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One of my favorite examples of how Oneness functions in and as our consciousness is the story of an aboriginal elder whose grandson was seething with rage against someone who had wronged him. His grandfather remarked. “I’m quite familiar with the way you’re feeling. It‘s as if an ongoing battle is taking place inside of me, a fight between two wolves. One wolf is filled with such unforgiving feelings as hate, anger, envy, sorrow, regret, greed, arrogance, self-pity, guilt, resentment, false pride, judgment, suspicion, and blamefulness. The other wolf knows only forgiving feelings, like joy, peace, love, hope, serenity, humility, kindness, benevolence, empathy, generosity, truth, trust, compassion, and faith.”
The grandson thought about this for a moment, then asked, "Which wolf is winning?"

His grandfather replied, “Whichever one I feed."
The nature of Oneness is such that I am at one with whatever I feed my consciousness, the all-consuming wolf of unforgiving temperament, or the all-nurturing wolf of forgiving temperament. For instance, I can be at one with fear, shame, guilt, anger, and addiction – to name only a few. I can even be at one with all of them simultaneously, as described by New Thought singer/songwriter Chuck Pyle of Boulder, Colorado, in a talking blues song entitled “Keep It Simple”.
Well I woke up this other morning to this meeting in my head,

My ego had formed a terrorist group and I knew what lay ahead.

There'd be death threats on my confidence and extortions of my heart,

And I'd have to remain in control so as not to fall apart.

So I called my new-age girlfriend, who'd self-helped herself for years,

And I asked her I could overcome all of my inner fears.

She said that force would only drive ‘em deeper, I’d have to love my fears away,

But she sounded so together, that I was ashamed of being afraid.

So I called my local talk show radio therapist of the air.

She told me to write myself little love notes and paste 'em up everywhere.

She said it was not good to be ashamed, I should get therapy or meditate,

And right then I realized that I felt guilty that I was ashamed of being afraid.

She said "thank you for sharing," and put me on hold.

I got right off the line--I knew she was trying to trace the call.

So I said "I know I'm in there," and I walked over to the mirror to see.

"If I don't come out with my hands up," I said, "I'm coming in after me."

I know my inner child's enraged, but all my outer man can say

Is that I'm angry that I feel guilty that I'm ashamed of being afraid.

     Well it was right about then that my committee kicked in,

     And there I was on the streets of Marin County, California,

     The supposed conscious evolution center of the known universe,

     Not being totally present.

     I could'a been busted!

So I ran right home, turned off the phone, and changed the message:  

"Hi!  It's me! If I should return while I'm gone, please detain me until I get back."

So I called this twelve-step friend of mine who I thought might maybe know

Just why I feel so crazed these days like a psycho-desperado.

He took me to his support group and I shared about my rage.

They said everyone's addicted to anger, it's the rage this day and age. 

So I said, "You mean I'm addicted to being angry for feeling guilty that I'm ashamed of being afraid?"

And they said "Yup!"  

So I asked, "Whatever happened to 'Keep it Simple'?"

And they said, "Easy does it."

