 PERCEIVING FROM WHOLENESS
The View from Total Inclusivity
a.k.a. 
Healing the Perception that Healing Is Required

by Noel Frederick McInnis

For now we see through a glass darkly;

but then face to face.

Now I know in part;

but then shall I know,

even as also I am known.

-I Corinthians 13:12

Total knowing and being totally known are possible only from the all-inclusive perspective of self-knowing wholeness, which is the foundation of New Thought perception and spiritual practice. None of the great New Thought thinkers more availably presented the outlook of introspective wholeness – the view from wholeness rather than a mere view of wholeness – than did Ernest Holmes, which is why his philosophical synthesis, The Science of Mind, is the textbook for Professional Studies: New Thought III. 
Although Holmes’ textbook is not a so-called "easy read", it does empower diligent students thereof to likewise intuit the outlook of wholeness, i.e., to see as wholeness self-exemplified rather than merely to look at it. In its conveyance of Holmes’ holistic outlook, the text prescribes the metaphysical standard of perfection that New Thought requires of its professional spiritual practitioners.
Humanity’s collective self-transformation via the perceptual makeover that is empowered by New Thought metaphysical practice is envisioned in Holmes’ epic poem, The Voice Celestial, co-authored with his brother Fenwick shortly before his transition:
The future man shall be so far above

The race that walks the earth today he would

Appear among us as a god; yet he

Will be the common man; nor will there be

Such selfish aims as now divide mankind;

Illusion of false values will dissolve

Into their native nothingness and things

Ephemeral and transient of this earth

Shall pass away, and by the second birth,

The field of consciousness shall so expand

All sons of earth shall reach the Promised Land.

Such, in Holmes’ view, is the prospective outcome of humankind’s collective and full embodiment of New Thought metaphysical practice.
Spirituality and Religion

There is a Universal Wholeness
seeking expression through everything. . . .
We are so at One with the Whole
that what is true of It is also true of us.

-Ernest Holmes
New Thought is more a spiritual philosophy and a set of spiritual practices than it is a religion, which Ernest Holmes’ distinguished in his judgment that "What Spirit unites, religion tends to divide." While spirituality is holistically inclusive, being peculiar to no particular culture, place, or time, religions are partial and excluding because each is doctrinally bound to the cultural, geographical, and temporal circumstances of its origin. Insofar as a religion demands belief in a particular founder and historical scenario, it tends to individuate the universal transformative impulse of Spirit in a manner that excludes those who choose to individuate it differently. 
Truly spiritual persons, despite their cultural, geographical, and historical diversities, relate to one another as if they are all from the same country, because spirituality tends to be cultureless, placeless, and timeless. Though forms of spiritual practice vary widely in accordance with their origin, spiritual perspective tends to be universal. Being free of a doctrinal scenario, its perspective gives rise to the unboundedness that is celebrated in another of Holmes’ assertions, “We take truth wherever we find it.”
To cite another’s judgment (original author unknown), “religion is for those who are afraid of hell, while spirituality is for those who have been there.” This statement is reflective of spirituality’s tendency to empower unadulterated self-transformation and self-dominion, while religion additionally tends to empower counter-productive self-loathing and subservience to institutional dominion. It is religion, not spirituality, that entertains imagery such as “sinners” being punished in the hands of an angry God. [See also the commentary concerning religion’s relationship to “Fear of Self” in Addendum #1, “Spirituality Defined”.] 

In yet another’s judgment (original author likewise unknown) it has been said that  “Spirituality is about right being, while religion is about being right.” Religion is far more bound to precisely specified forms of observance and expression than is spirituality.
What all of the foregoing judgments of spirituality and religion have in common is their authors’ obvious preference for spirituality. Though I likewise share this preference, I prefer less judgmental assessments. Thus while I, too, perceive spirituality as an inclusive quality of inward expression grounded in wholeness, which religion tends to embellish with exclusionary forms of outward expression (and sometimes repression) grounded in partiality, I choose to leave the casting of judgment on this distinction to others who are so moved.
As with religions, philosophies are similarly local in their cultural, geographic, and temporal origin. Yet they do not ordinarily demand that we adhere to them for the perceived sake of our soul or – excepting totalitarian Marxist philosophy (state communism) – for the immediate sake of our earthly existence. Furthermore, the most universal of all philosophies, the so-called “perennial philosophy” – which is at least as old as the Tao Te Ching and as new as (perhaps?) New Thought – is grounded in a trans-historical paradigm of wholeness. [Concerning the “perhaps?” see Addendum #2, “The Perennial Philosophy”.]
As other paradigms succeed one another in the collective human psyche, the wholeness paradigm prevails over time, and most prominently so in the consciousness of so-called “primary” or “indigenous” cultures. The paradigm is highly accommodative of the successive versions of holistic perspective that emerge from changing historical circumstances and different cultural milieux. Its adaptability is acknowledged in a modern Sufist’s saying: “In all of his bestsellers, the Divine has told the truth – custom-tailored to the comprehension of the times.”
Ernest Holmes’ tailoring of holistic truth to the scientific comprehension of his time was summarized by him in three short sentences: “Life is one perfect Wholeness. The Universe is a Unit. God is one.” Thus did he honor the foundation of such metaphysical propositions as:
· the cosmos is a unity; 

· all experience of disunity is the consequence of distorted perception; 

