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Field theory teaches that we create our experience through our being rather than our doing. 
Various spiritual traditions support this idea that our action is not inherently effective. For 
example, Christianity teaches “Of himself, a man can do nothing,” “They labor in vain whose 
house is not built by the Lord,” “Stand still, and see this day the salvation of the Lord,” and so 
on. 

Hinduism gives us the idea of individual liberation (moksha) from the wheel of birth and death 
(karma) through becoming “neh-karma,” a spiritual condition in which one relinquishes any 
sense of being the doer of action, which is the jewel of instruction that Krishna imparts to 
Arjuna at the conclusion of the Baghavad-Gita. 

Taoism’s notion of “wu wei” (effortless effort) is similar, describing a state of acting in graceful 
cooperation with one’s nature, so there is no effort; as a result, one achieves a state of not-doing, 
and action becomes meditative rather than premeditative. The Tao Teh Ching even instructs, “Do 
nothing and all will be done.”

Buddhism’s central idea that the separate self (anatta) is illusory (samsara) leads to an initiation 
into the truth about identity and reality (nirvana) akin to the Hindu state of moksha. 

In Judaism, obedience to the law transcends personal will in spiritual importance, and it is no 
accident that Moses, one of the most powerful figures in Jewish history is described as meek, 
and a “servant of God.” Numbers 12:3 states: “Now the man Moses was very meek, above all the 
men which were upon the face of the earth.” In Christianity, too, spiritual meekness, or the 
absence of personal willfulness, is regarded as a hallmark of those who love God.

While Field training students are fascinated with the idea that our personal consciousness 
determines our experience in the world, in practice many of them have a lot of questions about 
how to act. For them, the not-doing of Taoism turns out to be “says easy, does hard,” because they 
imagine that if they don’t do anything, nothing will be done. They want to know what to do after 
they deliberately intend, especially while they’re waiting for the manifestation.

The question also comes up in other consciousness-as-cause models. In Seth/Jane Roberts, 
for example, there is the idea of making a physical gesture after imagining the desired reality. 
Florence Scovel Shinn suggests the same sort of thing. She calls this “active faith.” 

In Huna, which is Hawaiian shamanism, the creative process similarly entails some physical 
action taken in line with whatever desired outcome has been envisioned by the practitioner. 

Neville Goddard tells us to claim the feeling of the desired reality, then act as if it’s already a 
worldly fact, which implies that action plays some part in the process, even though it isn’t spelled 
out, and in other places, Neville flat-out denies the relevance of action. Further, he stresses 
“keeping the Sabbath,” or resting in the feeling of fulfillment, which is identical to the third step 
of deliberate intending in Field training, rather than taking action to make something happen.



Abraham/Esther Hicks, in New Beginnings, makes several statements about creative “intending” 
(she uses the same word we do, though there are important differences between the Abraham 
material and Field training), and some of these statements are contradictory. At one point, she 
says that the inner state is more powerful than action in the world; later, she says the opposite, 
so the relationship between inner and outer action remains unclear there. 

All of this may leave the question of the relationship between inner and outer action a little 
fuzzy. In this program, I want to clarify Field training’s position on this, and there are several 
points I’ll want to cover: first, a bit about inner action; second, considerations of the place and 
power of gesture; third, a clarification of the relationship between not-doing and “doing what’s 
before us to do”; and fourth, a few comments on the idea of living-in-readiness. 

First, on inner action: Deliberate intending, we’ve said many times, is not merely visualizing or 
using affirmations. It is a letting out of the creative rein of imagination that completely engages 
or engrosses one in the object of desire, and the point of view of the version of self for whom the 
desire already has been fulfilled. 

We want something, and know what we want. Good. We accept things exactly as they are, 
for now. No resistance. Great. Next, in stillness, we let something come that represents the 
self fulfilled. This is important. It’s not just a condition or thing we want that appears before 
our inner gaze: It’s a new self. We don’t contrive this; rather, we let it come, but our free will is 
involved to the extent that we refrain from giving ourselves to this imaginal presentation until 
we recognize it as fulfilling what we want. There is an element of taking one’s time and “waiting 
on the Lord (law)” as it’s called in Christianity. 

In Field practice, there’s a further criterion: What comes must include what we call an “essential 
implication” or after-the-fact element, which means we don’t give ourselves to it unless what 
comes shows something that “proves” the desired reality was already established. This always 
takes the form of some sort of action in the inner experience. So, if you’re intending material 
wealth, you wouldn’t give yourself inwardly to the image of getting a ton of money. Instead, you 
would wait until you saw yourself spending or otherwise using the money. Or sitting at your 
desk, appreciating that all the bills for the month have been paid, and here it is, only the first of 
the month. 

If you’re deliberately intending, say, health, you wouldn’t give the self to the imagining that 
you’re being healed, but to the one in which you’re doing something that shows you must have 
been healed. There’s a past-tense component. You don’t see the wish being granted; you see that 
it was granted, and give yourself in imagination to whatever comes to portray that, until it feels 
complete and real, exactly the way you believe it would feel if it already had happened outwardly, 
in fact. Since the fulfillment has not happened yet in fact, there’s a future component. Allowing 
the fulfilled (future) state to come in a form that presents it as past (already done) creates a 
rift or incongruity in the present that impels the Field to effect fulfillment of the desired and 
deliberately intended ideal inwardly and outwardly. This impulsion then must be fulfilled, either 
in the form envisioned or something that will be recognized as better, unless a counterintention 
is introduced to waylay it. This is why it’s so important, once we’ve deliberately intended and, in 
a manner of speaking, staked the claim, to take our mind’s hands off the project and stop doing. 
This way, we avoid interfering with what we’ve set into motion.



