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ABSTRACT" 

This thesis examines the approaches and methods 

used to understand mysticism. Both negative and positive 

· treatments are considered and the positive views are 

separated into three main groups; mysticism seen as 

(1) a non-cognitive, emotional, subjective experience, 

(2) a non-cognitive, emotional, objective experience, 

and (3) a cognitive, emotional, objective experience. 

~ne conclusion is that if the aim of the analysis 

is to evolve a mystical theology or philosophy, a meta­

physical description of the mystic~l object and relation­

ship, none of the traditionally conceived theoretical 

options of theism, pantheism, atheis.m, provides an adequate 

interpretation for the whole body of mystical phenomena. 

The testimony of many mystics and the thought­

ful analyses of certain writers point to and find their 

most meaningful interpretation in the conceptual frame­

work offered by Process philosophy. The Process t1pan­

entheistic11 view is proposed as representing so far the 

closest theory describing in abstract philosophical 

concepts the same understanding known concretely, 

experientially·by the mystic during mystical experience • 
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L'objet de ce travail est d'etudier les voles 

et moyens d 1une analyse du mysticisme. 

Le travail examine les differentes etudes traitant 

le ~ysticisme comme un phenom~ne soit positif, soit 

negatif et separe les points de vue positifs en 

trois groupes principaux; le mysticisme comma: (1) une 
. , , 

experience emotionnable, mais non-cognitive et subjective, 

(2) une exp6rience emotionnable,non-cogn1t1ve, mais 

objective, (3) une experience emotionnable, cognitive. 

et objective. 

Si on veut ~laborer une theologie ou philosophie 

du :nysticisme' soi t un portrait metaphysi.que, on conclue 
"-~---.,..__. __ ,.;-- - .,. _,_ •. ,:;,·- -~-"" 

q_u'aucun des concepts traditionnels de theisme, panthlisme, 

et d'atheisme donne une interpretation satisfaisante 
, 

pour le :nysticisme dans sa totalite. 

Le te~oignage de plusieurs mystiques et certains 

analystes du mysticisme indique que l'interpretation 

la 9lus significative du ~ysticisme pourrait .se trouver 

dans les concepts offert par "Process philosophy". 

Oette philosophie et son "panenthlisme" representant 

jusqu'ici la theorie la plus exacte et la plus instructive, 

decrivant en termes abstraits la meme comprehension 

probablement vecue par le :nystique pendant !'experience 

:!lystique. 
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PREFACE 

Much has been written about the nat~e of mysti­

cism; it 1s a phenomenon which has long intrigued the 

student of religious experience. What contribution can 

this present study make to that ample literature? 

I am prompted to undertake this topic because 

I find that there exists little consensus in the literature 

in answer to the question: "What is myst1cism? 11
• 

The student who reviews the previous analyses 

of mystical experience, faces what can be a contusing 

array of compe,ting methodologies and claims for the 

understanding of the mystic and mysticism. The present 

work arises from a need to provide an ordering, a scheme 

of classification of the main approaches and attitudes 

for the study of mysticism. 

The first aim of this thesis is to distinguish 

and then examine critically the main attempts to explore 

and describe mysticism. The desire is to be conscious 

of and understand the motives and presuppositions behind 

the proposals of certain analysts of mysticism: to be 

capable of app~ising fairly the various claims they make 

for the mystic • 
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The primary role that I will be attempting to 

play in this study is that of a critic of what has been 

written about mysticism. 

The positive value of the critique as a chosen 

method of procedure lies in the fact that it develops 

orderly thinking about a subject. It exposes the different 

meanings with which people may speak of the same thing. 

It can exhibit the weaknesses in theories, the rami.ti- · 

cations of assumptions. Oritical examination and dis­

cussion of the work of others is a necessary first step; 

it can then serve to furnish the point of departure .from 

which the development of a clear and comprehensive view 

·can take place. 

The second aim of this work is to offer a basis 

for an understanding of mysticism and mystical vision 

which is comprehensive, meaningful, fai.thf:uJ:. ... to -.the . 

mystics' own statements and capable of reconciling the 

antagonism and conflict between rival mystical theories. 

I have found that most often in the studies of 

the nature of mysticism. the initial phenomenological 

quest, the question: "W'nat is mysticism?" changes to: 

"What is the meaning of mystical experience?". That is, 

what initially was an effort purely to describe mysti­

cism in terms of its intrinsic characters--the raw data 

of the phenomenon--becomes a description of mysticism 

in terms of the mystic's or analyst's idea as to what 

the experience means • 

ii 
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Due to the very nature of the mystic concern, 

mystical expression most often entails questions of 

metaphysics or theology; analysts of mysticism, and 

sometimes the mystics themselves, in their attempt to 

give expression to the nature of the experience often 

consciously or unconsciously slip into supplying a 

metaphysical or theological matrix to mystical experience. 

It must be made clear that once this happens, they have 

left a phenomenologi~al path and purpose and have embarked 
. 

upon the task of evolving a philosophy or theology of 

mysticism. 

When the word "mysticismu is used, then, it 

should be clear that the term refers not merely to the 

actual experience of the mystic but to the combination 

of that experience plus the interpretation given it. 

It is the interpretation (what the conceptual 

intellect adds to the experience in order to understand 

it) and the elaboration of theories which are primarily 

the subject of our scrutiny here. 

This thesis will look at both negative and 

positive views of mysticism. It suggests that the 

positive treatments (those which regard mysticism as a 

valid and worthy religious experience) can be separated 

into two main groups on the basis of \fhether they allow 

to mystical experience a concrete and important cognitive 

element or not. 

Our attention will focus on those treatments 

http:treatmen.ts
http:experien.ce
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affirm~ng the cognitive nature of the experience, i.e., 

the belief that mystical experience can and does provide 

man with reliable information about the nature of Reality 

or Divine. It is maintained that during mystical exper­

ience man gains an acquaintance with and an understanding 

ot the true nature of Reality. 

The problem mystics and analysts face is how to 

portray this vision or understanding in meaningfUl. 

language. 

Interpreters of mystical experience easily fall 

prey to two erroneous tendencies in their descriptions 

of mysticism: the one is a narrow describing of mystical 

experience so that the term "mysticism .. becomes, in its 

worst form, dependent upon and restricted to a particular 

religion's set of doctrines which are then made normative 

for the pheuomeuon as a whole. This leads to talk of . 

genuine, right-seeing mystics and of aberrant or ~istaken 

mystic types. 1-'Iysticism, then, is often used to serve 

the apologetic needs of the particular religion. 

The second danger is the broad and va~ue des­

cription of mysticism. It is the resuJ.t of. the desir.e 

ot the analyst to make the definition fit all possible 

cases. He settles upon a broad and vague description 

because he sees mystical pheno~ena to be either too 

variable and unpredictable or contradictory in nature 

or to be inexpressible. I find this description useless 

to the student of mysticism because, in the end, it 

iv 
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fails to distinguish between mystical experience and 

similar aesthetic feelings, experiences, inspirations 

of great artists, poets, musicians and philosophers. 

In the study and understanding of mystical 

writings and mystical experience, interpreters of 

mysticism have been limited until recently to only the 

theoretical options of classical theism, pantheism and. 

atheism. The conc.luaion given here is that none of the.se 

options is capable o,f providing a valid and adequate 

explanation applicable to the whole body of mystical 

pneno:nena. 

This thesis deals especially with the inade-
.. 

quacy of the concept of God drawn from traditional 

theism in the West and its consequence for the interpre­

tation of mystical experience. 

Traditional theism is that view of the Divine 

largely determined by a Greek and medieval understanding 

of Reality; God was portrayed as the nwa.olly Other 

Transcendental Father"t the Omnipotent Creator, the 

"Unmoved Moveru, the Eterna1, Unchanging, Impassiv~, 

Inde-oendent Abso1ute.2 . . . 
This "classica:i'''formulation of theism signifi-,. 

cantly influenced the analysts of mystical experience. 

!John B. Cobb, Jr., God and the World (Philadel­
phia: The Westminster Press, 1969), pp.29&86. 

2walter E. Stokes, "A Whiteheadian Reflection on 
God's Relation to the World", in Process Theolo:;y:, 
ed. Ewert Cousins, (New York: The Newman Press, 1971), pp.l40-141 • 

V 



It r~strained their theoretical thinking and. confused and 

troubled some writers who sensed in mfstioal experience 

elements contradicting those maintained bf traditional 

theism. However, whil.e "classical. theism" was the 

dominate theological idea, there existed at the same 

time a con,:tinual history of religious intuition cl.aiming 

qualities for the Divine which seemed 1u contradiction 

to those attributes maintained by "classical theism". 

If it is felt necessar1 and desirable tor the 

writer on mysticism to make an interpretation of the data 

of mystical experience and to provide an explanation of 

its meaning, then this thesis proposes that both the 

testimony of many mystics and the thoughtful analyses 

of certain writers point to and find their most meaningful 

interpretation in the conceptual framework offered by 

process philosophf: Process theologians have been 

responsible for exposing the contradiction between this 

traditional "classical" formulation and the message 

brought from religious experience. 

The success of their theoretical scheme can be 

tested by the following criteria: (1) does tha theor,y 

offer definite, intelligent, unambiguous propositions 

which can be defended in a logical. manner? (2) does it 

account for and accommodate all possibl.e types of the 

experience? Is it a faithful transmitter of mystic 

testimony. (3) does it give insight to--render more 

intelligent--the various existing interpretations 

alread;r given to the experience1 

vi 
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M1 preference for the panentheistic explanation 

of Reality offered by process philosophers over other 

theories is based on the fact that: (1) 1t positively 

portrays Reality in a rational and logically defendable 

manner without claiming to fully contain the Divine 

Reality within its description. (2) it is a flexibla 

yet definite theoretical scheme which can accommodate 

within itself the very varied and ofttimes contradictory 

descriptions of the mystics. It is fundamentally a 

re~onciling, synthetic proposal which eliminates the 

antagonism between the traditional views of theism and 

pantheism. Even the vision of ·Reality perceived by the 

"so-called" atheistic mystics is not alien and in oppo­

sition to the nature of Reality proposed by process 

thought. True mysticism here is not limited or restricted 

· to a.uy partlculal.' ·religion or culture. { 3) its under­

standing of Reality requires an<i at the sarne time makes 

clear the meaning behind the essential paradoxicality 

of mystical expression; i.e., the claim that the Real 

is both: far and near, One and Many, Eternal and ~emporal, 

Permanent and Constantly Changing •. · Process thought's 

concept of creativity, its prominence as an ultimate, 

universal category with the insistence that man shares 

in creative activity: freely creating himself and creatin6 

GQd's.conseguent nature, vindicates and gives meaning 

to the mystic's intuition of and claim for an intimate 

sharing of Divinity, an essential identity with the Real • 

vii 



• 

• 

Thus such mystic claims are rescued from disrepute and 

the condemnation often given them by lfestern orthodoxy-• 

It is my belief that by using ideas of process 
' 

philosophy, we move a great step closer towards our goal 

of a comprehensive understanding of mysticism. 

I should say that the need for a re-assessment 

of mystical experience in the light of process ph1losop~ 

came to me during my study of the Upanishads and the 

two great mystics Me~ster Eckhart and Ibn al-Arabi. 

Their descriptions of Reality brought to mind immediately 

the proposals ofprocess philosophers. 

The original intention of my thesis project 

was to provide proof for this belief through a careful 

study of a major mystical text. 

I chose the Upanishads (specifically the Briha~-

_aranyaka Upanishad) as my text because I found them 

particularly well-suited for an inquiry into the nature 

of mysticism. They are eloquent testimonies of mystics 

with well-sharpened intellects concerned for the precision 

and accuracy of their expression. :Equally i:;:nportant, 

I felt, was the fact that the descriptions of their 

mystical experience and understanding were not restricted 

or influenced by a rigid and domineering religious 

tradition. Thus, their expressions did not have to fit 

a previously defined doctrine, view or teaching. Nor 

was there fear of reprisal or ostracism from the religious 

or philosophical tradition to which they belonged. With 

viii 
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the Upanishads, I thought, there was an exceptional 

opportunity to examine mystical language in an unaf'.feated, 

unviolated state. 

There was wide disagreement among the classical 

interpreters of the Upanishads. Their positions spanned 

the whole range f'rom the one extreme of Absolute idealism 

to the opposite pole of strict dualism. All were alike 

in claiming that only one particular view predominated 

in the Upauishads and each spent great effort-explaining 

away the differing and paradoxical statements of the 

Upanishads. 

It was my conclusion that the Upanishadic mystics' 

message was neither that of Pantheistic Monism nor of 

Theistic Dualismas held by the traditional interpreters. 

Either one I considered limiting in its reading of these 

;:nystics. 

It was not my intention to make a unified 

systematic philosophy out of the Upanishads but I did 

feel that there existed an alternative interpretation: one 

which would seek to !orm an understanding not by elimin­

ating and explaining away the differing and paradoxical 

statements of the Upanishads, but could join them to­

gether to provide a meani_ng.ful view of Reality. 

A defense of such a reading of the Upanishads 

·would be achieved with the aid of process philosophy 

and some insights from certain writers on mysticism 

(particularly the ideas of R. Otto and ~'1. T. Stace) • 

ix 
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As my work progressed, I realized that my pro­

posed study would result in a thesis of unacceptable 

length. Hence, what I am offering here is the first 

half of the intended study--ending at the point where 

the presentation and analysis of the Upanishad would 

hav~ begun. 

This means that the present proposal for a 

"panentheistic 11 understanding of mysticism lacks the 

necessary corroboration which I believe can· be obtained . . 

from the mystics themselves. 

However, I hope that the analysis and discussion 

presented here will persuade students to consider the 

mystics and their expressions with the aid of process 

philosopby. I believe that they will then gain a more 

penetrating and harmonious understanding of the mystical 

experience • 

X 
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CHAPTER I 
MYSTICISM AS NON-COGNITIVE EMOTIONAL EXPERIENCE 

~· 

.We Qegin this review by referring briefly to 

what might be called the negative approaches or treatments 

of mysticism. The first of these regards mystical 

experience as the mental construction of aberrant indi-

viduals. Mystical experience is dismissed as an abnormal 

psychological condition of man. 

In these studies, 1 mysticism is identified as. 

the hallucinatory behaviour of over-sensitive, unstable, 

highly emotional and excitable individuals. It is 

variously seen as "erotomania", spiritual "megalomania", 

the abnormal egoism o:f ·introverted; ·an:ti-sbcial p-eopl.a;. 

as escapism (a means of escape or a retreat for weak 

souls unable to bear the troubles and stresses of every­

day life), or as an extreme form of asceticism born 

of a nihilistic desire to destroy the self o:f man. 

lAmong others, this viewpoint has been held 
and expressed variously by the following analysts: 
Coe, The Spiritual Life (New York: Eaton & Mains, 1900; 
Cincinnat1: ourts &-yennings, 1900). 
Duprat, "Religiosite et Diysticisme" Revue Philosophigue 
vol.lxv11i~ (Sept.l909). 
Janet, nL'etat mentale des hsyteriques"; "Une extatique 11 

Bulletin de !'Institute Psychologigue (1901). 
Leuba, The Psychology of Religious ¥.q:sticism (New York: 
Harcourt Brace & Co., 1925). 
Selbie, Psychology of Religion (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1926) • 
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Other people saw mysticism as an offence to the 

rational aim and effort of man for an understanding of 

reality. For them, being a mystic meant being illogical. 

MYsticism was seen therefore as a useless and inferior 

experience. It was a call for irrationalism and could 

only represent a confused, vague, unconscious or empty 

state. 

Another negative treatment represents a dis-
1 

missal of mysticism and a denial of the validity of 

mystical experience in order to maintain what are seen 

as vital credal and theological positions. This view 

is present primarily in certain Muslim and Christian 

circles. MYsticism represents a dangerous threat to 

their traditional conception of God as the Absolute 

unrelated Being who is the omnipotent, omniscient 

Ruler and Creator--self-contained, independent of 

and unrelated to anything but Himself. such a theism 

stresses the "otherness 11 of God; there is a significant 

and permanent gulf which separates God as God and man 

as God's creature. Han on his own, cannot bridge this . 
gulf and have direct,contact and knowledge of the 

divine. Knowledge and information of God is available 

only through historical revelation and the institutions 

established to preserve their message.(i.e., the his­

torical figure of Jesus Christ or Muhammad, the Church, 

the scriptures, or moral law) • 
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Hostility and opposition are shown to the 

mystic because of his independence and because o:f his 

claim :for immediacy--for a direct contact with and 

knowledge of the divine and because o:f his implied 

"pantheistic" iliUllanance of God in the world. 

Such writers are appalled by what they regard 

as the mystics' neglect of and dispensing with an7 

:form ofmediation (e~g., the Atonement of C!:trist). 
\ 

It is believed that by the p~esumptuous rejection of these 

necessary elements, the mystic assumes an anti-Christian, 

or an anti-Muslim stance. He has strayed and mysticism 

should be condemned and denounced as the: 

••• "belief in access to God with ulti:~.ate 
absorption in him, apart from any mediation 
as.that which the Christian Revelation bears 
witness" •••• It fails to recognize the depth of 
the abyss which human sin has set between God and 
u·s ••• mysticism lacks that depth of repentance which 
faith evokes and which God requires •••• The mystic 
thinks himself capable of doing alone what 
Christianity affirms no sinful creature is capable 
of doing alone •••• the solitary flight from man 
is an impossible abstraction, and the solitary 
:flight to God is sheer presumption. The mysticism 
which is often praised today in more or less 
pantheistic circles ••• is one of the most subtle 

. enemies of Christianity.l · 

If we turn now to the positive treat~ents of 

mysticism and survey the ~umerous attempts of inves-

tigators to examine the nature of mysticism, it seems 

!Daniel La::nont in Christ and the Xorld of 
· Thought, quoted by T. Hywel Hughes in Philosophic Basis 

of Mfsticism (Edinburgh: T.& T. Clark, 1937) pp.41o-411 
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that we can distinguish two main positions or 

approaches: ·the first views mysticism as a purely 

emotional experience--it is non-cognitive. The second 

(dealt with in the next chapter) regards mysticism as 

a cognitive and emotional experience of an Objective 

Reality. 

The first approach includes a number of examples; 

all commonly agree to focus upon the emotions of the 

mystic and to define and describe mysticism by means 

of the psychological structure of the mystic and the 

effect of the mystical experience upon his life and 

personality. The universal identifying characteristic 

of mysticism is simply that mystical experience always 

effects a radical transformation in the life of man. 

A mystic is therefore to be recognized by his exemplar,v 
. . 

and particular behaviour (e.g., his moral stamina and 

discipline, his feelings of wonder,. enlargement,. bliss, 

freedom). The central identifying mark or mysticism 

is therefore the transformation of the mystic's outlook 

and activity and the feelings produced. 

Basically there are· two sub-classes of this 

first position or approach which regards mysticism as 

a non-cognitive experience and a wholly subjective 

emotional state with no real objective reference. 

The first is made up of psychologists and scholars 

influenced by Freudian thought. For them, the religious 

object is illusory, and in this sense mystical experience 
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is similar to hallucinatory behaviour. It is a sub­

jective creation of the individual, a projection of his 

mind. The "God" known by the mystic then has no real 

outside objective existence. The source or cause of 

religious ideas or objects can be traced. to J:Lnd completely 

explained by the natural physical needs of man. 

In this literature, the MYstic Way, the mystical 

experience is tied to and explained according to one 

particuJ.ar conception of religion. Mysticism is 

understood as but one method (to be distinguished from 

other methods, i.e., magic, sacrifice, rite, etc.) 

created by man for the purpose of satisfying his n~eds. 

One psychologist representative of this opinion 

who can be singled out because of his interest and 

study of mysticis~ is James H. Leuba.l 

Leuba defines as mystical, "any experience 

taken ~ the experiencer to ·be contact (not through 

the senses, but 'immediate'., 'intuitive') or union of 

the· self with a larger-than-self, be it called the 

World Spirit, God, the Absolute, or othenrise."2 

lJames H. Leuba, A Ps~chological Study of ReliSion 
(New York: Macmillan eo., 191 ). 

