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ABSTRACT

This thesls examlines the approaches and metﬁods
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-cognltive, emotional, subjective experience,
(2)‘a ﬁon—cognitive, émotional, objective experience,
aﬁd (3) 2 cognitive, emotional, objective experience,

The conclusion is that i1f the aim of the analysis:
1s to evolve a mystical theology or.phi}osophy, a meta-
physical description of the mystical object ard relation-
ship, ﬁone of the traditionally concelved theoretical
options of theism, pantheism, athelism, provides an adequé£e~
interpretation for thé wnole bodf‘of-ﬁ&;;;;;iqsggﬁ;ﬁéAé.w-1

| Thé testimony of many mystics and the thought- |
ful analyses of ceftain writers point to and find theilr
most meaningful inﬁerpretaiion in the conceptuai frame-
- workx offered by Process philosophy. The Process "pan-
entheistic" view is proposed as revresenting so far the
closest theory describing in abstract éhilOSOphical

concepts the same understanding known concretely,

experientially by the mystic during mystical experience,



SOIMMAIRE

L'objet de ce travail est d'étudier les voies

et moyens d'une anélyse du mysticisme. | -

~_ Le travall examine les differentes tudes traitant
le mysticisme comme un phéhoméné solt positif, soilt
nézatif et sépare les points‘de vue poéitifs en
vtfois.groupés princip?ux; le mysticisme comme: (1) une
ekpérience ébotionnable, mals non-cognitive et‘subjécttve,
(2) uné expérience émotionnable,non-cognitive, ma2is
7 objéctive, (3) une expérience émotionnable, cognitive.
et objJective, |

si on veut €laborer une théologle ou philosophie

du mysticlsme, solt un portrait metaphysique, on conclue

qu'aucun des concepts traditionnels de tneisme, pantheisme,
et d atndisme donne une interprétation satisfaisante
vour le mysticisme dauns sa_totalité. |

Le témoignage‘de‘plusieurs mystiques et certains
‘snalystes du mysticisme in&ique que l'interprétation
1z plus significative du mysticlisme pourrait .se trouver
dans les concepts offert par "Process philosopny”.
Cette philosophie et son "panenthéismb" représentent
jusqu'ici 1a tnéorie 1la plus exacte et la plus instructive,
decrivant en termes a2bstraits lz méme compréhension
probablement vécue par le mystiaue pendant l'exp riesnce

anystique,
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PREFACE

~Much has been written about the nature of}m&ati-‘
cism; it is a phenomenon which has long 1ntrigded fhe
student of religlous experience. ¥What contribution can
this present study make to that ample literature?
i am prompted:to undertake this toplc becéuse‘

I‘find that there exists little ;onsensus in the literature
in answer to the questlon: "What is mysticism?".

' The student who reviews thé prevlious analyses
of mystical experience, faces what can be a confusing
array of competing methodologles and claims for the

understanding of. the mystic and mysticism. The present

work arises from a need to proviéé éﬁvdrderiﬁg;-éz;éﬁéméh
of clagsification of the main approaches and attitﬁdes
for the étudy of‘mysticism. .

The first aim of this thesls 1s to distinguish
and then exaamine critically the main attemﬁts to.explore
and describe mysticism. The desire is to be consclous
of and understand the motives and presuppositions‘behind
the proposals of certain analysts of mystliclism: to be -
capable of appraising fairly the various claims they make

for the mystic.



The primary role that I will be attemﬁting to
play in thls study 1ls that of a critic of what has been
written about mysticism..

The positive value of thé cfitique és a chosen
method of proceduré lies in the fact that it develops
orderly thinking about a subject. It exposes the different
meanings with which people may speak of thé séme thing.
It can exhlbitAthe weaknesses in theorles, the ramifi-
catlons of assumptlons. Oritical examination and dis-
cussion of the work of others is a necessary first step;
it can then serve to furﬁlsh'the poiant of departure from
which the developnment of a clear and comprehensive view
‘can take place,

- The second aim of this work is to offer a basis

for an underétanding of mysticism and mystical vision

which is comprehensive, meaningful, faithful to-the - . ... .. . . o

mystics' own~étateﬁents and capable of reconciling the
antagonism and conflict between rival mystical theories.
I have found that most often in the studies of
the‘néture of mysticism, the initial phenomenological
quest, the question: "What is mysticism?" changes to:
"What is the meaning of mystical expefience?", That is,
what initially was an effort purely to describevmysti-
cism in terms of its intriunsic characters--the raw data
of the pheunomenon--becomes a descriptibn of mysticisﬁ
in terms of the mystic's or analyst's idea as to what

the experience means.

. & §
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Due to the very nature of the mystic concérn,
mystical expression most often entails questions of
metaphysics or theology; analystsvof mysﬁicism, and
sometimes the mystics theméelves, in their attempt to
glve expression tb the nature of the experience often
consciously or unconscilously slip.iﬁto supplying a
metaphysical‘or theological matrix %o mystical experience,
It must be made clear that once this happens, they have :
left a phenomenological path and purpose and have embarked
upon the task of evolving a philosophy or fhéology of |
mysticism. ' _
| | When the word "mysticism" is used, them, it
should be clear that the term reférsvnOt merely to the
actual experience of the mystic but to the combination
of that experience plus the 1nterpretation glven 1t.

It ig the interpretation (what the conceptual
‘intellect adds to the experience in order to»undérstand
it) and the elaboration of theories which are priﬁarilj
the sub)ect of our SCrutiny here, | | _

| This theslis will look at both negative and
positive views of mystlcism. It suggests tﬂét tae .
poéitive treatments (those which regard mysticism as a
valid.and wdrthy religious experience) can be separated ;
into two main groups on the basis of whether they allow
to mystical experlence a concrete and important cognitive
element or not.

Our attention will focus on those treatments
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affirming the cognitive nature of the experience, 1i.e.,
the belief that mystical eiperience can and does provide
man with reliable information about the nature of Reallity
or Divine, It is malntained that during mystical exper-
lence man gaiﬁs an acquaintance with‘and an understanding
of 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 ﬁheir descriptions
of m&sticism: the one is a narrow describlng of mystical
experience so that tae term “mysticism" becomes, in its
ﬁorst form,‘depéndent upon and restricted to a particular
religlon’s set of doctrines waich are thén made normative
the p

o heaomenon as a wnole. Tals leads to talk of

.
L

genulne, right~seeing aystics and of aberrant or alstaken
mystic tjpes. Mysticlsm, then, is often used to serve
the apologetic needs of the particular religioﬁ.

| The second danger 1s the broad and vazue des-
cription of mysticism. It is tne result of the desire
of the analyst to make the definition fit all possible
cases., He settles upon a broad and‘vague description
because he sees mystlcal phenomnena to be elther too
varlable and unpredictable or coantradictory in nature
or to be inexpressible. I find this description useless

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

iv



falls to distinguish befﬁeen mystical experience and :
similar aesthetié feelings, experiences, inépiratibns
of great artlists, 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 conclusion given here is that none of these
options is capable of providing a valid and adequate
explanation applicable to.the whole body'of_mystical'
pﬁenomena.

This thesis deals especlally with the lnade-
gquacy of the concept of God hrawn from traditional
theism in the West and its consequence for the interpre~-
tation‘of mystical experiencé.

Tradltional theism is that view of the Divine
larzely determined by a Greek and medieval upderstandiﬁg
of Reality; God was portrayed as the "Waolly Other
~ Transcendental Father"} the Omﬁipotent Creator, the
ﬂUmﬁoved Mover", the Eternal, Unchangiing, Imp‘as.si_v.e,'
Independenf Absolute.? |
This "classical ‘formulation of the1§m signifi-

cantl& influenced the analysts of mystical experience.

Tiotn B, Cobb, Jr., God and the World (Philadel-
phia: The Westmninster Press, 1963), pp.29%30.

| 2Walter E. Stokes, "A Whiteheadian Reflection on
God's Relation to the World", in Process Theology, '
ed. Ewert Cousins, (New York: The Newman Press, 1971), pp.l40-14l1.




It restrained their theoretlcal thinking and confused and
troubied some writers who sensed in myétical experience
elements contradicting those maintalned by fraditional
theism, However, while "classical theism" was the
dominate theologlcal idea, there existed at the same

time a continual history of religlous intuition blaimiﬁs
qualities for the Divine which seemed in contradietion

to those attiributes maintained by "classical_theism".

If it 1s felt necessary and desirable‘for the
writer on mysticism to make an interpretation of the data
of mystical experlence and to provide an explanation of
ltS‘meanihg, tﬁén this thesis proposes that both the
testimony of many mystics and the thoughtful aﬁalyses
of certain writers point to-and find thelr most meaningful
interpretation in the conceptual framework offered}by
process philosophy. ©Process theologlans have been
responsible for exposing the contradictidn between this
traditional "classical" formulation and the message
brought from religious experlience.

_ The success of thelr theoretical scheme can be
tested by the following criteria: (1) does tha-thgory
offer definite, intelligent, unambiguous propositions
which can be defended in a logical manner? (2) does 1t
account for and accommodate all'possible types of the
experiénce? Is it a falthful transmitter of mystic
testimony, (3) does 1t give insight to--render more
intelllgent--the'vafious existing interpretatlions

already given to the experience?
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My preference for the panentheistié explapation
of Reality offered by process ph11056§hers over other
theorles is based on the fact that: (1) 1t positively
portrays Reality in a rational énd logically defendable
manner wiﬁhout claiming to fully contain the Divine
‘Reality within its description. (2) 1t is a flexible
yet definite theoretical scheme which can accommodate
within 1tself the very varled and ofttimes contradictory
descriptions of the mysties. It 1s fundamentally a | |
reconciling, synthetic proposal which eliminates the
antagonism between the traditional views of theism and
panthelsm. Even the vision of Reality perceived by fhe
"so-called" atheistic mystics 1s not alien and in oppo-
sition to the natu:e of Reality proposed by process
thought., True mystlcism here is not limited or restricted
40 any particular religion or culture. (3) its under-
standing of Reality requires and at the same time makes
clear the meaning behind the essential paradoxicaiity
of mystical expression: i.e., the claim that the Real
is both: far and near, One and Many, Eternal‘andvfemPAral,
Permanent and Constantly Changing, Process thought‘s
concept of creativity, its prominence as.an ultimate,
universal cétegory with the insistence that man shares

in éreative activity: freely creating himself and creating

'God's consequent nature, vindicates and gives meaning

to the mYstic's intuition of and clalm for an intimate

sharing of Divinity, an essentlal identlty with the Real,
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Thus such mystic clalams are rescued frdm disrepute and
the condemnation often glven them by Western orthodoxy.

| It is my belief that'by‘using ideas of procesé
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.philoSOphy
came to me during my study of the Upanishads and the
two great mystics Meister Eckhart and Ibn al-Arabl.

Thelr descriptions of Reality dbrought to mind 1mmediately
- the pr0posals of process philosopaers.

The orlginal intention of my thesis projéct
was to provide proof for this belief through a careful
study of a major nystical text. o

- I chose the Upanishads (specifically the Brihad-
- 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 1ﬁtellects concerned for ﬁhé précision
andfaccuracy of their expression., ITqually important,
I felt, was the fact that the deseriptions of their
mystlical experlence and understanding were not restriéted
' ~or influenced by 2 rigid and domineering reiigious
tradition. Thus, thelr éxpressions did not have to fit
a previously defined doctrine,'view or tegching. Nor_
was there fear of reprisal or ostracism from the religious |

~or philosophical tradition to waich they belonged. Witha
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the Upanishads, I thought, there was an exceptional
opportunity to examiné mystical language in an unaffected,
unviolated’state. 

There was wide disagreement anong the classical
interﬁreters of the Upanishads. Their positions spanuned
the whole range from 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 Upanishads and each spent great effoft'explaining
away the differing and paradoxical statements of the
Upanishads, ;

It'was my conclusion that the Upanishadic mysticéf
méssage wés neither that of Pantheistic Monism nor of
Theistic Dualism as held by the traditlional interpreters.

Elther one I counsidered limiting in its reading of these

‘mystics.

It was not ny intentlon to maxe a unified

systematic philosophy out of the Upanishads but I did

- feel that there existed an alternative interpretation: one

which would seek to form an understanding not by elimin-
ating and explaining away the differing and paradoxical
statements of the Upanishéds, but could joinAthem td-
gether to prbvide a mean;ngful 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 W. T. Stace).
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As my work progressed, I realized_thét my pro-
posed study would result in a thesis of unacceptable
léngth. Hence, what I am offeriﬁg'here is the first
"half of the intended study-~ending at the'point where
the presentatlon and analysis of the Upaniéhad would
" have begun. ' -

This means that the pfesent proposal for a
"panentheistic" understanding of mysticism lacks the
necessary corroboration which I believe can be obtained
from the mysﬁicsvthemselves.

However, 1 hope that_the analjsis and discussion
presented here will persuade studenﬁs to consider the
_myétics and their expressions with the aid of process
philosophy. I bellieve that they w1ll then gain a more
penetrating and harmonious understanding of the mystical

experience.



| CHAPTER I | |

MYSTICISM AS NON-COGNITIVE EMOTIONAL EXPERIENCE

_ﬁé begin this review by referring briefiy'to
- what might be called the negative approaches or treatments
- of mysticism, The first of these regards mystical
experience as~thé mental construction of abérrant indi- |
viduals. Mysticél experience is dismissed as an abnormal
psychologlcal condition of man. v

In these studies,l mysticism 1s identified as

the héllucinatory behaviour of over-sensitive, unstable,
highly emotional and excitable individuals. It is

variously seen as “erbtomania", spiritual "megalomania",
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souls unable to bear the troubles and stresses of every-
day 1life), or as an-extreme'form of asceticism born

of a2 nihilistlic desire to destroy the self of man,

lamong others, this viewpoint has been held
and expressed variously by the following analystss:
Coe, The Spiritual Life (New York: Eaton & Mains, 1900;
Cincinnati: Curts & Jennings, 1900).
Duprat, "Rellgiosité et mysticisme™ Revue Philosophique
vol,lxviii, (Sept.1909).
Janet, "L'etat mentale des nsyteriques"; "Une extatique"
Bulletin de 1'Institute Psychologigue (1901).
Leuba, The Psychology of Religlous Mysticism (New Yorks
Harcourt Srace & Co.,, 1925). : ~
Selg%e, Psychologzy of Relizion (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1925). , '




2 .

Other people saw mysticism as an offence tovthe
rational aim and effort of man for an understanding of
reality., For them, belng a mystic meant being 1lloglcal.
Mysticism was seen therefore aé a useléss and inferior
experience, It was a dall for irrationalism and could
only represent a confused, vague, unconscibus or empty»
staté.

Another negative treatment represents a dis-
missal of mysticism and a denial of the validity of
mystical experience 1n order to_maintain what are seen
as vital credal and theological positions. This view
is present primarily in certain Muslim and Christian
circles. Mystiéism represents a dangerous fhreat to
their traditional conception of God 2s the Absolute
Unrelated Being who is the omnipotent, omniscient
_Ruler and Creator--self—contained independent of
and unrelated to anything but Himself. 3Such a theish
stresses the "otherness" of God; there is a'significant
'and,permanent gulf which separates God as God and man
as God's creature, Man on his 6wn, cannot bridge this
gulf and have direct contact and Anowledge of the
divine. Knowledge and information of God is available
only through histcrical 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 of his
 claim for immediacy--for a direct contact with and

knowledge of the divine and because of his implied

"panthelstic" immanence of God in the world.

Such writers are appalled by ﬁhat they regard
as the mystics' neglect of and dispensing with any
form of mediation (e,g., the Atonement of Carist).
It is believed that Ey the presumptuous rejectlon of these
necessary elements, the mystic assumes aﬁ 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 ultim=te
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
us...nysticism lacks that depth of repentance which
faith evokes and which God requires....The mystic
thinks himself capable of doing z2lone what
Christianity affirms no sinful creature is capable
of doing alone....the solitary flight from man

is ar impossible abstraction, and the solitary
flight to God is sheer presumption. The mysticlism
wnich is often praised today in more or less
pantheistic circles...ls_one of the most subtle
. enemies of Christianity.1

If we turn now to the positive treztments of
mysticism and survey the numerous attempts of inves-

tigators to examine the nature of mysticism, it‘seems

TDaniel Lamont in CHrist amd the world of
- Thought, quoted by T. Hywel Hughes in Pnilosogg;c Basis
of Mysticism (Edinburgh: T & T. Clark, 1937 PD. 415-517




that we can distingulsh 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 é numbexr of examples;
all commonly agree to focusvupon the eﬁotlons 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 mystiéism is simply that mystical experience always
effects a radical trénsformation in the life of man.
A mystic is therefore to be reccgq;zgq_pzﬁh{suéfemplary
and particular behaviour (e.g., his moral stamina anﬁ |
discipline; his feelings of wonder, enlargement, bliss,
freedom). The éentral identifying mark of mysticisﬁ
is therefore the transformafion of the mystic's'putlook
and activity and the feelings produced.v

Basically there are two sub-classes of this
first position or approach which regards mystiéism 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. Por then, the’religious'

object is illusory, and in this sense mystical experience



5
is similar to halluclinatory behaviour. It is a sub-
jective creation of the 1ndividual, é érojection of his
mind._ The "God" known by the mystic then has no real
outside objective existence, The source or cause of
religlous ldeas or objects can be traced,to;and'completelj
explained by the natural physical needs of man. _

In this literature, the Mystic Way, the mystical
experiencé i1s tied to and explained adcording to one
particular cdnception}of reiiglon. Mysticlsm is
uﬁderstood as but one method (to be distingﬁished from
other methods, i.e., magic, sacrifice, rite, etc.)
created by,ﬁan for the purposeVOf satisfylng hls needs.

One psychologlist representative of.this opinion
who can be singled out because of his interest and
study of mysticism 1s James H. Leuba.1
Leuba defines és'mysticai; any exééfiéﬁgé

taken by the experiencer to be contact (not through

the senées, but"immediate', 'intuitive') or union of
the self with a larger-than-self, be it called the
World Spirit; God, the Absolute, or otherwise, "2

iJames H. Leuba, A Ps cholo lcal Stud of Religion
(New York: Macmillan Co.,
Idem,, The Pszﬁhologx*pf Religious Mysticism

(New York: Harcourt, Brace & Co, , 1925),

~ 2James H. Leuba, The Psychology of Religious
Mysticism , p.1 (my itallecs].
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Ho further writes:

They the mystics claim the objective reality of
tue religious objects, and the universal validity

of the dogmas which chance to be regarded by them

as a necessary condition of their experience....
thelr failure to say in what consists the objJective
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 consclouspess--a consciousness
that does not reach beyond itself.

