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Preface




IT IS IN silence that the delicate relationship between will and spirit presents itself most clearly to me. When I start to speak or even think about that relationship, things become more difficult. Yet I am convinced that we must speak of it. I believe that it is only in a reconciliation of will and spirit that we have any real hope for wholeness. The twentieth-century world is courting great danger in assuming that human beings can master their ultimate destiny by virtue of willpower alone. Though the human will has an important role in helping to create a better world, it seems to me that we are decidedly overdoing it.

As a society, we are convinced that if we can only learn enough, become strong enough, and work hard enough, we can impose peace and fulfillment upon ourselves and everyone else. But the actual condition of the world and of our own hearts refutes this. Something else is needed: some source of inspiration, some reservoir of power and wisdom beyond that which is provided by our personal wills. We need something that can balance willfulness with willingness, something that can temper our harshness with love.

I think this is to be found within the realm of spirit. But spirit and will do not come together easily in the life of this modern world. Their relationship is fragile and subject to great distortion. The fundamental problem in reconciling will and spirit is wills general refusal to relinquish its claim to absolute power. Will continually tries to do the impossible, to make spirit its own possession, and it is there that our confusion begins. Somehow, will must come to sacrifice its claim to mastery and accept its rightful place as a dynamic, loving manifestation of spirit. There is a vision of great beauty and hope in this possibility, a vision I shall attempt to portray in the pages that follow.

In my own experience, the rightful relationship of will and spirit has been most clearly described in the ancient contemplative literature of Western and Eastern spiritual traditions. The men and women who composed this literature spoke from the battlefields of their own silence, and their stories reveal great courage and love. Their insights have come as a radical challenge to many of my own psychiatric assumptions, yet I have had to admit that their words prove true in my own laboratory of silence. I have tried to accept this challenge in my own life, and I present it to you in this book. In distilling something of what these ancient traditions have to say to our contemporary human experience, I hope to inform modern psychological understandings with some of the lessons of silence. This constitutes the beginning of what I call a contemplative psychology.

It should be understood at the outset that this contemplative psychology is not a psychology of contemplation. We have had enough of attempts to explain spiritual experience in psychological terms. Instead, I propose an illumination of our psychological experience in the light of spiritual insight. In the same way that will cannot ultimately be the master of spirit, psychology cannot be the master of spirituality. In addition, it should be understood that I am not offering a simple, equal balance of will and spirit or of psychology and spirituality. I believe that for things to come out right, will must make a radical surrender, and psychology must do the same.

It will become obvious in the following discussions that this has not just been an intellectual exercise for me. It captured my heart long ago, and this book is only one of the results of that capture. Therefore, I hope you will forgive or at least understand the eruptions of zeal evident here and there throughout the text. As well as presenting the beginnings of a contemplative psychology, I am also making a beginning statement of my own faith. Any truly contemplative psychology would have to be this way; it could never be divorced from the heart.

Inasmuch as this is a beginning, and inasmuch as I am obviously more of a psychiatrist than a theologian, I would welcome any suggestions, criticisms, and elaborations that might be helpful in nurturing the possibilities raised in this book. I am profoundly encouraged by the work that is going on along similar lines in a number of centers around the world, and I hope this book will serve to nurture that work. I have attempted to use terminology that will be acceptable to most faith traditions, but evidence of my own Christian path is apparent in my heavy reliance upon Christian sources and in the way I use certain concepts and terms. I hope that these usages are free enough of particularity to be amenable to some form of translation. For example, I rely rather heavily upon a Christian concept of grace. Perhaps non-Christian readers could see this as referring to the active power of God in the world of our daily lives.

To ensure against any breach of confidence or privacy, the quotes and accounts relating to individual people in this book (except for those specifically attributed to other authors) are either composites of typical responses or entirely hypothetical. The themes of these accounts are accurate in terms of my experience, but the specific people portrayed are fictional.

It is of course impossible to thank all the persons who have supported and encouraged me over the years of preparing this book. I am, however, especially indebted to my colleagues at the Shalem Institute for Spiritual Formation in Washington, D. C. In addition, I wish to express my gratitude to James Glasse, Rhoda Nary, John Rhead, Shaun McCarty, Roy Fairchild, Tilden Edwards, and Barbara Osborne for their critical readings of elements of the manuscript, and to Diane Stevens and Alice Allen, who (knowingly or unknowingly) gave me encouragement when I was having trouble with the writing. Also, I want to thank John Shopp, Shelley Thacher, and Kathy Reigstad of Harper & Row for their highly professional and dedicated assistance. Finally, the gratitude I feel for my wife Bettys constant love and encouragement is simply too great to be expressed. By way of appreciation for all of this help, I can only hope that the following pages breathe freely enough to reflect something of the reconciliation of will and spirit that they so imperfectly seek to describe.







1

Willingness and Willfulness


I dont know Whoor whatput the question. I dont know when it was put. I dont even remember answering. But at some moment I did answer Yes to Someoneor Somethingand from that hour I was certain that existence is meaningful and that, therefore, my life, in self-surrender, had a goal.1

DAG HAMMARSKJLD





WE ALL have secrets in our hearts. I will tell you one of mine. All my life I have longed to say yes, to give myself completely, to some Ultimate Someone or Something. I kept this secret for many years because it did not fit the image I wanted to presentthat of an independent, self-sufficient man. The desire to surrender myself had been at least partially acceptable when I was a child, but as a man I tried to put away childish things. When I became a physician, and later a psychiatrist, it was still more difficult to admiteven to myselfthat something in me was searching for an ultimate self-surrender.

Society, to say nothing of medical and psychiatric training, had taught me to say no rather than yes, to try to determine my own destiny rather than give myself, to seek mastery rather than surrender. For a long time, I tried to believe that I could learn enough and strengthen my will enough to take complete charge of my own life, but it never quite seemed to work.

I remember looking at some of my colleagues once, shortly after my psychiatric training, and feeling deeply disturbed. They appeared to know what they were doing in life. They acted as if they knew what life was all about and how it should be lived, whereas I, in spite of all my education, was filled with more questions and uncertainties than ever.

At one point I even entertained the absurd thought that I had perhaps missed some specific chapter in some psychiatric text, the chapter that really explained things. My colleagues appeared to have read it, but somehow I had missed the assignment. There was also the possibility that my inability to master life resulted from deep-seated psychological problems. My father had died when I was quite young. Maybe I was still seeking a Big Daddy in the sky to take care of me.

