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Foreword

This book, like others that will appear in due course, has been a lifetime in the writing.  I have assimilated many religious and spiritual teachings over the past 57 years, patiently and contemplatively thinking and writing about them, to fuel my understanding until such time as I experienced myself thinking and writing from them. Thousands of written pages stretch behind me, in the wake of the long journey of not-yetness that has brought my contemplations to the fullness of their time.    

My spiritual mentoring has ranged from Gilgamesh to the temptations of my own flesh, from the earliest intimations of spirituality to their latest imitations in movies like The Matrix and American Beauty.  The mentors referenced in my writings are but a smidgen of those whom I have consulted.  I have found none of them to be “the best,” for in contrast to all that may be understood,  no one’s actual understanding exceeds a smidgen.  I have chosen the works of one mentor, Ernest Holmes, as my frame of reference for the rest, not because I consider his Science of Mind superior to other teachings, rather because of its resonance with my own experience. 

I already knew age five that I saw the world quite differently than did those who surrounded me.  By my thirties I had discovered that among all the wisdoms of former times, the Tao Te Ching came closest to approximating that difference, while Marshall McLuhan, Bucky Fuller and Alan Watts came closest to doing so in my own times.  Only upon my encounter in 1977 of the writings of Ernest Holmes did I discover two beings whose spiritual insights were fully resonant with my own.  In addition to Holmes’ perspectives, his presentation of Jesus’  teachings redeemed them – at least for me – from a Pauline obscurity.

I do not claim to have understood any of my spiritual mentors perfectly.  I don’t even claim to understand myself perfectly.  In reflecting upon the changeability that has characterized the evolution of my understanding thus far, I am as McLuhan once claimed to be, willing to neither agree nor disagree with anything that I may say just now.

What follows is the evidence of contemplations in progress, which I present (in the spirit of Alfred North Whitehead’s definition of the true professorial manner) as the insights of an ignorant man who is working with his small portion of knowledge.

********

At the core of my portioned knowledge is the realization that the disposition of my propositions is ordered by my prepositions.  Prepositions are the connective tissue of human language.  They represent one’s perceived relationship for and against, toward and from, in and out, at and as, with and amidst, around and about, within and beyond, into and through, etc., all else that is.  Listening closely to someone’s prepositions (my own included) often tells me more than do the words that follow them about a person’s perceived relationship to his or her world.

For example, writing about my contemplations is quite different than writing from my contemplations.  This distinction is especially apparent to me in the writings of Ernest Holmes.  Holmes had a remarkable ability to state his case, rather than merely make it, precisely because he wrote from the consciousness he advocated, rather than about it.

All worthy spiritual mentors have spoken or written from the consciousness they advocated.  So that my contemplations may serve the spiritual musings of others as well, my publication thereof has awaited the emergence of my own from-ly perspective. 

The Short Course 
We shall not cease from exploration,

and the end of all our exploring

will be to arrive where we started

and know the place for the first time.

-T.S. Eliot
"Wait a minute," Eve said to Adam after they had journeyed several miles from the Garden of Eden.  "We don't have to continue this trip."

"But God said—"

"Yes," Eve spoke decisively, "and until we heard what God said we didn't know that being out here was an option.  We didn't even know that options existed until we ate that apple.  How could we have known?  We were...just put there."

"Well we're not there now!"  Adam was bitter.  "God kicked us out for good."

"No!  We can go back!" Eve said, with a certainty that astonished Adam.

"How?"

"By choosing.  By choosing to go back."

"But God said—"  

"Yes," Eve asserted, "and what God said is a choice that we don't have to accept.  I'm just now seeing this whole business of making choices well enough to use it rightly."

"For instance?" Adam challenged. 

"Like I already said, we didn't even know that the choice to be out here was available until God chose it for us."

"How does that change anything?"  Adam was unconvinced.

"Now that I see how we've always been at the disposal of choices that weren't our own, I also see the power that knowing about choices gives us." 

"Humph!  Enough power, I suppose, to convince God to let us back in?"

"Exactly."

"You're suggesting that God will take us back simply because we choose to go back?"  

"Especially because we choose to go back.  That's just it.  We weren't in the Garden by our choice before.  We were..." Eve searched for the right words, then shrugged.  "It's like I said, we were just put there with no idea that there was an alternative, no idea that we could choose whether or not to be there."

"I get it. You think that God would appreciate having us around again if we were there by our choice."

"I am sure of it," Eve declared.  So the two retraced their steps to Eden, building their case for re-admission.  

"We're back!" they called to God, when they reached the edge of the Garden.

"So I see," God greeted them.  "And just what is it that brings you back so soon?"

Emboldened even further by the absence of sternness in God's voice, Eve and Adam came right to the point of their new-found understanding of the power of choice.  

"We realized," Eve declared, "that banishment is a choice we don't have to accept.  The further we walked, the clearer it seemed to me that we were headed for a lot of things that we have no desire to choose from." 

"In other words," said Adam, "from what you've made it possible for us to learn about choices and their consequences, we've learned that being anywhere else but with you isn't worth choosing."

After a pondered silence, God declared, "It's really good to have you back!" then added, in quiet afterthought, "and you sure did cut short one hell of a story."

********

As Jesus proclaimed in the parable of the laborers in the vineyard, our reward is the same however late in the day we may cut short our idle wanderings.  All stories, however short or long, are a variation of the one and only story that there is, the story of the never-ending journey of perpetual return.  

It is those who live for the journey who may find it hellacious.  Those who live from the journey are more likely to find it heavenly.  The trip that follows is for those who would live from the journey.
Praying For and Praying From
When the end is secure in mind,

the means is secure also.

-Thomas Troward

When Jesus explained to his disciples that they had failed to heal because of lack of faith, they protested that they did have faith in God. Jesus explained to them that this was insufficient; they must have the faith of God. The faith of God is very different from a faith in God.  The faith of God IS God, and somewhere along the line of our spiritual evolution this transition will gradually take place, where we shall cease having a faith IN and shall have the faith OF. (SOM, 317:3/318:4)

Though I don’t always get what I pray for, I do always get what I pray from.  With faith in God, I pray for outcome as I expand my own limited means.  With the faith of God, I pray from outcome as I am embraced by unlimited means.

Everything in this and the following three chapters is an unpacking of the previous paragraph.  Comprehending what the paragraph says takes considerable reflection.  Comprehending what it means requires even greater reflection.  This book represents two decades of my own reflection on the difference between faith in God and the faith of God.

My reflection has been immensely aided by Emma Curtis Hopkins, the last of Ernest Holmes’ great teachers as he was formulating the spiritual philosophy he called Science of Mind.  Hopkins conveyed the distinction between praying for and praying from with a single sentence: “I may look straight past all ideas into that which is not idea.”

Hopkins advocated looking “into” God deeply enough to go beyond all ideas of God, and thereby to experience oneness with God and see with Godly faith, as God sees from Godly perspective.  When I pray from understanding of ideas, rather than from beyond my understanding, I perceive things not from Godly perspective, only from my own.  Accordingly, with mere faith in God relative to my idea of God, I may perceive only what conforms to my own limited means.   I am unable to see answers to my prayers that lie beyond my idea of Godly means.

The man whispered, “God, speak to me” 

And a meadowlark sang.  

But the man did not hear.

So the man yelled “God, speak to me!”

And the thunder rolled across the sky.

But the man did not listen.

The man looked around and said, “God, let me see you.” 

And a star shined brightly.

But the man did not notice.

And the man shouted, “God, show me a miracle!”