The immediacy of religious knowledge is 111usory.
The expression ‘'immediate experience' can be applied
- only to mere sensation (sensory impressions not
referred to an object) and to mere feeling.?

Here, then, is the first occurrence of a defini-
tion which is tied to (and 1limited by) a particular.
view of religlon and proposes to identify mystical
experience, not in terms of its intriunsic 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 psychologzist and pragmatist, William James.

His views.on mysticlism presented here are drawn from

his Varieties of Religlous Experience’.3

As in the above example, James regzards mysticlsm
as a wholly emotional experience: it is purely a state

~of feeling and not a state where the intellect or

TTames H. Leuba A Psychological Study of Religion,
PP.233=-240

°Ibid., p. 276

- 3§illiam James, The Varietles of Religlous
Experience (London: Gifford Lectures, 1002; New York: Colller
Books, 1961).




. , | |
conceptualizing faculty is operatlve.f The feelings
of fhe mystic are the important and instructive elements
for the study of mysticism; and if we sre to understand
the essence of mystlcism,iwe must loox to the‘feelings
prsduced in the mystic: the feelings of "enlargement,
union, and emancipation.” Although the mystical state
does indeed seem to the mystic to be a state of kmowledge,
James concludes thatllt is more akin to a state of
feeling thanra state of 1ntellect.' The "noetic gquality"
or element 1s lnarticulate, 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 authoriﬁy and certitﬁde,
‘but i1ts ideas are vague, contradictory and unreliable.
Mystical intuiltion is indeterminate and of littlo real
importance to the student of mysticism. The so-called
"content" of the experience is a mystery, an enignma,.
ineffable. | |

Is the mystical expeiience for James, then,
an experlence of something objective, or a subjective
experience of man?

In contrast to other psychologist-students of
mysticlsm who are quite clear about what they claim
to be the subjective character of aystical sxperience,
Willlam James offers a more complex answer to this
qdestion. |

FPirst of all; 1t must be stressed that as a
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Pragmatist and as one of the.chiefISpokesmen of;that'
_mbvement, the quesfion posed'is one which James regards

as irrelevant and of little importance--elther for the
mystic or the student of mystlcism., He is interested

in the fact of the experlience, not in the why or how

it happens. »

The mystical experience 1s the direct contact
with something perceiﬁed as objlective, which has a |
fransfdrming'power and effect upon man. As long as
the experience 1s found by the mystic to be effective
and useful, James 1is satisfied, the experlence has
AValidity, and there 1s no need to inguire further into
the truth of 1ts subjectivity or objJectivity.

| The only significant fact concerning mystical
~ experience is that something is échieved whiéhiaffects
the mystic so profoundiy that it“ﬁdaléié;mégﬁgﬂiggéfhi |
1life of the subject bétween the times of their recurrenee.”l
'The fact that this activity and effect exist
isvjustification for calllng the experience real and
valid., But by this discussion, James is simply
answering those critics of mysticism who in holding
it to be 2 subjectlve 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

1Ibid., p.301
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experience is a subjectlve reality which has an objectlve
appéarance with objective effects. Let us examine the
hypotheis which he proposes in order to understand the
,mystic;
James sees the total nature of man as capable
" of two levels of consclousness: man is made up of a
"lower" and "higher" self but is normally unaware of the
richness of his capabilitles.
The "higher" self of man is the "sub-conscious"
reélm and 1t:
.+«1s obviously the larger part of each of us, - '
for 1t 1s the abode of everything that 1s latent and
the resevoir of everything that passes unrecorded
or unobserved....Our intultions, hypotheses, fancles,
superstlitions, persuaslions, convictions, and in
general all our non-rational operations come from
it. It is the source of our dreams, and apparently

they may return to it, In 1t arise whatever mystical
experlences we may have, and our automatlions, sensory

or motor; our life in hypnotic and -'‘hyracid'-conditiong; - - -

our delusions, fixed ideas, and hysterical accldents,
i1f we are hysterical sublects; our gsupra-normal
cognitions if such there be, and if we are telepathic
subjects. It is also the fountainhead of much that.
feeds religion.l , : |
According to James, the indlvidual mystic is able
 to form a counectlon between his "lower" and "higher"
self; he realizes that he belongs to and 1is in harmony
with a far greater, more extensive entity, for his
subconscious self 1s representative of a dimeﬁsion

of existence otner than the normal " ‘sensible' and

merely 'understandable' world".

TToid., p376
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Mystical éiperience then is postulated as the
"striking and sudden unification of discordant self" and
originates in the subconsclous, nofmally unmanifested
realm of the soul. Mystical experience is: "the fact
that the conscious person is continuous with a wider
self through which saving experiences come.":

The}mystical experience is valid beéause:

...Wwork 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.

So long‘as this operativeness is admitted to be
real, it makes no essential difference whether the
immediate effects be sublective or real,

‘ However, strictlyvspeaking, the experlence 1is
subjective and the illusion of objectivity is explained
as follows: |

At the same time the theologlans' contention that
the religious man is moved by an external power

is vindicated, for 1t is one of the peculiarlties
of invasions from the subconsclous region to take
on objective appearances, and to suggest to the
Subject an external control, In the religious
l1ife the control is felt as 'higher'; but since in
-our hypothesis it is primarily the higher faculties
of our own hidden mind which are controlling, the
sense of unlion with the power beyond us is a sense
of sozething, not merely apparently, but literally
true, ‘

TTbid., p.398-
21bid., p.399.
3Ibid., 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 -

and connected with his experience and they will‘then

| become essential to that individual's religlon. However,

James wants 1t made clear that with the entry of these

'over-beliefs' one leaves the primarily subjective

realm of mysticism and enters into the world of falth.

- 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 flrst position can be |

added here: it 1s the view of those Christian theologlians

and scholars who comment on mysticism, not to dismiss

and condemn it (2s was the effort presented above)?
buﬁ to characterize and deflune mysticism within,the
limits allowed by orthodox chrisﬁiéh”dbb%fiﬁé”éﬁ&“"'TL
teachiﬁg.'»Hére, mystical experience can be acceptiable
and allowed only when 1t is regarded as a purely emo-
tional and non-cognitive exﬁerience. It is upon these
two points that agreementvﬁith the other groups: is |
found, and hence the ass1gnment of these scholars to
the first approach. However, there is a significaht
différénce between their outlook and those of Leuba

and James. While for these writers.mystical experience

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

IT51d., 7.5400.
25ee pp.2-3 of thesis.
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nonetheless to be an ggjgptive state; 1t~is'an experience
of an Objective Reality. |

What these Christian sdholars deny is that the
mystlc has a valld, independent cognitive_experiencé.
Myétical knowledge being a personal, 1ntuit§ve religlious
knowiedge is viewed as unconfrollable, unreliable, and
a potential rival and danger to the traditionally estab-
lished sources of information about God. - Moreover,
spéculétive,vphiiosophical mysticisﬁ is seen as leading
man necessarily towards panthelism or monism. Therefore,
in the description of mysticisﬁ in this literature, the
emphasis 1s placed upon feeling, not knowledge; the
exnotlons of the mystic and the emotlional aspect are the
doainant factor ascribed to the mystical state.

The mystical pattern that emerges from these
studies, that is sanctioned and E&ﬁﬁéﬁdé&yi§ﬁ€ﬁ;§;”’”'h"
sczolars, ié the personal relationship of love and.
surrender. Again the reader 1s made coﬁscious of tae
abyss which separates the uncreated Being from‘the
creaiure, the immense distance which divides the sinner
froa the absolute Holy Ruler and the-necessity of grace,
the benevolent actipn of God before this abyss can be
bridged. Mystical experience is characterized as a
union of 19ve, a relationship of devotion, humility
and surrender between the helpless, sinful, always

unworthy passive soul and the benevolent Lord.
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Mystical experlence...is a union of love, resulting
in a deeper understanding, not a new discovery....It
is this £nowledge of faith and doctrine which judges
the experience not the reverse.l

Mystical experience is ineffable, Oorrectly speaking
-1t is not a2 source of knowledge, unless there comes
into play a new element, distinct from the mystical
experience: prophetic revelation,? '
..« the mystic acquires his religious conviction
- preclsely 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.2
Common to all members of this first positive:
approach to the study and understanding of mysticism,
is the conviction that the particular theological or
philosophical framework--the intellectual content that
the mystic expresses, 1s ﬁot an integrzl part of his
experience. It is something which is "accidental" or
"necessary" depending on the viewpoint“of the analyst,
but is only supplied afterwards when thae mystic "returns
to the world" and reflects upon his experience., The
belief is that the understanding andvexpression'giveﬁ to
the experience‘is determined by the prevailing religious
or ohilosopnical climate in which the mystic finds

himself,

IA. Léonard, "Studies on tne rnenomena of Mystical
Experience”, Lystery and Mysticism , ed. A. P1é, (London:
“Blackfriars Publications, 1956) p.l1lOT7T. ' '

2Tbid., p.107.

3G. A. Coe, "The Sources of Kystic Revelation
- Hibbert Jourmal , vol.vi 1907—8 D.350.
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The highest flights of thelstlic 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 no speclfic intellec-
tual content whatever of its own. 1% Lls capable
orming matrimonial alliances with material -
furnished by the most diverse philosophles and
theologles, provided only they can find a place
in their framework for its pecullar 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 1dent1ty or in the absolute goodness of
the world.

Should one of the great mystios be asked to formu-
late his 'intuitions', he would mention in sub-
stance those Christian doctrines in which his
mystical experiences are set.3

We do find conformity in the psychological effect of
mystical experleunce, in the transformation it
induces on the personallty; but as for the content
of the experience ltself, 1t is ookored more often
than not, by the prevalling dogma.

The conclusion of the studies taking this =~
aporoach then, is that the intuition of the mystic and
his expression of it are not essential to the character-
ization of the mystical expérienoe. They are entirely
a secondary element; 1f we want to grasp the essence

of mysticlism, we must look to the feelings and conduct

Tiillam James, Zssays on Falth and dorals
(New York: Longmans, GreEE—515377—I933T—57I35_———-

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

35ames Leuba, A Psychological Study of Religion,p.238

4J‘osoph Maréchal, Etudes sur la _psychanalyse des
mystiques, (Bruxelles-Paris' 1957) vol.1Il p.415; transi,
Studles In the Psychologzy of the Mystics, (Albany, New York:
¥agl Books Inc., 1964%).
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of the mystic as the only reliable ¢ériteria on which to
base an understanding or definlition, | |

The fact that mysticlism is to be characterized

by-such feelings and by the radical tranéformation
it effecté in the 1life of man is not wholly satisfyingr

‘ A11 forms of religion claim a transforming
power for man, and tane emotlons produced_by’and identified
with mystical éxperience are not unique to that |
experience; in what manner is mysticism to be then

distinguished as separate?



CHAPTER II
MYSTICISM AS COGNITIVE, EMOTIONAL,
OBJECTIVE EXPERIENCE

The second approach to the study of mysticism
operates with the.notion that mystical experieuce'is‘
- both a cognitive and an emotlonal experience. In contrast
.to-the first appfcech 1t stresses that mystlclism must
above all be characterized as a cognitive and objec-
tive ex?erienee. It finds the first approach in error,
as having reduced the_phenomenon of mystlcism'tc an
emotionel experlence where non-verbal behaviour'is
sufficient to characterize mysticism. The criteria
thus proposed are 1nadequate and fail even to distinguish
mysticism from other similar emotional -{cspired -
states which can also effect a profound change in the
1ife of man.

Those who share this second view of mystical
expefience defend their opinion by the assertion that a
considerable proportion of mystical literature recounts
experlences that are of a decidedly_cognitive and not
merely emctive nature, and that this fact stands against
that view which regards mysticism as primarily an.

experience of feeling. They conterd that an adequate

description of mysticism can be fo:mulated ohly when
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the peculiar mystical intultion is probed and understood.

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

"Mystical intuition, in its final form, cannot then
be a pure feeling which, after his return to normal
life, the mystic would Justify with the aid of a
rational doctrine. He feels very clearly that
there is a bond, a communion between his intuition
and this doctrine, a natural relation; the proof
~1s that he does not consider all or any doctrine

capable of being adapted to this intuition; for
this 1s not a confused and passive sensibllity

. which may adapt itself to the first theology that
comes its way; 1t has a real activity; 1t dislikes
certain concepts, and has affinities with others..."2

The second approach assumes then that assoclated

with this cognitive experience is an identifiable,

‘concrete "content" of a peculiar character which imparts'

a certain information about both the mystic and Ultlmate
Reality. To assert otherwise is to neglect or disregard

two things: the constant semse of certainty of 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 "knowlédge" then,vis
very importanf'for the investigator df the second

position and the nature of the mystical goal becomes the

— 1W. R. Inge, Mysticism Tn Religion (London:
Hutchinson, 1947) p.55.

2R. Bastide, Les problbmes de la vie mystique
: “gfuages on

(Paris, n.p., 1931); cited by A. Léonard, in

the Phenomena of Mystical Experience", Mystery and Mysticisam,
ed' A. Plé’ 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 seéond approach to the first Just described is
not as great as it seems. Usually, represeqyatives'
~of this second position incorporate many of the same
emotional distingulshing characteristics into their
descriptions of the mystical state. These are treated
as qualities which are normaily a pért of the mystical
state but are seen as subordinate to the more primary,
more informative distinguishing characteristic which
is the nature of the cognitive "content”, the propo-

sitions that the mystic maintalns,

| For the students of mysticism whd recognlze

the vital siznificance of this "special characteristie"
for the mystical'éxperience, themifiﬁéffﬂééggg;;wé}ﬂn' |
study’becomes the elucidatioh of the nature of mystical
information, In contrast to the efforts of those faithful
to the'first methbd, the latter students are less
atténtive to the actions and non-verbal behaviour of
the mystic and look more to the mystic's message.
The analysis_of mysticism shifts towards a preoccﬁpation
with language, the descriptions given by the mystics.

As the probe of mystical experience and language
proceeds, 1t is qulckly evident that among the mystics

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

a great varliation in the way mystics speak of their
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experience, of the trufh they have perceivee.

. Confronted with this variety of volce, the
following question then arises for the student of
mysticlism: is mystical experlence at:all timee and all
places the same experlence or are there really different
and many mysticisms?f This question produces twov0p1nions:
on the one hand 1s a belief that, phenomenologically |
speaking, mysticism is everywhere essentially one and
the same, implying 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 divet-,
sity of mystical expressions and doctrines can be |
accounted for largely by factors which are extrinsic
to the mystical experienee., The following reasons are
preposed for the fallure of the individual mystic to
express adequately or interpret his perception: (1) A
simple carelessness or heedlessness with language,

(2) An insufficiently trained and developed philosophical
intellect, (3) A consclous or unconecious acquiescence

to pressure from cultural, religious or historical
circumstances,

The diversity of volice can also be explained |

by the theory that the expressions merely represent



20 »
lesser stages of,the‘one myétical intuition. Or that
it is caused by the varlety of mystic temperaments and
the "reaction" of that temperament upon the Absolute
Reality.

The claim 1s made that 1f one carefully studies
ihe diverse mystioal expressions one can distingulsh
between what wos the nature of the mystio?s experience
and what was the interpretation the mystlc made of thaf
experience. Such an exeroisevwould result in the

abllity to lsolate the one universal mystlcal experlence
| and one true expression.

For those holding the second view, mysticism
is seen as cépable of great diversity and since it is

held that the accompanying expression accurately mirrors

the experience, then one must speak of divergent im.w_iﬂ e

"mysticisms" and never of‘"mysticism”. In general, this
view hoidslthat the mystical Object involved in the
relationship is of a different nature in each of these
contrasting experlences, thus producing a different
mystical knowledge and a different mystical relationship.
With these two opinions in_mind, let us look
at a few gtudles of mysticism and exémine 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 1s led,
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sometimes almost in spite of himself, upon a search
for the true mystical expression or doctrlné. He is
forced to make a wvaluatlon of the mystical descriptionb
or experiences. What we wlll see in these studies
1s the increased importance of the role of mystical
theology or mystical philosophy. Rafher than
remaining a descriptive, phenomenological work, the
study of mysticism becomes an effort towards estaﬁlishing

a theological formulation,



" RUDOLF OTTO

The first major comparative study of mysticism

was Rudolf Otto's Mysticism East and Westl. It was

a pioneering'work, a perceptive and significant study
which had a‘grest impact upon the scholarly world.

Not only did it serve as a stimulus for additional
studies but‘iﬁ“had a continuing influence. Thevdebt that
later scholars owe to Otto is obvious from the comstant
reappearance of his insights and thsories in the later
studies.,

The alm of gysticism East and West 1s threefold:

first, Otto wants to show that mysticlsm 1s a uﬁiversal‘
phenomenon, a basic "primal" need and urge of man and

that its occurrence 1s lndependent of climate, culture,
race and time, Second, Otto seeks to prove that the
claim of scholars that "mysticism 1s always just mysticism,
is alwafs and everywhere one and the same quantlty"2

is false, His opinion is that mysticism has within

it as "many varieties of_expression” as does any other

product of the artistile consciousness. Third, he maintains

IRudolf Otto, Mysticism Bast and West , transl,
B. L. Bracey and R, C. Paine (New York: Macmillan, 1932'
Macmillan Paperbacks, 1970).

21bid., p.l4
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that these varlations of exp:ession cannot be accounted
for by racial divisions or geographical situations.
In fact, they are often found to be dwelling together
wlthin the Same race Or cultural groﬁp. _ .

