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[Time and Location to be added]
Philosophy is like air . . . a form of oxygen that supports [our thinking]. . . .  The call for a new philosophy is really the call for a new foundation of our being, for a new air that we can breathe not through our lungs but through our minds, hearts and souls. This is what great philosophy has always been: Vital oxygen to our minds and hearts whicb makes our souls alive. –Henryk Skolimowski
Many persons, upon discovering the spiritual philosophy of Ernest Holmes, have likened it to a breath of fresh air. Others have likened it to a fresh start on life. These terms suggest that the perspective of their minds, hearts, and souls has been “oxygenated.” This is because, while the Biblical book of Genesis grants us collective dominion over the Earth, Holmes’ philosophy cultivates within us a far more awesome power: individual dominion over oneself. Accordingly, this course presents Ernest Holmes’ insights as a practical, applied philosophy of self-dominion, and especially as this relates to setting and maintaining one’s sense of spiritual direction and continuity in the midst of personal, social, political, vocational, and organizational upheaval.

In keeping with Buddha’s proclamation, “You cannot walk the path until you are the path,” this course is about being the path of your own self-dominion.

In addition to Ernest Holmes Living the Science of Mind, portions of the instructor’s forthcoming book, The Science of Minding My Own Business:A First-Person(al) Appreciation of Ernest Holmes’ Spiritual Philosophy, are also presented for study and discussion.

This is an applied course in basic principles of New Thought for everyone who is willing to go

· beyond religion . . . to spirituality;

· beyond discord . . . to harmony;

· beyond force . . . to power;

· beyond opinion . . . to discernment;

· beyond grievance . . . to forgiveness;

· beyond conditioned behavior . . . to self-dominion;

· beyond belief . . . to knowing;

· beyond mere thinking and doing . . . to being.
Participants who complete this class will have a firm metaphysical foundation on which to build a solidly grounded spiritual philosophy that serves to keep them centered in the midst of unsettling circumstances.
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Holmesian Perspective
There is a Universal Wholeness seeking expression through everything.

-Ernest Holmes
We are so at One with the Whole that what is true of It is also true of us.

-Ernest Holmes 
Although nothing in this book is beyond the realm of what everyone already knows, it addresses a depth of self-knowing that most of us have yet to make consciously our own. By presenting the perspective of Ernest Holmes’ spiritual philosophy and the supportive viewpoints of many others, these pages address what is ultimately and universally constant to everyone’s experience, albeit far from universal to everyone’s mindful awareness: the omnipresent integrity of wholeness, the universal interconnectivity of all that is.
Whether one identifies this ultimate constancy of wholeness as “God” (by whatever name, including “the Grand Order and Design”), “The Holy Trinity”, “Christ Consciousness”, “The Divine”, “The Great Spirit,” “The Ground of All Being”, “Ultimate Reality”, “Universal Mind,” “Universal Wholeness”, “Cosmic Consciousness,” “Zero Point Energy”, ‘The Flower of Life”, “The Comprehensive Whole System”, “The Source”, “The Force”, “Change”, “Ralph” (á la Wayne Dyer with tongue in cheekiness), or even such nondescript names as “The Ultimate Something”, “The Great Whatever”, etc., the name that us given has less of an impact on what is named than it does on the person who gives it. Names tend to change what is so only to the extent and manner in which they change our relationship to what is so. 

For example, we do not readily imagine small children kneeling at their bedsides with the words, “I pray the comprehensive whole system my soul to keep,” for with the exception of systematic metaphysicians like Ernest Holmes, so-called “systems thinking” seldom posits relationship to souls. Holmesian perspectives are quite exceptional in this regard, for not only do they view the universe as a spiritual system, they provide a systematic discipline of prayer that employs one’s sense abilities on behalf of realizing one’s soul abilities.
Many wars are fought in the opposing names that people associate with their ultimate concerns. At present this opposition is perceived through such intermingled frames of reference as God vs. Allah, consumerism (fueled by oil) vs. jihad, and democracy vs. terrorism. Yet that which we so belligerently proclaim to be exactly as we conceive it may itself be more forbearing of our differences of perception, as suggested in the Gospel According to Ramakrishna: 
“Sir, we ought to teach people that they are doing wrong in worshipping the images and pictures in the temple.”

“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?”  
In the realm of perception, intention prevails over form. Accordingly, the effectiveness of prayers is far more an outcome of the reason one has for praying than of one’s reason for directing prayers to a specified addressee.
Since Ernest Holmes was far more concerned with the effects upon ourselves of the intent behind the names that we give to what we know, rather than the effects of our names upon the subject or object of our knowing, further consideration of the latter will be taken up later. Of more immediate and ongoing significance to any Holmesian perspective is the effect of name-calling on the callers themselves, i.e., the effect of thereby creating their experience as a mirror image of the names they give to it.  
Singularity
Whatever name one gives to anything, it labels the name-giver as well as what is named. Take, for instance, Holmes’ most generic term for what we tend to call “God” (when perceiving sacredly) or “ultimate reality” (when perceiving secularly), and for what I myself generically designate as “the ultimate universal constant”. In his book, Science of Mind, Holmes called it “The Thing Itself” (perhaps inspired by Immanuel Kant’s term, ding an sich – “the thing in itself”). Although this non-personalized name tells us very little about what it labels, it does reveal something significant about the labeler, in this case Holmes’ exercise of great latitude in his characterization of the ultimate universal constant. While God is often perceived to give preferential treatment to certain believers, Holmes’ designation of the ultimate constant as “The Thing Itself” empowered him to portray it as impartially equal to all persons, neither favoring nor disfavoring anyone as it reigns alike over both the just and the unjust, the faithful and the faithless. It also influenced his terminology for the three operational aspects of The Thing Itself, namely, the way it works, what it does, and how to use it. 
Holmes’ four-fold frame of reference, The Thing Itself, the way it works, what it does, and how to use it, represents the comprehensive scientific approach to any endeavor. These four aspects represent what may be called “the ultimate explanatory constant,” for they address all of the fundamental physical questions: who?, what?, when?, where?, and how?. The remaining question, why?, is one that scientists are more reluctant to address, as they rightly consider it to be a metaphysical question. For instance, the world's great religions have always proclaimed the existence of an invisible meta-foundation for the visible world, as in the Christian scriptural recognition that “things which are seen were not made of things which do appear.” (Hebrews 11:3)

Even Aristotle’s ultimate answer to the why of anything was metaphysical: “Because it is its nature to be so.” Such also is the pristine metaphysics of every young child, whose answer to so many “why?” questions about his or her own actions is “because.” The metaphysical nature of this term becomes apparent when translated from an explanation into a commandment: to “be cause” by expressing that which is ultimate to one’s own individual nature. What makes Holmesian perspectives likewise metaphysical is their objective of demonstrating how one can be mindfully causal of one’s preferred individual experience.
In a Holmesian perspective, the ultimate universal constant (however named) is at once both impersonal and personal, “Impersonal from the standpoint that It is universal – personal from the standpoint that this Universal Life Principle is personified IN you.” (Your Invisible Power, p. 9/1) In other words, though life gives no person special treatment, it nonetheless responds to each person uniquely. Consequently, either none of us is special because all of us are unique, or all of us are special because each of us is unique. In any event, no one’s uniqueness is more special than another’s in relationship to the ultimate universal constant.

In his characterizations of The Thing Itself, Holmes attributed to it well over 100 other names, most often “God” and “Mind” (i.e., the Mind of God). This is a margin of imprecision that profoundly distinguishes Holmes from (for instance) a mechanical engineer. Yet there are aspects of The Thing Itself that Holmes represented with utter precision, including its singularity and its universal constancy and consistency. 
Knowability
Regarding its singularity, when asked what he thought The Thing Itself ultimately is, Holmes replied that though he didn’t know, “I’m sure there’s only one of it.” Regarding its universal constancy and consistency, it is in recognition of Holmes’ attribution to The Thing Itself of uncompromised and non-compromisable integrity that I confer upon it an equally generic term, “ultimate universal constant.” 

[For the same reason that “energy”, “gravity”, and other universal constants are not capitalized, I prefer not to thus canonize or otherwise sanctify the ultimate of all constants, since my own ultimate concern includes not making an “other” of that with which I am inseparable. However extraordinary something may be, to be “extra” ordinary is to be even more ordinary than usual, a relationship that capitalization tends to belie. Accordingly, I herein capitalize “life”, “soul”, “mind”, “truth”, etc. only when citing Holmes’ capitalized use of these terms, not when I am employing them from my perspective.]

A Holmesian perspective maintains that although the ultimate universal constant is knowable in ever-increasing degree by those who intend to comprehend it – hence the ever-increasing number of our names for it – it nonetheless can never be fully known. The manner in which it forever eludes all attempts of total cognitive reduction is illustrated by Albert Einstein’s contrast between the realm of what we already know and the realm of what we are yet to know. Einstein likened the realm of the known to a circle, and the realm of the yet to be known as everything that borders its circumference. Among the many penultimate constants of The Thing Itself is the invariant fact that when the area within a circle is increased by a given amount, the length of its perimeter is increased by nearly double that amount. Similarly, the aspect of knowledge that enlarges most rapidly is our knowledge of how much we have yet to know. The philosopher, Michael Polanyi, characterized our awareness of what cannot be knowledgably specified as “tacit” knowing, knowing whose unspeakability represents “the more we know than we can say.”
Holmes confessed in later life that while he had once considered his understanding of The Thing Itself to be rather complete, he now realized that he understood “only about half.” Yet he never wavered from his conviction that whatever the ultimate universal constant may actually be, it is singular in its essence regardless of the multiplicity of its characteristics and manifestations. He was so utterly consistent on this point that each of his qualitative representations of The Thing Itself invariably represented it is as singular: one God, one Spirit, one Soul, one Power, one Presence, one Mind, one Source, one Life – only and always one of the ultimate whatever-it-is whose multiple aspects are nonetheless uniformly constant to all of its creation.  

Wholeness
Among the multitude of 100+ additional terms with which Holmes characterized The Thing Itself, “Universal Wholeness” best represents its singular nature in accordance with today’s scientific frames of reference. Wholeness is the ultimate foundation of all singularity, as exemplified in the two quotations at the beginning of this chapter:
There is a Universal Wholeness seeking expression through everything. (TTCL 3/3)
We are so at One with the Whole that what is true of It is also true of us. (SOM 195/3)

Wholeness is the operational aspect of the ultimate universal constant, i.e., the way The Thing Itself works. Wholeness is also the operational aspect of scientific cosmologies informed by quantum physics, whose origins can be traced to a specific day when Max Planck, during a mid-day walk with his young son, pronounced: “I have had a conception today as revolutionary and as great as the kind of thought that Newton had.”
Furthermore, in his Nobel Prize acceptance speech, Planck presaged what Holmes would call "Science of Mind" when he proclaimed:

As a man who has devoted his whole life to the most clear headed science, to the study of matter, I can tell you as a result of my research about the atoms this much: There is no matter as such!  All matter originates and exists only by virtue of a force which brings the particles of an atom to vibration and holds this minute solar system of the atom together . . . .  We must assume behind this force the existence of a conscious and intelligent mind.  This mind is the matrix of all matter.  (4) Awake p. 139 

Accordingly, when Ernest Holmes began the 1938 edition of The Science of Mind textbook with the anticipatory statement, "We all look forward to the day when science and religion shall walk hand in hand through the visible to the invisible," he echoed Planck’s much earlier proclamation (which Holmes quoted):  
Religion and natural science are fighting a joint battle in an incessant, never relaxing crusade against skepticism and against dogmatism, against disbelief and against superstition, and the rallying cry in this crusade has always been, and always will be: 'On to God!'"

