal.  She advocated looking "at" or "into" God deeply enough to go beyond all ideas of God to experience oneness with God, thereby to see as God sees.

I look beyond my ideas into the great Fact of Life. This looking into Life, the great fact, away from my idea of life is the dissolution of my ideas. I willingly see my ideas dissolved in my sight by the inner God of my Being looking straight out over the universe of God folding me here.

Hopkins may just as well have written, "looking straight out over the universe as God folding me here."  She went on to describe the immediate realization inherent in seeing as God sees:

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. 

Hopkins also described the argumentative alternative to such "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 and speaking God's truth declaratively:

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. 

God is the speaker of health—not as the speaker of the word of health, but as the word of health itself—because God is the declarer of health. With God's faith I am likewise the declarer of health, and nothing unlike health is known by me.

God is also the speaker of supply—not as the speaker of the word of supply, but as the word of supply itself. 

The declaration, "Let there be light!" originated all of supply for all of time. Since every particle of material existence has light as its origin, supply in any of its forms is a form that is taken by light—including the light that shows up as "health" and "supply."  And so it also is that, with God's faith, I am likewise the speaker of supply. When I speak with God's faith, my proclamation, "Let there be...," prospers as the form that the conclusion of my proclamation specifies, and nothing unlike that conclusion continues to be known by me.

The ordering of my unfolding prosperity is clear:

· I look beyond any and all ideas and thoughts of well-being and prosperity;

· I see the cosmic abundance as it is, unlimited by my ideas and thoughts about it; 

· with God's faith, I declare that cosmic abundance into my experience as my experience.

When I thus order - in both meanings of the word - my prosperity, I additionally demonstrate the third quality of that famous trinity of virtues: with God's faith, I am not only healthy as God is and wealthy as God is, I am wise as God is. 

God's faith, declared with and as the wisdom of God's way, brings into manifest form the substance of God's creation. As I declare with God's faith and wisdom, God's substance is my substance as well, and is likewise the substance of all those whom I perceive as being and doing well.

Practice
My performance has never been

more perfect than my practice.

Practice, of itself, assures not my perfection.

It is only perfect practice

that makes perfect.

Transition
...here I am.

I have died ten thousand deaths,

even as I have lived ten thousand corresponding lives.

In retrospect,

death has always seemed the lesser challenge.

Death is for but a passing moment,

while life is in the eternal here and now of my ongoingness.

This makes of every death no more

than one brief moment of my living.

--N.F.M.

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.

Cerebral Bypasses:

Self-Transcendent Glimpses

As of this writing, no one has as yet succeeded in locating mind within the cerebral cortex . . . or anywhere else in the brain.  Nor, the neuroscience community is beginning to concede, is anyone ever likely to.

Prayer Itself

All of my prayers are answered . . . every prayer of mine is answered, according to my expectancy. The commandment to pray without ceasing is superfluous – all of us pray without ceasing, because we all live in a state of expectancy. 
The Way Prayer Works
THE BLESSING IN "NO"

I asked God to take away my pride.
God said "No". 

It is not for me to take away, but for you to give it up.

I asked God to grant me patience.

God said "No". 

Patience is a by-product of tribulations; it isn't granted, it is earned.

I asked God to give me happiness.
God said "No".
I give you blessings, happiness is up to you.

I asked God to spare me pain.
God said "No".
Pain draws your attention from superficiality to the meaning of my word.

I asked God to make my spirit grow.
God said "No".
You must grow on your own, but I will prune you to make you fruitful.

I asked for all things that I might enjoy life.
God said "No". I will give you life so that you may enjoy all things.

I asked God to make my handicapped child whole.
God said "No". 

Her spirit is forever whole, her body is only temporary.

I asked God to help me LOVE others, as much as He loves me.
God said “Ahhhh, finally you have the idea!”


What if,
GOD couldn't take the time to bless us today
because we couldn't take the time to thank HIM yesterday?

What if,
GOD decided to stop leading us tomorrow 

because we didn't follow HIM today?

What if,
we never saw another flower bloom
because we grumbled when GOD sent the rain?

*What if,
GOD didn't walk with us today 

because we failed to recognize it as His day?

*What if,
GOD took away His message 

because we failed to listen to the messenger?

*What if,
GOD didn't send His only begotten Son
because He wanted us to be prepared to pay the price for sin?

What if,
the door of the church was closed

because we did not open the door of our heart?

What if,
GOD stopped loving and caring for us
because we failed to love and care for others?

What if,
GOD would not hear us today 

because we would not listen to Him yesterday?

What if,
GOD answered our prayers 

the way we answer His call to service?

What if,
GOD met our needs the way we give Him our lives?

A New Paradigm for Prayer and Prosperity

in Tribute to Ernest Holmes and Emma Curtis Hopkins

He not busy being born

is busy dying.

--Bob Dylan

Where I go or where I have been

far less defines me

than where I’m coming from.

Hypocrisy is a self-legitimized intentional discrepancy to my own standard of what is right, which allows me to be superior to what is right for all others because I serve a purpose that is superior to everyone else’s.
