THE META-COSMOLOGICAL IMPERATIVE: WHAT’s YOUR MIND ON?
Prepositional Phrases, Propositional Phases,

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

-Ernest Holmes
Whatever you focus your mind on is more formative of your life experience than whatever else may also be on your mind, because the world of your life experience mirrors most faithfully that which is uppermost on your mind. Your uppermost thoughts create your life experience is faithful in dynamic accord with a fundamental perceptual principle that has been variously stated:
Attention is the coin of the realm. Whatever you ‘pay’ your attention to, you’ve bought. ~David Gordon
Show me what you attend to, and I will tell you who you are. ~Jose Ortega y Gasset
How things look on the outside of us depends on how things are on the inside of us. ~Parks Cousins
The world is ourselves pushed out. ~Neville Goddard
Man is not the creature of circumstances. Circumstances are the creatures of men. ~Benjamin Disraeli 
Far more powerful than life’s reflection of all else that is on your mind is its mirroring of what you most attentively dwell upon, as in Job’s lament, “The thing I greatly feared has come upon me.” (Job 3:25)   
We all sometimes experience having fearful thoughts on our mind, yet very few of these thoughts materialize in our life experience because we don’t “pay” them sufficient attention to “buy” their manifestation. The mental purchasing power that does eventually manifest in one form or another is “spent” on what we dwell upon, as both poet William Blake and essayist Ralph Waldo Emerson asserted:
Blake: We become what we behold.

Emerson: A man becomes what he thinks about most of the time.
“Beholding” signifies the way we think, and how we think is far more formative of our life experience than whatever our thinking is merely about. For example, Job’s way of thinking brought upon him a severe loss of physical and financial well-being, in correspondence to his prior dreadful fear thereof while he was healthy and prosperous. 
Fear is a mental fixation, and as pioneer aviator Antoine de Saint-Exupery noted: 

You give birth to that on which you fix your mind.
Whatever we fixate our mind upon is certain to manifest eventually, because our mental fixation is a lens through which we perceive the overall world of our experience. Therefore, while much of whatever is intermittently on our mind never actually takes form, what our mind becomes fixed upon is bound to materialize in accordance with the metaphysical Law of Correspondence, “as above, so below; as within, so without.” As this Law is acknowledged in the Bible (Matthew 18:18):

[W]hatever you bind on earth will be bound in heaven, and whatever you loose on earth will be loosed in heaven.
The way the Law of Correspondence works is described in numerous well-known statements of reciprocity, such as “garbage in, garbage out,” “what goes around, comes around,” and “for every action there is an equal and opposite reaction” (Newton’s Third Law of Motion). Less familiar is a similar assertion by artist Florence Scovel Shinn:
The game of life is a game of boomerangs. Our thoughts, deeds and words return to us sooner or later, with astounding accuracy.
Because your experiencing of life takes forms that correspond to the thoughts, words and deeds that proceed from your mental fixations, the good news is that
When you change the way you look at things, the things you look at change. ~Wayne Dyer
The things to which we pay our attention are only incidentally formative of our contingent life experience, which is instead formed primarily by the way our attention is paid. Hence also the title of a book by Wayne Dyer, Believing Is Seeing, an aphorism that originated with mystic G. I. Gurdjieff. 
It is the receiving interpretive context of our mindset’s overall frame of reference – the network of paradigms, preferences, premises, prejudices, presuppositions and mental-emotional predispositions that correlates our knowledge, points of view, desires, motives, agendas, objectives, expectations, assumptions, ideologies, beliefs, attitudes, opinions, wants, needs, emotional charges, and all other aspects of our outlook – that gives shape to and governs our experiencing of what our attention is “paid” to, rather than what we are outwardly looking at. In faithful accord with the lawful principle of within/without correspondence, one’s outlook always reflects back to oneself what is uppermost in the receiving interpretive context of the mind that is looking out. 
Dozens of testimonials to the reality-formative power of our mindset’s receiving interpretive context have been shared over the past 2500 years, including:
· The Ancient Jewish Talmud: We don’t see things as they are, we see them as we are.

· Epictetus: It is not events that disturb the minds of men, but the view they take of them.

· Marcus Aurelius: It is our own power to have no opinion about a thing, and not to be disturbed in our soul; for things themselves have no natural power to form our judgments.

· John Keats: Nothing ever becomes real till it is experienced – even a proverb is no proverb to you till your life has illustrated it.

· William James: The greatest discovery of my generation is that a human being can alter his life by altering his attitudes of mind…. Each of us literally chooses, by his way of attending to things, what sort of universe he shall appear to himself to inhabit.

· Henri L. Bergson: The eye sees only what the mind is prepared to comprehend.
· Rudolph Steiner: I f it depends on something other than myself whether I should get angry or not, I am not master of myself, or to put it better, I have not yet found the ruler within myself. I must develop the faculty of letting the impressions of the outer world approach me only in the way in which I myself determine.
· Werner Heisenberg: What we observe is not nature itself, but nature exposed to our method of questioning.

· Kahlil Gibran: Your living is determined not so much by what life brings to you as by the attitude you bring to life; not so much by what happens to you as by the way your mind looks at what happens.

· Marcus Garvey: God and Nature first made us what we are, and then out of our own created genius we make ourselves what we want to be…. Let the sky and God be our limit and Eternity our measurement.

· Alain (Émile Chartier): I not only see all things as if through another pane of glass, which is myself, but…the various movements I make, be it intentionally if I act, or emotionally if I am afraid, or simply through the continual transports of respiration and circulation which sustain life, never cease to distort what I see, what I hear, what I taste, what I smell, what I touch.

· Aldous Huxley: Experience is not what happens to a man; it is what a man does with what happens to him.

· Jean Paul Sartre: Freedom is what you do with what's done to you.

· John Homer Miller: Your living is determined not so much by what life brings to you as by the attitude you bring to life; not so much by what happens to you as by the way your mind looks at what happens. Circumstances and situations do color life but you have been given the mind to choose what the color shall be.
· Art Linkletter: Things turn out best for those who make the best of the way that things turn out.

· Thaddeus Golas: Inside yourself or outside, you never have to change what you see, only the way you see it…. What you deny to others will be denied to you, for the plain reason that you are always legislating for yourself; all your words and actions define the world you want to live in.

· Eric Butterworth: Attitudes are the forerunners of conditions.

· Ilya Prigogine: Whatever we call reality, it is revealed to us only through an active construction in which we participate.

· David Park: We are linked with the cosmos, body and mind, we are made of its substance and obey its laws, yet the universe that is the object of our understanding is . . . the creation of human minds.

· Matthew Jacobson: The raspberry within itself does not contain its sweetness, nor does the tongue. It is in the interaction between the two that this glorious manifestation of the divine resides.

· Alan Smithson: Ultimate reality is encountered neither in our minds nor in the physical cosmos, but at the point where these meet.

· Cynthia Stringer: It should be self-evident that reality is infinitely moldable to the life that animates it.

· Stephen R. Covey: Our ultimate freedom is the right and power to decide how anybody or anything outside ourselves will affect us.

· Don Miguel Ruiz: It is not so important what happens to us as what happens through us.

