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ABSTRACT

The following thesis argues that the psychology of
religion as practisedvin Western, mainstream academia,
operates under a series of assumptions about what it means
to do "good" science. These assumptions include the valuing
of explanations which reduce the phenomena being studied to
the physical level, and the valuing qf empirical methodology
through "objective", external and repeatable measurements.
Both of these assumptions arise from the philosophy of
logical empiri;ism whichlpsychology has adopted to
legitimate it; claim as a science. bLogical empiricism, and
its forefunner, logical positivism, developed out of the
desire to separate science from religion. With these
comments in mind, it is not difficult to see the problems
psychology of religion currently faces. Reducing religious
experience to "nothing but" neural mechanisms, for example,
is a stifling expianation for the subject having the
experience and is evidence of "psychologism". Further,
religious experience is typically subjective and internal,
such that empirical methodology is inadequate to the task of
studying such experience. These problems are discussed

further in tﬁe_introduction of the thesis.

The first chapter invelves a historical overview of the

roots of logical empiricism, with the conclusion that
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psychology has nDt>pngressed much past the nineteenth
-century. A survey of more recent works in psychology of
religion in particular shows the reiteration of the tenets
of logical empiricism which have proveg sc harmful to the
study of religious experience. This becomes especially

apparent in the chapters on John Watson and Sigmund Freud.

The +inal chapters present the works of Jung and the
humanists, who have different assumptions about what it
means to do “good" science. Consequently, their psy:hblogy
of religion is not rife with the problems found in the
psychology of religion practised in Western, mainstream
aCadémia. The contluding chapter reviews the results of the
study in general and adds further criticism, even to Jung

and the humanists, through a feminist appraisal of science.
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FREFACE

The scientific study of religion exemplifies the
process by which a subject of study is manipulated by the
assumptions of the science and the scientists involved in

the study. This phenomenon is described in Brett’'s History

of Psvehology where it is observed that "data can never be

collected or observations made without interests and
expectations. A person conducting an inquiry has questions
to answe; rather than a subject matter to examine."1 In the
"hard sciences" such as physics and chemistry one would
assume that the effects of these assumptions and
expectations would be fairly restricted - the particular
worldview ot the scientist should only affect the law of
gravity in a trivial way, if at all. Of course it should be
noted that the "law” of gravity‘is really a theory of
gravity. Tart notes that the theory has w&rked out for so
long that it has become accepted as indisputable truth.2 A
Kuhnian analysis would probably reveal that since the
revolutionary Newtonian theory came to light, “"normal®
science has worked not to falsify the theory, as Pappér
would have one believe, but to reify the theory to the point
where dissent has become blasphemy and theory has become
law.3 Other extra—-scientific factors have had significant
effects in the science of astronomy, for example. Here the
discrepancies in worldview between Ptolemeic and Copernican
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astrnnnme;s made for vast discrepancies in the way both
observed what most would consider an objective, external,
empirically verifiable phenoﬁenon — the motion of celestial
bodies. How much more, then, do the assumptions and
preconceptions of the observer affect the phenomena studied
in the so—called "soft sciences", especially the reports of
typically subjective, internal and non-empirically

verifiable events such as religious experiences?

There are an enormous number of assumptions and
preconceptions comprising the worldview of those who have
made it their business to scientifically study the religious
exéerience, not the least of thch are linguistic
constraints and other cultural variables. The present thesis
will concentrate on one main set of assumptions only. These
are the assumptions underlying the philosophy of science
held dear by each of the figures in gquestion. Each of these
figures called himself a scientist, though the assumptions
underlying this claim varied. As would be expected from the
foregoing, the methods and conclusions arising from each

tigure’'s scientific study of religion varied as well.

It should be noted that although a number of the
figures discussed in the following chapters made an attempt
to extend their science of religion to include Eastern

religious traditions as well as Western ones (Carl Jung is
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one such figure) the present thesis willionly analyse the
effects of each %igure's philosophy of science on the
subsequent study of Western religions. As will be

explained further in the introduction, each of the figures
discussed grew up either in Europe or North America, and
worked extensively, in his later life at least, in the
United States. This restricts the cultural and linguistic
constraints which may have confounded the comparison of
these figures. To then analyse the various attempts made by
these Western figures to study Eastern religious traditions
would only serve to confound issues once again. The
discussion, then, is restricted to an evaluation of the
effectiveness of Western figures with a Euro-American

worldview studying Western religious traditions.
NOTES

1 R.5. Peters (ed.), Brett's History of Psychology

(Abridged one vol. ed., revised; New York: George Allen and
Unwin, Ltd., 1962), p. 27.

2 €. Tart (ed.), Transpersonal Psychologies (New

York: Harper & Row, 1975), p. 173.
3 Kuhn‘s analysis is presented in his seminal work,

The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: The

University of Chicago Press, 1975).
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INTRODUCTION

-One aspect ﬁf the scientific study of religion has
been carried out under the rubric of psychology. The
particular target of this thesis is the psychology of
religion studied and funded by mainstream academia in the
West. An investigation of the role playea by a number of key
historical figures in the formation of this psychology, will
take up the first four chapters of the thesis. The last two
chapters will present other psychologies of religion that
the mainstream, academic psychology under scrutiny might
learn from. It would seem then, that a discussion of
mainstream, academic psychology of religion would be
appropriate at this time in order to set the remaining

chapters in context.

Presently, the discipline is experiencing an identity
crisis.l Religious experience does not typically lend itself
experimental inquiry. Due to the experimental nature of most
current western psychology, topics of study like religious
experience often become problematic. Such topics are either
ignored, or they are trivialized by the operationism
encouraged by empirical methodology. In this way religious
experience has often been equated with church attendance,

for example.Z2

Given the current upsurge in the psychological
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community’'s interest in religion, it would seem that the
first option, that of ignoring the study of religion, is no
longer a popular one.3 And so an identity crisis develops in
reaction to the second option mentioned. Should the
psychology of religion attempt to become more empirical so
that it is more amenable to experimentation, and ’
consequently more in danger of trivializing its subject
matter? Or should experimental psychology broaden its scope
to allow for methodologies which, at the risk of losing

scientific rigour, could more adequately address humanistic

issues like religion?4

This is the guestion to be answered and perhaps by the
end of this thesis some answers will become clear. But for
now the focus will be on the more fundamental question "How
did mainstream, academic psychalﬁgy in the West get itsélf
into this quandry in the first place?" In chef words, "What
are the foundational assumptioﬁs ot the philosophy of
science that underlie ow psychology of religion and where
did these assumptions come from?" The foundational
assumptions of present day study will be discussed first.
Where these assumptions might have come from will then form
the balance of the thesis project, followed by suggestions

for changing these assumptions.

The philosophy of science holding currency with

mainstream, academic psychology in the West is logical
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empiricism which derives mostly from the logical positivism

of the Vienna Circle — a choice of philosophy made

apparently for no other reason than to satisfy psychology’s

"physics envy”.5
With few exceptions, psychologists modeled their
epistemology, not after physical science per se, but
after the philosgphy of physical science. Primed
initially by nineteenthecentury materialism, positivism
and realism, psychologists eventually turned to the
positivism of the Vienna Circle. Enraptured by their
new acquisition, psychologists were preeminent among
intellectuals in their enduring commitment to a cult of
empiricism. &

Interestingly enough, physics has moved well beyond the

restrictions of the verificationist principles still found

in the operationism of mainstream, academic psychology.7

Morawski outlines a number of motivations underlying
physics envy of Western psychology. Her explanation includes
a contextual analysis of the situational factors, over and
above the empirical factors:

Whereas in chemistry, the choice of a particular

methodological approach would, at worst, lead to

incorrect empirical conclusions, in psychology the
choice of methodology had implications for whether or
not the field was actually a science. These decision
points encompass innumerable instances where
psychologists’ objectives were concealed, blurred, or
represented in a somewhat duplicitous fashion.8
To limit the discussion to a managable size the present
study will only address those methodological assumptions
which impinge directly on the psychological study of
religion. These assumptions often arise from the logical

empiricist—driven philosophy of science embraced by our

psychology and they fall into two major categories. These



categories are separated only for purposes of clarity, as in

actuality they are highly interrelated.

The first major assumption deals with assessing the
proper place of psychology in the study of religion. Should
psychology as the product of a secular society, strive to
discover explanations for religious experience which
supplant theolog{cal truth claims?9? Or shéuld it maintain a
certain amount of respect for tbe‘phenomena and keep its
place by offering explanations which could still be
interpreted in theological terms? The final option would be
to opt out of the study completely with the realization that

such subjective, intensely personal aspects of humanity are

beyond the ken of empirical science.10

Present—day psychology vacillates between the first two
with the result that the third option is often chosen but
not for the reason given above. As an example, consider the

text by Spilka, Hood and Gorsuch, The Psychology of

Religion: An Empirical Approach, compiled in 1985. All
three authors are well—known for their work in the field,
and thé book is highly representative of the current
empirical ;ppruach, that is the- approach of choice in
present—day mainstream, academic psychology. Most of the
text is based on attribution theory, a_popuiar explanatory
device in the field of social psychology. The author; deny

from the start that they are going to make judgements about
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various religious truth claims.11 However, they then proceed
to assert that the key variable in assessing when a

subject will attribute "religious feeling" to a particular
experience is whether or not the subject is in a religious
setting such as a church.12 This seems to rule out the view
that the key variables in assessing whether the subject will

call the experience a "religious" one is whether or not the

subject actually encountered the transcendent.

The overall picture then involves a secular psychology
in a Iiberai society, trying to be respectful of religious
truth ciaims while at the same time holding on to the tenets
of ldgical empiricism which, as will be explgined in the
fDll&Wing chapter, are derived from the belief that
metaphysical concerns embodied in religious experiences are
largely nonsensical. Those not wishing to engage in this
practice of doublethink opt out of the study entirely.
Witness, for example, the relative lackraf psychological
study of religious experience when compared with the study
of phenomena which occur far less often, such as depression.
The latter is typically reported in twelve percent of the
population. 13 Religious experience has been reported in as

high as sixty—eight percent of the population.14

The second grouping of assumptions involves a more
particular aspect of logical empiricism, that of the

verificationist principle and the valuing of empiricism and



materialism which underly it. Both of these "isms" are
crucial to scient}fic psychology and consequently to the
psychology of religion. If propositions derive their

meaning solely from the method by which they can be verified
or falsified then only propositions such as those relating
to "church attendance" or "denomination of mother" can be
meaningful. These variables are fairly ocbjective and easily
verified empirically, but they are also shallow and
unenlightening. At moments of particular imagination and
insight psychology triesltn stretch the domain of verifiable
propositions by investigating more subjective variables such
as prayer and other religious experiences (note that these
are also more meaningful and interesting). However,
psychology 's ideological commitment to logical empiricism
necessitates that it legitimize these investigations by
couching them in objective, empirical methodology, fypically

represented by the gquestionnaire.

Ofrcourse, as has been pointed out by a number of
people, the verificationist priciple itself is not
eapirically verifiable. Rorer and Widiger note the
implications this has for a science trying to rise above
religion:

[Givenl that empiricism falls by its own criterion
that 211 knowledge is justifiable knowledge, because
there is no way to justify empiricism ... empiricism
-« Wltimately depends on an unjustifiable commitment,
a leap of faith. Science does not differ from religion
— an ironical result given that the motivation for
empiricism was precisely to distinguish science from



mysticism. 15

Mainstream, academié psychology clings to logical
empiricism nonetheless and it would seem that through the
questionnaire, mainstream, academic psychology of religion
has taken the verificationist principle to the heigh£ af
triviality. The only "objective" act in a questionnaire is
the actual checkmark or circle made by the individual
concerned and yet this particular act is of very little
significance to the study - it is often carried ocut
unobserved by the researcher. Only the mark left on the
page becomes important. But how long did the subject take
{and wﬁy are they called subjects anyway?). Did the subject
feel that the choices s/he was given adequately expressed
her/his feelings? The mark on the page is the method Qy
which the variable in question is verified one way or the
other. True to the verificationist principle, that mark is
equated with the opinion of the subject. The subject’'s
reported experience very quickly becomes "nothing but" the

pencil scratches left on the page.

Spilka et al, begin their text by admitting that “the
overwhelming majority of our conclusions about the nature of
religion result from questionnaire approaches".16 And it is
here that a discussion of operational definitions becomes
appropriate. It is not scientific enough to ask people if

they are are "angry" and then correlate their response with



the dependent variable in question; Rather, the scientist
must "objectify" what s/he means by "énger" so that s/he can
be sure that each subject is responding to the same
stimulus. An operational definition helps avoid circularity.
For instance s/he might "operationally define” anger, as a
score of 6 or higher on the M.A.D. scale. Now the study will
be more scientific, but it will alsoc be bereft of the
interesting nuances of "anger"” untapped by a questionnaire
which reguires the subject to answer "true® or "false" to

questioés such as:"have you ever felt frustrated?”®

Measures of mysticism exemplify psychology’'s attempt to
legitimize through method what would otherwise be an
illegitimate subject of study for a legical
empiricist-driven science. The dubious success of this
attempt is illustrated below with the "M" scale.17 Subjects
are required to check the appropriate statéments: Havé you
ever had an experience...

_____ in which all things seemed to be unified into =a
significant whole?

——_in whi;h time, place and distance are
meaningless?

_____ which could not adequately be put into wards?
etc.

It is interesting that the auvthors of these tests have some

conception of the ineffable nature of a mystical experience,

as evidenced by the third item, yet they do not see that



checking off alternatives on a guestionnaire conflicts with
that nature. One can only wonder at the picture of Jesus or
Gautama sitting down with their pencils and filling out the

"M" gscale.

The materialism related to the verificationist
principle is really just an extension of the valuing of
empiricism. Technology now enables physiological
psycholegists to empirically veritfy some aspects of
materialism which they have always held dear. Physiélogical
psychologists typically operate as i*‘mind/boay dualism has
been finally and thankfully laid to rest.18 The impliéatinns
of reducing all aspects of conscious experience, including
the religious experience, to neuronal transmission are
stifling for the believer. This does not necessarily have to
be the case however, as physioclogical explanations, like
their psychological counterparts, do not have to rule out
theclogical truth claims in general.l?9 This is not to deny
that at least some particular theoclogical details are
legitimately called into question by these materialistic

assumptions.

These two grdups of assumptions relating to the place
of psychology in the study of religion, and the degree of
empiricism and materialism embodied in the methods of
psychological research, have had profound effects on

mainstream, academic psychology of religion in the West. As
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has been'alluded to earlier, the source of these assumptions
_ecan largely be found in‘the philosophy of logical
empiricism. What follows is a historical overview of some of
the figures who have had a significant influence on present
day, academic psychology of religion in the West, namely,
William James, Johngatsan, and Sigmund Freud. Discussion
will concentrate on those aspects of their philosophy of
science which directly affected their study of religion.
What assumptions guided their study with regards to their
view of psychology’'s p;oper place in the study of religion,
and what is the degree of empiricism and matefialism found
in their methodology? Finally, how have these assumptions
contributed to the current crisis in present-day, academic

psychology of religion?

The last two chapters deal with figures and movements
that have not had a great impact on mainstream, academic
psychology of religion, but, it will be arqued, should
have had such an impact. The philosophic assumptions
underlying both Carl Jung’'s analytic theory and the humanist
movement with its culmination in transpersonal psychology,
will be discussed in terms of positive models for an
improved psychology of religion. The concluding section of
the thesis will include an overview of the preceeding
chapters and a further analysis of the analytic and
transpersaonal psycholagies of religion from a feminist

perspective.
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CHAPTER ONE

As ocutlined .in the introduction, the first figgre in
Drder’of chronological prominence would be William James.
However, it would he iﬁappropriate to leap into a discussion
of the assumptive systems of William James’® philosophy of
science as they pertain to his psychology of religion, as if
that was the beginning. In fact it would seem necessary to
give at least a cursory glance at the philosophy of science
predating James which can trace its roots backwards in time

to the> ancient Greeks.

A number of the books on the history of psycholog&
investigated for this thesis addressed the history of James,
Watson and Freud, some three quarters of the way into the
text.1l A large portion of each book involved a detailed
discussion of the roots of scientific psychology through the
philosophy of the Jewish and Christian traditions, the Dark
Ages, the Middle fAges, the Renaissance, the Enlightenment,
etc. How far back should one go in the history of
philosophical thought? Is such a foray even necessary? Brett
notes that the history of philosophical thought has béen
very important in the history of psychology for two reasaons.
The first is that "enquiries about man [sic].have been
influenced by prevailing assumptions, usually derived from
practice in other sciences about knowledge and how to obtain

it".2 The second reason is that:
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A great number of apparently psychological discussions
are really philosophical guestions in disguise. Because
of their interest in the tools and methods of knowledge
philosophers have always been extremely interested in
the mind. But very often the conundrums they have posed
about the various faculties of the mind like ‘reason’,
‘will’, ‘desire’, ‘conscience’ and so on, which may have
been treated as questions of introspective psychology
to be settled by internal observations, are more
properly to be regarded as guestions about logical
justification ... Over and over again we find
epistemological and logical questions about different
classes of assumptions disguised as psychological
questions about the equipment and workings of the
mind.3

The difficulty of separating the roots of psychology from
the history of philosophical inquiry becomes painfully
apparent. Hnwever.bath Brett and Robinson give hints as to
where one might begin to draw the line if one is studying

the philosophy of scientific psychology in particular.

Brett wites:

I+ anyone attempted to write a history of psychology as
a theoretical science he would have to begin with the
nineteenth century — perhaps later. For conscious
attempts to test assumptions about man did not emerge
till Darwin had shattered the common belief in our
supernatural origin. Psychologists, as it were, are
nibbling at the very core of the forbidden fruit. But
they should never forget that they inherit the
tradition of a long line of philosophers, medical men,
and ethico—-religious writers who prepared the way for
their entry into the garden.4

The ability of psychology to nibble anywhere near the core
- of the forbidden fruit is a point of debate in the present
thesis, but Brett’'s general idea is helpful. There is a

roughly tdentifiable point at which psychological inguiry
became "scientific”. Robinson adds to this: Psychology is

young, but its subject matter "is as old as reflection ...
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If psychoingy is young, it is young as a scientific
discipline ..."3 Robinson’s statement reveals that any
“starting point" for a study of this sort is going to be
arbitkary in some sense. However, both he and Bfett provide
a rationalization for drawing,thé line somewhere, that
somewhere being approximately the time at which psychology
began to become "scientific". In an effort to more
thoroughly investigate the legacy of assumptions which
William James and his cohpatriots may have absorbed into
their philosophy of science, and from there into their
psychology of religion, the present discussion will focus on
an even earlier "beginning", to a time when pre—-psychology
philosophers began to toy with the idea of “"scientific
method”. And so, removing as much of the arbitrary nature of
this decision as possible the plunge into pre—Jamesian

philosophy of science will begin with Bacon.