But there are definite advantages to growing older, and as the years went by it became obvious that though many of my colleagues were still trying to master their destinies and acting as if they were being successful at it, they really werent doing much better than I. More importantly, I was blessed with being in a profession where people came and shared their heart-secrets with me. I discovered that many persons struggle with the same tensions of saying no and saying yes, of mastery and mystery, of self-determination and self-surrender. Further, it became clear that psychology and psychiatry, though they can be immensely helpful, do not and cannot explain everything. There are limits to the psychological universe, and one must go beyond those limits to seek answers to the deepest questions of life.

Now I no longer see my desire for self-surrender as a problem. Instead, it seems to be the wellspring of my deepest hope. But there are still many questions. To whom or to what does one surrender? And how? What effect does true surrender have on personal freedom and individual will? Some surrenders are no good at all. In fact, many are terribly destructive. Even if it is God to whom I surrender, how can I trust that this God is true and good and will not abandon me? How can I trust that this God is not of my own making? And even if all else is well, how can I respond to my hearts call to surrender when the rest of me cries out, No, you must run your own life?

I do not pretend to have arrived at all the answers to these kinds of questions, but I think I have gained some perspective on them. They have to do with mind and soul, with psychology and religion, with will and spirit. Each human being is an indefinable and marvelously mysterious person, a soul reflecting endless facets and dimensions. Will and spirit are two of these dimensions. They are not things as much as processes or activities. In a very deep way, will and spirit are interdependent and, I assume, basically at one. But they often appear to be in conflict, even at war.

It seems to me that spirit has something to do with the energy of our lives, the life-force that keeps us active and dynamic. Will has more to do with personal intention and how we decide to use our energies. Spirit, for me, has a quality of connecting us with each other, with the world around us, and with the mysterious Source of all. In contrast, will has qualities of independence, of personal freedom, and of decision making.

Sometimes it seems that will moves easily with the natural flow of spirit, and at such times we feel grounded, centered, and responsive to the needs of the world as they are presented to us. This may happen in times of great crisis, when we forget about our personal agendas and strivings and work in true concert with ourselves and others. Or it may happen quietly, with a spontaneous sense of being fully, actively, responsively present to life. At such times, it is indeed as if something in us had said yes. Then, at least for a moment, we are whole.

There are other times when will seems to pull away from spirit, trying to chart its own course. This may happen when we feel self-conscious or when we are judging ourselves harshly. Or it may occur when we are afraid or desirous of something. At such times, we may feel fragmented, contrived, artificial. Our movements and responses may become forced and unnatural, or we may try to avoid the situation by imposing an arbitrary passivity upon ourselves. At such times something deep within us is saying no, something is struggling against the truth of who we really are and what we are really called to do.

I am convinced that there is something in each of us that resonates with the great words of Dag Hammarskjld that opened this chapter. There is something in our hearts that calls for a reconciliation of the individual, autonomous qualities of will with the unifying and loving qualities of spirit. But such a reconciliation is difficult. We cannot go around saying yes and surrendering to everyone and everything that comes our way. Our willingness to give ourselves cannot occur at such a superficial level. It must address the very essence of who we are, and the very foundations of life itself.

Surrender does not come easily. It has long been treated as a noxious concept in our society. We are taught never to give up, never to allow ourselves to be determined by anyone or anything other than our own self-will. We have been so well taught to say no that when we do say yes we are liable to feel spineless and unassertive. Our confusion is deepened by the fact that too often we really are spineless and unassertive. Too often we do go along with the currents of social whim or the desires of other people instead of standing up for what we sense is truly right within us. Such surrender to other people, institutions, or causes is, in my opinion, the opposite of true spiritual surrender. The destructiveness of such distortions is likely to make us fear any kind of surrender, spiritual or otherwise.

As a result, we often find ourselves driven toward the impossible goal of shouldering every bit of our own destinies, and we may feel inadequate when we cannot finally accomplish this. It is possible to engage in considerable crazyness around this issue. We can find ourselves working hard at relaxing, or striving toward the capacity to let go. We may enter psychotherapy or growth groups in order to find ourselves, only to discover that we have really deepened our questions. Though we love those precious moments when we are awed by the wondrous, endless truth of life, we may also find ourselves terrified because those very moments rob us of our solid images of who we are. Sometimes we say yes because we feel guilty when we say no. Then we may feel guilty that we gave in. Psychology is supposed to help us with all of this by teaching us how to take charge of our lives, but something is still missing. Surely we do not want to be passive doormats for the world to walk upon; but the world is so immenseand so mysteriousand so wonderfulthat we cannot quite find comfort in seeing ourselves as its masters either.

And then there are those brief, ecstatic moments when something approximating spiritual surrender does come upon us. There are rare times when we can surrender to a loved one, whispering, Yes, my darling, yes. Occasionally while swimming in the ocean we are able to give ourselves to the waves and just float upon them, letting their strength bear us up. Or now and then while we are walking, a breeze may creep up behind us and boost us along a little and we mightjust brieflyentertain the fantasy of being picked up and carried on its currents.

But such things are only momentary glimpses of what it means to really say yes; only little hints of what the great surrender or real willingness might be like. They never last long, and inevitably we must pull ourselves back to reality; back to a world in which we carry our destinies on our own shoulders, where we carve our marks upon the world with our own muscles, where we must forge some semblance of meaning and purpose through the efforts of our personal willpower. We have been taught very well that meaning and purpose can be achieved only through the exercise of personal mastery and self-determination. Yet there is Hammarskjldand something in our heartshaunting us with a call to self-surrender.

The problem of personal mastery versus self-surrender exists in every moment of choice. It appears in the most mundane of daily decisions, and it glows fiercely in the way we view the very meaning of our existence. It presents us with a dilemma; a dilemma that can confuse us and mayif taken far enougheven destroy us. Fundamentally, this dilemma has to do with whether we engage the deepest levels of our lives in willing or in willful ways.

THE MEANING OF WILLINGNESS AND WILLFULNESS

Willingness and willfulness become possibilities every time we truly engage life. There is only one other optionto avoid the engagement entirely. We can force an apathetic attitude upon ourselves by retreating into a dulled state of awareness. Then we exist in a cloud of semiconsciousness, responding reflexively and automatically, barely even noticing that we are alive. We all do this at times. We do it when there is nothing special going on and we are bored or when something a bit too special is going on and we would rather avoid getting involved with it. And sometimes we dull ourselves just to relax from the work of carrying our destinies around on our shoulders. But it is impossible to remain constantly dulled and apathetic. Even with the aid of chemicals it is really not possible. There are times each day when we are forced to wake up to the fact of being alive; times when conscious choices must be made about what to do or how to be. At these points of awareness we are compelled to engage life, however briefly or reluctantly. And at these points, our fundamental attitude toward the deepest levels of being can be either willing or willful.