 [For a much longer listing, see http://www.noelfrederickmcinnis.com/content/reality-formation-way-it-works]

The reality-formative power of our mindset’s receiving interpretive context is readily demonstrated by persons whose fearfulness of insufficiency and lack is as fixated as was Job’s. A mental fixation on lack can be so correspondingly formative of one’s life experience that no amount of wealth or well-being makes a difference. Chronic insufficiency is the unavoidable experience of those who see through such morose colored glasses, no matter how much they may have to look at that is their own. Howard Hughes, for example, never overcame his feelings of acute financial insecurity even after he become a billionaire. One cannot experience having enough, even when more than enough is at hand, so long as one’s receiving interpretive context is the perception of lack and limitation. Hence Nelson Rockefeller’s definition of “enough”: more than I have right now.
Perception of lack is a condition of absence-mindedness, a receiving interpretive context that is far more formative of our experienced reality than is mere absent-mindedness. While absent-mindedness overlooks what is present in our experience, absence-mindedness focuses on what we perceive to be non-existent. Absence-mindedness pays attention to what appears not to be rather than to what actually does appear, busily minding what presumably is not rather than minding what actually is, thus tending to validate Bob Dylan’s proclamation that “He not busy being born is busy dying.” 

Absence-mindedness is what Ernest Holmes called “belief in a limitation which does not exist,” thus making a presumed “is” of a perceived “is not,” for whenever we thus assign actual existence to what we perceive to be lacking, we thereby presume its non-existence to be nonetheless substantially real. Yet this presumption is ultimately no more substantial than is a widely-known nonsense rhyme about the presumed presence of an absent person:
Yesterday upon the stair, 
I saw a man who wasn’t there.

I saw him there again today – 
how I wish he’d go away.

Whenever we dwell our minds on insufficiency, the corresponding lack that we thereby experience is like the perceived man on the stair who isn’t really there. So long as our absence-minded perception of lack is thought to be the actual presence of a substantial reality, the receiving interpretive context of our perceptual lens precludes us from experiencing sufficiency, which requires instead that we pay our attention to what is truly present in our life experience.
Every fear, be it of lack or of anything else, is a symptom of absence-mindedness that prevails as our receiving perceptual context whenever our consciousness is focused on something wanted that we either perceive to be missing or as likely to be lost, or as something unwanted that is likely to happen in the future. Such belief in the presence of what isn’t there explains why fear has been defined as “False Evidence Appearing Real.” 

All perception of “what’s so” – not our mere belief in what should be so or in what we would like to be so – functions as a self-fulfilling prophecy, as cited in Proverbs 23:7: “As a man thinks in his heart, so is he.” Because self-fulfilling prophecies have a tendency to compound themselves, the perception of lack as a substantial reality tends to increase the amount of lack that is presumed to actually exist, as evidenced in an absence-minded person’s perception of a man of great financial means:
“His wealth is twice tainted!”  

“What do you mean?” 

“Tain’t yours, tain’t mine.”

Absence-mindedness obscures our awareness of all that is actually available for the support of our well-being. The perceptual tragedy of thus attributing actual existence to lack is cited in A Course in Miracles: “Unless I look upon what is not there, my present happiness is all I see.” My own experiential pilgrimage from absence-mindedness to presence-mindedness is described in the lyrics of a song I wrote after several years of contemplating the Courses’ perspective on how we overlook our present happiness: 
I used to do a whole lot of fretting
about the way my life didn't work for me,

I didn't know how to be happy

'cause I paid so much attention

to the way that I rathered things would be.

Instead of seeing blessings, I kept an inventory

of everything I lacked to make me free,

and as long as I kept looking at what wasn't there

my happiness was nowhere I could see.

I was into pleasing those who wished me to be otherwise

instead of those who like me as I am,

and I got so busy fixing what others thought was broken

that what worked already wasn't worth a damn. 

I couldn't find the good in me while seeing what was missing,

and so my life became a sham,

and as long as I kept looking at what wasn't there

my happiness was nowhere I could see.

So I let go all my fretting about what isn't so,

and my rathering that life came differently.

I'm no longer pleasing others by trying to fit their pictures

or by fixing what already works for me.