Francis Bacon was born in 1605. He figures prominently
in the history of psychology as the leading spokesperson for
the inductive method. Brett describes the results of this in
the following passage:

The view was tacitly accepted that scientists must

start from facts or observations, preferably

measurements; these are to be collected carefully and
cautious generalizations made which do not go beyond
the collected data. These generalizations or empirical
laws, are then to be related in a similar cautious
manner under theories or higher level generalizations.é

0f course as Brett points out, and as has been discussed in

the preface, Bacon and his followers {(most notably Locke and
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Hume) got it the wrong way around. "In fact we start with
assumptions which are very general. We are never without
assumptions, never without knowiedge, even it it is of a
ve;y brimitive and undifferentiated kind."7 And further:
Scientific data are always relative to the inquirer’s
existing kowledge, his intgrests, the problems which he
wants to solve, and the type of solution that he
expects. In fact an experiment in science implies the
deliberate observation of expected results, not gaping
open—mouthed at natwre.8
By ignoring the effects our preconceptions have on our
"objective" fact gathering, Bacon led the way to an‘
unsel fconscious method which of course has special
implications for the highly reflexive science of psychology.
More generally, the dogmatic commitment to this method
encouraged by Bacon, resulted in "the view that success in
science is the result of following a definite method. It is
a particular example of the belief in the magic of
technique."? The young psychology, struggling for an
identity, was to pick up on both the method and the
dogmatism. In fact, both the associationism and sensationism
of psychology up until the early twentieth century,

developed as a result of Bacon ‘s method and his dogmatism. 10

These schools of thought will be discussed shortly.

Descartes (15%46) and Hobbes (1588) were both
contemporaries of Bacon. However, their deductive
methodology set them apart from Racon.. Boring writes that

Rene Descartes "helieved in the existence of innate ideas,
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ideas which are not derivable from experience but which come
to the mind with such certainty and inevitability that their
acceptance is assured."11 Included in this grouping of
innaté ideas were the ideas of God, space, time and motion.
Through these innate ideas comes an ability to rationalizg
and logically deduce the evidence for the truth of
scientific hypotheses. To rely sclely on seﬁse data was

often misleading.

The most memorable aspect of Descartes’ philosophy was
of course his dualism. Brett nnte; the following results of
Descartes’ dualism in psychology:

We thus find growing up a mechanistic biology and
physics alongside of a separate science of mind using
only the method of introspection. Watson and Pavlov on
the one hand and Titchener and Wundt on the other were
the final flowers of Cartesian dualism. They were his
descendants in more than their concentration of what
they deemed mind rather than body or what they deemed
body rather than mind. In their use of ultimate units
like reflexxes or sensory atoms as explanatory
principles they were following up, also, the Cartesian
search for simple natures from which the motions of the
body or the workings of the mind could be rationally
deduced. 12

When Descartes split up his object of study into mind/soul
and matter/body, and allowed scientific inquiry inta the
latter only, he set up a crucial agenda for psychology.
Those who wanted to study the soui were forced to borrow
from the scientific methodology pf the time to attain any
legitimacy {(those who tried such "unscientific” methodolngy
as infrospectionism were not effective in the long run).

Descartes had left no insfructions for how the "soul'” side
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of his dichotomy was to be studied.'Unfortunately his
warnings against the scientific study of the soul were not
heeded in the push to add legitimacy to those interested in
the soul. He left a double message: To study effectively is
to study scientifically {(after his methodological dogmatism)
but you cannot study the mind using these means {(after his
theological commitments). Those wanting to study the mind
"effectively”, took the first part of the message to heart,

and closed their eyes to the second part.

Thomas Hobbes was very much influenced by Galileo and
his theory of motion. In Hobbes’ view: "The followers of
Eacon spent too much time on new—fangled devices and
experiments and too little on deducing consequences from the
fundamental theory of motion... They preferred their evyes,
.ears, and fingertips to their brains."13 His attachment to
Galileo’s geometry encouraged Hobbes’ use of motion
mechanics as the explanatory device for human behaviour.
Unfortunately, this assu@ption of "efficient causes" remains
with psychology to the present. Brett explains:s

0f course he was right in saying that human actions

have efficient causes — external stimuli, movements of

the sense—organs, internal motions and so on. But this
does not mean that a list of any such movements could
ever be sufficient to explain actions. For actions are
distinguished by the goals towards which movements are
directed; the goal makes the movements part of an
action of a certain sort. And since we cannot specitfy
precisely which must be involved in attaining the goal,

50 also we cannot specify precisely which antecedent

movements are sufficient to initiate behavior.14

Although Hobbes may be seen to share aspects of Descartes”



deductive methodology in his unenthusiastic response to
Bacon's empiricism,y, only his mechanical inclinations were

highlighted by empirical psychology.

The mid-seventeenth century brought with it what Brett
calls the "observationalist tradition", which is typically
assoéiated with the empiricists, Locke {(1632), Berkeley
(1684) and later, Hume (1711). Murray cautions again5£ the
convention of historians of psychology who interpret the
rationalism of Descartes "as the nearly mechanical ‘cause’
of empiricism and materialism."ls He notes that John Locke,

for instance, does not even mention Descartes in his Essay

Concerning Human Understanding. Further, he finds a number
of rationalistic elements in Locke’'s view o% "intuitive"

knowledge and morals. 146 Murray points out that rationalism,
empiricism and materialism are often found "side by side

throughout intellectual history”.17 This continues on even
in the present day but unfortunately psychology is unaware
aof the myriad forces at work. Our psychology has become

painfully consistent in its encouragement of empiricism in
methodology whilst turning a blind eye to the rationalistic
elements {(in the form of a griori assumptions, etc.) which

guide the practitioners of that methodology.

For the present, Locke’'s empiricism is of most interest
as it has obviously been the more influential aspect of his
philosophy of science. Brett notes that "at the close aof the

seventeenth century speculative thought seemed likely to



fall back into the chaos from which Descartes strove to
rescue it... Nhatlhad been temporarily lost was the idea of
method: it was this that Locke restored."18 Boring sees
Locke’'s empirical methodology as "the necessary complement
for experimental psychology".1? Locke’s focus on sensations
set the stage for future psychology and encouraged the idea
of the associétion of the sensations which was later made

primary in the work of Wundt.

Immanuel Kant (1724) represents a return to
rationalism. Murray identifies Kant’'s rationalism in the
Kantian proposals of "the innate, logical'structure af
thought and language, the a _priori principles of
perceptual organization, [andl the stages of cognitive and
moral uwnderstanding”".20 0OFf special importance for the
present discussion, is Kant’'s discouragement of the study
of the mind.

The mind, unlike external nature, does not stand still

as we attempt to observe it. Indeed, the very attempt

to observe its contents alters them, moreover, what is

most defining about the human mind are the a priori 7

categaries of pure understanding and, as we have seen,

these are not ‘given’ by experience and do not have
empirical content.Z2i
Kant distinguished between two types of selves: the noumenal
self described above "was a presupposition of experience ...
about which nothing could be known" 22 and the phenomenal
self, whose structure and content could be "analysed by

epistemologists ... [and]l whose outward manifestations could

be studied in the discipline which [Kant]l called
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anthropology".23

Another major Kantian contribution to psychology was

his contention that science is measurement. For Kant:
Science is characterized by mathematical as well as
empirical description. This was an extrapolation of
Newtonian practice, and as a methodological
prescription it had a profound effect on successive
psychologists. It introduced the craze for measurement
in psychology and reinforced the yearning for

scientific respectability amongst psychologists which
" had started with Humes's Treatise.?24

Logical empiricism will now be discussed more directly,
through the person of Auguste Comte (1798). Comte is usually
acknowledged as the founder of positivism. The following is
a passage typical of his positivism and exemplary of the
influences it was to have on the psychology of religion:

[Comte believed that] cultwes pass through three

distinct stages: the theological, which is

superstitious; the metaphysical, in which hidden
physical forces or causes replace deities; finally the
scientific, in which positive knowledge replaces
superstition and "metaphysics".25
Logical positivism evolved from Comte’s positivism to rid
philosophy of various metaphysical concerns, such as the
rationality of theism. If being religious was primitive then
studying religions with any sort of empathy was akin to
betraying the whole of the positivist enterprise. Consistent
with the verificationist principle of logical positivism,
which collapses the meaning of any proposition into the

evidence for that proposition, Comte agreed with Kant that

the mind was not directly observable and was therefore
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unverifiable. In this way he dismissed most of psychology,
promoting only two particular methods of studying the mind.
The first was similar to the ﬁhrennlagy that was in vogue at
.the time,26 the second involved "the direct observation of
the products of mental life", which he called socioclogy.27
Comte’'s positivism culminated in the logical positivism of
the Vienna Circle which included Nittgens@ein 28, Schlick,
Carnap, Reisenbach and their followers.29 "Once we have
exhausted the data of sense, there is nothing else that can
be said either of the world or ocurselves."30 Logical
empiricism continued as a general theory of knowledge, which
guided the science of academic psychology, after the Vienna

Circle dishanded.

The empiricist agenda beginning with Bacon and
continuing with the observationalist tradition of Locke,
RBerkeley and Hume was highlighteq in the logical positivism
of the Vienna Circle. It can be seen to contain the troots of
the following assumptions of our psychology’'s philosophy of
science. As was outlined in the introduction there is first
the question of the place of psychology in the study of
religion. This particular guestion was not toc be addressed
until the turn of the twentieth century, however, the
empirical philosophers discussed above did address a related
qguestion, that is: "What is the place of psychology (or
its vintage equivalent) in the study of mind/soul?" Assuming

that religious experiences are somewhat related to the



workings of the mind and cognition, then the scientist’'s
concern for dabbling with things of the mind shogld be
related to the cdncern for dabbling in things religious.
This is a major assumption in itself and many readers may
find it questionable, but at some fundamental level
religious experience and mind must be related, if only

incidentally.31

The observationalist tradition, and its followers,
embodied a materialism which would encourage the view that
mind could be reduced to material phencmenon, in opposition
to the mind/body dualism o% the rgtionalists. In this way
the tradition set the stage for present—-day study with its
"conquest through reduction® approach. The implications for
the study of religion are typically negative as can be
imagined. These implications will be highlighted in the

works of the psychologists in the following three chapters.

The second grouping of assumptions outlined in the
introductioﬁ are related further to aspects of the
materialism outlined above, and of course to empiricism. For
the observationalist tradition these aspects were crucial,
especially as they were later crystallized in the logical
positivist movement. As has been made clear in the
foregoing, the reductive materialism which accompanies the
abave_approach leaves little room for holistic explanations

of various human experiences — religious or otherwise. As



for the rampant empiricism of the approach, it is enough to
note that psychology eagerly embiraced the empiricism and
materialism derived from the Vienna Circle and continued
allegiance to logical empiricism remains the underlying

caunse of the present—-day crisis.

Interestinély enough, David Hume'; empiricism, taken to
its logical conclusion, argued against the ability to
cbserve causal connections. It was the rationalists who
argued for thié ability. Psycholqgists in present day
academia seem to simply ignore the threat of inconsistency,
posed by Hume, when they champion empiricism by insisting on

experimental designs that “prove" causation.32

The rationalist philosophers, especially Descartes and
Kant, can be seen as a mixed blessing for the psychology of
religion. As has been noted, their refusal to reduce the
mind to the level of empirical discourse was probably a
healthy precedent to set for the later scientific study of
religious experience. This will become especially clear in
the work of William James. However, their methodological
dogmatism remained their greatest legacy. The mathematical
model for science was vigorously embraced. In the end,
their cautions against the application of such methodology
to the study of the mind were lost amidst the furor of the
new science. Brett puts the most emphasis on Kant’'s role in

this regard:



The combination of observationalism Lempiricisml with
the Kantian prejudice about mathematics encouraged the
view that science progresses by the accumulation of
measurements, the noticing of correlations or laws
between the sets of measurements, and the final
relating laws under theories. Psycholpgists,
increasingly self—conscious about the status of their
studies, thought that respectable scientific theories
would emerge if only enocugh mathematics were used

in making the initial observations.33

Cartesian and Kantian cautions against reductionist
apptr-oaches to the study of the mind can be seen as
discouraging of the materialistic psychologism of much
present—day, academic psychology. Their rationalism revealed
serious flaws in the empiricist enterprise. However, it was
their dogmatic, mathematical methodology which was to set
the trend for the tweﬁtieth century. This aspéct of their
philosophy of science fit well with the logical positivist

school and its penchant for measurement.

As this discussion approaches the final years leading up
to the work of William James, the appropriate aspects of the
work of Wilhelm Wundt will be highlighted. Locke’'s focus on
sensations énd the resulting associationism of Hume set the
stage for Wundt (1832) and his structuralist psycholaogy.
Wundt sought the best of both worlds "in attempting to build
an empirical science [of associationisml on the foundation
of [rationall introspection”.34 Murray notes further that
"we may Jjudge his success by observing that there are not

many Wundtians around any longer™".35
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Wundt was bqth an empiricist and an experimentalist. He
believed that psychology must be based on experience but his
criterion for which experiences should count and which
should not was not as strict as the empiricists of today
would prefer. Wundt’'s allegiance to introspectionism is
typical in this regard. In order to control the sometimes
"subjective" nature of introspectionism, Wundt advocated
experimentation. Wundt referred to experiments as "the means
by which we may so control our mental processes that the
disturbing influences which the condition of observation
tends to exercise upoﬁ them is counteracted".3& Brett
notes that:

Fsychologists of the earlier schools were usually in

too great a hurry to reach the object of the idea, to

settle whether it was or or was not representative of
reality. Wundt proceeds from the idea to its elements,
the sensations thence to the elements in the
sensations, namely, strength, or intensity and
quality.37
The psycho—physics of Fechner and Weber remained dominant in
Wundt s work, however he understood the difficulties of
transferring objective observation methods from physics to
psychology, a science where observation could only provide
the scientist with the processes of his/her gwn mind.38
However, Murray writes that Wundt "neverthele;s hoped that
experiments would solve the problems of formulating valid
laws of psychic causality".39 Wundt’'s Volker Psxéhnlogie
can be seen as an attempt to develop a psychology that was

appropriate for social phenomena. Unfortunately, it was

virtually ignored by academic psychology alfhough it was to



have a large influence in sociology.

One aspect of Wundt ‘s thought, thgt will be +ound again
in thé the works of James, is his voluntarism. This belief
in the will runs contrary to simple associationistic
theories "according to which presentations and ideas are
;nchanging objects subject to the operation of simple laws
such as similarity or contigruity."40 Wundt’'s voluntarism
invalved instead the view of psychic life as "a flow of
events [which arel dependent on the operation of [thel
will."41 This view typically opposes a deterministic
materialism, which posits that all human behaviour can be
predicted from the "proper® understanding of physiology.
The American movement was to borrow selectively from Wundt,
leaving out his particular brand of associationism and

structuralism and adopting his experimentalism.

As with the rationalists, Descartes and Kant, Wundt can
be seen as a mixed blessing for mainstream, academic
psychology as it began to develop in the United States. If
the Americans had adopted his understanding of the
subjective nature of empirical observation, and his

championing of the will, it may have tempered the
experimental zeal which he engendered in the American
movement. 6s will become especially clear in the chapter on
John Natson, this zeal was to have a negative effect on the

study of human experiences such as the religious experience.
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Even though true experiments on these types of experiences
are difficult to design for ethical reasons, the
experimental idgal is still upheld and carries over into the
correlational questionnaire studies which, as explained in

the introduction, make up the bulk of present-day research.

It should be noted at this point that the foregoing
description of pre—twentieth;éentuéy philosophy of science
has not been made in order to show a causal relationghip
between pre; and post-twentieth—century thought. Murray has
already cautioéed us against such scholastica successionis
civatium in his discussioﬁ of Locke, for instance. Thg
foregoing description was written to make a different claim
— one that is stated quite eloguently by Robinson:

The claim is not that the nineteenth-century provided
contemporary psychology with an irresistable legacy but

that contemporary psychology is nineteenth-century
psychology in its most global respects.42?

Further, where contemporary (read mainstream, ac;demic)
psychology has deviated from nineteenth—century thought,
such deviations are not always scientifically motivated.
Robinson notes that physics, for example, has given up on
designing perpetual motion machines "because the
conservation of energy legislates against them".43 The
absence of "orthodox Wundtians” and the introspectianistr
agenda cannot be attributed to a theofy that has disproven
the existence of minds, consciousness, or our ability "to

reflect upon our private experiences", because noc such

theory exists.44 Rather, the absence is to be understood,



larggly, as “the result of the inability of the accepted

method of psychological inquiry to address these

sub jects" .45
The contemporary psychologist, if only insensibly,
has made a metaphysical commitment to a method and
has, perforce, eliminated from the domain of
significant issues those that cannot be embraced by
that method. 464 :

Religious experience appears to be one of the areas which

has often been eliminated.
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CHAPTER TWO

By the late nineteenth century the psychology of
religion proper begins to develop in the West. Inierestingly
encugh, out of the five history of psycholaéy texts
reviewed, only twe had entries for the psychology of
religion. Boring was one but his entry referred not to

William James’ Varieties of Religious Experience, the

seminal work at the time of Boring's writing, but ta a work
by oﬁe of James’ students, G. Stanley Hall. Hall is known
more for his mainstream experimentalism then his
contributions to the comparatively exotic field of religious
studies. Although the work of William James is highlighted

by all the authors in some way, his work on Varieties is

never given much emphasis. Instead his Principles of
Psychology becomes the focus. It is in the Principles

that James’ philosophy of science is dealt with the most,
although his presentation is far from clear. The problem of
elucidating the philosophy behind his psychology will become

the focus of the first section of this chapter. The

Varieties of Religious Experience, as well as The Will

to Believe will then be discussed.

fAs mentioned earlier, the American psychology movement
was especially enamoured with the experimentalism of Wundt
but his associationist bent was not particularly

well-received. It would seem that the American psyche was
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better suited to functionalism and the Darwiniaﬁ revolution.
Boring notes that "by 1900 the characteristics of Gmerican
psychology had become well-defined. It had inherited itsr
physical body from German experimentalism, but it had got

its mind from Darwin®.i

The functionalism of Darwin encouraged a change in
psychology from the "description of the generalized mind to
the assessment of personal capacities in the successful
adjustment of the individual to his environment”.2 Boring
gives a number of reasons why this change was accepted and
encouraged so readily by the Americans. He notes that
America, the new pinneér countiry, was ready—made for
Darwinian functionalism. "Survival by adaptation to the
environment was the key to the culture of the New World".3
Along with this pioneer force was the reaction against
hereditary right and theological dogma borrowed from the

Renaissance, reinforcing the recognition of personal

achievment and scientific inquiry.4.