Idem., The Ps cholo of Reli ious ~ sticism 
(New York: Harcourt, Brace & eo. , 1925 • 

2James H. Leuba, The Psychology of Religious 
Mtsticism , p.l (my italics) • 

http:particuJ.ar
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He further writes: 

They the mystics claim the objective rea.li t;sr of. 
the religious objects, and the universal validity 
of the dogmas which chance to be regarded by them 
as a necessary condition of their experience •••• 
their failure to say in what consists the objective 
validity of the mystical experience confirms the 
opinion that the only invulnerable thing in 'union 
with the infinite', whether it be induced by 'divine 
love', by wine, or by contemplation of sublime 
nature, is the affective consciousness--a consciousness 
that does not reach beyond itself.l · 

The immediacy of religious knowledge is illusory. 
The expression 'immediate experience• can be applied 
only to mere sensation (sensory impressions not 
referred to an object} and to mere feeling.2 

Here, then, is the first occurrence of a defini­

tion which is tied to (and. li!llited by) a particula~ 

view of religion and proposes to identify mystical 

experience, not in terms of.its intrinsic characteristics, 

but in terms of the analyst's personal opinion as to 

what-the experience signifies. 

The. second sub-class can be represented by the 

famous psychologist and pragmatist, William James. 

His views on mysticism presented here are drawn from 

his Varieties of Religious Experience.3 

As in the above example, James regards mysticism 

as a wholly emotional experience: it is purely a state 

of feeling and not a state where the intellect or 

lJames H. Leuba, A Psychoiosical Study of Religion, 
pp.2}3-240 

2 Ibid.' p. 276 

3will1am ~ames, The Varieties of Religious 
Experience (London: Giftord Lectures, 1902; New York: Collier 
Books, 1961). 
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conceptualizing .faculty is operative •. The feelings 

of the mystic are the important and instructive elements 

for the study of mysticism; and if we are to understand 

the essence of mysticism, we must look to the feelings 

produced in the mystic: the feelings o.f uenl.argement, 

union, and emancipation.". Although the mystical state. 

does indeed seem ~ the mystic to be a state of knowledge. 

James concludes that it is more akin to a state of 

feeling than a state of intellect. The "noetic quality-" 

or element is inarticulate, and it must be concluded that 

the mystical experience has no specific intellectual 

.content. Its feelings are vivid and reliable, pro­

ducing the mystic's sense of authority and certitude, 

but its ideas are vague, contradictory and unreliable. 

Mystical intuition is indeterminate and of littl• real 

importance to the student of mysticism. The so-called 

"content" of the experience is a mystery, an. enigma,. 

ineffable. 

Is the mystical experience for Ja!nes, then, 

an experience of s.omething objective, or a ·subjective 

experience of man? 

In contrast to other psychologist-students of 

mysticism who are quite cle~r about what they claim 

to be tb.e subjective character of mystical experience, 

William James offers a more complex answer to this 

question • 

First of all, it must be ·stressed that as a 
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Pragmatist and as one of the chief spokesmen of that 

movement, the question posed is one which James regards 

as irrelevant and of little importance--either for the 

mystic or the student of mysticism. He is interested 

in the fact of the experience, not in the wq or how 

it happens. 

The mystical experience is the direct contact 

with something perceived as objective, which has a 

transforming power and effect upon man. As long as 

the experience is found by the mystic to be effective 

and useful, James is satisfied, the experience has 

validity, and there is no need to inquire further into 

the truth of its subjectivity or objectivity. 

The only significant fact concerning mystical 

experience is that something is achieved which affects 

the mystic so profoundly that it modifies ~the inner 

life of the subject between the times of their recurrence.ttl 

The tact that this activity and effect exist 

is justification for calling the experience real and 

valid. But by this discussion, James is simply 

answering those critics of mysticism who in holding 

it to be a subjective experience, conclude it to be 

invalid. He has still not really answered our question. 

It is when he becomes a theorist that he faces directly 

this question •. Here, I find he answers that mystical 

IIbid., p.301 
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experience is a subjective reality which has an ob3ect1ve 

appearance with objective effects. Let us examine the 

hypotheis which he proposes in order to understand the 

mystic. 

James sees the total nature of man ~s capable 

of two levels of consciousness:· man is made up of a 
11lower11 and "higher"·self but is normally' unaware of the 

richness of his capabilities. 

The 11higher" self of man is the "sub-conscious'' 

realm and it: 

••• is obviously the larger part of each of us, 
for it is the abode of eve~thing that is latent and 
the resevoir of everything that passes unrecorded 
or unobserved •••• Our intuitions, hypotheses, fancies, 
superstitions, persuasions, ·convictions, and in 
general all our non-rational operations come from 
it. It is the source of our dreams, and apparentl7 
they may return to it. In it arise whatever mystical 
experiences we may have, and our automations, sensory 
or motor; our life· in hypnotic and ·'cypne1-d·'-·eon.d.1 tiO>ns; "'' 
our delusions, fixed ideas, and hysterical accidents, 
if we are hysterical subjects; our supra-normal 
cogni tions if such there be, and if vie are telepathic 
subjects. It is also the fountainhead of much that 
feeds religion.l 

According to James, the individual mystic is able 

to form a connection between his "l.ower" and "higher" 

self; he realizes that he bel.ongs to and is in harmony 

with a far greater, more extensive entity, for his 

subconscious self' is representative of a dimension 

of existence other than the normal 11 'sensible' and 

merely 'understandable' world". 

1Ib1d., p376 
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Mystical experience then is postulated as the 

"striking and sudien unification of discordant self" and 

originates in the subconscious, normally unmanifested 

realm of the soul. Mystical experience is: "the fact 

that the conscious person is continuous with a wider 

self i;hrough which saving experiences come."l 

The mystical experience is valid because: 

••• work is actually done upon our finite person­
ality for we are turned into new men, and conse­
quences in the way of conduct follow in the natural 
world.upon our regenerative change.2 

So long as this operativeness is admitted to be 
real, it makes no essential difference whether the 
immediate effects be subjective or real.3 · 

However, strictly speaking, the experience is 

subjective and the illusion of objectivity is explained 

as follows: 

At the same time the theologians' contention that 
the religious man is moved by an external power 
is vindicated, for lt is one of the peculiarities 
of invasions fro:n the subconscious region to·take 
~ objective appearances, and to suggest to-t~ 
Subject an external control. In the religious 
life the control is felt as 'higher'; but since in 
our hypothesis it is primarily the higher faculties 
of ~ ~ hidden ~ which are controlling, the 
sense of union with the power beyond us is a sense 
of so~ething, not merely apparently, but literally 
true.4 . 

!Ibid., p. 398. 

2Ibid., p.399. 

3rbid., p.371 .. 

4Ibid., pp.396-397 (my italics) • 
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James goes on to say that various intellectual 

'over-beliefs' will always be elaborated by the mystic 

ana connected with his experience and they will then 

become essential to that individual's religion. However. 

James wants it made clear that with the entry of these 

. 'over-beliefs •. one leaves. the primarily subjective 

realm of. mysticism and enters into the world of faith. 

Only when this further step of faith concerning 
God is taken, and remote objective consequences 
are predicted, does religion, as it seems to me, 
get wholly free from the first immediate subjective 
experience, and bring a real hypothesis into play.l 

Another example of this first position can be 

added here: it is the view of those Christian theologians 

and scholars who com:nent on mysticism, not to dismiss 

and condemn it (as was the e.ffort presented above)2 

but to characterize and·define mysticism within. the 

limits allowed by orthodox Christian· doctrina··ancr . 
teaching. ·. Here, mystical experience can be acceptable 

and allowed only when it is regarded as a purely emo­

tional and non-cognitive experience. It is upon these 

two points that agreement with the other groups· is 

found, and hence the assignment of these scholars to 

the first approach. However, there is a significant 

difference between their outlook and those of Leuba 

and James. -:-lfhile for these writers mystical experience 

is an emotional, non-cognitive experience, it is claimed 

+Ibid., p.4oo. 

2see pp.2-3 of thesis • 
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nonetheless to be.!:!! objective state; it is an experience 

of an Objective Reality. 

What these Christian scholars deny is that the 

mystic has a valid, independent cognitive experience. 

l~stical knowledge being a personal, intuit~ye religious 

kilowledge is viewed as uncontrollable, unreliable, and 

a potential rivaland danger to the traditionally estab­

lished sources of information about God. Moreover, 

speculative, philosophical mysticism is seen as leading 

man necessarily towards pantheism or monism. Therefore, 

in the description of mysticism in this literature, the 

emphasis is placed upon feeling, not knowledge; the 

e::notions of the mystic and the emotional aspect are the 

dominant factor ascribed to the mystic~l state. 

The mystical pattern that emerges from these 

studies, that.is sanctioned and commanded by these 

sc~olars, is the personal relationship of love and 

surrender. Again the reader is made conscio~s of tae 

abyss li'hich separates the uncreated Being from the 

creature, the immense distance which divides the sinner 

fro~ the absolute Holy Ruler and the ·necessity of grace, 

the benevolent action of God before this abyss can be 

bridged. I~stical experience is characterized as a 

union of love, a relationship of devotion, humility 

and surrender between the helpless, sinful, always 

unworthy passive soul and the benevolent Lord • 
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Mystical experience ••• is a union o:f love, resulting 
in a deeper understanding, not a new disoovery •••• It 
is this ~owledge of faith and doctrine which judges 
the experienc.e not the reverse. 

lv!ystical experience is ineffable. Correctly speaking 
it is not a source of knowledge, unless there comes 
into play a new element, distinct fro~ the mystical 
experience: prophetic revelation.2 

••• the mystic acquires his religious conviction 
precisely as his non-mystical neighbor does, namelY', 
through tradition and instruction grown habitual 
and reflective analysis. The mystic brings his 
theological beliefs to the mystical experience; 
he does not derive them from it. 3 . . 

l 

Oo~on to all members of this first positive 

approach to the study and understanding of mysticism, 

is the conviction that the particular theol.ogioal or 

philosophical framework--the intellectual content that 

the mystic expresses, is not an integral part of his 

experience. It is something which is ••accidental" or 

"nece~sary" depending on the vie~point of the analyst, 

but is only supplied afterwards when t!le mystic nreturns 

to the world 11 and reflects upon his experience. The 

belief is that the understanding and expression given to 

the experience is determined by the prevailing religious 

or philosophical climate in which the mystic finds 

himself. 

lA.. Ldonard, "studies on the .Phenomena of ].fystical 
Experience", MYstery and Mysticism , ed. A. Ple, (London: 
Blackfriars Publications, 195~) p.107. 

2Ibid., p. 107. 

3G. A. Ooe, "The sources of 1:,:Ystic Revela tionn, 
Hibbert Journal , vol.vi, 1907-8, p.360 • 
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The highest flights of theistic mysticism,. far 
from pretending to penetrate the secrets of the 
me and thou in worship, and to transcend the dualism 
by an act of intelligence, simply turn their backs 
on such attempts.l 

The fact is that the mystical feeling of enlargement. 
union and emancipation has ~ specific intellec-
tual content whatever o?:rts own. It is capable 
or-?orming matrimonialiilliances with ma·terial 
furnished by the most diverse philosophies and 
theologies, provided only they can find a place 
in their framework for its ueculiar emotional. mood. 
We have no right, therefore to invoke its prestige 
as distinctly in favor of any special belief such. 
as that in absolute idealism or in the absolute 
monistic identity or in the absolute goodness of 
the world.2 

Should one of the great mystics be asked to formu­
late his 'intuitions', he would mention in sub­
stance those Christian doctrines in which. his 
mystical experiences are s~t.3 

~i'e do find conform.! ty in the psychological effect of 
mystical experience, in the transformation it 
induces On the personality; but as for the content 
of the experience itself, it is co!ored more often 
than not, by the prevailing dogma. 

The conclusion of the studies ·taking .,tb.f.s 

approach then, is that the intuition of the mystic and 

his expression of it are not essential to the character­

ization of the mystical experience. They are entirely 

a secondary element; if we want to grasp the essence 

of mysticism, we must look to the feelings and conduct 

Iwilliam James, Essays on Faith and Morals 
(New York: Longrnans, Green & Co., 1943) p.l:;5 

2Idem., Varieties of Religious Experience, pp.333-334 
(my italics) 

3James Leuba, A Psychological Study of Religion,p.238 
4 , , Joseph Marechal, Etudes sur la ns chanal se des 

mystiques, (Bruxelles-Paris: 1937 vol.II p. 15; transl • 
Studies In the Ps cholo of the sties, (Albany, New York: 
Y~gi Books Inc., 19 
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of the mystic as the only reliable criteria on which to 

base an understanding or definition. 

The fact that mysticism is to be characterized 

by such feelings and by the radical transformation 

it effects in the life of man is not wholly satisfying. 

All forms of religion claim a transforming 

power for man, and the emotions produced by and identified 

with mystical experience are not unique to that 

experience; in what manner is mysticism to be then 

distinguished as separate? 



• 
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CHAPTER II 
MYSTICISM AS COGNITIVE.J..EMOTIONAL, 

OBJECTIVE EXP~RIENCE 

. The second approach to the study of mysticism. · 

operates with the notion that mystica~ experience is 

both a cognitive and an emotiona~ experience~ In contrast 

to the first approach it stresses that mysticism must 

above a~~ be characterized as a cognitive and objec-

tive experience. It finds the first approach in error, 

as having reduced the phenomenon of mysticism to an 

emotiona~ experience where non-verba~ behaviour is 

sufficient to characterize mysticism. The criteria 

thus proposed are inadequate and fail even to distinguish 

mysticism from other .similar emotional, inspired 

states which can also effect a profound change in the 

life of man. 

Those who share this second view of mystical 

experience defend their opinion by the assertion that a 

considerable proportion of mystical literature recounts 

experiences that are of a decidedly cognitive and not 

merely emotive nature, and that this fact stands against 

that view which regards mysticism as primarily an 

experience of feeling. They contend that an adequate 

description of mysticism can be formulated only when 
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the Deculiar aystical intuition is probed and understood • 

The special characteristic of mystical experience 
is that of revealing a transcendental truth 
determined in a state of consciousness.l 

"M;rstical intuition, in its final form, can.notthen 
be a pure feeling which, after his return to normal 
life, the m7stic would justify with the aid of a 
rational doctrine. He feels ver.y clearl7 that 
there is a bond, a communion between his intuition 
and this doctrine, a natural relation; the proof' 
is that he does not consider all or aur doctrine 
capable of being adapted to this intuition; for 
this is not a confused and passive sensi.bility 
which may adapt itself to the first theology that 
comes its way; it has a real activity; it dislikes 
certaiu concepts, and has affinities with others ••• "2 

The secoud approach assumes then that associated 

with this cognitive experience is an identifiable. 

concrete "contentn of a peculiar character which imparts 

a certain information about both the mystic and Ultimate 
' 

Reality. To assert otherwise is to neglect or disregard 

two things: the constant sense of_ c~_r~a;ip.J;r_~( knowing_ 

common to mystics and the fact that mystical doctrines 

have appeared which contrast sharply with and even 

oppose dominant traditional religious and cultural 

beliefs. 

The nature of mystical "knowledge" then, is 

very important for the investigator of the second 

position and the nature of the mystical goal becomes the 

. Iw. R. Inge, ~sticism In Religion (London: 
Hutchinson, 1947} p.5 . 

2a. Bastide, Les ~roblemes de la vie ~sti~ue 
(Paris, n.p., 1931); cite by I. L~onard, intud es on 
the Phenomena of Mystical Experience", Mysterz and MYsticism, 
ed. A. Ple, p. 102. . 
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deciding factor in the determination of a mystical or 

non-mystical experience. 

It should be made clear that the opposition 

of this second approach to the first just described is 

not as great as it seems. Usually, representatives 

of this second position incorporate many of the same 

emotional distinguishing characteristics into their 

descriptions of the mystical state. These are treated 

as qualities which are normall7 a part of the mystical 

state but are seen as subord£nate to the more primar,r, 

more informative distinguishing characteristic which 

is the nature of the cognitive. "content", the propo• 

sitions that the mystic maintains. 

For.the students of mysticism who recognize 

the vital significance of this "special characteristic" 

for the mystical experience, the primary concern of 

study becomes the elucidation of the nature of mystical 

information. In contrast to the efforts of those faithful 

to the first method, the latter students are less 

attentive to the actions and non-verbal behaviour of 

the ~ystic and look more to the mystic's message. 

The analysis of mysticism shifts towards a preoccupation 

with language, the descriptions given by the mystics. 

As the probe of mystical experience and language 

proceeds, it is quickly evident that among the mystics 

there is no unanimity of voice. There is in fact, 

a great variation in the way mystics speak of their 
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experience, of the truth they have perceived. 

Confronted with this variety of voice, the 

following question then arises for the student of 

mysticism: is mystical experience at all times and all 

places ~he same experience or are there really different · 

and maUJ" mysticismst- This question produces two opinions: 

on the one hand is a belief that, phenomenologicallT 

speaking, mysticism is everywhere essentially one and 

the same, 1mplpng that there is also one pattern or 

doctrine necessarily corresponding to, or best 

expressing that one experience. On the other hand is 

the belief that there are indeed different mystical 

experiences which necessitate the different mystical 

interpretations or doctrines. 

For those holding the former opinion, the diver­

s-ity of mystical expressions and doctrines can be 

accounted for largely by factors which are extrinsic 

to the mystical experience •. The following reasons are 

proposed for the failure of the individual mystic to 
\ 

express adequately or interpret his perception: (1) A 

simple carelessness or heedl.essness with language, 

(2) An insufficiently trained and developed philosophical 

intellect, (3) A conscious or unconscious acquiescence 

to pressure from cultural, religious or historical 

circumstances. 

The diversity of voice can also be explained. 

by the theory that the expressions merely represent 
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lesser stages of the one mystical intuition. Or that 

it is caused by the variety of mystic temperaments and 

the nreaction" of that temperament upon the Absolute 

Reality. 

The claim is made that if one carefully studies 

the diverse mystical expressions one can distinguish 

between what was the nature of the mystic's experience 

and what was the interpretation the mystic made of that 

experience. such an exercise would result in the 

ability to isolate the one universal mystical experience 

and one true expression. 

For those holding the second view, mysticism 

is seen as capable of great diversity and since it is 

held that the accompanying expression accurately mirrors 

the experience, then one must sp~~k __ o+. _d_1_ye:;-g~~~~-- .... «-·.-

"mysticismstt and never of "mysticism". In general,. this 

view holds that the mystical Object involved in the 

relationship is of a different nature in each of these 

contrasting experiences, thus producing a different 

mystical knowledge and a different mystical relationship. 

With these two opinions in mind, let us look 

at a few studies of mysticism and examine the ways 

in which such beliefs are established and defended. 

What we will notice now as a new element in 

this second approach to the study of mysticism is the 

questioning of the validity of the descriptions and 

doctrines of the mystic. The investigator is led, 
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sometimes almost in spite of himself,' upon a search 

for the true mystical expression or doctrine. He is 

forced to make a valuation of the mystical descriptions 

or experiences. What we will see in these studies 

is the increased importance of the role ot mystical. 

theolog or mystical philosophy. Rather than 

remaining a descriptive, phenomenological work, the 

study of mysticism becomes an effort towards establishing 

a theological formulation. 



RtmOLF OTTO 

The first major comparative study of mys.tiaisDl 

was Rudolf Otto's Krsticism East and lfestl •. It was 

a pioneering work, a perceptive and significant stud7 

which had a great impact upon the scholarly world. 

Not only did it serve as a stimulus tor additional. 

studies but it had. a continuing influence. The deb't that 

later scholars owe to Otto is obvious from the constant 

reappearance of his insights and theories in the later 

studies. 

The aim of Mlsticism East and West is threefold: 

first, Otto wants to show that mysticism is a universal 

phenomenon, a basic "primal tt need and urge of man and 

that its occurrence is independent of climate, ·culture, 

race and time. Second, Otto seeks to prove that the 

claim of scholars that "mysticism is always just mysticism, 
' is always and everywhere one and the same quant1ty"2 

is false. His opinion is that mysticism has within 

it as "many- varieties of expression" as does any other 

product of the artistic consciousness. Third, he maintains 

liudolf Otto, Mfsticism East and West , transl. 
B. L. Bracey and R. c. Paine (New York: )~cmillan, 1932; 
Y~c~11lan Paperbacks, 1970). 