And a life was born.

But the man did not know.

So the man cried out in despair, “Touch me God, and let me know you are here!”

Whereupon God reached down and touched the man.

But the man brushed the butterfly away and walked on.

I fail to see God whenever I insist on seeing evidence of my own understanding of God’s ways.  Nor can I see from Godly perspective when I am praying from my own perspective on Godly possibility.  So long as I remain trapped in the limited means of my own perspective, I am blind to all blessings and answers to my prayers whose evidence is not packaged according to the expectations inherent in my ideas.

The Genesis of God

1. In the beginning, there was no idea about God.
2. Verily, this was a goodly thing.
3. Had there been an idea about God in the beginning, God would have been limited to the beginning idea.  

4. Yet God was limited in no way whatsoever.  And so it is with God’s Creation.
5. Amongst the unlimited possibilities of God’s Creation, ideas about God came to abound.  His creation was named “universe” by those in whom no end of names proliferated. 
6. It was also named “cosmos.”
7. Once ideas about God took form, there was no end of them, even unto God’s last name becoming “Dammit.”
8. God hast not been the same for those who conceived ideas about God, nay, not even from one day unto the next; for each day consistently faileth to correspond with their idea of it.  Nor hast God’s sameness graced their situations, that alternately evolveth or deteriorateth, whichever cometh first.
9. And so it is that God, with no conceivable need for such, is generously bestowed with daily reminders of the limitations inherent in ideas about God.
10. And so it also is that we honor the Lord, with bountiful praise and joyous thanksgiving, that the mixed blessing of having ideas about God is left to the whimsy of His creatures. 
Humankind’s whimsies about God take their ultimate form as religion, the packaging with which we wrap spirituality that exceeds all attempts to package it.  Religion is to spirituality as is packaging to its content.  The packaging is not the content.  Yet to the extent that religion presumes to contain ultimate Truth, its packaging becomes my truth as its word becomes the Word.
Religion is like a map, with which we dimensionalize spirituality that exceeds all attempts to chart its realm.  Religion is to spirituality as is a map to the territory that it represents.  The map is not the territory.  Yet to the extent that religion presumes to map ultimate Truth, its map becomes my truth as its realm becomes the Realm.

Religion is like a compass, by which we guide ourselves to spirituality that exceeds all attempts to conclude the journey.  Religion is to spirituality as is a compass with reference to my spiritual destination.  The compass is not my destination.  Yet to the extent that religion presumes to point to ultimate Truth, its compass becomes my truth as its way becomes the Way.

Religion is like a menu, from which we make our selection of the spiritual possibilities available to us.  Religion is to spirituality as is a menu to the sustenance that it represents.  The menu is not my sustenance.  Yet to the extent that religion presumes to have selected ultimate Truth, its menu becomes my truth as its selection becomes the Selection.

Religion is like a snapshot, with which we freeze-frame spirituality that exceeds all attempts to capture it in form.  Religion is to spirituality as is a snapshot to the scene that it portrays.  The snapshot is not the vision.  Yet to the extent that religion presumes to freeze ultimate Truth in a grand moment of its expression, its snapshot becomes my truth as its vision becomes the Vision.

All representations of spirituality fall short of what they represent.  Spirituality is like a baby nestled in its mother’s arms, while the mother proudly displays the baby’s photographs.  I cradle infinite spirit within my being, while displaying the frozen images thereof that I have reduced to mere religion.

My religion reduces the infinite by cropping it to fit within the borders of my finite view.  Every religion is contained within the boundaries of a particular culture’s understanding of spirituality at a particular time in history, and is born as a reflection of local geographic and historical circumstance.  Even as it is adapted by other cultures in other times and places, God is at best re-localized accordingly.  Thus does that which is inherently and universally spiritual become hereditarily and provincially religious.
Beyond Religion

Insofar as religion packages spirituality, spirituality is in turn essential to the unpacking of religion.  My religion represents my attempts to wrap, map, trap and otherwise capture spirituality, to compress what is greater than I am into something lesser.  In contrast, spirituality has no more borders or boundaries than does the Hermetic description of God: “That whose center is everywhere and whose circumference is nowhere.”

· Spirituality is all-inclusive and all-abiding.  Religion is selectively forbidding. 

· Spirituality is expansive, having no constrictive rules.  Spirituality is the rule.  Religion is confining, reducing infinite truth to finite rules for living. 

· Spirituality does not have a view.  Spirituality is the view.  Spirituality views the finite from the perspective of infinity, while religion presumes to reduce the infinite to finite experience.  Hence Ernest Holmes’ observation that what spirituality unites, religion divides.

The nature of spirituality is represented by a single verb.  Spirituality includes.  Spirituality looks straight past all ideas, because it embraces infinitely more than the sum total of finite human ideas can comprehend.  In doing so, it likewise encompasses far more than human science will ever fathom, including Ernest Holmes’ Science of Mind.

One day a group of scientists got together and decided that man had come a long way and no longer needed God.  So they picked one scientist to go and tell God that they were done with Him.

The scientist walked up to God and said, “God, we’ve decided that we no longer need you.  We’re to the point that we can clone people and do many miraculous things, so why don’t you just go on and get lost.”

God listened very patiently and kindly to the man and after the scientist was done talking, God said, “Very well, how about this, let’s say we have a man-making contest.”

To which the scientist replied, “OK, great!”  Then God added, “Now, we’re going to do this just like I did back in the old days with Adam.”

“Sure, no problem” said the scientist as he bent down and grabbed himself a handful of dirt.

God just looked at him and said, “No, no, no. You go get your own dirt!”

Sometimes as I move around town, observing those with whom I share life’s sidewalk, I am utterly amazed at what Earth’s dirt becomes.  Yet the becoming of dirt in the first place, where there was once only rock, is even more amazing and far more difficult for me to conceive.  In the early twentieth century, scientists traced the hierarchy of matter’s emergence all the way to sub-atomic “particles” of energy which, in the words of Holme’s acknowledgement of their non-materiality, “never once touch each other, throughout their existence[.]”  (SOM 94/2, italics his; excerpted from a statement that is accurate in the portion here quoted, even though its context has been outmoded).  

Thirty years later, Alan Watts viewed the ethereality of materiality from a macroscopic perspective:

A living body is not a fixed thing but a flowing event, like a flame or a whirlpool: the shape alone is stable, for the substance is a stream of energy going in at one end and out the other.  We are particular and temporarily identifiable wiggles in a stream that enters us in the form of light, heat, air, water, milk, bread, fruit, beer, beef Stroganoff, caviar and pate de fois gras.  It goes out as gas and excrement – and also as semen, babies, talk, politics, commerce, war, poetry and music.  And philosophy.
The hierarchy of material emergence is epitomized in Carl Sagan’s observation:  “If you are going to bake a cake from scratch, you begin by creating a universe.”  

· Spirituality is that aspect of my consciousness which perceives beyond the finite presence of things already emerged, and creates from the infinite presence of untouchable, unformed substance newly conceived emergences (and sometimes emergencies!). 

· Religion is that aspect of my consciousness that merely knows how to describe the mystery of Spirit’s emergence.  Once again, the description is not the mystery. 

My descriptions become the mystery only when they precede my own creations, when my talk produces my walk, when my word calls for light and my own light shines forth.

Cleansing the Doors of Perception

A philosopher once remarked, “If God were to hold out to me all of truth in His right hand and the search for truth in his left hand, I would reach for the left hand.”  Those who reach for the right hand are content with mere belief in truth, rather than with knowing it from experience.  Reaching for the left hand is preferred by those who would rather embody the truth, since truth when merely believed is sparsely understood.  As William Blake observed, “Truth can never be told so as to be understood, and not be believed.”