Boring’'s agenda at this point is not well-disquised and
his Western bias of Ypredict and control®; "divide and
caonquer®, becomes evident in the following passages:

It is as natural to be a functionalist as it is to want
to predict, to be more interested in the future than
the past to prefer to ride facing forward in the train.
The futwre concerns you because you think you might
change it if you had the ability....the functional view
is the natural view.35

This functionalism, along with the experimentalism inherited



from the Germans, can be seen as the precursor of mainstream
psychology in general and the behaviourist movement in

particular.

Bakan’'s essay "Politics and @fmerican Psychology"®
describes some of the reasons why experimentalism became so
popular. He notes that in the nineteenth century psychology
was the study of "men and morals" and research was largely
funded by American Protestant groups. By the middle of the
century however, science and scientists had become
entrenched in academy where a "two—steﬁ" vision of science
was emerging. Here scientists were engaged in pure research:
"knowledge is first developed by experiment and theory,
and is only subsequently applied to concrete problems".é
Rakan writes that the scientist was becoming "the role
monitor of, or even develaoper of, fact".7

Policy in the affairs of men was not his business any

longer.That was to be left to the increasingly powerful

people in the spheres of trade, manufacture, finance
and politics. It is in this context that experimental
psychology was introduced into the academy. It was
clearly a form of psychology that was sufficiently
remote from human conduct as to not be bothersome to
the new economic and political powers. Science was
rising in prestige and the moral psychology was
declining.8

EBakan describes how the new scientific psychology shed its

image of moral authority, abandoning the more "classical

concerns” of the nineteenth century, in order to enijoy "some

of the advantages that its status as a science provided".9

William James emerged out of this functionalist/



experimentalist milieu as one of Omerican psycheology’'s
earliest leaders, however he was not necessarily ready to
abandon the nineteenth century in its entirety. James’
functionalism may be seen as arising from his views of
cognitinn:as a function of mind — "mind has a use and it can
be Dbser§ed in use'.10 fAs for experimentation, James often
used experiments but he apparently did not like to.l11 This
may be due to the fact that James’ view of consciousness as
a steady, continuous stream, rather than a "mere congeries
of elements", was not particularily amgnable to
experimentation. 12 Through experimentation, James felt
psychology had lost "the.real whole in seeing only the

-

elementary artifacts of its method".13

Wilshire’'s book William James and Phenomenclogy: A

Study of "The Principles of Psychology", outlines a more

revealing aspect of James’ assumptive systems by painting
James as a phenomenologist, even though the term
"phenomenolmgy"‘had vet to be coined in James’ day. Wilshire
‘writes that the dmerican tradition of construing James’™ as a
functionalist is misleading:

It is all very well to say that James believed that
mind performed a biological function in adjusting the
organism to the environment; but if it is not added
that he also believed that the function of the mind
cannot be rendered exclusively in biological terms, but
requires irreducibly mentalisitic ones expressing the
way the environment appears to an organism conscious of
its ends as its own, then more is concealed than
revealed. Moreover, it must be added that

James ‘conception of mentalistic terms is very different
firom that of an introspectionist. He is neither a pure
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functionalist, nor an introspectionist, nor a

behaviorist; if he is any single thing he is a

pioneering phenomenclogist.14
High and NDdearﬁ who compare the work of Gordon Allport and
William James, highlight James’ view of the will as the
guiding component of his phenomenoclogy. Human free will was
the rallying point around which James attempted to reconcile
humanism and physiological psychology. 1S James understood
the physiological and behavioural mechanisms underlying
buman activity but he was able to conceive of them as
"serving the interests {purposes, ideals, needs) of the
whole person".16 Later behaviouwrists were to pick up on
James’ functionalist understandiag of behaviour and
physiology to the exclusiﬁn of his phenomenoclogical approach
to free will. In fact, Boring describes the later school of
behaviourism as "the child of James’ functionalism”.17 This
seems to be a mis—-reading of the same James who wrote in a
letter to D. 5. Miller "my firét act of free will shall be
to believe in free will".18 The teleclogy underlying James’
views of free will and the goal-directed nature of
consciousness will be discussed further at a later point in

‘the thesis.

James’ most influential work in the psychological

community is his Principles of Psychology. It is a

voluminous work covering a number of areas and consistent
with the author s own philosophy of mind, it follows along a

stream of consciousness which is difficult to consolidate
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into one package. For this reason, it has sometimes been
viewed as lacking internal consistency as James’ thought on
certain issues progresses throughout the text. What follows
is an analysis of his Principles with emphasis on the
apparent contradictions that arise in the area of particular

interest — James’' materialism and empiricism.

One of the driving questions Qnderlying most of the
Principles is that of the origin and characteristics of
mind/cognition/consciousness. In the section entitled "The
Scope of FPsychology” he criticizes what he calls the
Ygpiritualist” view which explains mental faculties by
positing the existence of a soul or mind, an absolute entity
which can be reduced no further. He writes that this sort of
explanation does not treally tell one anything. Fuwrther,
there seem to be a number of variables within this one
irreducible entity which points to the view that faculties
within ihe soul /mind, such as memory, “"do not exist

absolutely, but work under conditions".1%

He also criticizes the assaociationist explanations of
mental faculties for being unable to account for the effects
of variables such as "exhaustion, hypnotism, old age, and
the like".20 He then arrives at the perhaps surprising
conclusion that:

Bodily experieﬁces, ==~ and more particularily

birain—experiences, must take a place amongst those
conditions of the mental life of which psychology need

take account. The spiritualist and the associationist
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must both be ‘cerebralists’ to the extent at least of
admitting that certain peculiarities in the way of
working of their own favorite principles are explicable
only by the fact that the brain laws are a
codeterminant of the result.2i

However, later he begins to arque that for the
physiological account to triumph, it must be shown that
consciousness must have evolved along with the rest of the
physiology. Consequently, "if evolution is to work smoothly,
consciousness in ‘some shapeumust have been present at the
very origin of things."22 The difficulties begin when the
typical theories of "mind stuff", aggregating over time to
form our present consciousness, are postulated. James
writes: "no possible number of entities (call them as you
like, whether forces, material particles, or mental
elements) can sum themselves together ... atoms of feeling
cannot compose higher feelings, anymore than atoms of matter

can compose physical things. 23

In the end he re£urns to the idea of the soul as the
least logically inconsistent, and those who were cringing
throughout his jowney into reductive materialism are able
to breathe a sigh of relief. He writes:

The soul [could be viewed asl a medium upon which ...
the manifold brain—processes combine their effects.

Mot needing to consider it as the ‘inner aspect’ of any
arch—molecule or brain cell, we escape that
physiological improbability; and as its pulses of
consciocusness are unitary and integral affairs from the
outset, we escape the absurdity of supposing feelings
which exist separately and then ‘fuse together’ by
themselves. The separateness is in the brain—world, on
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this theory; and the unity in the soul world; ...24
The only problem he sees remaining is the metaphysical one
of understanding how the mental and physical worlds interact
with one another. He notes that this trouble, "since it also
exists inside of both worlds, and involves neither physical
improbability nor logical contradiction, is relatively
small."23 Finally, he makés an important distinction between
cbnsciousness and soul: "The bare PHENOMENON, ... the
IMMEDIATELY KNOWN thing which on the mental side is in
apposition with the entire brain—-process is the state 0%
consciousness and not the soul itself.26 This seems to leave
the psychological function of the soul in guestion.
James’ 'views on consciousness and tﬁe soul will be returned

to shortly.

Another section of importance in the Principles is
entitled "FMethods and Snares of Psychology“ in which James
discusses his concerns about both introspectionism and the
experimental method. He writes of the first:

[LThe introspectionistl must not only have his mental

states in their absoclute veritableness, he must report

them and write about them, name them, classify and
compare them and trace their relations to other things.

Whilst alive they are their own property; it is only

post—mortem that they become his prey ... [In other

wordsl no subjective state, whilst present is its own
object; its object is always something else.27
He concludes that "introspection is difficult and fallible”

however, he sees this as a problem for "all observation of

whatever kind".28



What follows is James’ rather lengthy but typically
eloquent and candid view of the experimental method:

[This methodl asks of course every moment for
introspective data, but [it] eliminatelsl their
uncertainty by operating on a large scale and taking
statistical means. This method taxes patience to the
utmost, and could hardly have arisen in a country whose
natives could be bored. Such Germans as Weber,

Fechner, Vierordt and Wundt ocbviously cannot; and their
success has brought into the field an array of younger
experimental psychologists, bent on studying the
elements of the mental life, dissecting them out from
the gross results in which they are embedded, and as
far as possible reducing them to guantitative scales.
The simple and open method of attack having done what
it can, the method of patience, starving out, and
harrassing to death is tried; the mind must submit to a
regular siege ... What generous divination and that
superiority in virtue which was thought by Cicero to
give man the best insight into nature have failed to
do, [the experimentersl spying and scraping, their
deadly tenacity and almost diabolical cunning will
doubtless someday bring about.29

Because all scientific methods in psychology involve
some amount of introspection and because the object of
psychology and the subject studying the object are one and
the same, psycholeogy encounters special difficulties. James
discusses the object of psychology below.

The object of every thought ... is neither more nor
less than all that the thought thinks, exactly as the
thought thinks it, however complicated the matter, and
however symbplic the manner of the thinking may be.

It is needless to say that memory can seldom
accurately reproduce such an an object, when once it
has passed from before the mind. It either makes too
little or too much of it.[emphasis minel30

This keen awareness of the difficulty of monitoring one’s
own thoughts (let alone another’'s) arises from James’® view

of consciousness as a continuous stream which cannot be
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isplated into little bits for the purpose of psychological
investigation. Unfurtunately our language works against the
understanding of fhis phennmenog. James® discusses this
difficulty in a section entitled "The Misleading Influence
¥ Speech":

Maming our thought by its ocwn cbjects, we ... assume
that as the objects are, so the thought must be. The
thought of several distinct things can only consist of
several distinct bits of thought or ‘ideas’... The
continuous flow of the mental stream is sacrificed and
in.its place an atomism, ... is preached, for the
existence of which no good introspective grounds can be
brought forward, and out of which presently grow all
sorts of paradoxes and contradictions, the heritage of
woe of students of the mind.31

. The stream of thought which James advocates plays a

major role in The Varieties of Religious Experience. He

lists five characteristics of thought which lend themselves

to stream—like imagery:

1) Every thought tends to be part of a personal

consciousness
2) Within sach personal consciousness thought is always

changing )

3) Within each personal consciousness thought is
sensibly continuous

4) It always appears to deal with objects independent

of itself

53) It is interested in some parts of these objects to

the exclusion of others...32

It is through the first characteristic that we achieve a
sense of ego or "I". It is the stream of thaﬁght which
becomes the "knower". This in apparent opposition to his
earlier discussion of the soul. Here we have another example
of James’ ' vacillation between some type of reductive

materialism and Cartesian dualism, only this time he opts



for the former. Although our common sense would have us

.believe in a separate and individual Ego or Self or Soul,

James concludes that:
The Soul-theory is, ... a complete superfluity so far
as accounting for the actually verified facts of
consciousness goes. So far, no one can be compelled to
subscribe to it for definite scientific reasons. The
case would rest here, and the reader be left free to
make his choice, were it not for other demands of a
more practical kind ... "33

For some reason, James decides to let scientific concerns

become primary over metaphysical ones at this point, though

he still leaves room for the soul/ego/mind when the

"practical demands"” of common—sense or divine inspiration

tell us otherwise.

Continuing with James®™ five characteristics of thought,
he notes that it is largely due to the second. characteristic
that the object of psychology proves to be so difficult to
reproduce and, as in the third charateristic, isoclate. The
fifth characteristic relates to James’ view of attention as

directed by the will. The idea of the will marks another

point of discrepancy in the Principles.

At earlier points, James seems to encourage a
teleplogical view of the human character. Even human
physiology is viewed as contributing to the fullfillment of
human ideals and goals.For example he writes:

Furthermore, thought is spontanecus or free, whils£ all

material activity is determined ab _extraj; and the

will can twrn itselt against all corporeal goods and
appetites, which would be impossible were it a
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corporeal function.34
However, later in volume two of the Principles James
decides that like the soul, the will is a concept
"unnecessary and impractical for psychology to decide upon
one way or the other".35 He does at least note "“the
extraordinarily intimate and important character which the
phenomenon of effort assumes in our own eyes as individual

men" .34

It is interesting to note James’ intimacy with both the

soul and the will in The Varieties of Religious

Experience. He believes in the efficacy of both concepts
even as he admits that they may not be necessary for
scientific psychology to take account of. Scieﬁtific
psychology, is of limited use when used as a tool for
studying religion. These limitations will be discussed
shortly. For now, it is enough to note that James is
intimately aware of the nature of the beast he is studying

in The Varieties. For example, he writes:

The truth must at least be confronted that we are
dealing with a field of experience where there is not a
single conception that can be sharply drawn. The -
pretension, under such conditions, to be rigorously
‘scientific’ or ‘exact’ in our terms would only stamp
uws as lacking in understanding of ow task.37

In the second volume of James’ Principles his
rationalism takes precedence. Of empiricism he writes: "This

notion of the outer world inevitably building up a sart of

mental duplicate of itself if we would only give it time, is



so easy and natural in its vagueness that one hardly knows
how to start to criticize it".38 O0f course James knows
preciéely where to begin.
The manner in which we now become acquainted with
complex objects need not in the least resemble the

manner in which the original elements of our
consciousness grew up. Now, it is true, a new sort of
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animal need only be present to me, to impress its image

on my mind; but this is because I am already in
possession of categories for knowing each of its
several attributes, and of a memory for retracing the
order of their conjunction.3?
The next step is to use this rationalist argument to point
out the error of labelling science "empirical®”. "The order
of scientitic thought is gquite incongruent either with the
way in which reality exists or with the way in which it
comes before us'".40 He confesses that somehow it usually
warrks and thus science becomes Ya practical guide to owr
expectations as well as a theoretic delight".41 However, he
does not see how these scientific systems can possibly be
called the "immediate results of ‘experience’ in the
ordinary sense".42 He continues:
LThe genesis of scientific theoriesl is strictly akin
to that of the flashes of poetry and sallies of wit to
which the instable brain-paths equally give rise. But
whereas the poetry and wit ... are their ‘own excuse
for being’ and have to run the gauntlet of no further
test, the ‘scientific’ conceptions must prove their
worth by being ‘verified’. This test, however, is the

cause of their preservation, not that of their
production. 43

He concludes then that there are "ideal and inward relations

amongst the objects of our thought which can in no
intelligible sense whatever be interpreted as reproductions

of the order of outer experience."44
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In a set of lectures entitled "The Will to Believe"
{published in book form in 18%97) James begins to outline his
views of religion and science in ways which foreshadow the
contents of The Varieties. He begins by pointing out the
fallibility of the notion that "scientific evidence" is all
one needs to "steer safely between the opposite dangers of
believing too little or of believing too much”.45 He points~
out the naivete of those who hold that "intellectual insight
is fall thatl remains after wish and will and sentimental
preference have taken wing” or that "pure reason is what

then settles our opinions".446

Instead he points to the myriad other elements that
enter into our decisions to believe in scientific truth
claims or to disbelieve religious truth claims. He notes in
the case of our belief in "molecules, the conservation of
energy and‘democracy" that it is not scientific insight, but
"the prestige of the opinions [whichl makes the spark
shout from them and light up our sleeping magazine of
faith".47

Our reason is quite satisfied, in nine hundred and
ninety-nine cases out of every thousand of us, if it
can find a few arguments that will do to recite in case
our credulity is criticized by someone else. Our faith
is faith in someone else’s faith, and in the greatest
matters this is most the case. Our belief in truth
itself, for instance, that there is a truth, and that
our minds and it are made for each other, ... what is
it but a passionate affirmation of desires in which our
social system. backs us up?48
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All this by way of saying that criticizing the believer for
not having sufficient empirical evidence for the belief is
like the pot calfing the kettle black. Further, when
sceptical empiricists tell us "how sinful it is to be
Christians on such ‘“insufficient evidence’, insufficiency is
really the last thing they have in mind. For them the
evidence is absclutely sufficient, only it makes the other
way".49 NMow James is not a sceptic, to be sure he
understands the practicality of empirical evidence, he just
attempts to be open to alternatives — an empiricist

continually in a certain amount of doubt.

Retuwrning to the scientific method in particular, James
voices concern over the paranoia expressed in the
scientist’'s commitment to avoiding error, aoften at the cost
of seeking truth. To continually avoid ervor - "hetter go
without belief forever than believe a lie” — merely shows
the "preponderant private horror of becoming a dupe".50 The
verificationist principle has fed this patranocia:s

Science has organized this nervousness into a regular

technique, her so—called method of verification; and

she has fallen so deeply in love with this method that

I may even say she has ceased to care for truth by

itself at all. It is only, truth as technically verified

that interests her. The truth of truths might come in

merely affirmative form and she would decline to touch
it.51

James’ philosophy of science as interpreted through the

Frinciples aof Psychology and The Will to Believe

involved a number of assumptions which become even clearer
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in his psychological study of religion, The Varieties of

Religious Experience. In The Varieties James studies

religious conversion experiences of "the sick-souled" and
"the healthy-minded", through the analysis of diaries,

letters and other personal statements.