I no longer give my energy to things that used to bother me,

it's so easy just to let them be,

'cause whenever I stop looking at what isn't there

my happiness is all that I can see.
The perception of scarcity is essentially the perception of what isn’t, and is the nemesis of all pursuit of sufficiency. For instance, during the first 40 years of my life I felt financially insecure. My financial perspective was equivalent to beholding an empty abyss that can never be filled (which is why economic theory based on scarcity is such is an abysmal science). 
Yet I always knew what it would take to overcome my insecurity: having “enough” with which to “afford” my wants and needs. Though I was unsure of just how much “enough” would be, I chose to equate affording with having enough money. And so I kept telling myself, “I’ll feel secure when I have enough money.” I continued to tell myself this even while I was affording the good life, living with my wife and two children in one of North America’s quite expensive suburbs, wanting for nothing that money could buy . . . yet all the while feeling that this still was not “enough.”
Only after a change of fortune ended this affluent lifestyle did I awaken to the true relationship between security and money, and tell myself the truth: “I’ll have enough money when I feel secure.” My awakening gave me a new outlook on “affording the good life”:
One upon a time I lived in the land of Affluence,
where the question, “Can I afford it?” meant, “Do I have the money?”
Since I usually did – or knew I would –
I could afford to stockpile earth’s transformed substances
along the walls and down the halls, and on the floors
and in the closets, basements, attics and garages of ever larger homes.
Then one day I left the land of Affluence,
and I no longer had the money
with which to accumulate the stuff that I once did.
The word “affording” has a different meaning for me now.
When I see some thing I think I want, I ask myself:
Can I afford the time and energy required
to respect, appreciate and take good care of this new thing?
For if this thing’s not worthy of my respect, appreciation, and good care, 
why buy it?
Or if it is thus worthy,
but I won’t have or take the time and energy
to give it what it’s worth,
why have it?
My wallet and my waist are slimmer now.
Less of me is given to consumption of the earth as artifact.
The more of me thus made available
enjoys a newfound life in the land of Plenty:
abundant time and energy,
enough of people and of things
to fulfill my desires to have and give respect,
to appreciate and be appreciated, to care and be cared for,
and abundant opportunity to enjoy what still remains
of Earth not yet transformed by human hands.
My chronic perception (and thus experience) of scarcity was grounded in the assumption that lack and limitation are as foundational to the nature of reality as is the law of gravity. As a consequence of this reciprocal mirroring of my perspective and my life experience, presumed scarcity was the bedrock of my financial consciousness. Even when I actually had far more income than I required for the ample provision of my immediate and long-term obligations and necessities, I was nevertheless perpetually plagued by the feeling that whatever I had was insufficient.
The feeling of sufficiency is predicated instead on one’s perception of what actually is, without the impedance of attention that is being paid to what is not. It is only as I attend to and appreciate whatever degree of sufficiency is presently mine that I thereby can attract further sufficiency for me to likewise appreciate. 
During my days of financial whining and moroseness, my receiving interpretive context included the mantra, “when I have enough money I’ll be happy.” 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Although I felt insecure during the first 40 years of my life, I always knew what it would take to overcome my insecurity: having “enough.” And although I was unsure of just how much “enough” would be, I chose to equate affording it with having enough money. Since I equated security with money I kept telling myself, “I’ll feel secure when I have enough money.”
I told myself this even while I was affording the good life, living with my wife and two children in an expensive suburb on Chicago’s North Shore, wanting for nothing that money could buy . . . yet all the while feeling that even this was not “enough.” Instead of being happy with all that I was affording, I continued to dwell unhappily on what I could not yet afford. I was sorely afflicted with the “affluenza” that someone has described as “a painful, contagious, virally transmitted condition of overload, debt, anxiety, and waste resulting from the dogged pursuit of more.” (An earlier description of this affliction is attributed to Will Rogers: “Spending money one doesn’t have to buy things one doesn’t want, with which to impress people one doesn’t like.”)
Only after a change of fortune four years previous to this trip had ended this affluent lifestyle did I begin to slowly awaken to what I today perceive to be the true relationship between security and money. This awakening occurred in the early summer of 1977, as I was moving by meager belongings across the southern United States from Montevallo, Alabama to Aspen, Colorado, in a marginally functioning Thames Freighter minivan. The diminutive British vehicle (shorter, narrower, and lower than a VW van by approximately 20%) was sputtering along, chronically on the verge of breakdown, as I internally muttered my favorite mantra: "If only I had more money I’d be secure." For instance, I would most certainly have a more secure form of transportation.
My life at that point was still governed by my assumption that money provides security, and seldom had I felt less secure than when this trip was taking me through the Southeast Texas barrens – miles and miles of mile after mile, far away from the nearest service for failed vehicles should my minivan break down.
It was then, for no discernable reason, that I recalled Jesus’ pronouncement: "Not that which goes into the mouth defiles a man, but that which comes out of the mouth is what defiles a man." (Matt. 15:11) As I recognized for the first time this proclamation’s pertinence to the relationship between mind (mouth) and thought (ideas issuing from the mind), I wondered: Is it possible that feelings of security are more likely to attract money to me, than is money able to make me feel secure? Perhaps I'll have enough money when I feel secure. 
With the shift of perception that accompanied this insight, I experienced an instant diminution of my anxiety. Though my immediate circumstances did not change, my relationship thereto was profoundly altered. I had released my feelings of self-negation where money was concerned. I had let go of being at money’s effect. And I ceased to angst about the condition of my vehicle, trusting that no matter what happened I would yet again make good on my mother’s frequent estimate of my escapades as a child: “No matter what you get yourself into, you always come out smelling like a rose.”
Ever since that day, money has been at most marginally related to my perception of well-being. Though I continue to value money, I value it quite differently as my security becomes ever-more grounded within my expectancy of goodness. (Expectations of goodness take particular forms that may or may not manifest. Expectancy of goodness allows it to show up in forms far more wonderful than I might imagine.) 
Though I still may sometimes feel momentarily insecure in particular circumstances, I am no longer able to sustain an insecure state of mind.. Having released my former attachment to insecurity, I am no longer at its effect during occasional moments of its premonition. In short: insecurity no longer has a secure residence in my perception.
As I was within less than a day’s travel to my destination, on a long straight hill south of Denver my brakes began to give out, and I decided to coast it out at whatever speed I attained. Only when I was close to the bottom of the hill did I discover that it ended with a remarkable turn to the left. I managed the curve while tilted precariously upward on my two right wheels. A hitchhiker I had picked up earlier that day immediately excused himself from further travel with me.
With semi-blind faith I proceeded to the highway that would take me to the Aspen turnoff in Glenwood Springs, and on which I encountered what seemed like an endless succession of downhill runs that I successfully negotiated only by shifting into low gear at the top. It occurred to me at one point that if I lost control and had to “abandon ship” before it dropped off a cliff, I could handle the loss of all my possessions without great remorse. Needless to say, since that eventuality did not occur I still have many of them 34 years later (mostly files and books). To this day I experience that losing stuff is far easier to make peace with than the idea of releasing it.
In any event, my Thames Freighter remained faithfully on the verge of chronic breakdown without giving out until I reached Aspen’s city limit . . . whereupon its brakes gave out completely. Recalling once again my mother’s affirmation about smelling like a rose, I idled along in first gear until I came to a church parking lot where I could park it for the time being. Within a few weeks I was a new member on the church’s board.
Since replacing my brakes (as well as everything else required to restore the vehicle to a travel-worthy condition) was far beyond my current means, the van henceforth served me only as storage for my belongings, which the church allowed me to park permanently – yet another rosy fragrance to add to my record. In the meantime I cultivated the performing art of thumbing for transportation. During 10,000 miles of hitchhiking in the year that followed, including a sometimes precarious journey from Portland, Maine via Aspen to Los Angeles, there to begin my Science of Mind ministerial studies, I came to fully trust the universe. My once pervasive, chronic feeling of insecurity was even further banished as my 10,000 mile thumb-test of what Albert Einstein considered the most important question (“Is the universe friendly?”) was answered, “yes.”
Although my heartfelt realization of the true relationship between security and money – that I’ll have enough money when I feel secure – occurred amidst perilous circumstances on the Texas barrens, I previously had a mental semi-realization of this truth a year and a half before during a one-day personal silent retreat on Oregon’s Cannon Beach. While contemplating the ocean’s tidal dynamics, I was moved to open my wallet and consider how my relationship to money had drastically changed since my reversal of fortune, during which I had acquired a more modest outlook on “affording the good life.” I was then further moved to write the following I-opener:
One upon a time I lived in the land of Affluence,
From the perspective of this new outlook I have developed a secure relationship to money, which is based on the amount of money that is present in my life rather than on the amount that is absent. In other words, I am no longer absence-minded about money. 
Today my relationship to money – and everything else – is based upon the enough that I am affording, rather than on the enough that I am not affording. Each dollar in my wallet or checking account is enough to purchase what I am choosing to spend it for, just as every other thing in my life is enough of whatever it is – even while additional enoughness continues to be forthcoming.
I no longer associate the word “can’t” with “afford.” Instead, I am thankful for my enjoyment of the enough that I am choosing to afford right now, rather than mournful of any additional enough that I presently am not choosing to afford.
I also give thanks that I am myself enough – enough to make the choice to do what it takes to afford the additional enough that I intend to bless with my enjoyment of it. When something that I desire is beyond my current means, I remind myself that I can choose to afford it, either by reordering my priorities to free myself of a lesser enough, or by doing what it takes to create the means required for a greater enough.
Thus have I forgiven my former absence-mindedness.
*************************
For the past 25 years I have trained myself to see money in terms of its presence rather than its absence.
· I place my largest bill on top of the pile in my wallet, and make sure that it’s a large bill.
· On every check, I write the word “God” twice, along with the word “Blessings” and three dotted O’s.
I look at what I am choosing to afford rather than at what I am choosing not to afford. Instead of telling myself I can’t afford something, I remind myself of what I am affording. Therefore, if there is something I desire that is beyond my current means I remind myself that I could choose to afford it by also choosing to reorder my priorities, or by earning or attracting have more income. Having more income, whether of money, goods, or services, is always a choice. All so-called “fixed income” is fixed only by my my agreement to perceive its fixation as unalterable. 
· I have reordered my priorities, by re-minding myself of the difference between affluence and plenty:
I have the power in every moment to either appreciate (add value to) or to depreciate (devalue) my experience.
The consequence of indifference is also diminution of value, since what I do not actively appreciate often has no more realized value for me than that which I choose to depreciate.
I am choosing to appreciate every experience by making the most of what it is, rather than by lamenting what it is not. What my experience is not requires none of my energy or attention in order to be not so, while what my experience is quite often does require my mindful attention if I am to realize its value.
Preferring value and benefit over the lack thereof, I look mindfully for the value and benefit in every experience.
So be it . . . and so it is.
Jesus’ statement that “It is done unto you as you believe” means “it is done unto you as your self-talk dictates.” This is why he also said that a person is defiled by what comes out of his mouth – his self-talk – not by what goes into his mouth in the form of food. 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