At this point, it is not evident which of thg
- two positions-referred to abovel O0tto supports. His.
term "#arietles of expression" makes his staﬁce aﬁbi-
guous. XNo scholar of mysticism would dispute the fact
thét within the world-wide tradition of mysticism there
exists a great variety of expression. It ;s not upon
this fact that the holders of the two posltions are
‘divided. What divides them 1s the explanationkthey
offer for the diversity's having come about. Tt would
seem pbintless to deny the-existeﬁce of the.varieties
of mjstical expression 1ndépendent of culture, time
and place, Those scholars who maintain the first
viewpoint'referred to above (in‘the discussion of the
sepond-approach) recognize this variety. However, they
claim that 1f mystics do not always say the same thing,
they all mean the same thing. The scholars' aim is then
to workx with the varliety of expreésion in order to

show and explalin the incidental reasons for the variation

of language and to isolate the bare, common content
identical to all mystlecs--the ldentical intuition which

all mystlics mezn to express.

1see pp.19-20.



Although not clearly stated at the outset, it
is Otto's belief that there are mysticismé'of.widely
differing content wnich exist out‘of necessity. This
opinion is based upon his unquestidning conviction
that the words of the mystic are: -

...certainly not mere accident...not things of
chance but arige of necessity out of the subject
matter 1tself and give 1t expression. In their
resemblance or even identity is mirrored the

- resemblance or identity of the matter wialch they
have to express. .

Otto sees therefore an indissoluble link
between mystical experience and the mystical language
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 ordér to be o}ﬂﬁ;;:;~ﬁ;~;£;;;;g;é~~
suggests what might be called a genus definition of
mysticism (which would still 2llow within it a number
of very differing species). | '

' Before presenting his ﬁoﬁion of the general
meaning of mysticism, Otto first reacts stronzly agaiﬁst
the way that mysticism is ﬁsuélly separated from all '
other religlous experience. He rejects what he sees asg
a conmon tendency to characterize mysticism by contrasting

it with the usual theistic religious experience.

1Ibld,, p.l4.
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Mysticism then becomes defined as an "experiénce of the
immanence of the divine, and 6f-th¢vunification and unity
in essence with it", over against thevtheistic religious
experiénce which emphasizes the wholly transcendent
divine. Otto finds such a definition inadequate and
‘erroneous because the two objects (the "divige" in each

case) are of a tdtally different chéractér thus completely

invalidating the comparison which assumes them to refer
to the same entity. Oﬁto maintains fhat 1t 1s this |
difference in the conception of the object Which'neceé-
sitates the difference in the relationship and not the
other way around. The point of focus is then‘not

upon the attalnment of a new and differenﬁ relationship,

e.g., union with God, but upon 2 new and different

conception of that "God". The definitive characteristic
of mysticism which marks it off from other religious -

experiences 1s the peculiar character of the bbject of

the experience. This 1s to be the determining factor. -

It is the wholly non-rational character of thils
conception of God with its divergence from the
intimate, personal, modified God of simple theism,
wnich makes the mystie....Mysticism enters into
religious experience in the measure that religlious
feeling surpasses 1ts rationzl content...to the
extent to which its nidden, non-rational, numinous
elemefts predominate and determine the emotional
life. :

Wnere this core reveals itself in its non-rationality
(for that which 1s indicated in the words 'to have
God himself' is already non-rational, it escapes

ITbid., pp.158-159.
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.every attempt at formulation) there, so it seems,
the intuitus mysticus appears with-a certain
inevitability, breaking forth out of the depths
of the soul, with its vision of unity, 1ts pecullar
dialectic, its bold and daring ideographs.l
| Mystical intultion 1s not an inferred or derived
consciousness--it 15 the immediate and‘difect appre=-
hension of the objective Reality, the "NumiﬁouS".. |
While the numinous‘dharacter of the object 1s to be -
the determining characteristic, 1t must be made clear
here that the mystiqgl.belief is different from adherence
to other abstraét beliefs., 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
ié not tied tovterms such as "God" or "Godhead"; the .
"numinous sphere" essential to every mysticlsm also =
includeé the "Deus sine modis", "Brahman", "Atman",
"the One", "the A1l", "Stnyatd", etc.; man 1s a mystic
~as soon as he has a vision of and lives in this numinous'
sphere, - The experience of union, a personal encounter
and 1nt1macy with "de", 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

ITvid., pp.l475148.
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and everywhere the same experience, Otto quite'early
in his book establishes two major types of'myéticism
found both in the East and West whose dlfference, he
feels, is easily apparent even to the most casual
student: the mystlclsm of nature and mysticism_of’the .
spirit. | .
There are, 1t is true, certain traits which are
common to both types, and therefore they are both
called mysticism: for example, the lmpulse toward
unity, the feeling of identiflcatlon, 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 Mysticisnm,
is the sense of being immersed in the oneness of

‘nature, so that man feels all the individuality,
all the pecullarity of natural things in himself.l

Spiritual mysticism in coutrast, "...views
things and the essehce of things from the standpoint
- of the significance and value of the divine, in abso-
lute contrast to nature. Thls is a spiritual, not
a natural nor an aesthetic valuation,"2 Spiritﬁal '
mysticism again, can have many forms. ‘Among the many
major types singled out by Otto are: Souiémysticism
and God-mysticism.

Soul-mysticism is the "de&elopment of the
nuzinous sense of the ‘'soul'", meaning, "to know and

find in one's selfé to know one's own soul in its trué

IToId., pp.92-93. (Walt whitman would be for
Otto a classic example of a nature mystic).

21bid., p.9%4.
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nature and glory, and through this knowledge to liberate
and realize its divine glory; to find the abzssus, thé'
deptﬁs wilthin thé self and disco#er the self a2s divine
in 1ts inmost depth"l |

God-mysticism occurs as man comes to regard
- God as a "Deus sine modis"; that is, ﬁhen a concept
of God as cdmplete non-rationalitj predominates.
Various»types of God-mystlicism can further be distin-
gulshed, differiﬁg 1n‘the personal-suprapersonél coﬁtent
ascribéd‘to the obJect God. 1In certain kinds of God-
mysticlism, the mystic attains a union ﬁith God. He is
in somé manner ‘deifled', joined to God, yet at the
same time, always retaining his 1ndividualify, his
separaté creaturely 'otherneés'.  In contrast, other
God-mysticisms find talk of ‘'unlon' iqapgfqggigfiwgpd! -
search for mpré apt expressions for the unity discovered.
Moét often 1t is then spoken of as a 'sort of' identity
where the mystié no longer exists as a separate entity.
His indlviduality 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 form where the mystic is iden-
.tified with what he perceivesias a larger, more all-

inclusive Real,

In order to illustrate thatithese basic types

Iigido ’ poggQ
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of mjsticism do indeed exist, (e.g.,‘"God-mySticism"}
and_"soul-mystlclém“) and stand in sharp contrast with
one anothe:, Otto compares a Yogin, a Buddhist and
Shankaracarya,

es.thlis contrast between a Yogin and a Sankars
is very difficult to define, Very often, even by

- Indologists, 1t 1s overlooked. Or the contention
is sometimes made that although the Yogin does not
recognize a Brahman, hlis mystical experience is at
_bottom the same as that of a Sankara, I have
heard the same argument put forward regarding
Buddha's Nirvina., But the belief in the ‘oneness
of all mystlcism' here decelves the eye of the
observer, Sankara as well as Buddha would have
abhorred such a claim, It is true that the differ-
ence i1s very hard to make clear in words, for the
very verbal expresslons of the two opponents seenm:
to disavow 1t, so allke are they. Both appear to
be striving after the same thing, or at least after
something extraordinarily similar....In both cases
the final state 1s governed by those feellings of
infinite liberation and exaltation of which it
is customary to speak in any religlous-psycholo-
glcal discussion of mysticism; in both we are dealing
with liberation from the bonds of self-consciousness,
in both the Atman is pure j¥3na without the distinc-
tions of Knower, known and knowing; in both it is
complete conscilousness, Nor is there any doubt
that the degree of blessedness of those who have .
reached the kalvalyam of the Yoga 1ls not less nor
less important than those who have achieved -
Brahma-nirvdna, The distinction here is in no
way one of mere quantity...Brzhman mysticlsm 1is
qualitatively different from Atman mysticism,
however much the terminology of the two seem to
agree,. Thelr respective contents are separated
by a great gulf which can be distinguished by any
vainstaking observer. The difference between them
however, 1s 1tself as non-rational as the difference
in character of the two mysticisms; 1t 1is not to
be reproduced in intellectual conceptions and is
only comprehensible in mystical experience itself,
I must again remind my readers how lansufficient
to any treatment are the usual terms--'feeling
of exaltation;,liberation, and expansion, or
infinity'. All these terms would a2pply also to

- pure Yoga and describe it tolerably well,. But the
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‘sense of Brahman is obviously something different
from 211 this.l A

Otto adds that his typology does not alwéys
exist in simple, clear-cut caseé; 1t is more'complex
as additional variety results because all of thesé
simple types (nature, Soul, and God-mysticisms) can
and do combine, thereby producing another striking
“different type. |

A second typplogy is elaborated'byvotto in order
to demonstrate again the diversity within mystical
~experience. What 1t reveals is two main ways of mysticism:
" the Mysticism of Introspection" and "the Mysticism of
Unifying Vision", Each is shown as a clearly distinct |
‘method having a separate and differing origin, incentive,
technique orkpath and finally, most importantly, a
~different mystical intuition, |

With the "Mysticism of Introspection" or
"Inward Way", the mystic reaches a2 state of intultion
by separating himself from the butside world., He turns
hié éttention 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
intultion also includes the perception that the true
self is akin to that which is the 'Infinite', the
'BEternal', 'God', or 'Brahman' (illustrating the conm-

fibid oy pp . 162"164 .
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bination of two mysticlsms; God-mystlcism and Soul-
mysticism). | |

What chéracterizes this as a disfiﬁct}way ié
the 1solation of the mystic from thelsurrounding world,
the fact that he has.no need of it, that it a2dds nothing
to foster hls intuition., The resuit often is, then, |
that the mystic has an anti-world attitude; the physi-
cal world is an obstacle for him, necessitating a
withdrawal, denial and detachment, fThe elaboration
of a doctrine of the Soul or Self is also essential f
to thls Way: the mystlc finds his true being in contrast
to the earlier erroneous understanding of hls nature.

The second Way of mysticism: the."Mysticism
of Unifying-V1sion" is in direct opposition to any
"inwardness", The mystic's attention is directed
outward to the world of things and during thé contem=
olation of ohysical nature, an intuition bursts in_}
upon him, He finds in the outward multiplicity a
wondrous unity of all being. He has a "z1impse into
the etermal relatlounships of things" which destroys
the vprevious mistaken idea of the separateness of
individual beings and things.

This second Way 1s also complefely different
from the first in that there is no need for a “"doctrinme
of the Soul". Also particularly characteristic of the
Vision of the second Way is a series of ascending

stagess perhaps one could call it a continuing-refinement
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of the initial intuitioh. In aﬁy case, to each stage
of this second Way.there corresponds a different
mystical object resulting in a different type of mysticism.
In z2ddition to establishing a methodology |
with which to understand better mystical phenomena,
Otto has another goél.in Mysticism East and West, tﬁat

‘1s: the comparative study of Eastern and Western mysti-
cism, _ ‘

For this combaratlve study he chooses two
mystics: Melster Eckhart and Shankaracarya. He has a
number of reasomns for this choice:vfirst of all; he
fiﬁds that despite thé differences of culfure and tradition,
Eckhart and Shankara as mystics bear striking
resemblances to each other., In thelr chosen mode of
expression, both are mystics of the "cool" intellectﬁal‘
type in contrast to the "hot" exclited and émqtionai
mystic, Both regard the acquiring of knowledge as fhs
bkey to salvation., Both represent a teaching mysticism,‘.
that 1s, they are teachers to whom the elabofation]
of doctrine from thelr mystical experience 1is of great
importance (although never diminishing the primary
necessity of having the experience itself), - Finally;
Otto makes the claim that_they re?resent-“the two prin-
cipal classic types of Eastern and Westerﬁ mystiéal

experience" 1

iTIvid., p.S.
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While Otto's study examines the differences
as well as the similaritles of these two mystibs, the:_:'
real ain of the comparison 1s to establish and emphasize
the "common theistic foundation" of Eckhart and Shankara.
| This 1s in reaction‘to what Otto finds is the
usual (erromeous) interpretation of Indian religion
as “monism,}pantheism, impersonal mysticism". He wants
to show that there are theistic elements in Shankara's
conception of Brahman which closely parallel Christian
thelism,
The impersonal Brahman rests...on‘a theistic basis
and this basis 1is not unimportant for the conception
of Brahman itself,
The interpenetration of the thelst and the mystilc
is much more marxed in BEckhart than in Sankara.
Yet the greatest mystic of Indla is himself a

Wwitness that thelsm 1s not an accldent of Western

development but somehow arises out of the deep
.nennssi +v of mankind in seneral. :

ALd e e ot e B L -

This 1s an important and interesting inter-
pretation and deserves a closer examination of ifs
purpdse and foundation. At first glande it may look
liké but another Christian scholar's apology for the
superiority of his own Christian theism and nis desire
to see 1ts truth mirrored in all religions, The 1ike-‘
l1ihood of this motive is strengthened by the fact that

in Mysticism East and West, Otto shows a greater sympathy

for and higher admiration of the mysticism of Eckhart.

TToid,, p.12L.
2Tbld., p.140,.
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I believe, howevér,vthat such would be an erroneous
reading. I suspect a differeﬁt intent in his words
add I would like to hazard an interpretation more in
harmony with his other statements.

First, 1t should be stressed‘that_atto appears
to be uncomfortable wlth the term 'theism'. He seems
anxlious that the reéder-not misunderstand hium, fof
he does not mean exactly the "personal theism" of the
Christian type but'a‘fofm which "towers above a thelstic
basis".l |

The Brahman conception rises beyond a personal

God and yet bears the fragrance and color of the
ground from which it springs.?

Thus we realize close resembiances-between Sankara
and Melster Eckhart. In both men mysticism rises
above a personal theism,3 :

It is true of nim [Sanxara) as of Eckhart, that
his teaching 1leads to a kind of supertheism...4

What does Otto really mean by a mystical con-
ception which "towers above persbnal theism"? What
is this "supertheism"? Here, we must admit that Otto
remains somewhat enigmatic; he is never expllclt about
these terms, yet I believe that one does find sufficlent

clues in his discussion of Eckhart and Shankxara to

1Tbid., p.153.
2Ibid., p.123.
31bid., p.l40.

47bid., p.129.
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hazard the following theory..
I would propose that Otto is hinting,here’at

a dipolar, "panentheistic" conception of the Divinel
and 1is suggesting that it represents the ldeal of
mystical experlence. ' | - |

_To support this belief, let me cite some

passages from Otto's discussion of the mystical intuitions

of»Shankara and Eckhart'

The former [Nirguna-BrahmaﬁJ does not deny the
latter, (Sagupa-Branman} but the latter 1is taken
up into the former,...the significance of this
process of samuchchaya 1s obviously to assure to
the highest Brahman all conceivable divine values
of theism and include them in the conceptlon of
the Brahman,

The Nirguna-Brahman is not the exclusive opposite
-0f the Saguna-Brahman, but 1ts superlatlive and a
development of the ten%encies which lead to the
Saguna~-Brahman itself.

Eckhart's position is neitner nmystleal guletielsm -

nor secular activity, but an identity of the deepest
unity and the most vivid multizlicity, and there~
fore of the most vital motion. o , :

...Eckhart establishes 2 polar identity between
rest and motion within the Godhead itself;...the
"one aspect is as unecessary for Eckhart as the
other, This dlastole of the orlginal One in the
multiplicity of its elements, and the systole of
its manifoldness back into the etermal resting

TTne elaboration of the "panentheistic" theory
has been most clearly developed by Charles Hartshorne
and will be presented in full below.

2Ibid., p.128.

31pbid., p.127.

41pid., p.191.
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unity, is the eternal life-process of the God-head.l

And again in discussion of Eckhart:

.sethese relations we have described as polar, dbut
even that is not quite adequate, We have to pro-
ceed to the paradox: because one, therefore many,
because eternal rest in God, therefore movemeunt,
because complete non-actlon, therefore most vigoraus
will., Thus also: because one with God, and Go '
with God before time was, therefore, nothing,-

dust, humility...

Theae are certainly not relationships conceived
by the power of logic; even Eckhart has to express
them paradoxically. But undoubtedly, to hls vision

?ez were no paradoxes, but the most obvious neces-
sities.c

Otto's preference forvEckhart's descriptions‘.
over Shankara's has nothing to do with a choice of
. West over East, or Christian over Indian theoiogy but
can be traced rather to the role_of logic, or the meastre
"0of paradoxicality in each mystic‘s expression. Shankara
hesitates at the border of "Dipolarity" and retreats

JEPRN .

in order to maintain strict loglic while Eckhart 1s bold'

Both masters seek and behold unity and the Eternal
‘One in contrast to multiplicity, but with this
difference: the relationship of the One to the
Many is for Sankara ome of strict exclusion, but
" for Eckbhart one of the most live polarity, Sankara
--in his parada-vidyad--is a strict monist, but not
like BEckhart, a philosopher of identity, as regards
the One a2nd the Many.>

For Sankara these opposites are exclzsive. For
Eckxhart the one demands the other...

Iibid., pp.191-192.

2Ibid., pp.200-201 (my italics).
3Ibid., p. 191.

41v1d., p. 200,
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While Sankara and his school try rather to ration-

allze the paradoxes of mystlical language...Eckhart

on the contrary excites his llisteners by unheard

of expressions and makes the conventional termin-

ology of scholastliclism 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 initlal 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 completé
| character of mysticism) once the uniqueness of the
Ways had been established, Qtto's attention turned

to sketching the curious, somehow necessary affinity,

the intertwining of the two Ways; the combining; inter=- - =~ - = = -

penetrating of the various types, and the facit 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 necesslity, it at least indicates a power-
fully constraining inward element.2

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

IToid,, p. 196.
21bid., p. 277.



38

tiplicity of things to behold the One that is the
essence of all things and of the self--these are,
we say, two absolutely dlfferent experiences, and
as non-mystics we cannot conceive how they can
slip into one another and become indissolubly
bound together, '

For those of us who are not mystics, this inter-
penetration of the two ways ls always puzzllng,
and to those who misunderstand thelr fundamental
difference it is very necessary to point out

the enigma of their uanlon, and to make clear the
peculiarity of each in sharpest distinctlon., .