What was not yet appreciated by most people in Holmes' time was the extent to which, for nearly a century, scientists had been confirming the mundane basis for such perspectives via their experimental investigations and mathematical ventures into the invisible worlds of electromagnetism, atomic structure and gravitational fields. Though science and religion were in Holmes’ day far from close to holding hands in their respective explorations of the invisible, the possibility that they may one day do so was already plainly evident to any metaphysician as well-read in science as was Holmes. He was among the first to recognize that the implications of quantum physics and the theory of relativity were undergirding science with a metaphysical foundation that would one day support a cosmology of consciousness and wholeness.  Such a cosmology would integrate materiality and spirituality within a unified “theory of everything” – consisting most probably of a set of complementary theories—that would account for the source as well as the fact of the physical cosmos, and thus bring metaphysics and the physics of matter into accord.
The foundation upon which physics in Holmes’ day had already begun to build its own metaphysics of wholeness was Max Planck's realization that in a cosmos where matter exists in lumps, energy must also exist in lumps. Planck conceptualized these lumps as very tiny, indivisible energy packets called "quanta." The revolutionary aspect of this conception was Planck’s realization that energy cannot exist in partial states.  All forms and combinations of energy are always and only packaged in whole numbers of quanta.  There does not and cannot exist merely a portion of a quantum.

For instance, when averaging the size of families in your community, you may arrive at 3.3 members per household, even though you have never encountered three-tenths of a person in your neighborhood or in anyone else’s.  Similarly, though there is also no such thing as three-tenths of a quantum, there is a unique difference of outcome between the averaging of quanta and the averaging of anything else.  When one is averaging quanta of energy, fractions never appear.
The quantum nature of physicality commits the universe to wholeness, a commitment that is dramatically revealed in the so-called “quantum jump” of electrons among the different energy states (a.k.a. “levels” or “orbits”) of the field that surrounds an atom.  When electrons move from a less energetic state to a greater one, or vice versa, they do not traverse the space between the orbits in which those states exist. Instead, they simultaneously disappear in one orbit and reappear in another with no lapse of time in the process.
While this does not make so-called “common sense,” it does make perfect logical sense.  There being no fractional energy states, only whole ones, either in space or in time, there is no basis for the existence of an electron between the energetic levels of wholeness that constitute the orbits within the energy field of an atom.  An electron can no more take a half-step between orbits in an atom than we can take half-steps between the gradations of a staircase.  Accordingly, electrons don’t “get there from here.”  They do not move from one orbit to another, they instantaneously displace themselves from the “here” of one whole energy state to the “here” of a more (or less) powerful whole energy state.

Whole states of being are the only states that the cosmos allows.  What appears to be a fragmented state, whether in an electron or a human being, is instead an expression of energy that is more or less excited with reference to the optimally stable expression of wholeness in its current energy state. Such expressions appear either as turbulent (more than optimally excited) or depressed (less than optimally excited).  Accordingly, the wholeness of anything, however unstable, is never more or less whole, only more or less aligned with its present circumstances.
With his conception of the quantum at the turn of the century, Max Planck illumined in the science of physical reality what has always been the foundation of monistic spiritual perspectives, a realization that the cosmos is indivisibly whole. That Planck was himself aware of this parallelism is evidenced in his statements cited above. And in consequence of his discoveries, as well as those of Einstein and others, indivisible wholeness has become as generic to physical cosmology as it has always been to monistic spiritual cosmologies.
Quantum jumps. Quantum jumps are between states of wholeness

Cracks in piano

Harmonics on guitar

Between the cracks:

...the plane on which we are now living with its form of matter is probably but one of innumerable planes, each having its own matter with its corresponding form.  T 375/3

Planes are not places; they are states of consciousness. T 104/5

Quantum physics gave rise to quantum mechanics, which is the mechanics of wholeness.  Prior to the advent of quantum mechanics, the order of the universe was thought to be the consequence of the chance organization of its parts. Quantum mechanics revealed just the opposite: that the atomic and sub-atomic parts of which the universe is made reflect a pre-existing order of wholeness.

Uni-verse = one song.

Quantum mechanics is awakening science to a principle that spiritual metaphysics has always proclaimed: the indivisibility of cosmic wholeness. Planck's mathematical demonstration of the indivisible wholeness of the energetic foundation of physical reality conforms to a universal metaphysical principle from which no deviation is possible: The universe is committed to wholeness.  Wholeness is the only option thsat the universe allows.

Constancy
Max Planck also contributed to the perspective of constancy via his discovery of the mathematical relationship named after him as “Planck’s constant”, the relationship that makes the quantum structure of the cosmos indivisible. Further evidence of the cosmic constancy of wholeness was provided by Planck's contemporary, Albert Einstein, whose Theory of Relativity complemented the quantum physics in its fathoming of the invisible foundation of the macro-cosmos that complements the invisible foundation of the micro-cosmos.  
Despite his theory's proclamation of relativity, Einstein’s essential contribution was his certification of a cosmic absolute, an absolute that likewise commits the universe to undivided wholeness.

Holistic metaphysics has always acknowledged the reality of absolute Truth, a "so it is" that cannot be altered by any relative condition.  Einstein formulated the mathematical proof of a comparable absolute in science: the speed of light, which is unchanged and unalterable by any motion of its source.  For example, while a ball thrown from a moving vehicle will travel at a greater or lesser speed relative to the ground as it is tossed either forward or backward, the speed of light is experienced to be the same from all points of reference regardless of the velocity of its source or the varying velocities of numerous observers.  Thus an observer moving at 90 percent of light's speed toward a source of light that is likewise moving toward him at 90 percent of light's speed, will get the same measurement of light’s own speed as does the observer whose self and light source are each moving in opposite directions at 90 percent of light's speed.

The "why" of this absolute phenomenon is no more explainable than the "why" of the metaphysician's absolute Truth.  The closest anyone has yet been able to come to a satisfactory explanation of either "why" is to utter the favorite one-word answer of small children everywhere: "because"—which means, of course, be cause.

"Relativity" merely means that relative to any combination of observer(s) and light source(s), the measured speed of light is always and absolutely, precisely the same.  Relativity is the evidence that confirms the reality of an absolute cosmic frame of reference.  If there were no absolute frame of reference to which all other things are relative, then cosmic wholeness could not be.

Wholeness is the frame of reference, and it operates as light.  

An alternative to wholeness is not allowed.  Thus even the devil is portrayed as a being of light.  For just as certainly as two absolutes would be locked in mutually assured destruction, so with no absolute whatsoever there would be only eternal disorder.  Were things merely relative to one another, having nothing universally in common, there could be no cosmic order by which they "hang together."  Thus Einstein, like Planck before him, revealed the universe's commitment to wholeness, a commitment so exquisitely profound that Einstein, similarly to Planck, likened it to the design of "an Infinite Thinker, thinking mathematically." (5)

A Lonely Cosmos

By its banishment of consciousness from the universe, and thus its denial of all that we experience as most human, science likewise banished our species from the household of its being, casting us adrift in a very lonely cosmos.  When we are bereft of a cosmic context, we tend to experience ourselves as detached from all else that is, to feel essentially out of place in any estimate of what our place may be.

To inhabit the "Great Machine" is to face cosmic aloneness unrelieved by any prospect of all-oneness.  Blind to the cosmic "connectedness" of our own being, we tend to experience ourselves as homeless, aimless wanderers through an infinite and meaningless maze of alternative yet equally valueless possibilities.  Thus dispossessed of sensitivity to the deepest dimension of our own existence, we remain estranged as well from the expressive dimension of daily life.  Relief from such holeness is sought via an insatiable acquisitiveness that knows no sense of sufficiency, a compulsive filling of emptiness whose ultimate potential is the contemporary Pacmaniacal consumerism that is literally gobbling the Earth.

It is to just such a consumerism that the American business community committed itself at the conclusion of the second World War.  The military-industrial complex that won the war either had to be dismantled or else be employed to some other end. And so the super-productive American war machine became a super-productive business machine. The American way of life became devoted to following the prescription of a prestigious retail analyst named Victor Lebow, who made the following recommendation to the post-war business community: 

Our enormous productive economy. . . demands that we make consumption our way of life, that we convert the buying and use of goods into rituals, that we seek our spiritual satisfaction, our ego satisfaction, in consumption . . . at an  ever increasing rate. (8)

Yet even before the global derangement of World War was drawing to a close, a widely read Catholic ethicist, Gerald Vann, had written: "The heart of man is a hunger for the reality which lies about him and beyond him...a hunger not to have reality but to be reality." (9)  The absence of any lasting satisfaction for that hunger—the hunger to be reality—he accounted for as follows:  

We of the modern West are the only people in the whole history of the world who have refused to find an explanation of the universe in a divine mind and will; and it is worth wondering whether perhaps that refusal is not at the root of the chaos and misery in which we find ourselves. (10)

In our own time, with the world's spiritual hunger no more satisfied than it was in mid-century, Matthew Fox has similarly observed: 

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? (11)

We nevertheless have good reason to remain optimistic.  In modern times, each century's theory of the universe has become the next century's cosmology.  Assuming, therefore, that the 21st century's cosmology will reflect the leading edge of 20th century scientific thinking, the presumption of humankind's mindless wandering in a non-conscious void is coming to an end.

