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FRONTISPIECE

Tendencies Found in Mystical vs. Mechanistic
Character Structures
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consciousness, mind,
spirit, subjective nature

Objective nature arises
from subjective
processes;

"mind creates matter”

Oversimplifies
Religious bias

Fears objective reality,
the existing, the factual;
retreats inward to
fantasy

Fears death (survival
myths)

Faith

Believes in magic
causality, miracles

Model of reality a ghost
(no further function for
the body)

“Man is, in essence, a
spook”

Overfocus on physical
world, body, energy,
objective nature

Subjective nature arises
from objective processes;
"matter creates mind”

Overcomplicates
Scientific bias

Fears subjective reality,
the spontaneous, the un-
predictable; retreats
outward to the purely
physical

Fears life

Mathematics

Believes in deterministic
causality

Model of reality a
machine (no function for
the mind)

“Man is, in essence, a
zombie”




MYSTICISM AND MECHANISM*
Charles R. Kelley

The two intellectual forces that have dominated &om
thought since the decline of primitive animism argsticism and
mechanism. Mysticism and mechanism are incomplede a
opposite views of reality. Mysticism is widely ergsed in
religious and quasi-religious-beliefs, while medsam the
opposite-appearing twin of mysticism, permeatedabéc of
science. Scientists are, for the most part, mady¢o
acknowledge the irrationalities of mystical belien they are to
recognize and deal with the irrationalities of maaktic thought.
The most difficult irrationality to discover is thahich inheres in
one's own thought processes.

The fundamentals of mystical and mechanistic thbugh
can be analyzed by comparing the basic presupposiaf the
mystic with those of the mechanist. A symmetry Imees evident
that clarifies the essential features of the twsitimns.
Mechanism and mysticism can be considered as wieadp
characterologicgbroblems affecting the development of human
knowledge. Mechanism and mysticism exist because thre
character structures present among masses ofdodigi that
predispose them to mechanistic or to mystical ihimkit is these
character structures that must be understood ier dod the nature
and force of mechanism and mysticism to be commede:

Mysticism vs. Mechanism

The primary feature of the life process is thewiameous
appearance within the organism of feelargl_energyof con-

! The concepts in this paper were first presented in May 1970 when the
author was George A. Miller Visiting Professor at the University of Illinois.
They were developed further in the invited address by new Fellows
entitled "Mechanism in Scientific Thought," Division 21, American
Psychological Association Annual Meeting, Honolulu, September 1972

-1-



sciousnesand_spontaneous body movemeaitsubjective
experienceand its objective expressiohhese paired expressions
correspond to the two fundamental realms of natheesubjective
and the objective. The mystical and the mechanistgzacter
differ in the way in which they experience and ustind these
two realms.

The typical mystical character over-focuses on the
subjective "feeling" aspect of the life procesthatexpense of the
objective "action" aspect. He is thus more conagmigh mind or
spirit or soul than with the body and the physwatld it exists in.
Consciousness, feeling, spirit is for him the priynaeality. He
becomes convinced that subjective reality antedatdoverrides
in importance the merely physical reality of thelypand the
external world. The typical mystic develops thisigation to the
point that he believes that consciousness is intige of the
body. This is expressed in the belief in the pemkeaul, survival
of the individual personality after death, and ¢ixperience of an
unobservable supernatural realm in which consciessand
usually one or more superconsciousnesses) exigvgbearne
somehow independent of the physical reality knosvthe senses.
With this view there is a corresponding de-emphasithe
physical world, on the body, on conceptual thinkjag opposed to
feeling and intuition) and on action.

The intellect of the mechanist works in the opfeogiay.
The mechanist over-focuses on the objective asyiebe life
process, on the body and the physical realitypiaig of, on
energy and action, to the exclusion of consciousribe
subjective aspect of life. The physical world ticomes to be
primary reality in his mind, and consciousness appderivative,
remote, superfluous, epiphenomenal, unconnectédst@rimary
reality. As a belief in the independence of conssiwss from the
body is the primary diagnostic feature of mysticikmlief in the
independence of the body from consciousness igrthrary
diagnostic feature of mechanism. To the mecharistsciousness
cannot be important in the functioning of the phgbiwvorld. Thus
he develops a view of the course of happeningsdmphysical
world in which consciousness does not enter, phaygart, has no
function.