~ True, for the mystic himself there 1is no riddle;

- to him the necessity of their combination is ,
obvious. He knows nothing of the twofoldness of the
ways, but from the pecullar quallity of the objects
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 thelr combining. _

It is to him an immediately felt necessity, and
he has no need to znalyze intellectually what 1is
given as a certainty in feeling.2

The conclusion of Otto's study may be found
in his statement: "Perhaps only in their combination
do théy represent the ldeal of mystical experience,"3

Otto sees the importance of hls methodology )
for the study'of'mysticismvin enabling the student,
‘the non-mystic outsider, to perceive the diffefent
mysticisms, to recognize the interpenetration of the
ways.and the colncidence of the types and thereby to
appreciate the achlevement of a few mystics and gain

~a glimpse of the Comprehensive Mystlcal Reallty,

IIEid., P.276-
21bid., p.275.
3Ibid., p.59.
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o It could be said that one of the aims, or
perhaps the real aim of Mystlcism East and West is

the establishment of a valuation of the different
mystics' expressions., Such mystics as Eckhart, Plotinus,
al-HallZ), for Otto, achleve and represent this "ideal
of myétical experience”, | ;

In his study, Otto equates the "intultus aysticus"
with a non-ratlonal concept of the Divine or Reallty
and yet maintalns that the mystlic apprehends {(in a
conscious state) an objective Reality. vHe states that
- for the mystic there 1s no paradox, nor riddle: he is
- one who knows. What Otto doubts and denies 1s the
ability 0of the mystlc to express his certainty intellectually:
it "escapes every aftempt at formulation". However, R
in splte of thls, Otto went quite far in formulating
a conception--a "theology" of the mystic's full reali=-
zation of'the mystical Object. Because the description
was paradoxical (and therefore for him illogical) Otto
claiied the Object to be ﬁon-rational; 1ncapab1e of being
"reproduced in intellectual conceptions". | |

I contend that if the mystic is conscious and
knows, 1f for him there is no paradox truly,. then
there will exist a rational theory able to interpret
his certainty. The problem, I find, 1ies 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 regonsider and redefine
these rules and concepts 1ln order to_remove or explain
the 1lloglc or paradoxicallty. 1In the last chapter sﬁch
an effort will be presented and a theory proposed.



RICHARD C. ZAEHNER

Another scholar who hasvpublished a number
of works on the comparative study of réligi;ns.and
mysticism is R. C. Zaehner.1

We will find in examiniﬁg Zéehner's work that 
his objectives, premises, and baéic categorieé are
mich the same as those of Otto; yet, the final result
is decidedly different. - v

Zaehner, like Otto, holds the second viewpoint and‘('
vdenieskthat all mysticél experience can bé’reduced to

one pattern; the phenomenon of mysticism 1s not to be

regarded'és an ﬁidentlcal expression of the selfsame

Universal Spirit"2. A number of mystieal types are =~ T T

distinguishédland like Otto, Zaehner insists that they
‘occuf in each major religious tradition throughout
‘the‘world; Zaehner feels that to claim thaf the
different expreSsions are merely due to the conditioning
of the religious or ﬁhilosophical environment, denies

the all too obvious fact that "original geniuses"

TRichard C. Zaehner, Mysticism Sacred and Profane
(0xford: Oxford University Press, 19o50).
- Tdem., Hindu and Muslim Mysticism (London:
The Athlone Press, 1960).

5 2Richard C. Zaehner, Mysticism Sacred and Profane,
po 19‘
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existed: mystlics whose téachings were in.difect‘oppo~
sitlon to the dbminant religious mood of their day,
whose messages emphatically contradict each otherv
within the same cultural or‘philos0phical_situation.»

If we are told that the experlences [mysticall]

are such that they cannot be described and that
~all descriptions are only approximations to the
ineffable experience--the variety of 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 entltled to study the evidence and

draw what conclusions we can.

v The comparative study which Zaehner then felt
 just1fied’to undertake led him to conclude that there
are three distinct experiences of mysticism (which are

singled out by means of the terminology used by the

mystics) . , . e S S

As the title of Zaehmer's méjor work on mysticism
suggests, these toree "radically different" experiences
can be divided into profane ("Natural") mysticism and

vsaéréd ("Religious") mysticism; In the exposition of
the types which follbws, the first two types correspond -
to the "profane" realm while only with the last do we
enter the sphere of religlous mysticism. In contrast
to O0tto, Zaehner extends t@g category of mystical

experience somewhat,

+Ibid., p.30.
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The three types of mystical eiperience ares
(1) ”pan-en-henic“ mysticisa, (2) "nonistic" mysticism,
and (3) "theistic" ﬁysticism. |

"éan-en-henlc mystical experience is essentially
nature mysticism, and literally the term means the
"all-ineone-ism . It is an experlience of unity or
rapport with the multipllclty of nature: ”Ybu are all
' and A1l is you". In other words, 1£'is the blissful
realization of the oneness of nature. This type includes
‘but 1s not to be equated with the pantheistic myst1ca1£,
experlience. The panfhelstic experience specifically |
finds that: 311 is God and God is All". Whereas in
the more general grouping of pan-eﬁehenic mjsticism;
the concept of God, in the usual sense of the word,

has not always been evolved znd identifiled.

7aehner sees the pa;-en-henic realization as f‘
an experience cormonly occurring botk to mad and sane .
nen.

.Let us .look at a few of his exaﬁples to see
preclsely what he means. One of the classic examples
of this type of experience coxes from the 1iterary
world1 and 1s reported by the Irish novelist Forrest‘
Reid: "It wzs as if everytzing that had seemed to be

external and around me were suddenly within me "2

L0tner exaaples being: Willlam Fordsworth,
Walt Whitman and Tennyson.

23ichard C. Zaehner, Mysticism Sacred end Profane,

D.41.
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Certain Hindu and §ﬁfi writers are also included in
Zaehner's pan-en-henic category.l Also included is
- the experience of Aldous Huxley 1nduced by the drug
mescalin.? And if Huxley's experlence is to be admitted,
| then, -Zaehner maintains, one must'aISO 1nclcde certain
- manic experiences.3 v |

In all the ebove examples and in all pan-en-
henic experience, Zaehner finds that there is an expansion
ofvman's vision:can enlargement of consclousness which
takes either of two forms: an "absorption of the natural
order into the experiencing self..." or "...the dis-
'sqlution of the latter in the spirit that pervades
all nature,"# | | | |

It 1s a blissful perception which the mystic
believes to be an 1ntense1y real state, much more real
(true) than what he perceives 1n“hismnof;;iﬁcccecicusnese;JL%n
In addition he 2ls0 has the conviction that the ins15ht
obtzined transcends both space and time,

The second category devised by Zaehner is

"monistic" mysticism, an interior experience of un-

differentiated One-ness which can have various philosc-«

lZaehner mentions certain Upanishadic verses, and
the writings of Ab'il-Qdsin al- Qushayrl and Jalal 21-Din Rumi.

2Zaehner was prompted to write Mysticism Sacred
and Profane in order to criticlze quxley‘s clalms,

3rimbaud is chosen by Zaehner as an examnle of
one such manic experience.

4R. C. Zaehner, gystiCism Sacrad and Profane, p.61l
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phical interpretations., According to‘Zéehner, it 1s a
totally different experlence, and in some ways, the
complete opposite of the pan-én-henic; The pan~en-henic
experience is a perception of the Unity of Mnltiplicity
whereas the "monistic" experlience denies the reality

of muitiple things. It requires an arduous ascetic
training and a complete withdrawal of the sehses from

all the physical, tranéitory, ultimately 1llusory things of
nature, Whereas, with the pan-en-henic mystical‘intuitionA
one speaks of a Unity of Multiplicity, in the monistic

experience there can be no talk of a unio mystica.

- 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 1ls
nelther an experience of recoanciliation nor of union.

Zaehner also terms this experience the "iso-
lation of the Eternal Self" or thev“iﬁtegratibn of
persoﬁality" (complete realization of the self) : "...the
state of pure isolatlon of what we may now call the
‘uncreated soul or splrit from all that is other than
1tselsld ' _

In speaking of Patanjali and Shaﬁkara, Zaehner
explains: "The final goal 1s in each the same, the .
'companionless loneliness of self-illumination', the
experience of one's own soul as pure light, utterly

+Ibid., p.l68.
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independent, autarchic, deathless, because beyond time,
‘ eternal and alone....The final experience 1s always
one of 1solation."1
...the rounding off of an individual personality
in both past and present, and in eternity. It 1is
the realization of the 1ndividual soul as something
other than the ego, something of which the ‘'other
- self',,.is the imperishable center. This is quite
distinct from the pan-en-henic experience; it is -
simply the felt realization of one's soul as immortal,?
The representatives of thls type of mysticism -
presented by Zachner are Proust, the schools of SBi-
Xhya-Yoga, and Advaita-Veddnta, Although these three
are seémingly gquite different in their beliefs, Zaehner
explains that they all share the same alim: “Whether‘you
call your soul an individual purusha or the Absolute
Nirguna or qualitiless Brahman makes no difference.,
All'you achieve is the isolation of your essence, thereby
denying the'presence of God,"3 'Wﬂw-ﬂum”wﬂiwu
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 through
", 4 |

love

In contrast to the other types, while the'pro-

iR. C. 2aehner, Hindu and Muslim Mysticism, p.lO.
2Idem,, Mysticlism Sdacred and Profane, p.6l. o
3I1bid., p.146.

“Ivid., p.168.
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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 6utlook and understanding 1s clearly reflected in the
mystic's assertion: "If is God's doing and not my own",
It is God who works and makes one fit for union.,

| The theistic mystical state 1s percelved as
a reconciliation, a‘"return of the_'éelf' to God";
the "...return of tﬁe spirit to its immortal and infinite
ground which is God."1 |

At the same tlme, Zaehner élso speaks of 1t
as a "total Surrender" and'as the "loss .of the pureiy'.
humen personality"2 and of the "...absorption of the
uncreate spirit, the 'self! intO»thé essence of God,
~in whom both the indlvidual personality and the whole
objectivé world are or seem to be entirely obliterated."J

Zaehner seems to be unsure of what exactly
happens to the self'invthe theistic mystical experienée;
he writes: "the 1nd1v1dﬁai is not aﬁnihilatéd, though
transformed a2nd 'deified'...it remains a distinct
entity tnough permeéted through and through with'the,'

divine substance."¥

ITvid., p.169.
Ibid., p.168.
3Ibid., p.168.
41b1d., p.29 .
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| It seems clear that for the mystic of this:
third type, the God he percelves 1s 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 claim that his union
with God is so close that he can lay claim to
attributes like the {ower to create which is
specifically dilvine. _
.. .when the mystic claims attributes that are
necessarily divine and demonstrably not human,
--such as omanipotence,--it is fairly clear that
he is not enjoying unlion with God, but ragher
some sort of natural mystical experlence.
| I find the typological scheme of Zaehner too
limited and inflexible. There is uome of the inter-
mingling, combining, interfusion of types as described
by Otto. | |
- Zaehner distingulishes two main categories of
nysticism: personal mysticisﬁ and 1mpersonai mysticism:-v
the 3acred and the Profane; and he views and establishes
them as opposing and éntagonistic.' They are exclusive
and cannot coincide within the same mystic or mystical
experlience,
I cannot agree with thils interpretation and
with the reéding that Zaehner has made of certain |
mystics and his dismissal of certain so-called “monistic"
mystics and "pantheistic" mystics of the natural type.

ITpid., p.18%.

27bid., p.193,
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Did Zaehner indeed understand thése mysticé or .
wefe thelr experiences perhaps rieher and more cbmplex
than he interprets® Are hls interpretation and under-
standing hampered By his declared theological bias?t
‘ Zaehner's study is clearly an apology for the
primacy of the theistic mystical experience. It is
considered the hlighest form of mystical'abhievement |
and the only one worthy of being called "religious".
The other types are in some manner or other regarded
as miéguided experlences and Zaehner is very categorical
1n hls Judgment of the impersonal mysticisms., They
~represent "misgulded conceit“2 a clear-danger and error
of selfish introversion, an "introverted narcissism".3
Divested as they are of all their mortal trappings

they are content to rest in the qulet contemplation
of thelr own souls; having reached the lmmortal

they can conceive of nothing bYeyond., They are =~

blinded by thelr own self-sufficlency, for having
conquered desire they cannot rekindle desire i&self
and direct it to its proper goal which is God.

Any mystical state which is one of undifferentiated
oneness 1s the experience that one individual soul

“enjoys of its own individual self: it has nothling
to do with God. Thus in any form of mystical
experience from which love 1s absent, there can be
no question of God: he is absent too.

To interpret the experience as being identlcal
with the One or the All is absurd; beguiled by the
beauty and apparent infinity of 1ts own deep nature,
the liberated soul...mistakes thesmustard seed for
Mount Meru, the drop for the sea.

ITeidL, p.xv. ‘ -
2Tbid., p.188.

33. C. Zaehner, Hindu and Muslim Mysticism, p.lO.
4Toid., p.15. |
5Ibid., p.85.
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| Becéuse'of this conviction, Zaehner sees the
"history of Indian religion as evolving in one direétion :
only, towards the primécy'of love, the deve10pment of |
2 Personal God in a position over and above the “earlier"
impersonal concepts. Therefore, Zaehner embraces and
commends Indian theism and the bhakti sects and literature -
while frowning upon the "impersonal trend" in Hinduism.
So also Zaehner gives Orthodox Islam a Sympathetic
treatment,'while critical of what he sees as the monistic
‘tendencies of Sufism.} | v _ » » |

~ Above all, Zaehner's characterizétign of the
alternative thelstic experience is inadequate and_unp‘
satisfactory. Hls emphasis upon the duality of thé
mystic and God; and the wilde gulf separating4£he two, 7
the ultimate "otherness" of God, the necessity of God's
saving act of Grace for mystical achievement, the
neceséity for love (the nature of which is not suffi-
ciently described), the stress upoﬁ the Personal God
over and against the Impersonal conception, the denizal
that the mystic has any true sharing in divinity; all
these descriptions remind one more of the formulations
of Western orthodox theology than fhé expressions of
mystics, 'When Zaechner makes a statement like, "...of
the monotheistic creeds it is only Christlanity that
bullds a2 brldge bdbetween God, the Eternal, and.man, thé

Tivid,, pp.109 and 188.
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temporal..."l he exposes his dogmatic and apologetic |
approach and purpose and his closeness to the traditionmal
Christian theology. |
| In the end, Zaehneris yysticism Sacred and

Profane, instead of belng a step forward, seems indeed

a step backward from Otto's Mysticism East and West and

any unblased contrlibution to the understanding of mysticism.



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

consciousnessl 1s the classlic textbook for the study

of mysticiém. It femains, despite 1ts age, the most
detaliled and comprehensive exploratory study in existence,
Underhill's Mystlicism 1s divided into two parts:
thevfirst is a study of the content of mystical intuition,l
and an examination of mystical doctrines from the varying
perspectives of metaphysics, psychology and symbolism,
The second part éxplores the Mystic Way. It looks at the
"practical life of the mystic and the development of his’
mystical conscidusness. It describes the methods used
by tne mystlic and the stazes passed through in his
journey to "enlightenment". .
We willl not venture to deal with the whole of
such an extensive and rich analysis; for the purposes
‘of the present stddy, we can direct ourselves primarily
to that porﬁion of Underhill's book where she undertakes
velyn Under i 2 £ e
and development of man's spirltual consciousness (London:
P, Dutton & Go., inc., 1916; 1l3thn ed, rev, and enl,

Aori%an Books , New York: The New American Library Inc., -
1955
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the elaboration of a satisfying mystical philosophy
or theology. | |

It must be stressed that Underhiil's examination
of mysticism is limited mainly to Christian mysticism
in the West, Occasionally there are brief and general
comments about_“oriental mysticism" or "Indian mysticism"
as Opposed to Christian mysticism, but these opinions
reveal an inadequate acqualntance with the naterial.
"Oriental mysticism" 1is made by n'nderhill into a much
more homogeneous entity than it 1is generally seen today
and 1s then represented as an extreme or one-sided,.
distorted, nihilistic form of mystical intuition.t

In this study, mystical experience 1ls regarded
as an objectlve experlence; and Underhill maintains
that to view 1t otherwise, as predominately a 'feeling
state!, a subjective experience with no objective validity,
1s to have misunderstood the mystic. ﬁanvas mystic_.
beComes aware of, has an intense viSion of an objective .
Somsthins. Mystical experience is a state of consciousness
which touches and affects the wnole being of'the mystic.
Mystical intuition is not a partial or 1ndef1nite vision;
there is present a certitude which can be translated
only as tne perception of Truth, | |

- But as mystical 1ntuition transcends the sphere

of emotions, so zalso does 1t transcend men's intellect

1see Mysticism pp. 40; #434; 170-1T1.
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and the capacities of his language. The expefience,
while being objective, eludes objectification. It ié ‘
ineffable, indescribable; and all efforts to express
it are merely approximations. Underhill explzins the
predbminance of emotlonal language in the mystical
expression by the fact that when faced with the
difficulty of expressing his experience intelligently,
the mystic resorts to describing how-the experience
"made him feel" rather than what 1t is. Yet while
intelligent descriptions never can describe conclusively,
they often can be extremely good and accurate hints
or'“méps" of 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 fo harmonize his intuition
' with*the‘surrounding beliefs; he is not a "religious
or spiritual anarchist", However, Undernill adds that
the mystics' descriptions, because’of the nature’of
their expression and sense of certitude, seem to
derive from the experlence aund not from the religlous
tradition. Underhill emphasizes that the language
of the myétics must be taken as symbolic; 1t will say
something pértly true about the Object but also will
reveal 2 lot about the individual mystic. And this
latter fact must never be lost sight Qf when analyzing
mysticalvlanguage.

