God Consciousness: What It Is
It is quite presumptuous of anyone, myself included, to define God’s consciousness.  In so doing, I place myself in a situation that the ancient Greeks called hubris – the presumption of godly knowledge with certainty.  Such certainty was often the occasion of the drama portrayed in both Greek tragedy and comedy.  Hubris is also the occasion of a contemporary rumor that when we face God at the Day of Judgment, the first thing she asks is “How did you like the joke?” 

Presuming to know God’s mind is also reminiscent of the remark by the witty British astro-physicist, Arthur Eddington, when asked if it was true that only three people understood Einstein’s theory of relativity: “ I am trying to think who the third person is.”

Fortunately, Science of Mind does not presume to know God’s mind, only the way that God’s mind works.  It presumes only that we share God consciousness, simply because that’s the only consciousness there is.  There is not God consciousness and some other consciousness, only God consciousness expressed from an infinite number of partial and often distorted perspectives.  Each of us expresses God consciousness differently.  Our differences correspond to what each of us leaves out of his or her expression of God consciousness.  Consequently, while we all express God consciousness, each of us presents a different version of God’s knowing.

According to every spiritual creation story, God consciousness is what created the universe.  According to my understanding of the underlying pattern of these stories, as God marvelled all that was created prior to our inclusion in the process, God wondered how many ways this creation could be known.  Hence the creation of human beings.  As scientist George Wald expressed this perspective: “Matter has reached the point of beginning to know itself.  [Man is] a star’s way of knowing about stars.”

Each of us is one of the ways that God knows God’s creation.  This understanding is wonderfully expressed in Frank Sinatra’s most famous recording, “I Did It My Way.”  It is also expressed in a song that he recorded with his daughter Nancy, “Something Stupid,” as well as in a song that Nancy recorded on her own:

These boots were made for walking,

that’s what they’re gonna do.

One of these days these boots

are gonna walk all over you.

Since no other consciousness is available for any kind of expression, even when I am doing stupid or violent things, it is with my own distortion of God consciousness that I do them.

If God consciousness were distributed via software package, it would bear the notice: “Opening this package constitutes your acceptance of the terms and conditions of the license agreement.  Please read the license agreement before opening the sealed package.” It might also bear the warning: “This product has been known to create havoc in aberrant mentalities, and is therefore employed at the user’s risk.  The creator of this product is not responsible for your use thereof.  All such responsibility is your own.”

So just what are the “terms and conditions” that constitute God consciousness?  This question can be answered with a single word: “ambiguous”.

The ambiguity becomes obvious the moment we endeavor to understand the initial term that governs God consciousness, namely, “God”.  Out of all the concepts represented in all human languages, the terminologies that represent what the English language calls “God” are the most ambiguous terminologies in all of human understanding.  

God consciousness is inevitably ambiguous, not only from our own perspective, but from God’s perspective as well.  Our ambiguity is merely a reflection of Godly ambiguity.  It only stands to reason that if God consciousness is the only consciousness there is and that our consciousness is ambiguous, then God consciousness must likewise be ambiguous.  This ambiguity is portrayed in many Biblical accounts, and most dramatically in the story of Job.  

My own initial recognition of the inherent ambiguity in God consciousness resulted from my reading, not about Job, but of the allegory of Jonah and the whale.  Like all allegories, the story of Jonah in the belly of a whale was not meant to be taken literally, any more than we take literally its contemporary version, the story of Pinocchio being swallowed by a whale.  In the language of the person who recorded the allegory of Jonah, the image of being swallowed by a whale was the equivalent of our contemporary term, being “in a pickle.”  If anyone 2500 years from now reads about someone in the 20th century who was “in a pickle” and takes this statement literally, they will have no more understanding than one who today takes literally the statement that Jonah was swallowed by a whale.  

The story of Jonah is the story of a man who was “in a pickle” because of his limited recognition of the ambiguity inherent in God consciousness.  My own recognition of such ambiguity dawned when I read a variation of the Biblical allegory about Jonah that was written in the 1950’s, to incorporate the way that contemporary science understands the creative process.  