Such, indeed, is the point of view of science askmnow it
today. The laws of physical science accord no jwsih nature to
consciousness. The socially unobservable evertabshadowy
insubstantial subjective realm have no statud &t ghysical
theory. They are not particles, not waves, notdpnot energy --
not anything that could intrude on the course gfsidal events.
Unlike all other natural events involving energgrsformation,
they are generated without subtracting from thegnef the
physical process the mechanist believes must peotihen, and
their occurrence results in no addition to the ptatenergy in the
world when they are done. This is the view of pbgbkscience, a
view which contradicts every man's subjective coten, for it is
evident to every normal man that his consciousgsges -- his
feelings, perceptions, ideas -- modify his physhbztiavior. Yet
"scientific determinism™ holds this evident factite an illusion.

In both the mechanist and mystic, then, theresiglidin
perception of subjective and objective aspectgality. It is only
the direction of emphasis that forms the distincti@etween the
two. The mystic over-focuses on consciousnessaaoards it
primary reality, losing sight of its dependencetiom body. The
mechanist over-focuses instead on objective extpimaical
reality, losing sight of or ignoring the way thdtysical reality is
almost continuously being modified as a resultulfjsctive
internal conscious processes of individuals.

The direction of the mystic's thought processdsihim to
believe in a magical. causality of "mind over- ragttwhich may
include divine intrusion in the course of physieaénts, blessings,
curses, charms, communications from the dead,tdimental
control over physical objects, faith healing, efic. The direction
of the mechanist's thought leads him to believe deterministic
causality, and a refusal to recognize that bodibwements of the
living individual can be expressions of subjectbamscious
events. In simple but accurate terms, the essdrtbe mdividual
to the mechanist is man the zombie, without conscamntrol
over what he does, while to the mystic, the essehtee
individual is man the spook, that which continuegxist after the
body is dead. ThErontispiece summarizes differences in the two
positions.



There is a kind of symmetry between mechanism and
mysticism, the focus on consciousness and the vedtide spirit
by the mystic, balanced against the focus on tliy bod the
physical world that the body exists in by the mexi$ia
Consciousness and objective nature are differguetcas of reality,
however, and are not parallel in all respectshsosymmetry
cannot be complete. Thus, consciousness is a @umatilife,
existing in the spontaneously moving living indiwa, conditional
on the physical integrity of the body of that indival. Death
means the end of consciousness, but not the etheé physical
matter which comprise the body. Dead bodies alelvaaghosts
and spirits and souls are only fantasies. Therbéadess without
minds, physical processes without consciousnessdminds
without bodies, no consciousness existing apamn fpaysical
processes. Thus the mechanist, unlike the mysaisdvith a
partial reality, the reality of inanimate matter.

As a consequence, mechanism is a much strongéopos
than mysticism from the standpoint of efficacy. Thgstic is
fundamentally impotent to change physical realiig;wishful
thinking and faith in the miraculous change nothimthe world
about him. The deterministic causality of the mexdsta
corresponds to an important reality, however, gadityy of
inanimate physical nature. The laws of the physcances, e.g.,
the laws of mechanics, thermodynamics, and elégtrizork;
they apply to real events, and knowledge of thesrhade
possible modern man's ability to control physicatune. But the
magical causality of the mystic corresponds to xteraal reality
at all, and so results in no control over thatitgaBlessings,
curses, charms and prayers for divine intercedsee no impact
on the physical world; dams, bridges and interoatlzustion
engines do. For the mystic to obtain any contr@raeality he
must do it indirectly, by controlling other men'snats. If he can
persuade others that his magical causality is #&ffsdhey will
accord him a corresponding measure of power. Higepo
however, is dependent on his ability to keep tlotsers from
discovering the truth. Such has been the basesgidgiwver of
organized religion in human history.

Mechanism and mysticism are thus inherently unkequa
forces competing over the centuries for the mirfdaen. Dealing
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as it does with an important though partial aspéceality,
mechanism has the virtue of being able to leardetelop, to
advance over the centuries. Advance it has, ofsep@normously,
though only with respect to physical processesmachanical
aspects of life. There has been no correspondingnag in
dealing with those aspects of reality in which cimgs processes
play a role. Magical causality deals with no readihd so has
made no advance. Fashions in mystical thought ehdng
mystical thought is today in essence just whatais o thousand
years ago. The mystic often even makes a virtukeotinchanging
quality of his belief. But the sad truth is thathese of the force
of mysticism, man has over the centuries madeallstino
progress in understanding consciousness and s planature.