Willingness and willfulness cannot be explained in a few words, for they are very subtle qualities, often overlapping and very easily confused with each other. But we can begin by saying that willingness implies a surrendering of ones self-separateness, an entering-into, an immersion in the deepest processes of life itself. It is a realization that one already is a part of some ultimate cosmic process and it is a commitment to participation in that process. In contrast, willfulness is the setting of oneself apart from the fundamental essence of life in an attempt to master, direct, control, or otherwise manipulate existence. More simply, willingness is saying yes to the mystery of being alive in each moment. Willfulness is saying no, or perhaps more commonly, Yes, but

It is obvious that we cannot say yes to everything we encounter; many specific things and situations in life are terribly destructive and must be resisted. But willingness and willfulness do not apply to specific things or situations. They reflect instead the underlying attitude one has toward the wonder of life itself. Willingness notices this wonder and bows in some kind of reverence to it. Willfulness forgets it, ignores it, or at its worst, actively tries to destroy it. Thus willingness can sometimes seem very active and assertive, even aggressive. And willfulness can appear in the guise of passivity. Political revolution is a good example.

On December 3, 1775, a naval lieutenant aboard the flagship Alfred raised the first official American flag. His name was John Paul Jones, and the flag said Dont Tread on Me. This motto represented, for many early Americans, a willingness toward life that required an active resistance against oppression. Dont Tread on Me became an American credo, the standard for rugged individualism, self-determination, and freedom. From the very outset it was used as a focus for both willingness and willfulness. At its best, it represented the strength and courage and creative liveliness of the pioneer spirit. At its worst it was a symbol of a new order of oppression: it stood behind the subjugation and annihilation of native American Indians; it was used to justify slavery; and it led to the destruction of hunting grounds and ecosystems.

The bright, willing heroism of Dont Tread on Me still exists today, but it is also sullied with the willfulness of prejudice, selfishness, and exploitation. Its symbolism is still both willing and willful. On the one hand it speaks of vigor and growth and brotherhood; on the other it says, I know what I want and nothing will stop me from having it.

It seems an historic inevitability that willingness demands opposition to destructive forces and that this opposition often turns into willfulness. Revolutionaries overthrow tyrannical oppressors only to establish new tyrannies of their own. Now, two centuries after that flag flew above the Alfred, we are being taught how to pull our own strings, how to say no without feeling guilty, how to look out for number one, how to take charge of our lives. It is still very much the American way, and much of it is healthy. But much is not. As a culture, we now have tremendous difficulty viewing ourselves as part of nature and even more trouble seeing ourselves as children of the universe. Often we sense being brothers and sisters to each other only when we can find a common enemy. We have become so addicted to the self-importance of saying no to destructive forces that we often forget the humble, simple hope of saying yes to life itself.

We would do well, then, to take a good look at how pervasive our willfulness has become and what it is doing to us. And somehow in the process we might begin to dis-cover and reclaim the potential for true spiritual willingness. As I have said, it will not always be easy to tell the one from the other. This is difficult enough in discussing willingness and willfulness; it is even harder in the moment-by-moment experience of life itself.

PSYCHOLOGY AND RELIGION

The willfulness that has colored so much of our interactions with each other and the planet on which we live has also invaded our attitudes toward our own minds. Years ago James Thurber advised us all, Let your mind alone, but his words were not heard. In the midst of marvelous advances in psychotechnologies, we now expect to be the masters of our thoughts, our feelings, our very awareness.

Because we think we should be able to control and manipulate our psyches, we are becoming increasingly unwilling to feel sad or afraid or to experience any other uncomfortable feeling. We ought to be able, we assume, to manage ourselves into efficient, self-actualizing, and almost constant happiness. If I feel bad, then, it means I have failed at managing myself. I must then try to get back on top of my feelings, back in control. As a result of such attitudes, the human mind has become objectified as a thing to be fixed, altered, streamlined. Bad feelings are to be eradicated with the utmost efficiency. Good feelings are to be maintained and amplified. All of this of course leads us to feel less and less natural and increasingly contrived. We come to feel as if we are our own creations; we are man-made, and therefore fundamentally and essentially different from the rest of creation. This is liable to increase our alienation and existential discomfort, which in turn makes us work even harder to alter ourselves. There is still a slight hint within us that something natural and basic might be truly good, but even here we often feel that the only way toward naturalness is to construct it, to make it happen.

In his book The Doctor and the Soul, Viktor Frankl compared three human strivings: the will-to-pleasure, the will-to-power, and the will-to-meaning.2 Gorging itself on the first two, modern Western culture has tended to ignore the third and is left with the constant feeling that something is missing. The problem is that willfulness simply cannot speak to our need for meaning. A willful approach to life can yield some understanding of how life happens and even some guidance as to how to behave, but it illuminates nothing of the whys or what-fors of life. Thus some people who have been through a variety of modern self-exploration gimmicks, who have studied themselves and enriched their creative potentials, can be heard to say, Well, now Ive learned to be assertive. I take responsibility for my actions. I communicate straight. I am free of shoulds and oughts and guilt. Now what?

The voice of our basic sanity keeps us feeling that there must be more to life than learning how to live efficiently. Many of us expect science to provide us with the whys and what-fors; with some sense of meaning or belonging. But a science that is at the service of willfulness can do little more than acknowledge that something is indeed missing. It can lead one up to the ultimate questions, but it cannot answer them. It can give names to certain attributes of the mystery underlying life, but there it stops. This incompleteness is not a fault of the scientific method but of how we use it. As long as science is a servant of willfulness it can lead only to the gateway of meaning. To move through this gateway, willfulness must give way to willingness and surrender. Mastery must yield to mystery.

People hunger for experiential answers to the ultimate questions. They seek something that can be sensed in the heart as well as known in the mind. Ideally, of course, experiences of meaning are supposed to be found in religion. For years, however, mainstream religion seemed generally to have forgotten all about spiritual experience. Many congregations became little more than philosophical or ethical societies. Others substituted interpersonal group experience (fellowship) or social action (mission) for the core experience of meaning and belonging. Still others became addicted to the variety of experiences to be found in psychological insight and growth. Most such activities are quite valuable in their own right, but when substituted for the heartfelt experience of meaning they always feel somewhat empty.