Spirituality is the ongoing search that allows me to embody an ever greater comprehension of truth, which nevertheless remains forever beyond exhaustion by all increase of understanding.

It was Ernest Holmes’ intention that Science of Mind serve my ever-increasing understanding of inexhaustible truth, while never becoming frozen into a religion.  For Holmes, Science of Mind was a lens of perception through which to view one’s life.  Holmes did not mistake his lens for the view, as do many mere believers in Science of Mind.  Those who merely look at his lens reduce Science of Mind to yet another religion.  It is by looking through its lens of perception, and thus seeing from its perspective, that I may be embraced by the infinite.

Science of Mind is a lens that facilitates, not my view of spirituality, rather the view from  spirituality.  So long as I look at the lens, my life is merely about spirituality.  Only as I look through the lens is my life what spirituality is about.

By following Emma Curtis Hopkins’ prescription and looking beyond my ideas, I may see through the lens of spirituality even more clearly than did Ernest Holmes himself.  Where he saw through the lens more darkly, I may see face to face. 

For instance, while Holmes proclaimed that “The perception of wholeness is the consciousness of healing,” I may know that it is perception from wholeness that most fully heals.  So long as I perceive wholeness, I look at wholeness, and may at most make wholeness my religion.  Only when I perceive from the wholeness of my being, and thus as the wholeness of my being, may I look past what comprises my idea of wholeness into that which is truly whole beyond all religious comprehension, and thereby allow pure wholeness to flow through, from and as me.

Quoting Hopkins once again: 

As I look into the home that is beyond my ideas I bring forth home for the people of earth. As I look into the God [whose support is] beyond my idea of sustaining and supporting I bring forth the plenty I see as I look.

In other words: When I look to God, I wait for God.  When I look as God, God waits on me.

In his most well-known statement, Ernest Holmes also suggested that God waits on us:  

There is a power in the universe greater than we are, and we can use it. 

In my experience, mere usage of Godly power is a limitation.  So long as I am using rather than being Godly power, I scantily localize its vitality.  It is when I allow Godly power to be all that it can be, through, from and as me, that I may know Godly power without limitation. 

William Blake proclaimed that “If the doors of perception were cleansed everything would appear as it is, infinite.”  Science of Mind was conceived by Ernest Holmes as a cleanser of the doors of perception via spiritual rather than sensory comprehension.  Accordingly, I am not called by Ernest Holmes to look at the cleansing lens of Science of Mind.   Rather, I am called to peer through the cleansing lens.  

It is only from such peering that my view is peerless. 
Looking Beyond My Ideas

There is a place in the mentality – in the heights of its greatest realizations – where it throws itself with complete abandonment into the very center of the Universe.  There is a point in the supreme moment of realization where the individual merges with the Universe, but not to the loss of his individuality; where a sense of the Oneness of all Life so enters his being that there is no sense of otherness.  It is here that the mentality performs seeming miracles, because there is nothing to hinder the Whole from coming through.  (SOM, 358)

Accessing the “place in the mentality” thus lyricized by Ernest Holmes was described by Emma Curtis Hopkins:

I look beyond my ideas into the great Fact of Life. This looking into Life, the great fact, away from my idea of life is the dissolution of my ideas. I willingly see my ideas dissolved in my sight by the inner God of my Being looking straight out over the universe . . .

Mother Theresa gave evidence of understanding what Hopkins meant by looking beyond ideas.  When asked by an interviewer, “When you pray, what do you say to God?” she replied, “I don’t talk, I listen.”  When the interview then asked, “What does God say to you?”  she responded, “He doesn’t talk, he listens.  And if you don’t understand it, I can’t explain it to you.”  

Hopkins’ looking beyond ideas and Mother Teresa’s listening in the silence are equally valid openings to the inner God of my Being.  Seeing/listening from the perspective of that Being results in the realization of Godly conviction, which Hopkins described as follows:
There is a power of my mind called “looking” by which I am able to see what is beyond my thoughts. While I am looking at God as One who knows nothing of supporting me, I find myself saying, “God is my support.”  After speaking this truth I have new clothes, new home conditions, new strength. 
When Godly certainty eludes me, my alternative is to argue myself to such conviction over time:
Now if I had spoken the words over many times that God is my support before I had dropped the idea of support and looked beyond my idea, I should have had to wait for my words to [fuel] my understanding. Then my understanding would have looked in silent adoration at the God who is beyond understanding and I should have spoken the words, “God is my support,” after a long time of waiting.
When I speak my words declaratively, knowing without mental or emotional reservation or any other qualification that my words are the absolute equivalent of what is so, they are instantaneously creative of their intended result.  When my knowing is less certain,  I may speak my words argumentatively until I have attained Godly conviction.  One means of argumentatively fueling my conviction is the procedure of prayer called “spiritual mind treatment”, alternately named “affirmative prayer”.  This procedure was adapted by Ernest Holmes from his studies of Christian Science and Emma Curtis Hopkins, and further refined by his students to its present form.  (See Addendum A for a summary of this procedure.)

The “place in the mentality” that Holmes and Hopkins refer to is the realm of pure faith, a.k.a. “the Absolute,” which trusts in dimensions that are undiscernable by the physical senses.  This realm of pure faith is the “Word” that exists beyond all words, the ultimate wholeness that is greater than the entire cosmos of parts that comprise its evidence.  Allowing that “Word” to speak as me, allowing that wholeness to embrace, flow through and emerge from me unhindered, has been the ultimate objective of what all religious and spiritual giants have taught.

The realm of pure faith lies beyond all that appears, and trusts in the unseen dimensionality of untouched, unformed substance from which all creations and circumstances emerge.  Pure faith resides only in those who know how to live in that dimensionality by no one else’s prayers. 

News had reached the Patriarch of all the Russia’s that there were three > monks living on an island in the Black Sea and that they were regarded in > and about their area as living saints.>
His Holiness didn’t know what to make of these reports, but being a fair > man, decided to pay a surprise visit to the monks before forming any opinion > of their so-called saintliness.>
After much traveling he arrived at the Black Sea, and after hiring a > suitable boat, set sail for the island. His arrival created a furor on the > island and the people ran to notify the three monks of the Patriarch’s > presence. The monks looked at each other with amazement and, without a word, > turned and ran to greet his Holiness.>
The three monks fell to their knees before him, their hands held in prayer > and their faces beaming with love and overwhelming joy. His Holiness was > deeply moved by their devotion. Listening to their stumbling greetings he > realized that they were not educated men but their childish sincerity shone > through.>
He suggested that they retire with him to the monastery so that they could > pray together. He was disturbed to detect a fleeting look of alarm on the > faces of the monks.>
In the Chapel the Patriarch knelt before the Altar and the monks knelt > behind him. His Holiness began with the Lord’s prayer, but stopped when he > realized the monks were not joining in.>
“Why aren’t you praying?” he asked. They hung their heads in shame. “We > don’t know the prayer.” The first said. “We used to know it.” The second > hastily added. “But we forgot.” The third lamely finished.>
His Holiness, seeing their genuine distress and being a kindly man by > nature, spoke very gently. “Would you like me to teach you?”  “Oh yes, Holy > Father.” The three replied.>
So the Patriarch of all the Russias began to teach the uneducated monks the > prayer. It was hard work. They would no sooner get to the end when they > would forget the beginning, but patiently working with them all day the > Patriarch was at last satisfied that they had finally learned the Lord’s > prayer.>
Exhausted after his efforts the Patriarch returned to his boat, and while > the monks were profusely thanking him, set sail for the mainland.>
After he had been at sea for some time he turned to watch the sunset behind > him.  >> He was startled to see three small figures racing toward him, feet barely > touching the water.>
“Come back, Holy Father, come back!  We’ve forgotten the prayer!”
Only those whose walk relies on no other prayer than their own may embody the pure faith of absolute conviction.  Their degree of certainty is so unaware of itself that – paradoxically – its very defenselessness is its impenetrable shield against doubt, no matter where their walk takes them.