2Ib1d., p.l4 

http:stimul.us
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that these variations of expression cannot be accounted 

for by racial divisions or geographical situations. 

In fact, they are often found to be dwelling together 

within the same race or cultural group. 

At this point, it is not evident which of the 

two positions referred to abovel Otto supports. His 

term "varieties of express.ion11 makes his stance ambi­

guous. .No scholar of mysticism would dispute the fact 

that within the world-wide tradition of mysticism there 

exists a great variety of expression. It is not upon. 

this fact that the holders of the two positions are 

divided. What divides them is the explanation they 

offer for the diversity's having come about. It would 

seem pointless to deny the existence of the varieties 

of mystical expression independent of culture, time 

and place. Those scholars who maintain the first 

viewpoint referred to above (in the discussion of the 

second approach) recognize this variety. However, they 

claim that if mystics do not always say the sa~e thing, 

they all~ the same thing. The scholars' aim is then 

to work with the variety of expression in order to 

show and explain the incidental reasons for the variation 

of language and to isolate the bare, common content 

identical to all mystics--the identical intuition which 

all mystics mean to express. --
Isee pp.l9-20 • 
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Although not clearly stated at the outset, it 

is Otto's belief that there are mysticisms of widely 

differing content which exist out of necessity. This 

opinion is based upon his unquestioning conviction 

that the words of the mystic are: 

••• certainly not mere accident ••• not things of 
chance but arise of necessity out of the subject 
matter itself and give it expression. In their 
resemblance or even identity is mirrored the 
resemblance or identity of the matter which they 
have to express.l 

Otto sees therefore an indissoluble link 

between mystical experience and the mystical l~guage 

employed by the mystic, the latter being a truthful 

representative of the former. 

Even though, for Otto, mysticism is not "one 

and the same quantity always", it still must have a 

general meaning in order to be of use.· He therefore 

suggests what might be called a genus definition of 

mysticism (which would still allow within it a number 

of very differing species) • 

. Before presenting his notion of the general 

meaning of mysticism, Otto first reacts strongly against 

the way that mysticism is usually separated from all 

other religious experience. He rejects what he sees as 

a co~mon tendency to characterize mysticism by contrasting 

it with the usual theistic religious experience. 

libid., p.l4 .. 
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Mysticism then becomes defined as an "experience of the 

immanence of the divine, and of the unification and unity 

· in essence with it'', over against the theistic religious 

experience which emphasizes the wholly transcendent 

divine. Otto finds such a definition inadequate and 

erroneo'J.s because the two objects (the "divinen in each 

case) !.!:! .2£.!. totally different character thus completely 

invalidating the comparison which assumes them to refer 

to the same entity. Otto maintains that it is this 

difference in the conception of the object which neces­

sitates the difference in the relationship and not the 

other way around. The point of focus is then not 

upon the attainment of a new and different relationship, 

e.g., union with God, but upon!. B!! and different 

conception of that "God". The definitive characteristic 

of mysticism which marks it off .from c)the-r-religi·ous 

experiences is 1h! peculiar character £! !h.! object 2.f 

the experience. This 1.§. 1.2. E£_ the deter:nining factor. · 

I.t is the wholly non-rational character of this 
conception of God with its divergence from the 
intimate, personal, modified God of simple theism, 
which makes the mystic •••• Mysticism enters into 
religious experience in the measure that religious 
feeling surpasses its rational content ••• to the 
extent to which its hidden, non-rational, num.inous 
elements predominate and determine the emotional 
life.l 

Wnere this core reveals itself in its non-rationality 
(for that which is indicated in the words 'to have 
God himself' is already non-rational, i~ escapes 

!Ibid., pp.l5B-159 • 

http:becom.es
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every attempt at formulation) there, so it seems, 
the intuitus mysticus appears with·a certain 
inevitability, breaking forth out o! the depths 
of the soul, with its vision of unity, its peculiar 
dialectic, its bold and daring ideographs.l 

Mystical intuition is not an inferred or derived 

consciousness--it is the immediate and direct appre­

hension of the objective Reality, the "Numinous". 

While the numinous character of the object is to be 

the determining characteristic, it must. be made clear 

here that the mystical belief is different from adherence ., 

to other abstract belief's •. :For the mystic, associated 

with the numinous idea of Reality, is also, necessarily, 

a feeling that he is intimately and essentially related 

to the Truth or Reality that is directly perceived. 

In Otto's proposed theory, the mystical object 

is not tied to terms such as "God" or ''Godhead"; the· 

"nu::ninous sphere•• essential to e·v-er:( mysticlsm ais'o .. 
includes the "Deus sine modis", uBrahman", 11Itmann, 

"the One", "the All", "stmyata", etc.; man is a mystic 

. as soon as he has a vision of and lives in this numinous 

sphere. The experience of union, a personal encounter 

and intimacy with "God", may indeed be present, but 

it should not be made the indicator of the general 

phenomenon of mysticism which includes a wider range 

of experience. 

To refute the claim that mysticism is always 

Iroid., pp.l47-148 • 
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and everywhere the same experience. Otto quite early 

in his book establishes two major types of mysticism 

found both in the East and West whose difference, he 

feels, is easily apparent even to the most casual 

student: the mysticism of nature and mysticism of the 

spirit. 

There are. it is true, certain traits which are 
common to both types, and therefore they are both 
called mysticism: for example, the impulse toward 
unity, the feeling of identification, the disap­
pearance of the sense of otherness of the contrast 
between the particular and the general, the whole 
mystical 'logic' of the 'second way' as opposed 
to rational logic. But nevertheless, each has 
an entirely different content •••• Nature Mysticism, 
is the sense of being immersed in the oneness of 
nature, so that man feels all the individuality, 
all the peculiarity of natural things in himselt.l 

Spiritual mysticism in contrast, " ••• views 

things and the essence of things from the standpoint 

of the significance and value o:f the divine,·in abso­

lute contrast to nature. This is a spiritual, not 

a natural nor an aesthetic valuation."2 Spiritual 

mysticism again, can have many forms. Among the many 

major types singled out by Otto are: soul-mysticism 

and God-mysticism. 

Soul-mysticism is the "development of the 

numinous sense of the 'soul'", meaning, "to know and 

find in one's self: to know one's own soul in its true 

libid., pp.9~-93. {Wait Whitman would oe for 
Otto a classic example of a nature mystic). 

2Ibid., p.94 • 
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nature and glory, and through this knowledge to liberate 

and realize its divine glory; to find the abyssus, the 

depths within the self and discover the .self as divine 

in its inmost depth"l 

God-mysticism occurs as man comes to-regard 

God as a "Deus sine modis"; that is, when a concept 

of God as complete non-rationality predo~nates. · 

Various types of God-mysticism can further be distin­

guished, differing in the personal-suprapersonal content 

ascribed to the object God. In certain kinds of God­

mysticism, the mystic attains a union with God. He is 

in some manner 'deified', joined to God, yet at the 

same time, always retaining his i'Q.dividuality, his 

separate creaturely 'otherness'. In contrast, other 

God-mysticisms find talk of 'union' inappropriate and 

search for more apt expressions for the unity discovered. 

Most often it iS then spoken of as a 'sort of' identity 

where the mystic no longer exists as a separate entity. 

His individuality destroyed, he disappears into the 

divine. Occasionally the intuition expressed sounds 

like a simple tautology: God=Mystic, but it can also 

take a more mysterious formwhere the mystic is iden-

tified with what he perceives as a larger, more all­

inclusive Real. 

In order to illustrate that these basic types 

libid., p.98 • 
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of mysticism do indeed exist, (e.g., "God-mysticism" 

and "soUJ..-mysticism") and stand in sharp contrast with 

one another, Otto compares a Yogin, a Buddhist and 

Shankaracary~. 
, 

••• this contrast between a Yogin and a Sankara 
is very difficult to define. Very often, even by 
Indologista, it is overlooked. Or the contention 
is sometimes made that although the Yog1n does not 
recognize a Brahman, his mystical experience is at 
bottom the same as that of a Sankara. I have 
heard the same argument put forward regarding 
Buddha 1 s NirvAna. But the belief in the • oneness 
of all mysticism• here deceives the eye of the 
observer, !ankara as well as Buddha would have · 
abhorred such a claim. It is true that the differ­
ence is very hard· to make clear in words, for the 
very verbal expressions of the two opponents seem 
to disavow it, so alike are they. Both appear to 
be striving after the same thing, or at least after 
something extraordinarily similar •••• In both cases 
the final state is governed by those feelings of 
infinite liberation and exaltation of which it 
is customary t·o speak in any religious-psycholo­
gical discussion of mysticism; in both we are dealing 
with liberation from the bonds of self-consciousness, 
in both the ltman is pure j!ana without the distinc­
tions of Knower, known and knowing; in both it is 
complete consciousness. Nor is there any doubt 
that the degree of blessedness of those who have 
reached the kaivalyam of the Yoga is not less nor 
less important than those who have achieved 
Brahma-nirvana. The distinction here is in no 
way one of mere quantity ••• Br!hman mysticism is 
qualitatively diff'erent from Atm.an mysticism, 
however much the terminology of the two seem to 
agree~. Their respective contents are separated 
by a great gulf which can be distinguished by any 
painstaking observer. The difference between them 
however, is itself as non-rational as the difference 
in character of the two mysticisms; it is not to 
be reproduced in intellectual conceptions and is 
only comprehensible in mystical experience itself. 
I must again remind my readers how insufficient 
to any treatment are the usual terms--'feeling 
of exaltation~,l1beration, and expansion, or 
infinity'. All these terms would apply also to 
pure Yoga and describe it tolerably well •. But the 
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sense of Brahman is obviously something different 
from all this.l 

Otto adds that his typology does not always 

exist in simple, clear-cut cases; it is more complex 

as additional variety results because all of these 

simple types (nature, soul, and God-mysticisms) can 

and do combine, thereby producing another striking 

different type. 

A second typ,ology is elaborated by Otto in order 

to demonstrate again the diversity within mystical 

experience. What it reveals is two main :ways of JDTSticism: 

" the lqsticism of Introspectiontt and "the t.fysticism of 

Unifying Vision". Each is shown as a clearly distinct 

method having a separate and differing origin, incentive, 

technique or path and finally, most importantly, a 

different mystical intuition. 

Tr11 th the "Mysticism of Introspection" or 

11 In"trard 1fay", the mystic reaches a state of intuition 

by separating himself from the outside world. He turns 

his attention inwards to probe the depth of his nature 

and being. What he obtains is "self-knowledge", the 

discovery of man's true self or nature. Often the 

intuition also includes the perception that the true 

self is akin to that which is the 'Infinite', the 

'Eternal', 'God', or 'Brahman' (illustrating the com-

IIoid., pp.162-164 • 
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bination of two mysticisms, God-mysticism and soul­

mysticism). 

What characterizes this ~s a distinct way 1s 

the isolation of the mystic from the surrounding world, 

the fact that he has no need of it, that it adds nothing 

to foster his intuition. The result o!ten 1s, then, 

that the mystic has an anti-world attitude; the physi-· 

cal world is an obstacle for him, necessitating a 

withdrawal, denial and de.tachment.. The elaboration 

of a doctrine of the soul or Self is also essential 

to this Way: the mystic finds his true being in contrast 

to the earlier erroneous un.derstan·ding of his nature. 

The second Way of mysticism: the "MYsticism 

of Unifying Vision" is in direct opposition to any 

ttinwardness". The mystic's attention is directed 

·outward to the world of things and during the contem­

plation of physical nature, an intuition bursts in 

upon him. He finds in the outward multiplicity a 

wondrous unity of all being. He has a 11 glimpse into 

the eternal relationsh1ps of th1ngs" which destroys 

the previous mistaken idea of the separateness of 

individual beings and things. 

This second Way is also completely different 

fro::n the first in that there is no need for a udoctrine 

of the Soul". Also particularly characteristic of the 

Vision of the second Way is a series of ascending 

stages: perhaps one could call it a continuing refinement 
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of the initial intuition. In any case, to each stage 

of this second. Way there corresponds a different 

mystical object resulting in a different type of mysticism. 

In addition to establishing a. methodology 

with which to understand better mysticaL phenomena, 

Otto has another goal in tgsticis;n East and West, that 

is: the comparative study of Eastern and Western mysti-

cism. 

For this comparative study he chooses two 

mystics: Meister Eckhart ·and Sbankaracarya. Re has a 

number of reasons for this choice: first of all, he 

finds that despite the differences of culture and tradition, 

Eckhart and Shankara as mystics bear striking 

resemblances to each other. In their chosen mode of 

expression, both are mystics of the "cool" intellectual 
-

type in contrast to the "hot" excited and emotional 

mystic. Both regard the acquirine of knowledge as the 

key to salvation. Both represent a teaching mysticism, 

that is, they are teachers to whom the elaboration · 

of doctrine from their mystical experience is of great 

importance {although never diminishing the primary 

necessity of having the experience .itself). Finally, 

Otto.makes the claim that they represent "the two prin­

cipal classic types of Eastern and 1festern mystical 

experience"~l 

ltbid., p.5 . 
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While Otto's study examines the differences 

as well as the similarities of these two mystics, the 

real aim of the comparison is to establish and emphasize 

the "common theistic foundation" of Eckhart andShan.kara. 

This is in reaction to wha.t,Otto finds is the 

usual (erroneous) interpretation of Indian rel.ig1on 

as "monism, pantheism, impersonal mysticism ... · He wants 

to show that there are theistic elements in Shankara's 

conception of Brahman which closely parallel Christian 

theism. 

The impersonal Brahman rests ••• on a theistic basis 
and this basis is not unimportant for the conception 
of Brahman itself.l 

The interpenetration of the theist and ~he mystic 
is much more marked in ~ckhart than in Sankara. 
Yet the greatest mystic of India is himself a 
witness that theism is not an accident of Western 
development but somehow arises out of the deep 

. .,..o .... .Dss" +y ,...,. m!:u~v--. '"d i.,.. i"t't::t...,e.....,.l 2 . 
~-~~ ~~ ~- ~-~~-~ ~ ow~ ·~ • . 

This is an important and interesting inter­

pretation and deserves a closer examination of its 

purpose and foundation. At first glance 1.t may look 

like but another Christian scholar's apology :for the 

superiority of his own Christian theism and his desire 

to see its truth mirrored in all religions, The like­

lihood of this motive is strengthened by the fact that 

in ~fysticism East and Ttfest, Otto shows a greater sympathy' 

for and higher admiration of the mysticism of Eckhart. 

I Ibid., p .1~1. 

2Ibid., p.l40. 

http:sympat.hy
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I believe, however, that such would be an erroneous 

reading. I suspect a different intent in his words 

and I would like to hazard an interpretation more in 

harmony with his other statements. 

First, it should be stressed that Otto appears 

to be uncomfortable with the term 'theism'. He seems 

anxious that the reader not misunderstand him, for 

he does not mean exactly the 11personal theismu of the 

Christian type but a: form which "towers above a theistic 

basis".1 

The Brahman conception rises beyond a personal 
God and yet bears the fragrance and calor of the 
ground from which it springs.2 

. , 
Thus we realize close resemblances between Sankara 
and Meister Eckhart. In both men mysticism rises 
above a personal theism.3 

It is true of him [SankaraJ as of Eckhart, that 
l;J.is teaching _leads to a kind of supertheism ••• 4 

What does Otto really :nean by a mystical con­

ception which tttowers above personal theism"? What 

is this "supertheismtt? Here, we must admit that Otto 

remains somewhat enigmatic; he is never explicit about 

these terms, yet I believe that one does find sufficient 

clues in his discussion of Eckha.rt and Shankara to 

ltbid.' p.l53. 

2Ibid., p.l23. 

3Ibid., p.l40. 
4 Ibid., p.l29. 
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hazard the following theory •. 

I would propose that Otto is hinting here at 

a dipolar, "panentheistic 11 conception of the Divinel 

and is suggesting ~,P:~t i,t .:r;-epresents the ideal of 

mystical experience. 

To support this belief, let me cite some 

passages from Otto 1 s discussion of the ID.Y'Stical intuitions 

of Shankara and Eckhart: 

The former tNirgupa-BrahmatQ does not deny the 
latter, (Sagu~a-Brahmanl but the latter is taken 
up into the former •••• the significance of this 
process of samuchchaya is obviously to assure to 
the highest Bra~n all conceivable divine values 
of theism and include them in the conception of 
the Brahman.2 · · 

The Nirgu"Q.a-Brahma.n is not the exclusive opposite 
of the Saguyta-Brahm.a.n, but its superlative and a 
development of the tendencies which lead to the 
Sagu'Q.a-Brahman itself.3 

Eckhart 's position is neithe-r· mys·tlciiil1fl:.tl·ettc1sm · 
nor secular activity, but an identity of the deepest 
unity and the ~ost vivid multiplicity, and there­
fore of the most vital rnotion.4 · 

••• Eckhart establishes a polar identity between 
rest and motion within the Godhead itself; ••• the 

· one aspect is as necessary for Eckhart as the 
other. This diastole of the original One in the 
multiplicity of its elements, and the systole of 
its :nanifoldness back into the eternal resting 

l~he elaboration of the npanentheistic" theory 
has been most clearly developed by Oharles Hartshorne 
and will be presented in full below. 

2Ibid., p.l28· 

3Ibid., p.l27. 

4 Ibid., p.l91 • 

·I 

I 

I 
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unity, is the eternal life-process of the God-head.1 

And again in discussion of Eckhart: 

••• these relations we have described as polar, but 
even that is not quite adequate. We have to pro­
ceed to the paradox: because one, therefore many. 
because eternal rest in God, therefore movement, 
because complete non-action, therefore most vigorous 
will. Thus also: because one with God, and God 
with God before time was, therefore, nothing, 
dust, humility ••• 

These are certainly not relationships conceived 
by the power of l.ogic; even Eckhart has to exfress 
them paradoxicall~. But undoubtedly,~ his v sion 
they were no oara oxes, but the most obvious neces-
sitie~- ---

Otto's preference tor Eckhart's descriptions 

over Shankara•s has nothing to do with a choice of 

West over East, or Christian over Indian theology but 

can be traced rather to the role of logic, or the measure 

of paradoxicality in each mystic's expression. Shankara 

hesitates at the border of 11Dipolarity" and retreats 

in order to maintain strict logic while Eckhart is bold: 

Both masters seek and behold unity and the Eternal 
One in contrast to multiplicity, but with this 
difference: ~he relationship of the One to the 
)any is for Sankara one of strict .exclusion,,but 
for Eckhart one of the most live polarity. Sankara 
--in his pari-v1dya--1s a strict monist, but not 
like Eckhart, a philosopher of identity, as regards 
the One and the Many.3 

, 
For Sankara these opposites are excl~sive. For 
Eckhart the one demands the other ••• 

libid., pp.l91-192. 

2Ibid., pp.200-201 (my italics). 

· 3Ibid., p. 191 .. 

4Ibid., p. 200 • 
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"" While Sankara and his school.try rather to ration-
alize the paradoxes of mystical language ••• Eckhart. 
on the contrary excites his listeners by unheard 
of expressions and makes the conventional termin­
ology of scholasticism pulsate again with the old 
mystical meaning. · · . 

I think that this same idea (the Dipolar con­

ception of the Mystical Object) is again hinted at 

in Otto • s final discussion of his methodology •. 

While the initial purpose of Otto was to distin­

guish, separate, and examine the different types of 

mysticism, (due to his conviction that it is only through 

an analysis of this kind that the non-mystic will come 

to see and understand the richness, the complete 

character of mysticism) once the uniqueness of the 

tiays had been established, Otto's attention. turned 

to sketching the curious, somehow necessary affinity, 

the intertwining of the two Ways; ther ·cou1~ftniug·;··-inter-

penetrating of the various types, and the fact that 

one often provokes or calls forth the other. 

The inner uniting of ·these two ways and elements 
evidently takes place under the compulsion of a 
strongly felt need •••• If this correspondence 
{corresponding synthesis) does not point to a hidden 
law of necessity, it at least indicates a power­
fully constraining inward element.2 

To discover in the inwardness of the self the divine 
miracle 1a the soul, or the indwelling ltman, 
and on the other hand, behind and beyond the mul-

Ifhid., p. 196. 
2 Ibid., p. 277 • 
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t1p11city of things to behold the One that is the 
essence of all things and of the self--these are, 
we say, two absolutely different experiences, and 
as non-mystics we cannot conceive how they can 
slip into one another and become indissolubly 
bound together.l . 