And then I said, “Oh, my God, 

forgive us all this day our daily dread,

and grant me the serenity 

to accept the things I cannot change.”
                  “Keep It Simple,” © Chuck Pyle
Our experience is one with whatever thoughts we choose to feed, even unto becoming addicted to our anger over our guilt about our shame of being afraid. God’s Oneness is always experienced in accordance with our choice of relationship to it. Oneness, as experienced, is governed by our perceptions, and changing our experience requires a perceptual makeover.
The dynamic of Oneness is so user friendly that I can even be at one with the perception of not-Oneness, a.k.a. “duality.” Duality is the perceptual choice that most of us make most of the time, and the choice we always make when we are being political because our political perspective is utterly dualistic. 
Today, as a consequence of our dualistic duelings with our planet’s environment, our species has become politically at one with the prospect of its own collective extinction, a matter with which New Thought is traditionally unconcerned. New Thought is an individualistic perspective that trickles down to old thought thinkers one brain at a time. With only very rare exceptions does New Thought actively address matters of social and political concern, because wherever two or more are gathered in other than New Thought’s name, the specter of dualistic conflict looms.
The moment the wolf of socio-political concerns comes to the door, traditional New Thought consciousness tends to fly out the window of active engagement with such concerns, in honor of a higher dualism: non-engagement in social and political action so as to avoid all partisanship within our consciousness other than our allegiance to New Thought. Accordingly, traditional New Thought remains more or less blind to the unruly herd of social and political elephants in our collective living room.
Yet there is a newer thought alternative to non-engagement, a non-dualistic approach to engaging in social and political action that was portrayed by Ernest Holmes in the most sublime vision of socio-political oneness ever articulated. Perhaps because Holmes knew how contrary to all other forms of thinking his non-dualistic vision was, rather than forthrightly advocate it’s practice he merely suggested its possibility by observing, “It would be wonderful indeed if a group of persons should arrive on earth who were for something and against nothing.” 
Holmes’ suggestion was followed by the comment, “This would be the summum bonum [highest good] of human organization, wouldn't it?” after which he dramatically portrayed the undistorted vision of Godly Truth that such a group of persons would have. Although Holmes’ call for such clarity of vision was the most impassioned portion of what turned out to be his farewell address to the New Thought movement, his call has yet to be answered
Holmes’ newer thought of being for something and against nothing on behalf of humankind’s common highest good has been invisibly dormant at the center of New Thought from the beginning, and continues to remain invisible for lack of appreciation. As every realtor knows, appreciation represents increase in value, and among all of New Thought’s well-known advocates, only Ernest Holmes and Emma Curtis Hopkins sufficiently appreciated this newer thought to make its value apparent. 
Although Hopkins did not articulate in so many words the possibility of being for something and against nothing, both she and Holmes had the same understanding of what it takes to manifest such consciousness: transcending mere faith in God by incarnating the faith of God. Holmes’s acknowledged such transcendence in his account of a healing by Jesus that his disciples had been unable to accomplish:
When Jesus explained to his disciples that they had failed to heal because of lack of faith, they protested that they did have faith in God. Jesus explained to them that this was insufficient; they must have the faith of God. The faith of God is very different from a faith in God. The faith of God IS God, and somewhere along the line of our spiritual evolution this transition will gradually take place, where we shall cease having a faith IN and shall have the faith OF. Always in such degree as this happens, a demonstration takes place. We must believe because God is belief; the physical Universe is built out of belief—faith, belief, acceptance, conviction.  [SOM 317-3] (SOM, 317:3/318:4)
Since in New Thought terminology God is synonymous with capitalized Truth, what to Holmes was having faith in or of God is more commonly perceived in New Thought as having faith in or of Godly Truth. Taking Godly Truth as our perspective, Holmes clearly discerned that the disciples merely prayed for the manifestation of Godly Truth, while Jesus manifested from Godly Truth. 
This distinction is likewise born out in my own prayer life: though I don’t always get what I pray for, I do always get what I pray from. For example, when I pray for more abundance from a consciousness of lack, what I get is a more abundant experience of lack. My prayers are always answered in accordance with the consciousness from which I pray. They are answered in accordance with the objective for which I pray only when I am one in my own consciousness with the objective
It is metaphysically vital to discern the manner in which our prepositions govern our propositions, because prepositions govern our perceptions of relationship. Prepositions both determine and reveal the way we see ourselves in relationship to whatever they refer. Thus, for instance, does love for something (such as a spouse) represent a stronger bond than mere love of something (such as ice cream). Since one is far less likely to forsake something for which one has love, few people are more easily separated from their spouses than from their ice cream. The exceptions to this rule are further proof of the rule – i.e., that for which one’s loving actually prevails.
Each preposition uniquely shapes our relational perceptions, so that the prepositions “in”, “to”, “of”, “from”, and “as” portray quite differently our relationship to Godly Truth. Thus faith in Godly Truth is merely relative to Godly Truth, while when we embody the faith of Godly Truth we come absolutely from such Truth because we do so as such Truth. The difference between relative perception of God consciousness and absolute perception from God consciousness represents an extreme perceptual makeover of one’s relationship to Godly Truth.
Even though our prepositions place no condition whatsoever on Godly Truth itself, they thoroughly condition our relationship thereto and thus our experience thereof. Our propositional relationships are metaphysically commensurate with our prepositional relationship, whether to Godly Truth or anything else. The prepositional governance of our propositions is evident in Rev. Michael Beckwith’s account of how we practice our metaphysical reality-shifting via a series of increasingly powerful prepositional relationships to life. According to Beckwith’s prepositional succession, I begin by perceiving that my life happens to me, and shift to perceiving that rather than happening to me, my life happens by me. I next shift to perceiving my life as happening through me, and finally to perceiving that my life happens as me. 
The reality shift from life happening to me to life happening as me is the ultimate in extreme perceptual makeovers, which someone has delineated as “First we talk the talk. Then we talk the walk. Then we walk the talk. Then we walk the walk.” The “as me” consciousness of walking the walk is honored in Buddha’s proclamation: “you cannot walk the path until you are the path.”