Even if the Lord’s Prayer transports me to the realm of pure faith, it does not leave me there.  No prayer on my behalf, whether it be by Jesus, Ernest Holmes or by a spiritual genius even greater than all that are presently known, can stay me in the realm of pure faith.  Only my own pure conviction gains me residence there.

Beyond All Pathways

Science of Mind is but one of many paths to purity of conviction.  None of these paths is the purity of conviction to which it leads.  Purity of conviction is where all religious and spiritual paths end, because the consequent freedom to walk anywhere has made paths superfluous.

Pure faith is grounded in the comprehension of the Apostle Paul’s declaration: “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)

The world of spirituality is the dimension of unseen substance in which are framed the dimensions that do appear, according to the principles of a universal design.  Spiritual understanding fathoms the designing dimensionality of things that do not appear.  Religion’s endeavor to frame spirituality within the touchable is not to be confused with the untouchable ground of all endeavor. 

Spirituality is not about religious teaching.  Spirituality is what religious teaching is about.

Spirituality is not about religious teachers like Moses, Buddha, Jesus, or Ernest Holmes.  Spirituality is what all great religious teachers have been about.   

Spirituality is not about being like Jesus and/or other great teachers.  Spirituality is being what these great teachers were about. 

We all embody the potentials that Moses, Buddha, Jesus and all other religious teachers have embodied.  Yet it is no one else’s gift to express those potentials in the same way that they did.  Hence the insight of a rabbi who, after a time of aspiring to be like Moses, one day imagined God saying to him, “I already have a Moses.  Why not be yourself?” 

In a moment of similar intuition, I wrote the following reminder:

I am the only one of me the universe shall ever see.

At being who I am I have no rival.

Yet at being other than who I am,

I am no one else’s equal.

Only when myself is all I endeavor to be

is my life no contest.

I was not born for the purpose of being like any spiritual mentor, be it Moses, Buddha, Jesus or Ernest Holmes.  Nor was I born to a better version of any of these.  As Judy Garland advised,  “Always be a first-rate version of yourself, instead of a second-rate version of somebody else.”  Religions tend to second-rate all believers in comparison to the founder believed in, even when the founder has potentially second-rated himself with the statement, “Greater works than these shall ye do.”

Once again, it helps me to be mindful of the distinction between religion and spirituality, which depends on the focus of my attention.  There are three realms to which I may attend: the realms of things seen, of things obscene, or of things unseen.  These three alternatives may also be called the realms of things bidden, of things forbidden, and of things unbidden.  All enduring religious and spiritual teachings, whether they be heard, or seen and read, reference the realms of relativity (things that are seen or obscene) to the realms of the absolute (things that are unseen).  They reference the worldly dimension to spiritual dimensions that are forever unbidden because they everywhere are already present and always have been so.

Like the speed of light, spirituality is an absolute frame of reference that makes all else equally relative.  In spite of this, the religious teachings that refer me to the unbidden realms also deem forbidden some of what I may choose to reference among the things to be seen.  Every religion outlaws some things as a gross limitation of my spirituality.  The concept of obscenity is entirely of human invention.  Hence does religion assure its ultimate relativity, by perceiving some things to be more relative to spirituality than others.

All things relative are equally relative to an absolute frame of reference.  Where anything is deemed less (or more) absolute than another, relativity itself becomes the reigning frame of reference. All attention paid to forbiddance precludes attention to the unbidden.  This is the hardest part of seeing beyond my ideas.

While the thinking that produces thoughts and ideas is unlimited, every thought and idea thus produced is ultimately a gross limitation of my potentials and possibilities.  Stated more precisely: my every thought and every idea reduces my gross potentiality and possibility to – at best – a baker’s dozen.

Blessing the Appearances

Religion is what I create with.  Spirituality is what I create from.  

Religion is the holiness that I create with the things that come to pass in the realm of all that is touched, seen, heard, and remembered in form.  Spirituality is the holiness that I create from that which endures all such passing, because it resides in the realm of things untouched,  unseen, unheard and unremembered in form. 

A 14th century Japanese Samurai epitomized the holiness of spirit in his “Warrior’s Creed”:

I have no parents, I let heaven and earth be my parents.

I have no home, I let awareness be my home.

I have no life and death, I let the tide of my breathing be my life and death.

I have no means, I let understanding be my means.

I have no miracles, I let right action be my miracles.

I have no tactics, I let emptiness and fullness be my tactics.

I have no eyes, I let the flash of lightning be my eyes.

I have no ears, sensibility is my ears.

I have no armor, I let benevolence and righteousness be my armor.

I have no castle, I let immovable mind be my castle.

I have no sword, I let absence of self be my sword.

The sufficiency of all that is at hand, and yet untouched, is all-providing of whatever may be added to it.  

Over many years of re-reading this Samurai creed, and of singing its lyrical version, I have been moved to add three lines: 

I have no enemies, only carelessness and indifference could be my enemies.

I have no story, only that which is no more could be my story.

I have no guidance, I surrender to life’s flow as my guidance.
Spirituality is about flowing from beyond my idea of what spirituality is.  Spirituality calls me to look and live beyond the realm of things seen, and to create from the realm of things which do not appear.  This includes looking, living and creating from beyond the realm of all thoughts and ideas about appearances.

The secret to using spirituality is not to “use” it at all, as if it were a method.  Spirituality has no method, it allows what is so, being true to itself, to be its method.

Thomas Troward acknowledged spirituality’s method in his well-known statement, “When the end is secure in mind, the means is also secure.”  Omega is the source of all emerging Alphas, which are forever drawn back to their ever-present origin.  When I pray from Omega, the faith of God, Alpha is a foregone conclusion.  My life ceases to be an Alpha bet.

That which is surely known, most surely finds its way to be so.  Bless the appearances!  Full speed ahead!  

Embodying Godly Faith: A New Paradigm for Prosperity
Demonstrating a dime is good if one needs it, or healing oneself of a pain is certainly good if one has it, but beyond that, at the real feast at the tabernacle of the Almighty, in the temple of the living God, in the banquet hall of heaven, there is something beyond anything that you and I have touched.  (Sermon by the Sea)
A popular prosperity manual proclaims that the foundation of my abundance is my consciousness of God as my supply.  This proclamation is limited by a misplacement of its prepositions, "of" and "as".  Consciousness as God of all supply is the ultimate consciousness of abundance.  

The difference between mere consciousness of God as “my” supply, and consciousness as God of “all” supply, is a quantum differential in my potential to manifest - the differential inherent in looking at God vs. looking with and therefore from Godly perspective.

My propositions can produce only those results that are commensurate with their prepositions.  As Ernest Holmes acknowledged in distinguishing between faith in God and the faith of God, propositional power corresponds to prepositional relationship.  When I merely believe in God, rather than perceive with Godly faith, I relate to God as other than me.  And insofar as I may also perceive myself being less than the other to which I pray, my consciousness of being less is what I am praying from.  