I cite this variation of the Jonah story from the point at which he found himself in the “pickle” of ambiguity:

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.
So it is that the initial term which constitutes God consciousness, the term “God,” is generically ambiguous.  And so it is with the term “consciousness” as well.

The root word of “consciousness” is the Latin word “scire,” which means “to know,” and the prefix “com-“ means “with.”  So the term “consciousness” means “with knowing.”  God consciousness therefore means “with God’s knowing.”  

Applying once again the logic that God consciousness is the only consciousness there is, there is nothing that can be known to God consciousness other than itself.  God consciousness is knowing only of itself.  It knows of nothing other than itself because there is nothing other than itself to be known.

Quite clearly, then,  the “terms and conditions” that constitute God consciousness may be summarized in two words:  ambiguous self-knowing.  “What is God consciousness?”  God consciousness is ambiguous self-knowing.  

They way that such knowing works is the subject of next Sunday’s encouragement.  I conclude this morning’s encouragement by sharing a further insight on the ambiguity of self-knowing.  When I imagine a continuation of the conversation initiated by God’s question on the Day of Judgment, it goes like this:

God: “So how did you like the joke?”

Judgee:  “You mean the ambiguity?”

God:  “Certainly.”

End of conversation.  Ambiguity is the most obvious thing about which I can be certain.  

Out-takes:

Nixon: make myself perfectly clear.

We all know what consciousness is: that annoying period between naps.  What makes it annoying?

God Consciousness: The Way It Works
Since God consciousness is the only consciousness there is, and because specifying “God” consciousness tends to imply that some other kind of consciousness also exists, I will hereafter speak simply of “consciousness.”  It’s all God.

With notable exceptions, consciousness is familiar to everyone. We have all had at least one experience of being conscious. Even in those whom we deem to be “unconscious,” there is at least a minimal awareness of consciousness as the annoying period that they experience between naps.

Familiarity is all-important wherever and whenever consciousness is concerned . . . which happens to be everywhere and all of the time.  Familiarity is the way consciousness works.  A good example of how familiar consciousness is, and therefore of the way that consciousness works, is the thermos bottle.  The thermos bottle keeps hot things hot and cold things cold.  How does it know the difference?  How does it become familiar with the difference between hot and cold?  How does it prevent hot things from becoming as cold as the cold things we put in it, and cold things from becoming as hot as the hot things we put into it?

If this sounds like the kind of questions a four-year-old would ask, so be it.  Such questioning is how four-year-olds become familiar with consciousness.  It’s when we stop asking such questions that we cease to become familiar with consciousness and switch to the automatic pilot that we call “unconsciousness” – awareness that is no longer aware of the way it works.  When airplane pilots switch their planes to automatic pilot, they do not cease to be aware of the way their airplane is working.  Automatic pilots are ultimately no more dependable than the human pilots that pay attention to them.  And so it is with consciousness.

Consciousness keeps myself me and yourself you, because somehow it knows the difference.  How does it know the difference?  How does it become familiar with the difference between you and me in the first place?  How is it that consciousness knows the way to keep myself me and yourself you, even before we ourselves are old enough to distinguish between me and you?  And how is it that consciousness knows me better than I know myself?

The fact that such questions occur to me is one of the reasons I suspect that consciousness got here before I did.  Consciousness precedes my experience of it.  Before I am, consciousness is.  I am something that consciousness contains, and I am already contained by consciousness before I become aware that this is so.  And there is something about this containment that is far more mysterious than a thermos bottle.  

Although the hot and cold things that I put in a thermos bottle are contained by it, they don’t also contain the thermos bottle.  Yet consciousness is something that I contain, even as it contains me, which raises a very personal question: how do I know?  How do I know that consciousness is, and that I am contained by consciousness even as it contains me?  

Although these questions may also sound like those that four-year-olds ask, there is considerable evidence that they persist into the adult life of many persons.  For instance, I am yet to hear a four-year old precede his inquiry by announcing, “I have an epistemological question.”  And I am yet to know a four-year-old that would understand what I meant if I were to respond to his inquiry by acknowledging, “That’s an epistemological question.”  If someone had said that to me when I was four years old, the closest I would have come to understanding it is to wonder what my question had to do with the bathroom.

