WRITE STUFF
Essays and Assays Written from Experience 
[W]hen I speak of creativity or creative work, I am speaking of work that has unpredictable results and effects, work that is open-ended in how it happens, work that begins with an idea or an intent and proceeds with a surrendering and reshaping of that intent over and over again. I am speaking of creative work that holds surprises, teaches us things we did not know before we began, creative work that changes us, helps us unfold and become who we are at the deepest level of our being. 

~Oriah Mountain Dreamer, What We Ache For: Creativity and the Unfolding of Your Soul, p. 8~
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

A Preface to Clear Minds:

Your Words Don’t Mean, You Do,
There is a single mind common to all individuals.
~Ralph Waldo Emerson~
Everything is taken from one’s life.

You can call them emotions or thoughts.

These are all names for experience.

~Isaac Bashevis Singer~

Semantic advisory: Where others customarily use the word “experience” (the noun form), I frequently use the word “experiencing” (the verb form). I do this because OUR experiencing is proactive in the now-ness of the current moment, while our experiences are after-the-fact fossils of former moments that have passed. In other words, experiencing suggests present tense, experiences suggest past tense.  A consistent mindful focus on my ongoing experiencing, rather than on my past experiences, prevents my being a fossilized rendition of my earlier moments in my current moments. I can be far more fruitful of new experiencing in my present moments when I am not fossilizing myself in accord with my past experience.
Words made up by our experiencing are often subsequently used (by the advertising industry, for instance) to make up the experiencing of others. 

As the creators of a word-built reality and the creatures whose entire lives are lived in that reality, the congenial sharing of our experiencing thereof relies on how effectively we communicate what our semantically constructed reality means to us. And to communicate this meaning most effectively, it is essential that we be continually mindful that all meaning exists in ourselves and not in our words. 
The principle that “words don’t mean, people do,” emerges from the fact our words do not have meaningful experiences in and of themselves, and recruit people to convey this meaning to their fellow words. It was not until people were available to communicate that consciously known meaning likewise showed on our planet, because it is people who derive meaning from their experiencing who subsequently make up words for the purpose of conveying to others whatever meaning they’ve experienced. Nothing can have meaning until there is someone for it to mean to.
In other words, meaning is indirectly derived from our experiencing of things and incidents, not directly given from the things and incidents themselves. Word origin follows rather than precedes our experiencing of the meaning that we assign to words, and only after they are coined after the fact of the experiencings to which they point can they influence the meaningfulness of others’ experiencings. And even then, the words that we employ for this purpose are often only partially translatable to the experiencing of others.

All coinage of new terminology occurs in the aftermath of a new experiencing, whose perceived meaning is deemed worthy of communicating. Only subsequent to someone else’s initial experiencing can any word thereof influence the experiencing of others. Only after a word has come into existence can it be then employed to shape others’ experiencing, by correspondingly molding their perceptions in accordance with the conveyed meaning of what the word signifies (i.e., points to). This is why I consistently use the word “signify” where others are more likely to use various forms of the verb “to mean,” because words have no meaning of their own accord, only those meanings that people bestow upon them.  
And it is not only our words that have no meaning of their own, neither does whatever they may signify. All meaning is experientially fabricated, rather than inherent in whatever we assign our meanings to.
Words are merely arbitrary representations of what they signify, not reproductions thereof. Since words are accordingly no more than signs that point to whatever we have deemed to be meaningful, and are not themselves the things upon which we project our inventions of meaningfulness, we are always susceptible to equating our meanings with whatever it is to which they’ve been assigned. Hence the Zen admonition not to mistake a finger pointing at the moon for the actual moon itself, the “pointing finger” being in this case the word, “moon.” 
Given the slippery slope of meaningfulness in a reality we’ve fabricated with our words, I cannot and do not expect everyone to accept all that I signify in terms of what it means to me. Yet I do endeavor to communicate as clearly as possible my own perceived meaning of whatever I am signifying, so that others can clearly distinguish my designated meanings from any contrary designations that are peculiar to themselves.
Some words have relatively unambiguous meanings on which most people tend to highly agree, such as the words “door” and “floor,” and present little if any difficulty in our transmission thereof. Most of our words, however, are fraught with varying degrees of ambiguity. 
For instance, one person I know defines the word “inclusivity” as “being nice to each other.” Another defines it as “the Golden Rule in practice.” Yet another defines it as “the total interconnectedness of all things.” It is quite possible that the full implications of the third meaning cited in this series would be incomprehensible to the bearer of the first meaning, 
It is thus that words owe their existence far more to an essential ongoing requirement to minimize misunderstanding, than to any consensus on what our words may “mean.” Yet to the extent that our words are effectively employed, we tend to become trapped in the very reality they fabricate. I therefore empathize with the longing of ancient Taoist Chuang Tzu:
Fishing baskets are for catching fish. But when the fish are caught, you forget the baskets. Snares are for catching hares, but when the hares are trapped, you forget the snares. Words are for conveying ideas, but when the ideas are understood, you forget the words. How I’d like to talk with someone who’s forgotten all the words.

No matter which words we use, nor how many words we use, we will always have more meaning to convey than there can ever be enough words to contain it. While this situation is sufficient, all by itself, to make meaningful communication difficult, such difficulty is further compounded by the inevitable tendency for meanings to change faster than their words do, as acknowledged in a brief acknowledgement of an additional major challenge to our conveyance of meaning:
Now that I know, I find I must use the same words I used when I didn’t know.1.
Fortunately, this assessment is not entirely true, because new words (aka “neologisms”) are always a potential possibility, as are new ways of combining words (such as converting “atonement” to “at-one-ment”). The enormity of this playfully creative potential becomes obvious when we realize that all of our existing words were themselves coined subsequent to the experiencings that called them forth, which only thus made it possible for the experiencings to be meaningfully communicated. 

In short: words originate in response to new experiencing, and only as an afterthought does their meaningfulness become embedded in words, because the meaning we thus assign to them resides primarily in some combination of our non-verbal, pre-verbal and prior experiencing:
Words taught me the way life should be. Experience taught me the way it is.2.
Every new word, as well as every new meaning that is assigned to an existing word, becomes coined only in the aftermath of a first-time experiencing, which sometimes – especially for philosophical types – includes an experiencing of one’s own new idea. It is thus only after our experiencing has called forth a corresponding word that the word itself can then accordingly shape the experiencing of others. For example, neither the words “car” (from “carriage” and “carry”) nor “automobile” existed prior to our experiencing of the invention that they co-signify. Nobody decided that “I’m going to invent an automobile.” Yet some folks did think of inventing a “horseless carriage,” thereby signifying only what so-called “automobiles” are not. It took some time of sustained experiencing with mechanical automatic mobility rather than organic animal-aided mobility before a direct semantic signification thereof emerged. Meanwhile, the first editions of mechanical travel were still furnished with holders for buggy whips. 
Although all meaningfulness of our communication resides in the primacy of our experiencing, our words provide numerous challenges to the meaningful communication of their experiential primacy. Not the least of these challenges is that different people often do not mean to convey precisely the same thing when using the same words. Hence the multiple dictionary definitions of most words, and the requirement to keep dictionaries updated with reports of both new and lapsed meanings for the words whose ever-evolving usages they document.
Perhaps the greatest challenge to meaningful communication is that while the single mind said to be common to all of our mentalities may be presumed to know everything, each of our uniquely differing mentalities knows only in part. Furthermore, each mentality knows something that none of the others know. Still furthermore, each mentality knows far more than any words are able to say, and it is this knowing – for which no verbiage nor even all verbiage is adequate to convey – that is oftentimes felt to be the most meaningful knowing of all. 
No wonder then that meaningfulness in a verbally fabricated reality is such a slippery slope, on which we will will always have more felt meaning to be conveyed than any of our expressions of meaning can contain. Whatever one experiences as being meaningful will forever reside, first, last, and always, in our experiencings themselve, rather than in whatever it is that we are experiencing. (The moon, for example – as best we can tell – means nothing to itself.) 