A Conscious Cosmos

The metaphysics of mindless materialism, though on the wane, still prevails in the cosmology of contemporary Western thought.  Yet as early as the 1920's both quantum theory and the theory of relativity were reshaping the foundation of scientific thought so remarkably that one of the world's most prominent and respected physicists and astronomers, Sir James Jeans, could write:

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. (12)

A contemporary of Jeans, Sir Arthur Eddington, also a physicist and astronomer, made a similar observation when he forthrightly declared that "the stuff of the universe is mind-stuff." (13) 

Ernest Holmes, being fully aware of this trend in the physical science of his time, foresaw that it one day would characterize humankind's prevailing cosmology.  Such a probability is even more apparent today, when pronouncements like those of Jeans and Eddington may be found not only in scientific books read by a learned few, but in mass market magazines as well.  The April 28, 1988 issue of U.S. News and World Report quoted the contemporary astrophysicist, Freeman Dyson, as follows: 

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." (14)

Similarly, in his book, Infinite in All Directions, Dyson wrote :

It appears to me that the tendency of mind to infiltrate and control matter is a law of nature . . . .  The infiltration of mind into the universe will not be permanently halted by any catastrophe or by any barrier that I can imagine.  If our species does not choose to lead the way, others will do so, or may already have done so.  If our species is extinguished, others will be wiser or luckier.  Mind is patient.  Mind has waited for 3 billion years on this planet before composing its first string quartet.  It may have to wait for another 3 billion years before it spreads all over the galaxy.  I do not expect that it will have to wait so long.  But if necessary, it will wait.  The universe is like a fertile soil spread out all around us, ready for the seeds of mind to sprout and grow.  Ultimately, late or soon, mind will come into its heritage.  What will mind choose to do when it informs and controls the universe?  That is a question which we cannot hope to answer. (15)

Astronaut Edgar Mitchell has also asserted:

It is becoming increasingly clear that the human mind and physical universe do not exist independently.  Something...connects them...a connective link between mind and matter, intelligence and intuition... (16)

The incorporation of consciousness into scientific cosmology gained further support in 1980, when neuroscientist and Nobel Laureate Roger Sperry proclaimed:

Current concepts of the mind-brain relation involve a direct break with the long-established materialist and behaviorist doctrine that has dominated neuroscience for many decades.  Instead of renouncing or ignoring consciousness, the new interpretation gives full recognition to the primacy of inner conscious awareness as a causal reality. (17)

According to Sperry, this reconception of the relationship between mind and brain "clear[s] the way for a rational approach to the theory and prescription of values and to a natural fusion of science and religion."  Sperry's remarks are among many others of similar implication, reported in Willis Harmon's book, Global Mind Change, which documents rapidly accumulating evidence in numerous areas of scientific endeavor that "Consciousness is not the end-product of material evolution; rather, consciousness was here first!" (18)

Science of Mind and the Emerging Cosmology of Wholeness

Although science has long since replaced religion as the reigning influence on philosophy, all three once enjoyed a trinitarian relationship in so-called "natural philosophy."  A similar relationship is constituted in Ernest Holmes' Science of Mind, which he defined as "a correlation of the laws of science, the opinions of philosophy and the revelations of religion applied to human needs and the aspirations of man."  What science endeavored to put asunder, Holmes perceived and articulated as a unity, thus providing "the idea whose time has come" for all who were susceptible to his proclamation that the universe is conscious and whole.

The timeliness of Holmes' correlation is confirmed in an observation of his contemporary, the cosmologist-priest and conscious evolutionary, Teilhard de Chardin: "Like the meridians as they approach the poles, science, philosophy and religion are bound to converge as they draw nearer to the whole." (19)  Holmes shared Teilhard's realization that "an[y] interpretation of the universe... remains unsatisfying unless it covers the interior as well as the exterior of things; mind as well as matter." (20)  And Holmes knew, with Teilhard, that "the true physics is that which will, one day, achieve the inclusion of man in his wholeness in a coherent picture of the world." (21)

By reframing the perennial philosophy of wholeness in 20th century terminology, Ernest Holmes took one of our century's greatest steps toward "the true physics," toward a cosmology which, by including the physicist, restores human individuals to the household of their being.  His Science of Mind, by honoring science while resurrecting consciousness from the graveyard to which science had consigned it, is a major progression in the emergence of a holistic cosmology whose essence is summed up in the proverbial "25 words or less" by Holmes himself:  

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. (22)

The bridgework that Holmes erected between the mechanistic cosmology of our century and the holistic cosmology of the next one is still under construction, as Holmes himself acknowledged:

Others will arise who will know more than we do; they won't be better or worse, they will be different and know more than we do.  Evolution is forward. (23)

In keeping with Holmes' commitment to stay "open at the top," and forestalling any dogmatization of his thinking, the continued extension of his bridgework by others will incorporate many new revelations of wholeness from the ongoing progress in science, philosophy, psychology, systems theory, mythology, symbology, archetypology and religion.  This will complete humankind's restoration to a place of consequence in the cosmos, resurrecting us from the bottomless pit of illusory holeness and returning us to the universal mansion of all-embracing wholeness.

Thus shall we be further empowered, in Bertrand Russell's phrase, "to preserve our aspirations untarnished."

In Holmesian perspectives, constancy is accorded to all that is birthlessly, deathlessly, and changelessly representative of the all-embracive, singular integrity that is commonly called “truth.” Holmes was fond of equating this integrity with life. “There is one Life, that Life is God’s Life, and that Life is my life right now.” In his book, This Thing Called Life, he similarly equated God and Life: “God is Life; not some life, but all Life. God is action; not some action but all Action; God is Power; not some power but all Power. God is Presence; not some presence but all Presence.” (TTCL, p 5)
Holmes was also fond of proclaiming, “God as us, in us, is us.” This is a logical derivation from his proposition that “The universe is the manifest body of God”: there are not two or more different things – God and God’s creations - rather just one singular thing exists: God as God’s creations. Such is the ecology of spirit in all of its systemic associations: wholes exist as their parts. Accordingly, Earth exists as its ecosystems; families, communities, nations, etc., exist as their membership systems; clubs, schools, churches, corporations, etc. exist as their organizational systems. Rather than something and, there is only all things as.
The presence of God in all persons as all persons was characterized in Holmes’ booklet, Your Invisible Power:
The Life within you is God, whatever is true of God is true of your Life, since your life and the Life of God are not two, but One. The enlightened have ever proclaimed this unity of good, this one-ness of man, with God…. The Life within you, being God, did not begin and It cannot end, hence you are immortal and eternal; that is, you can never be LESS, but must forever be MORE yourself as this Life within you unfolds through your experience, through your gathering  of knowledge and your accumulating of wisdom. Evolution is the DRAWING OUT of the God-Principle already latent within you. It is this God-Principle within you which Jesus referred to when he said, “Before Abraham was, I am,” and when he said to the one who passed from this life with him, “Today shalt thou be with me in paradise.” (Your Invisible Power, p. 9/1)

Holmes portrayed all relationships to the Divine Presence as beneficent, because by whatever name one may call The Thing Itself, it is by its very nature forever and only beneficial to its entire creation:
God is Love: whatever the impulsion of the Universe is, it is love, beneficence; it is kindness, it is compassion; it is sweetness, truth, beauty – friendly toward us.  (Ideas of Power, p. 197.1)

However, the Divine Presence is experienced as a beneficial presence only to the extent that I am beneficially present to it:
In such degree as our thought is in unity with Good, then Good is in unity with us. In such degree as our thought is in unity with Good, then our thought no longer acts as a barrier to Good, but is itself the Good and the Power with which it is unified. (Keys to Wisdom, p. 84)
The God that is within you is truth, beauty, harmony and wholeness. Every apparent imperfection from which you suffer is a result of ignorance. Because ignorance of the law excuses no one from its effects, it follows that the very power which has bound you, RIGHTLY UNDERSTOOD AND PROPERLY USED, will produce freedom. (Your Invisible Power, pp. 9-10)

Co-respondence
law of correspondence = effects propagate one another and/or congregate according to their likeness..   

Consequentiality
In Holmesian perspectives, mind has both a non-local dimension that is everywhere present and a local dimension that is uniquely present in each person – one uniform non-local mind with many varied local mentalities. Although I have seen no evidence that Holmes ever said, “There is One Universal Mind, that Mind is the Mind of God, and that Mind is my local mentality right now,” this is an accurate way to portray his understanding.

Being uniformly beneficial to all concerned, universal mind is so user-friendly that when I choose to perceive and relate non-beneficially with and from my local mentality, I am thereby granted a non-beneficial experience in accordance with my mistaken perception of universal mind’s true nature. Though I may therefore even further mistake my non-beneficial experience as punitive, the experience is no more than a consequence corresponsive to my localized mentality of perception:
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 righteousness is its own reward. (SOM, p. x) 
God doers not punish the mathematician who fails to find the right answer to his problem. The unsolved problem punishes him until he secures the desired result. Thus sin and punishment, righteousness and salvation, are but logical reactions of a universe of Law to the life of the individual. (Journey into Life, pp. 54-55)
Concerning matters of right and wrong, Holmesian perspectives are thus congruent with the secular perspective of the well-known atheist philosopher, Robert Ingersoll: “In nature there are neither rewards nor punishments – there are consequences.” 
Holmesian perspectives similarly accord no existence to “evil” as a presence in and of itself, rather as consequential of individual and collective failures to perceive the universality of “good”:
Humankind does not face an eternal struggle against some external force that desires our downfall.  The only struggle, the only battle, the only thing that needs to be overcome is our own ignorance, our own lack of awareness and recognition of the beneficent Power and creativity that is the source of all things…. Amidst the din and uproar of our lives, the accumulated fear, doubt, and confusion of the ages, there has always been and always will be a still, small, voice within that seeks to proclaim itself through us.  Life has given us all we could ever desire.  It is up to us to decide and discover for ourselves what the nature of life is, and accept it.  (Science of Mind magazine, Nov. 1997, p. 7)

Experientiality 
In accordance with this aspect of Holmesian perspectives, the only limits to our experience of life’s beneficence are those that we individually and collectively conceive in our local mentalities:
We must remove the barriers that keep life from flowing through us.  We cannot put the life there, for while we are co-partners with it we are not creators of it.  We are the beneficiaries of life, not its cause.  We live because life is.  We take life out, we do not put it in.  (Words That Heal Today, p. 257.2)
Since the ultimate universal constant pre-exists anyone’s local relationship to it, my only access to it is experiential. My experience emerges locally from (ex-) that which universally is (-perience) as an immediate and unique expression thereof:
There is something in us which was never put there by experience, but of which all experience is the outcome.

Thought is the essential activity in the universe. It is the father of all action and the creator of all experience.  We all automatically attract to ourselves that which we subjectively embody.  

Evolution is an awakening of consciousness to the Essence which is already within us, pushing out for self-expression so that the Infinite may delight Itself in everything that It does, and see in each of us that which It knows Itself to be. 

There is a demand made upon every person to be what he really is. Becoming is not born out of nothing, but passes from Being into actuality through experience. 

Our thought has not projected the universe in which we live, but it has projected our experience in this universe. Our loves, hates, fears, mistakes, hopes, and joys are our mental states which existed before we actually experienced them.

Without consciousness there could be no experience. If we are successful in changing the consciousness, we shall at the same time be successful in changing the experience. (Journey into Life, pp. 26-27)
Xxxxxxx
Talking to Oneself

The place to find is within yourself.

–Joseph Campbell
Come on (come on, let me show you where it’s at),

the name of the place is “I like it like that.”
–David Clark Five
In Holmesian perspectives there is an integral correspondence of experience to perception, which establishes and maintains a self-fulfilling prophetic relationship of all words to those who speak them:
Talk to yourself, not to the world. There is no one to talk to but yourself for all experience takes place within. Conditions are the reflections of our meditations and nothing else.  (SOM, p. 291/2)
Given the Holmesian constant of the inseparability of universal being, our utterances represent our respective discourses with our locally individualized experiences of being. All discourse, whether it is within a person’s own mind or between persons, issues from self-talk, and it is our self-talk that generates both the individual and collective architectures of our experience. Even my discourse with other persons is a projection of the self-talk that I uniquely conduct with my own experience of being, which I utter (outer) for the purpose of having them confirm, approve, enjoy or otherwise appreciate it. (Sometimes when I am talking to myself out loud in the company of others by whom I wish my self-talk to be overheard, I am even open to their correction.) 
From Holmesian perspective, whatever is taking place within and around me that is moving me to utterance, both the words of my mouth and the meditations of my heart are far more definitive of where I am coming from than of what they make reference to. This is in accord with Jesus’ statement (Matthew 16:19) that whatever is bound or loosed on earth (God’s body) is likewise bound or loosed in heaven (God’s mind as locally employed). In other words, even heaven cannot be to me anything more or other than I myself make of it in my earthly endeavors.
Xxxxx (Xxxx, p. x)
Holmes also understood that it is from our eavesdropping on one another’s self-talk that we weave the consensual reality inherent in its redundancy. 