· all distortion of perception may be healed.
With but one notable exception, Holmes was certain that nothing ever requires healing (which means “whole-making”), because all that exists is already and always whole and has no need of being made so- in the beginning wholeness was, is now, and evermore shall be. The notable exception is perceptions that obscure holistic truth. In Holmes’ view and that of New Thought generally, therefore, it is only such perceptions that require healing, rather than their object(s). 
In short: New Thought metaphysical practice is about the healing of perceptions rather than the alteration of conditions.
God Has No “Ands”
My God has no additives.
-from The Gospel of Yet To Be Common Sense
[NOTE: Words that New Thought folks tend to capitalize, such as “God”, “Spirit,” “Mind,” “Consciousness”, “Truth”, “Oneness”, etc., are subject to such a diversity of definition and connotation that they are best considered as place-holding concepts, terms that serve as pointers toward breadths and depths of comprehension that are beyond all human attempts of fathoming. Insofar as we define these words, we minisculize the infinite magnitudes to which they point. It is only as we whole-heartedly embrace the irreducible ambiguity and ineffability of their referents that we open ourselves to full appreciation of what such words point toward.]
The foundation of all distorted perception is our presumption of a separation between God and God’s manifestations. Perception of God plus something (anything) else is dualistic, and is not in accord with the perspective of complementary “dual unity” that Holmes’ characterized in his pronouncement that “God as us, in us, is us.” In Truth, there is no “and” to God, only what exists as God, to which nothing further may be added nor anything subtracted, only transformed. Just as the sum total of energy and matter in the cosmos is constant, though infinitely mutable, so it is with the totality of God.
And so it likewise is with the universal God-consciousness of which energy and matter are derivatives. All the God-consciousness that can ever be has forever been and will forever continue to be. The only variable in God-consciousness is the degree of our embodiment thereof. We do not, therefore, expand God-consciousness, nor can we. Only our embodiment of God-consciousness is subject to expansion as we enlarge our awareness within it. 
In short: God is not plussed (yet never nonplussed).
A simple thought experiment illustrates that there is only God as God’s manifestations, rather than God plus these. Imagine a glass of clear water in which is stirred red dye. What you now see is not the water plus the attribute of its redness, any more than what you previously saw was the water plus the attribute of its fluidity. You now see the water as its redness. The redness, though distinct from the water’s other attributes, is nonetheless just as synonymous with the water as is its fluidity. And so it is with all attributes and manifestations of God. There is no duality of God plus something(s) else, there is only God as all and each that is. 
Nor can anything(s) not of God exist, including whatever we may deem to be unholy, non-Godlike, or evil. What we characterize as “evil” is nothing more than a distorted perception and representation of Godliness, and all such distortion is entirely in our individual and collective awareness rather than in any of the things that we may be aware of. 
So-called “evil”, therefore, is no more than a self-mirroring experience of our own distorted individual and shared perceptions. Yet this does not mean that the manifestations we deem to be “evil” don’t exist, only that their perceived “evilness” is non-existent as such.

In any event, nothing in the universe (which Ernest Holmes called “the manifest body of God”) is an additive to God. Once again, there is not God and God manifest, there is only God as God manifest. For instance,

· there is not the cosmos and its galaxies, stars and planets, only the cosmos as these manifestations;
· there is not the Earth and its features and creatures, only the Earth as these manifestations;

· there is not a community, neighborhood, or family and its members, only a community, etc. as its members;

· there is not me and my behavior, only me as my behavior.
Physically as well as metaphysically, therefore, there is no such thing as God and something else, only God as all that God is within, even as all is within God.
Wholeness and the Law of Correspondence
As above, so below. As within, so without.
-Hermes Trismegistus
Plotinus, a third century (CE) philosopher from whom Holmes intuited much of his own insight, observed that there are three modes of knowledge: philosophical opinion, what we presently call “science”, and revelation. This insight may have inspired Holmes’ characterization of his New Thought spiritual philosophy, Religious Science, as “a correlation of laws of science, opinions of philosophy, and revelations of religion, applied to human needs and the aspirations of man."
[NOTE: Although "Religious Science" is the denominational name Holmes gave to the churches that teach the philosophy and practice of "Science of Mind", the term "Religious Science" also is often used interchangeably with "Science of Mind" as a philosophical designation.]
The wholeness paradigm is common to all three threads of Holmes’ compilation. As already noted, holistic perspectives have informed the opinions of many great philosophies from antiquity to the present day. The assumed universality of all scientific law is also an affirmation of wholeness, regardless of the fact that most scientists are reductionists who believe that things are rightly perceived only via the analysis of their parts, and that the smaller the parts one analyzes the closer one comes to seeing things aright. [See Addendum #3, "The Bobcat and the Rabbit".] Holistic perspectives are likewise inherent in the revelations of all of the world’s great religions, no matter how distortedly some religions may represent these perspectives.
While almost every human being perceives the world as a fractured realm of either/or duality, Ernest Holmes perceived it as an integral realm of both/and “dual unity” – his term for what others call "complementarity". His profoundly holistic outlook placed him among the handful of contemporaries who, from the beginning of quantum physics, intuited that the wholeness paradigm is deeply implicit therein.
The dynamics of wholeness are such that the way the universe does anything, anywhere, is the way it does everything, everywhere. In metaphysical parlance, this relationship is called the “Law of Correspondence”: as above, so below; as within, so without. A contemporary science of such correspondence, fractal physics, reveals that recurrent patterns of order exist throughout all levels of cosmic organization, and characterizes this redundancy as “self-similarity.” Evidential of recursive fractal patterning, for example, is the self-similarity of whole and parts that is observable in the heads, stalks, branches, and leaves of both cauliflower and broccoli.