What we also know about the challenge of effectively communicating the essence of one’s experiencing is that only to the one who is experiencing does its meaning fully compute. Everywhere I go, here alone I am, both 1) being here, only, and not somewhere else, and 2) being the only one here. Since each of us is a local center of experiencing that exists entirely within the self-perceived boundaries of one’s own individual beingness, this gives all conveyance of meaning a flavor of “you had to be there”:
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.3. 

If invisible experience is indeed the only evidence of what we consider to be meaningful, two things follow therefrom. To begin with, words and all other forms of communication emerge from a state of being that can be directly experienced by us only as individuals. Accordingly, any and all communication even at its best is generically indirect. 
Secondly, given our communication’s generic indirection, one’s own self is ultimately the most available and reliable evidence that one can ever have for knowing the meaning and purpose of one’s own presence in the world. And to the extent that all self-evidential reality is invisible and cannot be directly conveyed to any other, our words can at most only point to evidence that will forever remain unseen by others, unless and until they find its counterpart in their own experiencing. Anything we would have others truly know must be first truly discerned and outwardly demonstrated in and as ourselves, in keeping with Ralph Waldo Emerson’s observation, “What you are speaks so loudly, I cannot hear what you say.”
Because meaning invisibly exists within people, not in their words, I have ceased the futile pursuit of consensus with reference to descriptions and definitions. For while it is essential for effective communication 1) that we know how our own descriptions and definitions concur or differ from those of others, and 2) that we acquaint ourselves with the experiential basis of the similarities and differences that attend our varied descriptions and definitions, to seek a full consensus on the meaning and validity of our respective perspectives is as fruitless as would be an attempt to grind the multiple facets of a diamond so that each shows the same reflection.  
Nonetheless, even though I invest no energy in pursuit of perspectival consensus, I do fully honor an operational consensus that I call “the agreement to disagree agreeably.” Such an agreement, for instance, could have changed the outcome of the famous story of the blind men and the elephant:

There were six men of Hindustan, to learning much inclined,
Who went to see an elephant, though all of them were blind,
That each by observation might satisfy his mind.

The first approached the elephant, and happening to fall
Against his broad and sturdy side, at once began to bawl,
"This mystery of an elephant is very like a wall."

The second, feeling of the tusk, cried, "Ho, what have we here,
So very round and smooth and sharp? To me 'tis mighty clear,
This wonder of an elephant is very like a spear."

The third approached the elephant, and happening to take
The squirming trunk within his hands, thus boldly up and spake,
"I see," quoth he, "the elephant is very like a snake."

The fourth reached out an eager hand, and felt above the knee,
"What this most wondrous beast is like is very plain" said he,
"'Tis clear enough the elephant is very like a tree."

The fifth who chanced to touch the ear said, "E'en the blindest man
Can tell what this resembles most; deny the fact who can;
This marvel of an elephant is very like a fan."

The sixth no sooner had begun about the beast to grope,
Than seizing on the swinging tail that fell within his scope;
"I see," said he, "the elephant is very like a rope."

So six blind men of Hindustan disputed loud and long,
Each in his own opinion exceeding stiff and strong;
Though each was partly in the right, they all were in the wrong!

        http://homepage.usask.ca/~wae123/misc/prose/hinustan.htm
Declaring any “thus” to be “so” is to dogmatically assert the primacy of one’s own experiencing over the experiencing of all others, thus precluding any knowing of others’ possibly wise experiential perspectives. Therefore, rather than proclaiming what an elephant is itself like, had the six blind men presented their respective experiencings of what an elephant is like, they could have realized an eventual conception of the elephant as a whole, including its potential as a ride to the next town. 
Instead of asserting “thus is so,” to rather assert that “this is my experience of what’s so” is being faithful to oneself as one remains open to mutual sharing and learning from the experiencing of others. Meanwhile, within an operational consensus of agreeing to disagree agreeably, when disagreement does arise one can embrace another’s views within the context of one’s own perspective by acknowledging that “what you say doesn’t match my experience.” This invites an illuminating examination of contrasting experiencings, rather than a contentious wrangling over what is or is not so.

The agreement to disagree agreeably is essentially an agreement not to persuade. Ever since I came to my own realization of the power of consensus when signified as “the agreement to disagree agreeably,” I have endeavored not to persuasively profess my viewpoints as “the ways things are,” and rather profess them in terms of how I they have emerged from within my own experiencing. I consequently generate little if any contentious disagreement, denial, or argument from others, who are not likely to say, “You didn’t really have the experience you’ve reported.” They rather are likely either to drop or change the subject, or – ideally – to start communicating from their own experiencing. And while what they thus share may be different from and sometimes contrary to the evidence of my own experiencing, their sharing is never worthless. No one’s experiencing is worthless insofar as it accounts for how the evidence of their experiencing contrasts with that of others.
When I speak only from my experiencing, I conserve vast amounts of communicative energy. Since my experiencing is far more modest in its scope than is my potential for making judgments, I have correspondingly far fewer opinions, beliefs, and conclusions to energize via my profession thereof. Yet as a consequence of this practice, I was once told by a philosophy professor that I am the most dangerous person he had ever met. I had only briefly met him a few hours earlier when he attended my guest lecture at his university and, being impressed with my outlook on life, asked me to address his philosophy students later that day. 
As I discoursed with his students I could see that something was distressing him, because the longer I addressed them the more agitated he became. I falsely concluded that he was envious of the intention I was receiving, until he blurted out his accusation of my being dangerous.
Rather than feeling offended or taking exception to his outburst, I asked him a purposely disarming question, “In what way do I seem dangerous to you?” His response was a lengthy confession, which described my experientially grounded communication strategy with greater clarity than I had until then articulated it for myself. 
You have rendered me both vulnerable and defenseless. For half an hour you have shared with us your experience of developing a philosophy of self, an account of how you think and feel your way through life rather than a narrative about what you’ve done with your life, and speaking mostly in the first person and the present tense. As I’ve listened to you, I’ve become more and more painfully aware of some things about myself that until now I’ve successfully managed to avoid acknowledging, which in your life you have already fully faced and resolved.
I feel resentful of you, mostly because I can’t take my resentment out on you. You have provided me with none of the usual opportunities to attack your perspective. You’ve made no generalizations about people in general to which I can react. Nor are your points framed in terms of ‘you’ or ‘we’ or ‘they,’ thus falsely presuming others’ experience to be identical with your own. Nor do you open yourself to dispute by objectifying your experience as an ‘it’ that you presume the rest of us to have in common. 

You have therefore made no statements that I can attack, because everything you have shared with us is from your own experience. Nobody can take your statements personally because they are only about yourself. Yet the more personal are your statements, the more they are pertinent to me as well. I cannot reasonably deny that your experience has been other than what you say it is, short of accusing you of lying to yourself, for which I have no evidence. And so, by presenting yourself transparently you have rendered me naked to myself as well, and I consequently am now left with having to face my suddenly fully apparent own experience.

Although the professor remained vague about the “some things” I had brought to his unwanted attention, I suspected that (though inadvertently) like Br’er Rabbit I had led this foxy academic into a sticky emotional thicket. Recognizing that any scratches thereby contracted in his own psyche’s briar patch were the consequence of his own doing unto himself, I pointedly stuck to my thorny questioning of what he found to be so prickly in myself: “So are you saying that I’m dangerous like Socrates was?”

Far worse than that! Socrates led his students to realizations that endangered the established authority. You open people up to unanticipated and unwanted revelations about themselves, and that makes you dangerous to everyone. Yes, you are a very dangerous man!
This encounter made me aware for the first time that those who mostly communicate mostly from their own experiencing thereby likewise reveal much about myself, while those who communicate mostly about their own experiencing quickly tell me far more about themselves than I ever wanted to know.
In my own experiencing of speaking and writing from my own experiencing* I’ve encountered at least two potential dangers in so doing, the dangers of arrogance and of inadvertent error. While I do my best to remain continually aware of my potential to communicate arrogantly, my concern with error was laid to rest the moment I read the following excerpt from The Gospel of Sri Ramakrishna:4
“Sir, we ought to teach people that they are doing wrong in worshipping the images and pictures in the temple.”

Ramakrishna: “Do you think God does not know that he is being worshipped in the images and pictures? If a worshipper should make a mistake, do you not think God will know his intent?”