For those of us who are not mystics, this inter­
penetration of the two ways is always puzzling, 
and to those who misunderstand their fundamental 
difference it is very necessary to point out 
the enigma of their union, and to make clear the 
peculiarity of each in sharpest distinction. 
~rue, for the mystic himself there is no riddle; 
to him th.e necessi t;r· of their combination is 
obvious. He knows nothing of the twofoldness of the 
ways, but from the peculiar quality of the ob3ects 
he experiences both unfold clearly before him. 
He does not relect on their difference ••• he would 
probably not be able to explain in clear-cut 
conceptions the necessity of their combining~ 
It is to him. an immediately felt necessity, and 
he has no need to analyze intellectually what is 
given as a certainty in feeling.2 

The conclusion of Otto 1s study may be found 

in his statement: 11Perhaps only .~!1 t)lt~Jr __ ~OJE.'t)_~~-~1.o.n 

do they represent the ideal of mystical experience."3 

Otto sees the importance of his methodology 

for the study of mysticism in enabling the student, 

the non-mystic outsider, to perceive the different 

mysticis~s, to recognize the interpenetration of the 

ways and the coincidence of the types and thereby to 

appreciate the achievement of a few mystics and gain 

a glimpse of the Comprehensive Mystical Reality. 

l!bld.' p.276. 

2 Ibid., p.275. 

3Ibid., p.59 .. 
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It could be said that one o~ the aims, or 

perhaps the real aim of :Mysticism East and West is 

the establishment of a valuation of the different 

mystics' expressions. such mystics as Eckhart, Plotinus. 

al-l_iall~j, for Otto, achieve and represent this ttideal 

of mystical experience". 

In his study, Otto equates the "intuitus. ::qsticus" 

with a non-rational concept of the Divine or Reality 

and yet maintains that the mystic apprehends (in. a 

conscious state) an objective Reality. He states that 

for the mystic there 1s no paradox, nor riddle: he is 

one who knows. What Otto doubts and denies is the 

ability of the mystic to express his certainty intellectually: 

it "escapes every attempt at formulation". However,· 

in spite of this, Otto went qui~~ f~~-i~-~~rm~-~~~~g 

a conception--a "theology" of the mystic's f'ullreali-

zation of the mystical Object. Because the description 

was paradoxical (and therefore for him illogical) Otto 

clalmed the Object to be non-rational, incapable of being 

nreproduced in intellectual conceptions". 

I contend that if the mystic is conscious and 

knOlfS, if for him there is no paradox tru17i j· then 

there will exist a rational theory able to interpret 

his certainty. The problem, I find, lies not in the 

non-rationality of the Object but in a mistaken idea 

of the rules governing the logic of its description. • 
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One should equally be willing to reconsider and redefine 

these rules and concepts in order to remove or explain 

the illog1c or paradoxicality. In the last chapter such 

an effort will be presented and a theor.y proposed • 



• 

• 

RICHARD C. ZAEHNER . 

Another scholar who has published a number 

of works on the comparative study of religions and 

~sticism is R. C. Zaehner.l 

We will find in examining zaehner's work that 

his objectives, premises, and basic categories are 

much the same as those of Otto; yet, the final result 

is decidedly different. 

zaehner, like Otto, holds the second viewpoint and 

denies that all ~stical experience can be reduced to 

one pattern; the phenomenon of mysticism is not to be 

regarded as an "identical expression of the selfsame 

Universal Spiri tn2. A. nU!Ilber of -m.ystlcar ·types ·a.re 
distinguished and like Otto, Zaehner insists that they 

occur in each major religious tradition throughout 

· the world. Zaehner feels that to claim that the 

different expressions are merely due to the conditioning 

of the religious or philosophical environment, denies 

the all too obvious fact that "original geniuses" 

!Richard c. zaehner, Mysticism sacred and Profane 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, !956). 
· Idem., Hindu and Muslim Mfsticism (London: 
The Athlone Press, 1960). 

2R1chard c. zaehner, Mysticism Sacred and Profane, 
p. 198 • 

http:mystlcar'types�a.re
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existed: mystics whose teachings were in direct oppo­

sition to the dominant religious mood or their day, 

whose messages emphatically contradict each other 

within the same cultural or philosophical situation •. 

If we are told that the expe.riences (jnyatical] 
are such that they cannot be described and that 

· all descriptions are only approximations to the 
iner:fable experience--the variety or those 
approximations being explicable by the supposed 
fact that the One Truth is viewed :from different 
angles, --then plainly there is no point in discussing 
the matter further. Unless, however, we are 
prepared to.concede that the descriptions are utterly 
meaningless and therefore not approximations at all, 
we are surely entitled to stu~ the evidence and 
draw what conclusions we can.l 

The comparative study which Zaehner then felt 

· justified to undertake led him to conclude that there 

are three distinct experiences o:f mysticism (which are 

singled out by means of the terminology used by the 

mystics). 

As the title of Zaehner's major work on mysticism 

suggests, ,these three "radically different" experiences 

can be divided into profane (uNatural 11 ).myst1cism and 

sacred ( 11Religious 11
) mysticism. In the exposition of 

the types which follows, the first two types correspond 

to the "profane" realm while only with the last do we 

enter the sphere of religious mysticism. In contrast 

to Otto, Zaehner extends the category o:f mystical .. 
experience somewhat. 

1Ib1d., p. 30 • 
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TJ:?.e three types of mystical experience are: 

(1) "pan-en-henictt mysticis:n, (2) "monistic" mysticism, 

an<t (3) ''theistic" my-sticism • 
. 

"Pan-en-henic" mystical experience is essentially-

nature mysticism, and literally the term me~ns the 

"all-in'!tone-ism". It is an experience o~ uni t7 or · 

rapport with the multiplicity of nature: "You are all 

and All is you". In other words, it is the. bliss:tul. 

realization of the oneness of nature. !his type ·inclUdes· 

but is not to be equated with the pantheistic mystical 

experience. The pantheistic experience specificallY' 

finds that: "All. is God and God is All". Whereas in 

the more general grouping of pan-en-hen1c mysticism. 

the concept of God, in the usual sense of the word. 

has not always been e~olved and identified. 
• - -. • • - • - ... - - ' --- .c-

Zaehner sees the pa~-en-henic realization as 

an experience commonly occurring both. to mad and sane 

men .. 

.Let. us.look at a few of his examples to see 

precisely what he means. One of the classic examples 

of this type of experience co~es fro:n the literary 

world1 and is reported by the Irish novelist Forrest 

Reid: "It was as if everything that had seemed to be 

external and around me.we::-e suddenlY' within ma."2 

lather exa::!lples bei:J.g: ".i'illiam ilordsworth, 
Walt h~it:nan and Tennyson. 

2~· • d ... z h ~~ +i 1 d d .;\<locaa.r .., • ae ne::::-, .·gs " c _ sm Sac re , au Profane, 
p.41. 
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Certain Hindu and Siifi writers are also ·included in . 
Zaehner's pan-en-henic category.l Also included is 

the experience of Aldous Huxley induced by the drug 

mescalin.2 And i~ Huxley 1 s experience is to be admitted, 

then, Zaehner maintains, one must also include certain 

manic exper1ences.3 

In all the above examples and in all pan-en-

henic experience, Zaehner finds that there is an expansion 

of man's vision:. an enlargement of consciousness which 

takes either of two forms: an "ab.sorption of' the natural 

order into the experiencing self ••• " or " ••• the dis­

solution of the latter in the spirit that pervades 

all nature."4 

It is a blissful perception which the mystic 

believes to be an intensely real state, much more real 

(true) than what he perceives in his normal consciousness. 

In addition he also has the conviction that the insight 

obtained transcends both space and time. 

The second category devised by zaehner is 

11mon1stic 11 mysticism, an interior experience·or un­

differentiated One-ness which can have various philoso-

lzaehner mentions certain Upanishidic verses, and 
the writings of Ab'ul-Qasin al-Qushayr! and Jalil al-Din aami. 

· 2zaehner was prompted to write :R'sticism Sacred 
and Profane in order to cri ticiz·e Huxley s claims. 

3aimbaud is chosen by zaehner as an example of 
one such manic experience • 

4R. c. zaehner, }trsticism sacred and Profane, p.61 

http:profane,p.6l
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phical interpretations. According to Zaehner, it is a 

totally different experience, and in some ways, the 

complete opposite of the pan-en-henic. The pan-en-henic 

experience is a perception of the Unity of Multiplicity 

whereas the "monistic" exper3.ence denies the reality 

of multiple things. It requires an arduous ascetic 

training and a complete withdrawal of the senses from 

all the physical, transitory, ultimately illusory things ot 

nature •. Whereas, with the pan-en-henic mystical intuition 

one speaks of a Unity of Multiplicity,~ in the monistic 

experience there can be no talk of a!!!!!2. m:ystica. 

Strictly speaking, even such a term as "Undifferentiated 

Unity" is misleading; where there are no real multiple 

members there can be no relationships and there is 

neither an experience . of reconci:I:~~~i-~n !!:~r- .~-! -~t1;5>n. 

Zaehner also terms this experience the "iso­

lation of the Eternal Selftt or the. 11integration of 

personalityu (complete realization of the self) : " ••• the 

state of pure isolation ofwhat we may now call the 

uncreated soul or spirit from all that is other than 

itself~l 

In speaking of Patanjali and Shankara, Zaehner 

explains: nThe final goal is in each the same, the 

'companionless loneliness of self-illumination•, the 

experience of one's own soul as pure light, utterly 

1Ib1d., p.168 • 
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independent. autarchic, deathless. because beyond time, 

eternal and alone •••• The final experience is always 

one of isolation. ttl 

••• the rounding off of an individual personality 
in both past and present, and in eternity. It is 
the realization of the individual soul as something 
other than the ego, something of which the 'other 

·self' ••• is the imperishable canter. This is quite 
distinct from the pan-en-henic experience; it is . 
simply the felt realization of one's soul as immorta1.2 

The representatives of this type of mysticism 

presented by Zaehner are Proust, the schools of Sam­
khya-Yoga, and Advaita-Vedanta. Althougn these three 

are seemingly quite different in their beliefs,.zaehner 

explains that they all share the same aim: "Whether you 

call your soul an individual purusha or the Absolute 

Nirgul}-a or qualitiless Brahman makes no difference. 

All you achieve is the isolation of your essence, thereby 

denying the presence of God."3 --· ···-··-. ·-·· ----~· 

It is when the mystic acknowledges the being 

and activity of a God that we encounter what Zaehner 

calls the third type of mysticism: .,theistic mysticism" 

or the "interior experience of union with God througn 

love 11 •
4 

In contrast to the other types, while the pro-

IR. c. zaehner, Hindu and Muslim Mysticism, p.lO. 

2Idem., Mfsticism Sacred and Profane, p.61. 

3Ibid., p.l46. 
4 . 
Ibid., p.l68 • 

http:Jlysticism,p.10
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spective mystic must concentrate his .mind, will and 

actions upon God, the theistic mystical experience 

occurs only because of God's initiative. The difference 

in outlook and understanding is clearly reflected in the 

mystic's assertion: "It is God's doing and not my own". 

It is God who works and makes one fit for union. 

The theistic mystical state is perceived as 

a reconciliation, a "return of the •self' to God"; 

the 11 
••• return of the spirit to its immortal and infinite 

ground which is God. nl 

At the same ti!lle, zaehner also speaks of it 

as a "total surrender" and as the 11loss .of the purely 

human personality112 and of the " ••• absorption of the 

uncreate spirit, the 'self* into the essence of God, 

in whom both the individual personality and the whole 

objective world are or seem to be entirely obliterated."' 

zaehner seems to be unsure of what exactly 

happens to the self.in the theistic mystical experience; 

he writes: 11 the individual is not annihilated, though 

transformed and 'deified' ••• it remains a distinct 

entity though permeated through and through with the 

divine substance.u4 

I Ibid., p.l59. 
2 Ibid., p.l68. 

3Ibid., p.l68. 

4 Ibid., p.29 • 
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It seems clear that for the mystic of this· 

third type, the God he perceives is always a Being 

utterly and incomparably greater than he. It is on 

this point that Zaehner sets the dividing line between 

theistic mysticism and the two types presented earlier: 

No theistic mystic could lay 
with God is so close that he 
attributes like the power to 
specifically divine.~ 

claim that his union 
can lay claim to 
create which is 

••• when the mystic claims attributes that are 
necessarily divine and demonstrably not human, 
--such as omnipotence,--it is fairly clear that 
he is not enjoying union with God, but ra~her 
some sort of natural mystical experience. 

I find the typological scheme of zaehuer too 

limited and inflexible. There is none of the inter­

mingling, combining,·interfusion of types as described 

by Otto. 

Zaehuer distinguishes two main categories of 

mysticism: personal ~ysticism and impersonal mysticism: . 

the Sacred and the Profane; and he views and establishes 

them as opposing and antagonistic. They are exclusive 

and cannot coincide within the same mystic or mystical 

experience. 

I cannot agree with this interpretation and 

with the reading that zaehner has made of certain 

mystics and his dismissal of certain so-called "monistic" 

mystics and "pantheistic" mystics of the natural type~ 

!Ibid., p.l84. 

2 Ibid., p.l93 • 



• 

• 

49 

Did Zaehner indeed understand these mystics or 

were their experiences perhaps richer and more complex 

than he interpreter Are his interpretation and under­

standing hampered by his declared theological bias?l 

Zaehner's study is clearly an apology for the 

primacy of the theistic mystical experience. It is 

considered the highest form of mystical achievement 

and the only one worthy of being called "religious11
• 

The other types are in some manner or other regarded 

as misguided experiences and Zaehner is very categorical 

in his judgment of the impersonal mysticisms. They 

represent "misguided conceit .. ~ a clear danger and error 

of selfish introversion, an nintroverted narciss1sm".3 

Divested as they are of all their mortal trappings 
they are content to rest in the quiet contemplation 
ot their own souls; having reached the immortal 
they can conceive of nothing ·beiyond. -- ·Tnet are 
blinded by their own self-sufficiency, for having 
conquered desire they cannot rekindle desire 14self 
and direct it to its proper goal which is God. 

Any mystical state which is one of undifferentiated 
oneness is the experience that one individual soul. 

·enjoys of its own individual self: it has nothing 
to do with God. Thus in any form of mystical 
experience from which love is absent, there can be 
no question of God: he is absent too. 

To interpret the experience as being identical 
with the One or the All is absurd; beguiled by the 
beauty and apparent infinity of its own deep nature, 
the liberated soul ••• mistakes the

5
mustard seed for 

Mount Meru, the drop for the sea. · 

1 Ibid., p.xv. 

2Ibid., p.l88. 

3R. c. Zaehner, Hindu and Muslim lojyst1c1sm, p.lO • 

4 Ibid., p.l5. 

~Ibid., p.85. 
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Because of this conviction, zaehner sees the 

history of Indian religion as evolving in one direction 

only,. towards the primacy of love, the development of 

a Personal God in a position over ~nd ab!)Ve the "earlier" 

impersonal concepts.. Therefore, za.ehner embraces and 

commends Indian theism and the bhakti sects and literature 

while frowningupon the 11impersonal trend11 in Hinduism. 

so also zaehner gives Orthodox Islam a sympathetic 

treatment, while critical of what he sees as the mon1sttc 

tendencies of sufism.l 

Above all, Zaehner's characterizati9n of the 

alternative theistic experience is inadequate and un­

satisfactory. His emphasis upon the duality of the 

mystic and God, and the wide gulf separating the two, 

the ultimate--''otherness" of God, the necessity of God's 

saving act of Grace for mystical achievement, the 

necessity for love (the nature of which is not suffi­

ciently described), t'be stress upon the Personal GOd 

over and against the Impersonal conception, the denial 

that the mystic has any true sharing in divinity; all 

these descriptions remind one more of the formulations 

of Western orthodox theology than the expressions of 

mystics. Tlhen Zaehner makes a statement like, " ••• of 

the monotheistic creeds it is only Christianity that 

builds a bridge between God, the Eternal, and man, the 

!Ibid., pp.Io9 and 18S • 
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temporal ••• ul he exposes his dogmatic and apologetic 

approach and purpose and his closeness to the traditional 

Christian theology. 

In the end, zaehner's Mysticism sacred and 

Profane. instead of being a step forward, seems indeed 

a step backward from Otto•s Mfsticism East and West and 

any unbiased contribution to the understanding of :mysticism • 



• 
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EVELYN UNDERHILL 

Another scholar of mysticism who deserves our 

attention is Evelyn Underhill. Her work, MYsticism: 

A study in the nature and development of man's spiritual 

consciousness1 is the classic textbook for the study 

of mysticism. It remains, despite its age, the most 

detailed and comprehensive exploratory study in existence. 

Underhill's Mtsticism is divided into two parts: 

the first is a study of the content of mystical intuition, 

and an examination of mystical doctrines from the varying 

perspectives of metaphysics, psychology and symbolism. 

The second part explores the Mystic Way. It looks at the 

·practical life of.the mystic and the development of his 

mystical consciousness. It describes the methods used 

by the mystic and the stages passed through in his 

journey to 11enlightenment". 

We will not venture to deal with the whole of 

such an extensive and rich analysis; for the purposes 

of the present study, we can direct ourselves primarily 

to that portion of Underhill's book where she undertakes 

IEvelyn Underfiill, Mtst1c1sm: a studi rn the nature 
and develo ment of man's s 1r1tual consciousness (London: 
E. • Du ton & Oo., Inc., 1 ; 13th e • rev. and enl. 
Meridan Books , New York: The Ne"\f American Library Inc., 
1955) • 



• 

• 

53 
the elaboration of a satisfying mystical philosopbT 

or theology. 

It must be stressed that Underhill's examination 

of mysticism is limited mainly to Christian mysticism 

in the West. Occasionally there are brief and general 

comments about 11 oriental mysticism" or "Indian mysticism" 

as opposed to Christian mysticism, but these opinions 

reveal an inadequate \acquaintance with the material. 

uoriental mysticismtt is made by Underhill into a much 

more homogeneous entity than it is generally seen today 

and is then represented as an extreme or one-sided, 

distorted, nihilistic form of mystical intuition.l 

In this study, mystical experience is regarded 

as an objective experience; and Underhill maintains 

that to view.it otherwise, as predo!!linately a 'feeling 

state', a subjective experience with no objective validity, 

is to have misunderstood the mystic. !1an as mystic 

becomes a~re of, has an intense vision of an objective 

Somethins. Mystical experience is a state of consciousness 

which touches and affects the whole being of the mystic. 

Mystical intuition is not a partial or indefinite vision; 

there is present a certitude which can be translated 

only as the perception of Truth. 

But as mystical intuition transcends the sphere 

of emotions, so also does it transcend man's i~tellect 

Isee Vqsticism pp. 40; 434; 170-171. 



• 

• 

54 

and the capacities of his language. The experience, 

while being objective, eludes objectification. It is 

ineffable, indescribable; and all efforts to express 

it are merely approximations. Underhill explains the 

predominance of emotional language in the mystical 

expression by the fact that.wheu faced with the 

difficulty of expressing his experience intelligently, 

the mystic resorts to describing how the experience 

"made him feel" rather than what it is. Yet while 

intelligent descriptions never can describe conclusively, 

they often can be extremely good and accurate hints 

or 11maps" o:f the mystical Object. 

In general, underhill sees the mystic as an 

acceptor of the credal assertions of his native reli-

gion. That is, he usually tries to harmonize his intuition 

· · with· the· surrounding belief's; he is not a "religious 

or spiritual anarchist". However, Underhill adds that 

the mystics• descriptions, because of the nature of 

their expression and sense of certitude, seem to 

derive from the experience and not £rom the religious 

tradition. Underhill emphasizes that the language 

of the mystics must be taken as symbolic; it will say 

something partly true about the Object but also will 

reveal a lot about the individual mystic. And this 

latter fact must never be lost sight of when analyzing 

mystical language. 