The question of how we know stays with so many people long after they are four years old that many of them have developed and continue to maintain an entire branch of philosophy called “epistemology”, the history and method of inquiry concerning the nature of knowing.  Science of Mind is just one example of epistemological inquiry, the example with which I happen to be most familiar – not because of the answers it gives but because of the way it addresses the question, “How do I know?”  

Most of what I know about how I know has become clear to me as a consequence of my contemplation of Ernest Holmes’ epistemological inquiries.  This is because, unlike most other philosophers, Ernest Holmes also addressed the question of how I am known”  How is that that I am known by the very same consciousness with which I know?  This is the question that qualifies Science of Mind as “metaphysics,” the inquiry into that which transcends my physical sensibilities – the “more than meets the eye,” as some people put it, and “the knowing that exceeds what I can say,” as others have put it.

For me, the most valuable knowledge about the way consciousness works is what I have learned about how to pursue such an inquiry.  The way I ask the question of how consciousness works is more determining of the answer I get than is anything else.

At one point in my inquiry about the way consciousness works, I acquainted myself with the inquiries of contemporary neuroscience.  Since the neurology of my brain and nervous system has much to do with my ability to know, it seemed sensible to study what the mind of science has to say about Science of Mind.  Within days of coming to this conclusion, I was being paid to acquaint myself with the inquiries of contemporary neuroscience as the managing editor of Marilyn Ferguson’s Brain/Mind Bulletin.  

I immediately became a voracious reader of neuroscientific inquiry.  (etc.)

The brain has more connections than atoms in the universe.

The way consciousness works is by knowing itself.  Accordingly, the way it works for me is the way I know myself.  This is the secret to knowing the way that consciousness works: to be as familiar with consciousness as consciousness is familiar with me.

The Buddhists call this being “mindful,” being aware of my awareness in terms of the assumptions with which I inform it and the consequences that result from the way that I inform it.  The best way that I have found to be mindful is to clearly distinguish between consciousness-at-large and consciousness-at-hand.  Consciousness-at-large is omnipresent, or what contemporary physicists call non-local – meaning that it is equally present wherever I go.  Consciousness-at-hand is my exercise of consciousness-at-large.

Consciousness is, therefore I am.  Everywhere I go, here consciousness is, not somewhere else. Everywhere I go, here consciousness is, whether I am aware of it or not.  There isn’t more of consciousness in some places than in others, regardless of what I may think of certain persons.  There is just greater or lesser local awareness of consciousness in some places than in others, and the more or less effective exercise of consciousness in some place than others.  All differences of consciousness are a function of our presence in it, not of its presence in us.  Consciousness-at-large is the presence of awareness at every locality.  Consciousness-at-hand is my local awareness of consciousness-at-large. 

Consciousness-at-large is not defined by what I am aware of, even when I choose to identify with the content of my awareness.  Consciousness-at-large is defined locally by what I am aware from – by the assumptions with which I format it.  Consciousness-at-large is the ultimate floppy disk.  Until I format it, it is the formless capacity for awareness.

How does consciousness work?  It works the way I make it work.  It does what I tell it to do.  How it does what I tell it to do is the subject of next week’s talk.

God Consciousness: What It Does
Has it ever occurred to you that nothing occurs to God?   God is all inclusive, and is therefore without other.  There being nothing other than God from which something may occur, what could possible occur “to” God?

Things occur within God, not beyond or outside of God.  There being nothing beyond or outside of God, “from” what could something occur “to” God?  

In Science of Mind’s understanding of God, nothing exists that is different from God.  With God, therefore, the preposition “to” is without a “from” to make it pertinent.  The word “from” has no meaning where there is nothing different with reference “to” something.

Every occurrence occurs as God.  All occurrences are within God.  All perceptions of difference are within God.  Although what we call “God consciousness” is indeed quite different from what we call “ordinary” consciousness, neither is different than the other.  

Local perspectives, such as my own, differ from larger perspectives, such as God’s, yet they are not different than God’s perspective.  My perspectives represent God’s perspective as the point of view that I have chosen to give it.  God perceives locally as me according to the manner that I have chosen for God to perceive as me.

