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Preface

This work represents the consummation of my Masitérts studies at Concordia
University’s Department of Philosophy in Montreiabhm 2002—2004. During that time, |
had the great pleasure to learn and draw inspiréitcon Kai Nielsen, who supervised this
project. The lectures of Matthias Fritsch and Zh#&llason were also influential on the
direction of my research.

That two-year period saw a great amount of inteli@l activity in Montreal.
Appearances by visiting academic luminaries suciMagha Nussbaum, Sir Anthony
Kenny, and Barry Stroud were quite common, contifguto the sense that it was the right
place and right time to be a student of philosophgeed, my fellow graduate students at
Concordia were a comparatively active and passtomgoup, who varied in their
philosophical orientations from Rawlsian to Rortyito Lacanean. In their company,
post-lecture discussions often turned into heatedatks on topics in epistemology,
politics, and metaphilosophy. Underlying our shatedcerns, whether these were taken
up within an analytic or continental frameworkairsthe problem of mysticism repeatedly
re-emerge in various forms. This work constituiedpart, my response to these ongoing
arguments and contestations: it was my attemptefendl the role of metaphysics in
philosophy, mystical experiences in epistemology] 8 warn against mystagoguery in

politics.



Revising The Mystic and the Ineffable, now almost four years after its initial
binding in thesis form, | have come to recognizasof its inherent weaknesses and blind
spots, for which | retain full responsibility. Netleeless, | am glad to have had the chance
to reconsider the work in earnest, and to shanétlit others for the first time in a more
widely-accessible form of publication. It is my on that there remains enough original
content in the work to spark the interest of magders who wish to look deeper into these
topics—enough, at least, to serve as a springdoaatiditional personal research—and so,
| have opted to make stylistic over substantivengea wherever possible in the text in the
course of my revisions.

Sincere thanks must go out to my past teacherscalidagues beyond those
already mentioned, and without whose support | ddwdve been lost many times over:
Duncan Macintosh and Susan Sherwin at Dalhousigddsity, Dudley Knowles at the
University of Glasgow, and Masaki Ichinose at thevdrsity of Tokyo. A special debt of
gratitude is owed to Kai Nielsen, at whose homehihi of this work was written, and
whose impressive personal library | often availegself of. Last, but far from least, |
would like to thank Lois Rowe, who read and disedssiany earlier drafts of this work

with me, and whose photo of the author graces ok bover.
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Introduction

The Mystic and the Ineffable:

Plato’'s Contested Cave

Mysticism, like philosophy and science, is a diBogp that quests for the
discovery of knowledge, or truth(3).However, mystical knowledge differs in
important regards from other kinds of knowledgethat (i) it derives solely from a
special sort of experience, that is, ‘mystical eigee’; and (i) it ostensibly cannot be
expressed, and thereby made public, i.e., it cabeoverified or falsified. This is
because, variously, the source of mystical expeeigor the mystical experience itself,
or the purported knowledge derived from the mysgeperience, have been held to be
ineffable—thus frustrating discourse on the subjeigistical knowledge is thus seen to
be a species of private language, as it cannotabght in the conventional sense
(although mystical ‘coaching’ is said to be possjbbut must be arrived at through the
private experiences of individual experients. Doig¢hte theoretical importance of the
mysticalexperiencan this schema, the mysticism we are interesteghelyzing here

can be provisionally defined as a species of “ex&rempiricism, teaching absolute

Yn this work, | define the ‘mystic’ as being andividual who has mystical experiences, where
‘mystical’ corresponds with Wittgensteirlsactatus Logico-Philosophicunception of ‘the mystical’

as something supposedly ineffable—beyond what eahelscribed in language. The mystic, thus stated,
will be interested in making incursions into thalre of the mystical, into experiences that appealefy
description, in the hopes of gleaning mystical klemlge. ‘Mysticism’, then, is the belief in such
mystical experiences, and in the purported knowdealising from them.
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obedience of the mind to given dafatjeally without codification in language, or the
interference of reason generally, to mediate beivtiee mind and that data.

The mystical model of knowledge acquisition seepmsna facie to fit well
with Plato’s ‘allegory of the cave’. The allegomynis roughly as follows: a group of
cave-dwellers are bound in a cave with a fire mgriehind them, and positioned such
that they can only watch shadows flit about ondéree-walls in front of them. These
shadows are produced by a procession of objecats) peiraded between the firelight
and their backs. This is Plato’s pessimistic evibuneof the human condition from an

epistemic standpoint. After sketching out this scenfor the reader, Plato asks us to

2T. W. Adorno,The Stars Down to Earth and Other Essays on thagitmal in Culture(New York:
Routledge, 2002), pp. 116—7. This descriptionkstarom Adorno’s analysis of how the Enlightenment
overstepped itself and brought on Romanticism. Hiér@ve borrowed this particular phrase because it
sums up rather nicely what | take to be the cormysticism: doubts and rational thought are, far th
mystic, normatively to be suspended in favor ofamed sensitivity to and awareness of her own
internal experiences, which then become ‘given’datéher. For those who would object that the word
‘empiricism’ should be reserved for what can benseeard, tasted, smelled, or touched, | may mage t
replies: one, | am speaking of an atypical, ‘exgeempiricism, one that admits of the possibilify o
alternate modes of sensory (and perhaps even emt@y) experience; and two, that in many cases
mystical experiences begin in the ‘normally emgpgificand are, at certain transitional points,
indistinguishable from it. Many mystics, for exampWill concentrate on a selected object (such as a
mandalapattern) until it begins to be seen in a new veag perhaps even ‘felt’ (though not touched): for
the mystic, this object functions analogously tepaingboard in diving, facilitating a shift from en
mode of sensation (metaphorically ‘being-in-aid) another (metaphorically ‘being-in-water’). The
object, then, is often an essential element in wghsten, felt, or otherwise perceived throughises as a
focal point; and thus borders between where ‘ercgliy warranted’ sense-impressions of the objex,st
and where mystical experience begins, may be tboloas to be drawn in such cases. However, the
object itself is clearly not as important as thestitys unique experience which is facilitated thgbtits
use.

% The epistemic ideal for the mystic, | hypothesim®uld be to perpetually subsist in a mystical
experience, perhaps in a trance-like state, inrai@glean as much mystical knowledge as possible,
mystical knowledge being, for the mysticfortiori more valuable than publicly accessible knowledge.
These assumptions, however, should not be integbiest having a direct correlation to the practafes
any actual mystics. As this work is intended as hilopophic-theoretical study, and not an
anthropological or sociological one, | will not bensidering any specific tribal rituals or religgosects,

but rather working with the abstract archetypehaf inystic as a concept. It is enough to say that th
mystic | have in mind here is a kind of radical émagst, or phenomenologist, one who believes that
“direct experience and vision, as opposed to sidtagreasoning and common sense, are the sole [or
ultimate] basis of knowing.” [Alessandro Scafi, “pfeing Eden”, inMappings Denis Cosgrove, ed.
(London: Reaktion Books Ltd., 2002), p. 53.] Aneisitic mysticism is atypical, but not theoretically
inconsistent. As Kai Nielsen writes, “mystical expace itself is religiously and theologically nealt

and careful phenomenological descriptions of thenroon core of mystical experience make this
evident.” [Kai NielsenContemporary Critiques of ReligidiNew York: Herder and Herder, 1971), p.
52.]
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[i(fmagine that one of [the cave-dwellers] has bsetnfree and is suddenly made to stand up, to
turn his head and walk, and to look towards thaifjht. It hurts him to do all this and he’s too
dazzled to be capable of making out the objectssettehadows he’d formerly been looking
at...imagine him being dragged forcibly away fromréhep the rough, steep slope...without
being released until he’s been pulled out intostinglight...[h]e wouldn't be able to see things
up on the surface of the earth, | suppose, untl et used to his situation...at last, | imagine,
he’'d be able to discern and feast his eyes orutire-gi0t the displaced image of the sun in water
or elsewhere, but the sun on its own, in its prqpece?

Despite Plato’s generally pessimistic epistemolalggtance, via the example of
the cave-escapee he seems to indicate that theld be special individuals who
somehow transcend ordinary epistemic constraindscame to an apprehension of a
‘truer truth’ than their less epistemically privgied fellows. Thus the dark picture of the
cave-dwellers’ situation is lightened somewhathat we are given hope that at least a
select few may be able to come to see true redilys figure of the cave-escapee,
indeed, resembles what we could describe the aqudleiystic, a lonely epistemic
figure who can see more than others, and who tes difficulty relating the contents

of her knowledge to otherddowever, as Karl Popper points out:

Plato taught that we can grasp the Ideas with #ip 6f some kind of unerringntellectual
intuition; that is to say, we visualize or look at them vatir ‘mental eye,” a process which he
conceived as analogous to seeing, but dependesiypypon our intellect, and excluding any
element that depends upon our sefises.

This schema of knowledge acquisition seems to consiter to my account of
mysticism as an ‘extreme empiricism'—indeed, fatB] apprehension of the Forms is
a purely intellectual pursuit, and not an empirmaé. So in this regard, my archetypal
mystic is disanalogous to Plato’s cave-escapeeirBofar as Plato stresses the role of
intuition in knowledge acquisition, the cave-es@petains some resemblance to the

figure of the mystic: for the mystic, who seeks mystical experiences and alternate

* Plato,Republi¢ Robin Waterfield, trans. (New York: Oxford Unieétly Press, 1993), §§ 515c-516c.

® Here and throughout, by “archetype” | mean anlided person, an exemplar of a type of individual
who has a definitive approach to both acquiringvidedge and/or acquiring power (an ideal type, in
short). Such archetypes have applications in, atelance to both the epistemological and political
concerns discussed in later sections of this work.
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states of consciousness, apprehends those expriand states in a fully intuitive (yet
non-intellectual) manne.

Part of the enduring appeal of Plato’s allegorythst the select few
cave-escapees (or perhaps only one) are singledoouepistemic and political
commendation. Thus, the allegory can be ideololyidald claim to by almost any
intellectual discipline, to bolster its self-imagé comprising an elite; of its agents
being the revealers of ‘superior’ or ‘real’ knowtgd Max Weber, for example, claims
that Plato’s allegory describes the role of theersiific disciplines (and, to a lesser
extent, the philosophy of science) in broadeningpmity’s intellectual horizons, thus

giving science the ultimate place of epistemic ifege:

Finally one of them succeeds in shattering higfstturns around, and sees the sun. Blinded, he
gropes about and stammers about what he saw. fibesatay he is raving. But gradually he
learns to behold the light, and then his task idescend to the cavemen and to lead them to the
light. He is the philosopher; the sun, howevethis truth of science, which alone seizes not
upon illusions and shadows but upon true bé&ing.

Weber’s interpretation of the allegory is quitedepand some details of his
account differ slightly from Plato’s original, bbe succeeds in conveying the basic
idea here. The problem, however, in Weber’s clagntime allegory of the cave for

science is that when the cave-escapee returns fellaws, his words are unintelligible

® Karl Popper;The Open Society and its Enem{Bsinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1950),
208.