From broccoli to galaxies Oneness is, by any other name, just as total in the breadth and depth of its inclusivity.

As One Believes
One’s outlook depends on the one who is looking out.
--And so it is
Operationally, the Law of Correspondence assures that “It is done unto you as you believe.” The key word in this axiom is the preposition “as”, which signifies that we are done unto only while we are believing – which is why intermittently held beliefs correspondingly manifest sporadically, while only constantly held beliefs manifest consistently. 
A famous corollary of the Law of Correspondence, the Golden Rule, is only secondarily a moral principle while being first and foremost a principle of the way life works. Both exemplify the more homely statement of the common principle they share: “What goes around comes around.” 
In other words, the dynamics of all metaphysical principles begin and end at home, as all that goes forth from us, both individually and collectively, is already on its way back home to roost. As Florence Scovel Shinn acknowledged, “The game of life is a game of boomerangs. Our thoughts, deeds, and words return to us sooner or later, with astounding accuracy." This suggests what might be called the Platinum Rule: “Do unto yourself as you would have others do unto you.” So long as one throws boomerangs, why not throw something whose return is welcomed?
There is also a correspondence between intensity of belief and its manifestation, as in Job’s lament, “The thing I greatly feared has come upon me.” Our manifestations of what Holmes called “the negative use of faith” are among our most strongly held beliefs, and are thus potentiated to manifest correspondingly. If humanity invested as much energy in expressions of positive faith as it does in negative expressions thereof, Heaven on Earth would be realized.
Yet another correspondence is evidenced in my not always getting what I am seeking and praying for, yet my never failing to get what I am seeking and praying from. The outcome of my seeking and prayers always accords with the consciousness from which I pray, while the objective for which I pray can be realized only when I am one with that objective in my consciousness. Thus, for instance, when I am seeking and praying for abundance from a consciousness of lack, I consequently experience a greater abundance of lack. Praying for anything from a consciousness of its opposite is approximately as effective as spraying Lysol on garbage.
The consciousness I seek and pray from is empowered to manifest in my experience correspondingly, because such is the consciousness that comprises the core of my conviction (though often subconsciously so). Since I can manifest only that for which I have mental and emotional conviction, nothing can show up for me that does not reflectively mirror the consciousness from which I am perceiving it. 
Similar to the contrasting dynamics of praying for and from is Ernest Holmes’ distinction between having faith in God and having the faith of God:
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)

Faith in God limits us to mere supplication for a healing, while commanding the faith of God empowers its application. As Holmes accordingly discerned, Jesus’ disciples merely prayed for a healing while Jesus prayed from healed consciousness. His disciples’ faith was compromised by their experience of worldly appearances to the contrary. Such is not the case for those who embody the faith of God, which proclaims, “Bless the appearances, full speed ahead.” Rather than ignore or deny the existence of undesirable conditions, the faith of God blesses them for the gift of truth that they obscure, and which the blessing reveals.
We are therefore not to dismiss – as if they did not exist in our experience – appearances that seem to us ungodly. Holmes acknowledged such conditions to be real – “as real as they are supposed to be” – despite the fact that they are not the ultimate truth of our experience. Rather than proclaim that a fractured leg or a “broken” heart is unreal, Holmes prescribed that we “turn from the condition” by withdrawing all power of attention, perception, and belief that tends to perpetuate an experience of anything other than wholeness, and by investing that power instead in knowing that wholeness of being – and thus healedness – is always already ever-present, even where the condition is. And as we are redirecting power formerly given to contrary appearances and experiences, we may bless them for the godliness therein that we do not yet perceive. This is in keeping with Holmes’ admonition that we be always true to our experience while not confusing our experience with the truth.  
To “turn from the condition” with mere faith in God is self-limiting, via its perceptual implication that God is other than myself, while having the faith of God assumes that I myself am God-consciousness incarnate in accordance with Holmes’ further testimony:
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. (Love and Law, 41/3)
The perceptual makeover that is empowered by New Thought metaphysical practice is a path to self-knowing God-consciousness, in which any spoken word is infinite so long as it is as all-embracing as is the faith of God.

[In further elaboration of the above, see Addendum 4, “Prepositions and Propositions“.]

Beyond Thought-Full-Ness
…seek ye the kingdom of God,
and all these things shall be added unto you.
-Luke 12:31
Emma Curtis Hopkins, the New Thought co-founder who mentored all the others, likewise proclaimed that having the faith of God – being conscious as God is conscious – is the ultimate foundation of effective metaphysical practice. Only by seeing as God sees, she maintained, may we fully manifest the God-consciousness that each of us incarnates. Though seeking with God-consciousness assures that eventually one shall find, seeing from God-consciousness assures that one’s very own Godly self is found (i.e., the kingdom of God within), to which all else is added.
On behalf of seeing as God sees, Hopkins prescribed a perceptual makeover that transcends categorical thinking:
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. [This and subsequent quotations are from Hopkins’ The Gospel Series in Spiritual Science, pp. xiii-xiv]
Hopkins’ perceptual makeover – looking beyond the realm of thought directly into God, and thus from God’s perspective – has centuries of precedent in mystical testimony, such as the perceptual makeover prescribed earlier 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.

