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PREFACE

THE aim of this book is twofold. In the first place it is
intended to acquaint the general reader with certain evidence
concerning the human personality and to suggest an out-
line of its significance: in the second place to point out some
neglected sources of information to the research student.
The two objects require different modes of treatment. In
order to bring a clear outline before the general reader,
brevity and a readable style are the first essentials. On the
other hand, for the specialist, exactness of statement and pre-
cision of definition matter most. Unfortunately these
involve a style which is apt to become prolix, interspersed
with digressions and loaded with long sentences introduced
to guard against possible misunderstandings.

I have endeavoured to strike a balance between pedantic
accuracy and readableness, and brevity has been forced
upon me. On the whole, my aim has been to produce a
book easily readable by the non-specialist.

The terms defined in Chapter 5 are not claimed to be
exhaustive; they merely include some of the more useful.
The definitions are neither as full nor as precise as a specialist
would demand; while a number of words used in the text,
such as ‘“reality,” ‘“nature,” “representation,” “‘sense-
imagery,” and so on, have been used without definition.
I am well aware that in doing this I lay myself open to
criticism from psychologists and philosophers; but I have
tried as far as possible to avoid formal definitions, using
words so that their most general associations may arise in
the minds of readers and convey as nearly as possible my
meaning. Words, like non-rolling stones, gather moss;
and this moss of generally accepted associations gives them
their value. Once the “moss” is ignored and an attempt
made to hedge about the meaning of a word with defensive
definitions, though clarity may be secured for the specialist,
confusion is likely to result for the general reader. The
vision of the wood becomes obscured when we approach
too near and wander among the trees.
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The appeal which I have endeavoured to make to psycho-
logical and philosophical specialists lies mainly in references
given in the footnotes. I invite them to read further the
sources indicated and to read, as far as possible, without
presuppositions.

My thanks are due to Professor C. D. Broad, who took
the initial step in the inception of this book; to my wife
for help in the preparation of the book; to Miss G. M.
Johnson for many valuable suggestions; to Mrs. Frank
Heywood; to Professor W. Macneile Dixon, Professor
H. H. Price, and Dr. R. H. Thouless for criticisms and
assistance. Also to Dr. Rosamond E. M. Harding for
kind permission to quote extensively from her admirable
book, An Anatomy of Inspiration, published by W. Heffer
& Sons, Ltd. (Cambridge, 1942). I also thank my many
friends for their help and encouragement.

G. N. M. TYRRELL
January 1945



INTRODUCTION

Now that the second “war to end war” is drawing to its
close, serious thoughts must be arising in many minds.
What if war comes again? Can we feel any confidence that
it will not? History is studded with an almost unbroken
succession of wars: will they suddenly cease? And if they
do not, what have we to look forward to? Already the
casualties run into millions; and new types of weapons,
each more deadly than the last, appear almost before we
have become accustomed to the names of the old ones.
Next time, at the touch of a button, rocket-projectiles will
descend in thousands on cities and towns, spreading destruc-
tion far and wide, with fire, poison gas, and we know not
what worse evils which are yet to come. Nor is this all.
Applied science has placed in the grasp of whatever hand
succeeds in seizing political power engines more deadly
than those of physical violence. The means now exist, not
only for shattering men’s bodies, but for controlling and
warping their minds. These means are only in their
infancy, and what the end of this will be no one can fore-
tell. The future is an enigma in which only one thing
stands out clearly: it is fraught with terrific and accelerating
dangers.

“Projects undreamed of by past generations,” wrote Mr.
Winston Churchill, ““ will absorb our immediate descendants ;
forces terrific and devastating will be in their hands; com-
forts, activities, amenities, pleasures will crowd upon them,
but their hearts will ache, their lives will be barren, if they
have not a vision above material things. And with the
hopes and powers will come dangers out of all proportion
to the growth of man’s intellect, to the strength of his
character or the efficacy of his institutions. Once more the
choice is offered between Blessing and Cursing. Never was
the answer that will be given harder to foretell.” Again, he
wrote: ‘“Without an equal growth of Mercy, Pity, Peace
and Love, science herself may destroy all that makes human
life majestic and tolerable. There never was a time when
the inherent virtues of human beings required more strong
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and confident expression in daily life, there never was a
time when the hope of immortality and the disdain of earthly
power and achievements were more necessary for the
safety of the children of men.”?

““Science herself may destroy all that makes human life
majestic and tolerable.” Yet confident planning is in the
air; and many seem to assume that the human race is
certain to go on from strength to strength—that its feet
are set upon a path of inevitable progress. In the nine-
teenth century the belief in progress was unbounded. It was
sustained by the discovery of Evolution, which had come
to be regarded as a cosmic principle, permeating all things
and drawing them upwards to greater and greater heights.
The human race, sustained by the wings of evolution, was
supposed to be progressing towards ever higher states of
perfection. This optimism suffered a set-back when it was
discovered that Evolution, after all, is an uncertain and
piecemeal process rather than a cosmic principle. Even in
the realm of organic life, we now know that evolution does
not mean certain and continuous progress. For example,
that celebrated biologist, Professor J. B. S. Haldane, has
written: “Certainly the study of evolution does not point
to any general tendency of a species to progress.” And
again: ““Degeneration is a far commoner phenomenon than
progress.” Yet again: “Man of to-day is probably an
extremely primitive and imperfect type of rational being.
He is a worse animal than a monkey. ... The last stage of
man’s evolution certainly has its dark side.”?

A serious check to faith in inevitable progress was also
provided by the discovery that man’s biological evolution
ceased before he became civilised. As Dr. F. C. S.
Schiller has pithily put it: “The first fact to be enunciated
plainly and faced until it has grown familiar and its import
is appreciated, is that, biologically speaking, Man has
ceased to be a progressive species long ago. The evolu-
tionary impetus which carried our ancestors from the level
of the ape or even of the lemur, through such sub-human
types as Pithecanthropus and the Heidelberg and Nean-
derthal man, to ‘Modern man,’ seems to have spent itself

1 Thoughts and Adventures, pp. 279-80.

8 The Causes of Evolution, pp. 153-4.
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by the middle of the paleolithic period, i.e., say, thirty
thousand years ago.” ‘‘Modern man is not intrinsically
better than his ancestors and is doubtless inferior to the
ancient Greeks at their best and other peaks of human
biological evolution.” *‘There is little doubt that in the
main, humanity is still Yahoomanity. Alike in mentality
and moral, modern man is still substantially identical
with his paleolithic ancestors. He is still the irrational,
impulsive, emotional, foolish, destructive, cruel, credulous
creature he always was.” “Thus, civilisation is not even
skin-deep; it does not go deeper than the clothes.” This
knowledge is not new; but it is a serious fact to be reckoned
with in the problem of human progress.

Although the confidence reposed in evolution during the
last century has been somewhat chastened, its aftermath is
still strong. Coupled with the modern idea of ‘“Emer-
gence,” it inspired the works of C. Lloyd Morgan and it
looms large in the philosophy of S. Alexander.