Xxxxx (Xxxx, p. x)
The self-fulfilling prophetic relationship between our words and our experience has great implications for those who would honor the Socratic prescription of self-examination, “Know thyself.” To know what anyone thinks of and feels about him/herself, I have merely to examine his/her thoughts and feelings concerning other persons. Accordingly, the quickest way for me to unmask my own persona is to eavesdrop on my assessment of other persons. Likewise, the quickest way for me to unmask another’s persona is to perceive him or her in the light of his/her assessments of myself and others. Any given person’s assessment of me tells me more about that person than it tells me about myself, even as my assessment of others tells me more about myself than it does about them.
I am, however, revealed to myself by others’ self-talk to the extent that a redundant pattern emerges from their collective assessments of me, and insofar as my practice of self-examination is scientifically inclined, I will discern the pattern and heed its value for my further self-direction. This is the essence of by being an applied scientist of the mind concerning my life experience.
The self-fulfilling prophetic nature of our discourse was acknowledged in Moses’ recognition that the commandment of our thought can bring either blessings or a curse (Deuteronomy 11:26-28), and in Jesus’ observation that it is not what goes into the mouth, rather that which comes out of the mouth, that defiles (or otherwise defines) oneself. (Matthew 15:11) The reason why the words that proceed from our respective mouths are so revealing of the character of those who speak them is because no one can see in another what is not already in oneself. 
In other words, we are no less one in our individually variant foibles than we are in our universally invariant divinity.  This is why we tend to perceive so much more odiously in others what we dislike in ourselves, á la Jesus’ caveat about claiming the mote in another’s eye to be as large or larger than the disowned beam in our own: invariably the claimant is accordingly self-judged. (Matthew 7:1-5) 
Hence also Herman Hesse’s observation: “If you hate a person, you hate something in him that is part of yourself. What isn’t part of ourselves doesn’t disturb us.” Hesse knew, as did Jesus, that whatever argument I make concerning another’s faultiness, I thereby testify to the existence of some aspect of that same faultiness within me. When I argue for the shortcomings of another, I thereby reveal them to be in me as well. Since I am always and only talking to myself, it is unnecessary for me to seek elsewhere for whom my judgment tolls – it takes it toll on me.

Just as my eyes do not see themselves without the aid of a mirror, so do my thoughts lend themselves to self-examination only by comparable reflection. Accordingly, my primary reason for consulting others’ perspectives, whether by their spoken or printed word, is to have a mirror in which to view my own perspectives. Even when reading I converse with myself, as Marcel Proust observed:
In reality, every reader is, while he is reading, the reader of his own self. The writer’s work is merely a kind of optical instrument which he offers to the reader to enable him to discern what, without this book, he would perhaps never have experienced in himself. And the recognition by the reader in his own self of what the book says is the proof of its veracity.

Proust has wizened me to the fact that by presenting my own and others’ self-talk in these pages, the only valuable offering I may thereby provide is a mirror that reveals to its readers their own inner wisdom, á la George Leonard’s Platonic recognition of the fundamental limitation of all communication:
I am keenly aware of what Plato pointed out in ancient times: the best anyone can hope to do is remind you of what you already know. My best hope, then, is not for a journey of discovery, but for one of remembrance.
It is on the subject of remembrance that Marcel Proust was especially savvy: “The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking new landscapes but in having new eyes.” As Proust so amply demonstrated, newness of perception is the mother of all fresh insight, without which any new landscape continues to be perceived in the same old same mold. It is not merely coincidental that the smell of a fresh madeleine instigated Proust’s own original re-membering of a bygone past.
Nothing elicits newness of perception more dependably than the simple instruction that directs all seekers of new employment: “Inquire Within.” As one of my colleagues in the renewal of perception, Bobbie Gonder Moore, has observed:
Others are best served when they are directed back to themselves for their answers. All paths lead to God and each is a very personal and private matter. You stay in integrity with yourself and with others by facilitating the process for each to return to his/her Source, going within instead of without.
The perceptual makeover that accompanies one’s return to Source – the journey from sense abilities to soul abilities – is rarely the swift “conversion” experience that the Greeks named “metanoia,” an instantaneous personal paradigm shift that changes totally the outlook of the person who is looking out. More often than not, the spiritual makeover of one’s perceptivity is a gradual life-long process of occasional mini-shifts in and of one’s outlook.

Although one’s journey of return to Source may be undertaken in the mirroring company of other seekers, only by eventually keeping to one’s own counsel á la Emerson’s “self-reliance” is one’s own way home to be found. Such keeping to oneself was poignantly described by Eva Bell Werbel in the prologue of her book, The Journey with the Master:
Spirit came to my Soul and said, “Let us go on a journey together.” There was nothing in all the universe but my Soul and Sprit. The night was crystal clear, the sky was studded with a million stars, and the air carried a fragrance as if all the flowers on the earth had released their perfume for our pleasure. I laughed aloud from pure joy as Spirit and I went into the night. There was no pavement beneath our feet, we walked on air that was a gossamer road stretched out before us, and we sang together all the songs of ages long since past.
As we journeyed on, my mind said to me, “Let us stop here at the house of our friends and take them with us on our happy journey,” so we stopped at the house, and the friends came out and joined us; but somehow the music did not ring so clearly, and the odor from the flowers seemed more faint.

Then it was that the friend said, “Let us stop here and take these other friends with us.” We did so and the other friends were singing also, but the music lacked the sweet harmony of that which we, as Soul and Spirit, sang alone together. As we all journeyed on, a fog settled over the night, and the stars were lost behind the silken veil; the perfume from the flowers came from so far away that we soon lost it altogether, and the air became heavy and hard to tread.
The friends we had gathered with us pulled at my garment, saying, “Come, go our way, it is a good way to go.” As I turned to go with them, I saw through the fog a dim light. It was the lighted candle of Spirit, the light within the Soul which forever burns, waiting for us to find it. Then did a great awakening come to me, and I quickly tore off the clinging hands and stood forth, free.

The lighted candle of Spirit then became the light of a glorious sunrise, the fog lifted and a world of beauty lay before me. Again Spirit spoke to my Soul , saying, “When you journey forth with Me, you must journey alone, for it is only as you disentangle yourself from the outward form of earth things that you can make the journey from Sense to Soul. Until you have made this journey, alone with Me, you are not fit to guide others on the path.”

I awoke and a great peace was upon me. I knew that in the still watches of the night, Spirit had taught my Soul a great lesson.
This same “great lesson” was more tersely taught by Buddha – “You cannot walk the path until you are the path” – and is inherent as well in Gandhi’s advice to “be the difference you wish to see in the world.” It is as a science of spiritual path-work that I value my own Holmesian perspective on life, which supports me in being my own path rather than hitch-hiking on someone else’s. Though Holmes’ philosophical constructs are not the only such science (nor do they lack considerable artfulness as well), they have become central to my ongoing practice of feeling with my mind while thinking with my heart.
In light of Holmes’ and many others’ perspectives on the journey via which deep self-disclosure emerges from deep self-examination and accompanying self-discourse, for those who would commune with the depths of their own experience yet another insight is prescribed:
You are the only faithful student you have.

All the others leave eventually.

Have you been making yourself shallow

with making others eminent?

Just remember, when you’re in union,

you don’t have to fear

that you’ll be drained.

The command comes to speak,

and you feel the ocean

moving through you.

Then comes, Be silent,

as when the rain stops,

and the trees in the orchard

begin to draw moisture

up into themselves.
-Rumi

It is when and as I inquire within that I encounter both the essence of all that I most desire and require, whose abode is forever present in “The now, the here, through which all future plunges to the past” (James Joyce). Only as I turn inward to the near and how of present moments only – and moments present only within myself – may I draw substance and sustenance from the deepest of all founts of satisfaction, which is forever flowing into, through, and as me via the roots of my soul’s deepest yearning: to experience the universality and constancy of its own being.
Hence also Joyce’s joyous ejaculation: 
Welcome, O life! I go to encounter for the millionth time the reality of experience and to forge in the smithy of my soul the uncreated conscience of my race.
Joyce’s exuberance is similarly resonant in the pages of one of Ernest Holmes’ most readable books, Your Invisible Power, which begins:
We are in partnership with the Infinite Mind. The name of this partnership is “God and company”. The supreme Intelligence, the universal Creative Order, the dynamic Law and the all-perfect Presence – this is God, the Silent Partner. We are the company. This partnership cannot be dissolved for this union was never created –it has always been and always must remain. (p. 5)

Andre Malraux likened a good marriage to “a never-ending conversation that is always too short.” And so it is with the eternally self-talking union of God and company.

Talking from  Oneself

Though I don’t always get what I pray for,

I do always get what I pray from.
–And so it is
There is a vast qualitative difference between self-talk about my experience and self-talk from my experience. When I talk about my experience, my discourse is superficial, a mere story of what is happening around and to me. All talk about experience, no matter who does the talking, tends toward the telling of a small number of nearly identical stories concerning what I-said-and-did, s/he-said-and did, and they-said-and-did. In these stories, only the names of people and places significantly differ, while the plot lines remain quite similar. Such discourse is filled with the “who,” “what,” “when,” and “where” of data and opinions (explicit or implied), yet is fairly empty of insight on the “how” and “why” of its content. (One may also compare the front pages of the same newspaper several years apart to discern the tendency toward insight-barren homogeneity of reportage about the human experience, again with the most notable exception of names and places.)

When rather than talking about my experience I instead talk from my experience, my discourse reveals what is happening in and as me. Only as I talk from my experience, allowing my “come-from” to speak openly for and as itself, does my discourse convey insight (my inner or inward sight) on my experience along with my reportage of its content. This was the basis of James Joyce’s prescription for written discourse: “Write from experience, and experience only.” Although his prescription appeared in a book entitled The Art of Fiction, it is equally worthy of honor by artisans of fact. Accordingly, one purpose of this report is to honor Joyce’s prescription by writing from my own experience of Ernest Holmes’ philosophy in relationship to others’ insights (as I am doing just now), as well as from my own experience with what Holmes called “The Thing Itself.”

By whatever name I choose to call that which is universal within all experience is by any other name just as incomplete, insofar as words are never the equivalent of what they signify. No matter what any of us decides to call his or her intuition of universality, the name thus chosen is a mere stand-in for the more that we know than we can say concerning universality. All talk is to the experience it addresses as is a map to its territory and a menu to its meals. Experience is so utterly irreducible to any form of expression that every expression falls short of equating with what it represents. 