Throughout The Varieties, James defends the

scientific study of religion. Psychology has a place though
it 1s a carefully delimited one. To clarify his position he
notes the difference between two bdsic methods of scientific
inquiry. The first method asks thé questions "What is the
nature of the subject? How did it come about? What is its
constitution, origin and history?" The second method asks
"What is its importance, meaning and significance now that
it is once here?"32 He notes, for example that the Bible
might not survive inguiry number one, intact, but inquiry
number two would put it in a much more favourable 1light.S3
: Jameé proceeds to study religious conversion experiences

using psychological inguiry of the first type.

Using inguiry number one, James discovers that many of
the religious converts he has studied could be classified as
pathological. Interestingly enough, he allows that inqufries
about meaning and importance would probably find such
pathology a benefit which would lend to the authority of the
converts.54 For James, such psychological analysis of the

pathology of religious converts is valid and necessary.
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However, he does not use ihis claim to legitimate
psychnlogism. James notes that this particular habit seemed
to be'very much in vogue, having developed out of medical
materialism. He writes; "medical materialism finishes up
Saint Paul by calling his vision on the road to Damascus a
discharging lesion of Dccip;tal cortex, he being an

epileptic”.35

He writes fwther of materialism:
Modern psychulngy,'finding definite psycho—-physical
connections to hold good, assumes as a convenient
hypothesis that the dependence of mental states upon
bodily functions must be thorough—going and complete.
If we adopt the assumption, then of course what medical
materialism insists on must be true in a general way if-
not in every detail.Sé6
James then asks whether such a materialistic account can
pronounce judgements, one way or the other about spiritual
significance.S7 This latter concern belongs to the domain of
inquiries like type two, that is inquiries into the
significance and importance of a particular phenomenon.
Psychology can only make inquiries of the first type -

those which ask "what is the nature and origin of the

phenomenon?"

Now James supposes that one day we might discover those
aspects of the liver, for example, which "when it alters in
one way the blood that percolates it, we get the methodist,
when in another way we get. the atheist“, but what can this

have to do with the truth claims of the methodist vs, the



atheist? I+ organic causation derides truth claims "none of
our thoughts and feelings, not even our scientific
doctrines, not even our disbeliefs, could retain any value

as revelations of the truth".358

James points out that this method of refutation through
psychological analysis would never occur to those involved
in the natural sciences, for instance..Therg opinions are
tested "by logic and by éxperiment no matter what their

author s neuroclogical type".59

As in The Prinéiples, James appears to be‘unsure of
how far he should condemn materialism‘or even psychological
reductionism. In the above he seems to conclude that
materialism may eventually prove to be well-founded, such
that various secretions can be shown to influence methodism,
however he remains cfitical of the usefulness of such
information. James’ phenomenology would posit that "mind is
not reducible to an isolated, nor even a contingently
correlated, event, but that it must be understood to be
internally related to the world".40 We cannot talk about the
methodist inclinations evidenced by the endocrine system
without fitting such analysis into the context of the larger
worldview of the subject. Without this contextual analysis

the endocrinal information is of littlg intereét or use.

In The Principles at least, Wilshire notes that "the



possibility of a thorqughgaing materialism boéh attracts and
repels” James.b61l James makes it abundantly clear that
"mental states cannot be correlated [with brain states]
urntil they are specified, and Efrom his phennmenolagicél
inclinations] they cannot be specified in isoclation from
their cognitive objects'".62 In The Varieties he comes
closest to accepting that materialism may indeed make sense
but a concern is voiced over the hurry to specify neural
activity before consciousness has been adequately
specified.b3 "Moreover, what a thought is in the L[neurall
comﬁositional sense is almost ridiculously irrelevant to

what the thought means.b4

Returning more specifically to his psychology of
religion, James elucidates the criterion he feels a
religious sentiment should be judged on:

Their value can only be ascertained by spiritual
judgements directly passed upon them, judgements based
upon our own immediate feeling primarily; and
secondarily on what we can ascertain of their
experiential relations to our moral deeds
and to the rest of what we hold as true.b65
It is in this and other passages that James describes his
empiricism — an empiricism which includes feelings and
experiences which may not be available to the sxperimenter.
For example, when discussing religious perception, he
writes:
It is as if there were in the human consciousness a
sense of reality, a feeling of objective presence, a

perception, of what we may call ‘something there’, more-
deep and more general than any of the special and



particular ‘senses’ by which psychology supposes
existent realities to be originally revealed.bé

So James defends the place of psychology when inguiries
about'the nature and origin of refigion are being discussed.
His empiricism allows him to explore a number of
psychological phenomena which other scientists might
discount. However, even his own brand of empirical
psychological method is not to be used to make judgements

about the truth of certain religious experiences.

Leuba serves as an illustrative contrast to James’
assumptions about materialism and empiricism in the

psychology of religion. He is very critical of James and in

his Psychological Study of Religion, written apptroximately
ten years aftter James published The Varieties, Leuba
outlines what he feels are the two sides to the debate. On
the one side is the claim that "what is.... most essential
in religion is a matter of revelation, of intuition.... and
not a matter of reflection or of philosophy®.47 On the other
side is the claim of psychology’s right "to submit every
content of consciousness to scientific study, whether it be

dubbed ‘inner’, ‘spiritual’ or otherwise".&48

Leuba argues tﬁat the theological claim for the
experiential nature of religion makes the gods ofrreligion
empirical entities, and as such they are indeed amenable to
scientific study.69 It seems that Leuba extends his

definition of "empirical" to includeé deities, even as he



constricts his definition to discount the deities. This will

become clearer shortly.

For Leuba the place of psychology is to "observe,
compare, analy%e and ... determine the conditions and
canséquences of the facts of ... religious life*.70 On the
surtface this seems to parallel James’® point that psYchology
can only make inquiries concerning the origin and nature of
the religious experience. Hawever,.Leuba criticizes James
for limiting psychology to inquiries of this type .71 Leuba
sees psychology as providing alternative explanations for
religious phenomena. He shifts from describing the
psychological processes underlying various religioué
experiences, to reducing those religious experiences to
nothing but those psychological processes,; thereby,
explaining away any need for theoclogical truth claims. He
commits psychologism in precisely the ﬁanner described by
James. However, he seems to‘have missed this section in
James® writing because he offers no'defense faor his actions

and seems to be unaware that James has dealt fully with the

problem already.

For example, Leuba is dismayed that even after Jahes
shows thai‘instantaneaus conversion can be explained by the
theory of the "subliminal”, James refuses to reduce the
experience to a psyéhological process./72 James writes:

But if you, being Orthodox Christians, ask me as a
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psychologist, whether the reference of the phenomenon
to a subliminal self does not exclude the notion of the
direct presence of Deity altogether, I have to say that
as a psychologist I do not see why it necessarily
should.73
Leuba feels that this sort of statement is a rejection of
the empiricism James purports to hold. However, as has been
discussed earlier, these statements are indeed consistent
with James’ empiricism with its wider scope and its break
with experimentalism. Leuba states in a final passage:
"William James’ effort to find in religious experiences

phenomena wairtranting the hypotheses of divine action is a

fiasco'.74

Leuba represents that aspect of psychology which has
stifled the study of religion. His reductionistic philosophy
leaves no room for theological significance. This attitude
continues to plague the psychology of religion evén to the
present, but it has seldom been articulated in such an

obvipous way, as Leuba has done here.

In sum, James’ philosophy of science entailed a number
of assumptions which showed positively in his psychological
study of religion. In general, as was evidenced in his
lectures "The Will fo Believe", he was understanding of
religious belief and critical of those who used science as a
way to undermine religious belief. He ocutlined a
well—defined place #or psychology in the study of religion

and he criticized those who over—stepped the boundaries and
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resorted to psychological reductionism {(psychologism).

For example, when it came to scientific psychology, on
balance, James seems to have believed that concepts such as
soul and will were superfluous to the agenda. As a result,
when it came to studying feligiaus experiences where soul
and will are primary, he refused to allow scientific
psychology to make judgements in these areas. Theological
and philosophical topics such as these cannot be commented
on by a scientific psychology — to do so would be

psychologism through naive reductionism.

3ames' proto-phenomenoclogy advocated an empiricism of
sorts but he avoided the typical methodological product of
logical empiricism (experimentation) whenever possible.
Further, his awareness of the subjective/rational component
of observation kept him critical of the empiricist claim to

objectivity.

James seemed to waffle on the issue of materialism, but
even when he acknowledged the explanatory power‘of
physiology, he cautioned against reducing thought to
physiological mechanisms, before the proper understanding of
thought’'s object was achieved. As was seen in the above
discussion of psychologism, James acknowledged that
physiology might be able to explain religious conversion,
for examp;e, but he failed to see the.usefulness of such an-

approach. Unfortunately, present—day academic psychology is



quite enamoured with the materialistic approach. James’

misgivings seem to have fallen on deaf ears, as Leuba’s

interpretation will atteét to.
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CHAPTER THREE

Chronologically, the second decade of the twentieth
ceﬁtufy saw the introduction of both behaviourism and
psychoanalysis into mainstream, Western psychology. For
purposes of compérison; however, Freud and Jung will be
discussed one after the other in the following two chapters.
This of course leaveé the figuwe of John Watson for

discussion in the present chapter.

It seems neceésary at this time, to defendrthe
inclusion of Watson in a review of historical figures who
‘ have, through various assumptions underlying their
philosophy of science, subsequently affected both their own
psychological study of religion and the study of religion in
present—day academia. One might correctly point out that
Watson, and many of the behaviourists who followed, had
little or nothing to say about religious experience. It will
become clear shortly, however, that Watson’'s method and
sﬁientific assumptions have very much affected
mainstream, academic psychelogy in the West in general. fAs
has already been shown in the introduction, what has held
for mainstream psychology in general most certainly holds
for more specific areas of interest, such as the study of

religious experience.

One assumption underlying the claim that behaviourism



5till affects mainstream thought is the view that the
so—called "cognitive reveolution®”, in which behaviourism’'s
scourge was said to have finally and thankfully been
destréyed, never actually occurred. Those holding this view
typically point out that even though consciousness has once
again been allowed back into the purview of the science of
psychology, the methodological and philosophical assumptions
underlying the study of consciousness have remained the same
as when the behaviourist model held sway.1 The human machine
remains the model of choice and cognition/ thought/
consciousness is processed in present aay psychology through
"information—processing" theory — a revolutionary idea

indeed.?

Returning to the period under discussion, the
publication of the article "Psychology as the Behaviorist

Views It" (1913) and the companion volume Psyéholoqv From

the Standpoint of a Behaviorist (1219}, marked Watson’s

entrance'into the heady world of scientific controversy.2 He
was born in the U.S5. in 1878 and died in 1938. Robinson
notes that although Watson is often touted as the "father”
of behaviowrism, one must also acknowledge that "fatherhood
entails grandparents, at least one mate, and offspring". In
this way, "the significant fact of behaviorism"” is not its
authorship but its receptibn".S Leahey provides a
description of the cultural mileu which may have contributed

to Watson’'s eventual reception:
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Classical behaviorism was very American in its pursuit
of utopia. The United States founded itself in a
revolution based on a new view of the state, and
Americans ever since have sought the perfect society.
Watson held out the possibility of a utopia founded on
scientific principles discovered in the laboratory but
applied to human affairs.4
Bakan ties in the rise of behaviowrism with “the assault on
human liberty" which exemplified early to mid—twentieth
century American culture. He cites as other examples,
"McCarthyism, the attack on Oppenheimer, the uncontrolled
growth of the FBI under J.Edgar Hoover, the excesses of the
CIla, ... etc".5 Bakan also illustrates an interesting
parallel in the USSR, where Pavlov was enjoying his role as
"the darling of both Lenin and Stalin".& Bakan qubtes Stalin
as saying that communism was once based on "the power of
ideas", but was now realized in the "power of authority".7
Bakan traces the parallel effects of the power of
authority in the behaviourist movement in America:
It isy ... in the common democratic tradition to
celebrate "the power of ideas’ in contrast to ‘the
power of authority.’ Behaviorism and Pavlovianism
conspired to undermine the validity of the power of
ideas, and to assert the role of punishment. But by
keeping the role of reward, it allowed the possibility

of a kind of fascism with a friendly +face, all the more
culpable for its seeming humanitarianism.8

Watson never made attempts to disguise the control
underlying his agenda for behaviourism. He writes in his

book Psychology From the Standpoint of a Behaviorist, that

the role of psychology is to formulate Ylaws and principles
whereby man’s actions can be contirolled by organized

society”.? And further:
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Psychology endeavors to guide society as to the ways in
which the environment may be modified to suit the group
or individual 's way of acting; or when the environment
cannot be modified, to show how the individual may be
moulded {(forced to put on new habits). 10
He notes alsoc that psychology must keep itself from
asserting any moral standards, in order to maintain a
neutral science. He is obviously oblivious to the values he
is encouraging in his predict and control paradigm.10 He

reiterates the control function of his psychology in his

apologetic Behaviorism, originally published in 1924,

where he writes:
The interest of the behaviorist in man’'s doings is more
than the interest of the spectator — he wants to
control man’'s reactions as physical scientists want to
control and manipulate other phenomena. It is the
business of behavioristic psychology to predict and to
control human activity.12
The scientific milieu which set the stage for
behaviourism was damprised of a number of different
elements. Animal psychology, especially the wark of
Thorndike and Pavlov, can be identified as a precursor to
Watson’'s methodology. Originally, animal psychology had a
strong functionalist base {after Darwin). Consciousness in
animals was investigated for its function as facilitator of
adaptive evolutionary behaviour.l13 Unfortunately, the
investigators began to worry that inferring consciocusness
from adaptive behaviour might be superfluous.14 Watson took
advantage of the growing uncertainty about the place of

consciousness in animal study and suggested that:

Since the relation of animal consciousness to animal
behavior is essentially stipulative, experimentally
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indeferminable, and irrelevant to problems that can be
investigated experimentally, it is fruitless to
continue trying to solve all those problems which
pertain to the relationship. Therefore, -.. we would be
better off to drop all concern with consciousness in
comparative psychology, and study only that which can
be experimentally investigated, that is behavior
itself.15

However , Watson continued to lobby against
functionalism and the study of consciocusness not only in the
realm of animal psychology, but also in general psychology.
He made a number of claims to defend this extension. For
example, he wites in Behaviorisms:

Literally hundreds and thousands of printed pages have
been published on the minute analysis of this
intangible something called ‘consciousness’. And how do
we begin work upon it? Not by analyzing it as we would
a chemical compound, or the way a plant grows. No,
those things are material things. This thing we call
consciousness can be analyzed only by introspection -
a looking in on what takes place inside of us. As a
result of this major assumption that there is such a
thing as consciousness and that we can analyze it by
introspection, we find as many analyses as there are
individual psychologists. There is no way of
experimentally attacking and solving psychological
problems and standardizing methods. 16

Mackenzie, in his book Behaviourism and the Limits of

Scientific Method, writes that underlying Watson’'s concern

was the desire to eliminate "unobservables" which included
"the repudiation of consciousness elsewhere than in
comparative psychology and the subsequent repudiation of
other uncbservables generally".17 Further:

The rejection of unobservables throughout psychology
could not be justified, as the rejection of
consciousness could be justified, simply by appeal to
the impossibility of getting on with research while
restricted to the old introspective formulations. The
more widespread rejection required rather an appeal to
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the physical sciences as providing an external standard
of objectivity against which introspective psycholaogy
as a whole could be tried, found wanting and
rejected. 18

Watson had decided to either "give up psychology or else

make it a natural science".19

As was discussed in previous chapters, logical
positivism was making its presence well known at this time,
and was being particularily well—-received in the field of
physics. Generally, this movement encouraged cbjective,
empirical methodology over all other concerns. It has also
been noted that physics has since abandoned. this philosophy.
The long term effects 6% Watson’'s adoption of logical
positivsm through his glorification of physics will be
discussed further in the person of Percy Bridgman and his
infamous operationism. For now, the effects on behaviowism
in the early twentieth century can be seen in the attempts
of behaviouristic psychology to employ exclusively the
"objective" study of human behaviow in terms of conditioned
reflexes, under highly controlled experimental lab
settings-EO Writes Watson: "The rule, or measwring rod which
the behaviorist puts in front of him always is: can I
describe this bit of behavior in terms of stimulus and

response?"21i

Mackenzie questions the motives underlying Watson’'s
valuation of objective methodology over and against

introspection when he notes that Watson promoted the study
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of the conditioned reflex well before the reliability of
that method was proven. "It thus had not been shown to have
precisely that degree of inter—experimenter reliability, the
absence of which was supposedly the justification for
rejecting introspectionism."22 He concludes thats:
"‘objective psychologists’ rejected introspection because
they were anti—mentalistic: they did not become
anti—-mentalistic on the basis of having had to reject
introspection".23 That Watson was influenced by
extra—scientific assumptions when he adopted a philosophy of
science which iénmres the presence of extra-scientific
assumptions is ironic, and from the standpoint of the
psychology of religion, unfortunate. It would seem that once
again empiricism triumphed over irationalism, as the tenets
of logical positivism and its derivative, logical
empiricism, were embraced by the behaviourists in particular
and then, through the crusades of Watson and his followers,

by psychology in general.

Like Dé5cartes and Kant before him, Watson’'s greatest
legacy was his methodological dogmatism. The particular
results of his early experiments became out—dated very
quickly, but his triumph of method over all else (whether it
be general theory or specific results) continued Dn.é4 As
was noted earlier, the gap between data and theory was
encouraged to a large extent by the downfall of

functionalist evolutionary theory in the study of animal
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consciousness. Mackenzie notes that as "the attempted
evnlutionary analyses came to seem ocutmoded and irrelevant
-« the suggestién that attention might better be confined
to mere data, with theoretical interpiretation repudiated on
mere principle, was an ocbvious and welcome one".23 The
ability to stay within the limits of "mere data" is of

course an assumption this thesis hopes to put into question.