Ernest Holmes acknowledged the metaphysical primacy of the preposition “as” in his assertion that “God as us, in us, is us.” He also asserted that there is not God and God’s creation, there is only God as God’s creation. Perception of both God and God’s creation is dualistic, as a consequence of which we experience Oneness as though it were twoness. Oneness is experienced singularly only via the perception of God as singular – God as God’s creation, the certainty of which Holmes elsewhere acknowledged:
We are not a projection of God; we are not a manifestation forth from God; we are not a reflection of an image forth from God.  We are at the center of God consciousness.  And it could not be otherwise.  There is nothing but what we call God to make you out of.  Whatever there is of you is something or some part of God because there was nothing else to make you out of. So know that you are a center of God consciousness and that is why your word is infinite.
Holmes perceived only Oneness of Truth as well:

The Truth is that which is. It is all that is.  As there cannot be something and nothing, so the Truth, being that which is, must at the same time be all that there is.  

Where is the Truth? 

If the Truth is All, it must be everywhere; being all, there is no other substance to divide it with; being undivided, it is everywhere present. All Truth, which means all power, must be present at all points, or at any given point, at any and at all times.

Has the Truth changed?

A substance cannot change unless there is something for it to change into. Since the Truth is all, it cannot change, for there is no other thing for it to change into; whatever is the Truth, then, has never changed.
(Creative Mind, p. 71)
Because we are centers of God consciousness and Godly Truth, there is only one consciousness and “as me” is its name. “To me”, “by me”, and “through me” consciousness are actually “as me” consciousness in varied disguise, with which we only fool ourselves and one another. God is not fooled when we mess with God consciousness and Godly Truth, it is only our local experience of God qualities that is thus fouled.
Though Holmes insisted that there is only and always Oneness, he did not deny our experience of twoness, which he deemed to be a complementary “dual unity” rather than a duality. He was thereby in accord with philosopher-geometer R. Buckminster (“Bucky”) Fuller’s proclamation that “Unity is always plural, and at minimum two.” Both in New Thought philosophy and Fuller’s geometry, plurality is a given while divisiveness is optional. It is the unity of experienced Oneness that is minimally twofold, not Oneness itself.
Dualistic faith in Godly Truth is less powerfully demonstrative than the singular faith of Godly Truth. The power of faith in Godly Truth is limited to mere emulation, while commanding the faith of Godly Truth embodies it. Emulated faith in Godly Truth is God’s Truth believed, which empowers us to make a desired difference in our lives. Embodied faith of Godly Truth is God’s Truth lived, which empowers us to be the difference that we desire to experience.
While New Thought inspires us to emulate Godly Truth by having faith in it, at New Thought’s very heart is the newer thought of fully incarnating Godly Truth itself. The contrast between mere faith in and incarnation of Godly Truth is apparent in New Thought’s perceptions of prosperity, which tend to run along the lines of praying, “Our Father which art in heaven is now super-sizing our abundance.”
From New Thought’s perspective on prosperity, being conscious of God as my supply secures my abundance. Yet when I am are merely conscious of God as my supply, both God and my supply are perceived as something “other”; while when I am conscious as God is conscious, I and God are a perceptual singularity. When I am conscious, not of God, rather as God, I am God’s consciousness incarnate. Accordingly, the distinction between being conscious of God as my supply, and being conscious as God of my supply, represents a quantum difference in my manifest prosperity. 
Ernest Holmes' spiritual mentor, Emma Curtis Hopkins, was pristinely clear that we are to incarnate the faith of God, and that being conscious  as God is conscious is the true foundation of all supply. From her intuition that only by seeing as God sees do we incarnate God consciousness, Hopkins identified the foundation of such incarnation: the cultivation of perception that transcends all thought.
As Mary looked beyond all ideas into the God beyond ideas she brought forth Jesus Christ. As I look into the home that is beyond my ideas I bring forth home for the people of earth. As I look into the God who is support beyond my idea of sustaining and supporting I bring forth the plenty I see as I look. 