Is the human species bound to progress? That it has
progressed from primitive beginnings is certain: but its
progress turns out to have been a chancy and haphazard
affair with nothing inevitable about it and with no guarantee
for the future. Why are people at the present time so
confident about human progress? The idea of progress is,
after all, quite new. The Greeks did not entertain it.
Many of them tended to think of the Golden Age as lying
in the past. The Stoics held a cyclical theory, according
to which everything would happen over and over again.
Thus, Marcus Aurelius says: ‘“He who sees what now is
has seen all, all that was from eternity, all that shall be
without end.” The early Christians looked for no progress
in this world, which they expected to end at any time. In
fact, there was little in the ancient world to suggest universal
progress until, possibly, the second century A.D. For long
periods, ancient civilisations remained extraordinarily
stable, as did life in the East in general. Sir Leonard
Woolley, for example, points out that the streets in the
ancient city of Ur were substantially the same in 2,000 B.C.
as those of a typical Arab town of to-day.

Why does the ‘idea of progress loom so large in the

1 Tantalus, p. 39.
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modern world? Surely because progress of a particular
kind is actually taking place around us and is becoming
more and more manifest. Although mankind has under-
gone no general improvement in intelligence or morality,
it has made extraordinary progress in the accumulation of
knowledge. Knowledge began to increase as soon as the
thoughts of one individual could be communicated to
another by means of speech. With the invention of writing,
a great advance was made, for knowledge could then be
not only communicated but also stored. Libraries made
education possible, and education in its turn added to
libraries: the growth of knowledge followed a kind of
compound-interest law, which was greatly enhanced by the
invention of printing. All this was comparatively slow
until, with the coming of science, the rempo was sud-
denly raised. Then knowledge began to be accumulated
according to a systematic plan. The trickle became a
stream; the stream has now become a torrent. Moreover,
as soon as new knowledge is acquired, it is now turned to
practical account. What is called ‘““modern civilisation” is
not the result of a balanced development of all man’s
nature, but of accumulated knowledge applied to practical
life. The problem now facing humanity is: What is going
to be done with all this knowledge? As is so often pointed
out, knowledge is a two-edged weapon which can be used
equally for good or evil. It is now being used indifferently
for both. Could any spectacle, for instance, be more
grimly whimsical than that of gunners using science to
shatter men’s bodies while, close at hand, surgeons use it
to restore them? We have to ask ourselves very seriously
what will happen if this twofold use of knowledge, with its
ever-increasing power, continues.

One human faculty is progressing while the others remain
static, so that when scientific devices become available, man
makes indifferent use of them without becoming in any
way regenerate. Perhaps the latter statement may be ques-
tioned. It may be argued that intelligence. wisdom and
morality have made, and are making, progress, though
perhaps at a slower rate than knowledge. Has not
civilisation, it may be said, raised the level of these qualities
and distributed them more widely? Has it not caused wild
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and lawless people to settle down and become wise and
peaceable citizens? I think we must be careful not to mis-
take adaptation to circumstances for mental and moral
progress. Negroes, for example, take rapidly to the use of
motor transport when the white man provides it; but they
remain just as incapable of inventing it as they were before.
They adapt themselves to the white man’s laws, but they
could not originate his legal system. The disappearance of
piracy and highway robbery in Western countries is ‘due to
adaptation to circumstances; not to improved morality.
People will adapt their behaviour to a highly complex
society without becoming morally regenerate; and this gives
a false appearance of regeneration. Possibly intelligence
and morality have reached higher standards for limited
times in special places; the first, perhaps, in ancient Greece;
the second, it might be suggested, in the Britain of to-day.
But these variations pass. It is difficult to find clear
evidence that mankind has progressed on the whole in
either wisdom or goodness.

Perhaps it may be said that, even if this is so, increasing
knowledge will itself react on human intelligence and
character and alter them for good. Printing, transport,
communications, etc., developed to a high pitch, make
possible a system of education never known before, which
is spreading to the far corners of the earth. Is not this
bound to make mankind more intelligent, wiser and more
moral? We might, perhaps, have hoped so were it not
for the spectacle of Germany, possessing one of the best
systems of education in the world, yet launching the present
war on Europe; of Japan, with the advantages of Western
civilisation added to two thousand years of her own culture,
doing a similar thing in the Pacific; and of totalitarian forms
of oppression and brutality appearing in other countries
where science and education have spread their benefits.
Education, we now see only too clearly, is a double-edged
weapon which can be used with devastating effect in evil
hands.

Another doubt occurs. Is education, after all, a sine
qua non of civilisation? Ancient Greece attained to the
highest peak of intellectual and spiritual culture without a
system of education in the modern sense, with next to no
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science, and with very little of the material paraphernalia
on which we set so much store. We are proposing to build
a better world by the sheer power of an instrument which
the example of Greece shows to be not indispensable. And
we know that this instrument is fraught with terrific dangers.
We know also that the capacity of those who bear the
burden of government and have to deal with these dangers
does not increase in proportion as the latter become more
complex and menacing. Increasing knowledge creates
super-difficulties but not super-men. While economic,
political, social and international problems become in-
creasingly difficult, man remains essentially the same; so
that there is in the situation an ever-widening gulf. How
long can it continue to widen? Is there any reason to
suppose that man will succeed in closing the gulf and will
cease to use his knowledge for self-destruction before it is
too late?

Some of those who look forward most confidently to the
progress of human society propose to meet the difficulty by
deliberately taking over man’s evolution at the point where
nature left it. By using our knowledge of physiology,
psychology, genetics, etc., they propose that we should breed
and evolve ourselves according to our own plan. In this
way they hope that we may some day convert ourselves into
super-men and give up the silly, evil and dangerous practices
to which we are at present inured. We shall be paired by
an all-wise government in accordance with the laws of
heredity; our glands will be suitably injected, and our minds
impregnated from infancy with the right suggestions. In
this way the human race will follow a primrose path to
Utopia. The optimists who sponsor these proposals skate
lightly over the difficulties—how to find rulers capable of
wielding such powers aright or populations docile enough
to submit to them. Nor do they say how the glittering
prize of such a piece of social machinery, during its forma-
tive period, is to be kept from the grasp of future Hitlers.
They point to the long stretch of years which lies before
mankind—to the hundreds of thousands, perhaps millions
of years during which man will continue to inhabit this
planet. These present wars, these predatory dictators, they
say, are only man’s early peccadilloes. He has plenty of
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time before him in which to outgrow them—plenty of time
in which to learn.

But has he? No more dangerous combination can
possibly be conceived than that of static intelligence and
morality combined with rapidly increasing knowledge and
power. If a new and devastating weapon can be developed
in a matter of months, what is the use of talking about the
perfect conditions of life a million years hence? And
possibilities of propaganda, the power of creating emotions
and opinions, the control of millions by the will of the few
—these immense and incalculable powers now being tossed
by science into the hands of immature and unregenerate
mankind—are fraught with even worse dangers than the
means of physical destruction. How can we be sure that
man will be granted the time in which to make all the mis-
takes he wants to? How do we know that he will not
make the fatal mistake before he has learnt wisdom? Why
is it not on the cards that this planet will swing through
space for eons after its human inhabitants have departed,
just as it did before they arrived; or, perhaps, bear with
it a stagnant and fossilised living relic of what was once
Homo sapiens?