In 1931, Skinner completed his doctoral dissertation,
in which behaviourism and logical positivism were presented
together thirough the work of physicist Percy Bridgman.
Bridgman’'s Y"operationism" marked the culmination of logical
positivism’'s hold on physics and his statements are duly
reiterated in the history books — as they will be here —
with a sense of wonder and dread. He writes:

The concept of length is therefore +ixed when the

operations by which length is measuwred are fixed: that

is, the concept of length involves as much and nothing

more than the set of measures by which length is

determined. In general, we mean by any concept nothing

more than a set of operations, the concept is

synonymous with the corresponding set of operations.26
That such rules may be applied to the concept of length is
open to question,27 how much more controversial then to
apply operationism to concepts such as anger or mystical
experience? 28 The behaviourists would of course eschew both
of the latter concepts on principle. Brett writes:

It is significant that Behaviouwrists have concentrated

mainly on the study of simple motor skills. But even in

that limited sphere Behaviourism is to be criticized

not simply for its restricitve and outworn conception
of scientific method; it is also to be criticized for
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having a very naiveé and inadequate view of what
canstitutes behaviow .29

Brett sees operationism as "one of the clearest examples of
the continuation of the observationalist tradition intec the
twentieth tentury".EO Skinner even claimed that he never
used hypotheses, but approached the data prepared for
whatever presented itself to him.31 Such a naive empiricism
can be criticized in the same way that the empificists of
the observationalist tradition were criticized in chapter
one. The operationist, clinging tightly to the naive
empiricist, i=s also a victim. Brett writes:
Just as it is salutary to say that observation is
decisive in testing hypotheses, but misleading to say
that scientists ‘start from’ observations, so also is
it salutary to say that scientific terms are meaningful
because there are concrete operations by means of which
it can be determined whether or not a term is
applicable or whether or not what is asserted in a
sentence containing scientific terms is true or false,
but misleading to say that scientists define terms by
means of ‘operations’ or that terms ‘stand for’
operations.32
Irrespective of the devastating attacks sustained by logical

positivism in the present day, operationism continues in

mainstream psychology with surprising tenacity.33

As was remarked upon at the beginning of this chapter,
Watson had little to say about the psychology of religion.
However, the assumptions underlvying his work allow some
insight into how a psychology which still holds his
assumptions might treat religious experience. In general,
Watson's crusade against the unscientific can be seen as a

crusade against religion, philosophy, ethics, or any other
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‘nonobjective’ phenomena. The following excerpt from
Behaviorism is illustrative:

The behaviorist, who has been trained always as an
experimentalist, holds, ... that belief in the
existence of consciousness goes back to the ancient
days of superstition and magic. Magic lives forever. As
time goes on all of these critically undigested,
innumerablly told tales get woven into the folk lore of
the people. Folk lore in tuwrn gets organized into
religions ... Some of our greatest bioclogists,
physicists, and chemists, when outside of their
laboratories, fall back upon folk lore which has become
crystallized into religious concepts. These concepts -

these heritages of a timid savage past — have made the
emergence and growth of scientific psychology extremely
difficult.34

Just as in Comte’'s positivism, religion is the stage which
civilization must grow out of if science is to triumph.
Religion is given little or no respect as a phenomenon. This
same attitude pervades much of present day study as was

described in the introduction.

Watson ‘s position on materialism is not indicative of
his general effect on the psycholegy of religion. For
example. Watson was reductionistic in his thinking, but this
did not lead to the type of physiological materialism which
has proved so stifling for religion in the periods before
and after Watson. Indeed, Watson even criticized the
physiologists as being too reductionistic — this from the
same man who reduced all elements of human psychology to

stimulus — response mechanisms.35

Watson ‘s most devastating effect on present day
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psycholaogy of religion resdlts from his continuation of the
cbservationalist tradition in the form of extreme empiricism
and its running mate, operationism. Ignoring the myriad
presuppositions informing his "objective" empiricism, Watson
almost single—handedly destroyed a number of concepts which
did not fit into his agenda. Mwray notes the case of
Watson's crusade against imagery, a concept of particular
relevance to the study of religion. Watson felt that "all
cases of so—called visual imagery could be analyzed into
cases of verbalization” and he remained "conQinced that
images Larel unproven ... mytholeogical, the figment of the
psychologists’ terminology®.36 As a result, research on
imagery "almost vanished from the American scene until the

late 192&60G's".37

As has been discussed previously, the eventual retwn
of "things cognitive" to the mainstreaﬁ sphere in Western
psycholoéy did not mark a complete break from the
behaviourist tradition. Operationism still exists in a
varied format, in the guestionnaire and psychological
testing domain. Empiricism is still the acknbwledged ideal,
even when "unobjective®" variables such as religiosity are
being measured. The objectivity lacking in the variable in
question is made up for in the methods used to measure the
variable, with the typically dry result. Further, Watson’'s
views on the natwe of religion in geneiral have continued,

such that comparatively few psychologists have undertaken to



seriously study the religious experience.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Sigmund Freud was born in 1856 and grew up in Vienna.
Daniel Robinson writes that Freud "was the product of that
marvelously contradictory climate of German thought in which
science was defined in the positivistic, deterministic, and
physicalist language of Helmholtz and in which philosophy
was Hegelian".1 When Freud received his doctorate in 1881,
Wundt ‘s laboratory had been productive for two years and
Darwin’'s theory had been in print for over twenty years.2

This intellectual backdrop will be elaborated on shortly.

The significance of Freud’'s work on the present day
study of religion in mainstream, Western psycholeogy cannot
be asserted with the same confidence that was presented in
' the discussion on Watson, for example. Psychoanalysis was
never fully embraced by mainstream, academic psychology but
remained a fringe element, taking up residence instead in
the companion field of psychiatry. Leahey writes:

For all of Freud’'s influence on Western culture, the

relations between psychoanalysis and academic

psychology have been ambivalent. No psychologist can be
ignorant of psychoanalysis, and its concepts are
discussed even in texts that call them wrong. Academic
psychologists have been critical of and even hostile to

Freud’'s ideas {(when they have not ignored them), and

psychoanalysts have generally remained aloof from

experimental psychology.3

Psychoanalysis was criticized by mainstream psychology for
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not being empirically based, and for being unsystematic in
its methodology. By the time of Freud’'s introduction to the
United States, the mainstream psychology of Western academia
was characterized by the growing influence of parametric
theory, which would be encouwraged further by the
behaviourist movement. Bakan describes parametrics as the
theory "that all human functioning is the result of a set of
identifiable variables. Research, then, is simply the work
of identifying and studying the patterns of covariation
among these parameters.”4 Statistical analysis was beginning

" to make its presence known.

Psychoanalysis flourished ocutside this community,
largely due to its reception in the humanities. Bakan
maintains that "the American academic psychologist rejected
this Freudian ‘underground’ psychology ... Virtually no
funds were ever made available for psychological research
that would be consonant with this psychology of the

underground. "9

Noting the rejection of Freudian theory by mainstream,
academic psychology on issues of general methodology, one
might be tempted to conjecture that Freud would
correspondingly evoke dissonance with that community on more
specific issues like religion. If the psychoimgy which
rejected Freud was ‘one whose parametric fheories sounded the

death knell for meaningful studies of religion, then perhaps
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his Dpposition to this community would indicate, conversely,
that studies of religion would fare better in the domain of

psychoanalysis. Unfortunately this was not the case.

There are at least two reasons why Freud’'s psychology,
creative and theoretical as it was, did not help improve the
sitgatinn for the psychological study of religion, either in
his own time, or in the present day. First, it should be
noted that even if Freud did not live up to the empirical
ideal of academic experimental psychology, he still shared
that ideal. "Freud believed that all of the methods he
employed, as a research physiologist, clinical neurologist,
and medical psychologist, were essentially similar in that
they were all based on systematically observing empirical

events and recording them."46 In The History of Psychiatry:

An Evaluation of Psvchiatric Thought and Practice From

Frehistoric Times to the Present, the authors exault Freud

for what they call his scientific approach:

Under Freud’'s championing and practice of
psychoanalysis the fact that psychology — the study of

personality — can have the same cumulative and
operational characteristics as the natural sciences was
established.7

They also note the now obligatory characteristic of radical
empiricism: Freud "worked - and saw himself - as a

scientist, not a philosopher, proceeding from observation to

generalization.He refused to begin with speculation®”.8

The writings of Freud which dealt with religion and
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civilization in general, mark what the above authors see as
the beginning of Freud’'s more speculative writings.9 Here
Freud the philosopher (after Hegel) was supposed to have
moved beyond Freud the positivist {after Helmholtz).
Unfortunately, his philosophy of science had become
well—entrenched by this time and it continued to assert
itself even in his "speculative" writings, with the typical

negative results for religion.

When the uncompromising valuation of empirical science
guides the study of feligion, & phenomenon witnessed a
number of times in the preceding chapters occurs. Religion
is relegated to the position of pre-scientific superstition.
Science is the ideal and religion must be transcended if the
scientific society is to develop properly. This is evidenced
a number of times in Freud’'s writings on religion. As will
be discussed shortly, religion in general was seen by Freud
as "satisfying in its wholeness and certainty."10 "It
derives its strength from its readiness to fit in with our
instinctual wishful impulses.”11 Freud was typically
suspicious of phennﬁena which satisfied human wishes. He
continually held up science ag‘renunciatnry and therefore
superior in this regard. He writes of scientific
investigation as "slo#, hesitating and labouriogs". And of
religion: "No wonder the gentlemen in the other camp are )

dissatisfied. They are spoilt: revelation gave them an

easier time".12



A second and perhaps more important explanation for the
Freudian devaluing of religion can be seen within the
speci%ic details of psychoanalytic theory itself. What
follows is a brief exploration of the roots of
psychoanalytic theory. Rather than attempting to mount a
:Dmpreﬁensive assault on Freud’'s work, the balance of this
chapter will involve the more specific presentation of
Freud’'s psychology of religion. Details from his more
general theory will be briefly described only when they are

needed to augment this presentation.

In their essay "The Assimilation of Psychoanalysis in
America", authors Green and Reiber chart the beginnings of
the theory of unconscious with Herbart, a nineteenth-century
German philosopher.13 In opposition to Kant’'s criticism that
mind/thought cannot be scientifically studied because it
cannot be properly measured, Herbart postulated thé addition
of force or intensity as a dimension of mind in addition to
the previously inadequate dimension of duration. Using this
new dimension, Herbart postulated that ideas have different
forces or intensities in contrast to each other.i4 "When an
idea is overcome by an opposing idea, it is pushed back or
repressed below the light of conscious attention.”13°
Herbart also postulated that repressed ideas return to a
more "primitive form".16 Both of these postulates anticipate

Freudian theaorvy.
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Further anticipatidns may be found in the views of the
nature and cause of sickness which were espoused by Benedict
Horeliin the 1850°'s.17 Morel highlighted the influence of
adverse physical and social conditions in the environment,
and he also extended fhe purview of human "degenerations" to
include not only the usual physical ailments but also a
number of psycholoéical ones. Green and Reiber cite the
following rather exhaustive list:

Alcohalism,-drug addiction, mental deficiency, 1languor,
inertia, apathy, melencholy, malaise, ... suicidal
tendgncies, -es pyromania, kleptomania, erotomania
nymphomania, and necrgphilia.iB
Parallels with later Freudian thought can be found both in
the application of the label of."illness" to psychological

disorders, as well as in the explicit recognition of the

sexual nature of a number of the disorders.

Freud's use of inhibited sexual excitation as the
primary etiological tool in his therapy and theory can be
seen as a reflection of the Vienna culture of Freud’'s time.

Kratft—-Ebbing’'s work Psychopathia Sexualis was published

in Vienna in 1886 and was read by both Freud and Jdung, for
example. Green and Reiber note that "sexual precccupations
pervaded the sophisticated literary and bohemian society of

the Austro-Hungarian Empire in which Freud grew‘up".19

For Freud, religions are very much related to human
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sexuality as expressed within the family (here one should
note that Freud’'s theories of religion arise almost
exclusively from his experiences with Catholicism and
Judaism). From his theories of the original Oedipal conflict
where the horde of sons joined together to supplant the
father and later through collective quilt deified the
father, to the modern day celebration of the eucharist where
once again the Oedipal instincts are revived, Freud
highlighted the role that instinctive sexuality has played

_in human relationships with the supernatuwral.Z20

Freud hypothesized that religion serves as a continual
reminder of the collective guilt incurred with the original
Dedipal conflict and repeated daily in the fight between
individual desires and societal constraints. Religion
demands the renunciation of id instincts but it also allows
these instincts to be fulfilled at some levei, especially
through the propagation of the God as Father myth. Freud
sees religion as a substitute for a properly internalized
super ego which would internalize societal constraints and
impose true renunciation without the comforting illusion of

a Father in heaven.

If the world was progressing as it should then as
ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny, the individual would
renounce the sexual, selfish uwrges of the id, internalize

societal constraint through the super ego, and become
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civilized.2! Ta reach the higher stages of the scientific
age phylogeny should in twrn recapitulate ontogeny and
abandon the mass neurosis which has developed out of its

sexually—driven relationship with the divine father.22

In Civilization and its Discontents Freud sums up his

disappointment in the tenacity with which this mass delusion
has continued in the face of the scientific age. He writes
that belief in a "God the Father"-

is so patently infantile, so foreign to reality, that
to anyone with a friendly attitude to humanity it is
painful to think that the great majority of mortals

will never be able to rise above this view of life.23

Of the collective nature of the illusion of religion, he
writes:

— each one of us behaves in some one respect like a
parancic, corrects some aspect of the world which is
unbearable to him by the construction of a wish and
introduces this delusion into reality. A special
importance attaches to the case in which this attempt
to procure a certainty of happiness and a protection
against suffering through a delusional remoulding of
reality is made by a considerable number of people in
common. The religions of mankind must be classed among
the mass delusions of this kind. No one, needless to
say, who shares a delusion ever recognizes it as
such.24

The collective guilt underlying the rituals and religious
practises of the worship of the Father is likened to the
behaviour of &bsessive compulsives in "Obsessive Acts and
Religious Practises". 25 For example, the repression of an
instinctual impulse is said to typically lie at the bottom
of an obsessive act.

In the course of the repression of this instinct a
special conscientiousness is created which is
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directed against the instinct’s aims: but this
psychical reaction—formation feels insecure and
constantly threatened by the instinct which is lurking
in the unconscious. The influence of the repressed
instinct is felt as a temptation, and during the
process of repression itself anxiety is generated ...26

Likewise, "the formation of a religion, also seems to be
based on the suppression, the renunciation, of certain
instinctuwal impulses ... "27
A sense of guilt following upon continual temptation
and an expectant anxiety in the form of fear of divine
punishment have, after all, been familiar to us in the

field of religion longer than in that of the
neurosis.Z28

Volney BGay in his work Freud on Ritual:

Reconstruction and Critigue, attempts to argue that

Freud's use of the word "suppression" in the above quote,
indicates that Freud differentiated between religious ritual -
which involved suppression and obsessional neurosis which
involved repression.29 The latter, because of its
unconscious component, is said to be of a neurotic nature,
whereas suppression as a conscious effort is not. Gay
maintains that:
If neurotic anxiety is a function of repression, and if
the anti-instinctual mechanism typical of religious
acts is suppression {(and not repression), then it would
seem to follow that the "anxiety" which Freud ascribes
to pious individuals who perform certain religious
rituals cannot be neuroctic anxiety.30

However, all Freud’s later texts on religion including

Totem and Taboo, The Future of an Illusion,

Civilization and its Discontents, and Moses and

Monotheism, argue further not just for the neurotic
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qualities of certain religious rituals, but for the
unhealthy, immature natwe of the entire enterprise of
religion. Volney Gay’'s hapes that psychoanalysis can now be
reinterpreted to show that "the ego ... develops through and
encourages ritualized patterns of behavior", seem to run

contrary to the bulk of Freud’'s later works on religion.31

Judith Van Herik offers perhaps the most compelling
interpretation of Freud’'s work on religion in her book

Freud on Femininity and Faith. Van Herik‘'s reading of

Freud has alerted her to the similarities between Freud’'s
critique of religion and his critique of femininity.32
Underlying both religion and femininity is wish fulfillment.
Underlying their polar opposites, science and masculinity,
is renunciation of illusion. She writes:
Renunciation of illusion is Freud’'s consistent critical
principle; it grounds both his critique of femininity
within the theory of gender and of illusion within the
theory of religion. In these terms, the specific values
which Freud awards masculinity measure the valuable in
general. The specific failures in value which he
attributes to femininity measuwre such failures in
general .33
For Freud, feminine gender identity is either fulfillment in
itself, or it allows for fulfillment to be experienced. In
the first instance, women {(as it is women who are typically
femiﬁine) "function as libidinal objects for men; as such
femininity represents libidinal fulfillment, the temptations
of the pleasure principle and the psychical dangers of wish

fulfillment to the male ascetic, cultural hero, or

theorist".34 In the second instance, Fem@ninity allows forz
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gratification and fuifillment in the woman because it

alléws her "to experience gratification that is renounced in
ideal masculine development because the feminine attitude
retains a dependegt and consoling libidinal tie to paternal
figures".35 The polar opposites to both femininity and
religion are found by Freud in the renunciation of wish
‘evidenced in both the the development of masculinity by the
healthy individual and the development of science by the

healthy civilization.

Further evidence of this interpretation comes from the
discrepancy in Freud’'s treatment of Judaism in Moses and

Monotheismand Christianity (specifically Catholicism) in

The Future of an Illusion. Although Freud often sounds his
critiques against religion in general, there is a markedly
different tone in his writings about the Mosaic tradition.
Van Herik points out that the difference follows a
recognizable pattern — Judaism is renunciatory, Christianity
is wish fullfillment. The following passages from Moses

and Monotheism are illustrative. Freud writes that

renuciation in the Mosaic tradition begins with the
injunction against making an image of God.