" Whether this intuitive manner of grasping mystizaths implies some sort of ‘third way’ of knowing
which is neither empirical nor rational is outsttie purview of this work. Nevertheless, Poppers of
the phrase “intellectual intuition” above is someMvbdd; it appears to be a contradiction in terns—f
how can we have both mental apprehension with@storging (passive intuition), and reasoning leading
to mental apprehension (the active exercise ofl@ut, occurring simultaneously in one subject? It
seems that we can arrive at a conclusion from redhe or the other—that is, via the intellect aotigh

an intuition—but not both at the same time. Fow# used reason, then we ought to be able to
demonstrate how we arrived at that conclusion: ed®emve oughinot be able to demonstrate how we
arrived at that conclusion if we relied solely upptuition. There appears to be no third option:cae
either demonstrate our reasoning on a subjectrstor we cannot, and if we cannot demonstrate ou
reasoning then it seems we must have come to alarstanding of that subject intuitively, not thrbwa
process of reasoning. Thus the concept of “intall@dntuition” has an air of paradox about it.

® Max WeberOn Charisma and Institution Building. N. Eisenstadt, ed. (Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press, 1968), p. 299.
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to them. Science, conversely, is often taken todiking but communicable knowledge,
knowledge that is objectively demonstrable andifjable. Plato’s allegory is thus
inconsistent with Weber’s interpretation, as lorgythe cave-escapee is unable to
convey his knowledge to his fellows and lead thena thew understanding of their
world. The story, as Weber indicates above, coeS8nan with the cave-escapee
returning to the cave from his experience aboventmhten and/or rescue his fellows.
Plato worries, however, that after his time ondhdace, the escapee’s eyes would no
longer be adjusted to the darkness of the cavehidse of the other cave-dwellers, and

thus upon his return:

Wouldn't he make a fool of himself? Wouldn't [higlibw cave-dwellers] say that he’d come
back from his upward journey with his eyes ruirea that it wasn’t even worth trying to go up
there? And wouldn't they—if they could—grab holdasfyone who tried to set them free and
take them up there, and kill hirh?

Conditions for intellectual demonstration are dg#acking here. The society
of cave-dwellers does not constitute an ideal dpasdaation. For the allegory to fit
with the manner in which science currently underdsatself, Plato would have to have
written it quite differently. We can imagine aneaiftate ending to the allegory, wherein
the escapee uses her knowledge gained on the stiofdcild a crude excavating tool,
and then proceeds to tear part of the roof ofhefd¢ave. This would be a more fitting
allegory for scientific demonstration. The inhabt&of the cave, in such a scenario,
could not then mock the escapee, as they woulddbusy trying to shield their eyes,
Wellsian Morlocks blinded by the light of sciendethe cave-escapee’s knowledge
were of a scientific variety, then she would thenib a position to declare what
knowledge is, and what truth is, to the other cdwellers with utter impunity.

Questioning his statements would be a fruitlessase, as the truth would be made
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manifest through unquestionable demonstration: sacthe way of science. The
fruitless debate-turned-debacle described by Rdatwe way of philosophy: it mirrors
the martyrdom of Socrates.

But we are not primarily concerned with sciencéhis work. Science interests
us here only insofar as it provides a sharp contwée mysticism, which holds that
only those who have mystical experiences can apprtize ultimate, or at least the
most important, truth(s). Brute demonstration ofrsunystical experiences, or the
purported knowledge generated by them, is thouglat be—strictly
speaking—impossible. Because of this fact, it appda some that mysticism
constitutes a kind of irremediable epistemologilaism, and it is on this basis that
Weber would have to concede that Plato’s allegagks better with mysticism than

science, as Popper points out:

In the famous story of the prisoners in the cavatfif shows that the world of our [everyday]

experience is only a shadow, a reflection, of ga world. And he shows that even if one of the
prisoners should escape from the cave and facerehle world, he would have almost

insuperable difficulties in trying to make thosederstand who stayed behind. The difficulties
in the way of an understanding of the real are atrsaper-human, and only the very few, if
anybody at all, can attain the divine state of knewledge, oepiseme.*

The mystic, similar to the cave-escapee, is thot@he one of the rare few who,
through lived experience, cleaves directly to theht a truth so pure that she is left
speechless, or at the very least her words regattia content of her experience are
rendered unintelligible to others. Of course, beeasuch a person is so rare, she may
be accorded special social status due to her episteccomplishments. But is the
mystic, because she is sometimes thought to meeitial treatment, any more an

epistemically elite figure than, say, a physicsf@seor? The answer to this question

% Plato § 517a.
9 Karl PopperConjectures and Refutationg™ edition (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul Limited,
1965), pp. 10-11.
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depends, | suppose, on the success the physiaspoofhas in her attempts to explain
her subject to various audiences. And this, in,thas to do with the status afforded the
subject, the money and time invested in it, theienmk’'s expectations of the
intelligibility of the subject, and so on. Becawescience’s high social valuement, we
might expect that the physicist should have aneedsne making herself (at least
appear) understood than the mystic. But the admal of understanding of an
audience at a physics lecture or at a meditatiassainight not differ overmuch: science
and mysticism are both, in their own various wag@stemically elitist. Mysticism,
however, is generally thought to be more esotéian tscience, as it supposedly deals
with ineffable truths. And thus science cannot pescclaims to mystical knowledge:
verifiability and falsifiability have no role in elating the mystic’'s ineffable
knowledge claims, nor is any practical demonstratathcoming, and so the mystic
rests safely outside of the scientific realm.

This insulation from external epistemic standards/tempt some mystics to
becomemystagoguesand attempt to use their unverifiable, unfalbiigaknowledge
claims to exercise political influence upon othdrse term ‘mystagogue’ refers to a
mystic who attempts to construct a political, selstit, or spiritual institution around
her mystical experiences and the purported knoveleldgived or imparted from them.
There is an apparent political risk inherent ta@walhg such figures to take hold of
public offices—atfter all, anything might be dematds/ them, and no explanations
could be demanded in response by those chargebletp tbeir commands. As it has
been noted, the mystical experience, the ostessivece of the mystagogue’s dictates,

lies behind a veil of ineffability, and is thus azassible.
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Some, understandably then, take mysticism not to feth out of Plato’s cave,
but an exploration of a sub-cavern of it, a celabneof life in the epistemic darkness.

J. N. Findlay comes very close to describing suotystical philosophy:

A cave ceases to be a cave if one pours harsmektaght into it, if one strips it of its glooms,
echoes and reflections, of its various queer lightlevices, if one explains it all atomistically or
neuro-physiologically or psycho-analytically or b&fouristically or linguistically or in some
other external—and | may here add quite questi@rabhanner. To be a cave-delineator, a
transcendental speleologist, one must be a pheraoggst in Husserl's sense of the word, one
who thinks nothing more solid, more factual thaa ttay things look or feel to the human
observer or experient, the peculiar way in whiagythmpress or express him, and who is never
willing to sacrifice the oddest, most irrationdatKer of an appearance for the most conclusive
experimental demonstration of what is actually ¢hesr for the most irrefragable logical
argument as to what can or cannot be there.

This idea of the mystic as a species of phenomeisilas indeed closer to the
archetype of the mystic that | have in mind heantRlato’s seeker of the Forms. For
this kind of mystic, not only are there things tolbarned outside the cave, but there are
also things to be learned inside the cave, as WelNg take some aspect(s) of our
innermost selfhood as constituting some varietycave-space. If, as the mystic
believes, mystical experience is the epistemicatBferred route to knowledge, then
one will want to have phenomenal experiences (whpérhaps, include some
trans-phenomenal elements) of a variegated kind: wili want to know valuable
experiences from worthless experiences, ‘higherpeeiences from ‘lower’
experiences, ‘inner’ from ‘outer’, and so forth.cBua mystic will want to become a
connoisseur of experience, to have a broad palearperiences to draw from; for it is
in this way that she will come to recognize andrapijate the special character of the

mystical experience if and when she encounters it.

3. N. Findlay,The Discipline of the Cayéd. D. Lewis, ed. (London: George Allen & Unwind.t
1966), pp. 24-5.
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In this work we will, specifically, examine wha@rt be said, and what
purportedly cannot be said, regarding such mysggakerience$? Necessarily then,
we will touch on issues in the philosophy of langeiaHence, we will also be
examining what can be known, and what purportediynot be known, about these
experiences, by the mystic. This leads us intaltfreain of epistemology. Due to the
philosophically troubling nature of mysticism, thghout this work the question of
what constitutes a proper subject of philosophisalidy will re-emerge®®
Unsurprisingly then, we will also be broaching npéidosophical issues. Finally,
because philosophy also influences the real ward, takes its cues from real world
problems:* we will discuss how these philosophical issuehaas politically: how
mystagoguery can arise from the mystic’s desireige her mystical knowledge to

‘enlighten’ her social milieu.

121t may seem odd to write on the subject of expess that are, at bottom, supposedly inexpressible.
But this project is not without precedent, nor ddone prefigure any intellectual difficulty in wititg
about, or around, a philosophical null space. AgdrBad Russell, for example, writes in his introtioe

to Wittgenstein’sTractatus “after all, Mr Wittgenstein manages to say a gdedl about what cannot be
said”. [Ludwig WittgensteinTractatus Logico-Philosophicu®. F. Pears and B. F. McGuinness, trans.
(New York: Routledge, 1974), p. xxiii.] Ninian Snhaon a similar note, comments that “it may aftér a
be presumptuous to attempt to unfold the meaninaifwhich is recognized as a mystery. But if vgord
are used to speak of this mystery there is roonpldosophical analysis.” [Ninian SmaRgasons and
Faiths (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1958), p. 203.]

3 This is what Richard Rorty describes as “a bedmisifosophical issue: Can one ever appeal to
nonlinguistic knowledge in philosophical argumenRichard Rorty, “Pragmatism and Philosophy”, in
After Philosophy: End or Transformatiot&nneth Baynes, James Bohman, and Thomas McCadhy,
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1988), p. 53.] Thiskywwill, | hope, help contribute to the dialogue
precisely this issue.

14| concur with Popper thatGenuine philosophical problems are always rootediigent problems
outside of philosophy, and they die if these raetsay” [Popper,Conjectures and Refutations. 72.]
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Chapter 1

Metaphysical Concerns:

Antiphilosophy vs. Metaphilosophy

[P]hilosophy is a gigantic effort at superficialithat is to say, at bringing up to the surface and
making open, clear, and evident that which wasestdmhean, mysterious, and latent. It detests
mysticism and the melodramatic gestures of the agygsgue...If mysticism is keeping silent,
philosophizing is saying, discovering in the greakedness and transparency of the word the
very being of things—ontolog}.

- José Ortega y Gasset

There are, indeed, things that cannot be put irtadsy Theymake themselves manifeshey
are what is mysticdf’
- Ludwig Wittgenstein

One of the more brilliant turns in the history ofodern philosophy is
Wittgenstein’s reduction of many traditional phibphical problems to the status of
misuses of language in Hisactatus Logico-Philosophicuend the latePhilosophical
Investigations Wittgenstein’s work in this area has obviouslyd lea great deal of
influence on the course of contemporary analytidogbphy, generating as it has
numerous tomes by various authors on the pseuddgons of philosophy and the

proper means for their dissolution. However, evanthe considerable wake of

Since mysticism is clearly distinct from contempgrphilosophy’s self-image, | expect the rootsha t
problems | examine in this work to be quite thickidealthy.

15 José Ortega y Gass#that is Philosophy?Mildred Adams, trans. (New York: W. W. Norton and
Company, 1960), p. 111.

18 WittgensteinTractatus § 6.522.
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Wittgenstein's deflationary antiphilosophytraditional philosophical problems still
retain much of their intuitive appeal, and havespreed their role in motivating
promising research in various disciplines withia fitiences and humanit€<Certain
paradoxes, as well as foundational and methodabgancerns, continue to challenge
our contemporary presuppositions that all that lsarearned, can be learned from
science, or at least in a scientific fashfon.