[For a good-humored perspective on St. John’s prescription, see Addendum 5, “The Genesis of God“.]

Hopkins avoided the shortcoming of equating thoughts with their corresponding things, as if our mental map were the equivalent of the territory it charts. We are rather to look beyond all things to which our thoughts refer, because equating our thoughts with their corresponding things precludes our experiencing Godliness that is infinitely greater than our thought-full limitations thereof. God’s faith is far grander than all of the thoughts of all human beings in all of history taken together. Therefore, any thinking whatsoever, however profound it may be, precludes one’s fullest embodiment of Godly perspective. 
God’s faith is beyond the thinking with which we pour our stream of consciousness into the same old same molds that sustain the metaphysical malpractice of “hardening of the categories” – the “seeing in part” cited by Apostle Paul. It is only from the perspective of our hardened mental and emotional categories that (quoting Ralph Waldo Emerson) “we live in a liquid universe that appears as a solid fact.” When we embody the wholeness perspective, our realization of Spirit’s fluidity opens us to a flow of Godliness into and through our experience that our categorized thinking forever keeps at bay, even unto being empowered to flow around solid facts.
Although New Thought maintains that we must embody the “mental equivalent” of that which we wish to experience, equating our thoughts with the things they reference is not what this term advocates. If thinking were equivalent to experiencing that which we think abouty, we could take our vacations while sitting in our living-room armchairs. The function, therefore, of having a mental equivalent is to attract its equivalent into our experience, not to trap it. Though our vacations may be conceived in armchairs and gestated in thought thereafter, their experiential equivalent comes to term only as our thoughts are matched by corresponding activity that we generically designate as “moving your feet.”
In the meantime, our thoughts about vacationing correspondingly limit our embodiment of God’s faith, with which a far greater vacation might be manifested. It is only as we look beyond all categorical mentalization, á la Hopkins’ prescription, that we avoid one of the greatest pitfalls of New Thought: choosing the menu (mere ideas of what’s possible) rather than the full-course meal (the most that is possible). No matter how profoundly, deeply, or inclusively we may think, even our greatest thinking is at best productive of only a limited menu of possibilities, rather than of access to the unbounded possibility inherent in having “all these things added unto you.”
Seeing As God Sees
We have points of view. God has points to view.

--Fynn, Mr. God, This Is Anna
Mere faith in God is at best an enticing menu. The faith of God is an all-inclusive meal. Hopkins had a specific practice for seeing beyond the God of our ideational menu and into the God of our divinely sumptuous meal. In keeping with St. John of the Cross’s prescription for access to self-knowing God-consciousness, 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.

Because the “great fact” of life is its unbroken wholeness, Hopkins aspired to see all things from the wholeness perspective, thus invoking the power of instant realization that is inherent in seeing as God sees.
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 realized that from the wholeness perspective, “prosperity” (what she called “supply” and “good”) is not a point of view, it is a point to view. God-consciousness is not merely a point of view that trumps all others, it is the whole view from God’s allness being brought to bear on each and every point. From the perspective of God-consciousness every part is a point to be viewed as its own incarnation of the whole. In accordance with this distinction, so long as my faith in prosperity/supply is a point of view, my perception of it tends to encourage affirmations such as, “Our Father which art in heaven is now super-sizing my abundance.” Only as my prosperity/supply becomes a point to view from the consciousness of God’s self-knowing wholeness do I thereby, as wholeness incarnate, become wholly one with my good.
From New Thought’s conventional perspective on prosperity and supply, it is by being conscious of God as my supply that I secure my abundance. Yet when I am merely conscious of God as my supply, both are perceived as something “other” than what I presently am experiencing. Only when I am conscious as God is conscious do I experience myself and God as a singularity in which my supply is no longer something from which I perceive myself to be separate. When I am conscious not of God, and am rather conscious as God, I am God-consciousness incarnate. Thus does the distinction between being conscious of God as my supply and being conscious as God of my supply represent a quantum leap in my manifest prosperity.
This quantum leap was embraced by Hopkins, who intuited that we are to mindfully incarnate the faith of God, and that being conscious as God’s faith provides the true foundation of all supply. It was in her knowing that we can mindfully incarnate God-consciousness only by seeing as God sees that she cultivated the perceptual makeover that looks through and beyond all categorical thinking.
Hopkins also described the delayed realization that is inherent in the time-consuming argumentative 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 heart-felt conviction is the essence of realization (which means to make real in our experience), and that there is no greater power of conviction than God’s own self-knowingness (a.k.a. “God-consciousness”). She knew that such realization transcends all categorical thinking, be it New Thought, newer thought, or otherwise, for God sees all-inclusively without any of the limiting distinctions that are inevitably introduced by thought. Ultimately, therefore, the newest of New Thought practices (because it is practiced so seldom) is the cessation of all categorical thinking in order to see as God sees, to which cessation Hopkins testified as follows:
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)

Only God is the speaker of health because God as health is health. It is therefore only with the faith of God, which looks through and beyond categorical thinking (while still allowing it to be), that I am likewise empowered to be the speaker of health – not the speaker of the mere word “health”, which is a mere categorical menu thereof, rather the incarnation of health that speaks for and as its own self-conviction. Only with the all-inclusiveness of God's faith – not mere faith in God – do I incarnate a knowing of healthiness in which nothing to the contrary is perceived and thereby invited into my experience.
Once again, as acknowledged before, my spoken word is infinite only insofar as it is all-inclusive of God-consciousness. 