This perception of “not enough” began to wane, along with my corresponding experience of insufficiency, only as I deliberately undertook a perceptual makeover by mindfully altering my perceptual programming in accordance with a new mantra: “I will have enough money when I am happy.” 
As a consequence of my perceptual re-programming, I have learned that the potential for appreciation is inherently unlimited.
Just as the perception of lack begets consciousness of physical, psychological  and/or financial dis-ease, so (again citing Ernest Holmes) “the perception of wholeness is the consciousness of healing.”  Yet the formative “believing is seeing” power over our life experience that is exercised by these two perceptual propositions cannot be fully appreciated unless one is mindful of the prepositional mindset that governs each of them, as evidenced in the word “of.”
Insofar as believing informs seeing, it is our use of prepositions that governs our relational propositions.

that
Sufficient unto the day is the evil thereof .  Sermon on Mount, (Matthew 6:34)

If you will stop making it an intellectual process and let it be a feeling process,
ease will sweep over you almost instantly.
-Abraham-Hicks
If only we'd stop trying to be happy, 
we could have a pretty good time. 
-Edith Wharton
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

When fear becomes the ground-state of my thinking – an ongoing experience of fearfulness – whatever my fearfulness is focused upon is thereby bound to materialize  Thus while I experience only a few (at most) of the things I may have occasional fears about, I always experience whatever it is that I may be fearing from. 

The heart of metaphysical practice is not what’s on one’s mind, it is rather what one’s mind is on. And since our metaphysical practice is what forms our experiencing of reality, whatever our mind is on is the key to reality formation. 

reality formation)
The term “metaphysical practice” signifies the experiential science and art of reality formation, which is always an inside job.  

Metaphysical practice that is clothed by intellectual understanding only, is for all practical purposes dressed in a metaphysical malpractice suit. 

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

Two metaphysical propositions that have been prepositionally short-changed.
Just as Holmes’ proposition concerning consciousness was prepositionally short-changed . . .

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

What’s Your Mind On?
[Some words on the inadequacy of words. Precede what follows with “forgotten the words.”]

What is on one’s mind is not nearly as influential as what one’s mind is on. Although it is certainly worthwhile to be aware of what is on one’s mind, it is far more worthwhile to aware of what one’s mind is on. Nothing reveals the latter more clearly than does the nature of one’s prepositional consciousness. 
To me~by me~through me~as me 

It noticed several years ago that while I don’t always get what I am praying for, I do always get what I am praying from.

For example, when I am praying for abundance, yet from a consciousness of lack, what I get is a greater abundance of lack. This is because how I am conscious gives form to what I am conscious of.

Another way of saying this is that what’s on my mind can manifest only in terms of what my mind itself is on. If abundance is merely on my mind as what I am conscious of, while at the same time lack is what my mind is dwelling on – and  is thus what I am conscious as – a greater consciousness of lack is what my mind accordingly produces. 

Another example of the way our minding works is implicit in the Biblical report of Job’s proclamation, “The thing I greatly feared has come upon me” (Job 3:25). We all tend to have some fearful prospects on our mind, which are subject to statistical laws of probability . . .

Mortality on my mind, my mind is on longevity (in the form of multiple long term goals)

Sponsor thoughts.

Among Ernest Holmes’ most powerful teachings is the following: 

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 similarly asserted on page 162 of the textbook that “If we are to have an active faith – the faith of God – our thought must be centered in Universal mind.” In other words, we must perceive the world from our embodiment of the qualities of God if we are indeed (in deed) to live those qualities. 
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. 
[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.]
[Metalinguistic advisory #2: I frequently use the word “experiencing” (the verb) where others use the word “experience” (the noun). I do so because all experiencing is proactive in the present moment, while all experiences are after the fact.]
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
ERNEST HOLMES:

 21ST-CENTURY META-COSMOLOGIST

Science of Mind is a correlation of the laws of science, 

opinions of philosophy, and revelations of religion,

applied to human needs and the aspirations of man.
~Ernest Holmes~
Why do you refer to Ernest Holmes as a "meta-cosmologist" rather than a philosopher or theologian?

By incorporating the laws of science into his metaphysical synthesis and practicum, Holmes transcended the combined intuitions of both philosophy and theology. Philosophy addresses the nature of humankind’s shared experience, explaining why and how our knowledge is the way it is. Theology addresses the nature of Divine reality as revealed in “the book of God's word,” a specific scriptural work such as the Bible, the Koran, or other sacred text that describes God’s ways and creative works, and prescribes our right relationship thereto. 

Ernest Holmes went further than do either philosophers or theologians as he addressed our relationship to Divine will as illumined by the supreme common denominator of all great spiritual traditions – not just scriptural traditions, but spiritual traditions; and not just the lowest common denominator, which emphasizes how unlike God we are, rather the highest common denominator of how like God we are.  This contribution alone makes Science of Mind worthy of our deep regard. 

Yet Holmes' ultimate genius was to look beyond philosophical opinions and the religious confinements of God's word. As did the godfather of modern science, Francis Bacon, Holmes also consulted “the book of God's works” – Bacon's term for the universal nature of God’s Creation. Holmes thereby endowed the Science of Mind as a meta-cosmological spiritual teaching that intuits the universe as God’s manifest body, and its universal principles as God's law. From the perspective of Religious Science, therefore, one can in most cases substitute the term “The Creation” wherever others have used the word “God” without compromising the essential meaning signified by the surrounding context. 

Holmes described the operational principles of cosmic reality in three simple and short straightforward sentences:

Everything in the universe exists for the harmonious good of every other part. The universe is forever uniting what is harmonious and diminishing what is not…. It is the unessential only that is vanishing, that the abiding may be made more clearly manifest. (What Religious Science Teaches, p. 16)
This summary statement embodies a profound understanding of cosmological process, an organic all-encompassing developmental process that Holmes signified as emergent evolution – and did so several decades before the concept of “emergence” gained widespread scientific recognition as a universal operational principal. There is scarce historical precedent for Holmes’ scientific metaphysical synthesis, other than hints thereof in some of the writings of Johann Wolfgang von Goethe and Goethe’s champion, Rudolph Steiner.

Have there been other spiritual meta-cosmologies?

Yes there have.

For instance, Hinduism also implicates the cosmos overall and the way that it works, what it does, and how we relate to it. Yet while Hinduism portrays Deity in three persons, Brahma, Vishnu and Shiva, Holmes portrayed a single Divine Source as a triune cosmic synthesis of spirit, soul and physicality. Holmes' cosmic intuition – not his description of the cosmos, nor his teaching about the cosmos, but his overall sense of the cosmos – is suggestive of Hinduism’s cosmic sensibilities as well, so that Religious Science resembles a contemporary thread of Hinduism, the spiritual practice of profound mindfulness called Jnana Yoga.