A voice in continental philosophy, representatifettie camp conceptually
opposed to any deflation of a Wittgensteinian \griean be found in José Ortega y
Gasset, a philosopher who was contemporaneousMithgenstein, but mainly active
in, and popular with, academic circles in Spain Sodith Americ&’ Philosophy, as
Ortega sees it, is charged with the task of mattiegseemingly unintelligible structure
of the universe meaningful to human beings. If thésk requires creative

embellishment, gross oversimplification, or askingestions that may not necessarily

" Wittgenstein celebrates his chosen role as deféatd flattener of philosophic terrain in the foling
passage:

Where does our investigation get its importancenfrsince it seems only to destroy everything
interesting, that is, all that is great and impot?a(As it were all the buildings, leaving behind

only bits of stone and rubble.) What we are degtigis nothing but houses of cards and we are
clearing up the ground of language on which thapdt

[Ludwig WittgensteinPhilosophical Investigationss. E. M. Anscombe, trans. (Upper Saddle
River, NJ: Prentice-Hall Inc., 1958), § 118.]

8 That there may be no answer to certain philos@phjaestions has been a source of controversy
regarding their legitimacy. There have been thtike,Wittgenstein, who have held that if there & n
answer, there can be no question either, and ttaare been others, like Thomas Nagel, who hold that
“[iIt may be true that some philosophical problemase no solution...[but u]nsolvable problems are not
for that reason unreal.” (Thomas Nagel, quotedartyr “Pragmatism and Philosophy”, p. 48) Debate on
this issue has unsurprisingly yet to be resolved, therefore it is too early to remark on whether t
guestion “Does an unanswerable question coungagstion?” has an answer or not.

¥ We would do well to remember with Russell thai¢fsnce, speaking broadly, is a tree growing from
animal faith, but clipped by the shears of reasoriBértrand RussellThe Scientific OutlookNew
York: W. W. Norton and Company, Inc., 1962), p. 178

2 The level of Wittgenstein and Ortega’s familianitith each other’s work is a valid avenue of inguir
for historians of philosophy. Although | mentionntpassing, | will not pursue it at length herg jtas

not of central importance for this work.
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have any corresponding answers, then so Bé@n Ortega’s metaphilosophical
account philosophers are justified on their panniaking such moves. Wittgenstein,
ostensibly with the same motive in mind as Ortedaat-bf creating and preserving
meaning—claims that such philosophical methods di@ubduce utterances that are
meaningless.

The differences in methodology and metaphilosophaggroaches are thus
very deep between Wittgenstein and Ortega. As ¢ lstated above, a major theme of
Wittgenstein’s work is the deflation of the majgritf classical philosophical problems
to misuses of language and the confusions restutigrgof. He holds that philosophical

problems are

solved...by looking into the workings of our languaged that in such a way as to make us
recognize those workingist despite ofin urge to misunderstand them. The problems &redso
not by giving new information, but by arranging wka have always known. Philosophy is a
battle against the bewitchment of our intelligebgemeans of languagé.

Hence in Wittgenstein's deflationary view, metagbgsis sheer nonsenSeand
metaphilosophy is a superfluous exerd@beinfortunately, in endorsing such strict

theoretical limitations, Wittgenstein unwittinglglkivered philosophy into the clutches

2 This is because Ortega is interested in the Bitrivalue of the act of questioning—that is,
philosophical theorizing—without worrying overmuabout how that theory tracks to the facts. More
will be said on this below.

2 ittgenstein)nvestigations§ 109.

2 Wittgenstein’s project, on the face of it, allons room for metaphysics. As he puts forward in his
Tractatus

The correct method in philosophy would really befililowing: to say nothing except what can
be said, i.e. propositions of natural science—$@mnething that has nothing to do with
philosophy—and then, whenever someone else watezhy something metaphysical, to
demonstrate to him that he had failed to give animgato certain signs in his propositions.
Although it would not be satisfying to the othergmn—he would not have the feeling that we
were teaching him philosophythis method would be the only strictly correct one.”
[Wittgenstein,Tractatus §86.43]

All the same, | hope to show later in this chapfeat Wittgenstein himself endorses a kind of
metaphysics in his conception of ‘the mystical'.

% See Wittgensteininvestigations § 121, wherein Wittgenstein states that: “One hmithink: if
philosophy speaks of the use of the word ‘philogdftiere must be a second-order philosophy. Bigt it
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of Rudolf Carnap and the other members of the \&Ge@ircle. These theorists, and
subsequent others, reworked philosophy into “theamihg lady of the science®”,
giving it the task of tirelessly sanitizing and rganizing empirical propositions. This,
for Ortega, is hardly a paradigm of philosophy \uastriving for, and rather one to be
conscientiously avoided.

Ortega advocates, above all, “intellectual heroisthand holds that a
philosophy which is distinct from the sciences.(igermane to heroics) is more

desirable than a philosophy that is subsumed by tie states that:

We want a philosophy which will be philosophy arathing more, which accepts its destiny,
with its splendor and misery, and does not lookarsly in all directions, seeking for itself the
cognitive virtues which belong to other scienceshsas the exactness of mathematical truth or
the verification by the senses and by practice higlong to physical trutf.

We can see here that, by Ortega’s lights, philogapight to be something separate
from the sciences; indeed, free from all the forreguirements of proof inherent to the
physical sciences, and yet somehow historicalliy@g®iscious, i.e. aware that it has its
own ‘destiny’?® Further, he holds that the scientist, “whethelikes it or not”, needs

such a philosophy, that is to say, a philosophy it end distinct from those of the

sciences, because “[w]here physics ends, the prothees not end”, and “the man who

not so: it is, rather, like the case of orthographlyich deals with the word ‘orthography’ amongerth
without then being second-order.”

% As Sarah Stroud humorously remarked in her “Problef Analytic Philosophy” lecture at McGill
University, March 13, 2003.

% Intellectual heroism, however, is a radical metimsbphical attitude by contemporary academic
standards. Intellectual heroism and intellectualseovatism are obviously at odds with each othsd, a
the contemporary academic climate seems to strdaghr conservatism. But it is clear that in a case
where intellectual conservatism and heroism armctl in conflict with each other, Ortega wouldioia
that “[tlhe philosopher who is prepared for the maxm degree of intellectual danger, who expounds hi
whole thought, is under an obligation to exercigklbberty—to free himself from everything, inclird
that rustic suspicion in the face of a possibleapleysics.” [OrtegayWhat is Philosophy?. 90]

2" Ortega,What is Philosophy3. 104. Presumably, by using the word ‘destirgreh Ortega is merely
iterating the point that philosophy should haveferent end than the sciences, and follow a differ
route towards that distinct end.

2 This lack of regard for scientific proof does nman that Ortega is not concerned with the proloiem
demonstrability, as we shall see in the followiegt®ns.
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stands behind the scientist needs a truth thah&erand complete® Philosophy, for
Ortega, is a kind of existential therapy in itsetiet a condition that requires

Wittgensteinian linguistic therapy to exci€e.

1.1: The ‘Mystical’, the Metaphysical, and the
Limits of Language

Notwithstanding his comparatively restrictive métidgsophical programme,
Wittgenstein succeeds, at least, in driving honeepibint that philosophy cannot exist
apart from the language that gives it intelligifdem. It should be noted, however, that
Wittgenstein’s deflationary antiphilosophy itsebicks an ultimate grounding or
justification outside of references to entrenchedjuistic practices. This stance
amounts to an irreducible circularity: for Wittgégis, language alone can tell us that

language can mislead tisAnd thus, even in the throes of theoretical sbtieajatior??

2 OrtegaWhat is Philosophyd. 72.
%0 wittgenstein famously states that he views deftaphilosophical problems as a kind of linguistic
therapy:

It is not our aim to refine or complete the systefrrules for the use of words in
unheard-of ways.

For the clarity that we are aiming at is indeedhpleteclarity. But this simply means
that the philosophical problems shoalimpletelydisappear.

The real discovery is the one that makes me cepafbstopping doing philosophy
when | want to.—The one that gives philosophy peaoethat it is no longer tormented by
guestions which bringselfin question.—Instead, we now demonstrate a methypdxamples;
and the series of examples can be broken off.—Bnablare solved (difficulties eliminated),
not asingleproblem.

There is not philosophical method, though there are indeed austhlike different
therapies.

[Wittgenstein,Investigations§ 133.]

31 Karl Popper points out, in his long parenthetigahark inConjectures and Refutatiorfg. 17), the
inherent folly in blaming language for producingepdo-problems, while at the same time adducing
unquestionable authority to that language. He state

(So our man-made language was at fault [for producerrors and philosophical

pseudo-problems]. But then it was discovered thatl@nguage too was ‘given’ to us, in an
important sense: that it embodied the wisdom ameesnce of many generations, and that it
should not be blamed if we misused it. So languagdecomes a truthful authority that could
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he seems to beg an important methodological questiamely the reliability of
language itself as a tool for philosophical claation. This exclusive focus on the
linguistic leaves us with a picture of the worlaiths incomplete; a yin bereft of its
accompanying yang.

Wittgenstein himself acknowledges this lacuna, @teimpts to remedy it in his
philosophic schema, via his positing of the “myaiticthat which transcends language,
and which no language can descrifeThis move brings completion to the
Wittgensteinian ontology. There is the world, tbelity of all articulatible fact§? and
there is the mystical, that which cannot be captbrethe language of facts—and these

two categories exhaust the set of what is and wérabe®

never deceive us. If we fall into temptation and laguage in vain, then it is we who are to
blame for the trouble that ensues. For languaggealous God and will not hold him guiltless
that taketh His words in vain, but will throw himté darkness and confusion.)

Clearly, Wittgenstein cannot have his cake, andtéab, in this instance. Either Wittgenstein cdam

that language is the ultimate court of philosophégapeal, or that language is responsible for fatluy
philosophical woes, but not both simultaneously.dboso would be to hold that most philosophers are
guilty of using language in an improper way. Thatii would be to say that even the most educated
members of academic culture are incapable of hagdénguage; a tool presumably understood and
adroitly wielded by any individual of average corgree. This is a highly implausible claim on theefa

of it—one so audacious and shocking, that many baea stunned into attributing plausibility to it.

32 As in when, at the end of tAeactatus Wittgenstein implores the reader to “throw awag kadder”, in
effect, to discard the book of his that they hawst jead (WittgensteinTractatus § 6.54). Those
interested in further exploring Wittgenstein’s ceptof “the mystical” described there should reter
Eddy Zemach, “Wittgenstein’s Philosophy of the Mgal’, in Essays on Wittgenstein’s Tractat@opi,
Irving M. and Robert W. Beard, eds. (New York: TWMacmillan Company, 1966). For those interested,
rather, in reading Wittgenstein as a mystic himsethould be noted that his brand of self-effaeatrat

the end of theTractatus accompanied by his stress on the transitionakaspf knowledge, has
venerable precedents in numerous spiritual tragiti¢-or instance, long before Wittgenstein, another
sage, Buddha, advised his followers to see hishirgs as a raft, to be abandoned after certaiitusdir
‘rivers’ had been crossed. [See Brian Bocking, ytiu meet the Buddha on the map...”: The Notion of
Mapping Spiritual Paths”, iMapping Invisible WorldsGavin D. Flood, ed. (Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 1993), p.160.] Perhaps the siitylaf Wittgenstein’'s pedagogical style with thasfe
certain spiritual figures may help explain why marhjlosophers invested his work with a significance
that borders on religiosity.