Beyond the agreement to disagree agreeably, therefore, I have discovered only one other workable consensus when it comes to meaningful communication: be, and let be; think, and let think; know, and let know.  
*The endless feedback loop that I’ve here noted is commonly signified as one’s “self.” For more on this self-reinforcing perspective, see Douglas Hofstadter, I Am a Strange Loop (N.Y.: Basic Books, 2008). And consider also the self-exposé of writer and documentary filmmaker Trinh T. Minh-Ha: “I write to show myself showing people who show me my own showing.” And then consider theologian Martin Buber’s proclamation that “All of life is a meeting.” 
More precisely stated, all experiencing is a meeting, and all meeting is experiential. Our experiencings truly are the only evidence we have, and communicating from our respective experiencings is the only way to prevent ourselves from being had by the evidence.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Minding the Interrelationship

Of Your Prepositions and Propositions
We do not know of any phenomenon
in which one subject is influenced by another
without [the other] exerting a [corresponding] influence thereupon.

~Eugene Wigner~
Always write from experience. Write only from experience.
~James Joyce~

I began to realize that however professional my work might appear,

even how original it might be,

it still did not contain the central person

which, for good or ill, was myself.

~Ben Shahn~
Semantic advisory: Where others customarily use the word “relationship,” I employ the word “interrelationship,” because all relationship is plural and at minimum twofold. Such being the reciprocal bottom line of all interaction, it is therefore equally true that all actions are interactional. There is no such thing as one-way communication – nor ever can there be – because all receiving thereof is co-responsive thereto, whether or not it is consciously articulated as such.  Whether our receiving of another’s communication is reactive, proactive, or inactive, every such receipt is invariably active in some manner. Even inactivity is a variation on the theme we signify as “active,” which is why we tend to actively project our own presumptions of meaning on the perceived non-activity of others who remain silent in the presence of our discourse. Even when we are writing while all alone, we are project our readers’ presumed responses to what we write.
Of all the words with which we fabricate our verbally assembled reality, prepositions are the most contextually constructive. Nothing governs the interrelational aspects of our semantic reality more definitively than does our use of prepositions, because each component of our word-built reality is either in, at, from, of, for, to, by, through, about, over, under, around, through, against, etc. something(s) else. 
My initial realization of the relational primacy of prepositions – to the extent that our prepositions anchor our propositions – occurred at the age of nine, when for no explicable reason I suddenly experienced myself viewing my thoughts from a place in which they were all “out there” with reference to my “in here,” and thus an arbitrarily fabricated extrinsic overlay of my intrinsically inherent (in-here-ent) reality. This was a moment of complete dissociation from my verbal consciousness, yet simultaneously a moment of absolute association with that to which my verbal consciousness makes reference. Only three decades later would I discover that someone had called this an experiencing of “consciousness without an object.”
All awareness that has an object is referentially grounded in whatever pronouns one deploys in the contextual formation of one’s so-called “object-relational” consciousness. Thus the quickest way to determine others’ assessment of their relationship with reality (aka their “come from”) is to mindfully discern how they deploy their prepositions. This is also the quickest way to become mindful of one’s own deployment of prepositions, because such internally focused mindfulness is most easily established by first becoming aware of how prepositions shape other’s propositions.
The term “proposition” signifies what we assert to be such and so, and all such-and-so-ness is interrelational. All things and all incidents exist in a relational context, and the nature of that context is proposed most essentially by our deployment of prepositions. Prepositions are to one’s intended meaning as are arrows to bullseyes. 
 prepositions give directionality to the consciousness that governs our interrelationship with the world of our experiencing, they are among the most powerful words in our language, because no pro-position can be more powerful than what its pre-positioning mental equivalent signifies. The outcome of every proposition mirrors its prepositioning, so that what shows up in our present life position manifests in accordance with the prior position (preposition) in consciousness from which it has been prepared to proceed.

“as”,
 [Metalinguistic advisory #1: Because our prepositions signify the state of consciousness that governs our interrelationship with the world of our experiencing, they are the most powerful of all the words in our language. No proposition can be more powerful or other than what its prepositions signify. The outcomes of propositions always mirror their prepositions, because what shows up in our present position manifests in accordance with the prior (pre) position in consciousness from which it proceeds. In short: Although I don’t always experience what I am believing in, I do always experience what I am believing from. (What I am believing in is an answer thought, while what I am believing from is a sponsor thought that conditions all of my answer thoughts.]
A meta-linguistic advisory: The outcomes of our propositions always mirror our prepositions, because what shows up in our present position manifests in accordance with the prior (pre) position from which it proceeds. Because our prepositions signify the state of consciousness that governs our relationship to whatever we are experiencing, they are the most powerful of all the words in our language. Therefore, no proposition can be more powerful than its prepositions, and no preposition is more powerful than as. This is why we do not always get what we pray for, yet never fail to get what we pray from, because what we pray from is what we pray as.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Shaping My Propositional Phases

[I]t is the experience of the object, and only the experience of the object, that decides.

​–Alain, The Gods
As I consciously evolve myself by making over the content of my perceptions, I do so to conserve the workability of my relationship to the common ground of all my perceiving – namely, my relationship to the very one who does my perceiving, the one whom I know so intimately as “me”. One way that I empower such workability is by being mindful of the propositions that are embedded in my use of prepositions. Like the mythical bed of Procrustes, to which all who passed were stretched or trimmed to fit its length, linguistic constructions similarly tend to embed and conform my passing perceptions. Amidst these constructions, prepositions are the pivotal fulcrum of perceptual formation as concerns my relationship to self and others. Prepositions are in and of themselves (as well as with, through, to, from, within, beyond, etc. themselves) definitive of relationships, hence their medium-as-message correlate: my use of prepositions mediates my relational propositions.

My use of prepositions represents the shape of my interrelationships. For example: the quickest way for me to know where other folks are “at” is to pay close attention to their use of prepositions. Thus  my overall use of the word “about” reveals more of what I am actually about than do the words that complete the phrases with which I preface this particular preposition. Similarly, my perceptivity’s prepositional conditioning is far more shallow when I am merely thinking about my feelings, than when I am thinking with, through and from my feelings. When I think about my feelings, they are perceived as distinct from my thinking, rather than as being integral with it. I perceive myself and my feelings, when there is really only me as my feelings (as well as so much else). I thereby tend to perceptually alienate myself from the totality of my local cosmos, as if I were a living split infinitive. Yet as it is with all I may think about, so it is with my thinking itself: there is only my thinking as myself, not my thinking and myself. Thus is metaphysical law of correspondence – as within, so without – in recursive interrelationship to the physical law of motion: “for every action there is an equal and opposite reaction.”

Another specific example is my use of the preposition “from”; my overall use of “from” reveals more of the whence of my “coming” (a.k.a. as my “come from”) than do any subsequent words that it phrases. The prepositional medium is its message, so that my sense of from-ness is far more formative of my interrelationality than the content of the phrases that my use of the preposition “from” initiates. Hence my earlier acknowledgement (p. xx) that though I don’t always get what I am looking, praying, or meditating for, I do always get what I am looking, praying, and meditating from.

It is because of my preference for communications that expand rather than contract my mindset’s frame of reference that I endeavor to be ever-mindful of how my use of prepositional phrases reflects the shape of my propositional phases. My relationship to prepositions embeds the overall relational pattern of my experience. When I merely think about myself, I tend to think myself to pieces. Alternatively, so long as I am thinking (and speaking or writing) from myself, I tend to think myself together. This mindful change of prepositional perspective has been highly instrumental to my overall shift from a formerly reactive outlook on my experience to a proactive beholdment of my experience. 

Prepositional phrasing is but one of many ways that language may be used to reframe its Procrustean edginess. Other ways, such as seriously purposeful and rejoyceful punning, the mindful use of rheologism (see p. xx), chiasmus (ibid.), and other literary devices including alliteration, meter, and homonym are replete throughout this report. Yet the most important thing for me to remain ever mindful of, in support of my semantic shenanigans, is that so long as I am expressing myself in language I am inexorably framing myself in accordance with the how of my doing so.