When lack (being less) is what I pray from, continued experience of lack is what I experience, even though I may have prayed for more.  For example, as I pray for abundance from lack, I am actually praying for an abundance of lack.  Because abundance is God’s nature, I always receive an abundance of what I pray from, however little I may receive of what I pray for.

Another way that I limit my experience of abundance is by looking for “my” supply rather than from Godly perspective on abundance.  Out of all possible ideas, the ideas of “my” and “mine” are the most limiting because every other idea is even further limited to my own version of it.  Consciousness as God of all supply is a far more abundant perspective from which to pray than is the perspective of “my” supply or of what is “mine”.

A third way that I may limit my experience of abundance is by praying for more of something while looking to God as all that is.  If God is “all that is”, my prayer is referenced to a finite supply.  How can there be more from a supply that is limited to what already is?  And if God is limited to what already is (let alone my idea of “all that is”), must not the more that I have requested be at someone else’s expense?  Where, in the idea of God as “all that is”, may be found room for my reception of the more for which I have prayed?

Some may disqualify these questions by declaring “ more than all that is” to be an illogical concept.  This is not only an example of a limited idea of “all that is”, it is also an example of the limitation inherent in the idea called “logic”. 

Far less limiting is the idea that God is all there is and more.

Godly Faith

Emma Curtis Hopkins was uncompromising in hr credo of Godly faith – the faith of God with its corresponding view from God – and that consciousness as God of all supply constitutes true abundance.  To requote her credo:

As I look into the God [whose support is] beyond my idea of sustaining and supporting I bring forth the plenty I see as I look.

When, with Godly faith, I am aligned with Godly consciousness, my means and Godly means are the same.  When I look to God for merely “my” supply, I wait for God’s response while I continue to make do with a limited idea of supply.  Yet when, in Godly faith, I am aware without limitation, God waits on me as overflowing abundance.

Isaiah proclaimed (45:11): “Thus saith the Lord: ...concerning the work of my hands command ye me.”   Praying from Godly command yields Godly results.  When a lesser idea of “my” command is what I pray from, room for the desired outcome of my prayer is correspondingly limited.

The consequence of Godly command is described in Malachi (3:10):  “Bring ye all the tithes into the storehouse, that there may be meat in mine house, and prove me now herewith . . . if I will not open you the windows of heaven, and pour you out a blessing, that there shall not be room enough to receive it.” 

Tithing is a partial release of “my”-ism.  As I willingly surrender 10 percent of what is “mine” to the source of my experience of Godly faith, the spell of “my”-ism is correspondingly broken.  The key to Godly command is release of all limiting concepts of “my” and “mine” and the acceptance, instead, of all there is to be mined – and more.  When I limit “all that is” by an idea of “my” portion thereof, what I am capable of seeing as “mine” blinds me to the richest mine of all, the totality of universal abundance  - even though I am forever centered within it.  I mine in vane from my limited means, when I might rather be mining from the greater means of every vein of richness that may be.

Tithing does not release me from “my”-ism when I perceive it as leverage of supply, because leverage is my own limited doing.  God is the heart of supply, and I no more leverage supply from that heart than a liver leverages blood from a body’s heart.  When what is supplied to me is directed back to its source, perfect circulation of supply continues to be my experience.  Then all supply is as available to me, as is all of a body’s blood available to its liver.  When I am as surrendered to universal abundance as is my liver to its blood supply, universal abundance flows through me unimpeded.
Beyond Thoughts and Things

When I accept indiscriminately the proposition that thoughts – and thus ideas – are things, I tend to confuse the map (my thoughts and ideas) with the territory (that which my thoughts and ideas are about).  I am accordingly susceptible to choosing my limiting idea of what is possible rather than choosing all that is actually possible and awaiting my command thereof.
Hopkins knew the secret of seeing beyond the map to the territory, which is to look beyond all ideas of God and thereby experience the oneness with God that allows one to see as God sees.  Seeing beyond my ideas, including ideas of “my” and “mine”, does not mean that I cease to have ideas, rather that I cease to be limited by the ideas that I have.  I will always have ideas, and these ideas will always correspondingly limit all else that I have and do until I see from beyond my ideas, as does God.  Beyond my limiting ideas, I be so much more.  

In the spirit of the Warrior’s Creed cited on p. xx:  I have no supply, I let all that is and more be my supply.  The consequence of this credo is described by Hopkins:
I may look straight past all ideas into that which is not idea. And then I shall be thinking the vital principle that makes health but never speaks of health.  I am the speaker of health. 
God is the speaker of health rather than about health – not of the word “health” nor of any idea of health, but of health itself – because God is the declarer of health (which means “wholeness”).  With Godly faith I am likewise the declarer of health, and nothing unlike health and wholeness may be known by me.
God is also the declarer of supply – not of the word “supply” nor of any idea of supply, but of supply itself.  The declaration, "Let there be light!" originated eternal supply.  Since every particle of material existence has light as its origin, supply in any of its forms is a form (i.e., pattern of energy) that is taken by light – including the light that shows up as "health", as "supply" and as me.  

With Godly faith, I am likewise the speaker of rather than about health and supply.  When I speak with and from Godly faith, I do not merely “have” health and supply, I am health, I am supply.  My proclamation, "Let there be...," prospers as the form that the conclusion of my proclamation specifies, and nothing unlike that conclusion may be known by me.
The ordering of my prosperity is clear:
· I look beyond any and all ideas and thoughts of abundant well-being; 

· I see cosmic abundance – all that is and more - unlimited by my ideas and thoughts; 
· with Godly faith, I declare cosmic abundance as my experience.
When I thus order my prosperity, both putting in my order and giving order to it become simultaneous in consciousness.  I also thus demonstrate the third quality of thefamous trinity of virtues: with Godly faith, I am not only healthy as God is and wealthy as God is, I am wise as God is.
Godly faith, declared with and as the wisdom of Godly perspective, brings into manifest form the substance of God's creation.  As I declare with Godly faith and wisdom, a Godly experience of substance is my experience also, and is likewise the substantial experience of all those whom I perceive as being well.  All is fulfilled, Godwise.

My Point of Departure
Talk to yourself, not to the world.

There is no one to talk to but yourself,

for all experience takes place within.  (SOM 291)

The shortest course of all was cited in the book, Jonathan Livingston Seagull, when the Great Gull told Jonathan that “Perfect speed is being there.”  The Great Gull’s citation for perfect speed is an unaffordable ticket for those who take “there” to be a physical location rather than a place in consciousness.

 “There” is very forever elusive.  

· Gertrude Stein was so unimpressed by her visit to a city that will here remain nameless, that she reported, “There’s no ‘there’ there.”  

· The Eagles’ name for “there” was “Hotel California” – the place that I can check out of any time I want, but can never leave: the near and how of my own consciousness.

· A Zen master once commented, “Before I knew Zen, there was a mountain.  As I studied Zen, there was no mountain.  When I understood Zen, there was a mountain.”  A shorter version of this somewhat obscure wisdom simply declares, “After enlightenment, the laundry.”  

Enlightenment does not make the world go away.  The only thing that I may banish is my  misperceptions of the world out “there”.

I once wondered out loud how the Zen perspective on mountains might relate to Jesus’ reference to “the faith that moves mountains.”  Someone replied, “When you have the faith that can move a mountain, you realize that the mountain is already in its perfect place.”  This recalled to me the wisdom of America’s first ecological sage, Aldo Leopold, who declared that if one wants to understand a mountain, one must think like a mountain.