God leaves the matter of local perception entirely up to me.  To the extent that my local perspective is incongruent with God’s larger perspective, I will eventually adjust my local perspective accordingly.  What I presently see in part, I will eventually see as whole.

What God consciousness does is therefore simply explained: God consciousness perceives from wholeness.  God consciousness is not partitioned.  It is I who partition my local experience of God consciousness by having considerations.  

God consciousness is without considerations.  The root of the word “consideration” is the word “side.”  “Sideration” means “taking sides.”  “Con” means with.  With the taking of sides, I preclude the possibility of seeing from the wholeness that God consciousness is.  I instead look at wholeness from a partial point of view.

A partial point of view is never wrong, because it always produces a correspondingly partial result - not some other partial result, only and always its own.  The only problem with a partial point of view is what it leaves out.

Some of us eventually get tired of having partial points of view.  We tire of taking sides that leave things out, and decide to acquire the God consciousness that leaves nothing out.  

Since we already have acquired God consciousness – there being no other brand available to us – all that we really have to acquire is the Godly perspective.  God  perceives from wholeness as wholeness.  There is no side-taking in God’s point of view.  God does not have a point of view.  God consciousness has an infinite number of points in view, while making none of them its point of view.

When I have acquired God’s perspective, I will also see all points in view without considerations, i.e., without confining all of them within a single point of view.

Some of you may be wondering by now: what is the point of all this?  The point is that God consciousness is without considerations, and that my own consciousness becomes more Godly as I cease to have considerations.  

The best way I have discovered to make more Godly the God consciousness that I already have, is to insist on no particular view of anything, to accept that nothing in my past, present or future has to be a certain way.  This becomes possible only as I recognize that there is always more than meets my awareness at any given moment, that all of my views are bound by limitation and are therefore partial. 

How does one accept everything in view without having a point of view?  The same way that one gets to Carnegie Hall: with practice.  With lots and lots of practice until one’s practice is perfect, and with continued perfect practice thereafter.

Example: Forgiving my step-mother.  

Agree quickly with thine adversary.  

Allow for the possibility that your perceived adversary could be right.  Allow for the possibility that from your adversary’s point of view, you were wrong.  Allow for the possibility that you need be no more wronged right now from their point of view than they are wronged right now from your point of view.  Allow for the possibility that if they indeed are being wronged right now from your point of view, by letting go of your wronging of them you can free yourself from the burden of their wronging of you.  In other words, allow for the possibility that nothing about the situation has to be the way that you perceive it to be.

God Consciousness: How to Use It
After God created the world, God made man and woman.  Then to keep the whole thing from collapsing, God invented humor.  The result is what we call  “life.”  When this life is over and we have our exit interview with God, she asks us “How did you like the joke?”

So what is funny about life?  Well, to begin with, what’s funny about life is that, if you ask that question in all seriousness, you won’t understand the answer.

How many of you have seen a dog chasing its tail?  How many have seen a dog actually catch its tail?  If a dog were to succeed in catching its tail, what would it have?  What would it have to do next in order to get on with its life?  The answer seems obvious enough: let go of it.  

When what you are going for is what you already are going with, holding on to it makes no sense, let alone going for it in the first place.

What makes our lives so funny is that we spend so much of it chasing our tail.  We call it “finding ourselves.”  We are all in the same predicament as the young man who had an inquiry so ultimate that only one person could possibly address it. And so the young man journeyed to Tibet and requested an audience with the Dalai Lama. He was told that he would have to wait for some time, and that while he waited his service would be useful in the kitchen. The young man didn’t mind waiting, because he knew that having the Dalai Lama's answer to his ultimate question would be worth it. As he was washing the breakfast dishes one morning a few years later, he was informed that the Dalai Lama would grant him three minutes.

Finding himself at last before the Dalai Lama, the young man blurted out his question: "Who am I?"  To which the holy man replied, "Who is it that asks?"
The thing that we are looking for is the thing that we are looking with.  That’s life’s biggest joke.  