So, inner action in Field practice refers to two things right away: 1) the action of allowing the 
imaginal representation that shows the desire to already have been fulfilled, and 2) the giving of 
self inwardly that quickens the envisioned fulfillment and elevates it to the status of an intention 
(rather than, say a visualization or daydream).

The key phrase “giving the self ” means losing the self, and in this sense, all conscious creating 
involves a death. The self that’s lost is the observing self, which is always separate from what it 
observes. So, we lose the self-awareness that we’re sitting there imagining something, because 
we become so absorbed in what we’re imagining. This is the second feature of inner action in 
deliberate intending. We close our eyes and fall in love with the ideal. We allow ourselves to 
disappear as observing, as separate. It’s like watching a movie that draws us in so much, we forget 
we’re sitting in a theater. The ice in our drink melts, because half an hour has gone by, and we 
had no idea. Anything that charms or fascinates us, that envelops our attention and takes us out 
of separateness, anything we love brings us into the inner action in which the self forgets itself 
in the giving of itself to the object of its attention and caring. 

If one isn’t willing to let go in this way, to surrender to the ideal to the point that the distinction 
between inner and outer recedes, then vanishes, and the inner experience is fully present and 
natural and, in a way, “worldly,” then attempts at deliberate intending will be weighted down by 
effort, and one won’t reach the level of fulfillment, inwardly or outwardly, that always shows 
itself in a spontaneous smile.

Going on to the second point: the place and power of gesture. Field training states clearly that 
no amount of desire or action in the world will suffice to overcome the nonlocal effect of a 
counterintention. This means that we can want something with all our heart, and run around 
the world 24/7 to “make it happen,” but if we’re not willing to have it, we’ll end up with the thing 
falling from our hands every time. 

Further, Field training agrees with Neville Goddard that our free will does NOT extend to our 
actions in the world. This is a profound claim. It means that, despite appearances, our actions 
are not free, because they’re compelled by our intentions (our beliefs about what’s real and who 
we are). Our free will does extend to what we intend. We’re free to choose to give ourselves or not. 
That’s it, and that’s enough, because all else flows from that choosing, and flows with necessity, 
in flawless correspondence. 

It is helpful, however, to make a physical gesture consistent with whatever we’ve claimed, not 
because the gesture has any power to act as a cause, but because, as Particles selves, we’re physical, 
surrounded by a physical world that constantly feeds back evidence that ordinarily we accept 
as convincing. Making a physical gesture in line with a new belief, with the new identity we’ve 
claimed on the inner, can bolster faith and confidence in what we’ve released. In other words, it 
can help us stay aligned.

Now, we mustn’t cheat here. If we keep making the gesture because we have no faith in it, believing 
as many do that the gesture itself has any power to make the thing we want happen outwardly, 
then we’re working from a contradicted consciousness, and good luck with that. So, what does 
such a gesture look like? Well, if one has intended prosperity, for example, then one might spend 
a few dollars more than was budgeted. If the deliberate intention is to meet one’s soul mate, then 
one might go out and get a new shirt or dress for that exciting first date. Expressing the reality 



of a thing through a physical gesture can help bring home that reality. This is important because 
the desired fulfillment can’t show up, inwardly or outwardly, until we’re at home in it. Anything 
less produces a test situation at best. Most importantly, the gesture has no native power to create. 
Everything depends on the underlying consciousness, which must remain steadfastly faithful to 
the new, fulfilled version of self.

The third point involves the relationship between not-doing and doing what’s before us to do, 
which sounds paradoxical. How can we not-do, and also do what’s before us? As it turns out, 
doing what’s before us to do is the way to not-do, because not-doing means only that we’re 
allowing rather than premeditating, managing, trying to control, and so on; it certainly does not 
mean that our life becomes inert and actionless. 

To the contrary, action takes on the startling qualities of Field efficiency when we let things 
happen rather than trying to make them happen. Not-doing means letting things happen, 
which, of course, includes actions that come through us. Experientially, the difference is that, 
when we let action come through us, there’s a strong Witness component. Zen Buddhism refers 
to this as “carrying water, chopping wood,” and it is akin to the not-doing cited earlier from 
various spiritual teachings. It might be more accurate to talk about “not-doing” what’s before 
you to do, but you can see the language problem would make this more than a little confusing. 
When we do what’s before us to do, without an agenda or attachment or demand for this or that 
outcome, our doing becomes not-doing. Then, as we continue to not-do things, we find that the 
Field is doing them as us. 

This is a real experience. In not-doing by doing what’s before us, our outer action doesn’t betray 
what we’ve claimed inwardly. We do the outer action because we’re in the world, and it’s what’s 
before us to do—so this is a lot like the Hindu notion of “dharma,” usually translated as “duty.” 
By accepting and moving with our dharma, we remain aligned.

Finally: All of these points add up, in practice, to an alert receptivity, a living-in-readiness that 
multiplies fulfillments and eradicates problems. Living-in-readiness is living in the flow. And 
the flow is the flow between inner action (cause) and outer action (effect), out into gesture, and 
back again in a deepening of alignment. Then THIS flow flows to the Field and back, through 
correspondence.

As Particles in the world, we do what’s before us to do, which entails a kind of honoring and 
acceptance of our situatedness as physical creatures. But we remain awake and aligned in 
our worldly action, so that our loyalty to what we’ve become inwardly, regardless of facts and 
evidence, remains beautifully intact and sincere. The word “sincere,” which comes from the Latin, 
originally meant “without wax,” as a way of describing honey, implying purity. Honey with no 
bits of wax in it was especially pure, sweet, and valuable. When our action is “without wax,” 
meaning it is unadulterated by willfulness or counterintention or motive, our life becomes pure 
and sweet, valuable to ourselves and, by example, to others.
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