¥ See Wittgensteinfractatus § 6.522 (quoted as the epigraph of this chapter).

3 Wittgenstein Tractatus § 1.1: “The world is the totality of facts, ndtthings.”

% Karl Popper, in his/nended Quesaccuses Wittgenstein of producing an over-singalifon with this
distinction:

Wittgenstein exaggerated the gulf between the wofldescribable (‘sayable’) facts and the
world of that which is deep and cannot be saidrd@laee gradations; moreover, the world of the
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Acknowledging the mystical is thus a necessary reawn, if Wittgenstein
wishes to avoid theoretical circularity. Howeverdoing so he must, in effect, endorse
the existence of one or more (perhaps infinitelynyanystical entities. This move
forces Wittgenstein to endorse what he apparentlyos the most: namelya
metaphysicé® Given his anti-metaphysical commitments (sketchkdve), this is a
surprising outcome, to say the least. Neverthelssare not interested in rubbing
Wittgenstein’s nose in his inconsistencies Kéihat we are interested in, by way of
this line of inquiry, is what can be sensibly safdhis metaphysical realm, and about
the mystical, generally.

Ortega, too, disparages metaphysics, and refersistoown philosophical
enterprise as “ante-physicaf®. Oddly enough, his ontology, which will sound

all-too-familiar to many readers of philosophy, dasuccinctly laid out as follows:

sayable does not always lack depth...[i]t is hisléaeblution of the problem of depth—the
thesis ‘the deep is unsayable’—which unites Witkteim the positivist with Wittgenstein the
mystic.

[Karl PopperUnended Quest: An Intellectual Autobiograghg Salle, Illinois: Open Court
Publishing Company, 1976), pp. 236—7, n. 301.]

% When we discuss mystical experience vis-a-visriaéfable, unverifiable experience, i.e., “therais

x such thak is an experience that is ineffable and unveriéghhen the mystical in this case is also the
metaphysical.

37 Karl Popper, on the other haris jnterested in ruminating on Wittgenstein’s theiwadtgaffe on this
subject. He intones that

[tihe antimetaphysical theory of meaning in Wittgein's Tractatus far from helping to
combat metaphysical dogmatism and oracular philogopepresents a reinforced dogmatism
that opens wide the door to the enemy, deeply fisgnit metaphysical nonsense, and throws
out, by the same door, the best friend, that &g scientific hypothesis.

[Popper,Open Societyp. 635 n. 51)

3 OrtegaWhat is Philosophyd. 74. The prefix ‘ante-’ means to come befowehe prior in order to (in
this case physics); hence Ortega presumably foteulilais ‘ante-physics’ to be in linguistic oppamsiti

to ‘metaphysics’; specifically the sense of thefigreneta-’, which means to come after, to be Iatte
order (‘second-order’, as Wittgenstein put it). $hOrtega’s so-called ‘ante-physics’ is that
philosophical inquiry which logically and historibaprecedes and causes talk of the physical, rathe
than that which follows and is produced by it. Bsthis ontology boils down to talk of ‘essencesl an
‘being’, | fail to see how he is not simply engagyin plain old metaphysics, in the other sensersfta-’:
inquiring about what lies behind, or transcends physical. Semantic quibbling aside, the two app®a
be identical.
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the “beings” of things are “located behifidtheir outward appearances, and these

beings are comprised of the things’ “essences”.oAtiag to Ortega, knowledge is
generated when the “inadequatdof the things that are given and apparent arouse
innate human “curiosity®! This motivates us, as humans, to quest for a muequate
knowledge of things, i.e., to posit the existentessences, which leads, in turn, to a

“duplication of the world.*?

39 For example, regarding light, Ortega says that

the being of the light is located behind and beyibnaind it is—mark this well—concealed by
it...The light [thus] incites me to seek after itsirgg inasmuch as the light does not, in
conjunction with its presence, surrender its béinme.

[José Ortega y Gass#t/hat is Knowledgedorge Garcia-Gomez, trans., ed. (New York:
State University of New York, 2002), p. 79.]

This is also a fitting analogy for the mystical gtyjanasmuch as “God does not reveal himself in the
world” (Wittgenstein,Tractatus 8 6.432), but remains hidden, a mystery, a sebattchallenges us to
pursue our investigations ever further. Georg Simmmites that “[t]he secret contains a tension tlkat
dissolved in the moment of its revelation.” [Ge@&ignmel, The Sociology of Georg Simm&lurt H.
Wolff, trans., ed. (Glencoe, lllinois: The Free $51950), p. 333.] The concept of the secretithpBes

the concept ofevelation real or promised, which functions, as Smart goiit, as “a natural adjunct to
the model of the divine as concealed by phenomeniaenG.the concealment of the divine and the way
in which traces of the holy are found about us cthrecept of revelation falls naturally into plad¢hat is
hidden is now revealed; we are afforded a glimgdert the veil...” (Smart, p. 162). In this vein, van
say that mystical revelation—communion with hiddeeings’ or an ultimate ‘Being'—is the primary
end sought by disciples of mysticism.

“0If the world were already epistemically adequgtien knowledge acquisition would be effortless and
automatic; but this is evidently not the case. €fae, for Ortega, “[t]o know, then, is precisebt o be
content with seeing what one can see, but rathesftse what one sees, as being insufficient, and t
postulate the invisible.” (Ortegslyhat is Knowledge®. 85)

“! Indeed, Ortega goes so far as to claim tradk questions..derive from a fundamental human
condition...called ‘curiosity.” (Ortegaywhat is Knowledge?. 78, emphasis added) Presumably, if all
knowledge arises from our attempts to answer questiand if all questions arise from curiosity, #nd
all curiosity arises from the inadequacy of thafalihis given, then all knowledge is the producthaf
given’s inadequacy, in a roundabout fashion. Thnesihadequacy of the given world, insofar as it
motivates the quest for knowledge, is in itselfmatively desirable. This chain of argument is used,
slightly different form, to argue against perfeoi&t utopian schemes; the rationale being thatptdn
(total adequacy) leaves no room for human intaliglobr ethical development—our current, imperfect
socio-political conditions are thought to be matimslating (parallels could also be drawn hereh® t
so-called ‘problem of evil’ in the philosophy ofliggon).

“2 |t is best to let Ortega explicate his duplicatarthe world, in his own words, so that we caradie
apprehend the mathematical basis of his reasomhg;h at its root is no more complex than the
algebraic expressiorE{+ E = 2E}:

Let us call ‘world’ the ensemble of all things tleme non-mediate entities, or which are present
by themselves. But, as it turns out now, each dribeon is endowed with a being or essence,
and that involves a duplication of the world. Therld of essences lies behind the world of

things. The sphere consisting of the being of iesstiies behind the entities.
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At this point one might like to apply the brakegshis train of thought, and draw
Occam’s razor liberally across Ortega’s ontologtbabat?® The philosophical picture
that is emerging here is suspicious at best: Ogpegéds a human nature notable for its
characteristic curiosity, through which everyonausomatically a philosopher by birth.
Therefore ante-physics (read metaphysics—see f88), defined by Ortega as the

guest for essences, is naturally generated by thatsity, and forms a static part of the

[Ortega,What is Knowledge . 80]

Ortega’s description resounds with mystical ovegmras it treats ‘essences’ as ultimate (perhags ev
divine) secrets about the given. The duplicatiothefworld is basically an addition of what is retd
(indescribable) to what is non-mediate (describalhes world is the sum of each thing plus the secr
behind (and belonging to) it. Similarly, in Simmeelivords, “[tlhe secret offers, so to speak, the
possibility of a second world alongside the manifesrld; and the latter is decisively influencedthg
former.” (Simmel, p. 330.) In other words, the npdtgsically mediate opens up the possibility oferee
world invested with the mystical power to change plublic world, thus creating a schism between the
given mundane and the inferred supermundane. Whtrhmk that Ortega’s duplication of the world
into entity and essence mirrors Wittgenstein’ssioan of the world into two categories: what carshil
(language) and what cannot (the mystical). | canfdmt | myself have been tempted by such a
comparison. But again, it is illuminating to regdrdw fundamentally anti-Wittgensteinian Ortega’s
understanding of the world is: for Wittgensteire tlvorld is simply facts; he explicitly claims thad,
effect, the world isanything butthings and their essences (Wittgenstdiractatus § 1.1). There is,
however, an undeniably unique fit between the wofkOrtega and Wittgenstein. Opposed to
Wittgenstein'deflationof philosophical problems, Ortega’s duplicatiorttef world presents us with an
inflation of the same. This model of metaphilosophical ofjjmrs we may here call the “lungs of
philosophy”: an inflation is a letting in of newdds and problems; a deflation is a jettisoningaideas
and problems. We cannot judge between Wittgenste@drtega as to who is ultimately ‘right’, as e&€h
pursuing their opposing metaphilosophical projeetsgd performing an important function for the
discipline of philosophy: Ortega is ‘inhaling’, adting philosophical material for the discipline to
examine, and Wittgenstein is ‘exhaling’, refusigcbnsider certain matters to be within the scdpe o
philosophic discourse. It is, of course, not ofiig two figures | mention here who are engagedis th
seemingly opposed, yet ultimately synergetic, vientan entire history of philosophy could be sketth
using this dialectical model as a framework. Tomignd, if the lungs of philosophy stop inflatinggeth
philosophy itself is dead...perhaps this is why Inkhit important for philosophy to take a deep,
post-Wittgensteinian-deflation breath in, regarslle what pollution the discipline ends up inhaling
(asthma being preferable to suffocation, in theteof the analogy... contemporary analytic philosophy
is considered by some camps to be suffocating tbatige aspects of philosophical thought that are
central to its flourishing).

3 Ortega anticipates our potential alarm here abbider ante-physical remarks, but can only respond
with this unconvincingad hominumdefense: “The Occamites who protested in metapbytbiat the
principles orenteswere multiplied unnecessarily were at the same tiarrying to a supercharged and
grotesque extreme the multiplication of distincédn logic, which was the field that interestedntiie
[José Ortega y Gassétan and CrisisMildred Adams, trans. (New York: W. W. Norton a@dmpany,
1962), p. 213.] Obviously, simply because the Odteamay have been hypocritical in some sense does
not imply that their philosophical concerns are show therefore invalid.
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human condition, as inescapable as genéficsnfortunately, in the realm of
ante-physics, how things appear can be just asriaaas how things actually are, and
so it seems that our individual curiosities willhmalst certainly lead us to different
epistemological conclusior{s.

