WEBEX MEETING #100 CONTEMPLATIONS
The following three vocabulary terms emerged from Webex Meeting #100: “objectively step outside one’s-self,” “trigger,” “emotional revolt of the soul.” Consider the three terms.

OBJECTIVELY STEP OUTSIDE ONE’S-SELF
Steve Ellis explained the means by which he evaluates whether something he did or is about to do is an old-man function or a new-man function. He indicated that in the process of evaluation, he “objectively steps outside of himself” and looks at the function and then draws a conclusion that determines the nature of the function as either an old-man function or a new-man function. The key to his evaluation is that he “objectively steps outside of himself.” To say that he “objectively steps outside of himself” is both an accurate and brilliant analysis of the plan in which God the Father has decreed the means of differentiating old-man function from new-man function. You “objectively step outside of yourself” in order to make the analysis. Someone might ask the question, “How does one ‘objectively step outside of himself or herself?’”
To do so, the born-again Christian recognizes the following:

 1.
By divine design, the human spirit is intrinsically spiritual in nature because it is indwelt by the Holy Spirit.

 2.
By divine design, the human body is intrinsically sinful because it is permeated with a sinful nature.

 3.
By divine design, the human soul is intrinsically neutral because it is neither spiritual nor sinful.

 4.
Since the soul is intrinsically neutral, its parts are neutral; therefore, self-consciousness, as one of its parts, is intrinsically neutral.

 5.
The human soul’s self-consciousness is the soul’s director because it makes all of the soul’s decisions; it feels the soul’s emotions; it thinks using the soul’s mentality; and it senses conviction from the soul’s conscience.

 6.
As the soul’s director, self-consciousness has the capacity to choose to yield to the body’s sinful nature, resulting in old-man function.

 7.
As the soul’s director, self-consciousness has the capacity to choose to yield to the Holy Spirit, resulting in new-man function.

 8.
Without regard to the direction in which the intrinsically neutral soul yields, whether to the body’s sinful nature or the Holy Spirit indwelling the human spirit, the soul’s self-consciousness REMAINS intrinsically neutral, although INFLUENCED by either the sinful nature of the human body or the spiritual nature of the Holy Spirit. Yielding DOES NOT make self-consciousness either sinful or spiritual. It REMAINS intrinsically neutral.
 9.
Since yielding is a choice made by the soul’s intrinsically neutral self-consciousness, the soul’s intrinsically neutral self-consciousness by divine design has the privilege and opportunity to CONTEMPLATE every circumstance encountered in life before making a decision.

A.
Suppose the circumstance is an opportunity to function from the source of the old-man. Self-consciousness is privileged to analyze that possible function to determine its nature to be an old-man function.

B.
Suppose the circumstance is an opportunity to function from the source of the new-man. Self-consciousness is privileged to analyze that possible function to determine its nature to be a new-man function.

C.
If, and when, the soul’s neutral self-consciousness STOPS long enough to consider the nature of a possible reaction or response, whether or not is has been an habituated old-man reaction in the past, that function of STOPPING TO CONSIDER the nature of the reaction is the mechanic, the tool, the “how” of “stepping outside one’s-self.”
D.
“Stepping outside one’s-self” is tantamount to the intrinsically neutral soul’s self-consciousness choosing to be “alert and then aware” of past habituated reactions or responses to a circumstance, and then choosing to divorce itself (the soul’s intrinsically neutral self-consciousness) from yieldedness either to the body’s sinful nature or to the Holy Spirit in the human spirit long enough for it (the soul’s intrinsically neutral self-consciousness) to determine the true nature of the response or reaction. Was it an old-man reaction or a new-man response?
E.
Obviously, the determination of old-man reaction or new-man response assumes the appropriate respective pertinent truth to already be resident in the soul’s launching center by which to measure the nature of the response or reaction under consideration.

Conclusion: It is when the soul’s intrinsically neutral self-consciousness chooses to momentarily divorce itself from yieldedness that constitutes “stepping outside of one’s-self.”
TRIGGER

The issue under consideration was the relationship between mentality and emotion. Consider feelings and emotion as two sides of the same coin. Feelings are a manifestation of the soul’s emotion. Where does the word “trigger” fit in? Consider the following:

 1.
What we think produces what we feel. We feel what we focus on.

 2.
The word “cause” as in “cause and effect” and the word “trigger” can be viewed as synonyms for the word “produces” in point #1.

 3.
Interestingly, every circumstance about which a human being is aware, by divine decree, “triggers” a mental thought expressed as a mental visualization or mental verbalization.

 4.
Under normal circumstances, by divine decree, a mental thought “triggers” a constant emotional state as long as the circumstance that triggers the emotional state continues to be the object of mental focus.

 5.
So, we have two “triggers” associated with feelings in an emotional state:

· trigger #1: a circumstance of life that triggers a mental thought

· trigger #2: a mental thought that triggers a feeling

EMOTIONAL REVOLT OF THE SOUL
Theophilus White, Jr., (Frenchie), raised a question about a term that we who were mentored by Bob Thieme, Jr., have used for several years. The term is “emotional revolt of the soul.” Frenchie’s question:  Is the term still valid? If by valid is meant should we continue to understand the term as defined by R.B. Thieme, Jr., the answer is, no. He defined emotional revolt of the soul in the following manner:

Emotional revolt of the soul occurs when negative feelings become strong enough to cause a believer to make irrational decisions.
The problem with this definition is as follows:

 1.
First, what is meant by irrational decisions?

A.
The only reasonable answer to the question in point #1 has to be “any decision that is inconstant with divine viewpoint.”

B.
Using the answer in point “A”, every decision inconsistent with divine viewpoint is an old-man strategy.
C.
In the grand scheme of human history, every decision to apply an old-man strategy is irrational as those decisions relate to resolving the angelic conflict.

2.
Strong feelings do NOT cause anyone to do anything. If strong feelings were a cause, by implication, strong feelings would be usurping authority over the divinely decreed director of the soul, namely, usurping authority over the soul’s self-consciousness.

 3.
No matter how strong a negative emotional state may be, it will always be connected to an antecedent mental thought. Thought always precedes emotion.

4.
A strong emotional state may INFLUENCE an irrational decision, but a strong emotional state will never CAUSE an irrational decision.

 5.
If a strong emotional state INFLUENCES an irrational decision, such a decision might be labeled “emotional revolt of the soul” because emotion was the primary influence; however, this should never be understood as implying that any emotional state is in CONTROL of the soul’s director, namely, the soul’s self-consciousness. Influence is not control.

Summary Conclusion:

 1.
The concept of emotional revolt of the soul should never imply that the soul’s emotion has usurped authority or control over the soul’s mentality.

 2.
A tenable definition for emotional revolt of the soul might be as follows:

Emotional revolt of the soul is the condition of the soul when the soul’s self-consciousness makes decisions because it has yielded itself to a strong emotional state that is attached to an antecedent old-man belief.
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