The hunger for experiences of meaning and belonging has fueled great movements of pop psychology and religion. Many of these approaches have been unsound psychologically and theologically, and they frequently support willfulness, but they do offer experience. One does not come out of est training, Rolfing, or primal screaming with the feeling that just another day has passed. Religions response has come in the form of renewed interest in charismatic and conversion experiences. Speaking in tongues, healing, prophecy, and fervent evangelism now flourish in fields where ethics and intellectual theology have withered. At the same time, Eastern religions have attracted increasing numbers of Western adherents, often simply because they offer, as one young woman put it, a way of feeling something.

Much of this transformation has happened too quickly for adequate integration to take place, and there have been extreme distortions and excesses. The carnage of the drug culture is still very much alive and with us, and few of us can avoid cringing at the memory of Jonestown, Guyana. More subtly, an ominous shallowness can be sensed in many of these movements. There are dramatic searchings and momentary highs of discovery, but they seldom last long or go very deep. The roots of most pop approaches are weak or nonexistent. There is very little sense of foundation.

Moreover, the mad race for experience has created a considerable mixing-up of psychology and religion. The popular word used to describe this is integration, but the actual state is more often one of confusion. TM and EST, for example, deny religiousness, but they form fellowships, evangelize, and collect both converts and contributions. And on the other hand, while disclaiming psychological methodologies, the followers of Sun Myung Moon and Mahara-Ji engage in mental analysis, group dynamics, and behavior modification and even make use of classical transference relationships.

But these are extremes, and while they are attractive to some people, countless others are trapped in a middle ground. Their common sense prevents them from believing that the answers to lifes questions can be had through a series of dramatic experiences or by joining any specific group. They search not for instant illumination but for a direction toward the truth. They seek depth rather than a succession of highs, and a true integration between experience and intellect rather than a confused excess of one or the other. Still more basically, they may sense that in some way fulfillmentif it comes at allmight have to come as a gift rather than as an accomplishment.

THE INTEGRATION OF PSYCHOLOGY AND SPIRITUALITY

I consider myself one of these middle ground people. There is considerable willfulness in me, yet I keep sensing the longing to surrender. I know what it is to ache for the experience of meaning and belonging, and what paltry nourishment is provided by reason alone. Yet I am also afraid of what pure experience can do if it is untempered and uncriticized by intellect.

I also know what it is to be confused about psychology and religion. I have long felt a deep need to re-integrate these two disciplines in my own life and work, to bridge the chasm between science and mystery. But more recently I have come to feel that if such an integration is to take place, psychology will have to sacrifice its identity. Psychology is fundamentally objective, secular, and willful whereas the core identity of religion is mysterious, spiritual, and willing. Much of modern religion has already lost these qualities. It has lost them in an attempt to integrate with psychology and with the overall tenor of modern culture. It has lost them in trying to be relevant.

Thus, in any attempt to integrate psychology and religion, religion starts at a disadvantage. Its identity is already shaky, and psychology always seems to have the upper hand. Psychology is fairly comfortable with its willful identity. But religion, when it has lost its essential willingness, floats aimlessly. It seems continually to be apologizing for itself. To see this imbalance, one need only glance at the curricula of a variety of institutes for the integration of psychology and religion during the past twenty years in Washington, New York, Chicago, California, and elsewhere. Such programs have been filled with courses in which psychotherapists teach clergy how to do counseling. Only rarely does one encounter clergy teaching therapists how to pray. Again and again this one-sidedness can be seen whenever religion and psychology have come together. Psychology is felt to be the more workable of the two. It offers hard answers and objectifiable techniques. The contributions of religion are either forgotten entirely or considered too esoteric or touchy to be handled. Therefore when the two come together, instead of integration there is an absorption of religion into psychology. The result is a psychology that may or may not have a few religious trappings.3

MODERN PSYCHOLOGICAL MENTALITIES

The present state of confusion regarding psychology and religion is not a sudden phenomenon. Its roots go back to the times when religion held almost total power over the psychological arena. In those days, psychological disorders were seen as resulting from demonic possession or moral turpitude, and relief was to be sought through exorcism or repentance. It is no wonder that modern society has felt considerable relief in finding objective, scientific explanations for human behavior and experience.

But the pendulum of history may have swung a bit too far. Now, instead of seeing our experience in solely moralistic and spiritualistic terms, we are tempted to see it in the context of a positivism that leaves no room for meaning or spirit. Still, we continue to look for spiritual nourishment through modern psychological methods, and often wind up increasingly hungry.

Western psychology through the past century has been characterized by three primary attitudes, none of which has offered much help to the spiritual seeker. In one way or another, all of them tend to fall prey to what William McNamara calls psychidolatry, an attempt at titillation of the psyche rather than enjoyment of the spirit.4 Yet they attract spiritual seekers, for they promise something. Therefore, they are worthy of examination.

THE COPING MENTALITY

The first of these attitudes is based on the assumption that psychology, psychiatry, and the other behavioral sciences are supposed to help people solve problems. This is the coping mentality, in which it is believed that all psychological insight, all introspection, all reflection on ones existence is useful only in terms of a medical model: to cure disease, remedy defects, and correct disorders. The only concern here is to change conditions of illness into states of health. As the work of Thomas Szasz vociferously points out, this attitude tends to fall in upon itself because illness can come to mean just about anything.5

The coping mentality can expand into a world view that sees all of life as a matter of coping with one stress after another. Anxiety, pain, sadness, and guilt are all seen as stresses that must be overcome. Even something as normal as grief must be worked through. Seldom is any credence given to the possibility that something truly creative might come through these unpleasant feelings. A woman once said:



Im tired of coping. Ive been coping with one thing or another all my adult life. When I have fun, I see it as a way of coping with boredom or relaxing from stress. When my husband and I talk seriously about ourselves, were always looking to solve the problems of our marriage. I suppose there are some things which really do require coping. If a tornado blew our house away, Id have to cope with that. But theres something wrong when coping is all there is. I just cant believe that the world was set up as some kind of experimental laboratory where God continually puts you in one stressful situation after another just to see how well you do.

A year or so ago I thought Id found a way out. I decided that instead of coping I would start handling things. That puts me a millimeter or so closer to being on top of things, but its hardly more than switching words. I still feel like life is happening to me, dealing me these cards that I have to make the best of, and Im sick of it. What I really want is to start dealing some cards myself. I want to call some shots. Id like to see the world start having to cope with me!



We see here that the coping mentality is characterized by a feeling of submissiveness, of being oppressed and victimized by the continual stresses of life. As such, it tends to breed a revolutionary desire. Rather than being pawns of the universe to whom everything just happens, people begin to want to get on top of things, to get in control, to have the upper hand for a change. This situation is identical to that of political oppression. People who have been oppressed in the coping mentality desire to raise a psychological flag that says Dont Tread On MeAnymore!