Metaphysically however, things may not be as lmthay seem at first glance
for Ortega. At bottom he, like Wittgenstein, sttknowledges the existence of facts.
Unlike Wittgenstein, however, he leaves ample rdonlanguage users to formulate
novel interpretations to bridge the gaps betweelvidual facts in a multitude of
ways*® He allows us, in other words, to speak in noveltapleors, and of the
metaphysical. Here concepts, acting as the redeptdmat bind together constellations
of facts, are far more flexible for Ortega thanytlaee for Wittgenstein. Ortega, for
instance, is not constrained by theoretical adleerdn a “community of language
users” who might disallow new interpretations asdges of any given word or concept
(again, seen here as a fact-amalgam or fact-amaengf¢ as invalid moves in a

language-gam#&’ In this way, Ortega allows for radical developnseand sudden

*4 Metaphysical speculation is unavoidable, on Oftegacount, because ‘it is literally impossible for
man, bound as he is by psychological necessitgriounce the attempt to possess a complete idha of
world, an integral idea of the Universe.” (Orteféhat is Philosophy . 65)

> Speaking metaphysically, J. N. Findlay, for examnplolds that “[t]he reality of bodies, and of the
space in which bodies are, is in fact nine-tenthmllzonviction, something felt in our bones, amdyo
one-tenth palpable presence.” (Findlay, p. 26) Qwaling to Findlay, if we believe in essences,l wel
then: there they are, or at least the most impbriare-tenths of them. But, now speaking negatively
what would it mean to suspend one’s belief in aspta} object? Would one attempt to run through a
brick wall divested of one’s belief, because, aftibrat most only one-tenth of it could yet renfala the
only reason that such a wall might stop us becaesstill believe in it too much? It does indeedmees

if such a radical idealism could only take rooti§, Wittgenstein metaphorically puts it, “langugges

on holiday” (WittgensteinInvestigations§ 38) Conflating subjective belief with objectireality is not

a valid move in our language-game: it is generadigognized that without such distinctions an
unproductive state of epistemic anarchy would ensue

“6 Against the idea of there being an ultimate wayirich the world must be described, Ortega holds
that “many theories are equally adequate and tpergrity of any single one is, strictly speaking,
founded solely on practical reasons. The factsmacend it, but they do not impose it.” (Orteféhat is
Philosophy?p. 53)

“"However, Ortega does concede the very Wittgeratejoint that:
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changes in language use, which Wittgenstein hashmuare difficulty accounting
for.*® Additionally, through what Ortega calls “the humaoing of questionind® a
productive discourse can emerge on fascinatingutiimately irresolvable problems
(indeed, the irresolvability of a problem may be thain reason for a conversation

about it to commence, and to continue indefinitéhereafter)®® whereas for

Language is precisely something not created byritieidual but something that is found by
him, previously established by his social envirdnis,tribe,polis, city, or nation. The words of
a language have their meaning imposed by colleciage.

[José Ortega y Gassatye Origin of Philosophyl oby Talbot, trans. (New York: W. W. Norton
and Company, 1967), pp. 60-1.]

Ortega gets around this potential theoretical btimg block to linguistic generativity by allowing
individuals to derive neologisms from the noveltemts of their unique experiences of the world, iand
doing so implicitly validates the employment of Bbwetaphors and other poetic uses of language.
Ortega’s language-user is thus free to name theghihat lack names for him, including complex
relationships that can only be expressed indiraotimcompletely. Wittgenstein would most likelkéa
issue with Ortega on this point—even though the &n® seemingly close to agreement here—calling
Ortega’s non-traditional process of naming “an dicptocess...ajueerconnection of a word with an
object...as [if] it were a baptism of an object.” ffyenstein)nvestigations§ 38)

“8 Pierre Mailly has commented, lranguage and Ethics: A Wittgensteinian Perspecthie M. A.
(Philosophy) thesis (Montréal: Concordia Univers2903), on the great, although not insurmountable,
theoretical difficulties one encounters when atténgpto account for emergent uses of language (i.e.
new metaphors) within a Wittgensteinian framewade( Mailly, especially pp. 79-95).

9 For Ortega, this questioning invites answering@tensibly even in cases wherein no fully
appropriate answer could, sensibly, be forthconding to the paradoxical nature of the questionfitsel
e.g.: the Zen Buddhigban“What is the sound of one hand clapping?” Thisdésause Ortega believes
that the answerer is naturally as curious as tlkestépner, and hopes to contribute to the refinerogtite
guestion, even if only by offering a tentative easching response, ‘trying on’ different replieddan
reformulations of the query in order to advancediadogue (for no other reason, perhaps, than t@ho
its usefulness as a goad to future conversatidhg)."human doing of questioning”, then, can be seen
an inter-subjective game of ‘Fill in the Blanks'thvishifting variables. As Ortega states:

A question is an incomplete way of speaking, foreaponse is solicited therein. Strictly
speaking, it is nothing [but] a request; or, eqlgmtly stated, to raise a question is to ask
[someone] to speak... In an essential question, wkenaarequest, to wit: [that someone]
declare the being of something to us.
[Ortega,What is Knowledgepp. 92-3]

What we find in the blanks of tentatively answegegstions might, in some cases, perhaps be diy, fact
and in other cases, the punchlines to jokes. delends, of course, on the unique content we tmave
offer up. Even if we don't know the answers, wel wirtainly have an impulse to make them up;
Ortega’s ‘curiosity’ dictates that we, as humamnspsy cannot leave the blanks blank ( ).

0 Compare Ortega’s positive outlook towards thesdghilosophical questioning to Wittgenstein’s talk
of philosophy being “tormented by questions” Investigations § 133. Metaphilosophically,
Wittgenstein wants to settle questions and givéopbphy peace, a peace that Ortega would integgret
“the peace of the grave” (with apologies to Immdriiant). For Ortega, the act of questioning is a
vibrant and meaningful act in itself, not a distambe to be quieted.
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Wittgenstein, famously, “What we cannot speak abeimust pass over in silencg.”
This is a tautological conversation-stopper, nohetaphilosophy that will generate
productive discourse. In thus ostensibly pavingrcuey possible metaphysics (by
making them taboo), Wittgenstein unjustifiably ihigates the practices of the
community of language users who play the languageey of metaphysics.
Additionally, since there are such strict theowdticonstraints operating within the
Wittgensteinian framework, it makes sense thatmeehble come to know fewer things
within it, than within less constrictive competifgameworks, making it a less
epistemically appealing position overall.

Let us now return to Ortega, whom we left peeribgHind” things, looking for
their essences. Strangely, for an intellectuallpite‘ante-physician” of his professed
stripes, Ortega decries what | have argued todpdktential basis for a Wittgensteinian
metaphysics: “the mystical”. The mystical, as veslthe mystic who encounters it, is of
no use to Ortega, as he holds that philosophy bdsuok with subjects which cannot
be made intelligible and communicatadposteriori In the end, Ortega says, “[t]he
mystic’s knowledge is untransferable, and in essesilent”, and thus “out of the
mystic vision no intellectual benefit redounds tankind.”®® Yet, if Ortega can talk
intelligibly about “essences” and “being”, then lpgps Wittgenstein’s concept of “the
mystical” is something that Ortega would want tmgmwithin the admittedly flexible

boundaries of what we can reasonably speak ontharsdgenerate knowledge about.

*1 See Wittgensteirfractatus§ 7. Zemach interprets Wittgenstein to be speakirg of, among other
things, his conception of God. He states that “Gloel jnexpressible, the mystical, is a formal ‘fa€he
formal ‘fact’ that the world is, namelythat there is the totality of facts, is God.” (Zemaph,363) In
other words, the limits of language can only beregged in language: the Fact of all facts is itself
unutterable. The fact that there are facts isth that cannot be justified, only “shewn”. (Thissgs an
interesting theoretical problem here, which presagg later discussion on mystical experience:iset,
possible to give language to the divine? Or doesititten word inevitably fail at this task? Indldase,
must the flesh—or the deed enacted by the fleshfiesusy way of demonstration?)
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Even if we cannot—nby definition—say what cannosbél, no doubt some theoretical
benefit will accrue to our efforts towards delinegtwhat exactly, it is that is
purportedly ineffable, anathyit is that it ‘cannot be said®

Even in light of this sticking point in Ortega’sh&ma, we have many more
avenues towards knowledge open to us with Ortega e do with Wittgenstein.
Wittgenstein’s deflationary antiphilosophy, as diseed above, tends to discourage the
exploration of novel and unconventional avenuesht ultimate end of knowing.
Inasmuch as the germ of knowledge is nurtured ey gpirit of experimentation,
Ortega’s more open-ended metaphilosophical appriegshto borrow a phrase of Kai
Nielsen’s, “many flowers bloon™ and encourages the exploration of alternate forms
of knowing (under the condition that these formkwbdwledge can be linguistically
communicated to others—that we can, in short, botbw and tell’). Ortega gives the
philosopher-by-nature in each of us license to ptaynect-the-dots between points of

fact in any manner we deem fitmeaning that each philosophic agent may potetiall

*2 Ortega,What is Philosophypp. 109-10.

3 There is obviously a definitional constraint ayhere, what with ‘the mystical’ being, conceplyal
just that which is ineffable. There is perhapsp @gsychological constraint: as Brian Bocking esjt
ego (mind) and mystical experience (that whichdcamds our comprehension), or, as he metaphorically
represents them in his discussion of the story wigkSolomon, “gnat” and “wind”, are mutually
exclusive, and cannot be thought of as “occupytegsame map” (Bocking, p. 162). However, there is a
third constraint, a political one, which is sometsnconfused with the definitional and psychological
constraints, but in actuality has a much simplgriaxation than either of the preceding two. It rbay
that the mystic possesses (contingently) unspeaKaidwledge that social taboos prevent her from
revealing (for fear of reprisal), or that a dogmiésts that prevents others from recognizing whatlsis

to say as knowledge. | shall argue in followingtets that this third constraint is, indeed, mdsto at
work against the contingent communicability of nigestexperience, making silence the most politicall
prudent option for the mystic. | return to a dissiaa of the various contingent constraints on veaatbe
said in the subsequent chapters.

** For Nielsen to let “many flowers bloom” is to “engage many different philosophical tasks and not
to engage in any attempted imperialistic cornewhghe market...” [Kai NielsenOn Transforming
Philosophy: A Metaphilosophical Inqui@oulder, Colorado: Westview Press Inc., 199518.]

5| am reminded here of Antoine Roquentin, Sartre&n character in the existentialist noieusea
who reflects on the manner in which: “Slow, lazyllen, the facts adapt themselves to the rigouhef
order | give to them; but it remains outside ofrthie[Jean-Paul Sartré&ausealLloyd Alexander, trans.
(New York: New Directions Publishing Corporatior§6y), p. 13.] While revisiting this novel, | was
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be possessed of her own unique conceptual vocgbfaamnot altogether uncommon
phenomenon for philosophers), resulting in a diepurality of philosophical
approaches and methodologies. A Wittgensteiniamfoanity of language users”, on
the other hand, would be likely to disparage assange any claims to knowledge that
did not fit with their implicit community standardgverning which utterances are
deemed to be valid uses of languabjeittgenstein’s theoretical dogmatism reduces
the total possible number of epistemic paths leatbward knowledge, and the number
of valid metaphilosophies, to one: his own deflagiy antiphilosophy’

Perhaps, at the end of the day, “metaphyisin®onshine”, as Nielsen putsit.
But so what? Metaphysical talk can help us comeets ways of contemplating, and
understanding, the possible structure of the unknomiverse. Nonsense, as such, is a

developmental phase on the way to sense, and,geerbensibility’® It could be that

struck by numerous surface similarities betweentertialism and mysticism. However, | have come to
agree with Peter Conradi (who writes on the workisfMurdoch) that while

[i]t is true that both existentialism and mysticiampearto emphasize a full inhabiting of the
present moment...the existentialist is not immersetthé real world at all. It is the mystic who
is so immersed, while the existentialist momentcbbice is described in terms of the
discontinuitybetween the moral agent and his/her world.

[Peter Conradi, “Editor’s Preface”, , in Iris Murcig Existentialists and Mystics: Writings on
Philosophy and LiteraturePeter Conradi, ed. (New York: Allen Lane The RéngPress,
1998), p. xxiii.]

* They function as linguistic enforcers: as figurati witch-hunters envigilating against the
“bewitchment of language” Wittgenstein speaks dhivestigations§ 109.

