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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 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.