To look these facts in the face is not pessimism; it is
realism. We are indeed committed to the task of trying
to improve the lot of mankind. But let us be realists; let
us look at the rosy promises of Utopia through plain glass.

“I cannot understand,” said Professor C. D. Broad,
“how anyone with an adequate knowledge of physics,
biology, psychology and history can believe that mankind
as a whole can reach and maintain indefinitely an earthly
paradise. Such a belief is a sign of amiability in the young
but of imbecility or wilful blindness in the mature.”?

Those who build paper utopias show a strange un-
familiarity with human nature. As Professor W. Macneile
Dixon points out in his delightful Gifford Lectures: “There
is a rebel in every man; men will revolt and demand again
their freedom. As Dostoievsky expressed it, when every-
thing is smooth and ordered and perfect ‘in the midst of
this universal reason there will appear all of a sudden and

llgaoceedings of the Society for Psychical Research, Vol. xlv.,
p. .
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unexpectedly some common-faced or rather cynical and
sneering gentleman, who, with his arms akimbo, will say
to us: “Now then, you fellows, what about smashing all
this reason to bits, sending their logarithms to the devil,
and living according to our own silly will?”’* And he will
have followers in their thousands.” ‘“No means will ever
be found to induce human beings finally to surrender them-
selves, either body or soul, to a dictated felicity, to satis-
factions chosen for them, whatever vulgar Casars rule the
world.”?

Nor should it be forgotten that universal peace and
prosperity is not entitely a future ideal. Something
like it has been experienced in the past. Why, when it was
established, did it not go on from strength to strength?
Historians, no doubt, can point to reasons; but will there
be no reasons on the next occasion? Listen to the voice
of a second-century enthusiast describing the ‘“League of
Nations’” which existed under the pax Romana. *‘‘Regions,
once desert solitudes, are thickly dotted with flourishing
cities. The world has laid the sword aside and keeps
universal festival with all pomp and gladness. All other
feuds and rivalries are gone and cities now vie with one
another only in their splendour and their pleasures. Every
space is crowded with porticos, gymnasia, fountains,
temples with studios and schools. Sandy wastes, trackless
mountains, broad rivers, present no barrier to the traveller,
who finds his home and country everywhere. The earth
has become a vast pleasure-garden.”?

How glorious! What a croaking pessimist would that
man have seemed who had then prophesied the advent of
the Dark Ages!

My object is to point out that now, at the very time
when hopes are running high about post-war reconstruction
and Blake’s Jerusalem is being sung in churches, it is well
to remember that a huge question-mark stands over the
ideal of human progress. Something is woven into the
weft and warp of our own natures and into the fabric of
the world we live in, which raises the question whetheg
progress can ever be a sufficient ideal for humanity. Sup-

Y The Human Situation, p. 190.
2J.C. and H. G. Robertson, The Story of Greece and Rome, p. 321.
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pose that by some miracle of miracles all the dangers
menacing progress had been averted and all the difficulties
overcome, and mankind were basking in universal pros-
perity and peace, would it be satisfied? A pertinent passage
occurs in the works of ‘““that adorable genius,” William
James, as Professor Whitehead calls him. “Everyone must
at some time have wondered,” he says, ‘“at the strange
paradox of our moral nature, that, although the pursuit of
outward good is the breath of its nostrils, the attainment of
outward good would seem to be its suffocation and death.
Why does the painting of any paradise or utopia, in heaven
or on earth, awaken such yearnings for nirvana and escape?
The white-robed, harp-playing heaven of our sabbath-
schools, and the lady-like, tea-table elysium represented in
Mr. Spencer’s Data of Ethics, as the final consummation of
progress, are simply on a par in this respect—Ilubber-lands,
pure and simple, one and all. We look upon them from
this delicious mess of insanities and realities, strivings and
deadnesses, hopes and fears, agonies and exaltations, which
form our present state, and tedium vite is the only sentiment
they awake in our breast. To our crepuscular natures,
born for the conflict, the Rembrandtesque Chiaroscuro, the
shifting struggle of the sunbeam in the gloom, such pictures
of light upon light are vacuous and expressionless, neither
to be enjoyed nor understood. If rhis be the whale fruit
of the victory, we say; if the generations of mankind
suffered and laid down their lives; if prophets confessed and
martyrs sang in the fire and all the sacred tears were shed
for no other end than that a race of creatures of such
unexampled insipidity should succeed, and protract in
secula seculorum their contented and inoffensive lives,
why, at such a rate, better lose than win the battle, or
at all events better ring down the curtain before the last
act of the play, so that a business that began so importantly
may be saved from so singularly flat a windingup.” Again:
“Regarded as a stable finality, every outward good becomes
a mere weariness to the flesh. It must be menaced, be
occasionally lost, for its goodness to be fully felt as such.
Nay, more than occasionally lost. No one knows the
worth of innocence till he knows it is gone for ever and
that money cannot buy it back. Not the saint, but the
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sinner that repenteth, is he to whom the full length and
breadth and height and depth of life’s meaning is revealed.
Not the absence of vice, but vice there, and virtue holding
her by the throat, seems the ideal state.””

Surely here is the key fact which no social reformer
can afford to neglect. We struggle to make everything
smooth and perfect; but all the while the real significance
of life lies in the ‘‘delicious mess of insanities and realities”’
and in what is happening inwardly to ourselves as we
wallow and struggle in the midst of them. We agree that
war is madness; yet all the time, in the depths of our hearts,
we know that “the spice of life is battle” and always will
be. Prudent voices cry: * Safety first!”” We applaud; but,
as we do so, we are secretly listening to another voice,
which cries: “Live dangerously!” This truth has often
been expressed in literature. When R. L. Stevenson
wrote:

It is better to travel hopefully than to arrive,

he was not posing a perverse paradox: he was making a
realistic statement about the nature of the world we live
in. His words might well form an epitaph to be inscribed
above the ruins of some vanished utopia.

Keats, in one of the lovely verses of his Ode on
Melancholy, wrote:

... Beauty that must die;

And joy, whose hand is ever at his lips
Bidding adieu; and aching Pleasure nigh,
Turning to poison while the bee-mouth sips.

The world slips from us before we can enjoy the satisfac-
tions it promises, because Time, like a policeman, is always
at our elbow, moving us on. Action in the temporal world
yields more satisfaction than attainment, though we always
hope and fancy that it is the other way about.

Effort, expectation and desire,
And something evermore about to be,

wrote Wordsworth. Pope saw it too when he wrote:
1 The Will to Believe, pp. 168-9.
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Hope springs eternal in the human breast;
Man never is, but always to be blessed.