Because of the non-personal nature of that which is universal within all experience it is equally resident within each of us, ever awaiting our recognition of it. Its residence within all persons is the foundation of what Ralph Waldo Emerson termed “self-reliance” and what I term as “self-dominion”: 

To believe your own thought, to believe that what is true for you in your private heart is true for all men – that is genius. Speak your latent conviction, and it shall be the universal sense; for the inmost in due time becomes the outmost – and our first thought is rendered back to us by the trumpets of the Last Judgment. Familiar as the voice of the mind is to each, the highest merit we ascribe to Moses, Plato, and Milton is, that they set at naught books and traditions, and spoke not what men but what they thought. A man should learn to detect and watch that gleam of light which flashes across his mind from within, more than the 
uster of the firmament of bards and sages…. Else, to-morrow a stranger will say with masterly good sense precisely what we have thought and felt all the time, and we shall be forced to take with shame our own opinion from another.
Perception is only incidentally a process of reception, and most fundamentally a process of projection. Perception does not reproduce the world as it is, it constructs the world as I presume it to be. What perception gets is that which it projects – its own unique structuring of the input of my physical and intuitive senses, conformed to my previously acquired determination of what is so and is not so. Accordingly, as I talk to myself and project my self-talk outward, I am creating and extending my own unique experience. Only as I talk from the self that I am talking to is the uniqueness of my experience conveyed to others, so that they may discern the authentic expression of my one-of-a-kindness, in accordance with Alfred North Whitehead’s intuition:
Expression is the one fundamental sacrament. It is the outward and visible sign of an inward and spiritual grace. It follows that, in the process of forming a common expression of direct intuition, there is a first stage of primary expression into some medium of sense-experience which each individual contributes at first hand. No one can do this for another. It is the contribution of each to the knowledge of all.
However common to many or all of us is much of our experiential content – the same family, the same neighborhood, the same community, the same nation, the same planet, the same universe – each one of us experiences our common experiential content differently. The one and only agreement that all persons have potentially in common is an agreement to disagree. Naught but this is universal within the spectrum of the attitude called “agreement”.
Short of a universal agreement to disagree, universality of disagreement tends instead to prevail in accordance with our diversity of experience. In keeping with Ernest Holmes’ recognition that “all experience takes place within,” Roland Laing illumined the experiential foundation of disagreement in his book so aptly named The Politics of Experience: 
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. 
All experience takes place within, where its evidence has sole (and some would say “soul”) dominion. This existential given has moved others to make such declarations as “Experience is the best sculptor” (Marion Diamond) and “[I]t is the experience of the object, and only the experience of the object, that decides” (“Alain” Émile-Auguste Chartier). If the decisive uniqueness of my experience is to be made evident to others, I must do more than merely talk or write about it. In my conversation concerning such evidence, I must speak and write from my experience.
Only as we know the tendencies of one another’s come-froms may we also know whither our respective experiences are going, and thus where we are being taken by our experience . . . and possibly miss-taken. Only in discourse from my experience is my experiential direction revealed. Such is the politics of experiential disclosure.

Long before I understood the evidential politics of experiential disclosure, I learned to speak from my experience to avoid the necessity of verbal self-defense. In my penchant for such avoidance I have always been more or less a social anomaly, for although my species is distinguished by its devotion to argument and disputation I have never been a devotee of adversarial discourse. This is why, among other considerations, when asked as a child “What do you want to be when you grow up?” I replied, “unusual.”

My longtime-honored preference to be genuinely agreeable (not merely “making nice” or “getting along”), rather than to be disagreeable, makes me so unusual that I utterly resonate with what I consider to be Ernest Holmes’ most unusual (albeit tentative) affirmation: “It would be wonderful indeed if a group of persons should arrive on earth who were for something and against nothing. This would be the summum bonum [highest good] of human organization, wouldn’t it?” When I first read this statement, I realized that I have yearned to be in such a group for as long as I can remember, and or lack of my finding such a group already formed I have endeavored with a few others for some years now to bring it forth in ways that I describe in Part 2 (pp. xx-xx).
Insofar as Ernest Holmes consistently stated his case while almost never resorting to making his case, he was a master of discourse from experience. To state one’s case is to present one’s experience as lived. To make one’s case is to present one’s experience 
Four decades ago, in honor of my preference for avoiding contentious argument, I began relating to others from my inner experience – from the inner locus of my experience (a.k.a. the “where”) that I am coming from – as I report the story of its outward details: “first he/she/they said/did, then I said/did, then he/she/they said/did, then I said/did . . .” and on and on and on, anon. Rather than discourse about the facts of my outward experience, thus reducing my perspective to a table of contents, I choose instead to discourse from the inward context of my experience, i.e., from that which gives shape to the facts that make up my experiential content. While ordinary self-disclosure tends to be little more than a confession of what I have said and done, from-inner-self disclosure reveals how my sayings and doings have come to be what and as they are. Awareness of this distinction leads to a profound understanding: how I perceive things to be determines what I perceive them to be.    

So long as I communicate only the facts of my outward experience, my listeners/readers are provided with little or nothing more than a story about the content of my life, a narrative that provides few if any clues to what gives my story the structure that in-forms the ingredients of my experience. In the meantime, the information most worth knowing by anyone who would understand me, myself included, goes unnoticed, i.e., the information that reveals the way I go about putting my experience in formation. To the extent that this procedure goes unrecognized, I am unable to see how the exterior design of my life reflects the interior design of my thoughts, which is otherwise known as my “mindset.”

I use the term “procedure” rather than “process” where perception is concerned, in recognition that perceiving is an operation that I perform on my experience rather than something that “just happens.” My experience is actively determined by the way I encounter the content of my life, rather than passively determined by that content in and of itself. It is how and as I shape the content of my life that the content of my life in turn shapes me. How I mindset the shape of my life is far more telling than any report of merely the story and content (often the conned tent) of the shape thus formed. The nature of my shape-giving encounter with life – and hence of the medium that forms my message – is eminently more germane to my experience than either its contents or (as most story-of-my-life recitals tend to render) its discontents. As a mindful shape-giver to my experience, I may also be a mindful shape-shifter thereof as well. My name for the inner shamanic wielder of such authority is “The Wizard of Is.”

I nonetheless discerned some forty years ago that from-inner-self disclosure has a tendency to forestall counter-productive antagonism whose intent is to scarify rather than clarify my thinking. By adopting the practice of from-inner-self disclosure as my preferred mode of communication, I have mostly averted such argumentation ever since. My success in doing so, as with doctors who practice medicine and attorneys who practice law, requires my commitment to full-time perpetuation of this practice.

When I outwardly convey my inward experience, rather than merely disclose its contents – i.e., the story of my from-out-there inputs and from-in-here outputs – others are unlikely to take issue with me. They are disinclined to disputation because their denial of what I am thereby disclosing would be tantamount to calling me an outright liar, for they would thereby be asserting that the inner experience from which I am speaking did not actually take place. 

I have discerned, in other words, that from-inner-self disclosure is a secure fortress against antagonistic criticism, whose prospect previously tended to keep me from revealing myself. Its security lies in the fact that my lived experience occurs in a place that is beyond the bounds of any one else’s direct discernment. However transparently I may witness to my innermost experience, its opacity to others remains uncompromised. Since no one ever has had, is having, or ever will have my experience, no one else is positioned to be a better judge or executor of that experience than am I. There is nothing else on which I have the potential to be more expert than the matters of my own experience. Accordingly, my being has no fortress more secure than its mindfully realized individuality.

Only after practicing for many years my strategy of from-inner-self disclosure did I discover that discoursing from my inner experience, in addition to minimizing resistance to what I am saying, also tends to evoke in others a greater awareness of their own inward goings on, á la the dynamic observed by Marcel Proust. Listeners tend to audit my from-inner-self disclosure in consultation with their own interior consulting firm, just as I do while listening to them. And in so doing they likewise tune in to their own from-inner-self disclosure. Such is the “deep ecology” of shared human experience.

The more I give myself a mindful inner hearing from the perspective of my unique inner here-ing, the greater is my realization that not just some but all of my experience takes place within me. None of my experience takes place elsewhere, out there along with what I am experiencing. My experience forever takes place inherently within me. It exists only and always in-here-ently, and never occurs out-there-ently. Thus nothing happens either for or to me until I encounter it in my experience, nor can it occur to me otherwise than the way I experience it. Whatever I have yet to directly experience I at most can know only as an indirect, incomplete, and impersonal abstract notion thereof. And even my abstract knowing is utterly conditioned by my experience of that knowing, because it is my inward way of making up my experience that determines the form my outward knowing takes. 

My self-revelation’s tendency to spark self-revelation in others first clearly evidenced itself to me when I was invited to address a university philosophy class. It was also upon this occasion that for the first time, after more than a decade of practicing my antagonism-averting communication strategy, I managed to evoke an outburst from someone whose corresponding experience of self-revelation was discomforting.

The invitation was issued by a professor who was intrigued with what he deemed to be my “unusual” philosophy of life, a discernment he made during my presentation to a faculty group as a visiting consultant on the dynamics of student learning. By this time (October, 1977) I had been practicing my strategy of relating from my experience for eleven years without yet recognizing its potential for impacting others’ procedures of inner self-revelation.

I felt warmly validated by the professor’s assessment of my outlook, for when I was a child my most sincere – albeit somewhat cheeky – answer to the question, “What do you want to be when you grow up?” was the single word, “unusual.” [I was seldom thus sincere, however, because being open about my aspiration to unusualness tended to put off whoever raised the question. In the estimate of most adults, unusual children are – at best – to be seen and not heard from, which is the procedure by which presumed “grown-ups” become adulterated.]

Prior to receiving the professor’s invitation, no one had so positively accredited my unusual-ity as did he by choosing to expose his entire class to it. Fortunately for my comfort level while discoursing with his students, it was only after the class was over that he confided his primary reason for asking me to address them, which was less for their sake than for his opportunity to discern just what it was about my philosophy of life that impressed him as “unique.” He ultimately determined, as he subsequently told me, that it was the way I represent myself that intrigued him, rather than the content of my self-representation. 

Acute attention to this distinction is the hallmark of most 20th century philosophy, whether “modern” or “postmodern,” which focuses on the structure rather than content of verbal representation. Had I known initially that the professor’s primary objective was the discernment of my way of being via the character rather than content of my discourse – and thus a portal to the discernment of my own character as well – I would most likely have displayed a nervous self-consciousness in the presence of his students, rather than the ease with which I engaged them.

As I acquainted his class with my experiential perspective on life, the professor sat near the back of the room to survey (I presumed) his students’ response to my disclosure. I noticed that he was becoming increasingly uneasy, eventually to the point of seeming to be quite irritated. Suspecting that his students’ rapt attention to me was igniting an ego flare, I anticipated the likelihood of an imminent philosophical rebuke. [This interpretation of his behavior is a classic example of the self-referential nature of my assessment of others’ presence, wherein I tend to perceive their response to me as an extension of myself, i.e., as if they were going about my busy-ness rather than their own internally directed affairs.]

Though I was correct in noting the egoistic origin of the professor’s increasing unease, I was in error about what was actually occasioning it in his from-inner-self experience. This error ignored a basic principle of all experience that I shall further address some paragraphs from now, namely, that internal discomfort is never primarily about the outer stimulus that occasions it.

The professor suddenly blurted out, “You are the most dangerous man I’ve ever met.”