Ralph Waldo Emerson gave us another big clue concerning what’s funny about life:  “Be very careful what you set your heart upon, for you will surely have it.”  What’s also funny about life is that so many of us have what we’ve set our heart upon, but so few of us have what we like.  We seek to have and do and be what matters . . . without paying attention to the heart of the matter.

The heart of all that matters is consciousness, the annoying period that we experience between naps when we’re aware of how much we’ve got on our mind.  The joke is that pursuing what’s on our mind is just like a dog pursuing its tail.  [Hinduism has a name for this joke: samskara.]  

What’s on my mind is the tail-end of my thinking.  Holding on to it puts my entire life on hold.  I have to let go of what’s on my mind, in order to get on with the life that’s passing me by while I’m so busy making other plans.  

Life’s biggest joke – that what I am looking for is what I am looking with – is that where I am going in life is always secondary to where I am coming from.  Where I am going – my pursuit of what I am conscious of – is fruitless tail-chasing, because even if I catch it I’ll have to let it go in order to pursue the next thing I’m conscious of.  

The only remedy to such fruitless pursuit is to drop the chase altogether.

The key to life’s joke is to enjoy the joke.  Not to end the joke, which cannot be done; not to understand the joke, because that also cannot be done; and certainly not to stop being the joke, because that would be the biggest joke of all – to look for by divorcing myself from my looking with.  

The key to enjoying life’s joke is not to be found in where I am going to.  The key to life’s joke is to be found in where I am coming from.  Though I don’t always get what I’m going for, I do always get what I’m coming from.  The heart of everything that matters to me is where I am coming from.

Consciousness is where I am coming from, because it is what I am coming from.  I did not originate my consciousness, my consciousness originated me.  I came here with my consciousness already installed.  Consciousness comes with me, as me.  Who am I?  I am consciousness.  Which consciousness am I?  The consciousness that I come from.  

The heart of everything that matters is where my consciousness comes from.  My consciousness comes from non-limitation.  Consciousness comes from non-limitation.  Consciousness is limited only to what it is conscious of and acts upon.  And the limiter of my consciousness is me.  I limit it whenever I chase the tail end of what is on my mind – my thoughts – rather than just be what my consciousness is.

When I don’t like what is on my mind, trying to chase it away keeps it around.  What I am conscious of cannot go away. As with a dog chasing its tail, what I are going for is what I already am going with.  Holding on to it makes no sense, let alone going for it in the first place.  The alternative is to let it go.  The way to let it go is to alter the way that I am conscious, to change what I am conscious from, to be conscious from consciousness’s own nature.

It is commonly held among those who understand symbology, that consciousness is symbolized by water.  [Dream analysis, depth psychology, Buddhism]

The way to use consciousness is to embody consciousness’s own nature, which is to be as water is.

[Flow]

God Consciousness: How to Entertain It
Ernest Holmes gave us a formula for right relationship to consciousness when he observed that while we cannot avoid negative thoughts and feelings, we don’t have to entertain them.  “Yea, though I walk through the Valley of the Shadow of Death, I do not have to pitch my tent there.”

This is quite different from the psychological denial that characterizes the refusal to recognize that I am, indeed, walking through the Valley of the Shadow.  This is metaphysical denial, which is the refusal to entertain the shadows by dwelling in them. 

Three ways to entertain any expression of consciousness : by indulgence, by resistance, and by surrendered openness.  Only via surrendered openness may I be aware from the perspective of the only thing that does not come and go because it eternally is: the consciousness that I am.

In terms of its use and function, consciousness is associated with water.  In terms of its source and nature, it is also associated with light.  When I contemplate my relationship to light as a metaphor for my relationship to the source and nature of consciousness, I discern that are at least three possible states of relationship to consciousness: seeing the light, shining the light, and being the light.

Seeing the light is where it all begins.  Before I see the light, I’m like a light-bulb that hasn’t been connected to the current that makes it shine.  I must become aware of the light before I can be conscious with the light.  I must be conscious of consciousness before I can align myself with its source and nature.

In an interesting juxtaposition of the two symbols for consciousness, water was once used to help people see the light.  Baptism and near death experience.  “Do you believe?”