I don't recall that Holmes made references to Hinduism.
Holmes seldom cited spiritual traditions as such, being rather inclined to cite great spiritual teachers, most notably Jesus and Ralph Waldo Emerson. Historically speaking, Hinduism has no incarnated spiritual teacher whose name Western-world readers would recognize and dignify as such.  

Though Hinduism’s influence on Holmes’ metaphysical synthesis is rarely explicit in his writings, the evidence of its impact can be discerned in at least four ways: 

· by consulting Holmes’ lesser-known small book, What Religious Science Teaches, and the original edition of the Home Study Course, in both of which he cited his major source material, including Hindu scriptural writings and philosophical literature;

· by examining unpublished archival manuscripts of Holmes’ theological conversations with other Religious Science leaders, in some of which he specifically referenced Hinduism;

· by an adequately informed ability to detect cosmic sensibilities of Hinduism that are implicit in his work, detective work that may be readily cultivated by studying The Yoga Sutras of Patanjali;

· by Holmes’ practice during his final years of annually rereading Sri Aurobindo’s 2,000-page Divine Life.
Aurobindo’s role in modernizing Hindu tradition is analogous to Teilhard de Chardin’s modernizing role in Christianity, because each related his respective religious tradition to the meta-cosmology of what we presently call “conscious evolution,” the universe’s waking up in human consciousness to an awareness of its emergent cosmic nature and operational principles.

Is Science of Mind like Hinduism?

Only in its provision of a meta-cosmology based on universal principles, rather than a mere theology based on scriptural and philosophical texts.

How does Science of Mind differ from Hinduism? 

Their outlooks are quite different, because Hinduism supposes a multiplicity of cosmic intelligences and forces, while Religious Science posits only one. 

For example, Hindu cosmology, like ancient Greek and Roman mythology, describes the cosmic order in terms of multiple gods at play. The Greek and Roman Gods were portrayed rather like cosmic jet-setters with whom humans were unable to co-participate, other than attempt to cajole them while fatefully living with the consequences of their presumed acts. And just as the Greco-Roman view of gods at play was signified by the Latin term, Deus Ludens, the playfulness of Hinduism’s divine multiplicity is signified by the Sanskrit term, leela, an alternate spelling of which is the title of one of the most cosmically lyrical guitar compositions ever performed, Eric Clapton's Layla. 

Ernest Holmes portrays the cosmic playground as the lawfully ordained and orderly creation of a single all-encompassing cosmic power, with which we may co-creatively participate by employing universal spiritual principles to our locally immediate individual and collective benefit, i.e., “to human needs and the aspirations of man.” Holmes' perspective thereby complements that of Albert Einstein, whose outlook also transcended phenomenal reality in favor of discerning how God fashioned the cosmos as a single organic whole – the universe itself, the way its operational principles work, what these principles accomplish, and how we may employ these principles to our benefit.

It was Ernest's genius to articulate a triune meta-cosmology that integrates Hinduism's sense of cosmic playfulness, Christianity’s sense of co-participation with God’s powers of creation, and Einstein's sense of an organically all-encompassing cosmic intelligence. In my understanding of Holmes’ perspective and its congruence with the emerging scientific cosmology of our time, Science of Mind portrays the cosmos as a "field of play”:

Until the Original Moment, 

when space and time began,

God had no room for movement.

And so it was

in the beginning

that God spoke the Word:

"Let a cosmic playground be,

where all that is may know enjoyment

by taking itself lightly."

Thus was the Universal Field of Play

brought into Being.

Seeing this as good, God said,

"Now let there be amongst the play

some time of rest from playing."

Hence began the periodic darkness,

whose service is enhancement of the light.

This, too, God saw as good.

"Now let the Field of Play be filled with players,"

God decreed,

and the game of life took form. 

Seeing, still, that all was good,

God finally declared,

"From amongst the players

let those come forth

whose game it is to write the script."

Eventually the Field of Play

emerged as you and me

and we, God said,

are also very good,

good enough to write the script

forever.

This meta-cosmological perspective transcends mere scripture-based theology by portraying our relationship to the cosmic totality, not just to scripturally portrayed Divinity.

You place great value on Science of Mind as a spiritual cosmology.

I do this because Western civilization has for the past several centuries been informed by a very incomplete and austere isolationist cosmological paradigm of compartmentalized separatism. The classical scientism that currently prevails in Western thinking dogmatically assumes that the material universe is all there is, and that reality consists only of what we can tangibly define and measure with the five physical senses and their mechanical, electronic, digital and other technological extensions. In this view, mind and life emerged as byproducts of random chance that have no measurable utility other than their empowering us to observe, explain, manipulate and exploit the material cosmos. 

This dualistic “never-mind, just matter” outlook of classical Western scientism excludes both mind and vitality (aka the “life force”) from its cosmological premises, deeming them both to be incidental ghosts in the cosmic machine that are without causal material consequence. We are merely insignificant, passive mechanistic by-products of what really counts in this universe, which is whatever we actually can count and physically measure: compartmentally isolated units of matter and their physical impacts on one another, analogous to the dynamics of billiard balls in play. 

In short, classical modern scientific cosmology reduces the universe to the likes of a cosmic pool table. And it furthermore reduces human beings to material isolates whose behavior is dictated by pre-determined physical, physiological and neural electro-bio-chemical interactions, as if we are automatons whose relationship to the overall cosmos is operationally analogous to a set of cogs in a machine. As Bertrand Russell assessed this cosmology nearly a century ago:

The world which science presents for our belief [tells us] that man is the product of causes which had no prevision of the end they were achieving; that his origin, his growth, his hopes and fears, his loves and his beliefs, are but the outcome of accidental collocations of atoms; that no fire, no heroism, no intensity of thought and feeling, can preserve the individual life beyond the grave; that all the labours of the ages, all the devotion, all the inspiration, all the noonday brightness of human genius, are destined to extinction in the vast death of the solar system, and that the whole of Man's achievement must inevitably be buried beneath the debris of a universe in ruins.
The stark absence from this cosmology of a life-affirming ethos led Russell to wonder, 
How, in such an alien and inhuman world can so powerless a creature as man preserve his aspirations untarnished? 
Western cosmology thus represents a reversal of Eastern cosmology’s outlook, for while Eastern cosmology views our experiencing of the material world as an illusory projection of our feelings and thoughts, classical scientific Western cosmology proclaims that our experiencing of feelings and thoughts are an illusory projection of the material brain. Yet the operational impact of this meta-cosmological paradigm of compartmentalized material isolates tends to be mentally subliminal, because we do not overtly perceive and relate to ourselves and one another as mindless automatons. Even mechanistic absolutists like behaviorist B. F. Skinner, who vigorously proclaimed that we are passive electro-bio-chemical assemblages that lack any freely-willed power of self-determination, have nonetheless behaved as if their thoughts and feelings could produce a willfully chosen outcome.

To expose the questionability of the so-called “behaviorist” paradigm that reigned in the 1950’s and 1960’s, a philosophy professor I then knew invited any students who believed that all human behavior is predetermined and automatic to step to the front of the classroom. "Now," he told them when they had done so, "show the rest of us what predetermined automatic behavior looks like."  

The problem that arises from our meta-cosmological reduction to automated isolates is that we are thereby left with no way to validate, understand and meaningfully relate to our thinking and feeling natures. The consequences of this self-invalidation are described by theologian Matthew Fox in his book, The Coming of the Cosmic Christ.