Prepositions are the words that define the structure of our relationships, so that our use of them reveals the shape that we are giving to our relationships. It is therefore metaphysically vital that we be mindful of our use of prepositions, because our usage determines the way that they in turn use us by shaping how we relate to whatever they may refer. Insofar as all relationships are by proposal – however informally or subconsciously – our prepositions govern our propositions.
Thus, for instance, does love for something (such as a spouse) represent a stronger bond than mere love of something (such as ice cream). Since one is less likely to forsake something for which one has love, people are therefore less easily divorced from their spouses than they are from their ice cream.  

The demonstration of my metaphysical propositions is shaped by my use of prepositions – “in”, “of”, “for”, “from”, “to”, “by”, “through”, “as”, etc. – words that indicate whether I perceive myself as subject to the external dominion of others, or rather as the author of my inner self-dominion. My metaphysical practice is most effective when my prepositions support perceptions of self-empowerment from within. This is when life’s mirror reflects back to me most favorably.

My metaphysical effectiveness is also conditioned via the prepositions “to”, “by”, “through”, and “as”. This prepositional sequence signifies a progression from external to internal influence, and thus a corresponding progression from self-disempowerment to self-dominion.

Prepositions (in, of, from, for, to, by, as, about, over, within, throughout, etc.) are words that define interrelationship, and the effectiveness of any interrelationship is relative to one’s prepositional comprehension thereof, as elaborated in “Addendum Three” to this treatise (see p. XX). Accordingly, an understanding that is based on our informed faith in God is not nearly as transformationally effective as an understanding that is grounded in an embodied faith of God. This is because faith in God is relative to mere conceptualized incarnational knowledge, thoughts and ideas about God, which is merely the faith of human beings who are having a spiritual experience. 
The demonstration of my metaphysical propositions is shaped by my use of prepositions – “in”, “of”, “for”, “from”, “to”, “by”, “through”, “as”, etc. – words that indicate whether I perceive myself as subject to the external dominion of others, or rather as the author of my inner self-dominion. My metaphysical practice is most effective when my prepositions support perceptions of self-empowerment from within. This is when life’s mirror reflects back to me most favorably.

Each preposition uniquely shapes our relational perceptivity, so that the prepositions “in”, “to”, “of”, “from”, and “as” portray quite different relationships to their referents. Thus, for example, is faith in God merely relative to God, while when we embody the faith of God we come absolutely from God-consciousness because we do so as God-consciousness. The distinction between relative perception of God and absolute perception from God-consciousness represents an extreme perceptual makeover of one’s relationship with God. (Note that relating with signifies the complementarity of dual unity, while relating to signifies duality.)

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

In accordance with this pre-positioning procedure, therefore, although I don’t always experience what I am looking and praying for and merely believing in, I do always experience what I am looking, praying, and believing from. This is because whatever I am looking and praying for and believing in is essentially a consumer thought, while what I am looking, praying and believing from functions as a sponsor thought that empowers my consumer thoughts to buy into my believing accordingly. Thus, for example, when I am looking and praying for abundance while believing in abundance from a consciousness of lack, I thereby generate my experiencing of an increased abundance of lack. Such mixed messaging is always the case, because the intent of our thinking’s come-from always trumps the content of whatever our thinking merely hopes for. 

From: “manual of style”:

To be mindfully thoughtful in the context provided by other categories is imperative to one’s implementation of the perceptual makeoverϕ that is required for authentic transformational whole-self presencing, the essential nature of which is observed by theology professor J. Ellsworth Halas (as paraphrased and augmented):X p. 11  

[Authentic whole-self presencing] is intensely personal, because it comes from the soul, the innermost totality of the speaker, with the intention of reaching the same innermost place in the hearer. Such [whole-self presencing] is inherently passionate, [and insofar as it thus reaches the hearer is inherently compassionate as well].
This from-the-inside-out imperatively passionate makeover of our incarnational circumstances is achievable only to the extent that we transcend the self-limiting behavioral conditioning that dictates our thinking in accordance with external categorical imperativesϕ that are “educationally” and otherwise imposed on us by our social, political, economic and cultural circumstances. Our conditioned conformity to external imperatives boxes us into the dictates of their outworn categorical thinking, which includes such supposed truisms as “survival of the fittest,” the primacy of competition, and our separation from and “conquest of nature,” which today beset us with what has been called The Tyranny of Dead Ideas.X+ Although these terminal thought-forms no longer serve us, we continue to conform to their dictates as slavishly as if we were Pavlov’s dogs. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

From “Prepositions and Propositions” 11/7/2005
PREPOSITIONS AND PROPOSITIONS:

The Relativity of Metaphysical Practice

Life is a mirror and will reflect back to the thinker what he thinks into it.

-Ernest Holmes

The demonstration of my metaphysical propositions is shaped by my use of prepositions – “in”, “of”, “for”, “from”, “to”, “by”, “through”, “as”, etc. – words that indicate whether I perceive myself as subject to the external dominion of others, or rather as the author of my inner self-dominion. My metaphysical practice is most effective when my prepositions support perceptions of self-empowerment from within. This is when life’s mirror reflects back to me most favorably.

Self-empowerment is the bedrock of self-dominion, and my perception of such empowerment – and/or of its opposite, self-disempowerment – is reflected in my prepositional phrases, some of which may betray the inner dominion I presume to exercise. Take, for example, the difference between having faith in God and having the faith of God. Faith in God is reliant on dominion that I perceive to be external to and other than my own, while having the faith of God empowers my endowment as a being created in the image and likeness of God, and who is thus capable to perceive from God’s perspective and thereby incarnate Godly dominion as my own.

Having faith in God is merely to look at a perceptual lens of Godly perspective, while having the faith of God is to look directly through that lens from God’s perspective. Hence William Blake’s famous axiom: “If the doors of perception were cleansed, everything would appear to man as it is: Infinite.” Only as I cleanse my sensibilities of self-limiting distortions does my perception itself become likewise undistorted. I know this to be so, for I have exercised both faith in God and the faith of God and I find my experience with the latter to be far more self-empowering.

As another example of self-limiting distortion, when I pray for a change of circumstances, awareness of what I am praying for is far less powerful than awareness of what I am praying from. Life’s self-mirroring most of all reflects the consciousness that I think from. This is because what I am praying for is perceived as external to and thus lacking in my experience, while what I am praying from forms the mold of consciousness which gives shape to my experience. Since my prayers for change of circumstance are answered in accordance with the consciousness that I pray from, whenever I pray for abundance from a consciousness of lack I merely invite a more abundant experience of lack. To remedy this limiting distortion of my self-dominion, I continually pray for the release of all consciousness of lack until it ceases to be what I pray from. 

My metaphysical effectiveness is also conditioned via the prepositions “to”, “by”, “through”, and “as”. This prepositional sequence signifies a progression from external to internal influence, and thus a corresponding progression from self-disempowerment to self-dominion.

From the disempowering pole of this continuum I perceive that life happens to me via external dominion that makes me an object rather than the subject of my own existence. My first step toward inner dominion is the perception that life happens by me. Yet to the extent that this “I’m in charge” perspective perpetuates my perception of duality – there being others who are opposingly charged – it continues to limit my experience of self-dominion accordingly. My next step toward dominion from within is the perception that life happens through me . . . yet still as a mere conduit of power whose origin is beyond me. My step into full self-dominion is the perception that life happens as me via my exercise of inwardly originating powers. This is when I realize that “to-me”, “by-me”, and “through-me” perceptions are all “as-me” in disguise.

Among the many words that shape my relationality, none is more empowering than the preposition “as”. Ernest Holmes acknowledged this in his assertion that there can never be God and something else, only God as all that is, and his correlative conclusion that God within us, is us, as us. It is when I correspondingly perceive as God perceives that I have the faith of God, with which I pray from Godly consciousness. With this Godly self-dominion I re-source the power that bears the answer to my question “What am I here for?” 