There is also a similar feeling of heroic accomplishment when one breaks out of the coping mentality in this way. People feel like cheering when they hear of someone who has declared independence from the dirty blows of life. Nearly everyone resonates with that now-famous line from the movie Network, Im mad as hell and Im not going to take it anymore.

It is indeed cause for celebration when someone rebels and is no longer just coping with life. But sadly, these psychological revolutions often follow a course similar to that of political revolutions. The oppressed become the oppressors. So sick of having felt controlled and mastered by circumstance, the freshly liberated mind desires to become the controller and master of its own destiny. One can feel pleasure in this for a while and enjoy the heroism of it, but sooner or later it too falls in upon itself. One begins to realize that it is not possible to belong to the universe, to participate in its vital flow, if one is either being controlled by it or trying to control it. There is no hope of realizing unity in an atmosphere of either submission or mastery.

The problem here is that the coping mentality and the rebellion against it are both forms of willfulness. Coping may seem like willingness on the surfaceand is often justified as suchbut it really consists of a willful suppression of ones own natural inclinations, of ones creative possibilities. And of course the desire to be the master of ones soul is nothing but willfulness.

Children struggle to gain autonomy from their parents. They inevitably overdo this at one time or another andat least temporarilybecome self-centered and willful brats. But we hope they later find some balance with willingness. This striving from submission to mastery and back to a mature middle ground of willingness is a perfectly natural sequence of human growth. Children do it. Nations do it. Civilizations do it. And, in different dimensions of our lives, we human adults keep on doing it. The problem is that nations, civilizations, and adults seldom do it as well as children. More often than not, we become stuck far too long in the willful phrase.

Whenever one mires down in a willful attempt to master life, the strongest feeling encountered is loneliness. It is impossible to be truly, intimately close to anything or anyone when one is either controlling or being controlled. The slave may smile at the master, but it is a false smile. The master may feel affection for the slave, but it is an affection eternally tainted with contempt. So whether we speak of the human relationships between oppressors and oppressed or address the relationship between people and the universe, the situation is the same. It is a situation of loneliness spiced with anger. The coping mentality breeds this condition in its inherent nature and thus also in any attempts to rebel against it.

Either in its basic form or in its revolutionary phase, the coping mentality offers little real help to the spiritual seeker. It sees spiritual longing as yet another stress, something to be dealt with and worked through, something needing a personally engineered resolution. Often spiritual longing is even seen as a displacement or sublimation for sexual or aggressive impulses that have been repressed.6 In the decade of the 1970s, for example, it was not unusual for people to try to broach the topic of spiritual desire with their psychotherapists or counselors only to have it ignored or interpreted as a manifestation of psychological problems. At times this became especially sad when some of those people wound up agreeing with their therapists.

THE HAPPINESS MENTALITY

The happiness mentality is a more recent development than the coping mentality, and it is even more influential. The basic assumption of the happiness mentalityin spite of considerable hard evidence to the contraryis that if one lives ones life correctly one will be happy. The corollary of this assumption is that if one is not happy, one is doing something wrong. These two beliefs form the foundation of a system that has become so rampant in recent years that many people now feel any sign of unhappiness in their lives is a symptom of psychological or spiritual disorder. People who believe this strive to resolve or repress unhappiness as quickly as possible. If their attempts fail, they often pursue some form of psychotherapy.

While the happiness mentality may provide some constructive force in encouraging people to respond to their problems and not wallow in self-pity as they might if they were stuck in the coping mentality, it has a far more destructive effect in the long run. The happiness mentality causes people to repress or deny many of their own negative feelings. It prohibits the rich experience of living through painful situations, of fully feeling and being in the sadness, grief, and fear that are natural parts of human existence. It fosters a pastel quality of life, with limited ranges of emotion. Some shallow condition of happiness may be achieved in this way, but joy is altogether out of the question. Most of us know that prohibiting agony in the experience of life must also prohibit joy. To try to accomplish one without the other is to dilute both the experience and the meaning of life. But the happiness mentality can overcome this knowledge, convince us that sadness is unhealthy, and cause us to bridle all our feelings. At best, this watered-down existence takes on a Pollyanna atmosphere, denying the negativity of life. At its worst, it sinks into apathy, denying life itself.

Human beings who adhere to the happiness mentality are continually attempting to deprive themselves of the rich dark side of life, the leaven,7 the creative complementarity without which happiness is empty. If these attempts are successful, lifes experiences become as flimsy as tissue. If the attempts fail, people feel that something is deeply wrong inside them. Neither way allows the precious, beautiful, awesome possibilities of accepting the richness of life as it presents itself in each moment.

Perhaps the greatest inherent defect of the happiness mentality is that it prohibits sensitivity and responsiveness to the suffering of others. The happiness mentality maintains that one must first organize ones own life toward the absence of discomfort. Even if a person manages to accomplish this for a brief period of time, the terrible pain in the rest of the world still exists. One then has an extremely limited range of options in responding to this pain. One can deny it, shut it out of awareness through selective inattention, or one can engage in brief sophomoric attempts to rationalize it.8 But the fact remains: private happiness can exist as a permanent condition in the midst of public suffering only if it is based on delusion.

This is of course not to say that one must carry the worlds burdens on ones shoulders with constant morbidity. In fact, the happiness mentality is in large part a rebellion against precisely this kind of puritanical pessimism. It was not too long ago that people in our culture were looked upon with suspicion if they appeared too happy. Many puritanical-pietistic themes of Middle America maintained that life was hard, that each person had to bear the cross, and that suffering was good for the soul. It was believed that something was morally wrong with people who did not seem to be struggling with the pain of life. It is not surprising that generations of such somber sobriety would eventually breed rebellion. As usual, however, the pendulum swung too far. Now, instead of happiness being seen as a moral impropriety, unhappiness is seen as a psychological defect.

Whenever one is preoccupied with happiness, the possibility of joy is pre-empted. Poets, contemplatives, and some philosophers have long maintained that a fundamental qualitative difference exists between these two states, but our society is just barely beginning to appreciate how radical that difference is.9 Happiness has to do with Freuds old pleasure principle: the satisfaction of needs and the avoidance of pain. Joy is altogether beyond any consideration of pleasure or pain, and in fact requires a knowledge and acceptance of pain. Joy is the reaction one has to the full appreciation of Being. It is ones response to finding ones rightful, rooted place in life, and it can happen only when one knows through and through that absolutely nothing is being denied or otherwise shut out of awareness.