Leopold’s mountainous prescription is a subtle variation of the Golden Rule, and becomes more obviously such in the light of a Native American version thereof: “Before tipping over your brother’s teepee, walk in his moccasins for three moons.”  

Enlightenment is the ability to realize when mountains and teepees are already in their perfect place.  Perfect placement is the province of those who have discovered the only “there” that anyone has ever been:

I have a true companion

whose company I would never be without.

This companion,

not quite sure how to relate to me,

wavers back and forth between acceptance and rejection.

Sometimes my companion is a friend,

sometimes  an enemy.

Sometimes my companion treats me lovingly,

sometimes hurtfully.

And sometimes my companion treats me with indifference.

Why do I consider this companion to be true?

Who do I treasure such fickle company?

Because there is one way

that my companion never ceases to be faithful:

everywhere I go,

here I am.
In truth, I have never been “there.”  “There” is a fiction.  Everywhere I go, here I am.  The only “there” that I may inhabit is my own here-I-am-ness.  I can no more exceed my own here-I-am-ness than I can exceed the speed of light.  Here-I-am is as constantly my location with reference to any there, as is 183,000 miles per second constantly the speed of light with reference to any observer.

Perfect placement is the realization of my right here-ness, and perfect speed is the realization of the everywhere-ness of right here-ness.  Perfect speed is attained as I truly and fully be in my present here–I-am-ness.  The end of all my explorations of “there” is to arrive at the starting place I can never leave, by realizing that right here is where it all takes place for me, however portable my here may be.

What I am, when and why I am, with whom I am and how – all these are relative to the absolute truth of where I am, of the constancy of my here-ness from which all there-ness is perceived.  Of the six basic questions of existence, the who, what, when, why and how of it are subject to my free will.  

Only where I am is an irrevocable given, a hotel in consciousness that I can pretend to ignore or deny, but never can vacate.  To paraphrase a familiar complementarity, my hotel in consciousness is God’s gift to me; how I inhabit it is my gift to God.

Jean Paul Sartre once said “Hell is other people.”  This is true only for those who make a prison of their here-I-am-ness by wishing to be elsewhere with presumably less “other” people, as did the Prodigal Son described in Hindu scripture whose story Jesus recounted almost verbatim.  

When the Prodigal finally realized his perfect placement, it rushed to greet him as he returned.  

Here I am is my eternally absolute point of departure, and the eternal destination of every departure’s arrival in further recognition of the place from which I begin.

Perfect speed is also called “reunion.”

Getting a Head Start
No one ever started at the top.  Let us be happy to begin right where we are and grow.” (SOM, 402)  The way to work is to begin right where we are and, through constantly applying ourselves to the Truth, we gradually increase in wisdom and understanding, for in this way alone will good results be obtained.  If day by day we have a greater understanding and a clearer concept, if daily we are realizing more of Truth and applying It in our actions, then we are on the right path and eventually we shall be made free.  It is a wonderful experiment and a great adventure to make conscious use of the Law; to feel that we can plant an idea in Mind and see it gradually take form. (SOM 271)

I have yet to meet someone who lives unexceptionally at perfect speed, forever fueled by an absolute Godly faith.  The pure faith and undoubted conviction of those who live by no one else’s prayers but their own is something to which one aspires until one has acquired it.  Though I can describe Godly faith, I am nonetheless among those who aspire to its consistent practice.  

Science of Mind has both directed me toward and facilitated such aspirations.

On Being Other Wise
Conditions are the reflections of our meditations and nothing else.  (SOM, 291)

One of my greatest living spiritual mentors, Lloyd Strom, responds to everyone’s complaint about other persons with the dictum, “It’s never about the other person.”  And so it isn’t.  

My complaints about others are invariably the creatures of my own hopes and expectations:

Please do not believe me

if ever I should say that you've upset me.

Sometimes I forget the true source of my feelings.

You cannot make me sad,

impatient,

angry,

or otherwise dis-eased.

Only a hope or expectation of you on my part,

which you have not fulfilled,

can move me thus.

I am too human

to be without hopes and expectations,

and I am also much too human

to live always in the knowing

that my hopes and expectations

have no claim upon your being.

So if I say that you've upset me,

please forgive me for attempting

to disinherit my own self's creation of my pain.

And please do not ignore my deeper message:

I care enough about you

to include you in my hopes and expectations.

One of the most difficult requirements for attaining perfect speed is the realization that whenever I perceive others as the cause of my disappointment, I am actually at the effect of my own causation.  I perceive others being at the effect of my hopes and expectations whenever I am firstly so.

Other people don’t care what I think until they first think that I am caring.  Yet the more deeply I care, and the more I care about, the more likely are my hopes and expectations to be unfulfilled.  In any event, disappointments of themselves hurt me far less than my reactions to them. 

To have hopes and expectations without being at their effect is a great challenge, as I will never be free of hopes and expectations.  I may only be free from them.  

The Heart of the Matter
The purpose of the intellect is to choose which feelings to express. (SOM ???)

It is said that the world’s longest journey is the 12 or so inches from one’s head to one’s heart, from the part of me that reasons in terms of “out there” to the part of me that reasons in terms of “in here”.  The intellect deals with appearances out there.  The heart deals with inherencies within.

Somewhere this side of the rainbow

you can meet the Wizard of Is

whose special magic

leaves today's life undistracted

by the should be's

could be's

and if only's

that cloud over your perceptions.

"Good old days"

childish ways

and other once-were's

are as absent from the Wizard's view

as are apprehensions about tomorrow.

Instead

the Wizard of Is resides

in the near and how of present instants only--

the time and place where life is most abundant.

If you ever want to know

the secret of overflowing with the moment

you must consult the Wizard of Is.

Fortunately, this Wizard inhabits your own domain,

within the person who bears your name.
Perfect speed from “out there” to “in here” is attained only by those who live fully in their own momentum, i.e., the moment-to-moment-um of being fully alive in the near and how of present instants only.

 On Being Miss-Taken
I Am Not Bound By Any Mistake

Let us now let go of everything and enter into the consciousness of that which we believe.  The Spirit within each one of us is God, and It is perfect, It is love, reason, life, truth and beauty.   It is limitless and perfect and complete and whole.  It knows no lack and no limitation.

There is nothing we have done, said or thought which rises up against us, which has power over us or which limits us; there is no memory of fear, no condemnation for previous mistakes.  With the desire to free ourselves from further indulgences in the mistake, the effect of the previous mistake is wiped out, just as light dissipates the darkness.  The Universe holds nothing against us.... Consequently, every apparent shortcoming – which could be traced to some mental or spiritual infringement of the Law – is not only removed but the effect is healed!

That means there is no history to our case. All of its history is this minute wiped out in the knowledge that today the perfect Law - the Law of Freedom - is the only Law there is in our experience. We enter into that freedom with joy, free from every sense of sadness and burden. We enter into it with laughter, with lightness....

We know that Infinite Wholeness is in us and through us and around us now, and we are conscious that we are renewed this moment, instantly and perfectly, after the image of Perfection. We are guided into the knowledge of happiness, of certainty, of wholeness, and of freedom; and we know that there is that subtle Essence of Spirit, which emanates from us at all times, healing everything it contacts.  –Ernest Holmes

Freedom from (not of) “Sin”, Errors and Mistakes

Science of Mind perspectives on causation, determinism and morality.
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, xxx)

In Ernest Holmes’ view, “sin” is synonymous with “error.”  “Sin” consists of thoughts, feelings, expressions and experiences of separation, and the only “punishment” for “sin” is error’s outcome.  All other punishment is an invention of human perception.  In the natural order of things, what we call “errors” are self-resolving via their own consequences. There is no other “retribution” for my errors.  Consequences (meaning “in sequence”) are the natural effects of causal initiative, and are either affirmative or corrective of that initiative, never punitive. 