Taking it all in all, must we not agree with Macneile
Dixon that: . . . the many-fountained Utopias and Rose-
scented Commonwealths will be established only, I believe,
on the arrival of the Greek Kalends, when dreams come
true”? Is this pessimism? If we can see no hope for
mankind but the establishment of an earthly Utopia, Yes;
but if we recognise that a larger hope lies before humanity,
No. Two utterly incompatible ideals present themselves.
For the first, all hope lies in this world; its goods are the
only goods to be enjoyed, and to enjoy them is the only
rational ideal. For the second, the main object of life is
not to enmjoy something but to become something. In-
evitably, this implies an other-worldly reference to life.
By wallowing in the ‘‘delicious mess of insanities and
realities,” we can make sense of life without creating a
perfect world-state. We can be weaving ourselves into the
stuff of reality. But that we cannot do on the first outlook.
That outlook does not make sense until all the ills of life
have been overcome and we have reached the never-never
land of earthly bliss. And then, paradoxically enough,
even that never-never land would fail to satisfy us.

Another difficulty is that the first outlook offers no stable
basis for ethics. If the gangster accepts the principles that
the goods of the present world are the only ones to be
enjoyed, and the present life is the only opportunity for
enjoying them, what are you going to say when he adds,
logically, that that is precisely why he intends to seize
all he can now? On your own showing, it is the only
se.sible thing to do. Will you ask him to restrain himself
in order that a good time may be had by all some day?
Will he be impressed ?

This outlook, broadly called ‘ materialism,” is as old as
civilization. It appears to-day in a new dress because it
has attached itself to the ideal of Progress, and is seeking
to annex the ethics of Christianity in order to make its
social utopia work. Thus augmented, materialism is pre-
sented to-day as the Religion of Man, or, as it has been
aptly called, the Religion of Progress. By means of these
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new features, it is sought to provide it with a morality
and to infuse into it a spirit of optimism. Materialists of
the older school were more clear-sighted:

One moment in Annihilation’s Waste,

One moment of the Well of Life to taste—

The stars are setting and the Caravan

Starts for the Dawn of Nothing—Oh, make haste!

Omar Khayyam did not talk about ethics or the wonderful
world that was some day to be. He recognised the stark
pessimism of his creed, and hastened to espouse the
‘““daughter of the vine.”

The ineluctable pessimism of materialism has been
stressed by F. C. S. Schiller: “One need not necessarily be
violently enamoured of one’s own life, or cherish any abject
desire for personal continuance, in order to feel that if the
chapter of life is definitely closed by death, despair is the
end of all its glories. For to assert that death is the end
of all beings, is to renounce the ideal of happiness, to admit
that adaptation is impossible, and that the end of effort
must be failure. And it is to poison the whole of life with
this bitter consciousness and further, it is finally to renounce
the faith in the rationality of things, which could hardly be
re-asserted against so wanton a waste of energy as would
be involved in the destruction of characters it required so
much patient toil and effort to acquire. A good and wise
man dies, and his goodness and his wisdom, his incalculable
powers to shape the course of things for good, are wasted
and destroyed. In the light of such a fact, we should have
to put the worst construction alike upon the waste and
the parsimony of nature elsewhere. They will both
appear inexplicable freaks of a senseless constitution
of things.”

But the choice between a materialistic and an other-
worldly philosophy is not merely a matter of preference.
It is vitally important that we should know in which
direction the facts of experience point. We have to ask
ourselves whether it is true, as seems to be popularly sup-
posed, that scientific knowledge has rendered materialism

1 Riddles of the Sphinx, p. 380.
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almost a certainty. It is a curious fact that the general
conclusion to which the whole body of knowledge points is
unknown. Knowledge is now too vast for anyone to be
able to sum up its significance. The more trees are dis-
covered the harder it becomes to see the wood. Increase
in knowledge has meant increase in specialisation; and the
specialist keeps on learning ‘“‘more and more about
less and less.” Thus, when we ask for a bird’s-eye view of
the whole of science, we are offered a host of “worm’s-eye”
views of its parts. Of course, a specialist may be a man of
wide culture; but that is not the point. He knows only his
own branch of science thoroughly and cannot speak ex
cathedra about others. As regards the significance of them,
he is in no better position to speak than is a cultured man
who is not a specialist. He may even be in a worse position,
for his special knowledge may colour his outlook.

It is worth while to give one or two illustrations of the
effect of specialisation, which has even entered the field of
education. In a letter to The Times of 19th April, 1944,
Professor D’Arcy W. Thompson of St. Andrews University
wrote as follows: “Not long ago I sent a young graduate
from my small University up to a great one in the hope
that he would extend his knowledge and enlarge his mind,
as we did, or were meant to do, threescore years and more
ago. But he was at once told that he must ‘do research,’
and was set to ‘work at wireworms.” For two years from
his first week onwards, all day and every day, he ‘worked
at wireworms’ in company with a little team of fellow-
workers: one studied the creatures in relation to tem-
perature, another to moisture and so on. Nothing to my
mind could be more deplorable. Specialisation such as
this is disastrous to an able man, and it is high time that
education were ‘rescued from its clutches’.”

A part-share in a wireworm! Nor are specialists always
in agreement even about the significance of their own sub-
jects. There are mechanists and vitalists in biology;
Lamarckians and Darwinians. In psychology there are
different schools of thought. Even in physics, Sir James
Jeans, when referring to the perfection of the structure of
the physical world, says: “This perfection is of a purely
mathematical nature, and this encourages us to say that



22 INTRODUCTION

the physical universe is constructed on mathematical lines
while Sir Arthur Eddington says: ‘“Where does the
mathematics come from? I cannot accept Jeans’s view
that mathematical conceptions appear in physics because
it deals with a universe created by a Pure Mathematician;
my opinion of pure mathematicians, though respectful, is
not so exalted as that. An unbiased consideration of
human experience as a whole does not suggest that either
the experience itself or the truth revealed in it is of such
a nature as to resolve itself spontaneously into mathematical
conceptions. The mathematics is not there till we put it
there.”?

Again, one often observes the specialist’s tendency to see
the universe through the tinted glass of his own spectacles.
Everyone must have noticed how some psychoanalysts are
carried away by their subject even, sometimes, to a point
verging on mono-ideism. From a totally different angle of
specialisation, a keen Marxist writes: “Out of the struggle
of the animal world man arose. After he had been able
to snatch sufficient food to keep him alive, he began to
have the opportunity to think. Thus the first concern of
man is production, the production of food. The achieve-
ment of production provides the opportunity for thought,
thus the mode of production of the goods to satisfy human
needs comes to condition thought. Marx therefore said
that the general character of the thought of any historical
period, the nature of its art, science and laws, is a reflection
of the mode of production that exists at that epoch. The
application of this principle helps to explain the character-
istics of science during the modern period, starting from the
time of Galileo and Torricelli. These scientists were leaders
in the introduction of isolated experiments for the investiga-
tion of phenomena. . .. According to the Marxists, this
intellectual attitude was a reflection of the increasing sub-
division of labour in the contemporary mode of
production.”® Compare this with Prof. A. N. Whitehead’s
account of the development of science in Chapter 28
below.