When a civilization is without a cosmology it is not only cosmically violent, but cosmically lonely and depressed. Is it possible that the real cause of the drug, alcohol, and entertainment addictions haunting our society is not so much the "drug lords" of other societies but the cosmic loneliness haunting our own? Perhaps alcohol is a liquid cosmology and drugs are a fast-fix cosmology for people lacking a true one. An astute observer of human nature in our time, psychiatrist Alice Miller, understands the opposite of depression not to be gaiety but vitality.  How full of vitality are we these days? And how full of vitality are our institutions of worship, education, politics, economics?

Fox appears to be saying that our civilization has no cosmology, which disagrees with your suggestion that we do indeed have a cosmology of pandemic isolation.     

Fox dismisses scientism as a true cosmology, because it consigns us to a dumpster of cosmic irrelevance. Historically, most other cosmologies (except Satanic ones) have been cosmologies of inclusion that affirm our incorporation within a cosmic whole, which although it is transcendently greater than any or all of us, nonetheless includes us in its transcendent nature. 

Einstein spoke to this cosmological issue when he was asked, could he have an absolutely certain answer to only one question, what would that question be. His immediate response: "Is the universe friendly?"  This, said Einstein, is the most important question. I wholeheartedly agree, because the question of the universe’s friendliness is evidential of everyone's ultimate psychological concern: "Am I included?" Ernest Holmes' meta-cosmology says "yes" to both of these questions, and redeems us from the self-excluding and self-invalidating paradigm of meta-cosmological isolationism.

What is most responsible for the uniqueness of Holmes' meta-cosmology?  

Holmes blended the perennial metaphysics of wholeness (the spirit and soul aspect of our nature) with scientific cosmology (the body aspect of our nature), and it is the blending of these that makes it a meta-cosmology.  

Holmes was in touch with the leading edge of scientific cosmological thought in his time, via his personal relationship with scientists who were active participants on the cosmological cutting edge, some of whom wrote articles in early editions of Science of Mind magazine. Holmes thereby intuited the cosmological implications of quantum-relativistic physics far sooner than did most physicists and other sceintists in his century, and the scientific community is unlikely to exemplify Holmes’ intuitive grasp until we are far into the 21st century – which is why I view Holmes as a 21st-century  meta-cosmologist rather than a 20th-century one. 

Holmes was ahead of his time?

No, Holmes was exactly on time – which put him ahead of almost everyone else. While some others had at best mere foresight based on their extrapolations of the prevailing classical scientific cosmology, Holmes had a deeper insight to the implications of the emerging quantum-relativistic scientific paradigm. In addition to embracing the perennial metaphysics of wholeness, Holmes also embraced the scientific cosmology of quantum-relativistic wholeness that was beginning to emerge in his time, his resulting meta-synthesis thereof he named "The Science of Mind."

It is said that anyone who truly knows “what’s going on right now” is way ahead of everybody else. Accordingly, the true quality of a prophet is to be intuitively insightful about the emerging implications of present-day realities, “foreseeing” the future to whatever extent s/he can discern the most likely outcomes of what is currently taking place. To “prophesy” is to intuitively assess the present direction of reality’s future flow, while most scientists and seers rely entirely on intellectual or psychic foresight for forecasts that are seldom if ever is as accurate. 

Accordingly, Ernest Holmes' "what’s going on right now" included physicists and astronomers whose descriptions of the universe employed metaphors of cosmic intelligence. To quote one of the most articulate of these scientific spokespersons in Holmes’ day, Sir James Jeans:

Today there is a wide measure of agreement, which on the physical side of science approaches almost to unanimity, that the stream of knowledge is heading towards a non-mechanical reality; the universe begins to look more like a great thought than like a great machine.  Mind no longer appears as an accidental intruder into the realm of matter; we are beginning to suspect that we ought rather to hail it as the creator and governor of the realm of matter. 

While it was observed by a 19th century philosopher that the isolationist paradigm of modern science had "banished" mind from the universe, today's emerging cosmology of wholeness is tending to restore mind to the status of cosmological agency.  As astrophysicist Freeman Dyson asserted in the April 26, 1988 issue of U.S. News and World Report:
The mind, I believe, exists in some very real sense in the universe. But is it primary or an accidental consequence of something else? The prevailing view among biologists seems to be that the mind rose accidentally out of molecules of DNA or something. I find that very unlikely.
It seems more reasonable to think that mind was a primary part of nature from the beginning and we are simply manifestations of it at the present stage of history. It's not so much that mind has a life of its own but that mind is inherent in the way the universe is built, and life is nature's way to give mind opportunities it wouldn't otherwise have . . . . So mind is more likely to be primary and life secondary rather than the other way around.
Dyson’s prospective resuscitation of mind as a cosmic function is reminiscent of Christ's citation of the 118th Psalm, "The stone which the builders rejected, the same is become the head of the corner."  (Matthew 21:42)

The emerging cosmology of wholeness is also derivable from our growing realization that we cannot gain information about the cosmos without disturbing it in a manner that is analogous to a blind man’s touching of a snowflake to determine what it is like. The universe tends to thus “melt” into our perceptions of it, a feature of our experiential relationship to “what is” that moved the authors of one account of cosmological wholeness to entitle their book, The Looking-Glass Universe. 
If Ernest Holmes' meta-cosmology is so timely, why isn't it more popular?

The most immediate answer is that the present orientation of the world at large is far less timely than was Ernest Holmes’ intuition. And like all truthful realizations, this may seem to make us victims, as in the observation that "the truth will set you free, but it first will make you miserable." Yet when Holmes referred to Religious Science as the great spiritual impulsion of the next century he did not speak as a self-perceived victim of his own century. With his customary clarity of spiritual insight, he could sense how long it would take for the rest of the world to become correspondingly timely – not to catch up with his foresight, but to mindfully catch up with meta-cosmological consequences already being set in motion. In thus ascribing Science of Mind's "day in the sun" to the 21st century, Holmes was just telling it the way it was and now is.

While we are on the subject of insightful prophecy, it is instructive for us to know that what Ernest Holmes and New Thought in general set in motion in the 20th century, Ralph Waldo Emerson foresaw in the 19th:

There shall be a new church founded on moral science; at first cold and naked, a babe in a manger again, the algebra and mathematics of ethical law. The church of men to come, without shawms or psaltery or sackbut; but it will have heaven and earth for its beams and rafters; science for symbol and illustration; it will fast enough gather beauty, music, picture, poetry.  It shall send man home to his central solitude. The nameless power, the super-personal heart – he shall repose alone on that.  He needs only his own verdict.

Science of Mind still tends to languish somewhat in a 'cold and naked' phase, for as Holmes himself remarked, shortly before his transition, "if I had it to do over again, I'd put more love in it."  He wasn't referring to any lack of his own loving, for the Science of Mind is a monumental testament of his love. Holmesinstead meant, were he able to do a historical makeover, that his writings would have had more of the warmth and color that characterize his later works, such as the Seminar Lectures, The Voice Celestial, the Sermon by the Sea. His frequent use in later life of the paired words “warmth and color” are primary evidence of his recognized requirement for a greater emphasis on the Presence of Spirit to complement his prevailing emphasis on the Power of Law. This complement may actually have been his original intention, for he initially called his philosophy “The Science of Mind and Spirit,” then thought better of the reference to Spirit.