The cosmos does not exhibit our concepts of “sin” and “punishment,” only an impartial reciprocation of every initiative with a balancing consequence: for every action, there is an equal and opposite reaction.  The corrective consequences (not “punishments”) of my errors are most effectively so when my relationship thereto is as impartial to my person as is the cosmic balancing process itself.

All separative consciousness is the reciprocated consequence of my choosing to perceive the world of my experience as if I am excluded or may exempt myself from the universal, undivided wholeness that interconnects all things and activities in cosmic co-operation – operating together rather than at cross-purposes.  The cosmos does not, however, take my lack of co-operation personally by punishing me in retribution for false thinking or wrong-doing.  I am instead impersonally corrected, and solely by the consequences of my lack of co-operation.  The cosmos reciprocates my errors of separative consciousness with the elegance so clearly recognized by Emerson: “Those who are exclusive, exclude themselves.”  The larger principle thus recognized was earlier proclaimed by Jesus: all things are done unto me according to my belief. 

When I am unwilling to accept that it is I who inflicts the pain of exclusion upon myself, I export my self-infliction onto others with the futile intent that they, not I, may endure the consequences my own separative consciousness.  Thus it is that “misery loves company”: though my own pain continues, I have the dubious satisfaction of keeping company with my misery thus distributed.

When the pain of separative consciousness originates in others, I may be included in the company of those among whom their pain is similarly distributed.  Yet once again, I am impacted by errors of separation, not in retribution for such errors.  Being punished for separative consciousness is a notion that exists only from the perspective of such consciousness itself.  Retribution is inconceivable in the consciousness of one who perceives from wholeness.  From that perspective there can exist only the truly corrective action of balancing the whole.  True correction is never more severe than the ministrations of so-called “tough” love, in which the sanctity of the loved one’s being is never violated.

Just as corrective “punishment” is reciprocated by my own and others’ errors, rather than inflicted in retribution for these errors, I am likewise “rewarded” via the reciprocation of my own and others’ righteousness, and never in attribution for righteousness.  “Retribution,” “punishment,” “attribution” and “reward” are all inventions of human perception.  None of these is inherent in the nature of cosmic reciprocity, which knows only the ongoing reinforcement of universal co-operation and the correction of all local instances of non-co-operation. Reciprocity is the only “morality” inherent in cosmic laws.  

The equation of “sin” and error is congruent with the word’s original meaning.  “Sin” was first used in archery, to signify one’s failure to hit what one is aiming at.  The archer’s definition of the verb, “to sin,” was simply “to miss the mark,” while “sin” as a noun referred to instances of missing the mark.  This original definition was without implications of blame, shame, guilt or other judgment of character, and was equally devoid of considerations of suffering and punishment.  Nor do such moral judgments characterize Science of Mind’s perspective on my missings of the mark.  

From the perspective of wholeness there is only one judgment: that which is locally out of alignment with the whole gives reciprocal rise to its re-alignment with and by the whole.

The Principle of Reciprocity
The beginning of Holmes’ statement (“There is no sin but a mistake . . .) seems to contradict another Science of Mind perspective: “There are no mistakes.”  The seeming contradiction disappears with the understanding that the assertion of “no mistakes” acknowledges only that correlations of cause and effect are never in error.  It is only my unsuitable use of causal principal that qualifies as a “mistake.”

Just as there is no exception to the material principle of equal and opposite reaction, so is there a comparable principle of reciprocity in all other realms of my experience. Reciprocity is the co-operative governing principle of all interactions, which is evidenced as the universal co-operation of all things in keeping with the integrity of cosmic wholeness.  Reciprocal co-operation is as omnipresent as gravity, and so pervasive that it assures the balancing out of local non-co-operation as well.  Accordingly, when I “break” the law of gravity by some neglect of co-operation with it, I am actually broken by the law of gravity – not in gravitational retribution for my neglect, but by gravity’s flawlessly impersonal self-maintenance of its co-operative function.

Every consequence is as suitable or unsuitable as is the exercise of its cause, a relationship that prevails in consciousness as well.  Every impingement on my awareness is thought about, felt and experienced by me in perfect consequence of my perceptions.  Impingements that are discordant with my perceptions are automatically dismissed as unreal, and seldom even come to conscious attention.  The occasional discordant impingement that does register in my conscious awareness is also likely to be dismissed as irrelevant.

My thoughts, feelings, and experiences are like shadows being cast by my perception, and none of these shadows can be more (or less) suitable than the perception that shapes and casts it.  Therefore, my seemingly “erroneous” thoughts, feelings and experiences are instead the accurate representations of the only mistakes that I can really make, my errors of perception.  In actuality, there really are no “false” or “wrong” thoughts, feelings and experiences, only false and wrong perceptions that thusly reproduce their falsehood.  Eliminating “wrongness” from my thoughts, feelings and experiences, rather than from my perceptions thereof, is analogous to boxing with my shadow in order to be rid of it.  The alternative to such futility is to become sufficiently mindful of my shadow-casting process that I cease casting shadows of non-co-operative distress.

Given the deterministic power of my perceptions over my awareness, Science of Mind’s commandment, “Change your thinking, change your life,” may be more precisely stated as “Change your perceptions, change your life.”  Changing my thinking one thought at a time is neither very effective (doing the right thing) or efficient (doing the thing right), since thought-correction deals only with the effects of my erroneous perceptions, not their cause – a process analogous to endeavoring the management of a tiger via its tail.  Changing of my thoughts can cumulatively correct my misperceptions in the long run.  Correction of my perceptions empowers me immediately in the present by rectifying my use of the causal process that gives my thoughts their form, thereby eliminating my production of erroneous consequences.

Altering my thoughts deals only with the products of my perceptions. Altering the perceptions that shape my thoughts deals with their causation, changing the thinker of my thoughts, not merely my thinking.  I therefore conclude:

Science of Mind is most effective as a practice of cleansing my perceptual faculty of its errors, not as a mere practice of cleaning up the thought-forms that result from my perceptual distortions.

Right Relationship to Causation
As I practice Science of Mind, I recognize that all missings of the mark are a consequence of unsuitable exercise of causation via erroneous use of my perceptual abilities

· to direct my attention,

· to interpret my experience of what comes to my attention, 

· to choose how I respond to what I am attending.

Similarly, all results that turn out as anticipated are a consequence of my suitable exercise of causation.

In the realm of my own consciousness, causation and perceptual power are synonymous and, like all other powers, are reciprocal in their execution.  Thus the degree of error or rightness between my anticipations and their realizations is in precise correspondence to the degree of distortion or suitability in my exercise of perceptual power.  Even when my experience seems to confirm the Shakespearean observation that “anticipation is greater than realization,” the perceived discrepancy is only an acknowledgement that my experience of anticipation is of greater duration than the passing moments of their realization’s arrival.  Anticipation has a season, realization only a moment.  The antidote for this discrepancy of duration is within my perceptual power as well – to live permanently in the realization of every passing moment rather than transiently in the anticipation of future passing moments.