Underhill speaks consistently of "mysticism"
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and never of "mysticisms'. There is only'one mystical
Object that is seén, not different or many mystical
objects. The different mystical desériptions or mysti-~
cal doctrines (always dealing with the one séme Mystical
Reélity) occur because of and are to be explalned”by
the variety of mystic temperaments. All "describe the
same process seen 'through a temperament‘,‘and represent
the ieaction of that temperament,upon Absolute Reality."l

Underhill explains that if we regard the testi-
mdny of the mystics, tae varlety seems at first endless.
However, the many descriptions caﬁ.be reduced finally
~to one of two main "forms of symbolic expression”:
"mystics of the transcendent-meta?hysical and of the

intimate-Personal type."2 The essential difference

between the two visions and the mystical doctrines they | '

entalil is describéd as follows:

The metaphysical mystic for whom the Absolute

1s 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 consummation of this
coxzunion, its perfect and permanent form, a

the Spiritual Marriage of his soul with God.

These two fundamental ways of apprehending

IT51d., p.355.
2Ibid., p.4i5.
31bid., p.415.
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and viewing Reality give rise to what Underhill calls:

lll.l

The first view:

declares...utter transcendence...[He] 1is 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
temporal 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 Crown:
frultive kxnowledge of God, the Abyss or Divine

Dark of the Dionyslan school, the Neoplatonic One....
such a temperament constructs from its perceptions
and prejudices the concept of a material world

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

For the mystics of the second view: the lmmanence

.theory,

the quest of the Absolute is no long Journey,
but a realization of something which is implicit
in the self and in the Unlverse....The Absoclute

R " Y

Whom all seek does not hold Himseli aldof from am -~ "~ == o

imperfect material universe, but dwells within

the flux of things....According to the docirins

of Immanence, creation, the universe, could we

see it as 1t 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.> :

For the mystic of the first type then, the

Mystical Object is Impersonal, far, to be largely
described in negative, "arid" language. The emotions

characteristically felt are awe and fear, The mystical

ITv1d., p.95.
21b4d., p.97-99.
S1bid., p.99-100.
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attainment is the realization of a State.v'The mystic
- of the second type plctures the Real as Personai,
near, describing Him in positive terms and using often
amorous language. Reallty 1s perceived not as a State
- but as a Personm. |

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-
tlgators of the mystic type.

Underhill reminds us, "It must never be forgotten
 that all apparently one-sided descriptions of illumin~
-_aﬁioq‘-émore, all experlences of lt--are governed by
temperament."l They are "opposite aspects of one whole:s
the complementary terms of a higher synthesis beyond
our spzn., n2

"Obviously both these terms are but the self's

guesses concerning the intrinsic character of a
stzate 1t has felt in its wholeness rather than :
analyzed: and bear the same relation to the ineffable
realities of that state,...the language of ‘dei-
fication' and 'spiritual marriage', then, is tem-
veramental language- and 1s related to subjectIVe .
experience rather than to objective fzct....

Hence by a comparison of these symbolic reconstruc-
tions, by the discovery and isolation of the common

ITbid., p.2b2.
2Ib1d., p.3040
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factor latent in each, we may perhaps learn some-

thing of thi fundamental fact which each 1s trylng
to portray. ' o

The function of a mystic teacher or the inves-
tigator of mysticism is to create a “good map", a
"good mystical philosophy" which: | B
will leave room for both these ways of interpreting
experience, It will mark the routes by which many
different temperaments claim to have found thelr
way to the same end. It wlll acknowledge both
the aspects under which...Truth has appeared to
its lovers: the aspects which have called forth the
theories of emanation and immanence, 2
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 rema2in a one-slded and extreme view,

depending on the temperament,or genius of the mystic.

To develop a true mystical philosophy one~musx cOMpare . ... oi.o L.

the two types as Underhill says, but one can also rely
upon the testlmony of certain "great mystics". The
latter are the rare human beings in whom mystical
consciousness did reach the state of fullest develop~-
zent, |
Though philosophy has striven since thought began
and striven in vain--to resolve the paradox of
Being and Becoming, of Eternity and Time, she v
has falled strangely enough to percelve that a -

certain type of personallity has substituted
experience for her guesses at truth; and achieved

1Ibid., p.415.

°Ibid., 0.103.

o
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its solution, not by the dubious processes of K
thought, but by direct perception. To the great
mystic the 'problem of the Absolute'! presents itself
In terms of 1life, not in terms of dialectlc. He
solves it in terms of 1life: by a change or growth

of consciousness which tzznks to his peculiar
genius--enables him to 2poprehend that two-fold
Vision of Reality which eludes the perceptive
powers of other men,

The full spiritual consclousness of the true mystic
is developed not in one, but in two apparently
opposite but really complementary directions.

On the one hand he 1s intensely aware of, and knows
nimself to be at one witk that active World of
Becoming, that deep and primal 1life of the All,

from which his own life takes 1ts 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 Belng, the Utterly Transcendent:
or as 1ts possessor woulé say, can rise to 'passive
union with God'. This all-round expansion of
consciousness, with 1ts dual power of iknowling by
-communion the temporal and eternal, immanent and.
transcendent aspects of rszality-~-the life of the

All, vivid, flowing and changing, and the changeless,
conditionless, 1life of the one--is the peculiar

marx, the ultimo siglllo of the grezat mystic...2

Underhill's study clezrly ceases to be a des=-

criptive account of mysticisz; what sne is doing is

offering a theological formulztion. The only meta~

physical portrayal adequate to the mysticz2l Object must

speak of 1it:

'ess8s Being and Beconming, as Eternity and Time,

as Transcendence and Imma2nence, Reallty and
Appearance, the One and the Many--these two domiunant
ideas, demands, imperious iustincts of man's self
will reapvear; the warp and woof of his completed
uaiverse. On the one nand is his intuition 6f.a

TIbid., p.37.
21b1d., p.3%6.
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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 companioning him.
Man's true Real, hils only adequate God, must be
great enough to embrace this sublime paradox, to
take up these apparent negations into a higher
synthesis,l

" In these two forms of perceptlion we see the

growlng consciousness of the mystic stretching in

two directions, until it includes in its span both

the World of Being and the World of Becoming; that

dual apprehension of reality as transcendent yet
immanent which we found tg be one of the distinguishing
marxs of the mystic type.

In the beginning of her book, Underhill proposed
a broad definition of mysticlsm as: |
...the expression of the innate tendency of the
human spirit towards complete harmony with the
transcendental order; whatever be the theological
formula under wnich that order 1s understood....
Whether that end be called the God of Christianity,
~the World-Soul of Panthelism, the Absolute of Philo=-
- sophy, the desire to attailn it and the movement '
- towards 1t--so long as this is a genulne life
process and not an intellectual speculation--is .
the proper subject of mysticism.2
While at times Underhill appears to deal with
and describe Mysticism and the mystical experience
- generally (without regard-tb a mystic of a'specific
culture or religion), her study should be seen as a
study of Western mysficism. More precisely, it is not
a study of Western mysticism, but of Western theistic

mysticism and most of her analysis and typology fits

1Ivid., p.4l.
21pid., p.240.

SIbid. ] p.XiV-XV.
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only this case, I would be happler with this study |
1f somewhere Underhill referred to it as reétricted in
this sense. | , » o

As in the studies of mysticism previously
presented, Underhill's analyéis early and consisténtly
establishes a valuation of mystical doctrines within
her bdbroad cétegory of mysticism: there are true and
untrue (or misleading) mystical fbrms. Now, as seen
above, the frue.mystical doctrine has been described
as the "two-fold Vision of Réality“. "Nature-mysticlsm"”,
"Soul-mysticism", pantheistic 1ntefpretations, aihilistic
~claims of annihilation of self, deification or com-
plete identification with the Dlvine, are some repre-
sentatives of extreme and erromeous mystical forms.

I have no dispute with Underhill here and very
much applaud her insistence upon the two-fold "Dipclar
character of the Real, But I am uneasy with Underhill's
claim that Christianity 1s the best vehlicle for the |
‘accozplishment of a healthy mystical philosophy.

Now without prejudice to individual beliefs and
without offering an opinion as to the exclusive
truth of any one religlous system or revelation--
for here we are concerned nelther with controversy
nor wlth apologetics--we are bound to allow 2s a
historical fact that mysticism, so far has found
its best map in Christianity.1 :
Hence the Christian system or some colourable

imitation of it has been found essential by almost
all the great mystics of the West. They adopt

I7bid,., p.125.
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its nomenclature, explain their adventures by the
help of its creed,_identify their Ahsolute with
" the Onristian God.l
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 West....
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 mysticzl philosophy is the history
-=-still 1ncomp1ete--8f the demonstration of their
meaning in eternity.
I do not believe that the dogmas of Christianity
or "some colourable imitation" of them are necessary
and essential to the full mystical philosophy. If
this were so then it would follow that we must deny to
certaln great sufi mystics (e. g., al-Halldj, Ibn~al
Arabl, who as far as I can judge did not rely upon
the Trinity and Incarnation dogmas) that full two-
 fold mystical Vision of Reaiity:"Imméiﬂféfhﬁ$ﬁii”thié S
would be to contradict these mystics'_own descriptions.,
That certain great Christian mystics were
. able to adapt successfully the dogmas of Christian
~theology to thelr full mystical intultion is one thing,
but then to make those dogmas necessary for all fully
developed Western mysticism or latent in all fully
developed forms 1s I believe a2n error on Underhill's

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

TT51d., 5.106.
21bid., p.107.
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at the time she flrst wrote her study qf mysticism,
almost nbthing was known of Sufism in the West and she
.could not have been familiar with the writings of the
great sufl mystics.
- Since Underhill éhooses to comment upon Indian
mysticlsm, why does she not acknowledge the existence 
of the_Personal-Impersonal Real found invcertain Indian-
‘mystics and'clearly described by Otto¥® Why does she |
| continue to treat Indian mysticism as "nihilistic"?
Why did she not reassess her statements in the 1ight
of Otto's study and 1n the light of the new scholaréhig
of Sufism (which her annotated bibliographyl shows her
to be familiar with) for the revised editions of Mysticism ?
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
neceséary e1ements in the full mystical uhderstandinga‘
of-Reality satisfylng, 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 discusses changes she would make if she were
now writing her-book for the first time:

More emphasis would be given (a) to the concrete,

IBIbilographical note to the l3th edition of
Mystlcism, p.507. - :

2See PP.57-60 above.

BIbid,,vpp.viii—ix, my italics,
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richly living yet unchanging character of the Reallty
over against the mystic....that these facts Absolute-
Contingent, Being-Becoming, etc., involved the
existence in him too [the mystic) of a certain
doubleness, a higher and lower.,..

While for Underhill 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 gqualities
glven superior and inferior positions in their relation
to each other? Or are both aspects to be attributed
in the same degree:and held 1ﬁ the same esteem? We
are unsure of an answer here as Underhill does not
explain how both aspects are simultaneously held as
properly indlcative of Divine Reality. Since the mystical
plcture of the Divine that she proposes seems to con-
tradict the classical formulation of Christian theology,
more explanation 1s desirable, -

While it is}prOper and good that she base her
‘mystical theology upon the mystics' own statements,
what also is needed'ls a clear, unambiguous metaphysical
framework to explain, support and defend this view -

from the other views.'



W. T. STACE

W. T. Stace 1s a philosopher who has devoted
himself to the study of mysticism; In his major work,
‘Mysticism and Philosophz}, Stace focuses on the following

questions: Is there a universal mystical éxperience,
‘essentially the same fhrough‘all the ages and in all
cultures and religlons? 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 Qorrect;interpretationﬁof the mystical
‘experience ahd what does it claim about the relatlionship
between man, the Universe and the "Diviggﬁg” N N |
The wording of this very last question (the
correct interpretation rather than interpretations)
reveals immediately one point of ﬁiew'of Stace., He
believes that the fully ehlightened mystic, whether
‘he be Hindu, Buddhist, Christiean, or Muslim, etc., living
in the 2nd, 10th, or 20th century, has essentially the

same mystical experience; that is, that the "content®

~of the full mystical experience, as it happens, is

ldentical desplte any difference of time, place and

1y, T. Stace, Mysticism and Philosophy (London:
Macmillan, 1960).
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culture. , v o ,

Stace argues that one §an distinguish (through
a careful examination) between what was the nature
of the mystic's experience and'thé ihterpretation made
by the yx»nystic of that experience. By subtracting the
latter from the former one isolates the univérsal
“core" or content of mystical eiperience.

‘Throughout his book, Stace carefully'and con=-
tinuously distingﬁishes between the mystlcal experlence-
as it happens--the mystic}caught up in mystical vislon,
and the mystical experience remembered--the mystic as
he tries to explain, to conceptualize and communicate
what was percelved. | ,}

Having discussed the distinctlons,which‘he sees
- betﬁeen mystics who are {(in varying degreesg) -either.of SR
thé emotional type or the intellectual speculative tyve
(where the emotions are stricfly under control), the
mystlcal experlence which occurs spontaneously (an .
eXpefience which was ﬁnSOught)»and ﬁhe mystical exper=-
ience which 1s "acquired"l, stace settles upon two
phenomenologlical categories of mysticism,-the “intro-
vertive" and the "extrovertive" types (a typolqu adopted .
from Otto).. |

*that 1s, that the mystic consclously with much
effort strives for and seeks the mystical experience
and employs at times, long established traditional
- methods towards this end.
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Ih‘his.study, Stace examines.thé accounts of
both these mystical types,'coming'from'a variety of
" culturzl sources and he finds in them a basic agréement;
a "universal or general concurrence® and this fact |
enables him to propose a set of commdn characteristics
which iake~up'the mystical experience, , ;

Stace asserts that the mystic of either type
experiances an undifferentiated unity. Tals percéption
of unity is the "inner essence" or "inner nucleus"
of théIWhole set of common characteristics belonging
to the mystlical experience, Althoughvhe does suggest
that the."unifying vision" of the extrovertive type
lies on a lower level than the "unitary consclousness"
of thne introvertive type (the former being a sort of
incomplete version of the latter), Stace firmly
maintains that the "One" of both mystic types is iden-
tical--since "both are empty of content" and therefore
'nothi g can exist which wou’d constitute a distingulshing
mark between them, He explains that although the
extrovertive mystic perceives "Oneness" by means of
many distinet objects, the multiplicity of the objects
does not enter imto the One: "The Oneness as such has
no multiplieity and no distinguishing items in 1t."1‘
" ..the sense objects which the extrovertive experience

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

ITo1d., p.146.
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the extrovertive One, which is therefore'in itself
undifferentiated and contentless."l "Indeed it is, in
‘the mystic's view, the very same oneness as is perceived
in the introvertilve experience"?,.

. The conclusion of Stace is that with "this
experience of'an Undifferentiated Unity, vhich the |
mystics_believé ﬁo be in some seunse ﬁltimate and basic
to:the»world, we reach the heart of all mystical exper-
ience in all the advanéed cultures of both the East
and West,"3 .

In the set of universal characteristics deter-
"mined by Stace (and’épplied t0 both the extrovertive
and introvertive experiences) the characteristic which
ié singled out in particular is paradoxicality.4
‘ - To stace,‘paradoxicalitx-15_the_gﬁn$x§l“” ___,
indicator of the mystlcal experience and wnen it is

recognized and admitted by the mystic and philosopher,

IT61d,, p.152.
21pid., p.146.
31vid., ».230,

4the other universal characteristics distinguished

by Stace are: (1) the difficulty that the mystic has
with language (expression of the experience), (2) Bliss,
Joy, a feeling of sharing 1ln 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" mor "subjective" best
describes what the mystlc reports of his experience,
The mystic experience 1s trzassubjective and the mystic
experiences self-transcendence).
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paradoxicality becomes the key to the prdper'interpre-.v
tation of the mystical experlence. ’ VV ;

- The distinction referred to earller between
the mystical experlence "as 1t happens" and the mysti-
cal experience "as 1t is remembered" is especially
imporﬁant hefe. During the mystical experieﬁce,'words .
- and thoughts are impossible since the eiperience is
by nature completely unitary and undifferentiated.
Stace asserts that there is no multipliéity, no separate
objécts which could allow concepts to be made, At the
time of his enlightenment, thé mystic cannot conceptualizez'
-it, or_speak'of it or classify 1t. He cannot say that |
it is "undifferentiated" or "Unity" or "One" because

these terms immediately establish a duality and dis-

tinguish It from the differentiated, multipliclity amd =

the Many. .

The mystlical experience is campletely incépéblev
of being conceptualizéd and this 1is, aécording to
Stace, the testimony of all great mysﬁics. (Plotinus,
Eckhart, Buddha, Nagarjuna, énd the authors of the |
Upanishads etc,). |

One can never hope to have a'theoreticél o
understanding Qf or to solve 1ntellectua11y the mystical
apprehension. The only solution lies 1n‘the ekperienu'
tial realm--man must move beyond time, space, subjec-i

- tivity-ovjectlivity .to reach the mystical Ultimate.'


http:tivitl-objectivlty.to
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One soon realizes that there are two separate

spheres'df consciocusness: the eitfaordinary ”mystical"
consciousness and the ordinary, “"empirical® consciéusneés.
The mystic’knows both realms but lives mostly in the |
" latter. When he moves from the former to the létter,’
thaﬁ 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 1s where paradoxi-~
cality becomes evident, |

. Whereas the sphere of ordinary'consciousnesé
is subject to and ruled by the laws of loglc (which
‘are valid there), in the realm of mystical consciousness,
the laws of logic have no validity and usefulness.

The explanation given by Stace is that the mystical

]

consciousness 1s the experience of the "One", of "ap- = -~

differentiated Unity". "...the Many is the sphere of
logic, the One not so...the loglc and the 1llogic occupy
different territories of gxperience."l |

When he strives to communidate hIS'experienée
the mystic finds aimself in logical difficulty. That‘
is, the assertions that he is compelied to make in orderxr
to éxpress best tze truth of his experlence eﬁd ﬁp
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

ITb1d., p.270.
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B and A is not B" or "A is neither B nor not-B". He
thus becomes the speaker of paradox, but'thié paradox
is not meaniﬁgless. The 1anguage of the mystic is |
paradoxidal because his experience when translated into
the terms of ordlnary conscliousness 1s paradoxlcal.
To the intelléct, to the understanding, the experienda

of the "One" is actually paradoxical; ldgicalneSS"
can have no applicatlon,

The conclusidﬁ is then, that thevvery best
expression of the mystical experience must be para-
doxical in order to mirror correétly that experience.