Underhill speaks consistently of "mysticism" 
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and never of 11mysticisms 11
• There is only one mystical 

Object that is seen, not different or many mystical 

objects. The different mystical descriptions or mysti­

cal doctrines (always dealing with the one same MYstical 

Reality) occur because of and are to be exp~ained.by 

the variety of mystic temperaments. All ndescribe the 

same process seen 'through a temperament', and represent 

the reaction of that temperament upon Absolute Reality.nl 

Underhill explains that if we regard the testi­

mony of the mystics, the variety seems at first endless. 

However, the many descriptions can be reduced finally 

.to one of two main "forms of symbolic expression": 

"mystics of the transcendent-metaphysical and of the 

intimate-Personal type."2 The essential difference 

between the two visions and the mystical doctrines they 

entail is described as follows: 

The metaphysical mystic for whom the Absolute 
is impersonal and transcendent, describes his final 
attainment of the Absolute as deification, or the 
utter transmutation of the self in God •••• The 

. mystic for whom intimate and personal communion 
has been the mode under which he best apprehended. 
Reality, speaks of the consw:m:aation of this 
co~union, its perfect and permanent form, as 
the Spiritual ~~rriage of his soul with God.' 

These two fundamental ways of apprehending 

!Ibid., p.335. 

2Ibid., p.4::&.5. 

3Ibid., p.415 • 

http:Reality.al
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and viewing Reality give rise to what Underhill calls~ 

the "'emanation-theory• and 1immanence-theory' 11
•
1 

The first view: 

declares ••• utter transcendence ••• [HeJ is therefore 
conceived as external to the world which He illu­
mines and vivifies •••• This theory postulates, 
under normal and non-mystical conditions, the 
complete separation of the human and divine; the 
tem1:>oral and the eternal worlds •••• The soul's 
ascent to union with the divine must be literally 
a transcendence,_ a journey 'upward and outward', 
through a long series of intermediate states or 
worlds till, he at last arrives ••• at the Grown: 
fruitive knowledge of God, the Abyss or Divine 
Dark of the Dion.ysian school, the lleoplatonic One •••• 
such a temperament constructs from its perceptions 
and prejudices the concept of a material world

2 and a normal self which are very far from God. 

For the mystics of the second view: the immanence 

.theory, 

the quest of the Absolute is no long journey, 
but a realization of something which is implicit 
in the self and in the Universe •••• The Absolute 
Whom all seek does not hold .. Hlmsel::talc:Yof'· !rum au -
imperfect material universe, but dwells within 
the flux of things •••• According to the doctrine 
of Immanence, creation, the universe, could we 
see it as it is, would be perceived as the self­
development, the self-revelation of this indwelling 
Deity. The world is not projected from the Absolute, 
but immersed in God.3 · · 

For the mystic of the first type then, the 

Mystical Object is Impersonal, far, to be largely 

described in negative, narid 11 language. The emotions 

characteristically felt are awe and fear. The mystical 

libid., p.96. 

2Ibid., p.97-99. 

3 Ibid., p.99-100 • 
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attainment is the realization of a State •. The mystic · 

of the second type pictures the Real as Personal, 

near, describing Him in positive terms and using often 

amorous language. Reality is perceived not as a State 

but as a Person. 

While these two views appear to be opposing 

and contradictory, Underhill maintains that in truth 

they are complementary, mutually explanatory: the one 

demands the other. If taken alone and held, they are 

incomplete, dangerously misleading, and account for the 

negative reactions and just criticisms of many inves­

tigators of the mystic type. 

Underhill reminds us, "It must never be forgotten 

that all apparently one-sided descriptions of illumin­

ation -~more, all experiences of it--are governed by 

temperament."l They are "opposite aspects of one who1e: 

the complementary terms of a higher synthesis beyond 

our span.·"2 

Obviously both these terms are but the self's 
guesses concerning the intrinsic character of a 
state it has felt in its wholeness rather than 
analyzed: and bear the same relation to the ineffable 
realities ot that state, ••• the language of 'dei­
fication' and 'spiritual marriage', then, is tem­
peramental language: and is related to subjective 
experience rather than to objective fact •••• 
Rence by a comparison of these symbolic reconstruc­
tions, by the discovery and isolation of the common 

!Ibid., p.252. 

2Ibid., p. 304 • 
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factor latent in each, we may perhaps learn some­
thing of thi fundamental fact which each is trying 
to portray. . 

The function of a mystic teacher or the inves­

tigator of mysticism is to create a 11 good map", a 

"good mystical philosophy" which~ 

will leave room for both these ways of interpreting 
experience. It will mark the routes by which manT 
different temperaments claim to have found their 
way to the same end. It will acknowledge both 
the aspects under which ••• Truth has appeared to 
its lovers: the aspects which have called forth the 
theories of emanation and immanence. ''12 

Mystical literature shows us that often in the 

mystic, one side, or one aspect of the Truth tends 

to awaken first,. It may then give rise to the other 

aspect, or may remain a one-sided and extreme view, 

depending on the temperament or genius of the mystic. 

To develop a true mystical philosophy. one ~mus:t -Coompare , 

the two types as Underhill says, but one can also rely 

upon the testimony of certain 11 great mystics". The 

latter are the ra~e human beings in whom mystical 

consciousness did reach the state of fullest develop-

:nent. 

Though philosophy has striven since thought began 
and striven in vain--to resolve the paradox of 
Being and Becoming, of Eternity and Time, she 
has failed strangely enough to perceive that a 
certain type of personality has substituted 
experience for her guesses at truth; and achieved 

libld.' p.415. 
2 Ibid., p.,l03 • 
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its solution, not by the dubious processes of 
thought, but by direct perception. To the great 
mystic the 'problem of the Absolute• presents itself 
in terms of life, not in terms of dialectic. He 
solves it in terms of li!e: by a change or growth 
of consciousness which thanks to his neculiar 
genlus--enables him to apprehend that-two-fold 
Vision of Reality which eludes the perceptive 
powers of other men. . 

The full spiritual consciousness of the true mystic 
is developed not in one, but in two apparently 
opposite but really complementary directions. 
On the one hand he is intensely aware of, and knows 
himself to be at one with that active World of 
Becoming, that deep and primal life of the All, 
from which his own life takes its rise •••• On the 
other hand, the full mystic consciousness also 
attains to what is, I think, its really character­
istic quality. It develops the power of apprehending 
the Absolute, Pure Being,· the Utterly Transcendent: 
or as its possessor would say, can rise to 'passive 
union with God'. This all-round expansion of 
consciousness, with its dual power of knowing by 
communion the temporal and eternal, immanent and. 
transcendent aspects of reality--the life of the 
All, vivid, flowing and changing, and the changeless, 
eonditionless, life of the one--is the peculiar 
mark, the ultimo sigillo of the great mystic ••• 2 

Uuderhill's study clearly ceases to be a des-

criptive account of mysticisz; what she is doing is 

offering a theological formulation. The only meta-

physical portrayal adequate to the mystical Object must 

speak of it: 

••• as Being and. Becoming, as Eternity and Time, 
as Transcendence and I~nence, Reality and 
Appearance, the One and the Many--these t'ti'O dominant 
ideas, demands, imperious instincts of man's self 
will reappear; the warp and woof of his completed 
universe. On the one hand is his intuition o:f:.a 

!Ibid., p. 37. 

2rbid., p.36 • 
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remote, unchanging Somewhat calling him: on the 
other is his longing for and as clear intuition 
of an intimate, adorable Somewhat companioniug him. 
Man's true Real, his only adequate God, must be 
great enough to embrace this sublime paradox, to 
take up these apparent negations into a hi.gher 
synthesis.! . 

In these two forms of perception we se~·the 
growing consciousness of the mystic stretching in 
two directions, until it includes in its span both 
the \forld of Being and the World of :Becoming; that 
dual apprehension of reality as transcendent yet 
immanent which we found t~ be one of the distinguishing 
marks of the mystic type. 

In the beginning of·her book, Underhill proposed 

a broad definition of mysticism as: 

••• the expression of the innate tendency of the 
human spirit towards complete han1ony with the 
transcendental order; whatever be the theological 
formula under which that order is understood •••• 
Whether that end be called the Goct of Christianity, 
the World-Soul of Pantheism, the Absolute of Philo-

. sophy, the desire to attain it and the movement 
towards it--so long as this is a genuine life 
process and not an intellect~~l. -~p~cula.j;~<:>n::-.~i~ 
the proper subject of' mysticism.:J 

~ihile at times Underhill appears to deal with 

and describe Mysticism and the mystical experience 

generally {without regard to a mystic of a specific 

culture or religion), her study should be seen as a 

study of Western mysticism. More precisely, it is not 

a study of Western mysticism, but of Western theistic 

mysticism and most of her analysis and typology fits 

!Ibid., p.41. 

2Ib1d., p.240. 

3Ibid., p.xiv-xv • 
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only this case. I would be happier with this study 

if somewhere Underhill. referred to it as restricted in. 

this sense. 

As in the studies of mysticism previousl.y. 

presented, Underhill's analysis earl.y .and consistently 

establishes a valuation of mystical doctrines within. 

her broad category of mysticism: there are true and 

untrue (or misleading} mystical forms. Now, as seen 

above, the true mystical doctrine has been described 

as the ••two-fold Vision of Reality". "Nature-my-sticism11 , 

"Soul-mysticism", pantheistic interpretations, nihilistie 

claims of annihilation of self, deification or com-

plete identification with the Divine, are some repre­

sentatives of extreme and erroneous mystical forms. 

I have no dispute with Underhill here and ver.r 

much applaud her insistence U:?On the two-fold 11Dipolar" 

character of the Real. But I am uneasy with Underhill's 

claim that Christianity is the best vehicle for the 

acco:nplishment of a healthy mystical philosophy'. 

Now without prejudice to individual beliefs and 
without offering an opinion as to the exclusive 
truth of any one religious system or revel.atiou-­
for here we are concerned neither with controversy 
nor with apologetics--1·19 are bound to allow as a 
historical fact that mysticism, so far has found 
its best map in Christianity.l 

Eence the Christian system or some colourable 
imitation of it has been found essential by almost· 
all the great mystics of the West. They adopt 

I Ibid., p.125 . 
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its nomenclature, explain their adventures by the 
help of its creed,

1
identify their Absolute with 

the Christian God. 

Whether the dogmas of Christianity be or be not 
accepted on the scientific or historical plane, 
then, those dogmas are necessary to an adequate 
description of mystical experience--at least, of 
the fully developed dynamic mysticism of the v'lest •••• 
No one needs, I suppose, to be told that the two 
chief features of Christian schematic theology 
are the dogmas of the Trinity and the Incarnation •••• 
The history of mystical philosophy is the history 
--still incomplete--~! the demonstration of their . 
meaning in eternity. . . · 

I do not believe that the dogmas of Christianity 

or usome colourable imitation" of themare necessary 

and essential to the full mystical philosophy. If 

this were s.o then it would follow that we must deey to 

certain great Sufi mystics (e.g., al-~allaj, Ibn-al 

Arabi, who as far as I can judge did not rely upon 

the Trinity and Incarnation dogmas) that full two­

fold mystical Vision of Reality: . I- maii:itain·"·tb.a~t· "tliis 

would be to contradict these mystics' own descriptions. 

That certain great Christian mystics were 

. able to adapt successfully the dogmas ·of Christian 

theology to their full mystical intuition is one thing, 

but then to make those dogmas necessary for all fully 

developed Western mysticism or latent in all fully 

developed forms is I believe an error on Underhill 1 s 

part. In defense of Underhill, it must be noted that 

Itbra., p.Io6. 
2 . 
Ibid., p.l07 • 
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at the time she first wrote her study of mysticism, 

almost nothing was known of sufism in the West and she 

could not have been familiar with the writings of the 

great Sufi mystics. 

Since Underhill chooses to com:nent -upon Indian 

mysticism, why does she not acknowledge the existence 

of the Personal-Impersonal Real found in certain Indian 

mystics and clearly described by Otto~ Wh1 does she 

continue to treat Indian mysticism as "nihilistic .. ? 

lf.hy did she not reassess her statements 1n the light 

of Otto' s s.tudy and in the light of the new scholarship 

of sufism (which her annotated bibliography! shows her 

to be familiar with) for the revised editions of M1stic1s~ ? 

Since this book is still widely used and relied upon 

today, these deficiencies must be underlined and corrected. 
-- . ·- ·-·- ·- ·-~--··- __ ,~.· ,._. --

While I find Underhill's description of the 

necessary elements in the full mystical understanding2 · 

of Reality satisfying, I suspect that she is not ready 

to give equal status to the two aspects of Reality. 

In the introduction to her twelfth edition3, 

Underhill disc'll.sses·changes she would make if she were 

now writing her book for the first time: 

l{ore emphasis would be given {a) to the concrete, 

lBibliographical note to the 13th edition of 
l1Ysticism, p.507. 

2see pp. 57-60 above • 

3Ibid., pp. viii-ix, my italics • 
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richly living yet unchanging character of the Reality 
over against the mystic •••• that these facts Absolute­
Contingent, Being-Becoming, etc., involved the 
existence in him too (the mysticJ of a certain 
doubleness, a higher and lower ••• 

While for UUderhill the opposite aspects are 

indeed both attributable to the Divine, one wonders 

about the manner in which each is seen as indicative 

of the Divine Reality. Are the complementary qualities 

given superior and inferior positions in their relation 

to each other? Or are both aspects to be attributed 

in the same degree and held in the same esteem? We 

are unsure of an answer here as Underhill does not 

explain how both aspects are simultaneousl;y held as 

properly indicative of Divine Reality. Since the mystical 

picture of the Divine that she proposes seems to con­

tradict the classical formulation of Christian theology~ 

more explanation is desirable. 

While it is proper and good that she base her 

mystical theology upon the mystics' own statements, 
. 

what also is needed is a clear, unambiguous metaphysical 

framework to explain, support and defend this view 

from the other views. 
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W. T~ STACE 

w. ~ stace is a philosopher who has devoted 

himaelf to the study of mysticism.. In his ma.3orworlc, 

Mfsticism. and Philosoppyl, stace focuses on the following 

questions: Is there a universal mystical experience, 

essentially the same through all the ages and in all 

cultures and religions? What characterizes the mystical 

experience? Is the mystical experience one of some 

objective reality or is it purely a subjective feeling 
' 

of man? What is the correct interpretation of the mTStical 

experience and what does it claim about the relationship 

between man, the Universe and the .. Divine"? 
. - ·- - ,.-.... -,- --:·~· 

The wording of this very last question (the 

correct interpretation rather than interpretations) 

reveals immediately one point of view of stace. He 

believes that the fully enlightened mystic, whether 

he be Hindu, Buddhist, Christian, or Muslim, etc., living 

in the 2nd, lOth, or 20th century, h!! essentially.~ 

~ :nystical e:x:nerience; that is, that the 11content1t 

of the full mystical experience, as it happens, is 

identical despite any difference of time, place and 

lw. T• Stace, Mysticism and Ph11osopbi (London: 
Macmillan, 1960) • 
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Stace argues that one can distinguish (througn 

a careful examination) between what was the nature 

of the mystic's experience and the interpretation made 

by the mystic of that experience. By subtracting the 

latter from the former one isolates the universal 

"core" or content of mystical experience. 

Throughout his book, stace carefully and con­

tinuously distinguishes between the mystical experience· 

as it happens--the mystic caught up in mystical vision, 

and the mystical experience remembered--the mystic as 

he tries to explain, to conceptualize and communicate 

what was perceived. 

Having discussed the distinctions which he sees 

· . between mystics who are· (in varying- -degree-s )._,ei-ther . .of . 

the emotional type or the intellectual speculative type 

(where the emotions are strictly under control), the 

mystical experience which occurs spontaneously (an 

experience which was unsought) and the mystical exper­

ience which is 11acquired 111, Stace settles upon two 

phenomenological categories of mysticism, the "intro­

vertiveu and the "extrovertive" types (a typol.ogy adopted 

from Otto) •. 

lthat is, that the mystic consciously with much 
effort strives for and seeks the mystical experience 
and employs at times, l.ong established, traditional 
methods towards this end. 
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In his study, stace examines the accounts of 

both these mystical typest coming from a variety of· 

cultural sources and he finds in them a basic agreement, 

a nuniversal or general concurrence" and this fact 

enables him to propose a set of comiii.on characteristics 

which make up the mystical experience. 

Stace asserts that the mys.tic of either ty-pe 

experiences an undifferentiated unity. This perception 

of unity is the "inner essence" or "inner nucleus" 

of the whole set .of common characteristics belonging 

to the mystical experience. Although he does suggest 

that the "unifying vision" of the extrovertive t.YPe 

lies on a lower level than the ttunitary consciousness"· 

of t~e introvert1ve type (the former being a sort of 

incomplete version of the latter), .~-~~e __ !~~y __ ~ 

maintains that the "One 11 of both mys·tic types is iden­

tical--since 11 both are empty of content" and therefore 

nothing can exist which would constitute a distinguishing 

mark between them. He explains that although the 

extrovertive mystic perceives "Oneness" by means of 

many distinct objects, the r:lultiplicity of the objects 

does not enter into the One: "The Oneness. as such has 

no multiplicity and no distinguishing items in it."l. 

" ••• the sense objects which the extrovertive experience 

perceives to be "All One" are not themselves parts of 

lr£ia., p.l4o . 
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the extrovertive One, which is therefore in itself 

undifferentiated and contentless.nl "Indeed it is, in 

the mystic's view, the very same oneness as is perceived 

in. the introvertive experience"2 •. 

The conclusion of stace is that with· 11 this 

experience of an Undifferentiated Unity, '\ihich the 

mystics believe ~o be in some sense ultimate and basic 

to.the world, we reach the heart of all mystical exper­

ience in all the advanced cultures of both the East 

and ~fest. "3 

In the set of universal characteristics deter­

mined by Stace (and applied to both the. extrovertive 

and iutrovertive experiences) the characteristic which 

is singled out in particular is :paradoxicality-.4 

To stace, parado:x:icali ty: ~1s.. the _c;~n~~l_., .... 

indicator of the mystical experience aud when it is 

recognized and admitted by the mystic and philosopher, 

!Ibid., p.l52. 
2 Ibid.,.p .. l46. 

3Ibid., p. 230. 

4the other universal characteristics distinguished 
by Stace are: (1) the difficulty that the mfstic has 
with language (expression of the experience), (2) Bliss, 
joy, a feeling of sharing in the holy or divine or a 
sense of knowing that which is of supreme value. (3) 
Certainty--the mystic's absolute certainty of the 
objective reality of his mystical experience {although 
Stace, in the philosopher's role, points out that 
neither the term "objective" nor "subjective" best 
describes what the mystic reports of his experience. 
The mystic experience is transsubjective and the mystic 
experiences self-transcendence». . 
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paradoxicality becomes the key to the proper interpre­

tation of the mystical experience. 

The distinction referred to earlier between 

the mystical experience 11as it happens" and the.mysti­

cal experience "as it is remembered" is espE:tciallY' 

important here. During the mystical experience, words 

and thoughts are impossible since the experience is 

by nature completelY' unitary and undifferentiated. 

Stace asserts that there is no multiplicit,-, no separate 

objects which could allow concepts to be made. At the 

time of his enlightenment, the mystic cannot conceptualize' 

·it, or speak ·of it or classify it. He cannot say that 

it is 11undifferentiated" or "Unity" or "One" because 

these terms immediately establish a duality and dis­

tinguish It from. the differenti~ ~eq • Jnp.J..j;:i,pJ.~~i~y .~nd 

the ll.any. 

The mystical experience is completely incapable 

of being conceptualized and this is, according to 

Stace, the testimony of all great mystics. (Plotinus, 

Eckhart, BUddha, Nagarjuna, and the authors.of the 

Upanishads etc.). 

One can never hope to have a theoretical 

understanding of or to solve intellectually the mystical 

apprehension. The only solution lies in the experien­

tial realm--man must move beyond time, space, subjec-

. tivity-objectivity.to reach the mystical Ultimate • 

http:tivitl-objectivlty.to
http:authors.of
http:Jnp.J..j;:2.pJ
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One soon realizes that there are two separate 

spheres o£ consciousness: the extraordinary "mystical" 

consciousness and the ordinary, ·"empirical" consciousness. 