Both coping and happiness mentalities have had a strong impact on peoples spiritual lives. In both cases, this often takes the form of spiritual narcissism, a condition in which spiritual methods and ideas are used to promote willfulness. According to the coping mentality, religious or spiritual practice is used to help one adjust to lifes hardships and to give one the strength to see difficulties through. Prayer, worship, and meditation become ways of holding on to something solid during hard times. Often they also become instruments of superstition, willful techniques for alleviating a difficulty or gaining strength to bear it. Such uses of prayer become narcissistic and superstitious when they are the only ways in which prayer is used, when there is no room for a truly-meant Thy will be done, and when they are desperately clung to for the sole purpose of making life easier.

This is the kind of prayerthe coping prayerin which all people engage when they are deeply frightened, threatened, or overcome by desire. This is the kind of prayer that atheist, agnostic, and devout believer all share, the prayer that is always for a miracle, and that presumably prompted Turgenev to maintain that every prayer could be reduced to Great God, grant that twice two be not four. Coping prayer is suffering prayer, and it has no room for praise, gratitude, or acceptance.10

The happiness mentality fosters spiritual narcissism by encouraging people to use prayer, meditation, and worship as ways of bolstering self-importance. When applied to spiritual life, the happiness mentality says in effect, You can make yourself holy, and being holy will make you happy. Thus, one begins to expect that prayer will not only ease ones suffering but also lead to a state in which one is finally beyond suffering altogether. Meditation and experimental forms of prayer become ways of private entertainment, and people can then speak of having had good or bad experiences in prayer based on how happy or frustrated they feel during or after the prayer. Such attitudes are familiar to anyone who has engaged intentionally in some spiritual discipline. It is difficult to practice prayer or meditation without some expectation that one will be rewarded for doing so. Sometimes it does in fact seem that rewards are given. But this often only encourages higher levels of expectation. And then during the inevitable dry spells of prayer one is likely to feel frustrated and to feel that somehow one is not doing it right. This is a certain sign of having succumbedat least for the momentto the happiness mentality.

Another even more serious problem prompted by the happiness mentality is the expectation that one can willfully accomplish ones own spiritual growth. This sets up insidious patterns of success and failure that are bound to backfire as time passes. The idea of being able to accomplish ones own salvation is held as anathema by every major spiritual tradition in the world, not only because of its fundamental implausibility but also because of the destructive narcissism it cultivates.11 In Christianity this notion is known as the Pelagian heresy and more will be said of it as we proceed.12

In spite of this, many religious people still find themselves entrapped by this form of the happiness mentality. They assume, for example, that a proper Christian life will result in bubbling cheerfulness and glee. If in fact they do not feel happy, they assume it is because they have done something wrong. In some cases, the frustration of this situation causes people to deny their sense of personal failure and to wear painted smiles in the attempt to convince themselves and everyone else that they are filled with bliss. The fragility of this adjustment is obvious to even the most casual observer and has often been the source of considerable contempt.

The happiness mentality offers only one other option to the spiritual seeker, one that can be even more disruptive. This is to assume that unhappiness is caused not by personal failure but by having been abandoned by God. Although this might be somewhat more acceptable in certain theological quarters, it becomes untenable in personal life.13 The fundamental problem with a happiness-minded spirituality is that ones faith is determined by ones mood. Happiness is a sign of being loved by God or having earned or achieved some recompense of grace. Sadness is a sign of being rejected by God or of having failed in the proper conduct of ones life. Since human emotions tend to vacillate like the wind, one must choose between a faith that also vacillates, or an emotional facade of constant superficial happiness. Of course neither is really acceptable in the long run, at least not for anyone who takes the search seriously.

THE GROWTH MENTALITY

The third mind-set of modern psychology emerged as a fresh attitude during the mid-twentieth century. The growth mentality actively repudiates the old medical model of coping, and, in contrast to the happiness mentality, it actively seeks the creative possibilities that lie within pain, grief, and other unpleasant experiences.

Abraham Maslow claimed that Western psychology comprised three major forces: psychoanalysis, behaviorism, and the human potential movement. Transpersonal psychology has been called the fourth such force.14 The growth mentality came into prominence with the human potential movement and has had considerable impact on transpersonal psychology as well. The growth mentalitys fundamental assumption is that human beings can find wholeness or fulfillment by actualizing their creative potentials. Humanistic or human potential forms of the growth mentality seek this creative potential within individuals or relationships. Transpersonal forms seek it in realms beyond that of the ego or egos in altered states of awareness and through spiritual/mystical experience.

The growth mentality warrants an especially careful examination, not only because it is the most recent and prevalent attitude in our society, but also because it can shed considerable light on just what it is that spiritual seekers are seeking. The growth mentality is a highly creative, forward-looking, and fundamentally optimistic attitude that harks back to the very roots of the American dream. At its best, it holds out the hope that if people can just find themselves and work through their blocks and inhibitions, they will be able to free their inner potential and achieve both individual happiness and a better world.

A wide range of cultural experience is used to facilitate this process. From biological sciences the growth movement takes the evidence that humans use only a small percentage of their cerebral capacities and that brain functions must be integrated and synchronized to be at their best. It embraces the concept of integrating body and mind, and it recognizes the value of physical activity (body work), good nutrition, and liberation of body energy. From the traditional behavioral sciences the growth mentality uses Jungian psychology, operant conditioning, systems theories, and some very old Freudian beliefs such as, Repression is bad, catharsis is good, and, Where Id was, Ego shall be. Such beliefs are often simplistic (Freud, of course, did not believe that all repression was bad) and may be given new names to protect the movements image of sparkling freshness. For example, a number of classical psychoanalytic assumptions dealing with insight and integration are condensed into the shorthand phrase getting in touch. In some groups this is even further reduced to get, a term roughly synonymous with Robert Heinleins far more creative grok.15 Such reductions produce a jargon that often reveals considerable willfulness. Compare this get, for example, to the let go of Buddhism, or compare the self-assertion of consciousness-raising groups to Hammarskjlds self-surrender.

From Eastern cultures the growth movement has appropriated fragments of yoga, cosmic energy theory, acupuncture, tantra, and a host of meditation and awareness-manipulation techniques. From physical and aerospace medicine it utilizes aspects of sensory deprivation, biofeedback, photometrics, and telemetry. It draws upon the occult sciences as well, exploring out-of-body experiences, auras, psychic abilities, and spirit communication. More recently the growth movement has even appropriated some specifically religious practices, such as the divination of Jewish Kabbalists and the healing by prayer or laying on of hands of charismatic Christians.