In any event, we can be quite content with the way that Holmes did choose to present his work, which is perfect just as it is given the contemporary thought atmosphere to which he was addressing his metaphysical synthesis. Had the writings with which he grounded and established Religious Science been as openly mindful of Spirit’s beneficial presence as were his final works, they may have appeared overly religious to the scientifically inclined general public of his day.  

It is we, therefore, who are presently being called to articulate Science of Mind more lovingly, for we today address a global civilization in which the glorification of science as high technology is stirring up a corresponding  yearning for an infusion of warmth and color, with which to complement our high-tech culture with what trend-watcher John Naisbitt termed the culture of "high touch."    

Are you saying that there is something we can do to make Science of Mind more assessable to our contemporary culture? 

There most certainly is. We are the ones now being called to balance Holmes' emphasis on the impersonal power of God's Law with our own intuition of the beneficence of God's Presence. And as we are doing this, we can furthermore relate Science of Mind more meaningfully to today's cultural thought atmosphere by updating some of its terminology.

Can you give some examples?

Most called for, I feel, is substitution of the word "consciousness" for "mind." In the past half-century, the fields of psychology and neuroscience have significantly narrowed our concept of “mind.” In Holmes' day, the word "mind" connoted the breadth of meaning we now associate with the word "consciousness," while today “mind’ tends to be associated almost exclusively with cognitive activity. The word “science” has likewise lost its former breadth of meaning, now tending to be synonymous with “technology.”

 Given these two semantic makeovers, the term "Science of Mind" today tends to connote “technology of cognition,” thereby suggesting that it is a purely mental science rather than primarily a spiritual practice. Thus while the term “Science of Mind” may still remain attractive to persons who are mentally predisposed, those who are not thus attracted may be put off by that term, especially when they encounter Science of Mind for the first time in the absence of a student or practitioner of Religious Science who can open them to its larger, spiritual meaning. 

In no way do we diminish the essence of Ernest Holmes' philosophy by substituting "consciousness" for "mind." Quite to the contrary, we thereby actually regain his original meaning, since Holmes in his textbook’s opening chapter, "The Thing Itself," proclaimed that "by mind we mean consciousness." And as he also wrote years later with Willis Kinnear in New Design for Living, "The universe in which we live is fundamentally a thing of consciousness." 

Ernest chose "Science of Mind" as the name of his teaching because the word "mind" was more prominent in his day than was the word "consciousness." Today, however, while the few scientists who are willing to advance the cosmology of wholeness avoid incorporating either "mind" or "consciousness" in their cosmic theorizing, some are at least increasingly willing to hypothesize that some aspects of the cosmos are like the intelligence we associate with mind and consciousness.

Unwillingness to substitute the word "consciousness" for "mind" would be comparable to Ernest Holmes' having insisted that his teaching be called "science of the word" because “word” was the term earlier featured in John’s gospel to signify what we now call “consciousness” (i.e., "In the beginning was consciousness, and consciousness was with God, and consciousness was God.").  Today the phrase, "I speak my consciousness" tends to convey Ernest Holmes' insight more accurately than does either "I speak my word" or "I speak my mind."

Another highly effective way to signify Science of Mind is in terms of "self-affirming" consciousness.  Just as the term "affirmative prayer" is more generally appealing to today's way of thinking than is the term "Spiritual Mind Treatment," so likewise more appealing is "affirmative consciousness." Identifying consciousness as a universal self-affirming agent more precisely conveys the operational aspect of what Ernest Holmes understood to be the way that consciousness works, what it does and how to use it.

And as to how consciousness actually does work, it readily affirms whatever we tell ourselves about the "self." Holmes himself observed that even our fearfulness is an affirmative expectation of undesired outcomes. As he put it, "Fear is faith in a negative outcome," and is therefore just as productive of negative self-fulfilling prophecy as Job had been when he recognized that “The thing I greatly feared has come upon me.”  

We are embedded in a single, unified, and all-encompassing self-affirming cosmos. Universally as well as individually, the undivided One Cosmos is always and everywhere affirmative of its own nature and function. This includes its affirmation of our negatively drawn conclusions, because the cosmos reigns with equal impartially over both those who are just and unjust in their assessments. The universe is so consistently user-friendly that whoever decides this is not the case is accordingly allowed to experience it as being user-unfriendly. 

Another salutary verbal makeover would be to replace the word “good” with "well-being,” as in "accept your well-being," rather than "accept your good." So-called "goodness" is even more charged with moral judgment today than it was in Holmes’ time, so that saying the cosmos provides for our unlimited well-being tends to be more appealing than saying that it provides us with unlimited good. I sometimes feel that we would do well to avoid using the words "good" and "bad" altogether.

Then let's put Holmes' meta-cosmology to the ultimate test. How does it assist us in understanding what we call "evil?"  If the cosmos is self-affirming of wholeness, how do we account for acts of violence and destruction like suicide, murder, child abuse, rape, war, and holocaust? There are times in everyone's life when circumstances are experienced as a stark contradiction to the truth of overall cosmic well-being. 

To begin with, Science of Mind denies neither the existence of negative circumstances nor our experiencing thereof, nor does it ever call these circumstances unreal. As Jesus noted, "In the world ye shall have tribulations" (John 16:33), and as Holmes confessed, we don't deny the reality of what we call “evil,” we just don't mistake our experiencing thereof as a manifestation of truth. Holmes' meta-cosmology of self-affirming wholeness accounts for so-called 'evil' as being either the outcome of faulty choices or the consequence of resistance to the working of Divine Order.

Holmes viewed our ability to make choices as if subjective mind is analogous to a repository of software programs. For instance, we are born with built-in self-affirming subconscious programs such as "I am a loving and beloved offspring of the Divine," and "I am worthy of infinite and eternal well-being and self-fruition." The common denominator of these self-affirming subconscious programs is: "I am lovingly and abundantly sustained." Because we are thus innately endowed with such wonderfully affirming programs, we may wonder why we activate contrary ones. Related to such wonderment is a conversation overheard by the mother of two young children, as her two-year-old asked a newborn sibling, "What did God tell us before we came here?  I forgot." 

Every newborn baby instinctively knows the answer to that question, which is evidenced whenever we place one of our fingers in its palm. Invariably, the offered finger is gently clasped, in accordance with a Taoist prescription for right relationship:
When you come, I welcome you.
When you stay, I do not hold on to you.
When you leave, I do not pursue you.
One’s finger is never grabbed or clutched, nor is it impeded from departure. And no matter whose finger or which finger is placed in a newborn baby’s hand, it is gently clasped without regard to the person’s color, race, creed, gender, ethnic origin, size, appearance, etc., as if to say, “the universe is friendly here.” 
This primal finger-hug unconditionally acknowledges, accepts, allows, and honors any person whose finger comes to rest in the baby’s hand. Yet despite this built-in hard-wired program of right relationship, which is every person’s innate birthright, as grow up it becomes overridden with self-demeaning programs that we aquire from our elders, such as "The world doesn't have enough of what I desire or require for a good life" or "I am not worthy to have what I desire or require for a good life." The common denominator of these acquired programs of self-diminishment is "I am in lack," and they become so familiar to us that they eclipse the former preeminence of our innately self-affirming consciousness. 