I was startled by the professor’s accusation, to say the least, for I had not expected his anticipated rebuke to be personal rather than philosophical. Yet I was at the same time so intrigued by his outburst – as well as prepared for it by my practice of non-resisting discourse – that I did not react defensively. I instead remained mindful that reactivity is the fuel of choice for heated disputation, as well as the igniting impetus of so much that is said and done that subsequently requires forgiveness. 

I was mindful as well that his criticism was protagonistic – and thus proactive – rather than antagonistic and reactive. No overtone of making me wrong accompanied his perception of endangerment, which came across as purely as a disinterested statement of fact. He had objectively confronted me with the subjective fact of his response to me. [My remaining thus mindful is sometimes sustained by a blame-proofing mantra that I repeat to myself in the back of my mind when I perceive that I am under attack: “Don’t take the universe personally, don’t take the universe personally, don’t . . . don’t . . .”]

I had also by this time learned from my experience with employing my communication strategy that accusations are most readily disarmed in response to a leading question that is grounded in my accuser’s own experience. So I asked the most obvious leading question: “In what way do I seem dangerous to you?” [I systematically endeavor to keep my discourse with others at the level of how things “seem” to be, rather than how they objectively “are.” For instance, had I asked “how am I dangerous to you?” I would in essence have accepted the proposition that I indeed am dangerous, at which point I would have lost my leverage on the maintenance of minimally resistant discourse.]

The professor’s response to my self-disarming question was a long confession, which described my communication strategy with greater clarity than I had ever articulated it for myself. 

You have rendered me both vulnerable and defenseless. As I sit here listening to your account of how you think and feel your way through life rather than what you do with it, speaking always in the first person and present tense, I am becoming painfully aware of some things about myself that until now I’ve successfully managed to avoid acknowledging. What’s worse, you have provided me with none of the usual distractions that enable such avoidance.  You make no generalizations about others 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. 

I can’t deny that your own experience is what you say it is, short of accusing you of lying to yourself, for which I have no evidence. Therefore, by presenting yourself so transparently, you have rendered me naked to myself as well.

It was clear to me that (though inadvertently), like Br’er Rabbit I had led this foxy professor into a sticky emotional thicket. Recognizing also that the scratches thereby contracted in his 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: “So are you saying that I’m dangerous like Socrates was dangerous?”

“Far worse than that!” the professor exclaimed. “Socrates led his students to realizations that endangered established authority. You lead people to unwanted self-revelations, which makes you dangerous to everyone.”

When the class was over and we were alone, the professor confided the nature of the “some things” that had surfaced in his consciousness, and as he did so I was painfully awakened to similar “some things” that I likewise had been keeping subliminally under my raps. His from-inner-self disclosure presented me with the opportunity to expand my awareness of some theretofore hidden apprehensions of my own. Suffice it to say just now that both of our “some things” concerned failed relationships, an emotional thicket whose sticky wickets I address on other occasions in this report.

I also shared with the professor my contrary assessment of Socrates, whose philosophical tutelage to “know thyself” constitutes a clear and present danger to the tranquility of everyone concerned. It goes sufficiently far beyond the revelation that “the emperor has no clothes” to suggest that there is no emperor at all, nor is there any need for one. This danger is the foundation of the established culture’s apprehension (often in both senses of that term, as with Socrates) of those who are mindfully self-knowing. Such presence of mind invariably tends to call into question the rules of citizen conformity, which is why “the powers-that-be” (our officially appointed “grown-ups”) are ever ready to do battery upon outspoken persons by putting a choke-hold (if not a hemlock) on them.

It is on my experiential encounter with this professor, which was as personally philosophical as it was philosophically personal, that I also rest my case concerning the understanding that our encounter had brought to light: genuine self-revelation in whatever form, whether spoken, written, taught, or otherwise portrayed in word and image, provides others with an opportunity to more genuinely experience themselves.

I began talking from my own experience, rather than merely about it, when I first realized that when I do so others feel less invited to disagree with me. Virtually no one has ever said, “No, you didn’t have the experience you reported.” (Though I’m quite sure that some who have turned and walked away were having that very thought, the fact that they did not openly dispute me proves the workability of my strategy for avoiding argumentation.)
The confusion of experience with truth.
It is a simple task to make things complex,

but a complex task to make things simple.

–Meyer’s Law
Real freedom is freedom from the opinions of others. Above all, freedom from your opinions about yourself. –Colonel Kurtz in Apocalypse Now

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. –Marcus Aurelius Antoninus, 121-180, Roman Emperor, Stoic philosopher

I have opinions of my own – strong opinions – but I don’t always agree with them. –President George W. Bush

Men are disturbed not by things that happen, but by their opinion of the things that happen. –Epictetus

[T]o be independent of public opinion is the first formal condition of achieving anything great. –G. W. F. Hegel

Foolish men and the dead alone never change their opinions. –James Russell Lowell

[PREFACE] Write from experience, and experience only. –James Joyce, The Art of Fiction
The essence of whole-self being is the same in every knower, and differs only in the forms of our individual perceptions, embodiments, and expressions thereof. This universal wholeness of being is ever more knowable, even as it is forever less than fully knowable, for its existence is the more that we all know than any one of us can say.

In acknowledging that whole-self being exists beyond the reach of all thoughts, words, and deeds that may point to or convey it, Jesus likened it to a “pearl of great price” whose preciousness exceeds the value of all else that one may own. This is because wholeness of being is the ultimate resident value in all that exists.

Whole-self being was acknowledged in the ancient Sanskrit language as “Namaskaar” (“I honor the divine in you”), and is presently represented in the word, “Namasté”, which Leo Buscaglia elaborated as follows:

I honor the place within you

where the universe resides;

I honor the place within you

of love, of light, of truth, of peace;

I honor the place within you

where, if you are in that place in you, 

and I am in that place in me;

There is only one of us: Namasté  

Teilhard de Chardin similarly honored whole-self being when he proclaimed, “Nothing is precious save what is yourself in others and others in yourself.” Concerning its precious nature Ernest Holmes wrote: 
There is a spiritual man who is never sick, never poor, never confused or afraid...who is never caught by negative thought.  Browning called this ‘the spark that a man may desecrate but never quite lose.”

Contemporary philosopher Andrew Cohen similarly defines whole-self being as the “Authentic Self,” which “has never been hurt, wounded, traumatized, or victimized. It is already whole and complete, yet it can and does develop.”

Learning from Oneself

We have spent our lives believing we were the captain when in fact we are the ocean, the shore, the clouds, and the wind. We’ve traded life for a telescope to examine it. –Bert Carson

To know anything fully and truly prepares one to fully and truly know anything else. And since the only subject on which I can be the world’s greatest expert is myself, knowing myself us the basis of the greatest possible knowing of anything else.

My soul’s desire is to be effectively, efficiently, and effulgently self-knowing. 

To be effectively self-knowing is to do what works for the good of all concerned.

To be efficiently self-knowing is to do what works the way things work for the good of all concerned.

To be effulgently self-knowing is to fully and truly know how to effectively and efficiently work for the good of all concerned, for that ultimately works best for me which works best for everyone.

Shakespeare and De Mello 

Learning from my prepositions what are my propositions. 

Commitment: the flame of focused passion 
Whosoever looks with heed into his thoughts will find that our science of the mind has not got far. He will find there is somebody within him that knows more than he does, a certain dumb life in life; a simple wisdom behind all acquired wisdom; somewhat not educated or educable; not altered or alterable; a mother wit which does not learn by experience or by books, but knew it all already; makes no progress, but was wise in youth as in age. More or less clouded it yet resides the same in all, saying I, I or No, no, to every proposition. Yet its grand I and its grand No are more musical than all eloquence.  Nobody has found the limit of its knowledge.  –Ralph Waldo Emerson

Others are best served when they are directed back to themselves for their answers.  All paths lead to God and each is a very personal and private matter. You stay in integrity with yourself and with others by facilitating the process for each to return to his/her Source, going within instead of without. –Bobbie Gonder
One can have no smaller or greater mastery than mastery of oneself.

-Leonardo Da Vinci

Enlightenment is the emancipation of my self from myself.

-from The Gospel of Yet to Be Common Sense
Thinking for  Oneself

Xxxx
–Xxxx
Thinking from  Oneself

Xxxx
–Xxxx
Life’s Purpose
The purpose of life is a life of purpose,

whose purpose is life itself.
–from The Gospel of Yet to Be Common Sense
Xxxxx

Everything must find fulfillment or perish. No man willed this so. Evolution is proof of an irresistible urge which pushes everything onward and upward. Man did not create life, he is something that life lives in, from, and by it. He cannot escape life or the necessity of giving expression to it through living. (TTCY pp.1-2)

The Law of Mind in Action
If we set up a vibrating point at the center of our own thought receptive to that which is good, to that which is beautiful and true, we shall irresistibly be attracting that condition into our own environment. –E.H.

 Prefatory Overview
The heart of man is a hunger for the reality

which lies about him and beyond him.
-Gerald Vann
The deepest principle in human nature

is the craving to be appreciated.

-William James

Appreciation, as any realtor can tell you, means increase in value.

I have made Holmes’ philosophy my own(ed). I have owned it as mine by assimilating and appreciating it within my own philosophy

Though I write mostly in the first person, I do so less for reasons of ego than for reasons of getting ego out of way, as explained in the early chapters of Part 1.

Appreciation – increase of value. Do so by putting in context of a cloud of witnesses to the same intuitions.

Further Notes on Terminology

1. Holmesian perspectives:

Since I prefer to relate to Ernest Holmes’ philosophy in the present tense, I refer to it as “Holmesian perspectives” – what his philosophy is in the multiplicities of experience lived by those who share it, as well as what it was in his own lived experience. I thereby remain honest to myself and others by acknowledging what is presented in these pages as the perspective that I have derived from Holmes’ philosophy, as enriched by the compatible perspectives of the many others whom I also cite in these pages. This distinguishes my approach from those who are concerned with keeping his philosophy “pure” so that Holmes’ spiritual experience becomes exactly replicated in our own.
 – one that I consider to be congruent with the perspective that only Holmes could articulate, yet respective of Holmes’ understanding that his perspective was subject to further evolution as others came to know more and differently than he did. This also allows me to more effectively incorporate the perspectives of others that are Holmesian in their essence though not in their origin.
2. First personhood:

3. Prepositions and propositions:
accordingly, accordance

Part 1:
Minding My Own Business
Living as Who I Most Truly Am

Part 2:
The Science of 

Minding My Own Business
Discerning and Practicing What Works

 Fulfilling Life’s Purpose
and the Science of Minding One’s Own Business
Practicing Ernest Holmes’ Spiritual Philosophy
Instructor: Rev. Dr. Noel McInnis

Study material: Living the Science of Mind, by Ernest Holmes 

(discounted copies provided)