Since correlations of cause and effect can never be in error, I will never experience a consequence that is incongruent with the manner in which I have produced it.  If the consequence is contrary to my anticipation thereof, this is only because of some unsuitable exercise of perceptual power by

· misdirecting my attention,

· misreading the evidence of my experience,

· miscalculating the suitability of my response.

I am equally free to use my causal power of choice either suitably or unsuitably.  My freedom of choice is limited only by the consequences of prior choices, including the choices of others in whose consequences I participate.  Though I do have freedom of choice, I am not free of the fundamental principle of causal law that governs its consequences: it is done unto me as I believe.  Winston Churchill acknowledged this principle when he observed, “We shape our dwellings, and then our dwellings shape us.”  It is equally true that I shape my perceptions and then my perceptions shape me.  This is because, once they are shaped, my perceptions function automatically, assuring that whatever I have determined will thereafter determine me. 

Freedom Of and Freedom From
Though I have freedom of choice, I am never free from choice.  I can never not be choosing my relationship to each passing moment, however mindful or automatic my choosing may be.  Every one of my thoughts and actions represents a choice, and often represents my most prevailing choice: to function automatically. Even my conscious refusal to make a choice is a choosing to default, either to an earlier choice, to someone else’s choice, or to my perceptual automatic pilot.

With consequences, however, this relationship is reversed. Though my choices are optional,  their consequences are not. My choices and their consequences always come as a package deal.  Once my choices have been made, their consequences are unavoidable.  As Robert Louis Stevenson once observed, "Sooner or later, we all sit down to a banquet of consequences."  The prelude to this banquet is a prior feast of choices. 

Yet while I cannot be free of consequences, I can be free from them.  Even as the consequences of unsuitable earlier choices continue to exist, I can alter the effect of their existence upon my life.  This is as good as “sinning” ever gets, even in the Bible that promises only freedom from sin, not its elimination.

The extent of my power to cause a more suitable relationship to any existing consequence is exemplified in the following treatment by Ernest Holmes:

I Am Not Bound By Any Mistake

Let us now let go of everything and enter into the consciousness of that which we believe. The Spirit within each one of us is God, and It is perfect, It is love, reason, life, truth and beauty.  It is limitless and perfect and complete and whole.  It knows no lack and no limitation.
There is nothing we have done, said or thought which rises up against us, which has power over us or which limits us; there is no memory of fear, no condemnation for previous mistakes.  With the desire to free ourselves from further indulgences in the mistake, the effect of the previous mistake is wiped out, just as light dissipates the darkness.  The Universe holds nothing against us.... Consequently, every apparent shortcoming – which could be traced to some mental or spiritual infringement of the Law – is not only removed but the effect is healed!
That means there is no history to our case. All of its history is this minute wiped out in the knowledge that today the perfect Law - the Law of Freedom - is the only Law there is in our experience.  We enter into that freedom with joy, free from every sense of sadness and burden. We enter into it with laughter, with lightness....
We know that Infinite Wholeness is in us and through us and around us now, and we are conscious that we are renewed this moment, instantly and perfectly, after the image of Perfection.  We are guided into the knowledge of happiness, of certainty, of wholeness, and of freedom; and we know that there is that subtle Essence of Spirit, which emanates from us at all times, healing everything it contacts.  

Though my history forever remains in my remembered or forgotten consciousness of past moments, my power to rewrite my history is forever in my consciousness of present moments.

Miss-takes and Re-takes
Just as certainly as I am unable to produce a consequence that is incongruent with its cause, I am likewise unable to be free of error.  According to the physician, Lewis Thomas, error-making is built into the very process of my consciousness itself, as an essential aspect of my nature:

Our kind of brain is built so that it can make great numbers of errors, all the time, for this is really the way we go about the process of thinking.  We get things wrong by nature, and when we get enough things wrong we make use of that information to get things right.  The process is trial and error, as we say.  It is in this sense that our brains differ so greatly from machines, and it is probably the recognition of this special gift of error that makes us feel so strongly that we are different from all the other animals on earth.  It is hard for us to imagine anything taking place in the brain of an insect that bears any resemblance to the events in our own heads.  We take it for granted that insects are little whirring machines, programmed by their genes to do this or that little insectlike thing, but we recoil from the notion that the bug is a conscious, thinking creature.  We do this partly because we feel superior, and partly because we know that we could never do so reproducibly what beetles do.  It could be that simple animals possess the same kind of awareness as ours, but that they are conscious of fewer items, and therefore the probability of error is greatly reduced.

As with consequences, so it is with errors.  Unable to be free of them, I can nevertheless be free from them. The most effective way I have found to free myself from distressful perception of errors consequences of my is to look at errors from a film-maker's perspective.  When a film sequence isn't working out, the film-maker says "cut" and filming stops.  The unsuitable sequence is called a miss-take.

At this point, rather than indulge in anguish over the miss-take, guilt about the miss-take, or in other conscious processing that is productive only of its own further futility, the film-maker does a re-take . . . and continues to do re-takes until there is no miss-take.

When I view an error as a miss-take rather than a so-called "mistake,” I can more readily discern what next to do.  Every miss-take tells me what is required for my next re-take.  Perceiving one’s experience as a sequence of miss-takes and re-takes enables such powerful accomplishments as that of William David Coolidge, the electrical engineer on Thomas Edison’s staff who designed the tungsten filament used in light bulbs.  Coolidge sustained nearly 10,000 trial-and-error experiences over several years before he was able to transform tungsten's brittle structure into a resilient one – a metallurgical accomplishment without historical precedent. When asked how he was able to endure 10,000 failures, he denied that they were failures.  He saw them as a sequence of 10,000 successes, because each trial (miss-take) informed him of his next relevant step (re-take).

Like Coolidge, I am most free from my errors when I freely make them.  Another famous trial-and-error marathon conducted in this spirit is described in the following account adapted from James A. Michener's book, Space:

In 1943, Wehrner von Braun was working on a rocket that the Germans hoped would destroy London and end the war. Producing this new rocket required new metals, new fuels, new guidance systems, new everything. Von Braun's superiors were impatient to move the project to completion. They were angered by the many changes he had sent to the factories responsible for manufacturing the rocket. "You are supposed to be the ultimate brain in this operation...do you know offhand how many last-minute changes you've made in your rocket plans...since you started two years ago?" They waved a piece of paper before von Braun. "Make a guess, Professor. How many changes have you sent to the factories?" And there the ridiculous figure was: 65,121. It was accurate. Von Braun acknowledged his 65,121 mistakes. He then estimated he would make 5,000 more before the rocket was ready. "It takes sixty-five thousand errors before you are qualified to make a rocket," he said.  "Russia has made maybe thirty thousand of them by now. America hasn't made any."  

In the second half of World War II, Germany, alone, pounded her enemies with ballistic missiles; no other country had them.  And when the war was over, Wehrner von Braun became the "ultimate brain" in America's space program. Only a few years – and many mistakes – later, America put a man on the moon.

As someone has observed ,"He who has never made a mistake will consequently make no discovery."  As someone else has reported, there is somewhere a tombstone whose epitaph reads "Here lies _______: no hits, no runs, no errors."   To the extent that I live in cautious prevention of error, my life will be correspondingly devoid of hits or runs.  Cautious living, however preservative of present good, is unproductive of any further good.  

Since errors are essential to success, the primary difference between persons who are deemed failures and those deemed successful is that successful persons fail more often.  Instead of dwelling on their last failure, they move freely through all of the further re-takes that are required of them until there is no miss-take.

I practice Science of Mind because my doing so increasingly frees me from the impediments of unsuitable consequences.