EThis injunctionl] signified subordinating sense
perception to an abstract idea; it was a triumph of
spirituality over the senses; more precisely an
instinctual renunciation accompanied by its
psychologically necessary consequences [eg. ego
maturityl.3é6

Christianity, on the other hand, is seen by Freud as

relieving the guilt of the Jews (and the growing guilt of



87

all their contemporaries) which arose originally over the
murder of the Father. Unfortunately it was precisely this
guilt that had kept the religion great, both spiritually and
ethically. Paul relieved this guilt by preaching of the
sacrificial death which had relieved the world of its sin
{(the sin of the murder of the Father couched in more
acceptable terms as "original sin").37 Freud writes that
subsequently: "The Christian religion did not keep to the
lofty heights of spirituality to thch the Jewish religion

had spoared®.38

A paradox develops when one reads both Moses and

Monotheism and The Future of an Illusion, together. VYan

Herik articulates the confusion in the following passage:
On the one hand I[Freudl charges religion with offering
illusory consolation that only a wish fulfillment can
provide, and, on the other, he sees the stringent
renunciations enforced by Judaism as, if anything, too
demanding of the psychic economy. He treats the second
situation as mentally and culturally wvaluable just as
masculinity is valuable, while he denies such value to
femininity and to Christian illusion.39

Van Herik points out that what Freud criticizes in the

Chrisfian religion especially is the "paésive, dependent,

and compliant longing fof‘paternal consolation".40 This

matches precisely his critique of feminine gender identity
that was presented earlier. The "dissolution of the Oedipal
complex ... entails renunciation of submission to fathers

«mns For Freud ... it is the ‘ideal’ outcome of masculine

development.”41 Freud finds such renunéiation in the Mosaic
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tradition, where "the father figure is not emphasized in his
procreative or nuwturant functions".42

Instead, he appears from outside and chooses his people
placing restrictions on them, which, when they are
repudiated and then accepted, elevate his people to
unprecedented intellectual, ethical and spiritual
heights. 43

Van Herik’'s thesis alerts one to the dangers of the
empiricist who ignores his or her pre—-empirical values and
assumptions. Green and Reiber hypothesize that Freud’s
background in hypnosis predetermined him to be less
conscious of his own role in his therapy and theory:

Psychoanalysis reflects Freud’'s early orientation in
hypnotic therapy [in thatl he continued toc conceive of
his role as essentially that of the hypnotist. In
hypnotic therapy, the patient ‘s memories and fantasies
ware supposedly something completely apart from the
hypnotist. Similarily in psychoanalysis, Freud assumed
that he himself — who he was and what he did — had no
reflection in the content Df the patient’'s memories and
communications. 44

That Freud was a male brought up in the Jewish tradition and
trained as a scientist cannot help but make the reader leary
of his polemic for the masculine ideal of renunciation,
nurtured in the Mosaic tradition and now ready to take
flight into the scientific age. Van Herik is perhaps a
little more generous in her analysis when she writes:
It is useless to ask which comes first chronologically
in Freud’s thought: his respect for renunciation or for
masculinity. Both are there in some form from the
start, and when the masculine renunciatory dynamic is
discovered in the Mosaic tradition and in the
scientific attitude, belief in the value of

masculinity, of renunciation, and of Judaism is
transformed into a ‘scientific theory’.45
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Although Freud’'s general theory was largely rejected by
mainstream acadeﬁic psychology, his philosophy kascience
entailed a number of assumptions which paralleled those of
the mainstream discipline and subsequently reiterated the
mainstream stance iawards religion and the study of
religion. Freud’'s views on the place of psychnlng& in the

study of religion will be discussed first.

Vande Kemp notes that Freud was aware of the dangers of
psychologism when he stated that ideas which fulfill wishes
are not necessarily false. Further examination of the
validity of the evidence for or against the idea, within the
lpgical framework of the idea, is necessary to ascertain
truth or falsity.446 De Luca writes that Freud "concedes that
it is possible that there might be a God and even one -
corresponding to the ideas man has of Him."47 However:

LFreudl cornsiders the expression of man's relation to

God — religion — as man made: the forms which religion

has taken grew out of the culture of the time or the

particular psychological disposition of the individual

person. Thus religion is man’'s attempt to relate or

communicate with another being whom he calls God.48
Unfortunately Freud seldom makes clear the boundaries which
he feels his analyses must respect. In many cases his agenda
seems clear — to convince society that it is ready to throw
off the comforting illusion of God the Father, and to
replace it not with a better expression of the divine, as De
tuca maintains, but with positivistic science, the

repudiation of the metaphysical. Van Herik concurs:

For Freud the data of the history of religions is data
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for psychology because religious theories are distorted
projections of psychical states onto the world.
Psychoanalytic studies of religion will, in his view,
reverse the projective process and decode the
distortions so that the beings and forces of the
supernatural realm will be correctly understood as
psychical. Withdrawal of projections from the natural
world will free human minds to understand nature
scientifically.49
Freud’'s materialism makes his agenda even clearer.
Thrrough his discussions of the psychical nature of the
deification of the father figure in Totem and Taboo, or
through the further reductions found in his attempts to
correlate psychical phenomena with brain activity,50 Freud
uses psychoanalytic theory to judge the validity of
theological truth claims without compromise. Freud even
worried that the Catholic Church would ostracize him after
his writings about the origins of monotheism, assuming that

his theories would infringe in a dangerous way upon Catholic

truth claims.51

It is perhaps Freud’'s empiricism that is of the biggest
concern here, especially when he is later compared with
Jung. For Freud, empirical, positivist science was the model
of renunciation which humankind should emulate. It was not
his empirical methodology which hindered the study of
religion, as most empiricists would decline to label his
methodology empirical. Rather it was his valuing of
empirical science within his own theory of psychical

development, which devalued religion, and the religious.
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As was discussed earlier, Freud’'s own empirical ideal
also blinded him to his presuppositions and assumptions.
Although one does not want to speculate tooc much, Freud the
patriarchal, Jewish, scientist certainly seemed to bring a
few of his own pre—-scientific values to his empirical
observations of gender, and especially of religion. Freud’s
cbservations of the.masculine nature of science will be
discussed further in the feminist critique of science

offered in the concluding chapter of the thesis.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Carl Jung was born in 1875 in Switrerland. His
upbringing was "drenched in — an ethos of Protestant
devotion and piety”.1 When he left home to pursue university
studies he embraced the secular, scientific world and
eventually abandoned his Protestant involvements.2 His
relationship with Freud and the psychoanalytic movement
started well before he and Freud actually met in 19204, and
Jung became a loyal subscriber to the psychoanalytic faitﬁ.
However, the coupling of Jung’'s divergent ideas on sexuality
and religion with Freud’'s patriarchal impositions and low
tolerance for deviations fromrhis theory led to a number of
disagreements between the two men. In 1914, when the rift in
their relationship gqrew too deep to repair Jung broke off
all contact with Freud and went through a period of
self-examination which fuwrther cemented the convictions of

his divergent views.3

For purposes of this discussion, Jung will be presented
with less description than prescription. That is, his
psychology of religion will be examined not for how it
affected present day psychology bf,religion, as it probabiy
cannot be said to have exerted substantial effects, but

rather for how it should affect present day study. Like
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Freud, Jung was rejected by the mainstream psychology of
academia. However, as was argued in the previous chapter,
Freud was still gble to influence mainstream, academic
psychology of religion, both then and now, because his
promotion of the positivistic, scientific ideal through his
psychoanalytic valuation of renunciation reiterated the
second class status of religion and religious people which

was endemic to mainstream study, then as now.

Although Jung claimed to be an empiricist his
phenomenological stance set him apart from the
positivist/operationist connotations of the empiricism which
surrrrounded him. Jung writes:

NMotwithstanding the fact that I have often been called

a philosopher, I am an empiricist and adhere to the

phenomenclogical standpoint. I trust that it does not

collide with the principles of scientific empiricism i+f
one occasionally makes certain reflections which go
beyond a mere accumulation and classification of
experience. As a matter of fact 1 believe that an
experience is not even possible without reflection
because ‘experience’ is a process of assimilation,
without which there could be no understanding.4

In this way he is like William James who recognized the

rational components of empiricism and whose “"radical”

empiricism championed all experience, not jusf

operationalized sense perception, as the harbinger of truth

about the world.

Jung’'s expansion of the boundaries of "empirical fact®

included the contents of the unconscious, dreams, historical
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documents, and religious creeds.5 Alexander and Selesnick
note with dismay that "unfortunately Jung’s orientation
toward psychology was affected by mystical and esoteric
thinking; it was ... a tendency to occultism, astrology and
mystieism".b Tgey note further that this resulted in his
work being more influential among "speculative philosophers,

poets and religionists than in medical psychiatry".7

For Jung, the truth of any idea was not related to its
verification through operationism. An idea is true by virtue
of its psychological existence.8 Critics have accused Jung
of being relativistic and irresponsible in this regard —
"delusions exist but certainly they are not true'.? Jung
feels that statements such as these betray an incredible
arrogance which he would rather avoid. It is for this reason
that he "insists upon the criterion of existence, both in
the realm of science and in the realm of religion and upon
immediate and primordial experience".10 He writes further:
“Facts are facts and contain no falsity. It is ocur judgement
that introduces the element of deception”.11 He illustrates
this point further with the following comparison:

Psychology deals with ideas and other mental contents

as zoology for instance deals with different species of

animals. An elephant is true because it exists. The

elephant, moreover, is neither a conclusion nor a

statement nor a subjective judgement of a creator. It

is a phenomenon. But we are so used to the idea that
psychical events are willful and arbitrary products,

««= that we can hardly liberate ourselves from the

prejudiced view that the psyche and its contents are

nothing but our own arbitrary invention or the more or
less illusory product of assumption and judgement. 122
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Jung ‘s view of the "truth” of various psychological
entities, especially religious ideas, will be elaborated on
in the discussion of Jung and psychologism at the end of the

chapter.

As was presented in the above gquote, Jung argues that
the unwilled natuire of many of the compaonents of the psyche
disallows for the typical Freudian argum=nt that the
religious components, especially, are willed into the
service of the ego in its mediation between the id and the
super—ego. Reducing the existence of God images in the
psyche to personal motives, is as unacceptable to Jung as

holding the cancer patient responsible for the cancer.13

Another parallel with William James is found in Jung’s
general view of science — both men had the ability to see

the flaws of the toeol they employed. In The Undiscovered

Self, Jung writes:
Most of the natural sciences try to represent the
results of their investigations as though these had
come into existence without man’s intervention, in such
a way that the collaboration of the psyche — an
indispensible factor — remains invisible. 14
When it comes to understanding not just the natural world,
but the individual human psyche, Jung argues that scientific
knowledge must be laid aside. The law of. averages will not
lend to an understanding bf the individual experience. 1S On

the other hand, JdJung’'s study of Eastern cultures awakened

him to a wholism which enabled him to understand the
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collective nature of parts of the unconsciocus, for example.
Coward argues that because of the modern scientific focus
"on the minutia of empirical evidence, modern psychoclogy
often lost sight of the larger whole."16 In this way the
"emphasis upon the holistic or collective nature of the
unconscious was seen by Jung as one of his major
contributions in helping to restore the balance between

the part and the whole in modern, Western thought."17

Employing this critical view of science, injected with
a healthy dose of theoretical musing, self—exploration, and
and myriad background research in the folklore, anthropology
and religion of Eastern, African, European and North
American cultures, Jung’s psychology of religion can be seen
as probably the richest and most productive of any before or
after him. As with Freud, Jung’s general theories will only
be expounded upon when his more particular theories of
religion require further explanation. It should be noted
that in some ways this is an artificial separation, as much
of Jung’'s general theory evolves around the religious life
of the human psyche. This point will be addressed later in

the chapter.

The most important aspect of Jung’'s psychology in
general, and his psychology of religion in particular, is
the theory of the collective unconscious. The collective

unconscious is a racial heritage of images or archetypes.



These represent universal human reactions té typical
situations such as fear, struggles against superior power,
relationships between the sexxes and between children and
parents, hate, love, birth and finally death. Writes Jung:
"Althbugh we human beings have our own personal life, we are
yvet in large measure the representatives, the victims and
the promoters of a collective spirit whose years are counted
in centuries".18 The key to healthy personality development
is to search for objects in the sxternal world which can
become symbolic and personal representations of the
caollective archetypes within, to raise the unconscious
archetypes to conscious awareness, and to strike a balance
between the'oppssite Forcés of the archetypes by unitying
them under the God/5elf archetype. The special implications

of this archetype will be discussed shortly.

The process of symbol formation is called individuation
and for Jdung it was very much a religious process. He views
the religions of the world as cultural efforts to supply
creeds and images which could be used in the symbol forming
process of individuation. “Religians-in their concrete forms
are crystallizafions of the archetypes present in the

collective unconscious". 19

The archetypes are independent elements which arise
unwilled in the form of the recurring themes and images of

world religion folklore and myth.20 The God/Self archetype
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was mentioned earlier as the unifying archetype and it, of
course, has particular significance for religion. Jung
describes the archetype in the following passage:
There is in 'the unconscious an archetype of wholeness
which manifests itself spontaneously in dreams, etc.
and has a tendency independent of the conscious will,
to relate all other archetypes to this center.
Consequently, it does not seem improbable that the
archetype of wholeness occupies as such a central
position which approximates it to the God-image. The
similarity is further borne out by the peculiar fact
that the archetype produces a symbolism which
has always characterized and expressed the Deity ... 21
For Jung, the God archetype, if truly individuated,
eventually becomes the S5elf, uniting the opposing forces of
the collective unconscious. He notes that one of the more
effective images +tor symbolizing the God/Self archetype is

the mandala, which as a circie, is equal and balanced in

every way.22

Religion, then, plays a central role in Jung’'s theory
of the healthy psyche and in his prescriptions for the
unhealthy psyche. This is not to say that he is not critical
of the religious institutions of the twentieth century. In
many ways he feels that modern Christianity, especially, has
failed to provide images that could become individuated
representations of the various archetypes including thé
uniting archetype of the God/Self. In this way modern
Christianity has contributed toc the twentieth century

malaise of the Western hemisphere.23

The major religious traditions of Western culture, that
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is the Jewish and Christian traditions, have failed to
provide adequate images +for the conscious accessing of the
unconscious archetypes, resulting in mass projection.
Western culture is too extroverted in this way and has lost
touch with the inner psyche, causing an unhealthy psychical
imbalance. Jung sees the popularity of Eastern religiocus
traditions in North America, especially, as indicative of
this need for balance with the internal and the

external. 24

The doctrines and creeds of Western religious
traditions reflect this extroversion in that they have
become progressively codified "and in so aaing have
externalized themselves to such an extent that the authentic
religious element in them ... has been thrust into the
background". 25 Religiocus traditions and convictions are no
longer based on inner experience but on "unreflecting
belief" which, says Jung, is "notoriously apt to disappear
as soon as one begins thinking about it".26 Belief is

not an adequate substitute for inner experience.

Further shortcomings of Western traditions arise wﬁen:
the mythological symbolism {(of Christianity in particular)
is taken too literally and "comes into insufferable conflict
with knowledge".27 Jung notes: "Despite all the mental
exertions of the councils and of scholastic theclogy, they

failed to bequeath to posterity an intellectual
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understaﬁding of the dogma that would lend the slightest
support to belief in it".28 Creeds and dogmas are tools
only, and it would seem that the creeds and dogmas available

to Western peoples are proving to be inadequate ones.

As has been discussed previously, Jung believe; that
mental health results when the collective unconscious is in
a ;tate of balance between the archetypes of opposing
forces, whether they be good and evil, masculine and
feminine, light and dark. To individuate the archetypes ocne
requires an image that can sustain this balance in order to
form an adequate symbol. The images of Western traditions do
not encourage this balance. One example of the imbalance
encouraged by .Christian doctrine is illustrated by the

highlighting of the triune God.

The trinity allows for only one half of two very
important pairs of opposites, the masculine half of the
feminine/masculine pair, and the good from the good/evil
pair. For the God/Self archetype to become truly
individuated a balance must be struck. This reqguires
Ehristian symbolism to acknowledge both the feminine and the
evil aspects of the God, if it is to be of value to the

Western psyche.

Jung notés that the Roman Catholic Church has

ackowledged, to some extent, the value of the feminine pole
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by utilizing the figure of Mary. Protestants, however, still
tend to feel fha£ the Assumption of Mary jeopardizes the
authority of Jesus.29 Both Protestant an& Catholic alike
refuse to acknowledge the evil pole of their God, even
though many have argued that the evil side is obvious,
especially in the 0ld Testament. Jung illustrates this last

point by analyzing the Book of Job, published as Answer

to Job, in 1954.

For Jung, the biblical steory of Job points to the
psychological truth that "Yahweh equals a totality of inner
opposites” .30 Those who argue that evil arises from the
human creation and not God are forgetting that "the Serpent
in Paradise was not made by man and that Satan is one of the
Sons of God, prior to man".31 Jung notes that i+ "Man were
positively the origin of all evil, he would possess a power

equal or almost equal to that of the good which is God".32

Jung’'s suggestions often strike the orthodox as
overstepping the boundaries of psycholugy in the worst way.
NMewton has noted that "while several thinkers have stated
that people use their own gods, there is probably no one
who has come so close as Jung has to saying that people also
make their own gods".33 This is a misreading of Jung that
is difficult to avoid. For Jung, the God exists. He has
experienced God and does not need to believe in God.34

The symbols through which Jung has experienced this God are



those symbols which integrate the inner psyche and the
external world — the mandala is one such symbol. The
immergence of the mandala in the human psyche can be seen
as an unconscious response to the split between good and
evily a striving for unity; "a compensation for ... psychic
cleavage” .35 There are a number of symbols within
Christianity that would alsc be appropriate {(over and above
the Trinity symbol, for example). Jung writes that there are
plenty‘of places in scripture from which a point of
departure and development of the Christian myth could be
made but we let it grow stagnant.36 In this way it may
sound as if Jung is advocating that we are free to make

our own symbols (rather than our own gods, as Malony states)
however, éven this adjustment is incorrect as Jung posits
that only certain symbols will do (as ocutlined above).
Further, the process is often two—way — sometimes a symbol

chooses you.