It is possible to see the light only when I perceive a distinction between that which sees and that which is seen.  Seeing the light is only the first of three steps from separation toward oneness.

Shining the light is the next phase of right relationship to consciousness.  I shine the light whenever I am conscious with the light. As long as I am conscious of the shining, however, I am still in the separation of perceiving light from the perspective of a single conduit.  If the light bulbs in this room were consciousness of their shining, they might tend to think that their size, shape and position were important to the light.  “I shine more light than the others.”  “I shine the light more beautifully than others.”  “I shine the light from the front of the room, rather than from the back.”

Shining the light does not end my sense of separation, as long as I am conscious of my shining.  

The current that flows through light bulbs does so impartially.  This bulb isn’t lighted by one current, and that one by another, nor does any bulb get preferential treatment, with reference to any other(s), by the single current that lights them all.  As long as I entertain preferences of any kind, I am in separation.
Being the light is the ultimate state of enlightened consciousness. Be the light, not what shines it.  

There is an old Sufi story about a little boy in a village who is always eating candy. His father did everything he could to get him to stop eating candy, but he wouldn't stop eating candy, he ate candy all day long. His parents were at their wits' end, they tried everything and nothing worked. Then the father heard about this famous wise man, Mulla Nasrudin, who lived in a far away village, and he thought that maybe this Mulla could help. So one day the boy was taken by his father on a walk from their village to where the famous Mulla lived.

They walked for days... they climbed over mountains... had to ford a river... when finally they got to the residence where the Mulla lived. The father said, "Mulla, please if you could help, my son just eats candy all day long and we can't get him to stop. Can you help?" The Mulla said, "Yes, I can help you, come back in two weeks time." The father said, "O.k., I can do that." Then he and his little boy again had to ford the river, cross over the mountains, and walk for days to get back to their village. After two weeks go by, once again they start on their arduous journey. They walk for days, cross the mountains and ford the river and finally get to the Mulla. 

The father said, "O.k. Mulla we are back, it's been two weeks, can you help my boy?" And the Mulla said, "Yes I can." So the Mulla looks in the boy's eyes and said, "My dear boy, STOP EATING CANDY." 

The father was upset and he said to the Mulla, "If that was all you were going to do why didn't you do that two weeks ago?" The Mulla said, "Well, two weeks ago I was eating candy!"

As long as I am doing what I tell others not to do, how can I expect that they will stop?  “My life is my message.”  If you want to make a difference in the world, be that difference.  My ultimate gift of consciousness is extended to others is made automatically when I accept that gift for myself – the gift of being the light.  As long as my satisfaction depends upon others seeing, shining and being the light, I am no more enlightened than they are.  As long as I my satisfaction depends upon others noticing my seeing, shining and being the light, I am no more enlightened than they are.  Whether I am distracted by my perception of light’s absence in others, or by my perception of light’s presence in myself, I am less than fully enlightened.

Separation ends only when my consciousness is non-preferential toward nothing that it beholds or perceives.  People begin their walk on the spiritual path in order to ease the symptoms of their sense of separation, to find a level of comfort with separation.  Very, very few are committed to ending their sense of separation.  In all of recorded history, perhaps a hundred or so individuals out of tens of billions have reportedly done so. 

Part of being conscious is not deluding myself into thinking that I desire to end my sense of separation, when all I really want to do is find a comfort level with separation.  There is nothing wrong in the intent to be comfortably separated from others.  The only thing wrong is to delude myself by equating such comfort with ultimate enlightenment, thereby  expecting mere comfort to bring ultimate satisfaction to my being.

A human being is not a thing or a process, but an opening for the only thing that does not come and go, but just is.

All of us in this room know far more than I know, and the six billion persons currently alive on this planet know far more than we in this room know.  The Universal Intelligence that governs this universe and possibly others – what I also call “God consciousness” – embraces the sum total of all the knowing of all 6 billion people on this planet, plus most of what we don’t know about ourselves and the rest of the universe.

However, the godliness of what I call “God consciousness” is not just a function of what God knows and how much God knows.  If I knew everything that God knows, I would be no more godly than I am right now unless I knew it quite differently than I do at present. What distinguishes God consciousness is not its quantity, but its quality.  God consciousness is a way of knowing. 