There seems to be no end to the array of therapies, techniques, encounters, and experiences that can be subsumed under the growth movement. It has sometimes been likened to a huge emotional amusement park, a place where one can be narcissistic in the guise of self-discovery or join the me generation in the name of growth and wholeness. Although many of the activities of the growth movement can be entertaining and gratifying, few people are in it just for fun. Most participants take their endeavors seriously. This seriousness adds considerable pathos, for many growth approaches are not worthy of such commitment. They are often poorly thought out and randomly applied. A great many are noveltiescolorful cottony wisps without historic roots, fragments of understanding without context. While some psychological help can certainly be found in this arena, the growth movement can also be a quagmire for people who, consciously or unconsciously, are seeking spiritual truth.

In this regard, the growth mentality often fails to escape the clutches of its forebears, the happiness and coping mentalities. Though it repudiates many of their assumptions, the growth mentality still tends to fall prey to the idea that one can learn, earn, or otherwise achieve fulfillment by virtue of personal will. Sometimes this willfulness is paradoxically applied, as in, Quit inhibiting yourself, but this only complicates willfulness; it does not transcend it. Creative potentials notwithstanding, most growth-movement offerings are used as means of coping with stress or handling problems. And in spite of the acknowledgment that wholeness involves pain, the hype of the pleasure principle is often evident. It may assume a sophisticated form, even to the absurdity of promising pleasure in pain or other uncomfortable feelings. Commenting on the recent spate of books and workshops on the creative possibilities of working through depression, grief, dying, and so on, a friend of mine said, It wont be long until theres a best-seller entitled The Joy of Agony or a weekend conference on How Misery Can Be Fun. There is a great deal of difference between such superficial attempts to find some psychologically rewarding experience in suffering, and the joy experienced when true spiritual grace allows one to transcend suffering.

Again I must emphasize that the growth movement has indeed been psychologically helpful for a large number of people. For some, it has enabled a deeper, clearer sense of the mystery of self and facilitated a degree of psychological freedom that has helped in later spiritual surrender. Problems arise, however, when one remains attached to the growth mentalitys false promise of ultimate salvation, or when one continues to cling to the notion that final liberation is a thing to be personally accomplished. In a way, the growth mentality is treacherous precisely because it is so good. Especially in its transpersonal and Jungian dimensions, the growth movement really does try to touch the face of mystery. As long as it holds to the supremacy of self, however, these attempts are bound not only to fail but also to distort and confuse the search.

The coping, happiness, and growth mentalities demonstrate how easily spirituality can be reduced or distorted in psychological contexts, and how frustrating it can be to seek something ultimate within the arena of the behavioral sciences. As I have said, the major problem in all of this is the attempt to integrate psychology and spirituality within a framework where personal will, self-importance, or even psychology itself has the upper hand.

It is my hope that things might work out better if the situation were somewhat reversed. I would not, of course, advocate a denial of the practical value of psychological understandings or a return to a purely spiritualistic or moralistic view of human experience. But psychology, by its nature, is simply not big enough to include or even adequately address our deepest spiritual longings. Spirituality, however, by its nature, is compelled to address and incorporate psychology as well as every other aspect of human experience and endeavor. If we as individuals could relinquish our attachment to self-supremacy and open our hearts to the awesome simplicity of spiritual truth, all of our endeavors, including the giving and receiving of psychological help and understanding, could be deeply spiritual acts. Many attempts have been made to explain spiritual experiences in psychological terms; most of them have not worked.16 It is time to recover the possibility of seeing psychological experiences with spiritual eyes.
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Foundations for a Contemplative Psychology


In the deepest heart of all of us there is a corner in which the ultimate mystery of things works sadly.1

WILLIAM JAMES





IN ORDER to begin a consideration of seeing psychological experiences with spiritual eyes, it is necessary to clarify some concepts and terminology. This is a difficult task for several reasons. First, much of what we will be discussing does not lend itself to objective definition. Second, although many of the words we must use have a variety of popular meanings, I will be using them in very specific and sometimes unusual ways. Third, as we shall discuss, a contemplative psychology must finally be based more on appreciation than on comprehension, more on a special kind of not-knowing than on full understanding. Therefore, some of the definitions that follow may leave something to be desired. They will not always delineate specifically what I am talking about, but they should at least make clear some things that I am not talking about. Mystery, for example, is not confusion. Spirit is not necessarily a disembodied ectoplasmic entity, though in some cases it might be. And consciousness, whatever it is, is not the simple absence of coma.

TWO FORMS OF SPIRITUALITY

Spirituality consists of an experienced and interpreted relationship among human beings and the mystery of creation. There are, of course, many styles of spirituality, but all of them share the factors of experience and interpretation. In later discussion I will describe several terms that can be used to categorize a number of kinds of spirituality, but for now let us look at two extremes. The first of these emphasizes the experience, and the second emphasizes interpretation.

I have chosen to call the first extreme affective (or emotional) spirituality. Affective spirituality is very experiential, filled with visions, emotions, and colorful sensations. People who are attracted to affective spirituality tend to seek dramatic experiences in prayer, meditation, and worship. They can at times be rather indiscriminate about the quality of legitimacy of the experience they seek and may tend to equate the magnitude of an experience with its value. Such approaches can become frenetic, especially when one gets caught up in searching for increasing degrees and varieties of spiritual sensations. Affective approaches often burn out rather quickly, for most true spiritual journeys are characterized by long periods during which there is little affective experience. Affective spirituality tends to equate such dry spells with failure, so ones interest may wane quickly.

The other extreme of spirituality could be called metaphysical. In contrast to focusing on the sensations of spirituality, a metaphysical approach emphasizes interpretation; thoughts and ideas about spiritual experience. The experience of mystery is acknowledged but seldom sought directly. The primary fascination is with conceptual insights and paradoxes relating to that experience. While a proponent of affective spirituality might be heard saying, I had the most beautiful meditation this morning; it was full of light and energy, a person more metaphysically inclined might say, I think I know what the Zen masters mean by the sound of one hand clapping.

Metaphysical approaches hold up better during spiritual droughts or dry spells because one can cling to a concept and recall it at will. But metaphysical spiritualities can foster a distant, detached attitude in which one does not become personally touched. They provide an intellectual affirmation of mystery but do not facilitate any substantive integration; ones heart is not fully in it.

Both of these extremes contain some risk. The primary danger of affective spirituality is that it will become subjectivized; people begin to assume they can make spiritual experiences happen and that they can somehow use those experiences to satisfy their own narcissistic needs. Pietism is a legitimate historical spiritual path, but it has acquired a bad name in theological circlesand to some extent in the popular mindprecisely because it often falls prey to this kind of subjectivism.2 In some cases, its extremes of affectivity and narcissism have resulted in severely destructive holier than thou attitudes.