The mystic knows both realms but lives mostly in the 

latter. When .he moves from the former to tne latter. 

that is,- when his experience is no longer actual but 

is remembered, he needs to speak about it, to communicate 

his perception to other men. This is where paradoxi­

cality becomes evident. 

Tdhereas the sphere of ordinary consciousness 

is subject to and ruled by the laws of logic (which 

are valid there), in the realm o£ mystical consciousness, 

the laws of logic have no validity and usefulness. 

The explanation given by Stace is that the mystical 

consciousness is the experience o! j;l:J..$ __ "Ql1e 1~'- _of_~-~~l!n- .. 

differentiated Unity". " ••• the Many is the sphere of 

logic, the One not so ••• the logic and the illogic occupy 

different territories of exper1ence. 111 

When he strives to com~nicate his experience 

the mystic finds himself in logical diff1cul.ty. That 

is, the assertions that he is compelled to make in order 

to express best the truth of his experience end up 

to be contradictory, but for the sake of not distorting 

his perception he insists that he must continue to 

assert both the statements of the contradiction: "A. is 

libid.' p. 270. 

• 
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B ~A. is not Bn or "A is neither B nor not-B". He 

thus becomes the speaker of paradox, but this paradox 

is not meaningless. The language of the mystic is 

paradoxical because his experience when translated into 

the terms of ordinary consciousness is paradoxical• 

To the intellect, to the understanding, the experience 

of the "One" is actually paradoxical; logicalness. 

can have no application. 

The conclusion is then, that the very best 

expression of the mystical experience must be para­

doxical in order to mirror correctly that experience. 

The mystics are driven by powerful inner compul­
sions to utter paradoxes. These are not the product 
of thought or intellect but rather of inspiration ••• 
their mysticism drives them to paradox, their 
logical natures to logical expl~nations •••• Hence 
they vacillate between the two. 

Often, the mystic frustra:te·d. oy -the- coutradic­

tion of his language, retreats into a declaration of 

ineffability. But Stace maintains that the mystical 

experience is not ineffable. The mystic has correctlY' 

expressed his experience, he just uconfuses the para­

doxicality of mystical experience with ineffability11
• 

According to Stace, mystics must "seize ••• the 

essential paradoxicality of their experience.tt When 

the o.ystic is bold and does not hesitate to use paradox~ 

he speaks of the Ultimate in terms of the "Va.cuum-Plen:um" 

libid., p.261 • 
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according to Stace·are three: pantheism, dualism, 

and monism. It is the. first of _the.se." three.., pan:the1sll1,. 

which in Stace's ::d.nd forms the correct expression 

for the mystical relation of the Ultimate, ~n, and 

the vrorld. The next question 1st what is pantheism-­

what distinguishes it from the monist interpretation 

which Stace rejects, ·and why does Stace .dismiss dualism 

and monism as 1oproper interpretations--what reasons 

does he give to support the correctness of the pan-

Ivacuur:1-Plenum paradox: the proposition that 
· the U1 tima te is: Pure Uni ty-Mult1pl1c1 ty, Independent­
Contingent, Dyna:1ic-stat1c, Qual1t1ed-Unqual1tied, 
Impersonal-Personal, Eternal-Temporal, Motionless and 
Unchanging-In perpetual flux, etc., 

http:of_the.se


• 

• 

73 

theistic attitude? 

First let us examine the meanings that Stace 

gives to the terms dualism and monism: dualism is 

"the view that the relation between God and the world, 

including the relation between God and the individual 

self when in the state of union is a relation of pure 

otherness or difference with no identity-."1 Monism is 

11 the view that the relation is pure identity with no 

difference."2 

Stace :feels that when either dualism or monism 

is used to express the mystical experience, it indicates· 

an undeveloped mysticism. 

The dualist :formulation is, in Stace's eyes,. 

absolutely contrary to the "whale spirit of the mystics' 

spon-t;aneous words." Stace outlines the necessary 

elements to characterize the mystical consciousness: 

In its "fully developed" and 11 completed11 :formt when 

expressed in. the logical plane of consciousness, the 

::nystical consciousness becomes: {1) " ••• that there are 

no distinctions in the One, (2) that there is no dis~ 

tinction between object and object ••• and (3) that t~ere 

is no distinction between subject and object."3 

1Ib1d. t p. 219. 

2Ibid., p.232. 

3Ibid., p.232 • 
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If any of these three characteristics is denied, 

then according to Stace, it is a "diminished,. stunted 

or undeveloped mysticism." 

According to the ~ystics themselves, the 

essential element of the introvertive experience is 

the disappearance of distinction bet-w:een. subject and 

object. The extrovertive experience also insists that 

to all the various objects of the world, there is an 

"existential" Oneness--which denies duality. Following 

these criteria, dualism for stace, is plainly incorrect 

or "undevelo:?ed 11 because it holds that the object God 

and the subject 11 I" (even during the ~stical experience) 

are two realities, separate and radically different. 

Man is outside of the undifferentiated unity that he 

perceives. 

~ihy then do mystics opt for the dualistic 

interpretation when it seems clearly contrary to many 

of their expressed feelings of the mystical experience? 

First of all, only very few mystics are also great 

philosophical minds and theorists and moreover, the 

mystic is not usually interested in theories but in 

the actual living of his spiritual life. stace believes 

that one reason may be the mystic's difficulty to 

carry his apprehension to its logical conclusion; in 

part this could be due to his not understanding other 

philosophical alternatives (Stace has in mind speci­

fically what the pantheistic alternative offers). 
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Or, and perhaps more importantly, the mystic (especially 

the Western mystic) is subject to the great cultural 

and. historical (and ecclesiastical) pressure of theism. 

and often the interpretation of the mystical experience 

is "stunted" to retain these theological belief's. 

Stace rejects monism as an interpretation 

because he can find no monistic theory which does not 

end in nonsense. Monism is defined by Stace as the 

pure and simple identity of God and the Self of man. 

Monism claims that there is only One Reality and that 

it is non-diverse. The diversity of individuals, the 

nu::nerous finite objects of the world, and the phenomenon 

of change, ultimately are unreal. The reality that 

man normally and erroneously ascribes to these things 

is the .fault of his "ignorance", ~h~y --~r~_'ll!ll! -~'f~l~e­

imaginingsu. The pure, undifferentiated One is the 

whole ofreality. stace rejects the monistic theory 

because while it claims to be "self-consistent", it . 

cannot maintain its position. It can be refuted easily 

in t~e following manner: when monism explains the 

ap:?arent multiple existences of things as 11illusion", 

we must .then ask who is it that .has illusion or 

ignorance? Illusion implies a ground upon which the 

illusory belief can take place. If some individual 

"I" is regarded as having ignorance .then Stace must 

ask the Cartesian question: "How can· I have illusions 
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or ignorant ideas if I do not e:x:ist? 11~ Even if there is ou7 

a momentary "I" which has the illusion, there is at 

~east one other being which exists independently of 

the 11 0ne".· If on the other hand, one proposes that 

the illusion is not in the mind of a finite being but 

is in God (or the One) the monistic theory is immediately 

inva~id; illusion must be regarded as real (for an 

unreal illusion is a contradiction ~ adiecto) and 
; -

when illusion is introduced into the Undifferentiated 

One, the result is multiplicity in that which one claims 

is without·::nultiplicity. 

The conclusion of stace is that neither the 

theistic separation of God and the world nor the 

monistic denia~ of the world's reality can provide a 

true interpretation of the mystic's perception: each 

is an extreme position, one-sided, and needs to be 

balanced by t!le other. The correct or ttmost nearly 

correct" expression proposed by stace is his concept 

of pantheism which joins both the monist and dualist 

positions in paradox. 

Pantheism is usually described in one of two 

ways: tha.t "God is all and All is God.,, meaning that 

a~~ living things are God--which is an atheistic idea 

no different .from materialism. "God" becomes a term 

which is interchangeable with the term ttworld 11 or 

ltbid., p.238 • 
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"nature 11

• Alternatively, pantheism is defined as the 

identity of God and only certain elements in nature, 

for instance, the "self" of ma.n. But this leads us 

back to the position of monism dealt with above. Since 

stace finds neither of these two descriptions meaningful, 

he proposes that pantheism be viewed as "the philosophy' 

which asserts together both of the following propo­

sitions: (1) the world is identical with God~ 

(2) the world is dis'tinct from, that is to say, not 

.identical with God."l With stace's definition there· 

is neither dualism's separate being existing outside 

of the Absolute, nor monism's dichotomy between the 

pure undifferentiated One and .. Illusion". Ultimate 

Reality is One, but It is an identity with the retention 

of difference, an assertion readily admitted to be 

an alogical. or antilogical position. Pantheism as 

••identi ty in difference •• is paradoxical and meant to 

be that, for the pantheistic paradox is the expression 

of the non-rational element of the human mind which 

has its source and maintenance in the mystical 

experience. Since, as earlier stated, paradoxicality 

is "one of the universal characterlstlcs·of.all mysticisms", 

it seems reasonable to expect.that the "high level 

interpretations of mysticism" will also have paradoxicality 

as their essential nature. 

Ibid., p.212 • 
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Stace tries by philosophical methods, i.e • 

arguments and p~oofs, to establish a correct description 

of the universal mystical intuition. One could contend 

(as Ull.derhill does) that such a philosophical endeavor 

is doomed to failure from the start. In this case, 

Stace•s arguments and proofs fail to convince. His 

theory breaks down as it identifies the convergence 

of the two types of mystical intuition in the concept 

of the Undifferentiated Onel. 

Stace's citation of mystical texts in support. 

of this idea is too brief; in addition, many verses 

cited are pulled from their original context and given 

a questionable reading2; also the evidence used is 

sometimes obtained from secondhand sources. In brie:f, 

Stace's proof is wholly insufficient to establish such 

I see above up. 67-68; Also ~f. T. Stace,. 11Buddhist 
l-tyst1cism11

, Religious studies I. , pp.l63-175 : " ••• most 
important central characteristic in which all fully 
developed mystical experiences agree, and which in the 
last analysis is definitive of them and serves to mark 
them off from the other kinds of experiences, is that 
they involve the apprehension of an ultimate nonsensuous 
unity in all things, a oneness, or a One to which neither 
the senses nor the reason can penetrate.u 

2~no examples can be. given, the first found on 
p.88 of sticism and Philoso , is Stace•s translation 
and interpretat on of t e :g.q.u a Upanishad verse 7, 
to be compared with R. E. Hume's translation of the 
same verse. Also p.l09 of }~sticism and Phllosop~, 
Stace's equating of the Zen Buddhist idea of §ttny~ with 
his idea of Undifferentiated Unity, misusing a quote of 
D. T. Suzuk:i. Another understanding of Sunyata is given 
on p.241 of D. T. suzuki's Zen Buddhism ed. William Barrett, 
(New York: Doubleday Anchor Books, 1956) • 
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an important claim. In a similar fashion,. quite a 

persuasive case c.ould be drawn up from the m:rstical 

texts in support of' the opposite point of' viewl. BUt 

then, of' course, Stace would maintain that those chosen 

texts represent the writings of mystics strongly 

influenced or determined by previous or present religious 

or philosophical environments, and not the m:rstical 

experience in its immediate, unspoiled state. This 

is a very loaded interpretation to set oneself up as 

judge of' tainted and untainted mystical expressions. 

:Because the Mystical "Object" is undifferentiated, 

contentless, Stace claims that the mystical experience 

is also entirely without content and multiplicity. 

Mystical experience is then an unconscious state and 

ultimately is indescribable in any terms. ·Yet while the 

One is indescribable, i.t is !!£! ineffable. According 

to Stace, mystical experience is remembered and it is 

only then it is given a "content" : either erroneous 

content or paradoxical content. However, if' mystical 

experience is, as stace says, 11 contentless11 and un-

consciousness then ~ does the mystic remember? 

He could remember the experience as a state of bliss 

or Love but stace says that not even the senses operate 

1 For example, to counter Stace 1s interpretation 
drawn from the Upanisha.dic text, l•ta~Q.iik:ya 7, we could cite 
other Upanishadic verses: :Mundaka. 2.2.1-2; Prasila. 6.6; 
Isa 4; Katha 5.9-11; Kaushltaki 4.20 • 
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there. But then on what can the mystic make propositions-­

even paradoxical ones? What is his certainty? 

To say that the experience is contentless and 

without multiplicity and that the 110bject 11 is undiffer­

entiated, contentless are two separate claims. There 

is no evidence that the one necessarily .follows .from 

or entails the other. I.f the Object is undifferentiated, 

without multiplicity, this does not mean that the 
I 

experience need then be contentless and without multi­

plicity and vice versa. 

There is an important reason .for stace•s insis-

tence upon the absence o.f multiplicity in both the 

"Object" and experience, as it is upon this basis that 

he establishes: (1) the claim that mystical experience 

is neither object~ve nor subjective and (2) the essentiality 

of the Pantheistic Paradox. 

The validity of the paradoxical language rests 

upon the assertion that the laws of logic have no 

app'lication in a sphere without content, without multi­

plicity. The fact that the lairs oflogic are violated 

when the mystic speaks of the Vacuun-Plenum Paradox 

does not nullify the mystic claim, for the laws of 

logic only have validity in the sphere of the many, 

and according to Stace, the !IlY'Stical nobject 11 is, in. 

reality, the contentless One • 
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stace•s claims and arguments are thus based on 

a false premise for which he does not have the evidence 

to convince his readers. However, the failure of Stace's 

theory does not cancel other valuable contributions 

which his work brings to the study of mysticism: 

(l}the analysis of and emphasis upon the nature of 

paradoxical expression and its essentiality in the · 

mystical experience. (2} the recognition that the 

monist and theist (dualist) positions must (and can) 

be asserted jointly in mystical doctrine. 

To conclude this account of the investigators 

of mysticism loyal to the second approach, we will 

say by way of summary that: (1) their goal is not 

merely a descriptive account of mysticism. While they 

at first claim that the ~stical experience is completely 
,. 

incapable of being concept~alized, ·nonetheless they 

produce with confidence an intellectual formulation 

which claims to describe adequately the mystical vision. 

Their common aim is to study mystical statements in 

order to elaborate a metaphysical portrait of that 

~zystical Object; (2) they all show allegiance to and 

faith .in the application of mystical or religious 

philosophy. Tnis means a belief that one can consider 

the alternatives presented, (the various mystical 

expressions), estimate the validity of the conceptions, 

and finally determine what is true. All develop a 
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methodology toward this end: to determine and establish 

the ideal mystical experience, the true mystical 

expression. However, I maintain, that when determined, 

such a true image or description must be able to answer 

successfully to philosophical demands for cogency, 

logicality and meaning while at the same time 

coinciding with the descriptions consistently reaffirmed 

by mystics in the i~ediacy of mystical experience •. 
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PROCESS PHILOSOPHY 

In this last chapte.r, :we leave briefly the 

studies specifically aimed at inves.tigating the nature 

of mysticism and examine the ideas of process philosophy 

·in order to consider their usefulness for an understanding 

of mr.stical experience. 

Process philosophy cannot be seen as the creation 

of any one man. Among others, the ideas of' J,austo 

sozzini, F. W. von Schelling, G. T. Fechner, J. Lequier, 

O. Pf'leiQ.erer, 0. S. Pierce, B. Varisco, H. Bergson and 

N. Berdyaev·nurtured and developed the new perspective 

of reality that came to be knowrr ·as -"procres-s~·thi.nk.i:a.gu .• 

One man however, stands out as having furnished 

to process thought its first full and explicit expression, 

Alfred North Whitehead. 

For our purposes, the discussion here will be 

li::J.i ted to some basic ideas o.f ifhi tehead, sketched very 

briefly, and will rather focus on the attempts of' 

writers such as Charles Hartshorne, John Cobb .and 

Sc!lubert Ogden to adapt Whiteheadian metaphysics to fit 

the needs and purposes of philosophical theology--that 

is, to produce a logical, consistent and detailed 

process theology • 
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While process theologians do not particularly 

consider the mystic and his mystical 1knowledge 1 , nor 

undertake an explicit analysis of mystical experience, 

their "neoclassical theism" or 11panentheism'1 is presented 

here because I feel that the theory carries-to completion 

the view which Otto, Underhill and. Stace try to establish 

through their studies of mysticism. 

The first thing to be noted about the efforts· 

of process philosophers is their opposition to the 

idea that the "Divinen is indeterminate, indescribable, 

indemonstrable--beyond the reach of predication--

·ultimately incomprehensible to man. They are convinced 

that man can speak rationally and meaningfully about 

the "D1vine 11 : that metaphysics has a role and a right 

to operate. 

Religion requires a metaphysical backing; for 
its authority is endangered by t~e intensity of 
the emotions it generates. such emotions are 
evidence of some vivid experience; but they are 
a very poor guarantee for its co:::-rect interpre-
.tation •••• The foundations of dog::a .:nust be laid 
in a rational metaphysics which criticizes meanings 
and endeavors to express the most general concepts 
adequate for the all-inclusive u!liverse • 

••• we must investigate dispassionatelJ what the 
metaphysical principles, here developed, require 
on these points, as to the nature of God. There 
is nothing here in the nature of proof. There is 
merely the confrontation of the theoretic system 
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with a certain rendering of the facts •••• 
Any cogency of argument entirely depends upon 

elucidation of somewhat exceptional elements in our 
conscious experience--those elements which may be 
roughly classed together as religious and moral 
intuitions. 

In the first place, God is not to be treated 
as an exception to all metaphysical principles, 
invoked to save their collapse. He is their chief 
exemplification.l 

While there is a confidence in the rational 

approach and method to handle ultimate questions, this 

confidence does.not lead process philosophers to a 

presumptuous over-estimation of the capability and 

accomplishments of rationalis~. 

eo., 

' 

Rationalism never shakes off its status of an 
experimental adventure. ~he combined influences 
of mathematics and religion, which have so greatly 
contributed to the rise of philosophy, have also 
had the unfortunate effect of yoking it with static 
dogmatism. Rationalism is an adventure in the 
clarification of thought,.progressive and never 
final. But it is an ad~enture·in-l-:-hi-ch- eve~· partial· 
success has importance. · 

Metaphysics is nothing but the description of the 
generalities which apply to all the details of 
practice. 

No metaphysical system can hope entirely to 
satisfy these pragnatic tests. At the best such 
a system will remain only an approximation to the 
general truths which are sought •••• no language 
can be anything but elliptical, requiring a leap 
of the imagination to understand its meaning in 
its relevance to i~ediate experience. The position 
of metaphysics in the development of culture cannot 
be understood without remembering that no verbal 
statement is the adequate expression of a propos1t1on.3 

Irde~, Process and Realitz (New York: The Macmillan 
1933; Free Press Paperbacks, 1969) p.405. 

2 Ibid., p.l2. 

3rbid., pp.l6-17 • 
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It must be remembered that process philosophy 

is a move~ent which tries not to make a ~ogmatic claim 

for the certainty of its propositions. It will never 

claim to say "all there is to saytt about Reality, claim 

to have fully grasped or to wholly contain Reality by 

its description. 

T'!le goal of process philosophy is to reconcile, 

to show tee convergence of religious and philosophical 

thinking about the Divine. The theory proposed to 

accomplish this does not arise directly from an acquaintance 

with mystical experience but from the radically new 

understanding of reality brought by procees thought. 

Briefly, process philosophy' sees the base, the 

fundamental character of reality as dynamic. It is 

continuous creative change; all worldly experience 

attests to the primacy of process, process being the 

universal, all-inclusive condition. 

Without doubt, if we are to go back to that ultimate, 
integral experience, unwarped by the sophistication 

.of t!:.eory, that experience whose elucidation is the 
final aim of philosophy, the flux of things is one 
ulti~te generalization around which we must weave 
our p~ilosophical system.l . 

T".::.e starting point of this system then is the 

recognition of creative becoming--the "creative advance" 

as the universal fact of experience. It is this recog­

nition and emphasis which separates process thought 

from the traditional philosophy of Being. Becoming 

IIoia., p.24o. 
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is chosen as. the fundamental· concept and regarded as 

a more inclusive category than Being. 