Perfection = Total Inclusivity
Be ye therefore perfect,

even as your Father who is in Heaven is perfect.

--Matthew 5:48
In accordance with Ernest Holmes’ affirmation of God-consciousness as unbounded inclusivity – “perfect God, perfect man, perfect being” – our practice can be no greater than the degree to which our consciousness of perfection represents our perfection of consciousness that is totally inclusive. Therefore, our practice can be no more profound than is our perception, understanding, and exemplification of what is meant by the commandment “be ye perfect.”

The standard of metaphysical perfection bears no resemblance to that of physical perfection, whose ultimate representation is the flawless performance and appearance associated with the Olympic “perfect 10”.  Metaphysical perfection – the embodiment of God’s self-knowingness – is a function of total inclusivity, rather than of either unblemished performance or appearance.
On behalf of such inclusivity, Ernest Holmes proclaimed the same standard of perfection for spiritual practice that Jesus prescribed, i.e., the emulation of nothing less than God’s perfection. In the Aramaic language spoken by Jesus, the term that is translated into English as “perfect” literally means “inclusive of all things.” In Jesus’ view perfection was a standard of all-inclusiveness, rather than a standard of performance or appearance. Jesus prescribed, as did both Hopkins and Holmes in modern times, that we be inclusive of all things even as God is inclusive of all things. Holmes' intuition of “perfect God, perfect man, and perfect being” may thus be more precisely stated as “all-inclusive God, all-inclusive man, all-inclusive being."
When perfection is understood in terms of total inclusivity, it is not a standard of performance, such as being good, doing well, meeting others’ expectations, or presenting an unmarred appearance. Metaphysical perfection is rather a standard of mindful consciousness that is devoid of any perceived exclusion or lack
The standard of perfection upon which New Thought metaphysical practice is founded is individuated consciousness that embodies the total inclusivity of self-knowing God-consciousness.  Wholeness = total and unbroken inclusivity.  Perception from wholeness = totally inclusive perceptivity.

Given this standard for perfection, all concern for “perfect” performance of prayer technique or the “perfect” appearance of its subsequent demonstration is reflective of the limiting conditionality of categorical thinking. Only as our consciousness is freed from all performance-based, appearance-based, approval-based, goodness-based, and other categorically conditioned thought-forms concerning “perfect” outcomes are we thereby empowered to self-knowingly embody God-consciousness, i.e., a consciousness of perfection that embodies consciousness perfected. Only thus may we experience all-inclusive God-ness, human-ness, and being-ness.
Perception from Wholeness
"Why is everyone here so happy except me?" a disciple asked. 
"Because they have learned to see goodness and beauty everywhere," said the Master. 
"Why don't I see goodness and beauty everywhere?" 
"Because you cannot see outside of you what you fail to see inside." 
-Anthony de Mello, SJ 
Ernest Holmes taught that the wholeness paradigm of perfect [all-inclusive] God, man, and being is to be embodied as a state of consciousness from which nothing is perceived to be “other”, as if there could ever be God and something else. Accordingly, the most comprehensive frame of reference for total inclusivity in our healing work is represented by a slightly modified rendition of one of Holmes’ oft-quoted statements, “The perception of wholeness is the consciousness of healing.” The prescribed modification is of the sentence’s preposition only, so that the statement instead proclaims, “Perception from wholeness is the consciousness of healing.”
To be healed is to be whole, hence the common linguistic root for the terms “heal”, “whole”, and “holy”. Yet mere perception of wholeness is limiting of its holy and healing potentials, because it implies that something other than the whole is doing the perceiving – once again introducing a presumed additive to God. Perception from wholeness implies no such distinction, for it is nothing less than the equivalent of total inclusivity itself being the perceiver.
Perception from embodied total inclusivity as embodied total inclusivity represents the faith of God, from which perspective we may see as God sees. It is therefore perception from the wholeness perspective, not mere perception of that perspective, which empowers one to speak one’s word with infinite grace. This conclusion is implicit in yet another of Holmes' assessments:

In practice . . . we have to create a big feeling of wholeness, and the one who has the greatest feeling of wholeness and the greatest subjective embodiment of this wholeness will speak from the greatest degree of wholeness. When it comes to the actual use of technique, he knows that there is no such thing as an individual spirit, an individual mind, or an individual body…. There is only One.”

Where there is only One, there is no other one. Accordingly, when we perceive from that One as that One, and with the faith of that One, we are empowered to heal the faultiest of all perceptions, the perception that healing is required.
A Concluding Metaphysical Postscript
God is not found in the soul by adding anything, but by a process of subtraction.

-Meister Eckhart
It is the unessential only that is vanishing,

that the abiding may be made more clearly manifest.

-Ernest Holmes
In Ernest Holmes’ intuition of the wholeness perspective, healing – the revelation of wholeness – is a matter of subtracting what is transient from that which eternally abides, so that whatever exists for a season does not becloud our partnership with eternity. Such also was the intuition of the author of Ecclesiastes (7:29): “God hath made man upright; but they have sought out many inventions.” Among humankind’s inventions are the three d’s of distorted God-consciousness – disease, disharmony, and deficiency – all of which are concoctions of faulty perception. Healing therefore consists of subtracting all faulty perceptual concoctions. 