Looking beyond all thought directly into God has centuries of precedent in mystical testimony, such as the perceptual makeover prescribed by St. John of the Cross:
See that nothing remains in your conscious mind save a naked intent stretching out toward God. Leave it stripped of every particular idea about God (what he is like in himself or in his works) and keep only the simple awareness that he is as he is. Let him be thus, I pray you, and force him not to be otherwise.
Hopkins recognized that by accepting our thoughts as things without seeing beyond the things to which our thoughts refer, we tend to equate our thoughts with what they are about – as if our mental map is the equivalent of the territory it charts. Yet God’s faith is so much greater than any or all of our thoughts, that any thinking whatsoever, no matter how profound, precludes us from incarnating God’s faith. God’s faith is beyond all thinking, because thinking tends to pour the stream of consciousness into the molds that sustain the most universal of all human ailments, hardening of the categories.

Equating our thoughts with the things that our thoughts are about is not what Emmet Fox had in mind when he coined the term “mental equivalent.” Fox, like Hopkins and Holmes, knew that our thoughts about something are not the mental equivalent of the thing itself, and that there can be no thought-related equivalent of God’s faith. 
Looking beyond all of our ideas avoids one of the greatest pitfalls of New Thought: our susceptibility to choosing the menu (mere ideas of what is possible) rather than the meal (all that actually is possible). No matter how profoundly, deeply, or inclusively we may think, our thinking is never productive of more than a menu of what is truly possible. 
Mere faith in God is menu. The faith of God is meal. Hopkins had a definite practice for seeing beyond the God of our ideational menu into the God of our divinely sumptuous meal. She practiced looking "into" God so deeply that all ideas about God are released, whereupon one sees as God sees:
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 of God folding me here.

Thus did Hopkins practice seeing her life whole as God sees all life whole. 

One of my favorite songs includes the phrase, “Thought is like a little boat upon the sea.” This metaphor is utterly apt, because thinking at its very best can be no more than a boat trip to God consciousness, and at the end of every boat trip the boat is to be left behind. I can enter God consciousness only as I leave behind the boat named “thinking”. Portaging relative consciousness within God’s absolute consciousness is the equivalent of holding on to a security blanket, which precludes me from embracing God’s faith even though God’s faith already and forever has embraced, does embrace, and eternally shall embrace me. Such portaging occurs whenever I am thinking, and the relative consciousness of my thinking is no more the equivalent of the absolute consciousness it represents than is a menu the equivalent of the meals that it describes and/or portrays. So long as I am unaware that my thoughts preclude me from sharing God’s perspective, I only presume to be a metaphysician, while I settle instead for metaphyzzling with my mental security blanket.
Hopkins described the power of instant realization inherent in seeing as God sees and thereby incarnating God’s consciousness with reference to prosperity:
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. 

Hopkins also described the delayed realization that is inherent in the argumentative, time-consuming alternative to such "looking":

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.

Hopkins knew that the essence of realization is conviction, and that there is no greater conviction of anything than God’s absolute knowing thereof. She knew that the quest for realization transcends all relative thought, be it New Thought, newer thought, or otherwise, since God sees without any distinction whatsoever. Ultimately, therefore, the newer thought at the heart of New Thought is to cease all thought in order to see from God’s perspective. 

As Hopkins described God’s seeing:
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. (GSSS, XIII-IV)