The Mystical Character Structure

The character of the mystic is such that he tsuich with
his body core, and so with his feelings and ematibat out of
touch with his intellect; and with the external Vdowhich only his
intellect makes comprehensible. The mystic feetssamses
inwardly with great vividness, but cannot concefir@aand act
consistently and effectively in relation to thewatd world. He is
inwardly attuned but blocked from outward contétis powerful
inward awareness is expressed in strong undiffietedtfeelings,
deep cosmic longing, a desire to reach out, to Yangthe
universe," to be "beyond himself” and the confin&his body.

This block against outward expression of his fegdileaves
him locked in his body core, however, and he expees this
block as an imprisonment. His body is a "trap” imek his "real"
self, meaning his alive core, is caught. He lomgsd free of his
trap, to open out, to soar, to expand, unfetteyetthd confines of
his body.

This deep longing to be free of the block arouisdlody
core is the source of the myths, invented and pesped by the
mystical character structure, of soul and spifiswvival of
individual consciousness after death, of anothetdya/here his
cosmic longing will at last be fulfilled.



Unfortunately for the mystic, there is only onality, not
two or three or seven or a hundred and thirteeat ®he reality is
the singular reality that he can learn about oglyhe difficult
continued application of his reasoning mind. Maguaies the
knowledge to guide his life only through the unritimg effort of
observing, organizing his experience, forming id@ad testing
them empirically, making his own mistakes and firgdihem,
correcting them, and learning from them. Knowledfeeality is
gained by a tough-minded confrontation with faats] the putting
away of every shred of wishful thinking, of beliefmagical
causality, miracles, or faith. Faith not only does move
mountains, it will not move a single molecule. ithmot turn a
motor or operate a thermostat or feed one hunglg.ch

It is hard to cope with reality. It requires ctgrifocus, and
continuing effort. There is no short cut to realitpt any,
anywhere, at any time. There is no "other roadéadity through
some "super-reality” invented by a mystic. Everynrhas only
two choices: 1) to confront reality as it is, amdieavor to cope
with it directly and honestly with his special tptiie conscious
reasoning mind. or 2) to evade reality, to cop and to accept
whatever version of mystical wishful thinking conmtBhim most
for abandoning the only reality he will ever hakie bption of
facing, in the only life he will ever know.

The Mechanistic Character Structure

But God, we are told, is dead, and the moderndnierl
becoming the world of reason and science. The stubtenturies-
long battle between science and religious supienstitas slowly
but inexorably moved in the direction of sciencd #s orientation
in physical reality. Churches have been disestadtisdogmas
discredited, "divine truth" challenged. But befare celebrate, we
should note that, as yet, power is only passingfitee hands of
the mystic to those of its opposite-appearing twvisther, the
mechanist:- from he who cannot cope with the reality of the
physical world to he who cannot cope with the tgaif
consciousness.



As the character structure of the mystic shapefaine of
reference, his principles and values, and ultinyetted view of
nature and of man that he espouses, so it doegheitmechanist.
But the mechanist loses touch with his core, withgource of his
deepest feelings. Instead his awareness developad@nd
outward, into his head and its orientation towatignal reality.
Thus the mechanist develops intellectually, formangore and
more elaborate model of the world outside, whiglvegas a
compensation for the lost world within.

In his intellectualization, the mechanist alwagesithe
machine analogy, having made himself unaware afsarce of
living power in his core. He reasons ever outwahadays
branching further and further, developing more amwle
complexity, but faltering when he attempts the regalirection,
from the branches toward the trunk, from the spéaithe
general, from the complex to the simple, from ther the
neuromuscular system, down and into the body's aodats
feelings. The simplest direct perception of baifécprocesses is
forever beyond the mechanist's reach. Simplicigratterizes the
core, the fundamental integrative aspects of feepliocess.

The mechanist rejects the magical causality ofrigstic,
and constructs a worldview with no room for miraclBut he
develops his own causal principle rigidly, basetirely on the
mechanistic causality he observes in inanimatereatund
rejecting the most important natural causal fore&iows, the
living process from which the conscious processessponta-
neous movements of living things emerge. And sartbehanist
ends with the absurdity of trying to apply the laxfshe world of
dead matter to athatter, to living things, even to himself.