In the process of the perceptual makeover that dispels such faulty concoctions, there is no wholeness to be restored, merely pre-existing wholeness to be revealed by cleansed perception. The absolute truth of all being is that only God’s infinite, eternal, and indivisible wholeness is present within and throughout every cosmic expression and manifestation. Accordingly, although the three d’s may be present in our experience, they embody no actual presence in and of themselves. They represent absences from our experience, not presences. Disease, disharmony, and deficiency represent nothing more than the respective absence from our perception (and thus from our experience) of ease, harmony, and sufficiency. The three d’s represent the absence in perception only of what is eternally ever-present in all persons, places, things, and situations: omnipresent wholeness – the presence of all-inclusive God-consciousness in manifest form.
Our failure to realize this truth is not for lack of power in the truth itself, rather the consequence of our perceptual obscuration of this truth. Just as ignorance obscures from our awareness the opinions of philosophy, laws of science, and revelations of religion, and just as clouds and nighttime obscure our perception of the ever-present sun, so does perception that is less than all-inclusive obscure our self-knowing awareness and embodiment of ever-present wholeness. 
Because our perceptions determine the nature and quality of our experience, we cannot experience what we do not perceive. It is, therefore, with all-inclusive perception as our metaphysical frame of reference that we aspire to heal non-inclusive, truth-obscuring perceptions. Our healing work begins and ends with the perceptions that govern our relationship to conditions, and has nothing directly to do with the alteration of perceived conditions themselves. We are eternally powerless to conform conditions to non-inclusive perceptions of what is right. Yet it is forever within our power – so long as it is our will – to heal any imperfect perception by invoking the wholeness perspective from which disease, disharmony, and deficiency cease to be perceived and are consequently no longer experienced.

Healing, therefore, neither creates nor restores wholeness, and is rather a restoration to wholeness which already always is, has forever been, and forever more shall be. Such is New Thought’s definition of “salvation”: the restoration to wholeness of an errant part. This conclusion is in keeping with Holmes’ declaration that

Healing is not a process but a revelation . . . .  There may be a process in healing, but not a process of healing. The process in healing is the mental work and the time it takes the practitioner to convince himself of the perfectness of his patient; and the length of time it takes the patient to realize this perfectness.  (SOM 212/4 )

In other words, the healer’s work is to see as whole what others see only in part, for to see anything as whole is to see it from the wholeness of all that is.
In conclusion, the logic of metaphysical perfection, as derived by Holmes from his contemplations of philosophy, science, and religion, is quite simple and straightforward:

· Wholeness – total inclusivity – is the abiding nature of all that is truly so.

· Disease, disharmony, and other deficiency can therefore exist only as the consequence of a faulty perception of what is truly so.

· Consequently, what most requires healing is faulty perception that healing is required.

ADDENDUM # 1

Spirituality Defined
.We do not need more of the things that are seen,

we need more of the things that are unseen.
-John Calvin Coolidge
Many ask "what is the difference between spirituality and religion?" Some misinformed people believe that those engaged in the growing spiritual movement today are surely involved in some type of cult. This is far from the truth. 

The truth is that most major religions are cults. Every major religion that maintains a class system of priests and followers, and a doctrine or shared belief, cannot escape being a cult. Its very components generate a cult-ure. The individual’s spiritual progress within this system is therefore dependent upon the effectiveness of that religion and its components. Conformity of the individual to the religion’s cult-ure is ultimately required in order to maintain acceptance in the religion. Acceptance is required in order to gain help and attention to the individual’s spiritual needs. Required conformity in order to gain acceptance is the true mark of a cult, be it a church, temple, or corporation. 

In contrast, spirituality is the individual’s endeavor to re-connect with the Divine Source, the Creator, on a personal basis, without the middle-man. This personal endeavor to re-enter one’s spiritual home is not dependent upon any doctrine, organization, or culture but solely upon the individual’s will. 

Once established, the relationship with the Divine becomes the focus of the individual’s efforts. This Divine relationship becomes extremely personal and is independent of any other individual, situation or belief system. It is free-flowing and manifests without generating a cult-ure as do most personal relationships. It manifests in as many ways as there are individuals, since we are all unique expressions of the Divine. It bestows an ultimate feeling of self-worth on those who achieve even the smallest connection with their Source. 

Spirituality is not a doctrine. It is a remembrance. It is a feeling. It is the knowledge that you are more than your physical body, that you are an eternally living being. It is self-exploration, self-realization. 

This is where most people stop. They are not able to or perhaps willing to explore themselves. Furthermore, they do not want to face the possibility that they are eternal, spiritual beings who are having a temporary human experience. It is easier to adhere to someone else’s belief system or something else, such as materialism, than to delve deeply into their own soul. Worse, they cannot face the responsibility that such knowledge conveys upon them: 
· that they must think and act as eternal beings;
· that they are responsible to their Divine purpose.

This is why religions have dominated the human experience for untold millennia. The Fear of Self has held the collective human consciousness in chains and in ignorant misery. But no matter how fearful we have been to explore the infinite human spirit, we cannot escape the task. It remains before us.

We cannot ignore our spirituality forever because we cannot ignore ourselves forever. 

The development of spiritual consciousness is the one thing that human beings must accomplish before we can further evolve. And this is the time appointed for human mass-consciousness to evolve. If we fail, then one can simply take a deep breath, look back through history, and get prepared for the big repeat. We have to get it right this time.