Most simply stated, I am here for the eternal being that I am here as. When this relationship is fully realized, all else that remains to be known will be added unto my understanding.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

The way our prepositions can either limit or liberate our propositions is nowhere more evident than in our propositions concerning divine providence. For example, some folks maintain that the foundation of our abundance is our consciousness of God as our supply. However, this proposition falls short of the fullest expression of truth by the misplacement of its prepositions. The prepositions "of" and "as" are out of phase, because we cannot be pro (for) anything that does not precede (go before) itself in our own consciousness. 
Insofar as even-mindedness is concerned, the single most empowering metaphysical insight is the relationship between prepositions and propositions, especially as this relates to our spiritual freedom. Freedom from what we cannot be free of. Without freedom from we have very little freedom as and freedom to (infinitive rather than preposition, i.e., signifying unbounded-ness).

From” ADDENDUM: Ernest Holmes 21st . . .”, pp. 9-13

EMBODYING GOD’s FAITH
You cannot walk the path until you are the path.
~Buddha
It has been said that the foundation of our abundance is our consciousness of God as our supply.1 However, this proposition falls short of the fullest expression of truth by the misplacement of its prepositions. The prepositions "of" and "as" are out of phase, because we cannot be pro (for) anything that does not precede (go before) itself in our own consciousness. 
The term “cede” (as in “precede”) signifies “yielding” and “stepping aside.” We yield ourselves to whatever experiencing we desire to by stepping aside in consciousness from whatever is unlike the intended outcome of our desire. In so doing we become one with our desire, whose outcome is thereby made the present subject of our experiencing rather than the eventually reached objective thereof. Thomas Troward called this “beginning with the end in mind,” and Stephen Covey has cited this principle as the second of the seven habits of highly effective people.2
Accordingly, it is our consciousness as God of our supply on which our consciousness of abundance is best founded. When we are merely conscious of God, we relate to God as an external power of wellbeing other than our own. When we instead are conscious as God is conscious, we relate together with God as a unifying power of wellbeing. When we are in unified consciousness as God is conscious, our own and God's way of being conscious are the same. Thus the distinction between a consciousness of God as our supply and a consciousness as God of our supply represents a quantum leap in our power to manifest, a leap into looking as God sees, and thus into seeing from God.
Ernest Holmes acknowledged this prepositional principle in his understanding of Jesus' view on healing:3
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. 
Holmes proclaimed that the most powerful preposition is “as,” because it is the only preposition that represents full embodiment. While all other prepositions are directional, the preposition “as” is incarnational. Hence there is not God and something else, rather God as all that is. Similarly, there is not the universe and its galaxies, only the universe as its galaxies. Nor is there a family and its members, or a team and its members, only a family or team as its members, etc. ad infinitum.
It is only with the embodied faith of God that we thereby have faith just as God has faith. Holmes' mentor, Emma Curtis Hopkins, was equally mighty in her understanding that our spiritual purpose is to have God's faith – the faith of God – and that our consciousness as God of our supply is the foundation of our abundance. Only as we perceive with the faith of God, does God's faith prevail in our lives, á la the famous quatrain by William Blake: 4
To see a world in a grain of sand
And a heaven in a wild flower,
Hold infinity in the palm of your hand
And eternity in an hour. 
the path of transformational effectiveness:
looking beyond our incarnational knowledge
and embodying god’s faith
We are not human beings having a spiritual experience.
We are spiritual beings having a human experience.
~Pierre Teilhard de Chardin~
[W]e are placed here as a seed of the Divine within time, space, and matter to unfold fully all our divine powers and capacities within them: We do this not to escape the ‘illusion’ of creation but to divinize not only ourselves but also reality within it.
~Andrew Harvey~
Wherever you are is the entry point.
~Kabir~
If, as Ernest Holmes has proclaimed, “the universe is the manifest body of God,”33 and if, as Neil DeGrasse Tyson has declared, we embody the universe that embodies us (see p. XX), then why not embody the powerful faith with which our God-embodying universe was created? Why not view our incarnational mortality from the perspective of our transformational immortality? What could possibly be more transformationally effective than that?
Indeed, the most effective power in the universe is the power to be effective, and to be effective both incarnationally and transformationally so. Concerning this power Eric Butterworth declared33 
To achieve any kind of effectiveness in life, we must act from conscious awareness of our innate divinity.
The emergence of transformational effectiveness awaits only our embodiment of God’s faith, as acknowledged in Ernest Holmes’ association of transformational effectiveness with having the faith of God:34
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.
Prepositions (in, of, from, for, to, by, as, about, over, within, throughout, etc.) are words that define interrelationship, and the effectiveness of any interrelationship is relative to one’s prepositional comprehension thereof, as elaborated in “Addendum Three” to this treatise (see p. XX). Accordingly, an understanding that is based on our informed faith in God is not nearly as transformationally effective as an understanding that is grounded in an embodied faith of God. This is because faith in God is relative to mere conceptualized incarnational knowledge, thoughts and ideas about God, which is merely the faith of human beings who are having a spiritual experience. 
PERCEPTION OF WHOLENESS ~ NO POINT OF VIEW

[NOTE: For a metaphysical exposition of the causal relationship between our prepositional phrases and our propositional phases, see p. xx in Book Two.]

The demonstration of my metaphysical propositions is shaped by my use of prepositions – “in”, “of”, “for”, “from”, “to”, “by”, “through”, “as”, etc. – words that indicate whether I perceive myself as subject to the external dominion of others, or rather as the author of my inner self-dominion. My metaphysical practice is most effective when my prepositions support perceptions of self-empowerment from within. This is when life’s mirror reflects back to me most favorably.

Self-empowerment is the bedrock of self-dominion, and my perception of such empowerment – and/or of its opposite, self-disempowerment – is reflected in my prepositional phrases, some of which may betray the inner dominion I presume to exercise. Take, for example, the difference between having faith in God and having the faith of God. Faith in God is reliant on dominion that I perceive to be external to and other than my own, while having the faith of God empowers my endowment as a being created in the image and likeness of God, and who is thus capable to perceive from God’s perspective and thereby incarnate Godly dominion as my own.

Having faith in God is merely to look at a perceptual lens of Godly perspective, while having the faith of God is to look directly through that lens from God’s perspective. Hence William Blake’s famous axiom: “If the doors of perception were cleansed, everything would appear to man as it is: Infinite.” Only as I cleanse my sensibilities of self-limiting distortions does my perception itself become likewise undistorted. I know this to be so, for I have exercised both faith in God and the faith of God and I find my experience with the latter to be far more self-empowering.

As another example of self-limiting distortion, when I pray for a change of circumstances, awareness of what I am praying for is far less powerful than awareness of what I am praying from. Life’s self-mirroring most of all reflects the consciousness that I think from. This is because what I am praying for is perceived as external to and thus lacking in my experience, while what I am praying from forms the mold of consciousness which gives shape to my experience. Since my prayers for change of circumstance are answered in accordance with the consciousness that I pray from, whenever I pray for abundance from a consciousness of lack I merely invite a more abundant experience of lack. To remedy this limiting distortion of my self-dominion, I continually pray for the release of all consciousness of lack until it ceases to be what I pray from. 

My metaphysical effectiveness is also conditioned via the prepositions “to”, “by”, “through”, and “as”. This prepositional sequence signifies a progression from external to internal influence, and thus a corresponding progression from self-disempowerment to self-dominion.

From the disempowering pole of this continuum I perceive that life happens to me via external dominion that makes me an object rather than the subject of my own existence. My first step toward inner dominion is the perception that life happens by me. Yet to the extent that this “I’m in charge” perspective perpetuates my perception of duality – there being others who are opposingly charged – it continues to limit my experience of self-dominion accordingly. My next step toward dominion from within is the perception that life happens through me . . . yet still as a mere conduit of power whose origin is beyond me. My step into full self-dominion is the perception that life happens as me via my exercise of inwardly originating powers. This is when I realize that “to-me”, “by-me”, and “through-me” perceptions are all “as-me” in disguise.

Among the many words that shape my relationality, none is more empowering than the preposition “as”. Ernest Holmes acknowledged this in his assertion that there can never be God and something else, only God as all that is, and his correlative conclusion that God within us, is us, as us. It is when I correspondingly perceive as God perceives that I have the faith of God, with which I pray from Godly consciousness. With this Godly self-dominion I re-source the power that bears the answer to my question “What am I here for?” 

Most simply stated, I am here for the eternal being that I am here as. When this relationship is fully realized, all else that remains to be known will be added unto my understanding.