The primary danger of metaphysical approaches is gnosticism, the sense of having access to special esoteric knowledge that gives one the advantage over the rest of humanity. It is true that spiritual traditions do include some rather special wisdoms, and we will speak of several of these in our further discussions. But when these insights are used to personal advantage, one enters the land of magic, a territory that can be extremely dangerous for oneself and others.

One of the most helpful clarifications of these kinds of extremes is to be found in Alan Wattss classic little essay Beat Zen, Square Zen and Zen.3 First published in 1958, this paper describes how the beat generation used Zen experience as a justification for almost anything, how the intelligentsia used Zen philosophy for esoteric entertainment, and how in both cases the spirit of Zen was totally missed. Watts is very gentle and humorous in his descriptions, declaring that neither aberrance was inherently good or bad. Beat Zen and square Zen could do no damage to the essence of Zen, which is, according to Watts, too timeless and universal to be injured. Rather than seeing these extremes as truly destructive, Watts felt they were simply a little too much fuss.

I cannot be quite as liberal as Watts is in this regard. Although it is true that extremes of affective and metaphysical spirituality can in no way harm spiritual truth itself, I think they do have the capacity to injure the individuals search for and appreciation of that truth. The basic mystery of existence has qualities that are eternal and infinitely solid, qualities that remain unaffected by even the most severe human aberrations. But peoples minds and attitudes are far more vulnerable, and history has repeatedly demonstrated that religious and spiritual excesses can lead to public bloodshed as well as private misery.

CONTEMPLATIVE SPIRITUALITY

Affective and metaphysical approaches tend to be preoccupied with the attributes of spiritual experience, the affective with sensations and the metaphysical with thoughts about spirituality. In contrast, a contemplative style cuts behind these trappings and is concerned with the essence and source of spirituality. Further, contemplation offers the most fundamental meeting ground for psychology and religion; it is at once a psychological condition and a religious attitude.

In traditional religious usage, the term contemplation implies a totally uncluttered appreciation of existence, a state of mind or a condition of the soul that is simultaneously wide-awake and free from all preoccupation, preconception, and interpretation. It is a wonder-filled yet utterly simple experience. The Newman Dictionary of Moral Theology defines contemplation as a gaze of the mind accompanied by admiration. The twelfth-century Hugh of Saint Victor defined it more precisely as the alertness of the understanding which, finding everything plain, grasps it clearly with entire apprehension.4 In Hinduism and Buddhism this kind of awareness is called samadhi or satori, a state described by the seventh-century Shantideva as stillness joined to insight true.5

What is known in spiritual traditions as contemplation is very similar if not identical to the philosophical term intuition. It should be immediately understood that the meaning here is not at all the popular interpretation of intuition as a sort of hunch. Instead, intuition refers to a very specific and long-acknowledged way of knowing. In epistemologythe study of ways of knowingintuition is often considered to be the highest, purest form, surpassing even reason and inferential thought. It is the state of apprehending or appreciation that occurs before any thinking takes place. If, for example, one closes ones eyes for a while and then suddenly opens them to look at an object, there is a fraction of an instant in which the object is perceived purely, before any thought or any response occurs. If this instant were protracted, we would have the intuitus that Descartes described as pure, ready, and so distinct that we are wholly freed from doubt. Spinoza also emphasized the purity of what he called scienta intuitiva, noting its rarity in daily life. But those things which I have hitherto been able to know by such knowledge, he said, are very few.6

Will Durant suggested, Let us for a while stop thinking, and just gaze upon that inner reality. We see life in its subtle and penetrating flow. This direct perception, this simple and steady looking-upon (intueor) a thing, is intuition; not any mystic process, but the most direct examination possible to the human mind.7 Durant goes on to affirm that this high praise of intuition is not meant to disparage other ways of knowing. Most philosophers, except perhaps for Rousseau, would maintain that all ways of knowing are important and necessary for a balanced approach. It is just that intuition has a slightly special place because of its purity, directness, and apparent rarity.

Thus, religion and philosophy have a well-established conceptual meeting ground in this arena. Intuition and contemplation are so closely related that, at least for the purpose of our discussion, we can assume that they refer to the same state. The difference is simply that one is a philosophical term and the other, religious. In further defining contemplation, Hugh of Saint Victor called it the piercing and spontaneous intuition of the soul.8

CONTEMPLATIVE PSYCHOLOGY

It is ironic that although behavioral sciences have always dealt extensively with consciousness and thinking, they have yet to produce an accepted model of the intuitive or contemplative state. Only recent work in transpersonal psychology has begun to try to do this, and only very tentatively.9 The rest of the behavioral sciences have remained almost totally preoccupied with the contents and manifestations of consciousness, failing utterly to address consciousness without content or before thought.

This recalcitrance is in large part due to fear. As a whole, psychology does not want to join religion and philosophy at this particular meeting ground. The prospect is threatening to psychologys identity. If the issue of contemplation were to remain purely conceptual, such a meeting might be of moderate interest and not terribly bothersome to psychology. But if there were to be a real meeting, if contemplative insights were to be taken seriously, a contemplative psychology would be born. Psychology can take contemplative wisdom into itself only so far. Then, if it continues to be honest, it will begin to lose the upper hand. It will become but a part of the overall human search for spiritual truth.

A contemplative psychology is an approach to human experience that maintains that wisdom depends upon a full cooperation of all ways of knowing: observation, logical inference, behavioral learning, and intuition. It acknowledges that the purest form of knowing is intuition, and it seeks to expand the innate human capacity for intuitive perception. The goal of a contemplative psychology is not the separate autonomy of the individual but the realization of ones essential rootedness in God and relatedness in creation. Its means are not willful mastery but willing surrender. Its resources lie in the comparison of modern psychological understandings with the insights of ancient spiritual traditions of both East and West. And its laboratory is the stillness of the human mind in silence.

A contemplative psychology cannot be seen as a simple addition of new facts to existing psychological knowledge. Rather, it must change the very roots of science as we know it. It calls into question any endeavor that seeks to assert the individual self over and against the mystery of life. In this light, the idea of a contemplative psychology would be expected to appeal only to those people who are deeply aware of something missing, who have given up on believing that positivistic psychology can speak to the deepest human needs, and who are willing to risk a major reshuffling of identityeven perhaps to the point of losing identity entirelyin order to move into the search for truth. Those who cling to the belief that the behavioral sciences will in due time be able to deal effectively with issues of meaning and belonging will not be interested in the rigors
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