Nonetheless, the instinctive automaticity of our primal finger-hug indicates that the beneficial presence of being that it signifies is our innate default setting, whose forsakenness by us is still recoverable. As diarist Anaïs Nin proclaimed:
One discovers that destiny can be directed, that one does not need to remain in bondage to the first wax imprint made on childhood sensibilities. One need not be branded by the first pattern. Once the deforming mirror is smashed, there is a possibility of wholeness; there is a possibility of joy.
Just as our subconscious mind's dynamics are operationally analogous to software programs, they are likewise analogous to a computer's Central Processing Unit: self-affirming programs in, self-affirmative action out; self-demeaning programs in, self-demean action out. Our subconscious CPU runs those programs to which we have chosen to be most susceptible

I once came across a description of how we subconsciously mind our daily business, which further suggests the resemblance of our subconscious functionality to the operation of a computer:

I am very accommodating.  I ask no questions.  I accept whatever you give me.  I do whatever I am told to do.  I do not presume to change anything you think, say, or do; I file it all away in perfect order, quickly and efficiently, and then I return it to you exactly as you gave it to me.  Sometimes you call me your memory.  I am the reservoir into which you toss anything your heart or mind chooses to deposit there.  I work night and day; I never rest, and nothing can impede my activity.  The thoughts you send me are categorized and filed, and my filing system never fails.  I am truly your servant who does your bidding without hesitation or criticism. I cooperate when you tell me that you are "this" or "that" and I play it back as you give it.  I am most agreeable.  Since I do not think, argue, judge, analyze, question, or make decisions, I accept impressions easily. I am going to ask you to sort out what you send me, however; my files are getting a little cluttered and confused. I mean, please discard those things that you do not want returned to you.  What is my name?  Oh, I thought you knew!  I am your subconscious.     (by Margaret E. White)

What we experience in life is ultimately shaped in accordance with whatever we are most inclined to think and believe that life is like – not what we assume life should be like but what we assume it actually is like. When we believe that our life should be more abundantly sustaining, while nevertheless thinking that it is lacking in that regard, then lack becomes what we most abundantly experience. This is because the premises from which we think are far more influential than premises that we merely think about. And since the context of what we are conscious from tends to trump whatever content we may be conscious of, the viewpoint that we are looking from is always far more formative of our experiencing than is anything we may choose to be looking at, unless the latter is congruent with the former. 

In short: although I do not always see what I am looking and praying for, I do always receive what I am looking and praying from. (For further insight on the relationship between prepositions and propositions, see “Addendum 2012,” p. 10.)

In addition to its relationship to our power of choice, Ernest Holmes' meta-cosmology is founded on Divine Order, which we experience in time as sequential: we learn to crawl before we stand, we learn to stand before we walk, we learn to walk before we run, and so forth. We are accordingly fortunate that we learn to walk before we talk, so we can’t talk ourselves out of being able to walk. 

Just as rose bushes branch and bud before they bloom, and the erection of walls precedes our having an enclosed room, so is all of creation sequential in its development, being forever between the no longer and the not yet. Thus the universe as we know it today is but a transient stage between some former, less-complexly developed state and an emergent, more highly developed state that will not be apparent to us until “the abiding is made more manifest.” 

What we choose to call "bad" or "evil" may therefore be seen as evidential of our resistance to some sequence of Divine Order. This resistance tends to take one or the other of two forms: our unwillingness to await the fullness of time for a desired sequential outcome, as we attempt an accomplishment for which we are not ready; or our unwillingness to accommodate the fullness of time for a sequential outcome that is at hand, as we attempt to prevent something that is bound to happen. A Whiteheadian philosopher friend of mine once quipped in this regard, “Insistence on birth at the wrong time is the ultimate trick of all evil.”

Our ongoing and ongrowing relationship to Divine Order is best illustrated in the book of God's work, which exemplifies the way the universe operates. Take, for instance, the hatching of a baby chick. If you assist a hatching chick by breaking the shell that confines it, the chick will die. Breaking its own way out of its shell is the only way that a chick can develop the strength that it requires to hold its head upright and move about after it has hatched to forage for its food. 

Of course the shell-encased chick does not know that it is hatching, only that it is hungry; and at some point there is no more food within the shell except for a filmy skin that is so firmly attached that the chick's efforts to detach it end up breaking the shell open. When the chick is deprived of making that final effort of breakthrough, it is likewise prevented from developing the necessary bodily strength. (Nor can we ourselves approach a hardboiled egg's shell from the outside and peel it away without digging out hunks of the attached egg white, unless we have also proceeded to cook and cool the egg in a divinely ordered manner.)

Such is the precision of all that is divinely ordered, and such are the consequences of ignoring this precision. Just as we develop and grow by successfully meeting essential challenges, so are we diminished by avoiding or preventing such challenges. Hence the acknowledgement of Divine Order in one of Bob Dylan's songs: "He not busy being born is busy dying." 

Nature – The Thing Itself – does what it does, and any resistance on our part to what it does, any distortion of what it does on behalf of gaining a presumed personal or collective advantage, and any designation of what it does as “awful,” "bad," or "evil" – all such optional ways of viewing Divine Order are out of alignment therewith and accordingly result in our experiencing some pain of disorder. Yet resisting disorder rather than resolving it only tends to increase it, for disorder’s existence is a systemic reminder that it is time for us to make a different choice. The pain of disorder (aka “dis-ease”) is the universe's way of saying "I have set before you life and death . . . therefore choose life." (Deuteronomy 30:19)

Ernest Holmes addressed with crystal clarity the issue of good and evil in terms of cause as effect, rather than mere cause and effect:

There is no sin but a mistake, and no punishment but an inevitable consequence. . . . We are not punished for our sins but by them. Sin is its own punishment and [virtue] is its own reward. 
Nor does one have to be a conventionally “spiritual” person to understand such cause-as-effect correlations, for as world-renowned atheist Robert Ingersoll and 19th century French physician Claude Bernard both similarly proclaimed:
There are in nature neither rewards nor punishments, there are consequences. ~Ingersoll
Theories in science are not true or false. They are fertile or sterile. ~Bernard
The ultimate nature of good and evil is wonderfully contrasted in the title of an unconventionally scientific book entitled Cosmic Joy and Local Pain, according to which the universe of overall long-term cosmic joy is everywhere and forever reconciling to itself all short-term occasions of local pain. Thus whenever we choose life, we are also choosing cosmic joy. 

Such likewise is the meta-cosmological message of Ernest Holmes.

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

The 21st century has already provided us with at least two meta-cosmological assessments of the universe overall that Ernest Holmes would have loved:

· Nancy Ellen Abrams and Joel R. Primack, The New Universe and the Human Future: How a Shared Cosmology Could Transform the World, on which I can rest the overall case stated in the above interview, and which for all practical purposes is a Meta-cosmology of Mind textbook.  See the reviews at http://www.amazon.com/New-Universe-Human-Future-Cosmology/dp/0300165080/ref=sr_1_2?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1326838003&sr=1-2
· Theodore Richards, Cosmosophia: Cosmology, Mysticism, and the Birth of a New Myth, which integrates the world's great spiritual traditions, past and present, into a cosmologian synthesis reviewed at http://www.amazon.com/Cosmosophia-Cosmology-Mysticism-Birth-Myth/dp/0979924685/ref=sr_1_5?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1326912720&sr=1-5