Don’t Believe What You’re Thinking 

There are more things in heaven and earth, Horatio,

Than are dreamt of in your philosophy. 

~Shakespeare, Hamlet, 1.5

Seldom does a month go by without my encountering the foregoing tidbit of Shakespearean prose, which I once found accompanied by the admonition, “Don’t believe everything you think,” an advisory attributed to “Scramlet.” A Google search for “scramlet” associates the word with a failed omelet (among several other things), while Vedic tradition would perhaps qualify it as a failed OM-let.

Believing what one thinks can scramble one’s thinking, as likewise does believing more than one thinks. Hence media savant Marshall McLuhan’s guideline to mindfulness: “I neither believe nor disbelieve anything that I say” (which is not to be confused with George W. Bush’s reported admission to the effect that he doesn’t take his advice seriously.)

It is perhaps my idiosyncratic reading choices that account for the frequency with which I have encountered the above quotation over the past 70 years. I am consistently and persistently moved to consult those whose discourse reaches beyond the far side of our cultural trance formation – the conventionality of our consensual reality – the conforming influence of which dictates both the context and content of our conscious and unconscious experiencing. 

Our thoroughgoing enchantment with conventional thinking was acknowledged in Albert Einstein’s recognition that “Common sense is the collection of prejudices that is acquired by the age of 18,” and in his more well-known corollary that our problems cannot be solved by continued application of the same common sense that brought them upon us in the first place. It is our entranced fixation with the common sensibility of our enculturated trance formation that gives rise to myth-buster Robert M. Price’s question, “Are we not inevitably anchored in that same dull parking lot of workaday reality?” 

Our capacity for a far deeper and much broader sensibility that has yet to become common represents a resounding “NO!” to Price’s question. I know of this capacity because of the uncommon sensibility that I have entertained for the past seven decades while compiling the spoken and written testimony of thousands to their extra-ordinary lived experiencing, and much of which is congruent with the equally extra-ordinary circumstantial evidence of my own experiential journey.
It turns out that the common sense we call “usual” is actually quite uncommon when it is seen from the perspective of extra-ordinary experiencing, which I have hyphenated in recognition that it literally signifies “more ordinary than usual.” Thus the Gospel of Not Yet Common Sense represents 
"This is exactly the position that modern philosophers take; it is called the theory of emergent evolution, which means that when nature needs something, it demands it of itself, and out of itself makes it. So, in the evolution of the human being, when it was necessary for him to grasp, fingers were produced. When, then, if it is necessary for you and me to know something we do not know, can we not—according to this theory of emergents—demand the information of ourselves and have it come to be known? The Bible says: “There is a spirit in man: and the inspiration of the Almighty giveth them understanding.” Science, philosophy, metaphysics, and religion, viewed from the universal viewpoint, are all of much the same opinion.

We believe that when the human mind, individually and collectively, needs a new truth, out of the necessity of the desire comes the truth it needs. Everything we know in philosophy and science proves it. Out of the desire for a greater good come ways and means for creating the greater good; and if every person made a demand upon Intelligence for the solution to the present world problems, through the minds of those people who are our national leaders would come an adequate and happy solution. That is in line with what we know about the way Life works."  - Ernest Holmes, excerpt from Science of Mind Magazine, July 2011
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

From “Perceiving from Wholeness” 7/1/2008:

Prepositions and Propositions
One assumes the form of that which is in one's mind.

This is the eternal secret. 

-Maitri-Upanishad
Prepositions are the words that define the structure of our relationships, so that our use of them reveals the shape that we are giving to our relationships. It is therefore metaphysically vital that we be mindful of our use of prepositions, because our usage determines the way that they in turn use us by shaping how we relate to whatever they may refer. Insofar as all relationships are by proposal – however informally or subconsciously – our prepositions govern our propositions.
Thus, for instance, does love for something (such as a spouse) represent a stronger bond than mere love of something (such as ice cream). Since one is less likely to forsake something for which one has love, people are therefore less easily divorced from their spouses than they are from their ice cream.  

Each preposition uniquely shapes our relational perceptivity, so that the prepositions “in”, “to”, “of”, “from”, and “as” portray quite different relationships to their referents. Thus, for example, is faith in God merely relative to God, while when we embody the faith of God we come absolutely from God-consciousness because we do so as God-consciousness. The distinction between relative perception of God and absolute perception from God-consciousness represents an extreme perceptual makeover of one’s relationship with God. (Note that relating with signifies the complementarity of dual unity, while relating to signifies duality.)

Though our prepositions place no condition on God, they thoroughly condition our relationship with God and thus our experience of God. Our propositional relationships are metaphysically commensurate with our prepositional relationships, whether to God or anything else. 

The prepositional governance of our propositions is profoundly acknowledged in Rev. Michael Beckwith’s account of the perceptual makeover that accompanies a series of increasingly powerful prepositional relationships that are consequent to New Thought metaphysical practice. In accordance with this prepositional succession and its propositional consequences, I begin by perceiving that life happens to me, then shift to perceiving that life happens by me, then further shift to perceiving that life happens through me, and finally shift to the perception that life happens as me. This progression represents the journey that begins with separation from God-consciousness and ends in total communion with God-consciousness.

Progressively shifting my experience of life happening to me to life happening as me is the ultimate in extreme perceptual makeovers. This progression may also be delineated in terms of talking and walking: First I talk the talk (life happens to me). Then I talk the walk (life happens by me). Then I walk the talk (life happens through me). Finally, I walk the walk (life happens as me). 

The “as me” consciousness of walking the walk is honored in Buddha’s proclamation, “you cannot walk the path until you are the path,” and more recently in Gandhi’s commandment to “be the difference you seek to make in the world.”

Because we are centers of God-consciousness, which we all presume to abandon though it never abandons us, there is ultimately only one consciousness and “as me” is its name. Life always happens as me, whether I realize this or not. “To me”, “by me”, and “through me” consciousness are “as me” consciousness in the varied disguises with which we mislead ourselves and one another. However, since God is never fooled by our messing with God-consciousness, it is only our local experience of God-consciousness that we mess up.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Prepositions As the Medium of Propositions

(Thinking Myself to Pieces and Together)

Real freedom is freedom from the opinions of others.

Above all, freedom from your opinions about yourself.

–Colonel Kurtz (Marlon Brando) in Apocalypse Now

My Escape to Freedom

The capacity to get free is nothing;

the capacity to be free, that is the task.

–André Gide

Do everything with a mind that lets go.

Do not expect any praise or reward.

If you let go a little, you will have a little peace.

If you let go a lot, you will have a lot of peace.

If you let go completely, you will know complete peace and freedom.

Your struggles with the world will have come to an end.
-Ajahn Chah

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

From “The Science of Minding My Own Business” 4/30/2003
Prepositions and Propositions: Thinking Myself to Pieces and Together

Real freedom is freedom from the opinions of others.

Above all, freedom from your opinions about yourself.

–Colonel Kurtz (Marlon Brando) in Apocalypse Now

President George W. Bush has been quoted as saying, “I have opinions of my own – strong opinions – but I don’t always agree with them.” Forgiveness, in this instance, consists of not condemning him for any of the ones he does agree with. 

Among the most forgiving statements I have ever heard was Marshall McLuhan’s claim, “I neither believe nor disbelieve anything I say.” My immediate (though unspoken) reaction to this claim was “Nonsense!” Yet my considered response over time has been to realize his deeper non-sense-ability. My sensitivity to what is actually so in and as itself (a.k.a. “reality”) transcends the sense-activity of my beliefs.

In McLuhan’s own sensitive transcendence of his sense activity, he perceived that every medium – and especially language – has a Procrustean edge within which are embedded the reports of our perceptions, with correspondingly distorted mediations of the politics of our individual and collective experience. Such embedment of the media’s message has been assiduously practiced in the agenda of the latest regime change in the United States.