" Popper holds that “[i]f Wittgenstein’s doctrine tisie, then nobody can philosophize...”, that is,
nobody can try to solve philosophical problems @apConjectures and Refutations. 68). Popper’s
challenge to Wittgenstein on this point is reputede the cause of the celebrated ‘poker incident’
wherein Wittgenstein became quite agitated withfeo@and, after shaking a poker at him, stormed out
of Popper’s October 1946 lecture to the CambridgedliSciences Club. (See Popdégnended Quest
pp. 122-4, for more on this.)

% Nielsen, On Transforming Philosophyp. 36, emphasis added. Apparently, Nielsen logfsn
metaphysics as a weed to be cut, and not as afflmbe nurtured to full bloom. Perhaps, in twe,
could look upon Nielsen, and Wittgenstein as wedl,partaking in an “imperialistic cornering of the
[philosophic] market”; that is to say, they stakeit theoretical claims by posting signs to theefthat:

“No matter what philosophy is, or becomes, metajaisyisn't—or at least shouldn’t be—part of it.”

9 Popper defends the potential value of what wowddcbnsidered nonsense on the Wittgensteinian
account in the following passage:
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we, not unlike children, require practice in talikiabout things that we initially find
difficult, puzzling, or plain nonsensical to usdatmat we should not let our fears of
‘getting it wrong’ inhibit our attempts at ‘gettingright’. The value of certain vintages
of “moonshine” becomes clearer when we see thephgsacs of the ancients reflected
in the foundational axioms of contemporary sciefidastead of fearing nonsense, it
might be more sensible for us to embrace it on ©i00aand even, on a prescriptive
note, to enjoy doing s8.Such pleasures ought to be pursuable withoutfederision
from the hard-nosed playground bullies of analytfilosophy®? Why should we
ridicule and malign the metaphysicians’ languagewgaor the mystics’ for that
matter? Outside of pure obedience to the dominlaibgophic dogma, guided as it is
by the ideal of a fully transparent logical proceadism, the only other reason to do so
would be to protect ourselves against the polititaleat posed by ambitious

mystagogues, a concern | will soon addféss.

...I believe that some people have said things wivete not very good sense, and certainly not
very good grammar, but which were all the same ligtteresting and exciting, and perhaps
more worth listening to than the good sense ofrsthe

[Popper,Conjectures and Refutations. 70.]

9 Here | am thinking specifically of the atomismtbé ancient Greeks. Interestingly, Popper notets tha
“myths may be developed, and become testable...fgatlyr speaking all—or very nearly
all—scientific theories originate from myths, and.ythis] may contain important anticipations of
scientific theories.” (Poppe€onjectures and Refutations 38) He has also criticized the Vienna Circle
for “trying to find a criterion which made metaphggsmeaningless nonsense, sheer gibberish”, because
“any such criterion was bound to lead to troubtesimetaphysical ideas are often the forerunners of
scientific ones.” (Poppelynended Quesp. 80)

L Even if it is not well founded, epistemologicaltiopism can be “a case of a bad idea inspiring many
good ones”, as Popper reminds us (Poppenjectures and Refutations. 8). Sciencés the progeny of
metaphysics, after all. Sometimes philosophicab's’ can be quite germane to the developmentwf ne
fields of knowledge.

%2 | must add a point of clarification here: althougtould allow Ortega his “duplication of the wot|d
personally have no use for it. | defend it soletyprinciple, as a not wholly unintelligible manrar
communicating a certain picture of the world toesth If this picture can move people in some wiay, i
can incite them to belief or even action, thenad.bThe genius and the liability of a belieflat it does

not have to be either true or justified to potdhtimotivate behavior and transform the social ficss

of its believers.

% Popper does not let us forget the political dédk sf epistemological optimism: “The theory thaith

is manifest...is the basis of almost every kind afaficism...it may also lead, though perhaps less
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1.2: Hyper-Codification and Apoliticality

Hannah Arendt poses a possible problem with urdtesyly accepting an
Ortegean ante-physics—having to do with its freedomositing entities, which may
result in the eventual loss of understanding deggains in knowledge. That problem
comes to us in the form of what | will call hdrgper-codification or the laying on of
linguistic code over linguistic code until the fifiarm of the code retains no meaning
that could be translated back into ordinary hunaaigliage. The codes themselves may
transmit knowledge, but when they themselves becmueded, or combined with
other codes, they cease to be exoterically intbleg Arendt warns of a kind of
hyper-codification in terms of the scientific uskao”... language’ of mathematical
symbols which, though it was originally meant omaly an abbreviation for spoken
statements, now contains statements that in no eeay be translated back into
speech.®* Perhaps, if Ortega’s metaphysical essence-tallgivas limitless linguistic
and ontological carte blanche it would grow as impenetrably dense as the
mathematical symbolism that troubled Arendt. If lsucoded ‘speech’ becomes
untranslatable into ordinary human language, thearly epistemic accountability on
the part of the speaker cannot be volunteered madded, which becomes a political
problem; for as Popper points out, “mankind is eahiby the fact that our different
mother tongues, in so far as they are rational pestnanslated into one anothé&t.The

proverbial Tower of Babel collapses when transtatis either conceptually or

directly than does a pessimistic epistemology, taheritarianism.” (PopperConjectures and
Refutationspp. 8-9)

® Hannah ArendtThe Human ConditiofChicago: University of Chicago Press, 1958),.p. 4

% PopperOpen Societyp. 424.
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contingently impossible...and those who cannot, or rdm, make themselves
intelligible to others may make themselves, or l@@enby others into, the enemies of
humankind.

Arendt’s concern for the scientist was that she ld/daecome as silent—or as
unintelligible—as the mystic, inhabiting as she sliteeworld where speech has lost its
power.”® For Arendt, “[w]herever the relevance of speecatistake, matters become
political by definition, for speech is what makeama political being® Thus to lose
the faculty of speech ignutatis mutandisto become an apolitical being in her
framework, an outcome which Arendt views as mosiegirable.

The mystic, however, faces a slightly differentlgern than Arendt’s scientist.
Although both evade epistemic accountability, tlieyso for opposite reasons: the
scientist because the knowledge contained withirhigper-codified language cannot
be translated back into ordinary language, and rtystic because her alleged
knowledge cannot be composed in ordinary languageeifirst place (it is purportedly
ineffable). Moreover, the mystic is not troubledthg Arendtian threat of apoliticality.
In fact, according to Max Weber, archetypally “g]bontemplative mystic minimizes
his activity by resigning himself to the order dfetworld as it is, and lives
incognito...constantly striving to escape from adjivin the world back to the
quietness and inwardness of his g8tBy Weber's lights, the mystic is a kind of

extreme political conservative, a quietist, acagpthe world completely as it is, with

% Arendt, p. 4.

7 Arendt, p. 3.

% Max WeberOn Charisma and Institution Building. 280. Here and elsewhere where Weber uses the
term ‘god’, | take it to be interchangeable withavh most often refer to in this work as ‘mystical
experience’. This is, | stress again, because | ramn interested in discussing the metaphysical
commitments of particular mystical sects, but rathe mystic as an ideal type, or archetypal figurgo
values non-mediate experience over all other plessiurces of knowledge.
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no resistancé’ This quietism—constituting neither an explicit ersement, nor an
explicit condemnation, of the political status quig-at least consistent with what Karl
Popper refers to agthical and juridical positivispthe doctrine that what is, is good,
since there can be no standards but existing staéddhe doctrine thamight is
right.”’® By giving herself over completely to private expaces, the mystic—perhaps
inadvertently—can be construedinoplicitly endorse, through non-action, the political
conditions under which mystical experience is fetd, i.e. the status quo; as the
mystic experience is that which the mystic pladéamate value upon.

Opposed to Weber's portrayal of the mystic as aritégal figure, conventional
wisdom in political philosophy holds that the swssfel evasion of epistemic
accountability—whether due to hyper-codification {ne case of Arendt’s scientists)
or the utter lack of codification (in the case bk tmystics’ phenomenological
encounters with ‘the mystical’)—generally results extreme political radicalism,
ultimately culminating in some form of authoritarism. In the first instance, the
establishment of a monological technocracy is aliag prospect, and in the second,
the threat of being charismatically led by a mystage, who remains silent as to the

source of her political inspirations, also givespasis€’! In both of these cases, the

% perhaps this is because the world itself can ba as divine by the mystic—to seek the divine is to
seek the ‘being behind the object’, and thus toroome with both the being and the object. This fofm
pantheism is also seen in some Eastern religinokiding Japanese Shinto. Shinto, “from whichraiét
[Japanese] mythology springs, accepts that everyalahing, be it a man, a volcano, or a plum,thess,

in varying degrees of intensity,kamior spirit. Some parts of the vegetable and ankivgjdoms are
believed to have emanated from or to be descendétite deities.” [Juliet Piggofapanese Mythology

3 printing (Toronto: The Hamlyn Publishing Group lied, 1975), p. 12.] If God(s) is (are)
everywhere, and if the world itself is thus divitigen mystical experience consists of living sévsliy

in that world, and quietly studying the ‘Book of tNee’.

O PopperOpen Societyp. 236.

™ In hyper-codified or non-codified politico-epistensystems, the bases of knowledge claims are not
exoterically discernable. Thus in both cases wenotisee, in Rortian terms, whether these claims to
hidden knowledge (and thus potential reserves tifigad power) are ‘deep’ or ‘empty’. In the casé o
mystical (and, taken to the extreme, perhaps evdinary) experience, for example, it seems asdhsu
discernment might even be conceptually impossible:
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worrying aspect from the standpoint of politicallpbophy is that claims to knowledge,
and thereby epistemic and potentially politicalhauwity, can be made by epistemically
unaccountable agents, who are in turn unwillingaiojncapable of, justifying their
claims through rational discourse with others—thwbe, in other words, will not, or
cannot, show us the ‘beetles’ in their ‘box&sin the background, there is also an
underlying suspicion that those who do not givesoea for their actions or beliefs must
have something to hide—that mystics are perhapssadimg seditious intentions, lying
in wait to seize power away from the scientific at@mocratic institutions which

ostensibly function to facilitate the ‘free exchahgf knowledge.

the intuition that there is something ineffablettihés like to be us—something one cannot learn
about by believing true propositions but only ling like that—is not something on which
anything could throw further light. The claim igresr deep or empty.

[Rorty, “Pragmatism and Philosophy”, p. 53.]

"2 These terms refer to a famous passage from Witgarsinvestigations

Now someone tells me thdte knows what pain is only from his own case!—Sugpos
everyone had a box with something in it: we call‘ibeetle’. No one can look into anyone else’s
box, and everyone says he knows what a beetldydgrooking athis beetle.—Here it would
be quite possible for everyone to have somethiffgrdnt in his box. One might even imagine
such a thing constantly changing.—But suppose il Woeetle’ had a use in these people’s
language?—If so it would not be used as the nanaetioihg. The thing in the box has no place
in the language-game at all; not even a®methingfor the box might even be empty.—No,
one can ‘divide through’ by the thing in the baxgancels out, whatever it is.
[Wittgenstein,Investigations§ 293]

What Wittgenstein is arguing here is against thesitility of a private sensation-language, anaind

so he takes it for granted that we cannot havesadeethe experiences of others. But it could beed
that we, at timegansee inside each other’s boxes: for example, wevlgimply by looking sometimes
that another person is in pain. This fact, howedegs not commit us, wholesale, to a variety of
behaviorism, for at other times experiences of ga@successfully hidden from us. If this is theeca
then, as Wittgenstein points out, we cannot sirfgilyde through’ the contents of the boxes, as they

at least conceptually (if not contingently) opemabAnd even if the ‘boxes’ were conceptually
unopenable—say with a case like purportedly inééalystical experiences—we could still not happily
‘divide through’ the private experiences of othas, if they admit of being represented by a single
variable in a mathematical equation. To collectrgtiéng that cannot be made into public knowledge
under one heading, and then to label everythinguticht heading as irrelevant, is an evasion oféhk
problem of the ineffable, which is too complex andlti-faceted to warrant such a rough and unrefined
treatment by Wittgenstein.