However, 

••• it is a misconception to suppose that process 
philosophy, siding with becoming, rejec~s being. 
Rather, it is the doctrine of being in becoming, 
permanence in the novel; by contrast-;-philosophies 
of being are doctrines of becoming in being, 
novelty in the per~nent. The trouble is to 
insinuate anything new into the permanent is to 
make it a new thing. The old with the least new 
factor is, as a whole, new.l 

The universality of process is not sufficient 

to characterize "process philosophy11
• Anessential 

idea, the key to an overall interpretation of reality,. 

·is 11creativi ty". 

"Creativity" is something present in eveq 

individual reality. It is the ultimate metaphysical 

principle and expresse.s the way -1n--wh1ch--pa-st-oocse!ons 

come together under a new aim and provide the potential 

for the formation of a new occasion, a new concrete 

unity or, in Whitehead's term, a "concrescence ... 

Creativity is without a character of its own in 
exactly the same sense in which the Aristotelian 
'matter' is without a character of its own. It is 
that ultimate notion of the highest generality at 
the base of actuality. It cannot be characterized, 
because all characters are more special than itself. 
But creativity is always to be found under conditions, 
and described as conditioned.2 . 

!Charles Hartshorue, 11 The Development of Process 
Philosophy" in Process Theolof, ed. E. H. Cousins 
(New York: Newman Press, 1971 p.62. · 

2u.fred N. )ihi tehead, Process and Reality, p.37 • 
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"Creativity" is the universal of universals charac­
terizing ultimate matter of tact. It is that 
ultimate principle by. which the many. which are 
the universe disjunctively, become the one actual 
occasion, which is the universe conjunctively. 
It lies in the nature of things that the many enter 
into complex unity. 

"Creativity" is the principle of novelty. An 
actual occasion is a novel entity diverse from 
any entity in the "many 11 which it unifies. Thus 
"creativity" introduces novelty into the content 
of the many, which are the universe disjunctively. 
The "creative advance" is the application of this 
ultimate principle of creativity .to each novel 
situation which it originates •••• The ultimate meta­
physical principle is the advance from disjunc­
tion to conjunction, creating a novel eftity other 
than the entities given in disjunction. 

The significant contribution of this world­

view for theology is the insistence that that which 

underlies and supports all human and material existence, 

also must know and be itself in process. "God" is not 

static and without change, he is not the unchanging 
-~- ~·'. ·- ........ - --~-- ---- ____ , _____ ...... _ ... -"---

subject of change. 11 God" knows and is influenced by 

worldly process and undergoes a corresponding change. 

The true metaphysical position is that God is the 
aboriginal instance of this creativity, and is 
therefore the aboriginal condition which qualifies 

· its action.2 

In this sense God is the principle of concretion;. 
namely, he is that actual entity from which each 
temporal concrescence receives that initial aim 
from which its self-causation starts.3 

Irhid., pp.~5-26. 

2 Ibid., p. "263. 

3ro1d., p • 286. 

• 
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The primordial created fact is the unconditioned 
conceptual valuation of the entire multiplicity 
of eternal objects. This is the "primordial nature•• 
of God. By reason of this complete valuation, the 
objectification of God in each derivate actual 
entity results in a graduation of the relevance of 
eternal objects to the concrescent phases or that 
derivative occasion •••• This divine ordering is 
itself matter of fact, thereby conditioning creati­
vity. Thus possibility which transcends realized 
temooral matter of fact has a real relevanc:.e to the 
creative advance. Qod is the primordial creature; 
but the description of his nature is not exhausted 
by this conceptual side of it. His 11cQnsequen.t 
nature" results from his phJsical prehensions of. the 
derivative ~ctual entities. 

Thus analogously to all actual entities the nature 
of God is dipolar. He has a primordial nature and 
a consequent nature. The consequent nature of God 
is conscious; and it is the realization of the 
actual world in the unity of his nature, and through 
the transformation of his wisdom. The primordial 
nature is conceptual, the consequent nature is the 
weaving of God's physical feelings upon his pri­
mordial concepts. 

One side of God's nature is constituted by his 
conceptual experience. This experience is the 
primordial fact in the world, .. lim1 ted. _by ___ no__~ctual1 tr. 
which it presupposes. It is therefore infinite, 
devoid of all negative prehensions. This side of 
his nature is free, complete, primordial, eternal, 
actually deficient, and unconscious. The other 
side originates with physical experience derived 
from the temporal world, and then acquires integration 
with the primordial side. It is determined, incomplete 
consequent, "everlasting", fully actual, and conscious.~ 

'V'lhat processthought gives theology is a bold 

re-thinking of the nature of reality and the nature of 

God. Its new understanding provides another way of. 

relating the God of religion, the object of worship 

with such philosophical concepts as 11absolute", "immutable", 

!fbid., pp.36-37. 
2 Ibid., p. 407. 
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11eternal", "impassive". In reconceiving these ideas, 

it removes contradictions but at the same time places 

itsel~ in direct conflict with the main stream of 

Christian theology. 

What process philosophy insists upon, then, is 

a revision o~ traditional thi~~ing about Divine Reality. 

It argues that theological thinking must be sensitive 

to and compatible with the changing view of the wor'ld 

brought by modern man's radical discoveries and advances 

in the closely related fields of science. ·At the same 

time, it stresses that metaphysics must continue to 

do justice to the original intuition, the intent and 

needs o! religious man. 

The traditional metaphysical description of the 

Divine derived from the Christian theological tradition 

has, accordl:ng toprocess philosophers, ~ailed to do 

these two things. It "fails to include the 1 pract1ce'"l. 

and it entangles itself "~ •• in verbal expressions which 

carry consequences at variance with the initial intuit1on ••• "2 

According to Rartshorne, earlier ph~losophers 

and theologians, when faced with the problem of· 

describing the nature of God, fell into the error of 

oversimplification. They chose to ascribe to God only 

one me~ber of the pair of opposing or contrasting 

ulti'Clate concepts (e.g., Immutability-Mutability; 

libid., p.i6 .. 
2Ibid., p.409 • 
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Eternity-~emporality; Being-Becoming; Uniformity­

Diversity; Independence-oontingenc7.) 

TO attribute both members (bot,h "poles" in 

Hartshorne•s terms) was unthinkable for these writers; 

that ~s regarded as unfitting the Divine state and 

moreover an illogical position. Therefore the most 

commendable and desirably regarded member of the pair 

(in its supremely realizable form) was attested as 

properly indicative of the Divine. !he opposite member 

(the other "pole") was then seen as inferior and 

deficient and was stringently denied as belonging to 

God. 

Hartshorne sees the above description and method 

(which he calls "HDnopolarity") as having dominated 

religious speculation, producing what he calls "classical 

theism" and ''classical pantheism••. 

Process theology exposes ":g~onopolarity" as an 

intellectually facile method based upon an erroneous 

premise and bearing consequences quite different from 

and incompatible with the intent and claim of its 

proponents. 

Hot only does "monopolar1ty" den7 a true reci­

procal relationship between God and the Worldi, it 

lpanthelsm and classical theism " ••• shire ••• a 
common monopolar denial that God can be in any way 
conceived as genuinely temporal or related to others". 
Sohubert Ogden, "file Reality of God" in Process Theologr, 
ed. 'E. H~ Cousins. p.l25. 
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leaves us only the discomfo~ting choice between: (a) the 

traditional view of theism in which one admits of a 

reality outside of God (all the !:!!!:! properties deemed 

inferior and unsug~estive of Divinity) thereby creating 

a superior, more all-inclusive Real in which God. is 

reduced to the lesser status of a mere "constituent": 

He becomes only a part of the greater Whole: "Deity­

and something else"; or (b) the view of pantheism where 

the Supreme is the "total real",. the 11fully real .. , the 

"only real", and the side of the polar opposites that 

is denied as unrepresentative of the Absolute is neces~ 

sarily made into an illusory .condition or concept. 

"Pantheism does nothing to diminish the diffi­
culties which may be thought to accompany theism. 
It involves one in denying or explaining away or 
in falsifying the foundation from which all.our 
metaEhYsical ri?rections must-start, namely the 
real mU!tlp!iclty of distract fln!~e things with 
which we are acquainted in experience". The truth1 
however, is that neither of the traditional choices 
offers the least hope of permitting us to solve 
what another Roman Catholic theologian has 
recently called "the central problem of Christian 
philosophy--the problem of the co-existence and 
coagency ot the infinite and finite, the necessar,r 
and the contingent, the eternal and the temporal., 
the absolute and the relative."l 

The aim of process theologians is to save theo­

logical thinking from the logical contradictions and 

absurdities of its traditional formulation. Their 

first task is to identify the source ot monopolar thinking 

Ischubert O§den quoting Frederiak o. Copleston in 
"The Reality ot God', Process Theologz,. ed. E. H. cousins; 
p.~26 (my italics). · 
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or classical theism and pantheism as the product of a . 

desire to unite pure religious intuition ~~th Greek 

metaphysics; they will then expose that desire and 

effort as futile since it tries to amalgamate what 

are two opposing understandings of the relations~p, 

God and World. 

The problem. lies in the Greek idea of perfection 
and in Aristotle 1 s concept of relation. Aristotle 
views relation as involving change and dependence 
and hence i~perfection. As a result, the Aristo­
telian-Thomist school holds that the world. can 
be related to God because it is dependent on him, 
but God cannot be really related to the world. 
If he were, then he would be dependent o~ creation 
and would not be the unmoved mover required by the 
Greek idea of perfection. This image of an aloof 
and distant deity, process thinkers maintain, is 
supported neither by the experience of human value 
nor by the testimony of Biblical reveiation.l 

A corollary to this conviction .,.fras the prevailing 
opinion that the ancients---.;;ho in this particular 
context were the Greeks with Cicero and Plotinus-­
had said if not the final, at least the ~ost author­
itative word in this as in so many other fields, 
and that t!:e Christian thinker 1 s task could be 
achieved by a study either of Plato or of Aristotle 
or an amalga= of the two, eked out by such 
further discussion as might be made necessary 

. by the higher w~sdom of the Christian revelation.2 

For indeed Aquinas stood the syste:n of Aristotle 
on its head or, to speak more carefully, supplied 
the lack o~ higher metaphysics in Aristotle by 
framing a conception of the deity which was in 
part draliil from Judeo-Christian revelation and 
which then proposed in Thomist terms eobodied 

lEwert E:. Cousins, 11Process :-todels in Culture, 
Philosophy, and Theology" in Process Theology ed. E. R. 
Cousins; p.l5. 

. 2navid K:::::.oifles, The Evolution of ~Iedieval Thought 
(New York: Alfred Knopf Inc. and Random House Inc.; 
Vintage_ Books; 1962) p.335. 
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all that was valuable in the metaphysic of Platonism.l 

It is this general metaphysical outlook bequeathed 
to the Western world by Greek antiquity, which 
provided the first fundamental concepts for the 
full theological explication of the Christian 
witness. Beginning with the Church Fathers. 
theologians undertook to conceive the God attested 
b7 Holy Scripture as the wholly absolute Being 
of the philosophers. That thi.s was a difficult, 
if not indeed impossible, undertaking had alreadT 
been made evident by the parallel efforts of the 
Jewish thinker Philo of Alexandria, who has perhaps 
the best claim to be the founder of classical 
theism. His writings leave no question that the 
God of Israel, whose very being is h1s involvement 
in the creatures of his love, can in no wise be 
simply identified with the Absolute of classical. 
metaphysics. Even so, the whole tradition of, 
what is usually called "Christian phil.osopey", 
whose most admirable expres.sion is, doubtless, 
the imposing system of Aquinas, is but a series of 
attempts to make the identification; and the 
pro£ound influence of that tradition, even on those 
who now declare i.ts God to be dead, is proof· that 
these attempts have enjoyed some kind of success. 
so far as most Western men have conceived God at 
all, in distinction from believing in him or merely 
picturing him in the manner _o_f .. IO.v:thol_ogy , ... th~Y., . . 
have done so in the concepts o:f the Greek metaphysics 
of being. 

Just this, however, enables us to understand 
t~e major stumbling block which classical theism 
places. in the way of many of our contemporaries. 
~ot only have such men long since become convinced 
of the essential incoherence of this theism in 
its efforts to combine the religious insights of 
Christianity with the philosophical wisdom of the 
Gree.ks, but they are also deeply repell.ed by the 
central claim of Greek wisdom,. that this world 
of time and

2
change is somehow inferior or not. 

fully real. 

1Ib1d., p.25S· 
2sohubert M. Ogden, •'Towards a New The1smn in 

Process ?hiloso~ · and Christian Thou t , ads. D. Brown, 
R. ~. James Jr., G. Reeves; pp • 
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The alternative to classical theism and pantheism 

brought by process philosophy and described clearly 

by Charles Hartshorne is "Dipolari ty" or "pan.entheism••. 

The dipolar method, as the term suggests~ claims that 

both poles are attributable to the Divine without 

contradiction and loss of meaning. Hartshorne maintains 

that the paradox of the ntwo-.fold vision o.f Reality", 

the predication of opposite attributes, first of all, 

should not be regarded as a negative exercise to convey 

that the Divine is "contentless", inconceivable, or 

ineffable and the Void • 

••• the famous paradoxes, or contradictions ••• of 
metaphysics and theology are not, as is claimed, . 
the inevitable result of human limitations. of 
the finite or relative or conditioned trying to 
understand the infinite or absolute or unconditional, 
nor of the meaningless of the latter, but the 
natural yet avoidable resul£ of haste and inattention 
to axact shades of meaning. 

There is !Iluch, in a sense infinitely much that 
we cannot know about the universe and God! but 
as I shall tr~ to show, it does not lie i; any' 
insolubility in principle of the conce~tual 
problem 0~ infinite and finite, or of absolute and 
relative. 

If the Divine is to be both the "categorically 

supreme" and the total all-inclusive Real, then 

Hartshorne and the other process theologians maintain 

(
. 1charles Hartshorne, The Divine ~elativity 
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1948) p.4 • 

. 2Ibid., p.5 • 
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t~at the categories previously denied to God by meta­

physics: .Becoming, Passivity, Relativity, Dependency, 

Change, Temporality, must be understood and defended 

as necessary and essential elements of the Divine nature. 

Then and only then will there be coherence in our 

metaphysical proposal. 

Hartshorne draws support for this view from 

the realm of' logic and from Morris Cohen•s Law of 

Polarity. 

That God should be the perfection of' wisdom and 
goodness, yet in all respects infinite, changeless, 
and absolute, this is if anything a more hopeless 
rebuke to all our rational insi~ts than that there 
should be threefold personality-in God. Wisdom · 
and Goodness are essentially relationships, and 
the wholly nonrelative or pure absolute can·in no 
intelligible sense, know or intend anything; more 
obviously, if possible, it cannot love anything. 
Moreover, if God were wholly absolute and immutable, 
he would be less, not ~ore, rich in fullness of being 
than if he were relative and mutable; for modern 
~nalysis has shown, more and more clearly, that 
the relative includes the absolute and more 
besides, and that beco~ing includes being as well 
as something additional. We have come to see that 
by abstracting from relations and change we can 
indeed conceive the absolute and the changeless, 
but only as something abstract and deficient in 
actuality or concreteness. The concrete God that 
metaphysics finds reason to accept ~ust be described 
as supreme both in relativity and in absoluteness, 
both in becoming of novel value and in permanence 
of values once achieved, both in activity and in 
passivity, both in simplicity and in complexity. 
The concrete includes the abstract, it can perfectly 
well constitute an aspect of a being wf-lch concretely 
or as a whole is relative and mutable. 

· lcha.ries Hartshorne, Reality as Social Prooess. 
(Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1953) p.l67 • 
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Morris~Cohen's Law of Po~arity estab~ishes that 

the two ultimate po~es are "not rivals in merit but 

comp~ementary poles of a unity"l. The "ultimate con­

traries are correlativesn, not contra.dictary opposites. 

They are 11mutua~ly interdependeuttr • for "n.othing real 

can be described by the wholly one-sided assertion of 

simp~icity, being, a.ctua~ity and the like. each in a 

'pure• form, devoid and independent of complexity, 

becoming, potentiality and related contrar1es. 112 

A one-sided assertion, as made by the monopo­

larists, destroys the sense, it "robs" the "superior 

.po~e 11 of a~l its meaning. The polar relationship is 

essentially correlative. Hartshorne insists that the 

interdependent relationship of the two poles be recog­

nized and maintained !! order to_ :pr~-~~~~-~!at;;!l:~·- o-t~e . 

sense of the quality to be attributed. No contradiction 

is involved since both poles bear the possibility of a 

supreme and an inferior condition (each is able to have 

positive or negative value). God is necessarily the 

integration of both poles in their richest, most highly 

positive state. He is the supremely passive, supremely 

independent, supremely potential, supremely actual. 

lCharles Hartshorne and William Reese, eds., 
Philosolhers Speak of God (Chicago: University of Chicago· 
Press, 953) p.l3. 

2Ibid., p.2 . 
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God is seen as the definitive Being, the definitive 

Becoming, the definitive Eternality, the definitive 

Temporality. 

There is no paradox to D1polar1ty, to the fact 

that the Divine is both immutable and mutable, both 

self-sufficient and derivative from his creation, 

because these attributes apply to different aspects of 

the Divine Reality. 

The dipolar predication ean also be defended 

on the basis of the essential nature of existence--

verified by experience. The coexis.tence o:f. permanence 

and change, of concrete and abstract aspects in the same 

entity is not a questionable or unusual condition. 

It is something familiar and accepted by us in our every-

day experience. A river as 1 t .flows- i:s an 'aver--~· 

changing state. Fim..;ever, the ".·ray in ".·:-hich a river 1s 

identified, the fact that it always flol·rs is its constant 

and unchanging aspect. A man sad yesterday, happy today. 

is a man changed--he is no longer exactly the same man 

he was yesterday, yet he also testifies to the permanence, 

the unchanging abstract aspect when he says, I was 

sad but now l am happy. 

Just as in our case, our defining characteristics 
are but abstract ele~ents in our concrete experiences, 
so in the case of God, his attributes are really 
only abstractions. As such, the;r define that sense· 
of his eminence or perfection which is indeed 
stattcally complete, an absolute maximum. But, 
because they are.in themselves nothing more than 
abstractions, they are far from constituting the 



• 

• 

99 

whole of his perfection. That, to the contrary, 
is nothing merely abstact·, but something unimaginably 
concrete: the ever new synthesis into his own ever­
lasting and all embracing life of all that has 
been or ever shall be.l 

It is, then, only a dipolar predication which 

gives to the ulti:nate categories their ultimate meaning 

and the unique way in which God is able to combine the 

two poles in the best manner, in this supreme fashion, 

discloses the full measure of divinity. 

In what manner is man included in process 

philosophy's understanding of Divine Reality? 

Since creativity is recognized as a univ~rsa1 

condition, the power of creation is not limited to God 

alone. Man is also assured of his sb.are in creativity. 

He is self-creati~g: assured of his freedom to create 

his own being and of the freedom to choose his own 

destiny. In addition," because of--his --effect -\lpo-n the 
consequent nature of God, man influences and determines 

the creative advance of God. God and the World, each 

is seen as necessary to the other. 

Opposed elements stand to each other in mutual 
requirement. In their unity, they inhibit or contrast. 
God and the norld stand to each other in this 
opposed require~ent. Go~ is the infinite ground 
of all mentality, the unity of vision seeking 
physical multiplicity. The world is the multi­
plicity of finites, actualities seeking a perfected 
unity. Neither God, nor the World reaches static 
completion. Both are in the grip of the ultimate 

Ischubert Ogden, "The Reality of God" in 
Process Theologl, ed. E. H. Cousins;. pp.l24-125 • 
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~etaphysical ground, the creative advance into 
novelty. Either of them, God and the World, is 
the instrumsnt of novelty for the other.l 

However, while man and the universe are seen 

as an. essential part of God, necessary to his nature, 

what is meant as essential and necessary is_not this 

or that particular individual creatur~ not this 
. -

universe. Here is shown the independence as well as 

the dependence of God. The occurrence of this particular 

individual is "accidental". Man has to be content 

with being an "accidental" part of God, an accidental 

divine reality. In this way, Hartshorn~'s dipolar 

God is not just the sum of all things--Re .!.! this .!:!!! 
.!2!:!. and here we perceive both his independence and his 

contingency. 