Philosophy is like air . . . a form of oxygen that supports [our thinking]. . . .  The call for a new philosophy is really the call for a new foundation of our being, for a new air that we can breathe not through our lungs but through our minds, hearts and souls. This is what great philosophy has always been: Vital oxygen to our minds and hearts whicb makes our souls alive. –Henryk Skolimowski
The purpose of life is a life of purpose, whose purpose is life itself. 
-The Wizard of Is
During three decades of appreciating the spiritual philosophy that Ernest Holmes called “Science of Mind,” I have assimilated its practice within my overall life philosophy. In doing so, Science of Mind’s workability as a practical philosophy of life is what I have appreciated most of all.
Nietzsche said that “Philosophers create value.” Applied philosophy – its actual practice – is an appreciation of the value thus created. Such appreciation is the ultimate testament to the value of any philosophy, for as every realtor knows, appreciation is a measure of value’s increase. Accordingly, my report of Ernest Holmes’ spiritual philosophy intends to increase the value of his insights by addressing them as a practically workable philosophy of life, and by presenting this philosophy to those who are willing to make it work practically in their lives as well, via their own appreciation thereof.
The premise of Science of Mind as a philosophy for living is most simply stated with the keywords “life” and “purpose”: the purpose of life is a life of purpose, whose purpose is life itself. Though this premise is implicit throughout Holmes’ book, This Thing Called Life, he stated it most explicitly in one paragraph of his magnum opus, the 1936 edition of Science of Mind, often referred to as his philosophy’s “textbook”:
Man does not exist for the purpose of making an impression on his environment. He does exist to express himself in and through his environment. There is a great difference. Man does not exist to leave a lasting impression on his environment. Not at all. It is not necessary that we leave any impression. It is not necessary, if we should pass on tonight, that anyone should remember that we have ever lived. All that means anything is that while we live, WE LIVE, and wherever we go from here we shall keep on living. (p. 270/4)
In other words, the business – and busyness – of what we call “life” is nothing other or more than life itself, a life lived as the means to its own end. Being its own means and meaning, life’s “end” is a double entendre: at any given moment we are living in one or the other of two ways specified in Bob Dylan’s assessment, “He not busy being born is busy dying.” The end (as objective) of life’s globally embodiment is its perpetual self-renewal, which sooner or later requires an end (as termination) to each individual embodiment. Like evaporating water that rises to fall again as rain, life sooner or later abandons each of its embodied expressions, thus freeing itself to newly emerge in subsequent embodiments. 
A practically well-lived life is one that continues to be well-lived unto the moment of its utter evaporation – as what some aboriginal cultures term a “good death.” Holmes’ spiritual philosophy is for those who  ongrowingly aspire to busyness with being born, even when they are experiencing their own bodies and the world around them to be busier with dying. His insights speak to all persons who would have their life purpose be a life of purpose, and whose purposefulness is inclusive of service to life itself. It is by being thus purposive that we experience and express a life of ever-increasing harmony and everlasting vitality – the twin objectives of life itself and of Ernest Holmes’ spiritual philosophy thereof.
OVERVIEW: 

Manifesting the Integrity of Cosmic Order in Form

via the Science of Mindful Consciousness

Through faith we understand that the worlds were framed by the word of God, so that things which are seen were not made of things which do appear. -Hebrews 11:3
All I have seen teaches me to trust the Creator for all I have not seen.
-Ralph Waldo Emerson

To the man who can perfectly practice inaction, all things are possible.
-Ernest Holmes (quoting the Tao Te Ching)
What Ernest Holmes called “Science of Mind” is the science of manifesting in form “that which does not appear” – of giving direction to the animating factor that everyone calls “life,” and that many acknowledge more cosmically as “spirit” and/or “God.” In Holmes’ spiritual philosophy these three terms may be used interchangeably in terms of their essence, though not always in their formality, for they all are intuitions of what his philosophy explicates: Grand Order and Design.
Had Holmes been born a half century later, and matured the same insights in the latter half of the 20th century, he might well have called his philosophy “Ecology of Spirit.” As I have come to understand Holmes’ philosophy, the terms “ecology” and “spirit” more readily convey his intuitions to the ethos of our present time. I have myself adopted this “revisionist” perspective in recognition of the perceptual makeover that the terms “science” and “mind” have undergone in the collective human psyche since Holmes first paired them philosophically some 80 years ago. In the 1920’s “science of mind” conveyed an aura of mental wizardry. In today’s understanding of “science” and “mind” the phrase instead conveys an aura of mechanical engineering, because the collective human psyche’s current understanding of the phrase, “science of mind,” tends to equate with “technology of cognition.” 
To the extent that Holmes’ philosophy is presently perceived as a cognitive technology, we sorely misconstrue its objective of turning from transient conditions in order to embody enduring truth. Comprehension of enduring truth – to live from and as what is enduringly true rather than merely think about the enduringly true – eludes all endeavors of cognitive specification. As was acknowledged by another philosopher, Michael Polanyi, whatever is enduringly true is permanently resident in the realm of “the more we know than we can say,” which realm Ernest Holmes himself acknowledged as “the knowable that can never be fully known.” The manner in which the not-fully-knowable forever eludes all efforts of cognitive reduction was illustrated by Albert Einstein’s contrast between the realm of what we already know and the realm of what we are yet to know. Einstein likened the realm of the known to a circle, and the realm of the yet to be known as everything that lies beyond the circle’s circumference. Just as when the area within a circle is increased by a given amount, the perimeter of its circumference is (roughly) increased by double that amount, the aspect of cognitive knowledge that grows most rapidly with each of its increases is the knowledge of our vast ignorance of what remains unknown.
A good place to begin a further perceptual makeover of Holmes’ spiritual philosophy, that replaces the auras of mental wizardry and mechanical engineering with an aura of cosmic ecology, is with a definition of the terms with which I am choosing to convey the substance of this overview: the phrase “Manifesting Divine Order in Form via the Science of Mindful Consciousness,” and the attending illustrative quotations from Hebrews, Emerson, and Holmes. Thus defining my chosen terminology honors philosophy’s first beatitude: “Blessed are they who know what they are talking about, for thereby they shall come to know that about which they are talking.” 
Since the definitions about to follow are a reflection of my understanding of Ernest Holmes’ understanding (in a Zen metaphor akin to pointing my finger at Ernest Holmes’ pointing of his finger at the moon as a way of directing attention to the moon itself rather than to the pointing fingers), they will tend to be at variance with definitions preferred by many others, which is why philosophers are forever chasing one another’s tales. Accordingly, to the extent that my definitions fail to conform to philosophies other than the Holmes-grown variety presently at hand, that is another story which is elsewhere to be told. For my present purposes, only as my definitions are at variance with Holmes’ understanding am I immediately amenable to correction. 
As for corrections from those who perceive Holmes to be in error on other philosophical grounds, such corrections are also invited. Their utility will be elsewhere honored in the fullness of time, in an essay that addresses the limits of Holmes’ understanding. Insofar as thus addressing Holmes’ limits may make us more aware of what is yet to be known in the realm beyond those limits, Holmes’ limitations may liberate us no less than do his intimations.
Now to my definitions:
· To “manifest” is to make tangible to the physical senses, as well as to the psyche’s sensibilities, such qualities of discernment as inference, intuition, and intentionality.
· “Integrity” is xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

· “Cosmic order” (called “divine order” by Holmes) consists of the constants (a.k.a. “invariants” and/or “laws”) that govern the patterning of consciousness, energy and matter.
· “Form” is the expression of cosmic order in “things that do appear” to the physical senses, as well as in that which becomes apparent to the psyche’s sensibilities.
· “Science” is the practice of verification via systematic measurement and/or discernment of invariant relationships.
· “Mindful(ness)” refers to self-aware (a.k.a. “reflexive”) consciousness. 
· “Consciousness” is the faculty of awareness that is reproductive of itself. (Holmes’ understanding of consciousness was – excepting so-called “Absolute Consciousness” which some have designated as “consciousness without an object” – that all consciousness is self-reproductively aware, though far from all of it is mindfully so.
· “Faith” is trust that is placed in the realm of invisible substance, á la Emerson’s statement above.
· To “frame” something is to structure it in form.
· “Word” as understood by both Holmes and the author of Hebrews is best defined as “willed action.” Such is the meaning of the Aramaic term that has been translated into English as “word.” Aramaic is the language with which Jesus addressed the multitudes, as well as the language in which the books of the New Testament were written, because the Aramaic language was as universal to the panoply of Middle Eastern cultures as is English to the panoply of global cultures today. Thus, for instance, a precise Aramaic-to-English translation of John’s gospel commences, “At the very beginning there was willed action, and the willed action then was by God, and God was that willed action.” (For further examples of the Aramaic perspectives that were originally embodied in Jesus’ teachings as well as in New Testament teachings about Jesus, see http://www.newthought.net/aramaic.htm.)
· “Inaction” (a.k.a. “non-action”), as understood by Holmes, refers to the state of rest produced by one’s cessation of all thought and activity that is counterproductive to the increase of harmonious function and vitality of life. As prescribed by the I Ching: “True quiet consists of keeping still when the time has come to keep still, and going forward when the time has come to go forward. In this way rest and movement are in agreement with the demands of time, and thus there is light in life.” Inaction is also sometimes portrayed as emptiness, as in the 11th sutra of the Tao Te Ching:
Thirty spokes will converge in the hub of a wheel;

But the use of the cart will depend on the part of the hub that is void.

With a wall all around a clay bowl is molded;

But the use of the bowl will depend on the part of the bowl that is void.

Cut out windows and doors in the house as you build;

But the use of the house will depend on the space in the walls that is void.

So advantage is had from whatever is there; 

But usefulness arises from whatever is not.

In light of the foregoing definitions, the title of this overview and its attendant quotations may be grandly unpacked as follows: making tangible to our senses and sensibilities the constants that govern the patterning of consciousness, energy and matter in transiently ordered expressions thereof, via the systematically verified discernment of self-knowingly aware willed action. For the sake of a more simply stated operational philosophy of life, for which this grand unpacking provides a larger frame of reference, a more mundane unpacking distills the essentials of practical application: doing what works, and ceasing to do whatever doesn’t work.
In congruence with the grander unpacking, Ernest Holmes’ “science of mind” (which I often call “the science of minding” and presently “the science of minding my own business”) may be thus defined: A practical (i.e., applied) distillation of eternally changeless (i.e., birthless and deathless) operational constants (a.k.a. “Truth”) that universally govern all action and rest. This definition, when likewise operationally unpacked, likewise distills to the doing of what works and the cessation of unworkability. 
Further Presuppositions
In addition to the presuppositions inherent to the foregoing definitions, several additional presuppositions are equally robust throughout Ernest Holmes’ spiritual philosophy. 

The Law of Universal Wholeness (The Thing Itself)

Ernest Holmes’ generic name for what some call “ultimate reality,” what many call “God,” and what Holmes most often called “mind,” was the phrase “The Thing Itself” (perhaps inspired by Immanuel Kant’s term, ding an sich – “the thing in itself”). When once asked what he thought The Thing Itself to ultimately be, Holmes replied that although he did not know, “I’m sure there’s only one of it.” 

According to Holmes, all that has been, is, and as yet is to be, is the emergent outworking of a singularly sovereign, self-sourcing, self-creating, self-generating, self-sustaining, and self-governing power, whose operation reigns universally and does so unceasingly throughout eternity. This singular all-pervading and always prevailing power is non-locally omnipresent, omnipotent, and omniscient throughout its parts, even as it is equally localized within each part in its function as the cosmic source and animator of everything seen and unseen. Because this power is universal, its wholeness is uniformly embodied by every part. Nothing is (or can be) more or less whole than is anything else.