In the end, Western society must curtail its external
prnjectiDAs and come to grips with the needs of its psyehe.
"The development of the human consciousness demands a
withdrawal of all attainable projections, ... no doctrine of
God in the sense of a non—-psychological existence can be
maintained any longer."37 This is not to suggest tha@ God
cannot exist uutsiderthe psyche, only that psychologists
cannot properly speak of this Bod; it is innaccessible to

human analysis in terms of our language. Jung explains:
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We find numberless images of God, but we cannot

produce the original. There is no doubt in my mind

that there is an original behind our images, but it is
inaccessible. We could not even be aware of the
original since its translation into psychic terms is
necessary in order to make it perceptible at all ...
Why should we be so immodest as to suppose that we
could catch a universal being in the narrow confines of
our language? We know that God—-images play a great role
in psychology, but we cannot prove the physical
existence of God ... If I keep to a statement that 1
can prove, this does not mean that 1 deny the existence
of anything else that might exist bevond it.3S

Such opposition to the stifling Occam’s Razor which
encouraged behaviorists to deny the existence of
consciousness, is refreshing to say the least. It also makes
fairly clear Jung’'s position on psychologism:
I approach psychological matters from a scientific and
not from a philosophical standpoint. In as much as
religion has a very important psychological aspect, 1
am dealing with it from a purely empirical point of
view, that is, I restrict myself to the observation of

phenomena and I refrain from any application of
metaphysical or philosophical considerations.39

Jung ‘s disparate use the terms "empiricism® and
"gsrience” as in the above passage has already been pointed
out. It was noted that his empirical assumptions paralleled
those of William James, as opposed to John Watson, for
example. His assumptions about materialism differ from
James’ yhose watfling on the matter often seemed‘to end with
at least psychic/physical parallelism, occasionally lapsing
into éome type of reductive physioclogy. However both men
agree that the reduction of religious experience to
physiolagicél mechanisms is foolhardy at be;t and dangerous

at worst.
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Jung fears that his call for the withdrawal of outward
projections of Gad will be interpreted as a call for
psychological materialism, which of course leads to
physiological materialism by those who are so inclined. He
writes:

If the historical process of the despirttualization of
the world — the withdrawal of projections — is going on
as hitherto, then everything of a divine or demonic
character must return to the soul, ... At first the
materialistic error seems to be inevitable. Since the
throne of god could not be discovered among the
galactic systems, the inference was that it had never
existed. The second inevitable mistake is psychologism:
if god is anything, he must be an illusion derived from
certain motives, from fear for instance, from will to
power, or from repressed sexuality.40

The criticisms of Freud are obvious here. Jung’s humbleness
before ultimate concerns he could not fathom and Freud’'s
arrogance in reducing ultimate concerns to the most simple
variables he thought possible, remains the most marked
difference in the two men’‘s style and resulting
psychologies. Jung sums up his views on materialism with an
interesting solopsist twist:
It is an almost ridiculous prejudice to assume that
existence can only be physical. As a matter of fact the
only form of existence we know of immediately is
psychic. We might well say, on the contrary, that
physical existence is merely an inference, since we

know of matter only in so far as we perceive psychic
images transmitted by the senses.41

In sum, Jung’'s science of psychology involves & number
of philosophical assumptions which reflect positively in his
study of religion. Unlike Freud, Jung’'s entire theory of

self-development is religious in nature. Religion is not to

be replaced by science, though religious symbols and cresds
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muzst be a@le to take the secular,”s:ient%fic cutlook of
Western society into account in sucn a way that éhe symbols
aad creeds do not come into "insufferable conflict with
knowledge". Related to this general positive outlook is
Jurg’s refu=sal to allow science, especially psychology, to
reduce God, for example, to some mental process. Jung did
not alleow his psychology of religion to becoms materialistic
in this way. Furthe?, although his science involves
enpiricist aésumptions, these are markedly different from
those assumptions underlying the logical empiricism of
present—day bsychclogy. In this way, his assumptions can be
compared roughly with James’® phernomenological approach.
All of thes= aspects of Jung’'s sciernce of psychology, in
general, and religion, in particular, would be improvements
over the present-day study. The humanistic psychology of
transpersonai theory can be seen as an application of these
improvements, and will be presented in the following

chapter.
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CHAPTER 5IX

The decade of the sixties brought with it growing
dissent over a number of issues and academic psychology was
not exempt from the girowing wave of criticism of the status
quo, especiélly in the United States. When we last left
academic psychology it was in the throes of behaviowristic
fervour. Skinner had invented the "air crib" - "a large,
soundproof, germproof, air conditioned box for giving
children mechanized care for the first two years of life".1
The generation raised in the air crib came of age in

the sixties; the times were ripe for change.

In 1264 a number of disillusioned psychologists met in
Connecticut to discuss their options. The group included
Carl Fogers, Abraham Maslow, and Gordon Allport among
others. In their reaction against the behaviourists, the
group searched for alternatives. The other major force in
psychology which, as described earlier, was flourishing
outside the academy, was of course psychoanalysis. Maslow
wrrites that Freud could at least be credited for looking at
the right guestions — the behaviourists "not only had no
answers but [they also deniedl the. very guestions
‘themselves”.2 However, Freud, of couwse, was not such an
improvement as, in Maslnﬁ's words, "psychoanalysis often
comes perilously close to being a nihilistic and

value—denying philosophy of man" — a philosophy this group



112

of dissenters was reacting against.3

Dissatisfied with the prevailing views of both the
behaviourists and the psychoanalysts, the group resolved to
form a new movement — the "third force" of humanistic
psychology. The néﬁ movement was very much influenced by
Husser1l ‘s phenomenology. His "radical theory of sugjectivity
-.v» had its impact upon humanistic psychology by emphasizing
the phennmenblogy at Dné’s self, the conscious experience of

one’'s own individuality®.4 This theory is of course similar

to that found in the works of James and later, Jung.

In the rebellion against a "natural science
interpretation of human psychology®, the humanists were able
to agree on a number of issuég.S Kendler discusses these
below:

By rejecting the tenets of natuwral science which place
such a heavy reliance on public (objective)
observations, humanistic psychologists feel free to
accept verbal reports of self-observation as reflecting
the inner experiences of a person ... 1The core subject
matter of humanistic psychology is conscious experience
but the methodological requirements for observing and
interpreting mental events are more relaxed — a
humanistic psychologist might say less compulsive —
than the criteria employed by natural science
psychologists.6

The American Association for Humanistic Psychology gives
%aur principles which guide the movement, including "a
centering of attention on the experiencing person”:; on the
human gualities of "creativity, véluatian and

self-realization”; on meaningfulness as a criterion for the
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selectioﬁ of areas of study and the methodology employed;
and on the development "of the potential inherent in every
person”".7 The implications for a humanistic psychology of
religion are clearly positive, especially with regards to
the concern of the present thesis, evidenced in the third
principle of the Association. Meaningfulness, not
"oghjectivity", is the whetstone against which research

decisions are judged as apprnbriate, and viable.

The confidence in the ability of humanity to strive for
and attain positive psychological goals through the triumph
- of the will, remains one of the trademarks of humanistic
psychology and is especially evident in the writings of
Abraham Maslow (1208 - 1970). Maslow wites that his
interest in the positive potential of humanity began in the
thirties. He found the "behavioristic, positivistic,
‘scientific’, value—free, mechanomorphic", psychology of the
time unable to rise to the task of answering the questions
he was asking.8 This does not mean that he had given up on
science per _se. Indeed, he was able to see in science the
véry human triumphs he was interested in. He writes:

The history of science, or at least of the great

scientists, is a story of sudden and ecstatic insights

into the truth, truth which is then slowly, carefully,

cautiously validated by more pedestrian workers ... 1

think, for instance, of Kekule’'s dream of the benzene

ring ... Too many people of limited vision define the

essence of science as cawtious checking, validating of
hypotheses ... @

These ecstatic insights o “"peak experiences" became
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the focus of Maslow’'s work, and of sﬁecial interest to this
particular presentation, he noticed that such experiences
were typically feligious in nature.10 He envisioned a new
scientific psychology that could appropriately deal with
these experiences — "all that is needed for science to be a
help in positive human fulfillment is an enlarging and
deepening of the conception of its nature, its goals, and
its methods."11 He writes further:
[Bciencel need not abdicate from the problems of love,
creativeness, value, beauty, imagination, ethics and
joy, leaving these altogether to "non—scientists", to
poets, prophets, priests, dramatists, artists, or
diplomats. All of these people may have wonderful
insights, ... and may even be correct and true much of
the time. But however sure they may be, they can
never make mankind sure ... Science is the only way we
have of shoving truth down the reluctant throat. 12
Maslow ocbviously recognized the power of science in the
Western secular world. At the same time, however, he decried
the split between the religious sphere and the scientific
sphere which had resulted in the power of the latter. He
argues that:
This separation [of the religious and the scientificl
permitted nineteenth century science to become too
exclusively mechanistic, too positivistic, too
reductionistic, to desparately attempting to be
value—free. It has mistakenly conceived of itself as
having nothing to say about ends or ultimate value or
spiritual values. This is the same as saying that these
ends are entirely outside the range of natural human
knowledge, that they can never be known in a
confirmable way ... 13
These concerns indeed relate to the very complaints this

thesis has been addressing. The results of this dichotomized

worldview have been evidenced in the dull and meaningless
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results of mainstream, academic psychology of religion.

Maslow is even more cutting when he criticizes this attempt

at a value—free science:
[This attemptl dooms science to be nothing more than
technology, amoral and non—ethical (as the MNMazi doctors
taught us). Such a science can be no more than a
collection of instrumentalities, methods, techniques,
nothing but a tool to be used by any man good or evil,
for ,any ends, good or evil.l4d

Religion suffers in this dichotomy as well. Paralleling the

concerns of Jung, Maslow writes that the religion isolated

frrom the factual world will ldse its meaningfulness as it is

made to be the enemy of scientific knowledge. 1T

Maslow viewed spirituality as the "highest of human
possibilities”.14 For this reason he held that even
humanistic psychologies would not be complete until they had
been "refocused and brought under a spirituwal or
transpersonal point of view".17 He writes:

I should say also that I consider Humanisitic, Third

Force Psycholaoagy to be transitional, a preparation for

a still "higher" Fourth Psychology, transpersonal,

transhuman, centered in the cosmos rather than in human

needs and interests, going beyond humanness, identity,
self—actualization, and the like.18 :

Transpersonal psychology became the fourth force
envisioned and in some ways created by Maslow and the third
force humanists. The works of Jung were utilized as models
for the new, broader study of consciocusness which
encompassed not just Western ideas but Eastern schools of

thought as well. In the following passage Robert Ornstein
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describes the return to the ariginal questions of
psychology which characterizes the transpersonal movement:

Psychology is, primarily, the science of consciousness
- == Psychologists are now returning to the essential
guestions of our discipline: How does the mind work?
What are the major dimensions of human consciousness?
«-«« What means are there to extend human consciousness?
These questions have not yet had a full treatment
within academic science, having been ruled ocut of
inquiry by the dominant paradigm of the last 60 or so
years. ... [Unfortunatelyl, teachers and their students
become sidetracked in their study, and wind up
investigating One Minor Aspect of One Possible Means of
Approaching Psychological Problems. The central aim,
the context, the original impetus to study
consciousness may be forgotten. There is, therefore, a
continuing need to reestablish the basis of psychology
and to link research with that of other students of
consciousness, such as William James and Carl Jung, and
the "esoteric" psychologies of other cultures such as
Sufism, Yoga, and Buddhism.19

Mote that the transpersonal expansion Eastward is
accompanied by a return to the Western past, through the
appeal to James, for example. It should also be noted that
the transpersonal theorists have taken heed of Jung’s
warning against the carte blanche adoption of Eastern
philosophy and religious tradition by Westerners.
FParalleling the views of the humanistic movement out of
which transpersonal theory developed, Charles Tart writes
that although the scientific veneer of mainstream academic
psychology has hindered adequate study of things
"spiritual", science cannot be abandoned by the West, in
favour of yoga meditatio&, for example.2
We are twentieth—century Westerners, with science in
general and scientific psychology in particular as
important parts of owr backgrounds. Some of us may be
able to drop that background and accept a particular

transpersonal psychology as our primary frame of
reference. But for many of us, what we learn about the
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spiritual side of ourselves must at least coexist with,
and preferably integrate with, our heritage of
Western science and culture.2i

Michael Washburn describes the essence of the
transpersonal movement in the introduction to his book The

Eqd and the Dvnamic Ground:

A chief obijective of transpersonal theory is to
integrate spiritual experience within a larger
understanding of the human psyche. Transpersonal theory
thus is committed to the possibility of unifying
spiritual and psychological perspectives. In being
committed to such a unification, however, transpersonal
theory is not advocating a program of reduction, of the
spiritual to the psychological ... Although L[it] aims
at a genuine synthesis of psychological and spiritual
perspectives rather than a one—-sided reduction ... it
does not consider these two perspectives to be
absolutely on a par. Rather, it accords a higher. status
to the spiritual standpoint. For transpersonal theory
assumes that spiritual experience is expressive of
humanity’'s highest potentialities.Z2

The transpersonal movement calls for a bridge between
the Western, scientific attitude and the spiritual psyche or
soul of Western society. The construction of this bridge was
attempted by James but was abandoned by his followers in
favouwr of his more physioclogical and behavioural concerns
which could more adequately mesh with the scientific
character psychology was trying to acquire forr itself. Jung
broke with Freud in his attempt to build a similar bridge
and in many ways Jung’'s bridge stands almost complete.
Unfortunately it remains unused, ignored by the scientific
psychology which was bred in James’® day and which now

flourishes in the academy, rising from its lair only on
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occasion to defend itself as a science against those who
charge that it is not. Such defensiveness by the
questionable science does not encourage bridge building when
things spiritual {and therefore non—-scientific) locom on the

other side of the chasm to be bridged.

It would seem then, that the transpersonal theorists
have their work cut out for them. First, how to convince
scientific psychology that a spiritual side exists to bridge
with? Second, how to convince scientific psychology that if
a spiritual side exists, it needs exploring with methodology
tirue to the nature of the spiritual? As argued in the
introduction of this thesis, present day, mainstream,
academic psychology no longer seems to want to ignore the
spiritual side.23 However the second question still poses
difficulties. Methodological rigour encouraged by unexamined
prresuppositions about the éfficacy of empirical and material
philosophies has Fesulted in a psychology of religion which
is dry, unenlightening and bereft of significance for the
subject of such study — the person having the religious

experience.

Tart believes that psychology can be salvaged i+ it
recognizes its cnnfu%ian aof "the powerful tool of
scientific method with [thel philosophy of physicalism".24
It is the purpose of this thesis to draw such philosophical

assumptions out. If they remain unexamined they may prove to
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be harmful, especially when they underlie the study of
subjects whi;h d& not conform to their implied standards.
For example, the assumption Tart calls "physicalism" asserts
that "reality exists independently of our perception of it"
and further that such a physical reality is the ultimate
reality.25 A good scientific psychologist, working under
thisrassumption, will explain phenomena in ways which use
physical, materialistic descriptions. If this same
psychologist then uses these explanations when studying
religious experience, certain difficulties of the type
described above will result. Feople typically describe
religious experiences as internal and spiritual. Such
experiences do not conform then to the empirical,
materialistic assumptions underlying the psychologist s
philosophy of science. "Thus, to a physicalistic philosophy
[such experiencesl are epiphenomena, not very worthy of

study unless they can be reduced to a physical basis."26

What follows is an example of transpersonal theory’s
treatment of spiritual life through the psychology of
Washburn. The philosophy of science underlying his
transpersonal theory is not one that reduces levels of
explanation to the physical only, and it is not one that
maintains either a) that empirical, objective observations
of the spiritual are the most valuable way to gather
knowledge or b) that empirical, object?ve observations can

even be made about such phenomena. As has already been



highlighted by Washburn, the theory resulting from such a
varitant philosophy of science refuses to revert to
psychologism. The spiritual cannot be reduced to the

psychological.

In the same way that Jung’'s treatment of religion was
difficult to tease out from his more general theory,
transpersonal psychology typically involves the study of
religious experience as it is manifested in the larger realm
of the development of the self. Indeed, the very nature of
the fourth force, as Maslow envisioned it, was a science of
psychology that was the spiritual. Again, as with Jung,
the transpersonal movement can be seen to have had little
effect on mainstream academic psychology of religion. As has
besen argued previously, the new cognitive psychology of
mainstream academia is of course nothing feally new at alil.
It still embodies the assumptions present in the
behaviourist movement, and as such is unreceptive to the
humanist movement that criticizes those assumptions.27 Due
to this state of affairs, Washbwrn’'s transpersonal theory
will be presented in terms of what it can offer to improve

upon the mainstream academic psychology of religion.

Washbwn models his transpersonal theory after Jung’s
dynamic and archetypal apptroach,28 which he calls the
"dynamic dialectical paradigm". Elements of the more

classical Freudian conception of repression are also



involved. There are three main characteristics of the

. approach, two of which are evident from the title of the
paradigm. First, the paradigm is dynamic in that it focuses
on the development of the ego in its interaction with the
dynamic anunscious. The dynamic unconscious manifests
itselt both in psychﬁlogical and spiritual expression. "It
is assumed that these two expressions are not effects of two
different dynamic realities but are rather two different
modes of appearance of the same power, the power of the
Dynamic Ground. Libido and spirit, ... are ultimately

one. "29 Second, the paradigm is triphasic in its conception

of egd development. The three phases are outlined below.