God is not just the·all of (other) things; but 
;et all other things are 11 terall.y- in -h-im.- ---He· is 
not just the whole of ordinary individuals, since 
~e has unity of experience, and all other individuals 
a:::-e objects of this expe:::-ience, vrhich is no mere 
s~ of its objects; moreover, his identifying 
';:ersonality traits' are entirely independent of 
any set of ordinary actual individuals whatever. 
7o be himself he does not need this universe, but 
o~y a universe. and only contingently does he even 
contain this particular universe.2 

What is the significance of the process world-. 

view for the religious purposes and needs of :nan? 

First of all, process philosophy can explain 

lAlfred N. Whitehead, Process and Realitz , p.4l1. 

2oharles Hartshorne and ~·lilliam Reese, eds., 
Philosophers s2eak of God , p.22 • 
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satisfactorily how God has knowledge of the world and 

man and then, most importantl.y, how God cares for mankind. 

Whitehead identifies two existential worries 

of man which have a religious importance. The first 

of these is the anguish and terror which maa feels 

as he faces the relentless passage of time and the . 

l.oss of actualities which it always entails. 

The ulti~te evil in the temporal world is deeper 
than any specific evil. It lies in the fact that l. · 
the :past fades, that time is a 'perpetual perishing'. 

Man in the world longs for an escape from time, 

he seeks another order where there is permanence and 

not continual loss. 

The second worry of man is his need to establish 

his sense of worth as somehow extending beyond the 

individual self. 

Process :philosophy can answer such nworries 11 or 

n.eeds of man in the following manner.. Man 1 s immediate 

thoughts and actions which perish, are made "everlasting" 

by their objective immortality in the consequent nature 

of God. In the process sche~e of reality, this is the 

ability and purpose of God, that in his nature all is 

retained in a harmonious unity without loss or obstruc­

tion. This is what 1fui tehead calls God's tender, 

preserving care: 

The image--and it is but an image--the image under 

I Alfred li. Whitehead, Process and Reality, p. 401 • 



• 

• 

102 
. 

which this operative growth of God's nature is best 
conceived, is that of a tender care that nothing 
be lost. 

The consequent nature of God is his judgment 
on the world. He saves the world as it. passes 
into the immediacy of his own life. It is the 
judgment of a tenderness which loses nothing that 
can be saved.l 

Each actuality has its present life and its immediate 
passage into novelty; but its passage is not deatn. 
This final phase of passage in Gad's nature is ever 
enlarging itself. In it the complete adjustment of 
the immediacy of joy and suffering reaches the final. 
end of creation. This end is existence in the 
perfect unity of adjustment as means, and in the 
perfect multiplicity of the attainment of indivi­
dual types of self-existence.2 

The theme of Cosmology, which is the basis of all 
religions, is the story of the dynamis effort of 
the World passing into everlasting unity, and of 
the static majesty of God's vision, accomplishing 
its purpose of completion by absorption of the 
World's multiplicity of effort.3 · 

Not only is the transient nature of life overcome 

but individual existence is reco_g:ni.~ed a_s: ___ .. --.-··o· 

••• a contribution to the future world society, 
tne entire life and value of which is destined to 
be appreciated and enjoyed forever by the Eminent 
or Divine creativity, this immortality in God 
being the creatures' only value in the long run.4 

The understanding and conviction attested to by 

so many mystics. (along with other religious_ men and 

women) comes immediately to the reader's mind as 

libid., p.408. 

2Ib1d., p.412. 

3Ibid., p.4Il. 

4charles Rartshorne, "The Development of Process 
Philosophy" in Process Theologz , ed. E .• H. Cousins; 
pp.61-62, my italics • 
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Hartshorne continues: 

Egocentric motivations essentially consist in 
metaphysical confusion. And this is why a Buddhist 
termed the egocentric view 'writhing in delusion'. 
For it involves one in an utterly vain and painful 
attempt to make reality ultimately- a contribution. 
to oneself; whereas the final destiny and valua 
of all nondivine life lies beyond the particular 
self. 

As mentioned earlier, Hartshorne and the other 

process writers give little direct attention and 

consideration to mysticism. Whitehead in his discussion 

of the inadequacy of the traditional metaphysical des­

cription of God (specifically those ideas which result 

in a gulf or abyss separating God and the World: "God 

was necessary to the World but the World was not necess~r.r 

to God"2) says: 

The worst of a gulf is, that it is very difficult 
to know what is happening on the further side of it. 
This has been the fate of the God of traditional 
theology. It is only by drawing the long bow of 
mysticism that evidences for hi's e1:;istence can be 
collected from our temporal world.' 

Hartshorne does state an opinion (unfortunately 

not pursued further) that mystics are seeking to express 

religious values which are omitted in classical theist 

and pantheist doctrines. He writes that "their cloudy 

and often fantastically fanciful language do seem closer 

l!bld., p.62. 
2Alfred N. Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas 

(New York: The Macmillan Co., 1933, Mentor Books) p.l73. 

3tbid., p.l73. 
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to panentheism than to any other clearly defined doctrine". 1 

This last statement becomes clearer when seen 

in conjunction with the suggested pattern that Hartshorne 

finds revealed by an over-all view of the history of 

man's experience and rational speculation of the Divine. 

This pattern shows a development characterized by the 

following stages: (1) a primitive theism; that is, an 

11emotional" and "practical" experience and understanding 

of the deity~ The choice of the word "primitive" here 

indicates that this is a 11pre-analyt1a form"; that 

religious man, at this stage, has little interest or 

concern in establishing a consistent, an exact and carefully 

defined 11logical" description of God. The much valued 

side of this experiencing of the Divine is the "wealth 

of expression ••• a richness of insight into the funda-

mental experiences from which alone a "'nieaniiig:ful·-·rdea 

of God can be derived". Eartshorne finds that at this 

stage, "everything11 is represented; there is a wonderful 

catholicity, nothing being "wholly_excludedn. While 

Hartshorne admits of hints of monopolar ideas, be 

nevertheless insists that such early expressions "almost 

by necessity involve dipolar metaphysics and panentheistia 

motifs.u2 

!Charles Hartshorne and William Reese, eds. 
Philosoohers Sneak of God , pp.l63-164. 

2Ibid., p. 32 • 
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In other words, Hartshorue's claim is th~t 

within the very rich early or first consciousness of 

God, a genuine dipolar insight is present and evidence 

of its existence eau be found in diverse religious 

traditions. 

The second stage of the pattern seen by Hartshorne 

is determined by the 'birth and growth of man's rigorous 

rational inquiry into the nature of God. Here men 

took the first steps towards the goal of establishing 

as rational, as logical and complete a view of the 

Divine as possible. The over-all direction and aim 

·of these efforts was to seek simplicity and consistency. 

According to Hartshorne, it is this natural inclination 

which led to their downfall. They were satisfied with 

their formulation and did not mtetru-st ·'th-e ·slm.pl1!1~at!cn; 

their error·occured through seeking logic~l "no!l-CO!ltra­

dictory" descriptions; they over-simplified, ending 

with inconsistent and illogical conclusions. 

Th& third stage of the pattern (and Hartshorne 

contends that it is riot to be held up as the final or 

last stage) is brought about by the new understanding 

of reality introduced by process philosophy. 

Now if we· return to our study of the nature 

of mysticism, consider the descriptions and theories 

derived from Otto, Underhill and stace, and try to fit 

them into Hartshorne's pattern, we may conclude that: 
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true mystical experience and its spontaneous, unthought, . 

paradoxical expression correspond to the first stage. 

It is panentheistic. Hartshorne's second stage would 

correspond to .all mystical experience reflected upon 
I 

and translated into logical, theologically one-sided 

doctrine (i.e., 11J.fonopolarit111 ). It is always a poor 

indicator of the mystical experience and intuition. 

Finally, with process philosophy, mysticism. 

is provided with a metaphysical framework which both 

guarantees and interprets the fundamental insights 

of the mystic. 

It was said earlie~ that process philosophy's 

theological ideas bring to a satisfying conclusion the 

mystical theOries of Otto, Underhill and Stace. I think 

. that this is evide.nt in two ways: (1) Process philosophers 

offer a more complete and c~ear image of the Divine 

{altogether consonant with the image deduced by Otto, 

Underhill and Stace from their study of mystical 

statements); and (2) they succeed in providing a cogent 

philosophical defense for their theory, a goal which 

Stace attempted but failed to achieve.l 

lProof for the validity of the Vacuum-Plenum 
paradox which Stace fails to establish, is accomplished 
by Hartshorne with his theory .of panentheism and its 
basis in the "Law of Polarity" which, faithful to the 
best tradition of logic, provides the only assurance 
for the continuance of meaning: in the Divine case, 
the one pole demands the other to preserve meaning. Further 
proof is provided on the basis of man's experience, that 
this theory seems to support best what is found in "practice 11 

•. 

http:evide.nt
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CHAPTER IV 
OONCLUSION 

In order to weigh the worth ofthe various 

analyses of mysticism and the theories which they 

have produced, let us review the variety' of" claims 

made br scholars for the mystic and mystical experience. 

(I) First, we considered those writers for whom the · 

mystical experience is subjective. For them, there is 

no valid objective reference i~ mystical experience; 

the mystical object as something 11here and beyond" is 

illusory. The mystical experience is not a reliable 

source of knowledge of the Divine; it does not produce 

indubitable information. The mystics·•. expressioni . 
. therefore are not an integral part of mystical experience. 

They are secondary products and always involve a·degree 

. of interpretation. In reality. the descriptions are 

expressions of faith, always derived from the cultural., 

religious, philosophical surroundings or are due to the 

peculiar psychological make-up of the individual mystic. 

No valid or credible theory about Divine Reality can 

be derived and established from the mystical experience. 

Mysticism is a state of feeling. The essence and impor-

tant characters of that experience are the emotions 

and the conduct that results. 
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(II) Next came the writers for whom mysticism 

is an objective experience but, again., an experience 

where.no information or knonledge of the Divine can· 

be gained. . such knowledge is supplied to man only 

through channels traditionally recognized and sanctioned 

by the Church for this purpose:·e.g. the scriptures and 

the writings of the great theological Fathers. 

Problems arise here only when mystical experience 

becomes tied to and limited to a personal love 

relationship with the traditionally conceived God of 

Christianity and when any other proposed form is seen 

as mistaken error. 

(III) Finally came the category which includes 

the largest number of writers on mysticism. For them, 

mystical experience is the immediate discovery of and 
. --· _, ........... ·-·-·--.-----~..,.~----~--... ,--- .. ,.- .. --

encounter with something which is present in the spirit 

of man but also has objective reality outside and beyond 

that spirit. It is particularly the nature of that 

more-than-human Object w!lich makes the mystical experience , 

significant, unique and important and not the psycho­

logical or emotional characteristics. 

Mystical experience is regarded as a source 

of ~owledge of the Ultimate Reality or Divine. 

Mystical experience is a state of consciousness. 

First-hand, immediate, unmediated information is imparted 

during the mystical experience. This information can be 

http:where.no
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positively conceptualized and expressed. Here, the 

writers maintain, lie must pass beyond the limits placed 

by psychology and deal with metaphysical theories about 

the Divine. In general, two theories are proposed: 

(1) there exists one identical intuition which a~l 

mystics have and all mean to express. It is assumed 

that there is but one mystical True, one mystica~ 

experience, and therefore, if mystical intuitions be 

true and real, they then equally must be One and of 

identical nature. The variation in mystical language 

is due to incidental, extrinsic causes. The mystica~ 

literature, then, requires a careful reading and evaluation 

because there are many mystics who wrongly interpret 

or inadequately describe their "knowledge". (2) there 

are different mystical intuitions, different mystical 

"contents 11 d.ue to a different nature of the mystical 

object. Each of these intuitions is valid and true 

in its "mirroring" of the mystical object and all 

are "equal in their degree of blessedness 11
• Neverthe~ess, 

one expression is found to be better than all the rest 

and is said to represent the "ideal of mystical experience". 

All of these writers believe t~at the student 

of mysticisc is able to determine the relative validity 

or truth of the mystical statements, t~t he can either 

isolate the co::l::4on ·"content" or recognize rrhat should 

.be the true full expression. They believe their task 
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to have been facilitated by the existence of certain 

great mystics from whom we have reliable and valid 

accounts of Objective Truth. The validity of their 

vision is verified by one or all of the following: the 

conscious immediacy of the intuition, the universality 

of intuition testified to by the unanimity of report, 

the "orderliness'' or the metaphysical cogency of the 

description. 

Do any of the above approaches satisfy the need 

for an accurate and comprehensive understanding of 

mysticism? 

We can eliminate immediately the studies which 

seem to distort the data of mysticism. This would 

mean all those views which portray mysticism and the 

. mystic as abnorma~ oathological conditions. It would 

also include all theories about mysticism which (either 

consciously or unconsciously) try to limit the valid 

mystical experience to a particular religious creed or 

tradition. This mistaken effort has most com:nonly 

occurred in the Christian llest. To the group of 

Christian scholars ~entioned· in (II), we must add the 

analysis and theory of R. 0.; Zaehner. In the end, it 

also is an apology for a particular credal position 

over that of others: i.e., the superiority of a 

ttchristian-like" mysticism • 
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The above writers have given us studies where 

such terms as."self-surrender", the necessity of Grace, 

"a relationship of love and union with a Person", 

"reconciliation'', "personal communion with Godu, are 

exclusivelz used to describe the ~ystic and mysticism •. 

All these terms are seen as tied to a particular reli­

gious tradition; they are narrow and limiting and do 

not always fit when applied to the whole sphere of 
\ 

mystical experience. 

Si~ilarly, the opposite narrow opinion is to 

be rejected: 

Mfsticism ••• always ends in impersonal immortality.l 

Those who take the trouble to train themselves 
in the arduous technique of :nysticism always end, 
if they go :far enough in their work of recollection 
and meditation, by losing their intuitions of a 
:personal. God: .and having direct experience of a 
reality "that is iopersonal.2 . · 

such views only serve to incite and continue 

the strife between religious traditions. They are 

an effort to polarize mysticism into two separate 

exclusive and antagonistic mystical ideas: the descri­

ption o£ t~e mystical object in personal terms vs. the 

impersonal description. 

lThe opinion of Keyserling quoted by w. R. Inge 
in l!:fsticism in Religion (London:Hutchinson,l947), p.l62. 

2Aldous Huxley, Ends and Means (London: Chatto 
and Windus,l948) p.l63 • 
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Rivalry develops, warnings are issued about the 

dangers of soul-mysticism or against the lower worship 

of a personal God. Attacks and condemna.tionsresult 

and a fair assessment of mystical experience is left 

behind in the heat of the apologetic battle. 

The source of this opposition lies not in the mystical 

life and intuition; it arises from the speculation of 

the theorists and theologians of mysticism. Enough 

evidence is available {from both Eastern and Western 

religious traditions) in the mystics' oWn. words to 

convince us that mystical experience~ far from creating 

the antagonism, in fact resolves the above. personal­

impersonal viewpoints. The two separate ideas both 

appear and coincide in a satisfying harmony. 

· When the above de a crip t:l:-ons -and the-orie-s·-· a.ra · · 

rejected, we are left iii th t~·ro alternatives for a!l 

understanding of mysticism: (a) the viewpoint of William 

James and other psychologists of religion where mysticism 

is a beneficial· subjective experte·nce o.f man. 

Doe·s such a view represent a valid understanding 

of the mystic and mysticism? 

We have no guarantee of the ontological reality 

of the religious or mystical object, nor proof' that 

mysticism is an independent cognitive experience bringing 

Truth. Absolute certainty and Absolute Truth cannot 

be established ei the.r by dialectical reasoning, or by· 
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a theorist's claim of a continued recurrence or unani~ty 

of a particular doctrine throughout experience • 

.Por this reason, the interpretation of James. · 

and Leuba is.perm1ss1ble as the opposite understanding 

of someone like Eve1yn Underhill. While the views of 

James and Leuba may be valid theories, it could sti~ 

be questioned whether they are indeed adequate represe~­

tations of mysticism. One wonders whether their methodolog 

might not have limited their observations and interpre-

tations of the experiences of others. For it seems 

that they impoverish the phenomenon of mysticism by 

taking awa7, by declaring as illusor,r and invalid an 

element universally attested to and claimed by the 

mystical literature. It is just this quality (the 

conviction that the ~·:orld is founied- o~ &nd. -fin.ds· ·i~s ' · -· ·· · -- ···· · 

fact) wh1c~ gives mystical ex~erience (and also religion) 

a certain. uniqueness among the experiences of man. 

(b) The second alternative for an understanding 

of mysticis~ is one which yroposes a co~prehens1ve 

metaphysical theory about the nature of the mystical 

Object a!!i its relationship to man and the :i'orld. 

The conclusion here is that the ~ost satisfying theor,r 

available so far to the student of mjsticism is the 

panenth.eistic ,roposal of process theology. 
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We have seen that an a-theoretical, 11 pheno­

menological" inquiryor description of mysticism 

does not exist. Rudolf Otto's analysis and typol.ogy 

come the closest to being an impartial, even-handed 

description and treatment of mysticism and mystical 

cla.ims.as they have appeared in history throughout 

the world. His study does justice to the fact that 

very differing mysticisms have occurred, can exist 

and be valid. Yet even Otto did not escape theorizing-­

he was not able to avoid the temptation of making a 

value-judgment about mystical doctrines. \ib.ile he did 

not dismiss mystical descriptions as erroneous, 

"egotistical" or bad interpretations of the experience, 

he.stll proposed one expression which was claimed as 

better than all the rest, which represented the .. ideal 

of mystical experience". Otto's contribution was his 

discernment of and insistence upon the unusual and 

unique character of t!:.e mystical conception of "God": 

a "supertheismu where opposing attributes.are not 

exclusive, but conjoined, and ultimately necessary- to 

the mystical vision and understanding. 

Evelyn Underhill's study·is a splendid portrayal 

of the Western mystic, but ~er mystical theory fthile 

heading in the right direction, hesitates and does not 

go far enough toward a dipolar conception. She may be 

falling back on the traditional Christian theological 
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requi~ements which, at the same time, would contradict 

her analysis and understanding of mystic statements. 

She is perhaps an excellent example of the irreconcilable 

tension, described by ~f.hitehead and other process 

philosophers, which exists between the interpretation 

dra1;n ~rom the data of religious intuition and experience 

and the interpretation based on the theological ideas 

influenced by Greek ~hought. 

~·fhile in her analysis of the mystics 1 expressions 

she co::es close, very close to describing the panen.the1stic 

doctrine, she hesitates and appears to be limited by 

traditional Christian theology. 

If we believe that a study of mysticism should 

provide not only the impartial presentation of the data 

of mystic~l experience but also an interpretation of 

this dat~--should evolve ~ ~eta,hysical theory-- then 

process ?hilosophy is seen as an indispensable aid 

towards this goal. 

The panentheistic theory of process philosophy 

is preferred because not only does it easily accommodate 

the para·ioxical nature seen as essential to mystical 

expression, !! reguires it. Panentheism provides a 

concrete, info~ative metaphysical proposal which meaning­

fully interprets the mystical paradox and uses an interior 

understandable logic which can be supported philosophicall7. 

It de~ies that the mystical Object is irrational. ·The 
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Divine Real "escapes every attempt at formulationtt 

onll in the sense that it will never be fully contained 

by its description. However this does not imply that 

the Divine is therefore non-rational. It is the 

·process thought proposal which can assure to the mystic 

his characteristic as "one.who has acertainty of knowing". 

It removes the gulf or abyss between God and the World 

and explains in metaphysical terms how man can feel 

his creatureliness and at the same time identify and 

feel one with Something which extends beyond him and 

which is he yet more than he. 

Most important, panentheism eliminates the 

antagonism and clash of the rival mystical ideologies. 

With the understanding of reality which panentheism 

brings, it is no longer necessary to choose between 

an impersonal, pantheistic or atheistic conception and 

a personal, theistic conception of the Divine Real. 

It is my feeling that the process theistic proposal 

is a reconciling comprehensive statement and so far 

represents the closest theory describing in abstract 

philosophical concepts the same understanding which 

is known concretely, experientially during mystical 

experience. 

The next step would be to test ·this proposal 

against the 1"iri tings of the "great mysticsn. It is my 

belief that one finds there much to support a process 

interpretation of reality. 
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