In the inanimate realm, the mechanist's view ofedity is
correct, and it works. Unlike the mystic, he iseatdl cope
successfully with one aspect -- and an importapeets-- of
reality. In this aspect, his view is much more pdulghan that of
the mystic, and in the long run, given the chaondest his method
empirically, this power must assert itself. Thatvisat has
happened in the west, beginning with the EnlightemmT he



result is the rise of physical science, the indaistevolution, the
ever-accelerating pace of modern technology.

Living things, too, have their physical mechanspect, so
even in the realm of life the principles of meclsamihave had a
partial success. The body is a material object,i@sndorkings
include complex and fascinating mechanisms. Thenauch to
interest and involve the mechanist in the bodyisal
complexities.

But in any realm in which consciousness playgaicant
role, the mechanist's model breaks down. His agbraastead of
clarifying, obscures, and his explanations faiéxplain.
Autonomous movement and all subjective processedirff,
sensation, remembering, imagination, conceptuaight) are
forever beyond the possibility of mechanical expléon, because
they are not mechanical processes. Volition, puepjosigment,
morality, and ethics are necessarily misunderstobfiliscated,
muddled by those trying to use the models and naistbd
physical science with them and, in particular, tha$o attempt to
apply mechanistic causality to living processesiathe
determinists in philosophy, biology, and psychology

As a result of mechanistic and mystical charastierctures,
determinism has made inroads into fields in whidfas not the
slightest justification. The mechanist is, by Hisuacter structure,
blinded to one branch of the life process in hisi@are, i.e., to
consciousness, its nature, force, and causal effitche role it
plays in his actions and in the action of all lyitnings. This
blocking from his own awareness of the role anafigm of his
consciousness allows him to accept the illogicahti@dictory,
ultimately silly position that denies a role to soious processes
in nature. Remember, the mechanist is strictlyragidly logical
in dealing with inanimate nature, and prides hifnselbeing
scientific and on excluding magical causality frbis
explanations. But his blindness to consciousnes®sithe
obvious causal properties of mind seem like "mdgiaasality"
also, and he cannot grasp or deal with them séieadty. Thus he
attempts the futile, impossible task of construgtri'science" of
life, of psychology, of morality and ethics withazdnsciousness,



and without the natural phenomena that are theuotanf
consciousness, e.g., choice, volition, controlppse,
responsibility, morality.

And the so-called "sciences" constructed by thehaeists
in philosophy, biology, and psychology are as iorzdl, as
divorced from nature, as illogical as the constound of
mysticism itself. The rational mind, required tmoke between
mechanism and mysticism in the realms of natukehich
consciousness is important, can only rebel agawitst
Mechanistic "sciences" in these realms are onlygseciences,
based, not on man's search to know and understafityy but on
the mechanist's evasion, on his attempt to blamk fknowledge
what he blocks from his own mind, i.e., the centodd
consciousness must play in a natural science diving.

The confusion, the equivocation, the superfigralit
contradictions, and ultimately the absurditieshaf inechanist's
efforts to abolish consciousness from nature haenb
documented again and again in science. Robert Efeg the
concept of the refleto show how the mechanist goes about to
destroy the meaning of concepts which can be utatetonly by
implicit reference to conscious processes. Thexafl a reaction
by a living organism that is involuntary and auttigyea response
that is not voluntarily initiated or controlled.r&h points out that
the meaning of the term derives from the impliciowledge of all
of us that there are some reactions that are noiretic but
voluntary, that are consciously initiated and colted; this
implicit knowledge is all that gives the term "ef!' its meaning.
Without the implicit acknowledgement of the role of
consciousness in sorhehavior, the mechanist is forced into the
absurd alternatives of claiming either that alpsses are
reflexes or that there are no reflexes. In eitlasecthe term
"reflex" no longer has a distinctive meaning, ajiantn other
reactions. Why then is the term so much employeeXaygtly
those for whom its distinctive meaning should nasgi.e., by
the mechanistic biologists and behavioristic psimtists, the
very ones who should have no use for it? ExplainsrE



“The reductionist biologist retains and uses thedvo
"reflex" because it enables him to make implige of the
old concept of reflex (i.e., involuntary behavior
independent of consciousness) without admitting tirsa
new definition still logically rests upon the copt® of
consciousness and volition. He needs the concépts o
"automatic" and "involuntary" but wishes to evale tact
that the use of these terms is meaningful onlyibdye of
the existence of non- automatic and voluntary astid

And by an extension of this same process theeentir
structure of mechanistic biology and behavioripggchology is a
tissue, a fabric of equivocation, evasion, circusutn, of the
substitution of implicit reference to consciousqesses.