Christopher Yorke 29

Chapter 2

Epistemological Concerns:

The Mystical Experience

The mystic’s knowledge is untransferable, and sease silent...[but it would] be a mistake to
disdain what the mystic sees for the mere reasanatfily he can see it. One must root out of
knowledge that curious “democracy” of knowing whisiould have us believe that the only
existent thing is that which the whole world knows; there are men who can see more than
the others do, and the others cannot properly gthang but accept that superiority when it
becomes apparent. To put it another way, he whe doesee must have faith in he who dGes.

- José Ortega y Gasset

Philosophy simply puts everything before us, andithee explains nor deduces
anything.—Since everything lies open to view thisraothing to explain. For what is hidden,
for example, is of no interest to (fs.

- Ludwig Wittgenstein

In the epigraph above, Ortega suggests both theatprknowledge might
possibly be possessed by the mystic, and thattprkreowledge might possibly trump
public (common) knowledge. His conclusion is remoeint of the adage, “In the valley
of the blind, the one-eyed man is king”; or in athwrds, “we must trust in those who

claim to know when we admit that we do n6tTo determine whether Ortega’s trust in

3 Ortega,What is Philosophy;p. 109-10, substitutions mine.

" Wittgenstein/nvestigations § 126. Note how Wittgenstein embraces the episi@gical optimism,
“the doctrine that truth is manifest” (and thusth# concomitant danger of a slide toward fanaticasd
dogmatism) that Popper warns us o€ianjectures and Refutations. 7.

S Nielsen concurs that “[tlhe blind can understarfthiasight is; they just cannot see. The mystical
experience case seems to be fully analogous.” felisen,Naturalism and ReligioffAmherst, NY:
Prometheus Books, 2001), p. 416.] At the same timeemust be cautious in our employment of this
analogy. A person who is blind from birth can ursti@nd theabstract concepof sight, i.e.: “Eyes, these
spherical organs in my skull, somehow enable irestha kind of perception that | have never
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epistemic superiority, or Wittgenstein’s beliefttixat is true should be evident to all,
is the correct epistemological strategy in lighttleé problem of purported mystical
knowledge, | must turn to the foundation of theljpem.

First, there seems to be something amiss in Orefgamulation above. In
order for something to count as knowledge it mwestat least in theory, if not in
practice—communicable; on the standard epistemcdbgiccount, knowledge must be
formulated in a language, to count as knowledgehdVit language, justification—the
“J” of the justified, true belief (JTB) accountkifowledgé®—would, sine qua nopnot
be possible. Thus, ia(la Wittgenstein) there are no private languagesgetlecan, of
necessity, be no private knowledge. One may choots® communicate knowledge to
others, but this is importantly different from bguwnableto communicate it to others.

Moreover, there seems to be a pragmatic burdemempart of the bearer of
knowledge to explain or otherwise justify her knedde to others, if she expects others
in her social milieu to sustain, as Ortega putfaith” in that knowledge. This burden
becomes all the more apparent when we consideg@®stbackhand swing against the
mystic, his maxim that “I will believe that someogees more than | when that superior
vision, invisible to me, gives him superioritiesiathare apparent to me. | judge by its
effects.”” With this statement, Ortega—somewhat surprisingdhyts an empirical

criterion on the existence of purported knowledggtting from a mystical experience.

experienced.” However, they caniikotow what it is like to se@n understanding that can only be given
through experiencing sight firsthand. Likewise,sk@uld be cautious when we, as non-mystics, claim t
‘understand’ mystical experience.

®The JTB account of knowledge has been, admittedigtested by some epistemologists. However,
this thesis is not concerned with the current tegcal status of the JTB account, but merely itsiesic
usefulness in advancing the discussion at hargk the JTB account here as a simple yardstickidegu
by which to judge, and critique, what is commonhgdarstood when we use the word “knowledge” in a
standard epistemological context.
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What Ortega seems to be driving at here is akiwhat various virtue theorists have
claimed about the virtues: that they can only beated and identified in the actions of
others—this is, in effect, a kind of behaviorisca@ant of mysticisn{® In the end,
knowledge must be somehow demonstrable (evensfribt linguistically codifiable)
for Ortega. Similarly, for Wittgenstein, certainrtgs can be “shewn” which cannot be
said.

Put plainly, Ortega is not satisfied with a quigtiantransformed mystic
experient. He would prefer that the mystic gavei@d description of her mystical
experience to a willing audience, or better yetrégister some sort of publicly
demonstrable shift in her behavior or appeardhtfethe mystic fails in making such

an exhibition, Ortega (and much of the rest ofrttystic’s audience) can be expected to

" Ortega, What is Philosophy?p. 110. However, to put a behaviorist standardttwn mystical
experience—to say that the mystic should be ab#haoe her private experiences with others viactlire
demonstration—is to deny that mystical experiesce $pecies of private language.

8 This behaviorist account of mysticism may derinanf Ortega’s account of “com-presence”; the idea
that:

though there are present to us only a figure amdesbodily movements, in or through this
presence we see something that is essentially ibiejs something that is pure
inwardness...when we see it, not only does it sitmas, like all other colors and resistances, a
certain corporeality, it is also the sign of sonmaghcompletely new and different—namely, an
incorporeality, awithin, anintus or intimacyor inwardness...an element of co-existence...two
inwardnesses in one way or another become preseiaich other.

[José Ortega y Gassetan and PeoplgWillard R. Trask, trans. (New York: W. W. Nortand
Company, 1963), p. 91.]

This positing of a sensethtus and the consequent assumption of com-presencasseeignore the
problem of other minds, which, to be fair, is pgrhaecessary if progress is to be made on theiqgnest
of the epistemological status of mystical experngsaefor we must already assume the existence of othe
minds if we are to take up questions regardingsthéus of those others’ experiences. This tachtis (
least) consistent with Ortega’s enthusiasm to offamtative answers to ultimately irresolvable
philosophical questions.

*The purported physical transformations of suchhiewl, enlightened beings as tBedhisattvaof
Buddhist lore come to mind here. But would it begirenough for Ortega that the mystic was sindere i
she were to develop elongated earlobes, blue skiperhaps a third eye (i.e., manifested attributes
recognized by certain spiritual traditions as sighgivinity)? Or would it be equally reasonable to
assume that she had been transformed by sometlseg-say, perhaps, by a very talented plastic
surgeon? It is hard to assign the real cause oéfsamation here, precisely because the evidence ca
speak more convincingly for other sources of tramshtion that are non-divine in origin. For a more
complete discussion of the problem of citing orydeg mere visible phenomena as proof of a divine
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remain—mistakenly or not—skeptical of her knowledtg@ms. However, if we accept
the view that the mystic is a species of privategleage user, then all avenues towards
demonstrability are pre-emptively closed to heravieg her in a perpetually

unsatisfactory epistemic predicament.

2.1: Problems with Demonstrability

To iterate the initial concern of this chapter: $omething to count as a piece of
knowledge, it must satisfy the criterion of commuatiility—i.e., it must be sayable,
teachable, or otherwise demonstrable in some seéftags, many theorists have
dismissed mystical experience as a potential soofcknowledge, based on the
apparent theoretical impossibility of communicatihg (definitionally) ineffable. But
the ineffable experience itself is not what musdbmonstrate8®—rather, all that
needs to be demonstrated is the knowledge thabeaerived from that experience. It

is not the mystical experience itself, but the eahf the mystic’'s knowledge, that is

entity (or entities), see John Wisdom'’s “Gods"Ciontemporary Analytic and Linguistic PhilosophiEs

D. Klemke, ed. (Amherst, New York: Prometheus Bodies83).

8 Of course it would be impossible to demonstrate gkistence of the mystical experience in itself
(barring the use of telepathy). But, as Findlayesptwve can neverthelesraginewhat the mystic’'s
experiences are like via a (Husserlean) analogytawn private sensations:

The world for us, we may say, is an assemblageonfrasting privacies, converging upon a
common zone of publicity. The apartness of peopieéior states does not, however, preclude
basic similarity and analogy, but in fact demantsevery phase or passage in anyone’s
experience being potentially a phase or passagayone else’s, a possibility we perfectly

understand though it neither requires nor is capabtirect illustration.

[Findlay, p. 29]

It should be noted here, however, that Findlay'seeson of experiential similarity between human
beings completely disregards the so-called (i) antitand (ii) ‘zombie’ objections to a (Husserlean)
argument by analogy—the possibilities that, respelst, (i) other experiential lives may radicalliffér
from our own in an important but undetectable manaed (ii) others may have no experiential lives t
speak of at all. Additionally, the ultimate episwoygical worth of an analogy drawn from one
individual's experiences to cover billions of othenknown sets of unquantifiable experiential data,
guestionable at best. Findlay’s statements hees, tre highly contestable.
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of primary philosophical interest here. The facitttve cannot ignore (and that gives
the mystic so much trouble), is that in justifyingr mystical knowledge, the mystic
must inevitably refer to her mystical experiencealaswellspring of that knowledge;
but the mystical experience itself cannot be dernnatesi to others, and thus cannot
serve as the ultimate source of justificatfdivittgenstein, helpfully, admits of an end
to the justificatory process; there are, simplytaia bedrock propositions that we
cannot give further justifications f8f.But the fact that the mystic offers her mystical
experiences as the end of her justificatory chailh does not guarantee that her
neighbors will accept them as grounds for her kedgé claims.

An example is in order here to clarify the dilemafdhe mystic experient. Let
us say that Mr. B encounters Mr. A, who claimsdgénhad a mystical experience, and

they converse together as follows:

A: “Since | had that mystical experience, | gardem new way. It's incredible how quickly
things grow for me now. You must see my garden.”

B: “Wow. It's incredibly verdant.”

A: “l couldn’t garden to save my life before, dowemember? Everything would just die on
me.”

B: “Yes, | remember all too well.”

A: “Yet now my garden is thriving.”

B: “It's an amazing turnaround, all right.”

Now we might observe how Mr. A gardens, and legymow he gardens might
turn out to be a kind of knowledge, revealed viaystical experience (that is itself

ineffable), a knowledge which is itself neverthslésonceptually) transferable. Given

8. Except perhaps to herself—and, at the mentioruoh s hypothesis, we must at least consider the
Wittgensteinian point that we perhaps cannot pigpelk of ‘justification’ in such a case. (See théer

part of Wittgensteinlnvestigations§ 258.) | turn more fully to the problem of jditation with regard

to mystical experiences in the next few sections.