The Thing Itself is accordingly definable as “the All-That-Is, being as it is, in eternally harmonious operation.” The harmoniously all-empowering All-That-Is can never be functionally at odds with itself. Being eternally singular and whole, its integrity is never subject to internal contradiction. Its universal presence is everywhere and everywhen beneficent, because its all-empowering tendency works together only for the universal common good of all its parts, and never for a locally exclusive (and therefore excluding) good of any subset of its parts. Thus is the integrity of the whole consistently at one with the integrity of every part. This singularly universal power, Being both uniformly beneficial and equally consequential in each and all of its empowerments, this universal power reigns alike over the just (what works) and the unjust (what doesn’t work). 
Simply stated, therefore, The Thing Itself makes itself knowable – though never entirely known - as the beneficial presence of a lawful power that unfailingly, unceasingly, and impartially sources and sustains the distributed common good of embodied wholeness, i.e., the universally embodied integrity of all things manifest and yet to be manifest.
*************

Ernest Holmes’ most common term for the identity of The Thing Itself was “mind,” and common operational term for it was “mind in action.” He also specified that by “mind” he meant “consciousness.” Holmes’ choice of the term “mind” was in keeping with the proclamation of his mentor, Ralph Waldo Emerson, who had proclaimed, “There is one mind common to all individual men. Every man is an inlet to the same... Who hath access to this universal mind is a party to all that is or can be done, for this is the only and sovereign agent.”
Emerson’s vision of a single-minded sovereign agency embodied by all human inlets is suggestive of the structure and function of the Internet, whose hundreds of millions of web pages – a non-local universal “mind” as it were – are equally accessible to the local “minds” of millions of online computers. Local Internet access is created in the image and likeness of the Internet as a whole. Similarly, each portion of a holographic image, when localized from its larger hologram, nonetheless contains the image as a whole rather than in part. Just as cyberspace and holographic imagery may be localized to particular subspaces, so may the totality of cosmic consciousness be localized to individual consciousness. 
The premise of omni-localizable universal wholeness is the foundation of Ernest Holmes’ perception of the relationship between human consciousness and God-consciousness. Just as local computers are continuous with the Internet’s non-local totality, so is each person’s local being and consciousness similarly continuous with God’s non-local being and consciousness.
In accordance with the law of universal wholeness, the non-local whole is everywhere locally and localizably present – holographic universe  PC - Internet

The perception of “they” breaks the first commandment.

Contemporary scientific postscript: 
Undivided (and indivisible, a.k.a. “unbroken”) wholeness (a.k.a. “Integrity”)
Ocean water

Argon

Interbeing

Children’s house
The Law of Correspondence (The Way It Works)

What happens anywhere is happening everywhere (Law of Correspondence)

Universal Self-Similarity (a.k.a. “recursion”)
The Law of Attraction (What It Does)
TTI forever tends toward the complete emancipation from all discord .
Self-Dominion (How to Use It)

Applying the science of mindful consciousness: 
Live from your faith.

Choose to be in harmony with harmony.

Nothing in my experience is unrelated to me.  
According to my consciousness it is done unto me (Law of Attraction)

Character: The spiritual discernment of the reality of man’s origin and being is the foundation of all character.

Consciousness: Willed Action

All action and non-action has its origin in consciousness.

“Let there be . . .”  declarative not plaintive

God declared “Let there be . . .” thereby

The involution of consciousness

Spirit
            Soul                      Body 

The evolution of consciousness 

animism             formalism             humanism             mechanism             organism

relatedness       lawful principle   self-expression    manipulation          interconnectivity

associating       understanding    relating                  controlling             aligning

Consequences 

We have freedom of choice, not of consequence.

Ingersoll-Holmes

We are bound because we are first free. 

There is no breaking of the law, only being broken on the law.

As we change the inner architecture of our perception, we change our relationship to the outer aspects of our lives.
TETRAHEDRON

Omni-interconnectivity

Omni-reciprocity

Harmonization
Heaven’s first law is harmony – all things work together for good. 

Disharmony is incorrect use of the law
Embodiment

The more I continue to study the writings of Ernest Holmes from 1915-1960, the more aware I become of the vicissitudes of quoting his statements.  His views during the 1920’s-40’s were greatly modified during the 1950’s, as his view-from became more heart-oriented.  His later statements sometimes contradicted earlier ones.  There are also ambiguities and inconsistencies in his earlier statements themselves.

Holmes was also less absolute concerning his views in his later years. As he said in the Seminar Lectures, delivered shortly before his death: “When I first started this movement, I thought that I knew this principle.  Now I know that I only know about half of it."  (SL 91/3)
If Ernest Holmes, after 40+ years of proclaiming Science of Mind, knew only half of what there was to know about its core principle, we would seem to have no reason to fret our own shortcomings in this regard.
Science of Mind is in the realm of what philosopher Michael Polanyi called the “tacit dimension” (in his book by the same title), which he defined as “the more that we know than we can say.”  Thus there comes a point at which one’s endeavors to say it can actually limit one’s knowing it.
What we really only have is numerous “snapshots” of Ernest Holmes thinking at its various stages of development, in which we see – as with snapshots of his bodily form – variations in the pattern and shape of a thought form as it matures, revealed on each occasion in the light then available to him from the perspective now available to ourselves.

As Swami Meshugananda has said, “Truth bears repeating only as it bares, repeating.  The more precisely we absolutize truth, the more irrelative it becomes.”

I have thus come to the conclusion that the best way to quote Ernest Holmes with integrity is to do so in consistency with my own best understanding of Holmes at any given moment, knowing that this understanding, too, will gather wrinkles over time.  
Talking to Myself

Of all the things that Ernest Holmes wrote, the one that I tend to take most seriously is this: "Talk to yourself, not to the world. There is no one to talk to but yourself for all experience takes place within. Conditions are the reflections of our meditations and nothing else."  (SOM 291/2)  This perspective was reinforced by the most effective (in terms of results for me) Religious Science practitioner I have ever known, who would constantly remind me as I lamented my circumstances, "It is never about the other person."  He further taught me to live my circumstances in first person as their creator, rather than in second person as the "you" that others think, wish or expect me to be.

Holmes' commandment, "talk to yourself, not to the world," tends to define, among other things, the relationship between the effectiveness of my words and the effectiveness of my consciousness.  My words are no more substantial, powerful or otherwise effective than the consciousness from which they proceed.  Therefore, in the thought atmosphere of my treatment work, the weather is generated by the from-whence there cometh the toward-wither that my own whether tendeth - be it the "I" of my own storm, or the center of my own calm.

A familiar prayer states, "May the words of my mouth and the meditations of my heart be acceptable in thy sight, O Lord."  When the words of my mouth (what I am praying for) and the reflections of the meditations of my heart (what I am praying from) are in contrast, the conditions that I am praying for are instead resolved in favor of the meditations.  Heart-felt intentions invariably prevail over any and all contrasting so-called "good" intentions to the contrary.  Accordingly, "realization" (the 3rd step of spiritual mind treatment) is a function of the heart's INtention rather than the intellect's ATtention.

The ultimate power of "change your thinking, change your life" is a powerful change of heart in the one thinking.

Another implication of Holmes' commandment, "talk to yourself, not to the world," is that when the words of others' mouths concerning me are in contrast, the contrast is a reflection of differences in their own meditations. Insofar as I tend to forget this, I also tend to accept the role of someone else's "other person" that their talk is not really about.  My acceptance of myself as the reason for others' conditions tends to be in direct proportion to my perception of others as the reason for mine.

When I talk about another person, it is never about the other person.  It is the reflection of my meditations projected on the other person.  Similarly, every compliment I receive and every complaint I receive is a statement about the condition of the person speaking.  When others' compliments and/or complaints do reveal a consistent pattern, I may learn something useful about how they experience me.  Yet that information is relevant only as it pertains to the way I desire to be experienced.

I, for one (or more accurately, _as_ one), yearn to be experienced as my singularity rather than as a likeness (or liked-ness) of anyone else.  Yet no matter how successfully I fulfill this yearning to be "me," I continue to be perceived in other people's experience as a multiplicity of contrasting "you's."  Only the singular "me," not the many who perceive me as a "you," can ultimately gauge how well I respond to the command, "Will the real Noel McInnis please stand up!"  The accomplishment of such a resurrection is knowable and known (realized) only in the meditations of my own heart.

Once the fundamental principles of mindful self-dominion are understood (such as talking to myself and not the world) all teachings of these principles are but variations on a common theme.  Yet because each human being is likewise a variation on a common theme, variations in teachings are correspondingly essential.  As a Sufi has observed, "In all of his bestsellers, the Divine has told the truth - custom-tailored to the comprehension of the times."

Ernest Holmes custom-tailored Science of Mind to the comprehension of his times, when "science" was equated with the quality of genius and mind was equated with what we today call "consciousness."  (Holmes himself even said, "By mind we mean consciousness.")  Today "science" tends to be equated with technology and "mind" tends to be equated with mentation.  Since the term "Science of Mind" now tends to suggest "technology of mentation," I suspect that were Ernest Holmes to custom-tailor his insights to the comprehension of our times he would more likely have chosen to entitle it something like "Ecology of Spirit."  For while the technology of mentation (argument, for example) may have its place in my treatments, their realization as the outcomes treated for is a function of my heart-felt attunement with the ecology of Spirit.

In my own experience, the value of any religion, philosophy or belief system is not its proclaimed answers to the enduring questions, and is rather determined by how well it serves my living with the enduring questions - which are enduring precisely because they are ultimately unanswerable for any of us other than in the meditations of our respective hearts.

Religious Science is for me a point of reference, not a frame of reference.  (Who among us, when all is said and done, wishes to be framed?) 
I have thus far discovered only one enduring _frame_ of reference for my experience: "Everywhere I go, here I am."  I cannot have the experience of anyone else ("there"), nor can anyone else have my experience.  Accordingly, I cannot do anyone else's best here, nor can they do my best there.

It is on the basis of this understanding that I forgive all failure of unmet expectations.

I am not here as a thing.  I am not here as a process.  I am here as an opening (Holmes used the term "Divine inlet" yearning to be a "Divine outlet"), and I am more or less open in proportion to my detachment from "my" things, "my" process, "my" metaphysical path, and all else to which I tend to associate as "mine."

I would rather be a verb that completes my subjective predications than be merely a subject or a predication that is "mine"-ing for such completion.

It just so happens that several key passages from Ernest Holmes' writings have widened the opening that I am, facilitating the change of heart that my heart had long been yearning for.  I do not (because I cannot) claim for any other person the power of these passages to do the same.  Others' mentor(s) can be found only as mirrorings of the reflections of their own meditations, and not of mine.

THE COSMIC TEMPLATE (Law of Co_Respondence re physical and non-physical energy)
· beyond mere listening to hearing.
· beyond denial to affirmation;
· beyond puzzlement to wonderment;

· beyond fixation to elation;

Experience is the best sculptor. -Marion Diamond, Ph.D., and Janet Hopson, Magic Trees of the Mind