For example, the behaviorist psychologist likeddescribe
each individual's behavior in terms of "S-R chdiseguences of
stimulus-response connections. He would have usvesthat
stimulus and response are complexes of physicaltgeviheir
connection formed and made understandable in tefms
deterministic causality: Yet in the overwhelmingponderance of
significant human behavior, the "stimulus" thatasponded to is
not a complex of physical events at all, but a mlecreation
stemming from an organized perceptual field, fremembering,
from cognizing. We each create in consciousnegsandic ever-
changing internal model of the world around us, idingithe
model to which we respondpt the physical events which make
possible the creation of the model.

To offer a simple example, consider the automatriteer
approaching an intersection on collision courséaitrossing
vehicle. The driver hits his brakes; that is hispanse. What,
however, is the stimulus? The crossing vehicle foome small

! Efron. R.Biology without consciousness and its consequences. The
Objectivist, February 1968, 72). This article (continued for four issues)
represents an excellent analysis of the contempaafusion in biology
due to the mechanist's attempt to evade the raterdciousness in
nature.
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portion of the pattern of light striking his retirend the
consequent pattern of discharge ascending his ogties. This
pattern will be present whether or not he seestther vehicle,
and we know from eye fixation studies that he cank Idirectly at
an object such as the other vehicle and not see it.

What then is the stimulus? The behaviorist woikle to
pretend that the physical events that sometimesrige to
consciousness form the stimulus that leads todbganse. But we
all really know that what gives rise to the resgoissnot the
physical events but the mental awareness of thex gtr.If the
driver does not become aware of the other car ke dot respond
to it. The stimulus is not physical but mental. Eviethe driver
only thoughthe saw the other car with no physical "stimulus" h
response would be the same.

The use of "stimulus" as if it were a descriptidphysical
events prior to consciousness, but used with tipdieih
assumption that the physical "stimulus” is crea@tecbnsciousness
and this mental stimulus responded to, is presevitiually every
behavioristic description of behavior in which coiesisness plays
arole. It is the implicit realization that therstilus does not really
refer to physical events, but rather to the conscjgrocesses by
means of which the event is perceived, relatecatd experience,
understood, and as a consequence of these conpcamgsses, a
response originated. This implicialization alone gives the
explanation of the behavior in S-R terms its megnirhe
behaviorist needs this implicit reference to comssiprocesses,
for it is only by reference to conscious proceshasthe most
significant human behavior becomes understand@hbke.
behaviorist's attempt to exclude consciousness fism
explanation is a deception and a farce. As MicRathnyi has
stated"

! Polanyi, M.Knowing and Being. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1969.
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“... a behaviorist analysis merely paraphrases atisht
descriptions in terms known to be symptoms of menta
states and its meaning consists in its mentalist
connotations(p.215)

... Behaviorist psychology depends on covertlyditig to
the mental states which it sets out to eliminafe.216)

Philosophers and scientists have known this about
behaviorist "explanation” in psychology for decades
Understanding why it is done, the motivation beltimal
behaviorist circumlocution and, especially, undarding why
such a superficial, impoverished, pseudo-sciergifigroach to
psychology as behaviorism would ever reach widegtence,
requires the larger context of an understandinfp@inass
psychology of mechanist thought itself to becommpmehensible.

In the presence of a mass distortion of thougiwitedge
develops selectively, and only in directions that @nsistent with
the mass distortion. Those bucking the distorti@y tmave a
temporary impact if they are sufficiently brilligiitut are soon
swept away as the distortion asserts itself uperabacy they
leave to knowledge. Their concepts are reshapéal athal
conclusions selected, key observations and expetinignored or
misinterpreted, basic concepts evaded, as the distestion
asserts and reasserts its power. And the distqomger of
mysticism and mechanism is enormous. This is whgydhere is
no third position, no viable alternative, to magrsat twin
irrationalities, mechanism and mysticism.
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