”)

1 The Mathematical Aspect of the Universe, p. 9.
2 The Philosophy of Physical Science, p. 137.
3 J. G. Crowther, Soviet Science, p. 13.
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If we turn to the philosophers for illumination, we find
another group of specialists engaged largely in disputes
about the meanings of propositions and words. We want
to know what the whole body of human experience signifies
and what it entitles us to believe. We need what has been
called an “A.B.C. of the credible.” We cannot find it.
But there is one field of inquiry which could, if it were
energetically explored, throw much light on our problems
and perplexities—the study of the Personality of Man.
Psychology has initiated that study; but it is far from
having disclosed the whole range of human personality.
The word ““personality” is here used to indicate the entire
synthesis which makes up the individual human being.
Strictly such a synthesis includes the material body; but
the study of the body has been taken over by anatomy
and physiology and is here left out of account. What is
important is that the “mind> has been found to include
much that lies outside normal consciousness, and we are
beginning to discover depths in it formerly undreamed of.
Many, indeed, did catch a glimpse of its vastness in the
past. “Four thousand volumes of metaphysics,” said
Voltaire, “will not teach us what the soul is.” “You will
not find its boundaries,” said Heracleitus, ‘“ by travelling in
any direction, so deep is the measure of it.” ‘‘Personality
is the great central fact of the universe,” said the biologist
J. S. Haldane. “This world, with all that lies within it,
is a spiritual world.” While St. Augustine coined the
phrase ‘‘abyssus humanae conscientiae”—the abysmal
depths of personality. ‘“Man comprises something which
not even the spirit of man which is in him knows.”

Let us glance briefly at some of the more modern
information about the Personality of Man.






I

PERSONALITY BEYOND THE
CONSCIOUS THRESHOLD

1

THE SUBLTMINAL SELF AND THE
UNCONSCIOUS

The * More” within Us — What is the Subliminal Self? — What
is the Unconscious? — The Rubbish Heap and the Gold Mine

Few as yet realise the full implications of the discovery that
the conscious mind does not exhaust the human per-
sonality. We may not see much at first in the knowledge
that there is more in us than we are conscious of; but
reflection shows it to be more and more significant, until the
perspective of the entire human being begins to change.

Watch a dancer, and consider the incredible complexity
of her movements. Each muscle is contracted at exactly
the right moment and released after exactly the right
interval; all are operated in perfect correlation. Yet the
dancer is unconscious of co-ordinating these movements in
detail. She merely wills the general result and, by constant
practice, attains it. She does not consciously issue to each
muscle a separate order. Yet something must do so.
Something must control the nervous mechanism in detail.
Purely mechanical reflexes are not the answer, for pure
mechanism consists only of pushes and pulls exerted on
pieces of matter. = Something directive must be responsible
for this perfect co-ordination of muscular movement; and
it is not the conscious mind. There must be mental factors
within us which are neither conscious nor yet merely
mechanical.

Again, consider dreams. They reveal a quasi-mental
element in us which is not identical with the conscious self.
No theory of mechanical reflexes will explain them. Who,
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or what, constructs the dream which seems so strange and
surprising to the dreamer?

The view that human personality contains elements of a
mental or quasi-mental kind, over and above normal con-
sciousness, has been hotly contested. During the nine-
teenth century, a theory of ‘‘unconscious cerebration” was
evolved. It was a mechanistic explanation, and sought to
account for these phenomena by postulating “well-worn
nervous paths” in the brain. Any hypothesis of a teleolo-
gical or hormic kind—any suggestion of a directing agency
existing in its own right—was then considered, as one
writer put it, ““to be mythical and fantastic to the point of
absurdity.”

No one now talks about ‘“‘unconscious cerebration”; but
it was the starting-point in the discovery of reaches of per-
sonality stretching beyond the conscious threshold.

During the nineteenth century, human personality began
to be studied, for the first time, in a scientific way. F.W.H.
Myers developed his theory of the Subliminal Self, or self
beneath (sub) the threshold (limen) of consciousness. He
also called it the Ultra-Marginal Consciousness, which was
perhaps the better term, though it did not come into use.
Myers was a pioneer in psychology. He recognised the
existence of obsessive thoughts, delusions, voices, visions
and impulses, and that they could be psychologically
treated. He showed that one stratum of the personality
signals to another by means of symbolism; and he defined
hysteria as a “disease of the hypnotic stratum.” His con-
ception of the Subliminal Self differed, however, in certain
respects from the view of the “ Unconscious > afterwards
developed by Freud. It was nearer to that of the French
psychologists, Richet, Janet and Binet; but had a wider
basis than I’ Inconscient.

Myers regarded the threshold of consciousness as being
variable; but, what was more important, he opened the way
to the enlightening view that the ordinary, conscious self is
but a limited and specialised phase of the total self. He
regarded the subliminal self as embracing higher as well as
lower levels of being. It contains, as he put it, a “gold
mine as well as a rubbish heap.” “I do not, indeed,” he
says, “by using this term assume that there are two cor-
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related and parallel selves existing always within each of
us. Rather I mean by the Subliminal Self that part of the
self which is commonly subliminal; and I conceive that
there may be—not only co-operations between these quasi-
independent trains of thought—but also upheavals and
alternations of personality of many kinds, so that what was
once below the surface may for a time, or permanently,
rise above it. And I conceive also that no self of which we
can here have cognisance is in reality more than a fragment
of a larger Self—revealed in a fashion at once shifting and
limited through an organism not so trained as to afford it
full manifestation.”*

No doubt the conception of a subliminal self raised
difficulties for thought. How can two parts of the same
self, one above the threshold of consciousness, and the
other below it, be at once separate and a unity? If the
conscious self does not know anything about the sub-
liminal self, does not that, ipso facto, make them finally
two? It is as well to realise at the outset that directly we
try to form a mental picture of the self, our ordinary
categories break down. To understand the self, we should
have to grasp ideas which are basically new and strange.
That selfhood and otherness from self can in some way
co-exist in the same individual is evidently a fact, although
we cannot understand it. Possibly if we ponder the facts
about personality with an open mind we may make some
progress towards forming new ideas. But, by attempting
to draw the facts into our logical mill and rejecting as
meaningless all that will not go into its machinery, we
shall make little progress.