The pre—egoic or body—-ego stage is the first stage and
it corresponds with Freud’'s pre—-Oedipal phase. During this
stage the individual responds instinctually, is open to the
"matetnal presence” of both the physical parent and the
mental archetypal image, is aware of the numinous gualities
af lite, and typically thinks in "creative but crude”

cognitive images.30

The egoic or mental-—ego phase marks the second and
longest phase of individual development. It begins in what
Freud called the latency period and reaches its peak near
the end of adolescence aftter which it levels out aﬁd becomes
the chief characteristic of the ego’s development for most

peocple, until they die. The ego at this point has the
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following characteristics: a system of repression which
~essentially removes the ego from the Dynamic Ground with
which it was initially intimate; a corresponding
estraﬁgement with the physical and instinctual; a veneer of
ego independence which appears to have resulted in a healthy
personality capable of formal operations at the cognitive
level; and finally a nagging doubt, a crack in the veneer,
which typically makes its appearance in the mid-life crisis
and which may serve as the impetus for moving to stage

three. 31

© The third stage is the transeqgoic stage, the point of
integration. Freud’'s typically &eterministic, negative
outlook does not prévide a corresponding psychodynamic
stage. 1+ the doubt expressed in the second stage has a
large enough impact, the journey towards integration may
begin. The journey usually begins with a religious
conversion experience — the Dynamic Ground — the locus of
the spiritual - begins to reassert itself. At this stage
there is finally a transcendence of "the dualisms that
plague the mental eqo — eg., the dualisms of mind and body,
thought and"feeling, logic and creativity, civilization and
instinct, and, most basically, ego and Ground”.32 The
characteristics which accompany this transcendence are
similar to those Maslow found to accompany peak experiernces.
The Jungian ideal of the marriage of the opposites within

the collective unconscious, and in turn the balance between
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the inner self and the external world is represented at this
stage of "the rooting of the ego in the Ground and L[thel

felicitous infusion of the ego by the Bround®.33

Finally, the third aspect of Washburn's model is its
dialectical guality, which results directly fom his
conception of the triphasic interplay between ego and Ground
described above. The pattern.of ego development is not a
linear one but rather one of "negation, return and higher
integration".34 The young ego in‘the +irst stage
precipitates the second stage by negating the Ground. If the
second stage results in enough psychic discomfort at the
separation between the ego and the Ground then the seeds
have been sown for the integration of the third stage,
though this stage is seldom completed. In this way the
classical thesis, antithesis, synthesis pattern is
recapitulated. It should be noted, however, that the
synthesis is not a "union of equals; rather, the ego, in
submitting to nonegoic life, is rerooted in the Ground and.

t—

becomes a servant of spirit®.35

The bipolar nature of the psyche exemplified by the
eqoic split with the Ground is further discussed by Washburn
in chapter one. He writes:

The non—egoic pole is the source of all dynamic,
biophysical, instinctual and affective potentials, and
it is the point of origin of creatively spawned images
and symbolic meanings as well. In contrast, the egoic
pole is the center of operational cognition and ’
rational volition. The egoic pole is the part of the
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psyche that is responsible for forging concepts,
performing analyses and inferences, ... and in general,
operating in a logical, discursive, deliberate, linear,
and ‘durational manner.36 )
In some ways the above dichotomy resembles the id/ego model
of classical psychoanalysis. Washbwrn points out, however,
that the resemblance fails in so far as Freud’'s id is solely
unconscious, base and primitive. Jung’'s concept of the
collective unconscious is closer, in that like the non-egoic
pale it is "the source of psychic energy, the basis of
instinctual life, the procreator of the emotions, and the
spawner of timeless archetypal images ... it is also the

source from which spring higher symbollic meanings

and spiritual possibilities”.37

The picture of the spiritual life as presented above,
is one of healthy striving for a retwn to psychic unity.
rThe religious quest is healthy and is encouraged. The
reuniting of the egﬁ with its Dynamic Ground implies thét
the highest spiritual state is the original state which one
should strive to return to. There is great difficulty
implied in the journey back, "the odyssey of the hero into
the underworld"” ,38 but the difficulties encountered are not
viewed as indicative of underlying pathology, for example.
Returning to the Dynamic Bround is recognized as a necessary
evil — the long, dark night of the soul - a descent which
marks the beginning of the final return. Washburn calls it
"regression in £he service of transcendence.3% Further, the

return is not one aof the triumphant ego, but one of the
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prodigal son. The ego returns to the greater power to be a

servant of the spiritual side of the dialectic.

From the preceeding, brief foray into Washburn’'s
transpersonal theory, ﬁhe following assumptions can be
discerned. First, the terms discussed, both psychological
and spiritual, are not reduced to merely physical,
materialistic entities. Although the reunion of the ego with
the Dynamic Ground implies a reunion of all opposites,
including the mental and the physical, there is no triumph
of the one over the other. If there is any triumph it is the
eventual triumph of the Ground - the locus of the spiritual

— over the repentant mental ego.

Second, the place of psychclqu is clearly delimited to
avoid psychologism. The spiritual triumph of. the Ground is a
religious quest which can be represented in psychological
terms, but cannot be reduced to £hose terms. As with Jung,
the line between the two is thin, but discernable. The
identification of the religious quest with the psychological
concept of the‘reassertian of the Dynamic Ground, does not
mean that the object of the religious quest is only a

psycholegical reality.

Third, the terms used in Washburn’s theory — "Ground”,
~"ego", etc. - refer to the experiential, but they could not

be "empirically” verified in a way that would satisfy the
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empiricism at issue in the present thesis. Washburn’'s
empiricism is more of the phenomenoclogical type exemplified
in James’ "radical” empiricism. Jung emphasizes the same
view when he champiens the experience of God, for example,

over the belief in God.

Tart articulatés what a science of psychology would
lock like if it encapsulated the above assumptions in its
underlying philosophy. He insists that the basic method of
science could, and should, remain the same. In other words
the principles of observation and testability, for example,
would still be maintained Buﬁ the narrow definitions of
"obhservation” and "testability" previously encouraged by
underlying assumptions of materialism and empiricism, would
be avoided. The transpersonal science of psychélogy will
be evaluated further in the conclusion section which

follows.
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CONCLUSION

The psychology of religion practised in Western
academia was shown to incorporate the following assumptions
about science in its underlying philosophy. First, as to the
place of science in Sfudying religion, it was observed that
if psychological explanations could be found for religious
experiences then often these explanations were offered to
reduce the religious experience to "nothing but” a
psychological process. Attribution theory was found to
be typical in this regard, representing what seems to be the
historical trend of psychologism in.mainstream, academic

study.

Psychologism is very much tied to a second assumption
held by the science of mainstream psychology: the assumption
that materialistic explanations are the most valuable.
Materialists view the world as essentially reducible té
physical =lements — the understanding of the world is best
achieved by reducinéione’s level of discourse to the
physical. Psychologism is a type of materialist reductionism
which, depending on one’'s theory, can even result in
reducing all psychological phenomena to the physioclogical
{the discipline of physiclogical psychology comes to mind

\hefe). Religious expérience is one of a number of human
experiences whichjare reduced to mere psychological

phenomena and often from there to physiological /neural



130

phenomena, by mainstream, academic psychology.

A ?hird assumption underlying the science of psychology
in present-—-day academia is reflected in both the
epistemology and the methodologyy of the scientists. This is
of course the assumption Dfrempiricism which invelves the
view that a) knowledge about the world comes directly and
Dbjectively through sensory experience with little or no
filtéring or editing on the part of the subject who is
:having the experience and b) to study other subjects, the
scientist must limit the effects of all the subjects”
previous experiences and all the scientist’s previoué
experiences by making external, ocobservable, repeatable
measures that will therefore be as "objective" as possible.
The effects of such empiricism on the study of religion are
typically negative as very few religious experiences are
either external, observable or repeatable. Further, those
aspects of religion which are external, observable and
repeatable, are also unenlightening and often misleading
{(church attendance being the obvious example). Finélly,.in
an attempt to move beyond the unenlightening, psychology
sometimes studies those aspects of religion that are not
external, observable or repeatable. Of course to legitimize
such study, objective methods such as the questianna%revmust
be used {(though the‘obje:tivéjnéture of the gquestionnaire
has been challenged). Guestionnaires are one aof the most

popular ways to operationally define whatever aspect of
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religion is being studied with the result that the religious
variable is often trivialized (see for example studies of
mysticism where mysticism is operationally defined as a

score-of x on the "M" scale).

All of the above assumptions fall under the philaosophy
of logical empiricism which was adopted by psychology to
legitimize its ciaim as a science. Psychology still clings
to this philosophy, even though logical empiricism has been
abandoned by virtually every other science. Logical
empiricism was derived from the logical positivism of the
Vienna Circle, which has histnrical roéts baclk through the
positivism of Comte to the empirical tradition begun by
Bacon. Thg rationalist tradition can be seen as contributing
to present—-day psychology through its dogmatic

methodological rigour, exemplified by Kant.

In this way, present-day academic psychology is very
much in a time warp. Psychology's more recent history has
not helped to mDQE the discipline much further along, as was
illustrated by the perpetuation of psychologism, materialism
and empiricism in the works of Watson and Freud. The works
of James can be interpreted a number of ways. His concerns
about psychologism, materialism and empiricism are clearly
articulated in his psychology of religion, however, his
general psychology was the more influential and here he

vacillated continually, especially on the issue of
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materialism. His physiological materialism was always
accompanied by wérnings about the neccessity of specifying
thought’'s object before one plunged in to the physiology of
thought itself. However, present-—day psychology’'s obdurate
commitment to materialism.makes for a particular editorial
stance when the works of James are reviewed such that James’
misgivings about materialism are seldom highlightéd. Related

to this is the relatively few citings of The Varieties of

Religious Experience in history of psychology texts,

compared to the citings of the Principles of Fsychology.

The psychology of Jung was then presented in contrast
to the preceding approaches. It was found that Jung’s
psychology involves assumptions which have a far more
positive effect on his study of religion. Jung’s entire
theory of the individuation of thé Selt is based upon the
religious process of symbol formation. There is no sense
that religion must be overcome by a mature, scientific
society, as was found in the theories of Freud and Watson.
Further, Jung set up definite boundaries for his
psychology. God was not to be reduced to a psychological
archetype, for example. The archetype was an image of God.
Jung ‘s empiricism was similar to the radical empiricism of
James. Jung championed experience above all else, and his
definition of experience included both physical and
mental, external and internal. He has no need to "believe"

in God, for example, he knows God exists because of his



experience of God. Finally, "Jung discouraged reductive
materialism and gave the psyche — both conscious and

unconscious — ontological reality, in this regafd.

The humanist movement was presented as a continuation
of the improvements in the psychology of religion that were
found in Jung. The presentation of ?ranspersnnal theory
included an articulation of what an improved science of
religion would loock like. Science could progress as usual,
except it would abandon the materialist assumptions which
have previously guided it. In this way the science could
Empiay a phenomenoclogical philosophy. The attempts at
"objective" study would be tempered by a better
understanding of the rational elements involved in the a
Qriufi assumptions of the observers in the study. The
validity of the study would be judged "by the positive
impact of [religious] experiences upon a perspn’s life".1
Wilshire sums up the philosophy behind a phenomenological
program thus:

A central doctrine of phenomenology is that mental

states are intrinsically referential and worldly,

that they cannot be specified in isoclation as

elements of another ‘realm” and that what they are as

non—physical entities {assuming that this makes any

sense at all) is at best a peripheral matter.2
Assuming that religious experiences are somewhat related ta
mental states, it would seem that a phenomenclogical
science, of the sort described above, wéuld avoid the

methodological problems found in the mainstream, academic

psychology of religion.



There have also been criticisms of mainstream, academic
psychology from within the discipline itself. Gergen, a
social psychologist, writes the following:

As we see, a single overarching model of human
“functioning appears to prevail throughout
mainstream social psychology, a model that is
derived from and sustained by prevailing meta-—
theoretical commitment. One might wish to defend this
commitment on the basis that it has provided a
degree of unity across a variety of highly diverse
enterprises. It has furnished a paradigm within which
science could demonstrate progression. Yet, if the
central product of the science continues to be an
elaboration and extension of a singular world-view,
the science would seem to abnegate what many view as
its fundamental aim, to expand understanding.3

Shames writes that since Watson, psychology has become the

most "ideclogically hardened of all the sciences".4 He

continues:
«-= this obdurate commitment to empirical data -
admitting virtually no other — and the experimental
paradigm, has led psychology to an inverse relationship
between the growing precision of its analysis and the
shrinking significance — if not ocutright factitiousness
— of the phenomena it treats.S

This seems to be especially true of the psychology of

religion in mainstream academia.

The phenomeﬁblogist—based transpersonal science of
psychology certaiﬁly seemsrto be a healthier one than
mainstream, academic psychology, with regards to the above
issues. The improvements are even more pertinent to the
specific study of religious experience. However, there seems

to be at least one fundamental assumption left, underlying



even transpersonal theory, that would delimit the study of
religion. The general features of this assumption were
described by Freud, in chapter five. This assumption is of
cowrse the two-part equation which reads: science equals
masculinity, religion equals femininity.é6 Freud was very
adept at analy=zing the relationship between the genders in
modern society, he simply made the mistake of reifying these
relationships through his theories of biological

determinism (i.e., he confused the is/ought distinction).-

Even transﬁersonal theory want} to maintain a
scientific method which could test the results of theories
to increase their predictive validity. Tart writes that
transpersonal étience must have theories which have
Ytestable consequences ... 1f the predicted observations
do not occur, then the theory must be rejected or modified,
no matter how elegant, ‘rational’, or satisfying it is".7
This valuing of prediction and control to allow testability
was at its height in psychology with the behaviourists, but
as an ideal of general science it pervades all the
psychologies discussed in this thesis to some degree.

The transpersonalists, who have limited the degree of
empiricism and materialism underlying their philosophy,
still want to be recognized as a science, as defined above.
A feminist review of the "genderization" of sciente, and
consequently, religion, would criticize the claims of any

science, transpersonal or otherwise, to fully understand
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typically "feminine" experiences such as religion.

Keller describes the equation of science with
Tmasculinity by using examples of the language we use to
describe science:

When we dub the objective sciences as ‘hard’ as opposed

to the softer, ie., more subjective , branches of

knowledge, we implicitly invoke a sexual metaphor,

in which "hard’ is of course masculine and ’‘soft’,

feminine. Guite generally, facts are "hard’, feelings

‘sott’. 'Feminization’® has become synomymous with

sentimentalization. A woman thinking scientifically

or objectively is thinking ‘like a man’'; conversely, a

man pursuing a nonrational, nonscientific argument is

arguing ‘like a woman’'.8
She describes the once commonplace view that women "cannot,
should not, be scientists,'that they lack the strength,
rigor, and clarity of mind for an occupation that properly
belongs to men".9 She notes further that the women’'s
movement has discouraged the open acknowledgement of the

bias, but the above language examples show that the bias

still exerts an effect.10

gther examples of the masculine genderization of

science can be found in the way scientists have conceived of
their object of study — nature. Bacon was particularily open
about science and nature. He wrrites: "Let us establish a
chaste and lawful marriage between Mind and Natuwre", and
further, "I am come in very truth leading you to Nature with
all her children to bind her to your service and make her
yvour slave”.11 Male names for hurricanes aside, nature is

feminine and it is up to the masculine science to conguer
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and master - her to allow the prediction and eventual control

of her every whim.

Keller writes that "in characterizing scientific and
objective thought as masculine, the very activity by‘which
the knowei can.acquire knowledge is also genderi;ed. The
relation specified between knower and known is one of
distance and separation."12 Here Freud’'s analysis of the
acquisition of gender roles becomes particularily pertinent.
Feminist analyses of the genderization of science typically

follow a psychodynamic explanation of aone sort or anocther.

As a brief review of Freud’'s theory, male gender
development is characterized by separation from the
mother. To be male is to be separate from the primary
caregiver. Feminine gender development involves

identification with the mother. This basic difference in

socialization marks the first step in demarcating masculine
cognition as objective, with a distance between the knower
and the known, and feminine cognition as identification -

subjective and relational.13

0+ special importance to the present thesis is the
gsimilarity between reliéious experience and femininity,
which Freud'made particularily clear. Even if his specific
details have fallen into ill repute, the general idea that

religious experiences tend to the subjective and relational



still holds. This relationship between things religious and
things feminine leads to the negative evaluation of both by
a masculine science. Keller summérizes:
If fscience has become genderizedl then an adherence to
an ocbjectivist epistemology, in which truth itself is
measured by its distance from the subjective, has to be

re—examined when it emerges that, by this definition,
truth itself has become genderized.14

One of the major concerns that arises from a criticism
of science and the attending attempts at "objectivity", is
that of relativism. I+ one is questioning the usefulness of
a masculine science to find the "truest®” evaluation of
religinus experience for example, what principles is one
using to evaluate "truth”? In other words, "if all knowledge
is essentially independent of any objective content, then
those who desire change can only point to their own
subjectivist arguments in order to bring others arocund to

adopt their preferred point of view'.15

Many theories have been offered that attempt to argue
both for the socially—constructed nature of écience,
for example, and for the ability to criticize that
science, sven though the criticisms themselves must
be socially constructed.16 No theory seems to have satisfied
both requirements yet but Sampson points in the direction
such theories must start in:

While no clearcut constructionist position has emerged

which we can simply adopt and follow, the overriding
message of the preceeding attempts is clear and the
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guidance to our continuing efforts unequivocal. Social
constructions that become frozen in time and taken for
granted, especially when they involve constructions
that like personhood occupy a strategic position in
reproducing societal arrangements, demand our scrutiny..
These are precisely the kinds of constructions that
usually harbor the domination of one group by another
while masking that very feature.l17

Feminists would point out that the masculine construction of
science harbors the domination of women. Keller writes:

Not only does our characterization of science thereby
become colouwred by the biases of patriarchy and
sexism, but simultaneously our evaluation of masculine
and feminine becomes affected by the prestige of
science. A circular process of mutual reinforcement is
established in which what is called masculine, and
conversely, what is called feminine — be it a branch of
knowledge [e.g., religiond, a way of thinking or a
woman herself — becomes further devalued by its
exclusion from the special social and intellectual
value placed on science and the model science provides
for all intellectual endeavors. 18

In this way, women especially are in a position to evaluate
the "truth” of the construction which systematically
dominates and devalues them, that is the masculine
construction of science.l1% Samson explains how such an
ideological construction can be judged as either "true" or
"false" in the following passage:
[An ideoclogical constructionl is true insofar as it
accurately represents the reality of a given
sociohistorical era or group. [In this way Freudian
theory is true, for example.l It is false insofar as
that truth may itself be a systematic distortion which
serves the interests of some groups over others.
At minimum, falseness exists whenever the given
sociochistorical moment, with its particular practises

and institutions, ... is reified and treated as though
its forms were necessary, invariant, or natural.Z2O

It is hoped that by outlining the underlying

assumptions of the methodology of mainstream, academic
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psychology of religion in particular, and of science in
general, that these assumptions will lose their stronghold,
by being brought to a level of awareness that allows them to
be evaluated and possibly changed. To borrow from Bakan:
My purpose is the same as the purpose of all
intellectual enterprises: to contribute to
emancipation. For, ... the science of psychology has
been under the influence of [a number ofl contextual
factors in ways that are restrictive of development,

and I hope, by offering such consideration, to work
toward the removal of such influences.2i

NOTES

i Coward, Methodology, p- 134.
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