God is the speaker of health – not the speaker of the mere word (and thus a menu) of health, rather the incarnation of health speaking for and as its own conviction – because God as health is health. Only with God's faith – not mere faith in God – do I incarnate the healthiness in which nothing unhealthy is known.
For all of Hopkins’ brilliant teaching of those who originated New Thought, no one since has been as powerfully clear as she that to speak one’s word means nothing less than incarnating God’s faith. Most of us tend to settle for faith in Godly Truth, because what we’ve been told about “speaking our word” falls way short of an undiluted declaration of Godly Truth.
For instance, we’ve been told that in the beginning God spoke his word, “let there be light,” and lo! light came to be. And we’ve been told in the Gospel of John that “In the beginning was the word, and the word was with God, and the word was God.” What we are not told is that in Aramaic, the original language in which John’s Gospel was written, the term for what we have translated as “word” means “willed action.” What John actually proclaimed was this: “At the very beginning there was willed action, and the willed action then was by God, and God was that willed action.” (For further information on the Aramaic perspective both of Jesus’ teachings and of the New Testament’s teachings about Jesus, see http://www.forgivenessfirst.com/aramaic.htm.)
Willed manifestation was the essence of Emma Curtis Hopkins’ understanding of “God consciousness.” She further understood that willed action is embodied only by those who see beyond all thought and thinking. It is as willed action that God is the speaker of incarnate health, because that is what is meant by speaking one’s word – to will into action the incarnation of that which one proclaims. 
Willed action is not manifested via forcefulness of thought, nor by any other willful expression. Willed action is made manifest by willingness. God’s faith is accessible only by those who willingly know God, and never by those whose understanding is willful. As St. John of the Cross counseled, let God be God and “force him not to be otherwise.” This is the only way for us to know as God knows, because the intention of manifesting God’s will is so presumptuous that it can be fulfilled only with utter humility.
God is likewise the speaker of supply—not of the word “supply” nor of any other concept of supply, rather the willed action of supply itself. The declaration, "Let there be light!" originated all of supply for all of eternity. Every particle of supply throughout the universe had its origin in the initial willed action that issued light into being. Our local supply is therefore contingent upon our additional willed action upon the universally infinite supply that is eternally at hand via the ever-present origin of God’s initial willed action. What theologians call “first cause” is not once upon a time, it is here and now at hand as the cause of all experience.
Only with the faith of God may we likewise be masters of willed action. When we speak from Godly Truth as Godly Truth, our declaration, "Let there be...," prospers as the form that the conclusion of our declaration proclaims, because nothing unlike that conclusion can be known to Godly Truth. Just as God ordered light, and there was light, so may we – though only with the faith of God – knowingly place our own orders.
From the perspective of newer thought, the ordering of our unfolding well-being and prosperity is clear:

•
we look beyond all ideas and thoughts of well-being and prosperity; 

•
we see the wholeness of cosmic well-being and abundance as it is, unlimited by our ideas and thoughts;
•
we declare with the faith of God that we and all else are well-being and abundance incarnate.
When we order our prosperity thus, we demonstrate as well the third quality of that famous trinity of virtues. When our faith is the equivalent of God's faith, we are not only healthy as God’s wholeness and wealthy as God’s abundance, we are wise as God’s knowing. 

As healthy, wealthy, and wise incarnations of God's faith, we will into action newly manifest forms of the substance of God's creation. To paraphrase Emma Curtis Hopkins: As I declare God’s knowing with God's faith, the fullness of God's substance is manifest in and as my experience.  
*************
The newer thought of incarnating God’s faith begs the obvious question: how do we get there from here? How do we get from having mere faith in God to having the faith of God? How do we rise in consciousness above the experiential battleground of adversarial thinking and behavior born of dualistic perception, and instead attain the realization of perceptually undiluted Oneness – of being for Oneness and against nothing that is be unlike Oneness in appearance? How do we actively yet non-dualistically engage the social and political elephants in our living room?
The way to there from here is accessible only to forgivingly peaceful minds. Whenever I experience turbulence within, something within is calling for my forgiveness. As Ralph Waldo Trine has said, “Peace is to be found only within, and unless one finds it there he will never find it at all. Peace lies not in the external world. It lies within one's own soul." 

How I know that someone is forgiven by me is that he or she has harmless passage in my mind. Yet only as I am locally true to what is universally true, without being against what I experience to be false, and thereby incarnate the faith of God – only thus is my granting of harmless passage fully realized. 
The ultimate non-dualistic social and political act is the forgiveness of all consciousness of being against, including my own. So long as I am against anything, I feed the unforgiving wolf at the door of my consciousness while Godly Truth flies out the window of my experience. This plight brings me to the ultimate distinction between New Thought’s emulation of God’s faith and the newer thought of incarnating God’s faith: where New Thought seeks mostly to know what Godly Truth can do on our behalf, newer thought asks the question, “What can we do on Godly Truth’s behalf?”

So may New Thought be, and so may we let New Thought be.
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I am sharing with you this morning a perception of Oneness to which we are as yet almost blind, and having only 25 minutes in which to do so, I am going to stay fairly close to my tightly reasoned text, which is over twice the length of what I will actually share.

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

When Ernest Holmes proclaimed that “the universe is the manifest body of God” he saw beyond the idea of God and the universe to the reality of God as the universe. 