The work of Freud and the psycho-analytical schools
clearly demonstrated the extension of a region of per-
sonality outside normal consciousness. But it must be
borne in mind that these schools approached the problems
of personality from an angle different from that of Myers.
They approached them more from the utilitarian and prag-
matic than from the strictly scientific standpoint. Psycho-
pathologists were essentially medical therapists, seeking for
methods of cure rather than for abstract knowledge about
the human being. Any theory of personality which seeks

1 Human Personality, Vol. 1. p. 15.
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to understand rather than to utilise facts can scarcely avoid
being a philosophical theory. Philosophical questions arise
at every turn. Freud found that certain thoughts drop out
of normal consciousness and go on working underground.
They are repressed, yet continue to exist and to influence
conduct. To repressed thoughts of this kind, active, yet
beyond the reach of voluntary recall, he gave the name of the
““unconscious ’’; to those thoughts which, although outside
consciousness, can be recalled by voluntary effort, was given
the name of the “preconscious.” But if one asks in what
way these repressed ideas are supposed to exist apart from
consciousness—whether each is supposed to be a self-
existent entity or whether all are supposed to be adjectival
rather than substantival, one gets no clear answer. Freud
wrote: “It would put an end to all misunderstanding if
from now on, in describing various kinds of mental acts,
we were to pay no attention to whether they were conscious
or unconscious, but, when classifying and correlating them,
inquired only to which instincts and aims they belonged.”?
This shows very clearly the practical interests of Freud and
his colleagues.

A prominent Freudian, Dr. Ernest Jones, has the
following to say about the meaning of the term ‘“Uncon-
scious.” ‘‘According to psycho-analysis, the unconscious
is a region of the mind, the content of which is characterised
by the attribute of being repressed, conative, instinctive,
infantile unreasoning, and predominantly sexual.”® And
again: ‘““The existence of the unconscious is the result of
repression.”?

So far we get a fairly clear idea of what is meant. But,
in addition, Dr. Jones gives three more definitions of the
unconscious. (1) It may be used as a synonym for ““non-
mental.”” That is the common use, as when we say that
an aneasthetised person is unconscious. But as psycho-
pathologists recognise the existence of mental phenomena of
which a person is unconscious, they cannot use the word
in this sense. They therefore regard consciousness as ‘“one
attribute of mentality and not an indispensable onpe.”*

L Collected Papers, Vol. iv., p. 105,

2 Psycho-analysis, p. 126.

31bid, p. 123.
4 Ibid, p. 121.
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(2) There is a use of the term “‘unconscious’ which might
be called a ““limbo” conception, “for in it the unconscious
is regarded as being an obscure region of the mind, the
content of which is largely characterised by neglect and
oblivion.”t (3) There is the psycho-analytical definition
developed by Freud, which regards the ‘“unconscious” as
consisting of thoughts which have been repressed from con-
sciousness. The third of these appears to be a return to
the definitions in the last paragraph. The second definition
is puzzling.

Do psychologists regard the “unconscious” as being
unconscious? Much activity goes on in it which might
suggest that it is not. As far as one can gather, they do
not intend to deny that the ““unconscious” may be con-
scious. All they intend the term to convey is the self-
evident proposition that the content of the ‘‘unconscious”
is not identical with the content of normal consciousness.
Some psychologists, notably Dr. Morton Prince, appear to
have held the view that the ‘““‘unconscious” is co-conscious
with normal consciousness; just as the normal conscious-
ness of one person, A, is co-conscious with the normal
consciousness of another person, B. The term, the “un-
conscious,” is therefore confusing. Nor does there appear
to be complete unanimity in its use. Here is a definition
of the ‘‘unconscious” given by a prominent psycho-
analyst, Dr. Godwin Baynes. ‘‘The unconscious,” he says,
*‘is merely a term which comprises everything which exists,
that has existed or that could exist beyond the range of
this individual consciousness.””?* Whether Freud would have
endorsed this excursion into the infinite may be doubted!

At any rate, we may relax from the difficulties of these
definitions. In the present volume we shall use the term
“subliminal self”” to indicate that portion of the human
being which is neither material body nor conscious mind,
and we shall avoid the use of the term ‘unconscious,”
which is more properly adapted to psycho-pathology.

As Myers said, the subliminal self contains a gold mine
as well as a rubbish heap. Let us examine some of the
evidence for this statement.

1 Ibid. p. 122.

2 Journal of the Society for Psychical Research, Vol. xxx, p. 68.
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HIGHER REACHES OF PERSONALITY

2
INSPIRATION AND GENIUS

Superlative Achievements Originate outside Consciousness.
What is Genius?

IT is a highly significant, though generally neglected, fact
that those creations of the human mind, which have borne
pre-eminently the stamp of originality and greatness, have
not come from within the region of consciousness. They
have come from beyond consciousness, knocking at its door
for admittance: they have flowed into it, sometimes slowly
as if by seepage, but often with a burst of overwhelming
power. This fact did not escape the keen observation of
Socrates: “I soon found,” he said, ‘“that it is not by
wisdom that the poets create their works, but by a certain
natural power and by inspiration, like soothsayers and
prophets, who say many fine things, but who understand
nothing of what they say.”?

How comes it that the finest products of the mind are,
in this sense, extra-mental? What is there outside con-
sciousness which can produce them? They come, not only
with power, but often with something exotic and other-
worldly about them. Sometimes they bring with them a
sense of exquisite joy. In his Hymn to Intellectual Beauty,
Shelley says:

Sudden thy shadow fell on me;
I shrieked and clasped my hands in ecstasy.

! Dr. Rosamond E. M. Harding, An Anatomy of Inspiration, p. 68.
(i?legs olt(herwme stated, the other quotations in thischapter are from
this book.
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And there is also a sense of revelation. In Mont Blanc he
exclaims:

Has some unknown omnipotence unfurled
The vale of life and death?

The task of consciousness is not to create but to seize this
inrush and express it. The difficulty is immense. What
comes with baffling ‘“altogetherness” has to be spread out
in sequence and put into words. Trelawny records how
Shelley had wandered off into the pine forests near Pisa,
where he found him, propped against a tree with several
sheets of manuscript beside him. “It was a frightful
scrawl,” he says; ‘““words smeared out with the finger and
one upon the other, over and over in tiers and all run
together. . . . It might have been taken for a sketch of a
marsh overgrown with bull-rushes, and the ‘blots for wild
ducks; such a dash-off daub as self-conceited artists mis-
take for a manifestation of genius. On my observing this
to him he answered: ‘When my brain gets heated with
thought, it soon boils and throws off images and words
faster than I can skim them off.””

“Poetry,” declared Shelley, “is not like reasoning, a
power to be exerted according to the determination of the
will. A man cannot say: ‘I will write poetry.” The
greatest poet even cannot say it.”” One after another the
great writers, poets and artists confirm the fact that their
work comes to them from beyond the threshold of con-
sciousness. It is not as though this material came passively
floating towards them. It isimperious, dynamic and wilful.
Blake said of his poem, Milton: ‘I have written this poem
from immediate dictation, twelve or sometimes twenty or
thirty lines at a time, without premeditation, and even
against my will.”

Keats said that the description of Apollo in the third
book of Hyperion came to him ““‘by chance or magic—to
be, as it were, something given to him.” He said also that
he had ‘not been aware of the beauty of some thought or
expression until after he had composed and written it down.
It had then struck him with astonishment and seemed
rather the production of another person than his own.””
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George Eliot told J. W. Cross that in all that she con-
sidered her best writing, there was a ““not herself” which
took possession of her, and that she felt her own personality
to be merely the instrument through which this spirit, as
it were, was acting.