McLuhan’s insight, “the medium is the message,” enjoys enormous precedent in earlier observations whose content is also germane to the message of this report. I have already cited William Blake’s observation of the medium of observation itself: “We become what we behold.” Ralph Waldo Emerson likewise personalized the medium-as-message insight: “What you are speaks so loud, I cannot hear what you say.” Max Planck’s version of this insight proclaimed, “Science cannot solve the ultimate mystery of nature. And that is because, in the last analysis, we ourselves are part of the mystery that we are trying to solve.” (The further implications of this mystery had already been observed by Hegel, as if in anticipation of the uncertainty principle that was to grow out of Planck’s own science: “Man, insofar as he acts on nature to change it, changes his own nature.”) Likewise prescient of medium-as-message was Winston Churchill’s typically conservative insistence in 1945 that the war-torn House of Commons be restored to its pre-war state, lest British tradition be unduly compromised, his conservative principle being, “We shape our dwellings, and then our dwellings shape us.”

Like Churchill’s statement, all observations of mediamessaging reflect the conserving tendency that is embedded in the evolutionary process, which reconciles Heraclitus’ pronouncement, “the only thing permanent is change” with that of the French proverb, “the more things change, the more they stay the same.” As already noted, the message of evolution is its preservation of simplicity via the latter’s complexification.
In my endeavor to free myself from my own opinions (which I can never be free of), I feel constrained to conserve my relationship to the common ground of all perception. I can fulfill this urge to conserve only as I am mindful of the relationships wrought by my use of prepositions.

In my mindfulness of the Procrustean tendency of the language that shapes my thinking, I have become acutely aware of how my prepositional phrases inform my propositional phases. I notice how my opinions are conditioned by the way I think about my feelings, in contrast to the quite different perspectives that attend thinking with, through and from my feelings. For instance, when I think about my feelings as if they were separate from my thinking, I tend to un-whole-sum-ly fragment myself as if I were a living split infinitive. Alternately, when I think with, through and from my feelings, I perceive everything, myself included, far more inter-immediately. 

While thinking either/orderly about my feeling nature, I tend to think myself to pieces. While thinking inter-immediately from my feeling nature, I tend to think myself together. Since prepositions denote relationship, my use of prepositions reflects how I relate to the world of my experience. As this report shall demonstrate throughout, my change of prepositional perspective is shifting me from a reactive to a proactive outlook on all that I perceive. And this is but one of the ways that language is available for my alternative usage, via which my thinking embedded within it may reframe its Procrustean edge.

As a consequence of my perceptual-makeover-in progress, I am ceasing to surrender my freedom to the collectivity of others. As I cease my capitulation to culturally corrected collective consciousness, I proportionately less willing to free myself from and of the challenges of individuality that attend my being a first-rate version of myself, which is merely the escape from the very freedom that I long for. 

By accepting myself as the individual I authentically am, I am foregoing my former tendency to want others to accept me in some way that I am not. By choosing to love myself as who I inter-immediately and thus authentically am, I free myself from all who would rather love me for being who I am not. 

Inter-immediate perception is always and only unique:

I am the only one of me the universe shall ever be – 

at being who only I am I have no rival.

Yet at being other than who only I am, I am no one else's equal.

Only when my only-ness is all I endeavor to be is my life no contest.

Though I was merely four or five years old when I first heard the story of the tortoise and the hare, I felt profoundly moved by the fable’s meta-message. Although I subsequently succumbed to the rascally harried plotting that characterizes role-played running of the human race, I have since awakened to my initial appreciation of the outlook of the tortoise, who won by contesting no other one while plodding its finesse.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

From “FMS Booklet” 6/6/2002
Along with my human mentors, I am deeply indebted to the words “with,” “from” and “as.”  My relationships with self and others can be no more profound than my comprehension of the prepositions with which I define my relationships.  It is according to my understanding and use of prepositions that I likewise comprehend my propositions. “With,” “from” and “as” are among the words most dear to me, for while I experience only a fraction of what I am looking for or at, I tend to experience wholly what I am looking with, from and as – a distinction that I elaborate throughout my report.

Addendum 2: Prepositions and Propositions

Getting our prepositions in right order is the key to getting our propositions in right order.

In this book I have distinguished between self-negating and original perception by contrasting the pronouns associated with these perceptions.  Other than the additional words with which I follow the words “I am,” pronouns are the strongest governors of my perception of self-identity.  As the word itself suggests, my prepositions determine the starting point (the “pre-position”) of my relationship to the world.  

I grew up with the acquired tendency in Western culture to use non-possessive pronouns in ways that negate self-inclusion by accentuating my perceived separation from others, as well as from my aspirations.  When I recognized that my propositions concerning my selfhood are determined by the prepositions with which I assert the nature of my self’s relationship to its experience, I taught myself to employ more consciously these tiny – but oh so powerfully self-governing – parts of speech.

Below is a compendium of passages from the text in which I have addressed my pronounal reclamation of original perception.

Like most conditions from which I have turned, the honking horn was not removed from my experience.  I merely removed myself from being at its effect, in accordance with my new understanding that only as I master non-distraction by conditional reality may I awaken to my original perception from a reality that lies beyond conditions.  (Power)

While the self-dominion of innumerable others does indeed impinge upon my own, I have rather to take others into account than be accountable to them.  We are ultimately accountable with one another on behalf of life’s agenda, not accountable to one another’s individual agendas.  (Nature)

Even when I’m going with the flow I remain aware of such impediments, because going with the flow is essentially floating on dominion perceived as external to my own.  Only as I am my flow – being as water is – am I perceiving from my flow.  And only as I am perceiving from my flow, am I forgiving of all presumed impediments to my self’s own dominion.  (Being)

I consider it to be no oversight that the Bible repeatedly promises freedom from sin, not of it (Romans 6:18/22; 1John1:27).  In my experience thus far, there is no freedom of sin.  Freedom from sin is as good as it gets for me.  Self-negating thoughts and feelings, abandonment issues and other self-contracting impulses continue to compete for my indulgence. Yet my ability to decline their invitation, as well as to cease giving harbor to the consequences of earlier acceptances of their invitation now forgotten, by consciously surrendering my indulgence in self-negation, makes freedom from sin a constant possibility.  (Freedom)

I will continue to miss the mark so long as I aim at original perception rather than from it.  To perceive affirmatively is to see from original perception, not to look for or at it.  Looking for or at original perception is a seeking destined never to find.  

Affirmative perception is seeing from universal goodness incarnate as me.  Only from my indigenous expectancy of goodness may I perceive the goodness indigenous in all others.  (Aim)

I have a plethora of memories like those above, which indicate that my tendency to spite myself in reaction to disappointment (“scribbling” as I now call it) was established as a behavioral pattern in my early childhood.  I am still subject to the maintenance of this pattern when disappointed, unless I consciously override it, thus choosing to be free from it though not yet (if ever) free of it. (Cycle)

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

From “Rescued Forgiveness Book” 10/3/1999
This is not to deny that the self-dominion of innumerable others does indeed impinge upon my own.   Yet taking others into account need not include being accountable to them.  We are ultimately accountable with one another on behalf of life’s agenda, not accountable to one another’s individual agendas.  [Getting our prepositions in right order is the key to getting our propositions in right order.  See Addendum #2, p. xxx.]

Addendum 2: Prepositions and Propositions

Getting our prepositions in right order is the key to getting our propositions in right order.

In this book I have distinguished between self-negating and original perception by contrasting the pronouns associated with these perceptions.  Other than the additional words with which I follow the words “I am,” pronouns are the strongest governors of my perception of self-identity.  As the word itself suggests, my prepositions determine the starting point (the “pre-position”) of my relationship to the world.  

I grew up with the acquired tendency in Western culture to use non-possessive pronouns in ways that negate self-inclusion by accentuating my perceived separation from others, as well as from my aspirations.  When I recognized that my propositions concerning my selfhood are determined by the prepositions with which I assert the nature of my self’s relationship to its experience, I taught myself to employ more consciously these tiny – but oh so powerfully self-governing – parts of speech.

Below is a compendium of passages from the text in which I have addressed my pronounal reclamation of original perception.