The mystlcs are driven by powerful inner compul-
slons 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 explanations....Hence
they vaclillate between the two.t

Often, the mystic frustrated by the ¢omtradic- =~ 77 77

tion of his language, retrezts into a declaration of
ineffability. But Stace maintains that the mystical
experience is not 1neffable} The mystié has caorrectly
expressed his ex?erience, he just "confuses the para-
doxicality of mystical experisnce with ineffability™.
According to Stace, mystics must "seize...the
essential paradoxicality of tneir experience." Vhen
the mystic is bold and does not hesitéte to uéé paradox, -

he spezks of the Ultimate in terms of the "Vacuum-Plenuam"

- +Ibld., p.201.
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1 or that wnich neither is nor 1is not;

paradox |

The most important conclusion that we receive
from Stace's examination of mysticism is the fact that
mystical thinking always is and always must be (when
correctly expressed) a series of logicai paradoxes.,

‘Now we mey ask, what significance does fhe
paradoxicaiity of the mystical experienée have}for the
elaboration of theories about the relation of the 1
mystical Ultimate with the world and man? Stace poses
the problem in this manner: are God and the world
identicél, or are they wholly distinct, or 1s there
"some other possibility? ;

The options open to the mystical theorist

according to Stzce are three: pantheism, dualisnm, |

-and nmonism. It is the first of,thesewthxee4upanxheism,m;m;mx

which in Stace's z:ind forms thé}correct expression
for the mystical relation of'thé Ultimzte, man, and
the‘world. ‘The next question 1s: what is'paﬁtheism—-v
what'distingﬁishes it from the monist iﬁterpretation
which Stace rejects, a2nd why does Stace dismiss dualism.
and monism as 1ﬁproper‘1nterprétatioﬁs--what reésons

does he give to support the correctness of the pan-

iVacuun-Plenum paradox: tne proposition that
the Ultimate is:; Pure Unity~Multiplicity, Independent-
Contingent, Dynanic-Static, Qualitied-Unquzlitied,
Impersonal-Personzl, Eternal-Temporal, Motionless and
Unchanging-In perpetual flux, ete., . ’
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thelstic attitude?

First let us examine the meanings that Stace
gives to the terms duallsm and monism: dualism is
"the view that the relation between God and the world,
including the relation between God and the individuzsl
self when in the state of union is a felation of pure
‘otherness or difference with no identity."t Monism is
"the view that the :elationlis pure identity with rno
difference."? | | 4

Stace feels that when either'duélism‘or monism
is used to express the mystical experienee; 1t indicates
~ an undeveloped mysticism,

The dualist formulation is, in Staceis eyes,
absolutely.contrary to the "whole spirit of the mysties'
 spontaneous words." Stace outlines the necessary |
elements to characterlize the mystical consciousness:

In its "fwlly developed" and "completed" form, when
expressed in the logical plane of consciousness, the
myStical consciousness becomes: (1) "...that there =zre
no distinctions in the One, (2) that thefe {s no dis-
tinction between object and object...and (3) that tzere

is no distinction between subject and object,">

ITbid., p.219.
21v14., p.232.
31vid., 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," |

o According to the mystics themsslves, the

essential element of the introvertive experience is
the disappearénce of distinction between.subject‘and
~object., The extrovertive experiénce also 1nsists that
to a2ll the various objectsbof the world, there 1s.an
"existential" Oneness--which denies duality. Followlng
these criteria, duallism fof Stace, 1is piainly incorrect
or "undeveloped" because it holds that the objéct}God
and the subdbject "I" (even during the mystical experience)
are two realities, sepaiate and fadically different.
Man 1s outside of the undifferentiated unity that he
percelives,
- Why:then ao mystics opt for the dualistic
interpretaticn when 1t séems clearly contrary tb'many
of their expressed feelings of the mystical experience?
First of éll, oﬁly very few mystics are.also great
phllosophical minds and theorists and moreofrer, the
mystic is not usually 1ntere$ted in tzeories but in  ’
the actual living of his spiritual 1ife, Stace belleves
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‘npt understanding other .
VphiloSOphical alternatives (Stace hes in mind speci-~
fically what the pantheistic alternative offers).
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Or, and perhaps more 1mportant1y,'the mjstic (especially
the Western mystic) is subjectAto the greﬁt cultural
and historical (and ecclesiastical) pressure.of'théism,’
and often the interpretation of the mystiéal experlence
~1s "stunted" to retain these theological beliefs.
. “Stace'rejects monism as an interpretation
because he can find no monistic theory which does mot
end in nonsense. Monism 1s defined by Stace as the
pure and simple identlty of God and the Self of man,
Monism claims that there 1is only One Reallty and that
1t is non-diverse. The diversity of individuals, the

-nuxerous finlte objJects of the world, and the phenomenoﬁ
of change, ultimately are unreél. The reallity that

man normally and erroneously ascribes to these things

is the fault of his "ignorance", they are his "false =
imaginingé". The pure, undifferentiated One is the
whole of feality. Stace rejects the monistic theory
beczuse while it claims to be "self-cdnSisteﬁt", it
cannot maintain its position., It can be refuted easlily
in the followlng manner: when monism explains the .
apsarent mnltiple’existences of things as "illusion",

we must then ask who 1s 1t that has lllusion or
ignorance? Illusion implies a ground upon which the
11lusory belief can take place. If some individual

"I" is regarded as having lgnorance then Stace must

asx the Carteslan question: "How can I have illusioms
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or ignorant ideas i I do not exist?"l Even if there 1s only'
a momentary "I" which has the 1llusion, there 1is at
"~ least one other being which exists independently of
the "One". If on the other hand, one proposes that
the illusion 1s not in the mind of a finite being but
is in God (or the One) the monistic theory is immediatelj
invalid; illusion must be regarded as real (for an
unreal 1llusion 1s g contrgdictibn in adiecto) and
when illusion is introduced into the Undifferentiated
One, the result is multiplicity in that which oneAclaims :
1s without multiplicity. |

The conclusion of Stace is that neiﬁher thé >
theistic separation df‘God and the world nor the
monistic denial of the world's reality cén provide a

truehinterpretatipn of jhe mystic's pérception: each
is an extreﬁe position, one-sided, and needs to be
balénced by tae other. The correct or "most nearly
correct" expréssion proposed by Stace 1s his cdncept
of pantheism which joins both the monist and>dualist
positioﬁs in paradox, | | |

Panthelsm 1s usually describved in one of two
ways: that "God is all and All is God", meaning that
all living things are God--which 1s an athelistic idea
no different from materialism, "God" becomes a term

which is interchangeable with the term "world" or

IToid,, p.238.
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"nature”, Alternatively, pantheism is defined as the

ldentity of God and only certaln elements in ﬂature,

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

back to the position of monism dealt with above. Sihce‘
Stace finds neither of ihese two descriptions meaningful,
ke proposes that pantheism be viewed as "the philosophy
which aéserts together both of the following propo-

sitlons: (1) the world 1s identical with God and

(2) the world is distinct from, that 15 to say, ggg'
identical with God."l With Stace's definition there

is neither dualism's separate being exisfing outside

of thé Absolute, nor monism's dichotomy between the

pure undifferentiated One and "Illusion". Ultimate

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

oi difference, an assertion readily admltted to be

'z2n alogical or antilogical position., Pantheism as
“idéntity in difference" is paradoxical and meant tb

be that,’for the panthelistlc paradox is the expresslon

of the non-rational element of the human mind which

has 1ts source and maintenance in the mystical

experience, Since, as earlier stated, paradoxicality

is "one of the universal characterlstics‘ofrall»mysticisms“,
1t seems reasonable to expect that the "high level
interpretations of mysticism'" will also ha#e paradoxicality

2s thelr essentlal nature.

Ibid., p.212 .



78 |

Stace tries by philosophical methods, L.e.
arguments and proofs, to establish a correct descripﬁidn_'
of the universal mystical intuition. One‘could eontend“
(as Underhill does) that such a philosophical endeavor
1s doomed to fallure from the start, ‘In_this case,
Stace's arguments and proofs fail to convince. ﬁis
theory breaks down as it identifies the convergence .
of the two types of mystical intultion in the concept
of the Undifferentiated Onel.v |

Stace's citation of mystical texts in support.
_of this 1dea 1s too brief; in addition, many verses
cited are pulled'from their original context and given
a questiqnable readinga; also the evidence used is
sometimes obtained fromvsecondhand éources. In brief,

' Stace’svproof is wholly insufficient to establish such

Lsee above pp.67-68; Also W. T, Stace, “Buddhist
Mysticism", Religious Studies I., ©p.163-175 : "...most
important central characteristic in which all fully e
developed mystical experliences agree, and whnlch ln the
last analysis is definitive of them and serves to mark
them off from the other kinds of experiences, is that
they involve the annrehension of an ultimate nonsensuous
unity in all things, a oneness, or a Oune to which neither
the senses nor the reason can penetrate.”

21wo examples can be. given, the first found on
p.88 of Mysticism ggnghllosoggﬁ, is Stace's translation
and interpretation of the gdu y2 Upanishzd verse 7,
to be compared with R, E. Hume's translation of the
sanme verse. Also p.109 of Mysticism and Phllosophy,
Stace's equating of the Zen Buddnist idea of sunyata with
his ldea of Undifferentiested Unlty, misusing a quote of
D. T. Suzuki, Another understandins of Sunyata 1s given
on p.241 of D, T. Suzuki's Zen Buddnism ed. ﬁilliam Barrett,
(New York: Doubleday Anchor Books, 1950).




an 1mportant claim. In a similar feshidn; qulte a
persuaslve case ceuld be drawn up from the ﬁystical
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 phllosophical environments, and not thelmystical
_experience in its}immediate, unspoiled state, This
ls.a very loeded,interpretation to set oneself up as
Jﬁdge of tainted and untainted mystical expressions,
Because the Mystical}"Object" is undifferentiated,
contentless, Stace claims that the mystlcal experience
is also entirely without content aﬁd multiplicity;
‘Mystical expefience is then an unconscious state and
ultimately is indescribable in any terms, Yet while the
One 1is indescribable, 1t is not ineffable: Aceelding
to Stace, mystical experience is remembered and it is
only then it is given a "content" : elther erroneous
»content or paradoxical content. However, if nystical
experience is, as Stace says, "contentless" and un-
consciousness then what does the mystlic remember?
Fe could remember the experience as a state of bliss :

or Love but Stace says that not even the senses operate

TFor example, to counter Stace's interpretation
drawn from the Upanishadic text, Mandiikya 7, we could cite
other Upanishadic verses: Mundaaa 2.2.1-2; Prasiia 6.6; :
IS3 4; Katha 5,9-11; KaushItaki 4,20,
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‘there., But then on what can the mystic make proposlﬁions--
even paradoxical ones? What 1s his certainty? 7

To say that the experience is contentless and
without multiplicity and that the "Object" is undiffer-
entlated, contentless are two separate’claims; There
1s no evlidence that the one necessarily follows from
or entails the other. If the Object is undifferentiated,
without multiplicity, this does uot meen that the |
experience need then‘be contentless and without mﬁlti—
plicity and vice versa, g

There is an important reason for 3tace's insis-
tence upon the absence of multiplicity in both thé
"Object" and experience, as it is upon this basis that
he estébliéhes: (1) the claim that mystical experience
~1s neither objective nor subjective and (2) the essentiality
of the Panthéistic Paradox.

The validity of the paradoxical 1anguage rests
upon the assertion that the laws of logic have no |
application in a2 sphere without content, without multi;
plicity. The fact that the laws of loglc are violated
when the mystic speaks of the Vacuun=-Plenum Paradox
does not~ﬁullify the mystic claim, for the iaws of
logic only have validity in the sphere of tne mény, ,'
aud according to Stace, the mystical "Object" is, in -

- reality, the contentless One,
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Stace's claims and argum°nus are thus based on
‘a false premise for which he does not have the evidence
to convince his readers. However, the fallure of Stace's
theory does not cancel otker valuable contributions |
which his work brings to tze study of mysticism°
(1)the analysls of and emphasis upon the nature of
paradoxical expression and Lts essentliality in the
mystical experience. (2) tne recognition that the |
monist and theist (dualist) positions must (and can)
- be asserted Jointly in mystical doctrine.‘

To conclude this account of the 1nvesfigators v
of mysticism.loyal'to thg second approach, we will
‘say by way of summary that: (1) their goal is not

merely a descriptive'account of mjsticism. While they v

at first claim that the mystlical experience is completely'
incapable of being concentualized nonetheless they B
produce with confidence an intellectual formulation
whichkclaims to describe zdequately the mystical vision.
Their common aim is to studj mystical statements in
§rder to elaborate a metaphysical portrait of that
Mystical Object; (2) they allbshow allegi#nce to and
£aith in the application o? mystical or religious
philosophy. This means = belief that one canAconsider
the alternatives-presented, (the various mystical
expressions), estimate tre validity of the conceptions;

and finally determine what is true., All develop 2
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methodology toward this end: to determine and establish
the ideal mystical experience, the true mystical |
expression. However; I maintain, that whenvdetermined, 
such a true imzge or description must be able to answer
successfully to phiioSOphical demands for bogency, |
logicality and meaning #hile at the same time;
colnciding with the descriptions consistently reaffirmed

by mystics in the immediacy of mystical experience.



CHAPTER III
PROCESS PHILOSOPHY
- In this last chapter, we leave brieflyithe
studiesrspécifically aimed at_investigatiﬁg the nature
of mysticlism and examine thexideas of process philosophy -

‘in order to comnsider their usefulness for an understanding

Q
(2

mystical expérience. |

Process philosophy cannot be seen as the creation
of any one man. Among others, the ldeas of Fausto
' Sozzini, F. W. von Scheiling, G. T. Pechner, J. lequier,
0. Pfleiderer, C. S. Plerce, B. Varlisco, H. Bergson and

¥N. Berdyaev nurtured and developed the new perspectlve

of reality that came to be knmowm as “procesz—thinkimg" .~ 7

One man however, stands out as having furanisked
to process thoughtvits first full and expliclit expression,
fred North Whitehead. |
For our purposes,’the_discﬁssion here will be
1i21ted to some baslc ldeas of Whitehead, sketched very
briefly, and will rather focus on the attempts of 
‘writers such as Charles Hartshorme, John Cobd and
Scaubert Ogden to adapt Whiteheadlan metaphysics to fit
tne neseds and burposes of phiiosophical'the01ogy-—that
is, to produce a logleal, consistent and detailed

process theology.
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. While process theologlans do not particularly
conslder the mystic and his mystical ‘knowledge', nor
undertake an explicit analysls of mystical experience,
their "neoclassical theism" or "panentheism" is presented
here}because I'feel that the theory carries’tovcompletion
the view which Otto, Underhill and Stace try to establish
- through their studies of mysticisn.,
. : . The first thing to be noted z2bout the efforts
of process philosophers is thelr opposition to the
idea that the "Divine" is indeterminate, indescribable,
indenonstrable--beyond the reach of predication—-
‘ultimately incomprehensible to man. They are convinced
that man can speak rationally and meaningfully about
the "Divine": that metaphysics has a role and a right
to operate., | . -_Luinniv";i-;iiwi,MJ;:
Religlon requires a metaphysical bdacking; for
its authority is endangered by tze intensity of
the emotions 1t generates. Such emotions are.
evidence of some vivid experience; but they are
a very poor guarantee for its correct interpre-
.tation....The foundations of dozg=a must be lald
in a ratlonal metaphysics which ecriticizes meanings
and endeavors to express the most genera} concepts
~ adequate for the all-incluslive universe,
...we must investigate dispassion=tely what the
me taphysical principles, here developed, require
on these points, as to the nature of God There

is nothing here in the nature of prooi, There 1s
merely the confrontation of the *neoretic system

IZTfred N. wnitenead, "Relizion and Metapnysics",
in Process Philosophy and Christian Tnouznt, ed. D, Brown,
R. E. daxes Jr., G. Reeves (lndianapolis z2nd New York:
Bobbs-Merrill Co. Inc., 1971) p.6T.
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with a certain rendering of the facts....

Any cogency of argument entirely depends upon
elucidation of somewhat exceptlional elements in our
conscious experlience-~those elements which may be
roughly classed together as religious and moral
intuitions. : : .

In the first place, God 1s not to be treated
as an exceptlon to zll metaphyslcal principles,
invoked to save thelr collapse. He 1s their chief -
exemplification.l

While there is a confidence in the rational
approach and method to handle ultimate questions, this
confidence does not lead procéss philosophers to a
presumptuous over-estimation of the capability and
accomplishments of rationalism.

Rationalism never shakes off its status of an
experimental adventure. The combined influences

of mathematics and relligion, which have so greatly
contributed to the rise of philosophy, have also
had the unfortunate effect of yoking 1t with static

dogmatism. Rationalism is an adventure in the
clarification of thought, progressive and never

final, 3But 1t is zzn adgenture~ n-which even partial. . ool

success has importznce,

Metaphysics is notring but the description of the
generalities which apply to all the details of
practice. , N o : ‘

No metaphysical system czn hope entirely to
satisfy these pragmatic tests. At the best such
a system wlll remain only an approximation to the
general truths whica are sought....no language
can be anything but elliptical, requiring a leap
of the lmagination to understand its meaning in .
i1ts relevance to immediate experience. The position
of metaphysics in the development of culture cannot
be understood without remembering that no verbal .
statement 1s the adeguate expression of a proposition.3.,

LIden, Process and Reality (New York: The HMacmillan
Co., 1933; Free Press Paperbacks, 1969) p.405,

21p1d,, p.l12.

-

3Ibid., pp.16-1T.
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It muét be remembered thét'process phiiosophy
is a movexment which tries not to make a dogmatic claim
for the certainty of its propositions. It will never
claim to say "all there 1s to say" about Reallty, claim
to have Zully grasped or to wholiy cbnfain Reality by
its description. - | 7 -
| one goal of process philosophy is to'reéoncile,
to show the'cbnvergence of religious and philosophical.
thinking 2bout the Divine. The theory‘proposed to
accomplish this does not arise directly from an acqualntance
with mystical experience but from the radically new
understandlng of feality brought by prdcess thdught.
Zriefly, process philosophry sees the base, the
fundamentzl character of reality as dynamic, It is
' continﬁous creative change; all worldly experience
-;afteéfs io tﬁe primacy of process; process being the
universzl, z2ll-inclusive condition, ’
Without doubti, if we are to go back to that ultimate,
integral experience, unwarped by the sophistication
.of trheory, that experience whose elucidation is the
finz2l z2im of philosophy, the flux of things is one
ultizzte generalization around which we must weave
our pzilosophical system.l
Tze startling point of this system then 1s the
recognition of creative becoming--the "creative advance"
as the urniversal fact of experience} It is,this recog-

nition and emphasis which separates procéss thought

from the traditional philosophy of Being. Becoming

IIoid., p.240.