George Sand, in a letter to Flaubert, says: “The wind
plays my old harp as it lists. . . . It is the other who sings
as he likes, well or ill, and when I try to think about it,
I am afraid and tell myself that I am nothing, nothing
at all.”

Madame Guyon confesses that ““before writing I did not
know what I was going to write; while writing I saw that
1 was writing things I had never known.”

Goethe said of his poems: “The songs made me; not
I them. ...”

“Wordsworth told Bonamy Price that the line in his ode
beginning: ‘Fallings from us, vanishings,” which has since
puzzled so many readers, refers to those trance-like states
to which he was at one time subject. During these moments
the world around him seemed unreal and the poet had
occasionally to use his strength against an object, such as a
gatepost, to reassure himself.” And when the power
would not come, the conscious mind was helpless.
‘“William tired himself with hammering at a passage,’’
wrote Dorothy Wordsworth. It was useless if the power
was denied.

Dickens declared that when he sat down to his book,
“Some beneficent power showed it all to him.” And
Thackeray says in the Roundabout Papers: ‘1 have been
surprised at the observations made by some of my
characters. 1t seems as if an occult Power was moving
the pen.”

“Kipling, in his autobiography, relates how in a difficulty
he learned to trust his personal ‘Daemon.” When his story,
The Eye of Allah, again and again went dead under his hand
and he could not tell why, he put it away and waited.
Then, when he was meditating upon something else, his
Daemon said: ‘Treat it as an illustrated manuscript,” and
his problem was solved.” The ‘“Daemon” behaves more
like a somebody than a something, indicating that there is
an extension of our personality which normally we do not
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know. And what a labour it is when the conscious mind
has to take over the work of the subconscious flood!

“Dostoevsky said: ‘I . . . write every scene down at
once just as it first comes to me and rejoice in it; then I
work at it for months and years.” Again the separation
between the conscious mind and the source of inspiration
is brought out in the case of R. L. Stevenson, who owed
so much to his “Brownies.” ‘How often have these sleep-
less Brownies done him honest service and given him, as
he sat idly taking his pleasure in the boxes, better tales
than he could fashion for himself.” ‘“And for the Little
People, what shall I say they are but just my Brownies,
God bless them! who do one half of my work for me while
I am fast asleep, and in all human likelihood, do the rest
for me as well when I am wide awake and fondly suppose
I do it for myself.””t As for his conscious self, ‘““the man
with the conscience and the variable banking account,” he
says: ““I am sometimes tempted to suppose he is no story-
teller at all but a creature as matter of fact as any cheese-
monger or any cheese, and a realist bemired up to the ears
in actuality; so that, by that account, the whole of my
published fiction should be the single-handed product of
some Brownie, some Familiar, some unseen collaborator
whom 1 keep locked in a back garret, while I get all the
praise and he but a share (which I cannot prevent him from
getting) of the pudding.”?

De Musset echoes this thought when he says: “On ne
travaille pas, on écoute, c’est comme un inconnu que vous
parle a Poreille”” And Lamartine, when he says: “Ce
n’est pas moi qui pense; ce sont mes idées qui pensent
pour moi.”

Nor is it necessarily matter of high or spiritual quality
which comes from beyond the threshold of consciousness.
Lewis Carroll writes: “I was walking on the hillside alone
one bright summer day when suddenly there came into my
head one line of verse—one solitary line—‘For the Snark
was a Boojum, you see.” I knew not what it meant then:
I know not what it means now: but I wrote it down and
some time afterwards the rest of the stanza occurred to me,

1 Across the Plains, pp. 160-1 and p. 165.

2 Ibid. 165-6.

B
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that being its last line: and so by degrees, at odd moments,
during the next year or two, the rest of the poem pieced
itself together, that being the last stanza.”

Out of this treasure-house much else may come besides
the gems of literature and music. Lord Kelvin had a power
of divination. He had *‘at times to devise explanations of
that which had come to him in a flash of intuition.”
““Edison had ‘a weird ability to guess correctly.”” *‘Reiser
states that Einstein, when faced with a problem, has ‘a
definite vision of its possible solution.”” “Sir Francis
Galton thought without the use of words: ‘It is a serious
drawback to me in writing,” he says, ‘and still more in
explaining myself, that I do not so easily think in words as
otherwise. It often happens that after being hard at work
and having arrived at results that are perfectly clear and
satisfactory to myself, when I try to express them in lan-
guage I feel that I must begin by putting myself upon quite
another intellectual plane. I have to translate my thoughts
into a language that does not run very evenly with them.””
Here again consciousness figures, not as the originator of
thought, but as its struggling exponent.

There have been men possessing extraordinary powers of
grasping intuitively the result of a calculation. Bidder
could determine mentally the logarithm of any number to
seven or eight places, and could instantly give the factors
of any large number. ‘‘He could not,” he said, “explain
how he did this; it seemed a natural instinct with him.”
Myers gives a list of thirteen such persons, two of whom
were men of outstanding ability (Gauss and Ampére), three
of high ability (including Bidder) and one, Dase, little better
than an idiot. ‘““He (Dase) could not be made to have the
least idea of a proposition in Euclid”: yet he received a
grant from the Academy of Sciences at Hamburg on the
recommendation of Gauss, for mathematical work. In
twelve years he compiled tables which would have occupied
most men for a lifetime. It is interesting to observe that
the powers of seven out of this list persisted only for a few
years.

If we turn to music, we find the same thing. Tchaikovsky

1 F. W. H. Myers, Human Personality, Vol. I, pp. 80-1.
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writes: “Generally speaking, the germ of a composition
comes suddenly and unexpectedly.” ‘It would be vain
to try to put into words that immeasurable sense of bliss
which comes over me directly a new idea awakens in me
and begins to assume a definite form. I forget everything
and behave like a madman. Everything within me starts
pulsing and quivering; hardly have 1 begun the sketch ere
one thought follows another.” “In the midst of this
magic process, Tchaikovsky continues, ‘it frequently
happens that some external interruption wakes me from
my somnambulistic state; . . . dreadful indeed are such
interruptions. Sometimes they break the thread of inspira-
tion for a considerable time so that I have to seek it again
—often in vain.””’* ““If that condition of mind and soul,
which we call inspiration, lasted long without intermission,
no artist could survive it.”

Mozart says of his inspiration: “Nor do I hear in my
imagination the parts successively, but 1 hear them, as it
were, all at once.... What a delight this is I cannot tell!”

‘“Wagner discovered the opening of the Rheingold during
half-sleep on a couch in a hotel in Spezia; and in a letter to
Frau Wesendonck he refers to the blissful dream-state into
which he falls when composing.”

“George Sand, after describing Chopin’s creation as
miraculous and coming on his piano suddenly complete or
singing in his head during a walk, says that afterwards
‘began the most heartrending labour I ever saw, It was a
series of efforts, of irresolutions, and of frettings to seize
again certain details of the theme he had heard,” he would
‘shut himself up in his room for whole days, weeping,
walking, breaking his pens, repeating and altering a bar a
hundred times’ and spending six weeks over a single page
to write it at last as he had noted it down at the very first.”