© 1999 The Spiritual Naturalist, an eco-spiritual e-magazine. All rights reserved. 

http://web.archive.org/web/19991013141247/http://spiritualnaturalist.com/spirituality_defined.htm 

ADDENDUM # 2
The Perennial Philosophy

A human being is part of a whole, called by us the “Universe,” a part limited in time and space. He experiences himself, his thoughts and feelings, as something separated from the rest - a kind of optical delusion of his consciousness. This delusion is a kind of prison for us, restricting us to our personal desires and to affection for a few persons nearest us.  Our task must be to free ourselves from this prison by widening our circles of compassion to embrace all living creatures and the whole of nature and its beauty. Nobody is able to achieve this completely, but the striving for such an achievement is in itself a part of the liberation and a foundation for inner security -Albert Einstein

The Perennial Philosophy is the idea that there is a universal set of truths common to all people and cultures. The term philosophia perennis was first used by the German mathematician and philosopher Leibniz to designate the common, eternal philosophy that underlies all religious movements, in particular the mystical streams within religions. The term was later popularized in Aldous Huxley’s 1945 book, The Perennial Philosophy. Although some professional New Thought philosophers maintain that New Thought is more sophisticated and inclusive than the philosophia perennis, those who are not professional philosophers may be hard put to understand thei explanation of why this is so.
The following is excerpted from Wikipedia, the free online encyclopedia. For an extensively hyperlinked version see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Perennial_Philosophy.
Main Principles
According to the tenets of the perennial philosophy, humans in many cultures and eras have experienced and recorded similar perceptions about the nature of reality, the self, the world, and the meaning and purpose of existence. Frequently these experiences constitute a form of mysticism. These similarities point to underlying universal principles, and form the common ground of most religions. Differences among these fundamental perceptions are understood to arise from differences in human cultures, and can be explained in light of such cultural conditioning.

Among these perceptions are the following assertions:

· The physical or phenomenal world is not the only reality; another non-physical reality exists. The material world is the shadow of a higher reality which cannot be grasped by senses but human spirit and intellect bear testimony to it in their deepest core. 

· Humans mirror the nature of this two-sided reality: while the material body is subject to physical laws of birth and death, the other aspect of human existence is not subject to decay or loss, and is identical to the intellect or spirit which is the kernel of the human soul. In the West, this second or other reality has been frequently discounted or ignored. 

· All humans possess a capacity, however unused and therefore atrophied, for intuitive perceptions of ultimate or absolute truth, and the nature of reality. This perception is the final goal of human beings, and its pursuit and development the purpose of their existence. The major revealed religions try to establish the link between human soul and this higher and ultimate reality. This ultimate reality in the Abrahamic religions (Judaism, Christianity and Islam) is called God; God is the Absolute principle from which all existence is originated and to which all existence will return. In non-theistic religions such as Buddhism and Taoism, the ultimate or absolute is characterized somewhat differently.
These worldwide perceptions are thought to be valid or reliable because of their consistency and due to the similarities among them in spite of their often independent origins. According to Huxley, the perennial philosophy is the metaphysic that recognizes a divine Reality substantial to the world of things and lives and minds; the psychology that finds in the soul something similar to, or even identical with, divine Reality; the ethic that places man's final end in the knowledge of the immanent and transcendent Ground of all being – the thing is immemorial and universal. Rudiments of the Perennial Philosophy may be found among the traditional lore of primitive peoples in every region of the world, and in its fully developed forms it has a place in every one of the higher religions.  (The Perennial Philosophy, p. vii).

Additional summations of the perennial philosophy:
http://radicalacademy.com/philsummary.htm

http://www.theorderoftime.com/science/sciences/articles/spectrumofcons.html

http://www.clas.ufl.edu/users/gthursby/rel/prenphil.htm 

ADDENDUM # 3
The Bobcat and the Rabbit
Is it the bell that rings, is it the hammer that rings, or is it the meeting of the two that rings? –Zen saying
A rabbit has been nibbling on the young shoots at the edge of a forest clearing.  Suddenly, it takes alarm and leaps upward, only to be met by a bobcat crashing down on it.  How do we best describe and interpret this event?

 “Clearly,” says the ecologist, "we are looking at a small sector of an ecosystem—specifically a portion of the food chain that involves a secondary heterotroph (bobcat) catching a primary heterotroph (rabbit), in turn feeding on an autotroph (green plant).  Solar energy captured by the green plant is being transmitted and partitioned within an ecosystem.” [i.e., from plant to rabbit to bobcat.]
"All true," says the organismal physiologist, "but let's look below the surface!  Behavior is not just what you see in looking at whole organisms.  Let’s get some recording electrodes on that rabbit and find out what really is going on.  Now, did you notice that volley in the sensory nerves just before his head goes up?  It shoots right into the central nervous system, up the ascending tracks, through a relay in the hypothalamus, and radiates upward into the cortex.  I don't yet know everything that goes on there, but somehow there is an integration of the incoming signals, and out comes a descending volley.  It zooms down the spinal cord and out the motor neurons; the muscles contract and – leap!  That’s what really goes on during that split second of terror; you have to get down to the level of the nervous system to make real sense out of that interaction."

Now the cell specialist moves in.  "I see that you physiologists are still fussing with the complicated pathways of the nervous system.  You'll never get to the bottom that way.  Look for a shortcut.  Those neural pathways are chains of cells with switching devices at the junctions between them.  What are the exchanges of substance and energy in the switches?  Understand the cells and the switches, and you have the key to the whole business."