' 1s chosen as the fundamental concept and regardéd as
' | a more inclusive category than Being.
However,
eeelt is a misconception to suppose that'procéss
philosophy, siding with becoming, rejects being,
Rather, it is the doctrinme of being in becoming,
permanence in the novel; by contrast, philosophies
of being are doctrines of becoming in being,
novelty in the permanent. 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.1 v
The uniVersality of process 1s not sufficlent
to characterize "process philosophy". An essential
idea, the key to an overall‘interpretatibn of reality,.
‘is ”creativity". | ’
"Oreativity" is something present in every

individual reality. It is the ultimate metaphyslcal

rrinciple and exprn eg the way .in.whiech pagt occasions . . ..

come together under 2 new a2im and provide the potential
for thevformation of a new occasion, a new concrete
unity or, in Whitehead's term, a "concrescence",

Greativity 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 1s
that ultimate notion of the highest generality at

the base of actuality. It cannot be characterized,
because all characters are more speclal than 1ltself,
But creativity is always to be found under conditions,
and described as conditloned.

ICharies Hartshornme, "The DevelOpment of Process
Philosophy" in Process Theology, ed. E. H. Cousins
(New York: Newman Press, 1§TI§ p.62. '

. | 2p1fred N. Whitehead, Process and Reality, p.37.
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"Creativity" is the universal of universals charac-
terlizing ultimate matter of fact., It is that
ultimate principle by which the many, which are
the universe disjJunctively, become the one actual
occasion, which 1s the universe conjJunctively.
It lies 1n the nature of things that the many enter
into complex unity. '

"Creativity" 1s the principle of novelty. An
actual occasion is a novel entity diverse from
any entity 1n the "many" which it unifies., Thus
"ereativity" introduces novelty into the content
of the many, which are the universe disjJunctively.
The "ereative advance" is the application of this
ultizate princlple of creativity to each novel
situation which 1t originates....The ultimate meta-
physical principle 1s the advance from disjunc-
tion to conjunction, creating a novel eftity other
than the entlitles given in disjJunctionm.

The significant contribution of this world-
view for theology is the insisteﬁce that that ﬁhich
underlies and supports all human and matériai existence,
also must xnow and be itself in process. "God" is not

static and without change, he is'not the unchanging

subject of change. "God" knows and is influenced | by I

worldly process and undergoes a correspounding change,

The true metaphyslcal position is that God is the
aboriginal instance of this creativity, and 1is
~therefore the aboriginal condition which qualifies
its zction,

- In this sense God is the principle of concretion;
namely, he i1s that actual entity from which each
temporal concrescence receives that initlal aim
from which 1ts self-causation starts.”

II51d,., 0.25-25-
21p1d4., p. 263.
31vid., p. 286,
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- The primordial created fact 1s the uunconditioned
conceptual valuation of the entire multiplilcity

of eternal objects. This is the "primordizl nature"
of God. By reason of this complete valuation, the
objectiflication of God in each derivate actual.
entity results in a graduation of the relevance of
eternzl objects to the concrescent phases of that
derivative occasion....This divine ordering is
itself matter of fact, thereby conditioning creati-
vity. Thus possibility which traanscends reazlized
temporal matter of fact has a real relevance to the
creative advance. God is the primordial creature;
but the description of his nature 1s not exnausted
by this conceptual side of it. His "consequent
nature" results from his ph{sical prehensions of the
derivative actual entities.

Thus analogously to all actual entities the nature

of God is dipolar. He has a primordlial nature and

a consequent nature. The consequent nature of God

is conscious; and i1t is the realization of the

actual world in the unity of his nature, and through

the transformation of his wisdom, The primordial

nature is conceptuzl, the consequent nature is the

weaving of God's physical feelings upon hls pri-

mordial concepts.

. One side of God's nature is constituted by his
conceptual experiesnce, This experience is the

primordial fact in the world, limited by. no_actuality

which 1t presupposes. It is therefore infinite,

devoid of all negative prehenslions. This side of

his nature 1s free, complete, primordial, eternal,

actually deficient, and unconscious. The other

side originates wlth physical experience derived

from the temporal world, and then acquires integration

with the primordizl side. It is determined, incomplete

consequent, "everTasting", fully actual, and conscious.é

What process thought gives theology is 2 bold

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

Its new understanding provides another way of.

relating the God of religion, the object of worship

with such philoSOphical concepts as "absolute", "1mmutabie",

lIbid. s DPe. 3‘6'ﬁ

2Ibid., p. 407.
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"eternal", "impassive". In reconceiving these ideas,'
1t removes contradictions but at the séme-time places
1tself in direct conflict with the main stream of
Christian theology. k
What process phllosophy insists upon, theﬁ,.is

a revision of traditional thinking about Divine Reality.
It argues that theologlical thinking muét be sensitive
to and compatible with the changing view of the world
brought by modern man's radical discoveries and advances
in the closely related fields of scieﬁce. At the_same
time, it stressesvthat metaphysics must continue to
do justice to the original'intuition, the intent and
needs of religlous man., |

‘ The traditional metaphysical description of the
ﬁivine derived from the Christizn theological tradition
" has, according td'process philosophers, falled to do
tnese two things., It "fails to include the 'practice'":
and 1t entangles itself "...in verbal expressioﬁs which .
carry consequences.at varianee with the initial intuitioﬁ;..“ak

According to Hartshorne, earlief philosophers

and theologzians, when.faced with the problen Qf' |
describling the neture of God, fell imto the error of
"oversimplification. They chose to ascribe to God only
one member of the palr of opposing or contrasting .

ultimate concepts (e.g., Immutability-Mutability;

IT51d.; .16,
21b1d., p.409.
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Eternity-Temporalitj; Being-Becoming; Uniformity-
Diversity; Independence-~Contingency,)

76 attribute both members (both "poles" in
Hartshorne's terms) was unthinkable for these writers;
that was regarded as unfitting the Divine'state and
moreover an 1llogical position, Therefore the most
commendable and desirably regarded member of the palr
(in its supremel& realizable form) was attested as
propérly indicative of the Divine., The opposlite member
(the other "pole") was then seen as inferior and
deficient and was stringently denied as belonging'tp
God. '

Hartshorne sees the above description énd method
(which he calls "Monopolarity") as having dominated
religious speculation; producing what he calls hclassical
theism" aﬁd "classical pantheism",

Process theology exposes "monopolarity" 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, ‘

Not only does "monopolarity" demy a true reci-
procal relationship between God and the Worldl, it

YPanthelsn and classical thelsm "...Share...a
comnon monopolar denial that God can be in any way
concelved as genulnely temporal or related to others",
Schubert Ogden, "The Reality of God" in Process Theology,
ed, E., H, Cousins. p.l1l25, ‘
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leaves us only the discomforting choice betweens (a) the
traditional view of theism in which one admlits of a
reality outside of God (all the real prOperties deemed
inferlor and unsuggestive of Divinity) thereby creatiug :
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 fhg "total real",. the "fully real", the
"only real", and the side of the polar opposites that
1g denied as unrgpresentétive of the Absolute is neces-
sarily made into an 1llusory 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
metaphysical reflections must start, namely the
Teal multiplicity of distimct TInite things with
which we are acquainted in experience", The truth,
however, is that neither of the traditional cholces
offers the least hope of permlitting us to solve
what another Roman Cathollic theologlan has
recently called "the central problem of Christian
philosophy~-the problem of the co-existence and
coagency of the infinite and finite, the necessary
and the contingent, the eternal_and the temporal,
the absolute and the relative."l

The aim of process theologlans 1s to save theo~
logical thinking from the loglcal contradictions and
absurdities of its traditional formulation. Their
first task is to 1dentify the source of-monopoiar'thinking

ISchubert 6§aen quoting Frederick C. Copleston in
"The Reality of God", Process Theology, ed. E. H. Cousins;
p.126 (my italics). ' :
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or classical thaelsm and panthelsm as the product of .

desire to unite pure religious intultion with Greek

metaphysics; they will then expose that desire and

effort as futile since it tries to amalgamate what

are two opposing understandings of the relationship,

God and World.

The problem lies in the Greek idea of perfection
and in Aristotle's concept of relation., Aristotle
views relation a2s involving change and dependence
and hence imperfection. As a result, the Aristo-
tellan-Thomist school holds that the world cam -
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 on creation

- and would not be the unmoved mover required by the
Greek ldea 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 revelation.l

A corollary to this conviction was the prevailing
opinion that the ancients--wao in this particular
context were the Greeks with Cicero and Plotinus-- _
had said 1f not the finel, at least the most author-
itative word in this a2s. in so many other fields,

and that tze Caristian tainker's task could be
achieved by 2 study elther of Plato or of Aristotle
or an amalzzz= oi the two, eked out by such

further discussion as mignt be made necessary

by the hizher wisdom of the Christian revelation.2

For indeed Aguinas stood the system of Aristotle
on 1ts head or, to speak more czrefully, supplied
the lack o2 algher metaphysics in Aristotle by
framing a conception of the deity which was in
part drawvn from Judeo-Christian revelation and
which thern proposed in Thomist terms enbodied

IEwert H. Cousins,'“Process Models in Culture,

Philosophy, and Theology" in Process Theology ed. E, H.
Cousins; p.l5.

2David Ea owles, The Evolution of Medievel Thought

(New York: Alfred Knopf Inc. and Random House Inc.;
Vintage Books; 1962) v.335.
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all that was valuable in the metaphysic of Platonism.t

It 1s thls general metaphysical outlook begueathed
to the Western world by Greek antiquity, which
- provided the first fundamental concepts for the
full theologlcal explication of the Christian
witness, Beginning wlth the Church Pathers,
theologlans undertook to concelve the God attested
by Holy Scripture as the wholly absoluté Belng
of the philosophers, That thls was a difficult,
if not indeed impossible, undertaking had already
been made evident by the parallel efforts of the
Jewlsh 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 1s his iavolvement
in the creatures of his love, can in no wise be
simply identlified with the Absolute of classlcal
metaphysics. Even so, the whole tradition of,
wzat is usually called "Christian philosophy",
whose most admlrable expression is, doubtless,
the imposing system of Aquinas, is but a series of
attempts to make the identification; and the
profound influence of that traditlon, even on those
who now declare its 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 distinctlion from bellieving in him or merely
nicturing him in the manner of mytholozy, they.

ave done so in the concepts of the Greek metaphysics =

of being.

Just thls, however, enables us to understand
trze major stumbling block which classical thelsm
places In the way of many of our contemporaries,
Yot only have such men long since become convinced
of the essential incoherence of thls theism in
its efforts to combine the religlous insights of
Coristlanity with the phiiosophical wisdom of the
Greeks, but they are also deeply repelled by the
central claim of Greek wisdom, that this world
of time and,change is somehow inferior or not
fully real,? :

1Ibvid., p.258.

2Schubert M. Ogden, "Towards a New Theism" in
Process Philosoohy and Christian Thouggt , eds. D. Brown,
R, 5, James Jr., G. Reeves; pp.1 . o
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The alternative to classical theism and panthelsm

brought by procéss philosophy and described clearly
by Charles Hartshorne is "Dipolarity" or "panentheism".
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 "two-fold vision of Reality",
the predication of opposite attributes, first of all;
should not be regardéd as a negative exercise to convey
that thne Divine is "contentless", inconceivable, or
ineffable and the Void.

e+ the famous paradoxes, or contradictions.,.of

me taphysics and theology are not, as is claimed,

the lunevitable result of humaen limlitations, of

the finite or relative or coundltioned trying to

understand the infinite or absolute or unconditional,

nor of the meaningless of the latter, but the

natural yet avoidable resulf.of haste and inattention
- %0 ezact snades of meaunlng.

There is much, in a2 sense Infinitely much, that
we cannot know about the universe znd God; but

2s I shall try to show, it does not lie in any,
iInsolubility in prineiple of the conceptual :
problem 05 infinite and finite, or of absolute and

“relative,
If the Divine 1s to be both the ”cafegoricaily
supreme" and the total all-inclusive Real, then -

Hartshorne and the other process theologians maintain

_ ~Charles Hartshorne, The Divide Relatlv
(Yew Haven: Yale University'PEEEET"TEMBT;ETﬁT—_EEX

21bid., p.5.



96 .
. thaat the categories previously deniedAtAo God by meta-
- physlecs: Becomlng, Passivity, Relativity, Dependency,
Changze, Temporallty, must be understood and defended
| as necessary and essential elements of the Divine nature.
Then and only then will there be éoherence in our |
-'metéphysical proposal.
Hartshorne draws support for this view from
the realm of logic and froh 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 1s if anything 2 more hopeless
rebuke to all our rational insights than that there
should be threefold personality in God. Wisdom
. and Goodness are essentlally relationships, and
the wholly nonrelatlve or pure absolute can in no
intelligible sense, know or intend anything; more
obviously, if possible, it cannot love anything.
Moreover, 1f God were wholly absolute z2nd immutable,
- he wonld be less, not more, rich in fullness of teing
than if he were relative and mutable; for modern
- analysis has shown, more and more clearly, that
the relatlve includes the zabsolute and more
besides, and that becoxming 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 comncreteness. The conecrete God that
metaphysics finds reason to accept must 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 a2 being w?ich concrately
or as a whole is relative and mutable, :

ICharles Hartshorne, Reallty a§1§ociaI*§foceés
(Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1953) D.l107. '
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Morris: Cohen's Law of Polarity establishes that
the two ultimate poles are "mot rivals in merit but
complementary poles of a unity“lo The ?ultimate con-
traries are correlatifes", not contradictory-Opposites,
They are “mutually 1nterdepen¢ent“, for ”nothing real
| can be described by the wholly‘one-sided‘assertion of
simplicity, being, actuality and the like, each in a
'pure form, devoid and indepeﬁdent of complexity,
becoming, potentiality and related contraries,"2

A one-sided assertion, as made by the‘monopo-.
larists, destroys the sense, it "robs" the "superior
pole" of all its meaning. The vpolar relatioﬁship is
esseﬁtially correlative., Hartshorne insists that the

interdependent relationship of the two poles be recog-

nized and maintained im order to preserve meaning, the =~

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 héve
positive or negative valué). God is ﬁecessarily the
integration of both poles in their‘richeSt, most highly
positive state. He is the supremely passive, supremely

‘independent, supremely potential, supremely actual,

TCharles Hartsnorne snd Willlam Beese, eds.,
Philosophers Speakx of God (Chicago: University of ChicaQO‘
Press, 1953) p.13.

2Ibid,, p.2.
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God 1s seen as the definitive Being, the definitive
‘Becoming, the definitive Eternality, the definitive
. Temporality.} “
There 1s no paradox to Dipolarity, to the fact
 that the Divine 1s both immutable and mutable both
self-sufficient and derivative from his creatlon,
because these attributes apply to different aspects of |
the Divine Reality. o

- The dipdlar prédication can 2l1lso be defended
on the baslis of the esseﬁtial nature of existenee--
verified by experience. The coexistence of.pérmanénce
‘and change, of concrete énd abstract aspeéts in the same
entity is not a2 questionable or unusual condition. |
It'is something familiar and accepted‘by us in our every-

an - ever~- oo

u

day experlience, A river as it fiows &

5

changing state., However, the way iz ieh a2 river is

*
¥

ldentified, the fact that 1t always flows is 1ts constant
aﬁd unchanging aspect. A man sad'yesterday, happy today,
is é. man changed--he i1s no longer exactly thé same man

he was yesterday, yet he also testifies to the permaneunce,
the unchanging abstréct aspect when ne éays, I was

sad but now I am happ¥.

Just as in our case, our defining characteristics

are -but abstract elements in our concrete experiences,
so in the case of God, his attributes are really

only a2bstractions, As such, they define that sense
of his eminence or perfection which 1s indeed
statically complete, an absolute maximum. But,
because they are in themseélves nothing more than
aost”actions, they are far from constituting the
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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,

It is, then, only a dipolar predication which
gives to the ultimate categories their ultimate meaning
‘and the unique way in which God is able to combine the
two poles in the btest manner, in this supreme fashion,_
discloses the full measure of divinity.

 In what manner is man included 1n process
philoSOphy s understanding of Divine Reality?

Since creativity 1is recognized as a- universal
condition, the power of creation is not limited to God
alone, Man 1s also assured of his share in creativity.

He is self-creating: assured of his freedom to create.

his own being and of the freedom to choose his own

destiny. In addition, because of his effect upon the = T T

consequent nature of God, man influences and determilues
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 thelr unity, they inhibit or contrast,
God and the World stand to each other in this
opposed requiresment. God is the infinlte ground

of all mentality, the unity of vislon seeking
physical multipiicity. The world is the multi-
plicity of finites, actuallties seeking a perfected
unity. Nelther God, nor the World reaches static
completion., 3Both are in the grip of the ultimate

TSchubert Ogden, "The Reality of God" 1inm
Process Theology, ed. E, H., Cousins; pp.124-125,
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metaphysical ground, the creative advance into
novelty. Eilther of them, God and the World, is
the instrument of novelty for the other,

However, while man and the uﬁiverse are seen
as an essential part-of God, necessary to his nature,
what is meant as essential and necessary 1s not this
or inat particular individual creature notngglg |
universe. Here is shown the independence as}well as
 the dependence of God. The occurrence of this particular
Aiﬁdividual 1s "accidental". Man has to be content .
witn teing an "éccidental" part of God, an accidentél
divine reality. ‘In this way, Hartshorne's dipolar
‘vGod is not just the sum of all things--He is jgig_ggg
more and here we perceive both his independence and hls

contingency.

God is not just the all of (other) things; but

7et all other things are literally inm hMnps -He is v - wvon e

o e b B T ad

not just the whole of ordinary individuals, since
ne has unity of experience, and all other individusls .
zre objects of this experience, which is no mere
suzn of 1ts objects; moreover, his identifying
"sersonality traits' are entirely independent of
zny set of ordinary actual individuals whatever,

70 be himself he does not need this universe, but
only a universe, and only contingently does he even
contaln this particular universe.