My consciousness has a quality of limitation that godly consciousness does not. 

· I tend to employ my consciousness for the purpose of managing others as well as myself – and sometimes instead of  myself.  God consciousness manages only itself.

· I tend to employ my consciousness for the purpose of specifying details.  God consciousness specifies only the process from which details emerge.

· My consciousness tends to specify details in advance of their manifest existence, and thus predestine its outcomes.  God consciousness specifies only the orderly manner in which details self-organize, thereby preordaining their outcome.

· My consciousness tends to specify forms.  God consciousness is the formula that governs the creation and maintenance of forms.

God consciousness is the formula by which all things, events, and circumstances take form, the so-called “Theory of Everything” that many scientists anticipate some day knowing.  When that formula is actually discovered, it will not tell us all that God knows, it will tell us only about the way that God knows.

Two weeks ago I said that God does not have a self-concept, for if God had a self-concept then God would be limited to that concept.  In the absence of a self-concept, God also has no point of view – and that is what is godly about God-consciousness: the lack of a point of view.  All consciousness from a point of view is limited, no matter what the consciousness is of or how much it is conscious of.  I have a point of view, limited to my location in time and space in the universe’s ongoing experience of itself.  God consciousness is non-local (everywhere at once), thereby having an infinite number of points to view.  God consciousness draws no conclusion from the perspective of my own or any other point of view.

· God consciousness allows all detail to emerge from its own self-management, thereby giving them a quality of pre-ordered  

Knowing about 

Only to the extent that I feel the knowing that I am within God’s presence, can I begin to know the feeling of being within God’s presence.  And only to the extent that I know the feeling of being in God’s presence am I fully conscious of God’s presence, which means being conscious from God’s presence as God’s presence.  The intention of Unity, Religious Science and other New Thought perspectives is to awaken me to three experiences: the experience of knowing that I am within God’s presence, the experience of feeling that knowing, and the experience of knowing that feeling.  The embodiment of these three experiences is what is meant by the terms “God consciousness” and “Christ consciousness”: the consciousness within me that I live, move and have my being within God’s consciousness of always and only being “here.”  This is being conscious from God’s presence as God’s presence.

Our own embodiment of these three experiences, as exemplified by Jesus, is what the Great Adventure of the “second coming” is all about.  Our own embodiment of these three experiences is also what Religious Science is all about.  Religious Science provides us with a way to embody these three experiences, a way of praying that we call “affirmative prayer” or “spiritual mind treatment.”

The experience of knowing that I am within God’s presence: acknowledging the omnipresence of God wherever I go.  Recognition and unification.

The experience of feeling my knowing that I am within God’s presence: accepting whatever gift of God’s presence I desire.  Realization.

The experience of knowing my feeling that I am within God’s presence: allowing the gift to exist in my experience, as my experience of its existence.  Thanksgiving and release.
The assertion, “I think, therefore I am,” begs the question of just what it is that I am thinking with.

Less obvious: the ambiguity of God consciousness is principled.  It works according to a variety of principles, variously known as cause and effect, the law of correspondences, the Golden Rule, etc.

God consciousness always and only works reciprocally.

It precludes randomness in the midst of chaos.

The life-long implications of anything which, like pregnancy, endures in experience or conscious/unconscious memory, are illuminated in the Eastern wisdom story of a young monk who was appointed to gild a large statue of Buddha with a fresh layer of gold leaf.  The space between the rear of the statue and temple wall being only about 16 inches, and so dark that it obscured most of the statue's back from view, the monk omitted the difficult task of gold-leafing the unseen portion.

Upon announcing his completion of the project, the monk was asked, "Did you gild the entire statue?"

"All but the part that nobody can see," he replied.

"And why did you leave that part undone?"

"Because nobody will ever know," the monk explained.

"Do not deceive yourself," he was admonished.  "The Buddha will know!" 
As commonly understood, God’s knowing is omni-versal; 

· omniscient, knowing of everything;

· omnipresent, knowing of everything at all places;

· omnipotent, all-powerfully knowing of everything at all places;

· omni-dimensional, all-powerfully knowing of everything that transcends all places, and is thus transcendent of time and space.