““Saint-Saéns had only to listen as Socrates to his
Daemon.”?

F. W. H. Myers, in his excellent chapter on Genius in
Human Personality, says that, to be genius, a work must
satisfy two requirements. ‘‘It must involve something

1 Ibid. p. 9.
2 Human Personality, p. 90.
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original, spontaneous, unteachable, unexpected; and it
must also in some way win for itself the admiration of
mankind.”

Does genius, then, consist of the entry of something into
consciousness from beyond the conscious threshold? That
in part may be; but it is surely not in itself sufficient to con-
stitute genius. Things may enter into consciousness from
without which are not of a particularly admirable kind.
Genius, on the other hand, has been defined by Carlyle as
‘““an infinite capacity for taking pains.” But taking pains
will not by itself induce inspiration; it is more likely to kill
it. What, then, constitutes genius? I suggest that it is
the combination of the two at their best. First the idea
must well into consciousness from without; then conscious-
ness must labour to express it. This needs an ‘““infinite
capacity for taking pains.” The technical ability must
work on the inspiration. Technical skill alone can produce
a flawless piece of work, but not true greatness. That
comes from beyond. Yet that which comes from beyond,
if bereft of worthy expression, is not great, though it may
be suggestive of greatness. Perhaps Coleridge’s Kubla
Khan was an example of this latter. In genius, inspiration
and intelligence are united.

Where does the material which forms the content of an
inspiration come from? Has it entered the mind at some
time through the bodily senses? Or does it come from
sources unknown to us? Let us consider next some
examples of what occurs in states of religious mysticism.
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MYSTICISM

The highest level of human personality

RELIGIOUS mysticism bears a strong resemblance to artistic
inspiration, but is carried, so to speak, to a higher plane.
It is scarcely possible to draw a hard and fast line between
artistic and religious experience. Both involve the per-
sonality beyond consciousness, though, perhaps, at different
levels. William James, referring to that strange something
which exists above ourselves to which art makes its appeal,
and without which it would not be art, says: “Most of us
can remember the strangely moving power of passages in
certain poems read when we were young, irrational door-
ways as they were through which the mystery of fact, the
wildness and the pang of life, stole into our hearts and
thrilled them. The words have now perhaps become mere
polished surfaces for us; but lyric poetry and music are
alive and significant only in proportion as they fetch these
vague vistas of a life continuous with our own, beckoning
and inviting, yet ever eluding our pursuit. We are alive or
dead to the eternal inner message of the arts according as
we have kept or lost this mystical susceptibility.’”

Perhaps Pascal was the classical link between the in-
tellectual genius and the religious mystic, for he was at
once seer and mathematician. Philo of Alexandria, in the
following passage, seems to hover between the inspirational
and the mystical state. *Sometimes,” he says, “when I
have come to my work empty, I have suddenly become full;
ideas being in an invisible manner showered upon me and
implanted in me from on high; so that through the influence
of divine inspiration I have become greatly excited, and
have known neither the place in which I was, nor those who
were present, nor myself, nor what I was saying, nor what

1 The Varieties of Religious Experience, p. 383.
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I was writing; for then I have been conscious of a richness
of interpretation, and enjoyment of light, a most penetrating
insight, a most manifest energy in all that was to be done;
having such effect on my mind as the clearest ocular
demonstration would have on the eyes.” Note the full
and completely satisfying character of the experiences of
mystics and contemplatives. They are compelled by them;
they are overwhelmed, as the genius is by his inspiration,
only more so.

““St. Ignatius confessed one day to Father Laynez that a
single hour of meditation at Manresa had taught him more
truths about heavenly things than all the teachings of all
the doctors put together could have taught him. . . .”?
From the Protestant side it is the same. Jacob Boehme
says: “In one quarter of an hour I saw and knew more
than if I had been many years together at a university.”’?
St. Teresa declared that “one day, being in orison, it was
granted me to perceive in one instant how all things are
seen and contained in God. I did not perceive them in
their proper form, and nevertheless the view I had of
them was of a sovereign clearness and has remained vividly
impressed upon my soul. It is one of the most signal of
the graces which the Lord has granted me. ... The view
was so subtile and delicate that the understanding cannot
grasp it.”’*

It seems that in so far as it can be grasped, the inspira-
tional essence of mysticism is always the same. It is
ineffable, inexpressible, universal. Dionysius the Areopa-
gite says: “The cause of all things is neither soul nor
intellect, nor has it imagination, opinion, or reason, or
intelligence; nor is it reason or intelligence; nor is it spoken
or thought. It is neither number nor order, nor magnitude
nor littleness, nor equality nor inequality, nor similarity
nor dissimilarity. It neither stands nor moves nor rests. . . .
It is neither essence nor eternity nor time. Even intellec-
tual contact does not belong to it. It is neither science

1 Ibid. p. 481.
2 [bid. p. 410.
3 Ibid. p. 410 n.
¢ Ibid. p. 411.
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nor truth. It is not even royalty nor wisdom; not one;
not unity; not divinity or goodness nor even spirit as we
know it.”’1

Here is a western echo of the eastern conclusion. ‘“He,
the Self, the Atman, is to be described by No! No!” The
human understanding is inadequate; yet the human per-
sonality can reach out and touch what is universally the
same. ‘“‘In Hinduism, in Neoplatonism, in Sufism, in
Christian mysticism, in Whitmanism we find the same
recurring note, so that there is about mystical utterances an
eternal unanimity which ought to make a critic stop and
think and which brings it about that the mystical classics
have, as has been said, neither birthday nor native land.”?
““Attempts to limit mystical truth,” says Evelyn Underhill,
““—the direct apprehension of the divine substance to the
formul® of any one religion, are as futile as the attempt to
identify a precious metal with the die which converts it to
current coin. The dies which the mystics have used are
many. Their peculiarities and excrescences are always
interesting and sometimes highly significant. Some give a
far sharper, more coherent impression than others. But the
gold from which this diverse coinage is struck is always the
same precious metal; always the Beatific Vision of a Good-
ness, Truth and Beauty which is one. Hence its substance
must always be distinguished from the accidents under
which we perceive it; for this substance has a cosmic, and
not a denominational importance.”?

It is rarely that a mystic attempts to speak of his
inspirational experience as it is in its essence. That calls
forth merely negatives. Usually, as with artistic inspira-
tion, it is the form of expression in which the experience
has been clothed which receives utterance. And this form
of expression is apt to be composed of ideas with which
the conscious mind is already familiar. The experience has
to be cashed, so to speak, in terms of current coin. Hence
it comes about that, although the central experience of
mysticism is the same in all places and throughout all ages,

1 Jbid. p. 416.
2 Ibid. p. 419.
3 Mysticism, p. 115.
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its forms of expression are various. ‘“Hence Plotinus sees
the Celestial Venus, Suso the Eternal 