What is the significance of the process world-.
view Jor the religlious purposes and needs of man?

First of all, process pnilosophy can,explain

I21fred N, wnitenead, »rocess and Reality , p.41ll,

2Charles Hartshorne and William Reese, eds.,
Philosovdhers Speak of God , p.22.
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satisfactorily’how God has Xnowledge of'the’worid and
man and then, most impertantly, how God ggggg'for>mankind.

Wnhitehead identlifles two existential worries
~of man which have a religious importance. The first
ofvthese is the anguish and terror which man feels
as he faces the relentless passage of time and the
loss of actualitles which 1t always enteile. |

_ The-ultimate evil in the temporal world 1s deeper

than any specific evil. It lies in the fact that
the past fades, that time is a 'perpetual perishing'.

r 1 |
Man in the world longs for an escape from time,
he seeks another order ‘where there is permanence and
,not continual loss.
Tne second worry of man 1s his need to establish
his sense of worth as somehow extending beyond the
Process philosophy can answer such "worries" or
needs.of man in the following manner. Man's lmmediate
thoughts and actions which perish, are mz2de "everlasting"
by trheir objective-immortelity in the conseQuent nature
of God. In the process scheme of reallity, this is the
ability and purpose of God,‘thet in nis natufe all is
retained 1n a harmonious unity without loss orvobstruce
tion., This 1Is what Whitehead calls God's tender,
preserving care:

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

tAlfred N. Whitehead, Process and Aealitz, p 401. ,
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 which this operative growth of God's nature is best
- concelved, is that of a tender care that nothing'

but

be lost.-

The consequent nature of God is his judgment
on the world. He saves the world as 1t passes
into the immediacy of his own life. It is the
Judgment of a_tenderness which loses nothing. that

‘can be saved.

Each actuallity has its present life and its immedlate
passage into novelty; but its passage 1s not death.
This final phase of passage in God'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
nerfect 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 dynamle 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
individual existence is recognized as:

..o2 contribution to the future world society,

ine entire life and value of which is destined to
be appreclated and enjoyed forever by the Eminent :
or Divine creativity, this iammortality in God
beilng the creatures' onli value in the long run.4

The understanding and convictiqn attested to by |

so many mystics. (along with other religious men and

women) comes immediately to tze reader's mind as

IT61d., D.%08.
2Ibid., p.4l2.
3Ibid., p.411,

4Cnarles Hartshorne, "The Development of Process

Philosophy" in Process Theology , ed. E., H. Cousins;
pp.61-62, my itallics,
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' Hartshorne continues:

BEgocentric motivations essentlally comnsist ih
metaphysical confusion, And this ls 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 value

of al} nondivine life lies beyond the particular

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 traditlonal 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 necessary
to God"2) says: |

The worst of a gulf 1s, that it is very difficult
to know what 1s happening on the further side of it.
Thls has been the fate of the God of traditional
theology. It is only by drawing the long bow of
mysticism that evlidences for his egistence 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 thelst
and pantheist doctrinmes. He wrltes that "thelr cloudy

and often fantastically fanciful language do seem closer

ITb1d., p.02.

2p1fred N. Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas
(New York: The Macmillan Co., 1933, Mentor Books) p.l73.

31b1d., p.173.
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to panentheiém than to.any other clearly.defined doctrine“;l

This last statement becomes clearer when seen |
in conjunction with the suggested pattern}that Hartshorne
finds revealed by an over-all view of the hisfory of
man's experlence and rational speculatidn of the Divine.
This pattern shows a developmeht characteriééd by the
followihg étages: (1) a primitive theism; that is, an
"emotional" and "practical" experience and understanding
of the deity. The choice of the word "primitive" here
indicates that this is a "pre-analytic form"; that
religious man, at this stage, has little interest or
concern in establishing a comsistent, an exact ana carefully
defined "logical description of God. Thé much valued
slde of this experiencing of the bivine is the "wealth
of’expression...a richness of insight into the funda-
‘mental experiences from which alone 2 meaningfal idea
of God can be derivead®. Hartshorné findsvthat at this
stage, "everything" 1s represented; there is a wonderful
.catholicity,’nothing being "wholly excluded". ‘While
Hartshorne admits of hints of monopolaf ldeas, he
nevertheless insists”that such earlyyéxpressions "almost '
by necessity involve dipolar metaphysics and panenthelstic

motifs."2

1Charles Hartshorne a2nd William Reese, eds.
Philosoohers Speak of God , pp.l63-164,

21bid., p.32 .
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In other words, Hartshorne's claim is that
within the very'rieh;early or first oonsciousness of
God, a genulne dipolar insight is present 2nd evidence
of its existence can be found in diverse religlous
traditions. | ) |

~ The second stage of the pattern seen by Hartshorne
'1s determined By the birth and growth of man‘é rigoroﬁs‘
rational inquiry-into the nature of God. Here men
took the first steps towards the goal of establishing
as rational, as loglcal and completé a view of the
Divine as possible. The over-all direction and aim
'of these efforts was to seek simplicity and conslstency.

- According to Hertishorne, 1t 1s this natural inclination

which led to their downfall. They were satlsfied with

their formulation 2nd did not mietrust-the simplificaticn; - - - -

their error occured through seeking logircsl "non-contra-
dictory" descriptions; they over-simplified, ending
with inconsistent and illogical conclusions.
| | The third stage of the pattérn (and Hartshorne
contends that it is not to be held up as the final o r
last stage) 1s brought about by the neﬁ,undérstanding ‘
of reality introducéd by process philosophy.

Now if we return to our study of the nature
of mystlicism, counslder the déscriptions and theories
derived from Otto, Underhill and Stace, and try to fit

them into Hartshornefs pattern, we may conclude that:
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true mystical experlence aﬁd its spontaneous, unthought,.
paradoxical expression correspond to the first stagé.
It is panentheistic, Hartshorne's second stage would
kcorrespond to{all mYstical experience‘reflected upon
and translated into logical, theologlcally one-sided
doctrine (i.e., "Monopolarity"). It is alwayé a poor
indicator of the mystical experlience and intuition.

| Flnally, with process philosophy, mysticlsm
is provided with a metaphysical framewnrk which both '
guarantees and interprets the fundamentél iﬁsights '
of the‘mystic.

It was said earlier that process philosophy's |
theological 1deas bring to 2 satisfying conclusion‘the
mystical theories of Otto, Underhill and Stace. I think
that this is evident in two ways: (1) Process philosophers
-offer a more complete and’clear image of the Divine
(21together consonant withr the image deduced by'Otto,
Underhill and Stace from their study of mystica1 ‘
‘statemenfs); and (2) they succeed in providing’a cogent
philosophical defense for their'theory, a goél which

Stace attempted but falled to achieve,l

lproof for the validlity of the Vacuum-Plenum
paradox which Stace falls to establish, is accomplished
by Hartshorne with his theory of panentheism and 1ts
basis in the "Law of Polarity" which, faithful to the
best tradition of loglic, provides the only assurance
for the continuance of mezning: iIn 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",
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CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSION

In_order to weigh the worth of the various
analyses of mysticism and the theorlies which they
have produced, let us review the variety of}claims
-made by scholars for the mystic and mystical experilence.
(I) Pirst, we coﬁsidefed thosevwrifers for whom the
mystical experience 1is subjective. For then, therelis
‘no valid objective reference in mystical experiehce;
the mystical object as something "here and béyond" is
illusory. The mystical experience is not a reliable

source of knowledge of the Divine; it does not produce

indubitable information. The mystics' expressions =~

therefore afe not an integral vart of mystical experience;
They are secondary products and always involve a degree
~of interpretation. In reality; the descriptions are
expressions of falth, always derived from the cultural,
religlous, »hilosophical éurroundings or ére due to the
peculiar psychologicai make-up of the individual mystic,
No valid or credible theory about Divine Realitj can

be derived and established from the mysticszl experienceQ
Mystlclsm is a state of feellng. The essence and impor- .
tant chafacters of that experlence are the emoﬁions

and the conduct that results.
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(II) Next came the writérs for whom mystlcism
isban objective experience but, agéin, an experlence
where no informatlion or knowledge of the Diviné 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 Seriptures and
the writings of the great theologlcal Fathérs. |
- » AProblems arise here only when uystical expérience
becomes'tied-to»and limited to a personal love
rélationship with the traditionally concelved God of
Christianity and ﬁhen any other propoéed form is seen
.as mistaken error. | _ |

(III) Finally came'thé category which includes
the lafgest number of'writers'on mysticism., For them,
mystical experience is.the 1mme@}§tgﬂq;sggYEgzﬁg£ﬂ§p§_ ‘T
encountér with Something which ié present in the,spirit
of man but also has objective reality outside and beyond
thet spirit. It is particulariy the nature of that
more-than~-human Object which makes the mystical experience
significant, unique and important and not the psycho- ‘
logical or emotional characteristics.

Mystical experiencevis regarded as a source
of xnowledge of the Ultlmate Reallty or,Divine;
Mystical experience is avstate of cousclousness,

Pirst-hand, immediate, unmediated information is imparted

during the mystlcal experience. Thls information can be
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positively conceptualized and expresssd. Here, the

wfiters_maintain, we must pass beyond the limits placed

‘by psychoiogy and deal with metaphysicai theories about»
the Divine. In general, two theories are proposed:

(l) there exists one identical intuition whicn-all

mystics have and all mean to express; It is assumed

that there is but one mystical True, one'nystical |

experienée, and therefore, if mystical intuitions be
ﬁrue and real; they then equally must be One and of‘;‘
identical nature.v The variation in mystical langnage

1s due to incidental, extrinsic causes. The mystical

llterature, then, requires a careful rzading and evaluatlon

because there zre many mystics who wrongly 1nterpret

or 1nadéquately describe their "knowledge". (2) there

are different mystical intuitions, d zerent mystical
contents" iue to a different natufé of ngnwm&;;;;al
object. Each of these intultious 1is vz1lld and true

in its "mirroring" of the mystical object and 2ll

are "equal in their degree of blessedness". Nevertheless,
one expressicn is found to be better than all'thé fest

znd 1s sald <o represént the "ideal of mysticél experience".

All Qf these writers believe that the student

of mysticism is able to determine the relative validity

or truth of the mystical statements, that hé can elther

isolate the common "content" or recognize what shonld

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 ié verified by one or all of the following: the
consclous lmmediacy of the intultion, the universality
of intuition testified to by the unanimity of report,
the "orderliness" or the'metaphysieal cogency of the 
deséription. .‘

Do any of the above aﬁproaches Satisfy the need
for an accurate and comprehensive understanding of
mysticism? | |

We cén eliminate 1mmediate1y the studies which
'seem to distort the data of mysticism. This would
mean all those views which portray mysﬁicism and the

‘mystic as abnormal pathologlcal condiﬁions. Itbwould
also include all theories about mysticism-which (either
consciously or unconsciously) try to limit the valid
mystical experience %o a particular rellglous creed or
tradition. This mistaken effort has most cqmmonly
occurred in the Christian West. To the group of
Christian scholars nmentioned in (II), we must add the
analysis and theory of R. C. Zaehner, 1In the end, it
also is an apology for 2 particular credal poéitldn
over that of others: i.e. the superiority of a

"Christian-like" mysticism.
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| The above writers ha ave glven us studies where
such terms as "self-surrender", the necessity‘of Grace,
"a relationship ef love and union with a Person',
"reconciliation", "personal communion with God", are

exclusively used to describe the zmystic and mysticism..

All these terms are seen as tied to a particular rell-
glous traditidn; they are narrow and’limiting and do
not elways fit when applied to the whole sphere of
- mystical experience.
"Sinilarly, the opposite narrow opinion is to
be rejected:
Mysticlism,..2lways ends‘in impersonzal 1mmortallty.l
Those who take the trouble to train themselves
in the arduous technique of zysticism always end,
1f they go far enough in thelr work of recollection
and meditation, by losing their intuitions of a
. personal God, and having direct experience of a
‘reality that is impersonal
 Such views only serve to incite and continue
the strife vetween religibus traditious. They are
an effort to polarize mysticism into two separate
exclusive and antagonistic mystical ldeas: the descri-

ption of tre mystical object in perscnal terms vs. the

.1mpersona1 description.

iThe opinion of Keyserling quoted by W. R. Inge
in Mysticism in Religlon (London:Hutchinson,1947), p. 152

2i1dous Huxley, Ends and Means (London' Ghatto
and Windus,1948) p.163,
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Rivalry develops, warnings areiissued about the
dangers of soul-mysticism or against the lower'worship
of a personalyGod. Attacks and.condemnations'result
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
- 1ife and intuition; it arises from the speculation of
" ‘the theorlsts and theologlans of mysﬁicism; Enough
evidence is avallable (from both Eastern and Western
religious traditions) in the mystics' own words to
convince us that mystical experience,'far‘fromVCreating1
' the antagonism, in fact resolves the above personal-
impersonal viewpolnts. The two sepa:éte ideas both
appear and colncide in a satisfylng harmony.

 When thé above descriptiﬁns“a-ﬁ"%h*ﬁfieSFare=j-:~-5
rejected, we are left witza two altérnatives for an
understanding of mysticlsm: (a) the viewpolnt of William -
James and other psychologiéts of religion where mysticism |

is a beneflcial subjective experlence of man.

Does such a view represent a valid understanding
of the mystic and mysticism? |

We have nd guarantee of the ontblcgical reality
- of the religlous or mystical object, nor proof that
mysticism 1s an 1ndependenf éognitive eiperiende bringing
Truth. Absolute certainty and Absolﬁte Truth cannot

be established either by dialectical rezsoning, or by
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Q e theorist's claim of a continued recurrence or unanimity-"

of a particular doctrine throughoutfexperience.
Por this reason, the’interpretaﬁioh of Jaumes

and Leudba is permissible as the 6pposite understanding
of someone like Evelyn Underhill. While the views of
James and Leuba may be valid theories, it could still |
be questiéned whether they are indeed adeguate represem=- -
tations of mysticism. One wonders whether their methodology
might not have limited their observations and interpre-
tations o the experiences of ofhers; For 1t seenms
that they impoverish the phenomenon of mysticism by
taking awzy, by declaring as illusory 2nd invalild an
element universally attested to and claimed b& the
mystical literature. It is just this quallity (the

conviction that the World is founded on aund-Iinds Its- -

£

ultimate znez2ning in éomething beyond zere translexnt
fact) whizr zives mystical experience (a2nd zlso religlon)
-2 certain urlqueness among the experlences of man.

. (5) T™he second alternative for an understanding
of mysticism is one which pfoposes 2 comprehensive -
metaphysical theory about the nature of the ﬁystical
ObjJect zni 1ts'relationship to marn and the World.

- The concluslon here is that the most satisfying'theory‘
avallable so far to the student of mysticism is the

panenthelisilc pyroposal of process theology.

@
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We have seen that an a-theoretical, "phéno-v
menological" inquiry or description of mysticism |
does not exist. Rudolf Otto's analysls and typology‘
come the closest to being an impartial, even-handed
' descriptibn and treatment of mysticism and mystical .
claims as they have appeared in history throﬁgﬁout
the world, His study does Justice to the fact that.
very differing mysticlsms have occurred, can exist
and Be valid, Yet even Otto did not escape theorizing--
he was not able to avold the temptation of making a |
value-judgment about mystical doctrines. While he did
not dismiss mystical deécriptions as erroneous,
"egotistical® or bad interpretations of thelexperience,
‘he stll proposed one expresSion which was claimed as
better than all the rest;’which represented theMZ}Qgg; '”;
of mysticalvexperience". Otto's contribuﬁién was his
discernment of and insistence upon thne uanusual and
unigue character of the mystical conception of “God":
'a "supertheisa" where opposing attributas_are nat
exclusive, but conjoined, and ultimately necessary to
the mystical vision and understanding. | o _

Evelyn Undérhill's study-is a splendid portrayal
of the Western mystic, but her mystical theory'xhile
- heading in the right direction, hesltates and does not
go far enough toward a dipolar conception., She may be

falling back on the traditional Christian theologleal
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requirements which, at the same time, would contradict
her énalysis and understanding of mystic statemenﬁs;
She is perheps aﬁ excellent example of the irreconcilable
tensisn, described by Whitehead and other process
philosophers; which exists between’the interpretation “
drawn from the data of religious intuition and exéeriéncg
and the interpretation based on the theologlcal ideas
influenced by Greek thought. ' . 

While in her analysis of the mystics' expréssions
' she comes close, very close to‘describing the panentheistic
doctrire, 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 thé data

.of mystiecal experience but zlsc an interpretation of |

this d2t2~-should evolve a metaphysical th,ory-- then
process ohilosophy 1s seen as an indispenszable aild
towards this goal.

| The panentheistic theory of process phllosophy
1s preferred because not only does it easily>accommodatev
the pzrzdoxical nature seen as essentlal to mystical
‘ expressioh,‘gg requires 1t. Panentheism provides a
concrete, informative metaphysical proposal which meaning-
fully interprets the mysticai paradox and uses an intericr

understandzble logic which can be supported philosophically.

It derles thzt the mystical Object is 1rrationa1; - The
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Divine Real "escapes every attempt at formulation"
only in the sense that it will never be fully contained -
by its description., However this does not imply that
the Divine 1s therefore non-rational. It is the
-process thought proposal ﬁhich~can agsure to the mystic
his characteristic és "one who has a certainty of’knowing”.
It removes the gulf or abyss between God and the World
and expléins.in metabhysical terms how man can feel

his creatureliness and at the same time 1d§ntify‘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 mysticallidéologies.
With the understanding of rea1ity whichvpanentheism
brings, it is no longer necessary to choose betwesen
.én 1mpersonéi, pantheistic or atheistic concéption and
2 personal, theistic conception of the Divine Real.
It is my feeling that the process theistiC'pr0p0331 
is'a reconciling comprehensive statement and so far
represents the closest theory describing 1n‘ab$tract
phllosophical concepts the same understanding which
1s xnown concretely, experientially during ﬁystical
experience. |
The next step wduld be to test -this prOQOSal

against the writings of the "great mystics". It is my
belief that one finds there much to suppoft a process

interpretation bf_reality.
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