[Nathan, the wise.]

My first clue to the way God knows came from a movie I attended while I was still a teen-ager: “The planned life is not worth living.”

The way God knows is quite different from the way I know.  My consciousness tends to be limited by forms.  God consciousness is not limited by forms.  God consciousness is the formula that governs the form-giving process.  God consciousness specifies in advance the way that forms arise.  It does not specify in advance the precise details of their existence, only how such precision will come about.

Whatever manifests in my life is according to a formula that I call God consciousness.  As my own consciousness becomes more godly, my life becomes less limited by its current results.

God consciousness is the formula for ADVENTurous living.

All of us in this room know far more than I know, and the six billion persons currently alive on this planet know far more than we in this room know.  The Universal Intelligence that governs this universe and possibly others – what I also call “God consciousness” – embraces the sum total of all the knowing of all 6 billion people on this planet, plus most of what we don’t know about ourselves and the rest of the universe.

However, the godliness of what I call “God consciousness” is not just a function of what God knows and how much God knows.  If I knew everything that God knows, I would be no more godly than I am right now unless I knew it quite differently than I do at present. What distinguishes God consciousness is not its quantity, but its quality.  God consciousness is a way of knowing. 

My consciousness has a quality of limitation that godly consciousness does not. 

· I tend to employ my consciousness for the purpose of managing others as well as myself – and sometimes instead of  myself.  God consciousness manages only itself.

· I tend to employ my consciousness for the purpose of specifying details.  God consciousness specifies only the process from which details emerge.

· My consciousness tends to specify details in advance of their manifest existence, and thus predestine its outcomes.  God consciousness specifies only the orderly manner in which details self-organize, thereby preordaining their outcome.

· My consciousness tends to specify forms.  God consciousness is the formula that governs the creation and maintenance of forms.

God consciousness is the formula by which all things, events, and circumstances take form, the so-called “Theory of Everything” that many scientists anticipate some day knowing.  When that formula is actually discovered, it will not tell us all that God knows, it will tell us only about the way that God knows.

Two weeks ago I said that God does not have a self-concept, for if God had a self-concept then God would be limited to that concept.  In the absence of a self-concept, God also has no point of view – and that is what is godly about God-consciousness: the lack of a point of view.  All consciousness from a point of view is limited, no matter what the consciousness is of or how much it is conscious of.  I have a point of view, limited to my location in time and space in the universe’s ongoing experience of itself.  God consciousness is non-local (everywhere at once), thereby having an infinite number of points to view.  God consciousness draws no conclusion from the perspective of my own or any other point of view.

· God consciousness allows all detail to emerge from its own self-management, thereby giving them a quality of pre-ordered  

[Nathan, the wise.]

Knowing about 

Only to the extent that I feel the knowing that I am within God’s presence, can I begin to know the feeling of being within God’s presence.  And only to the extent that I know the feeling of being in God’s presence am I fully conscious of God’s presence, which means being conscious from God’s presence as God’s presence.  The intention of Unity, Religious Science and other New Thought perspectives is to awaken me to three experiences: the experience of knowing that I am within God’s presence, the experience of feeling that knowing, and the experience of knowing that feeling.  The embodiment of these three experiences is what is meant by the terms “God consciousness” and “Christ consciousness”: the consciousness within me that I live, move and have my being within God’s consciousness of always and only being “here.”  This is being conscious from God’s presence as God’s presence.

Our own embodiment of these three experiences, as exemplified by Jesus, is what the Great Adventure of the “second coming” is all about.  Our own embodiment of these three experiences is also what Religious Science is all about.  Religious Science provides us with a way to embody these three experiences, a way of praying that we call “affirmative prayer” or “spiritual mind treatment.”

The experience of knowing that I am within God’s presence: acknowledging the omnipresence of God wherever I go.  Recognition and unification.

The experience of feeling my knowing that I am within God’s presence: accepting whatever gift of God’s presence I desire.  Realization.

The experience of knowing my feeling that I am within God’s presence: allowing the gift to exist in my experience, as my experience of its existence.  Thanksgiving and release.