Like most conditions from which I have turned, the honking horn was not removed from my experience.  I merely removed myself from being at its effect, in accordance with my new understanding that only as I master non-distraction by conditional reality may I awaken to my original perception from a reality that lies beyond conditions.  (Power)

While the self-dominion of innumerable others does indeed impinge upon my own, I have rather to take others into account than be accountable to them.  We are ultimately accountable with one another on behalf of life’s agenda, not accountable to one another’s individual agendas.  (Nature)

Even when I’m going with the flow I remain aware of such impediments, because going with the flow is essentially floating on dominion perceived as external to my own.  Only as I am my flow – being as water is – am I perceiving from my flow.  And only as I am perceiving from my flow, am I forgiving of all presumed impediments to my self’s own dominion.  (Being)

I consider it to be no oversight that the Bible repeatedly promises freedom from sin, not of it (Romans 6:18/22; 1John1:27).  In my experience thus far, there is no freedom of sin.  Freedom from sin is as good as it gets for me.  Self-negating thoughts and feelings, abandonment issues and other self-contracting impulses continue to compete for my indulgence. Yet my ability to decline their invitation, as well as to cease giving harbor to the consequences of earlier acceptances of their invitation now forgotten, by consciously surrendering my indulgence in self-negation, makes freedom from sin a constant possibility.  (Freedom)

I will continue to miss the mark so long as I aim at original perception rather than from it.  To perceive affirmatively is to see from original perception, not to look for or at it.  Looking for or at original perception is a seeking destined never to find.  

Affirmative perception is seeing from universal goodness incarnate as me.  Only from my indigenous expectancy of goodness may I perceive the goodness indigenous in all others.  (Aim)

I have a plethora of memories like those above, which indicate that my tendency to spite myself in reaction to disappointment (“scribbling” as I now call it) was established as a behavioral pattern in my early childhood.  I am still subject to the maintenance of this pattern when disappointed, unless I consciously override it, thus choosing to be free from it though not yet (if ever) free of it. (Cycle)

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Insofar as believing informs seeing, it is our use of prepositions that governs our relational propositions.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

From “A-Toi” 3/11/2010
*************************

You cannot understand God, you cannot define God, and you cannot contain God. Yet when you cease looking at yourself, you can be Godly. (The word “God” signifies our Original Nature.)
The way to avoid looking at yourself is to be so fully engaged in being what is only yours to be that you don’t have anything else left over to look at, from, through and with. 

You can’t know the totality of God with your finite mind, because while God is infinite your materially embodied intelligence is finite and cannot contain infinity. Yet when your awareness is not busy impressing itself and others, and is instead allowed to freely express (press outward) from itself as its consciousness of and being only what is beneficially present in every here-and-now moment, you are thus knowing God in every expression that surrounds you.  

There is nothing other than God to experience and to know; and the experiencing↔knowing, the experiencer↔knower, the thing experienced↔known are the individualization of God’s self-expression in you, by you, through you and as you.. You are the eyes with which God sees only God as God’s expression, and the mind through which God understands God’s expression.  
Therefore, see what God sees through, as and from you, not what you assume that God sees by looking at and to you.

Right here, right now, and from here~now henceforward, graduate from having faith in God, to having the faith of God. Faith in God is encumbered with the friction of belief. The faith of God is friction free. As Ernest Homes acknowledge this distinction in his understanding of Jesus' power to heal:
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
The way our prepositions can either limit or liberate our propositions is nowhere more evident than in our propositions concerning divine providence of our abundance. For example, some folks maintain that the foundation of our abundance is our consciousness of God as our supply. However, this proposition falls short of the fullest expression of truth by the misplacement of its prepositions. The prepositions "of" and "as" are out of phase, because we cannot be pro (for) anything that does not precede (go before) itself in our own consciousness. 

The term “cede” (as in “precede”) signifies “yielding” and “stepping aside.” We yield ourselves to whatever we desire to experience by ceasing to entertain in consciousness whatever is unlike the intended outcome of our desire. Thereby stepping aside in consciousness from what we do not desire, we become one with what we do desire, whose outcome becomes the welcome subject of our present experience rather than the anticipated object of our eventual experience. 

Accordingly, it is our consciousness as God of our supply on which our consciousness of abundance is best founded. When we are merely conscious of God, we relate to God as a power of wellbeing other than our own. When we instead are conscious as God is conscious, we relate together with God as a unifying power of wellbeing. When we are thereby conscious as God is conscious, both our own and God's way of being are the same. Thus the distinction between a consciousness of God as our supply and a consciousness as God of our supply represents a quantum leap in our power to manifest, a leap into looking and seeing as God looks and sees by doing both from God.

*************************

Ernest Holmes taught that the most powerful preposition is “as,” because it represents embodiment. Thus it is only with the embodied faith of God that we thereby have faith just as God has faith. Holmes' mentor, Emma Curtis Hopkins, was equally mighty in her understanding that our spiritual purpose is to have God's faith – the faith of God – and that our consciousness as God of our supply foundations our abundance. As we perceive God with the faith of God, God's faith prevails in our lives. 

Concerning our embodiment of God’s faith Hopkins wrote,

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 who is support beyond my idea of sustaining and supporting I bring forth the plenty I see as I look. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

From “DHMS WSB” 10/27/2004
Shaping My Propositional Phases

[I]t is the experience of the object, and only the experience of the object, that decides.

​–Alain, The Gods
As I consciously evolve myself by making over the content of my perceptions, I do so to conserve the workability of my relationship to the common ground of all my perceiving – namely, my relationship to the very one who does my perceiving, the one whom I know so intimately as “me”. One way that I empower such workability is by being mindful of the propositions that are embedded in my use of prepositions. Like the mythical bed of Procrustes, to which all who passed were stretched or trimmed to fit its length, linguistic constructions similarly tend to embed and conform my passing perceptions. Amidst these constructions, prepositions are the pivotal fulcrum of perceptual formation as concerns my relationship to self and others. Prepositions are in and of themselves (as well as with, through, to, from, within, beyond, etc. themselves) definitive of relationships, hence their medium-as-message correlate: my use of prepositions mediates my relational propositions.

My use of prepositions represents the shape of my interrelationships. For example: the quickest way for me to know where other folks are “at” is to pay close attention to their use of prepositions. Thus  my overall use of the word “about” reveals more of what I am actually about than do the words that complete the phrases with which I preface this particular preposition. Similarly, my perceptivity’s prepositional conditioning is far more shallow when I am merely thinking about my feelings, than when I am thinking with, through and from my feelings. When I think about my feelings, they are perceived as distinct from my thinking, rather than as being integral with it. I perceive myself and my feelings, when there is really only me as my feelings (as well as so much else). I thereby tend to perceptually alienate myself from the totality of my local cosmos, as if I were a living split infinitive. Yet as it is with all I may think about, so it is with my thinking itself: there is only my thinking as myself, not my thinking and myself. Thus is metaphysical law of correspondence – as within, so without – in recursive interrelationship to the physical law of motion: “for every action there is an equal and opposite reaction.”

Another specific example is my use of the preposition “from”; my overall use of “from” reveals more of the whence of my “coming” (a.k.a. as my “come from”) than do any subsequent words that it phrases. The prepositional medium is its message, so that my sense of from-ness is far more formative of my interrelationality than the content of the phrases that my use of the preposition “from” initiates. Hence my earlier acknowledgement (p. xx) that though I don’t always get what I am looking, praying, or meditating for, I do always get what I am looking, praying, and meditating from.

It is because of my preference for communications that expand rather than contract my mindset’s frame of reference that I endeavor to be ever-mindful of how my use of prepositional phrases reflects the shape of my propositional phases. My relationship to prepositions embeds the overall relational pattern of my experience. When I merely think about myself, I tend to think myself to pieces. Alternatively, so long as I am thinking (and speaking or writing) from myself, I tend to think myself together. This mindful change of prepositional perspective has been highly instrumental to my overall shift from a formerly reactive outlook on my experience to a proactive beholdment of my experience. 

Prepositional phrasing is but one of many ways that language may be used to reframe its Procrustean edginess. Other ways, such as seriously purposeful and rejoyceful punning, the mindful use of rheologism (see p. xx), chiasmus (ibid.), and other literary devices including alliteration, meter, and homonym are replete throughout this report. Yet the most important thing for me to remain ever mindful of, in support of my semantic shenanigans, is that so long as I am expressing myself in language I am inexorably framing myself in accordance with the how of my doing so.