 “Actually,” says the electron microscopist, “those switching junctions look pretty interesting, but my electron micrographs show that they are only a special case.  They show the same structural elements that  are present in cell surfaces in general, and they look as though they are engaged in similar sorts of activities.  I doubt that we will really understand the specialized and complicated neural junctions until we have a better idea of how the cell surface works in simpler situations.  I’m concentrating on that and am finally beginning to get somewhere.”

 “That’s fine,” says the biochemist, “but you won’t understand the operation of the cell surface—or any other organelle—until you know its molecular composition and behavior.  You can talk all you want about chains of cells and interactions between them, but it won’t make sense until you know the behavior of these things at the molecular level.  Actually, you know, the nervous system is not too favorable for studying this; much more progress has been made with muscle.  Contraction was a mystery until it was shown that muscle contains the two proteins actin and myosin, neither of which contracts by itself, but which in combination form fibers that can be made to contract.  Once you have captured a system like that in a test tube, you have a chance to learn something!"

"I agree," says the biophysicist.  "With muscle we're finally getting close.  Let me say, though, that we haven't yet discerned what really happens in contraction.  There is a transformation of chemical energy into mechanical energy; presumably, energy-rich bonds are broken in some favorable spatial relation to chemical groups that can use the energy for coupling.  However, the whole problem of energy transfer is a little complicated to follow in contraction and probably is not fundamentally different from other situations that are easier to follow.  For example . . . .”
The voices trail off, as we try to regain focus on the startled rabbit in his death leap.  Do we understand him best as a primary consumer in the food chain of an ecosystem, as an organism in stress, as an assemblage of signaling devices and energized levers, as a community of cells with socialized organelles, as a collective of highly ordered, large molecules whose interactions involve energy transfers of extreme delicacy?  Or do we need to choose among these alternatives?  Is the rabbit not describable and analyzable at all of these levels, and do we not require all of them for full conception?  Like the three blind men who inspected the elephant, our investigators, applying themselves each at a single level, developed different conceptions of the rabbit.  The leaping rabbit, however, is not their conception; it is the actual phenomenon.  Each conception deals with an aspect at a particular level, and each has its advantage and disadvantage, depending on our purpose.  Only in ultimate syntheses of all of the conceptions, including the elaboration of the interaction between the levels, will we recover the real rabbit. -Clifford Grobstein, in The Strategy of Life
ADDENDUM # 4
Prepositions and Propositions
One assumes the form of that which is in one's mind.

This is the eternal secret. 

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

Each preposition uniquely shapes our relational perceptivity, so that the prepositions “in”, “to”, “of”, “from”, and “as” portray quite different relationships to their referents. Thus, for example, is faith in God merely relative to God, while when we embody the faith of God we come absolutely from God-consciousness because we do so as God-consciousness. The distinction between relative perception of God and absolute perception from God-consciousness represents an extreme perceptual makeover of one’s relationship with God. (Note that relating with signifies the complementarity of dual unity, while relating to signifies duality.)
Though our prepositions place no condition on God, they thoroughly condition our relationship with God and thus our experience of God. Our propositional relationships are metaphysically commensurate with our prepositional relationships, whether to God or anything else. 

The prepositional governance of our propositions is profoundly acknowledged in Rev. Michael Beckwith’s account of the perceptual makeover that accompanies a series of increasingly powerful prepositional relationships that are consequent to New Thought metaphysical practice. In accordance with this prepositional succession and its propositional consequences, I begin by perceiving that life happens to me, then shift to perceiving that life happens by me, then further shift to perceiving that life happens through me, and finally shift to the perception that life happens as me. This progression represents the journey that begins with separation from God-consciousness and ends in total communion with God-consciousness.
Progressively shifting my experience of life happening to me to life happening as me is the ultimate in extreme perceptual makeovers. This progression may also be delineated in terms of talking and walking: First I talk the talk (life happens to me). Then I talk the walk (life happens by me). Then I walk the talk (life happens through me). Finally, I walk the walk (life happens as me). 
The “as me” consciousness of walking the walk is honored in Buddha’s proclamation, “you cannot walk the path until you are the path,” and more recently in Gandhi’s commandment to “be the difference you seek to make in the world.”

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

ADDENDUM # 5
The Genesis of God

[A]nything that contains you, or limits you, or is too small for [your] originality

is too small for the great force and sacrament of your life.
–John O’Donohue, The Divine Imagination
An excerpt from the Revised Slandered Version of the Old Testament:

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.  5. And so it is with God’s Creation.
6. Among the unlimited possibilities of God’s Creation, ideas about God came to abound.  7. His creation was named “universe” by those in whom no end of names proliferated. 
8. It was also named “cosmos.”
9. Once ideas about God took form, there was no end of them, even unto God’s last name becoming “Dammit.”
10. God hast not been the same for those who conceive ideas about God, nay, not from one day unto the next; for each day consistently faileth to correspond with their perceived idea of it. 11. Nor hast God’s eternal sameness graced their situations, which alternately evolveth or deteriorateth, whichsoever cometh first.
12. And so it is that God, with no conceivable need for such, is generously bestowed with daily demonstrations of the limitation inherent in ideas about God.
13. 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 has been left entirely to the whimsy of His creatures. 