82 However, it should be noted that bedrock propmsitimay, themselves, shift over time; see Ludwig
Wittgenstein,On Certainty G. E. M. Anscombe and G. H. von Wright, eds., iBdétaul and G. E. M.
Anscombe, trans. (New York: Harper & Row, Publishdénc., 1972), § 97: “The mythology may change
back into a state of flux, the river-bed of thowgyhitay shift. But | distinguish between the movenwént
the waters on the river and the shift of the beellfif though there is not a sharp division of the &om

the other.” Also see Wittgenstei@n Certainty § 192: “To be sure there is justification; bugtjfication
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Ortega’s requirement of demonstrability, this ishags the best case scenario for the
mystic, in her efforts to justify her knowledge iat@. We might picture our Mr. B
exclaiming to a friend, Mr. C: “I now garden likeyrfriend the mystic, Mr. A, taught
me to, and my plants have definitely flourishedifdrlf this were actually how things
turned out for mystics and their followers, we ntighme to think that mysticism was
as useful as science, even superior to scienceainitt disposes of the need for the
fretful procedures and rules that characterize @mftoe to the scientific method. The
actual disposition of affairs, however, offers soppfor prejudice in the opposite
direction: that science is far more useful than tioigsn, and that mysticism is inferior
to science for its over-reliance on, and under-digtson of, arbitrarily-occurring
experiences, rather than well-designed and repleatatperiments with predictable
outcomes?

Moving slightly closer to likelihood, let us sayattiMr. Y now gardens like Mr.
A does, but sees no change in his garden at athisrcase, would Mr. Y trust that Mr.
A possesses mystical knowledge? He did, indeedn ls@mmething from Mr.
A—namely, a new way to garden—but it was somethingt turned out to be
unsuccessful for him. In other words, Mr. A’s teue of gardening turned out to be
demonstrabldut untransferableHis gardening technique was like a secret thagnw

told to others, turned out to not have been woetlpkng, as it was of no use to anyone

comes to an end.” Similarly in Wittgenstelnyestigations§ 485: “Justification by experience comes to
an end. If it did not it would not be justificatidn

8 Contrary to this conclusion, Smart claims thae“defining characteristic, of the mystic is that he
undertakes a certain sort of mystical discipliréfi@art, p. 55). This makes it seem as if one cdiafaia
mystical experience via some exertion of effortwaill, or that there is a sort of ‘science’ of
revelation—although it is plain that mystical piees cannot guarantee success in attaining mystical
states of being for their disciples. Perhaps th#soaf having a mystical experience are increased by
undertaking disciplined spiritual practices: bugrthisno guaranteed outcongising from this. Indeed,
some mystical experiences are not engineered thrdisgipline, but occur spontaneously with no effor
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else®* Still, 1 would argue that Mr. A’s gardening techne should count as knowledge
in this case (as well as in the case above), hawesadess it may be to others, as it can
still be justifiably shown to others that he cammstiow keep his garden incredibly
verdant (let us say, to make the point clearet,MraA’s garden is inexplicably more
bountiful than any other garden known to us). Samght want to say that the evidence
given by Mr. A’s wondrous garden is still not enbug substantiate a knowledge claim
on his part. Perhaps, it could be argued, thatAras an “instinct for gardening”, and
that this instinct no more constitutes knowledgentla bird’s instinct to build a nest
constitutes knowledge. There is an important dikgyyahere, however: namely, that
Mr. Ais a human and not a bird. And as a humahpalgh Mr. A might not understand
the precise mechanisms that make his gardeningiteah so successful, he can still
haveknowledge thathe technique works without havikgowledge how works in the
scientific sens& Mr. A might say, “Well, | sit for a while in my gden, and then a
feeling just takes over, and, though | know | sgatdening during that time, | lose
concrete awareness of things for a while. Thenywieenerge from that state, whatever
it is that I've done seems to have been successfahcouraging the growth of my
plants.” Here, Mr. A has no ‘knowledge how’ the igal gardening technique works,
but he has ‘knowledge that’ it works: specificaltg knows that he has to sit for a while

in his garden, and that this act must be subselyusrtompanied by a certain feeling,

or intention on the part of the mystical experieimédeed, perhaps in spite of their will and besbf
(for example the conversion of Saul to Paul onrtfeel to Damascus).

8 Just as the knowleddeat Shaquille O’Neal is tall will not help us comekisowledgehowto be better
basketball players.

8 Smart (p. 137) divides mystical knowledge intoethrcategories: knowledgef (the divine),
knowledgethat (mystical experience is like ) and knowletige (to live well, or righteously).
While | find Smart’s divisions useful with regard tinderstanding his text, | do not strictly adojst h
usage of them here.
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or state, and that this state somehow helps himaiotain his garden’s splendiferous
appearancé®

Still closer to the case of the archetypal mys$tmyever, we might find that Mr.
A’s garden is ordinary, and that he has nothinditectly show us to account for his
claims to having had a mystical experience. Hehne, mystic seemingly has no
demonstrable ‘knowledge how’ to teach us (not walhtile gardening tips, nor even
gardening tips that turn out to be worthless to, bt he nonetheless offers us
something else. More precisely, the mystic clainisave ‘knowledge of’ the existence
of varieties of experience that we may never hayegenced before, ones that make
possible (more or less predictable) transformatiohsharactef! In this way, the
mystic figure is akin to an experiential pionedascdvering, reporting on, and settling

into rare or unusual states of being with transtiwggotential. Alternately, the mystic

8 Although | do not explore the theme in this wadtkyould be theoretically interesting to explore an
emotionalist epistemological position that takesition, and emotional feelings, to be direct knedde
that, i.e., emotional experience taken as knowledgétself, without further justification. Martha
Nussbaum and other contemporary virtue theoristisno$peak of the ‘intelligence’ or underlying
‘rationality’ of the emotions, with regard to theas a mode of sensitivity to the surrounding epigtem
features of the world though they may require fartrational explanation, or ‘cashing out’ in ratdn
terms. Nussbaum holds that “[bJecause the emoliaws this cognitive dimension in their very struetu

it is natural to view them as intelligent parts afr ethical agency, responsive to the workings of
deliberation and essential to its completion.” [Mar Nussbaum|love’'s Knowledge: Essays on
Philosophy and Literatur@New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), p. 4didwever, this is a more
moderate position than the one | would be intecegteanalyzing, which, to reiterate, would take
information given via the emotions not as epistecties but as epistemological solutions in theneselv
This position can be seen as but one of many pgedsibnches of extreme empiricism.

87 Some theorists claim that in order for an expegetwcountas a mystical experience, the experient
must herself be transformed in some regard. Smiart, one, asserts that “[tlhe mystical
experience...being of an overwhelming and gloriougumea is held to transmute the moral
capacities...and to be a source of depth and powehariacter such as are rarely found—if at all—in
ordinary men.” (Smart, p. 191) It would seem, hogrethat the most common mystical transformation
is simply the inability to speak of the mysticapexience itself, and that this is more akin to pistemic
handicap than a glorious transformation of charact@his block to communicability might be
psychological in nature, the mind of the mysticnigeso overwhelmed by the bliss and/or wonder of the
mystical experience that it is incapable of acalyatecalling it. We talk about the mystic not bgpable

to discuss their mystical experiences here in éimeesway that we remark that “some veterearst talk
about the war”, or “the widow Brownan't talk about the death of her husband.” These |atises
regard contingent psychological obstacles to d&giethat may prove to be surmountable over time, s
via therapy or the gradual dimming of emotionahpdihe obstacles to experiential disclosure regbyrte
encumbering the mystic experient may turn out teibelarly soluble.
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may function as a connoisseur of experience, infogras as to distinctions in types of
seemingly ordinary experiences that we were preloignorant of, or insensitive to.
On either model, we may expect our mystic to (asfebe able to demonstrate to us
how his experiences have changeddudook To better explore this possibility, let us
slightly change the example above. Let us nowIsatyNIr. A, rather than changing the
world (i.e., gardening in a new way) after his nysxperience, instead becomes

subject to a change in himself; i.e., he comesratda an appreciation of fine art:

A: “Ever since | had that mystical experience, h caw appreciate fine art.”

B: “Really?”

A: “Yes. Do you remember before, how | would stara beautiful painting for a long period of

time and feel nothing?”

B: “That's what you reported to me, yes.”

A: “Well, now | find that | am immediately moved Hyeautiful paintings whenever and
wherever | encounter them.”

: “"Hmmm. Are you any better at discussing finethetn you were before?”

: “I'm sorry, but no. | can’t even really descrile&actly how encountering fine art makes me
feel, and | don’t know enough about art historptih my reactions into any sort of
satisfying theoretical context for you.”

>w

Here what the mystic has to tell us may not betangtempirically verifiable about the
world, but rather simply that there exists a cartgpecies of experience that somehow
has the potential to transform us, either in olvavéors or reactions. Assuming that we
are physiologically constituted in a similar mant@rother human experients, it is
sensible to assume that it is at least possibleotiflikely, that we could experience
something similar to what the mystic has experidn@ssuming that the mystic is

reporting their experiences sincerely to us, abddating nothing§® Thus, if we adopt

8 Taking my cue from David Estlund, and his discoission epistemic inequality, | will refrain from
making any “invidious comparisons” between persomshe basis of their ability, or lack of ability
play host to mystical experiences. [See David Bst|tPolitical Quality”, inDemocracy David Estlund,
ed., (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Ltd., 2002), esially p. 177 and p. 190.] | will assume, for #ake

of this discussion, that it is theoretically equdikely for any given agent, as any other, to have
mystical experience (though, of course, this maybmothe case in actuality). Call this, if you likbe
“lottery model of mystical experience”: anyone ntilave a mystical revelation, as everyone starts ou
in life with a theoretically equal chance of belaglightened’ or ‘awakened’; but time spent in puitef
mystical disciplines will function like buying laegamounts of extra tickets in a lottery (thereby
increasing the percentile chance of a person te hawnystical experience). | use this as my backgtou
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the pioneering model of mysticism, we will have mation to trust the mystic, perhaps
even to follow his advice, in the hopes that we, tmay follow in his tracks and be
benignly transformed.

But is a detectable transformation either in tharabter of Mr. A, or the status
of his garden, needed to convince us that he indesskesses mystical knowledge? The
guestion can be restated as follows: what if Mhas exactly the same personality,
both before and after his mystical experiencehstpoint, can we simply take Mr. A
solely on his word, that although neither he, rfee world we live in, have been
changed as a result of his supposedly having gtetime mystical knowledge, that he
nonetheless possesses it? It depends, | supposenwthing as simple as the level of
trust Mr. A has built up with us; how reliable heesms to us® But this
seems—especially with the Ortegean criterion of alestrability in view—grossly
dissatisfying.

Let us imagine for the moment, then, that the noystn only indicate to us (that
is, give us his word) nothing but the fact thatréhexists a certain type of ineffable
experience. This is a type of experience that wg oramay not have experienced
ourselves, and for which the only evidence outsideur own intuition is the word of

the mystic, since no transformation of charactestates of affairs in the world seem to

theoretical model of mystical experience throughbigtthesis. To not employ such a model wouldobe t
open the door to an ‘experientocracy’, a politisgstem that advantages those who have had certain
experiences over those who have not had them. dtiery model is more egalitarian than an
experientocracy, in that everyone is considergubfsess thpotentialto have mystical experiences, and
not having had one is considered to be a contingtaig, not something essentially deficient abbert t
inexperienced person (as even those who undergdisant preparations to host a mystical experience
are nevertheless not guaranteed to succeed in dojng

8 Sometimes, when we believe an agent is reliati#agiwe her special epistemic privileges, like adow
standard of proof for her statements. John WisdofiGods”, discusses the example of Gertrude Stein’
‘discovery’ of Picasso. As a result of her being fiist to correctly assess Picasso’s artistic @gre
states, we might (without adequate grounds) gieinStsubsequent opinions regarding other emerging
artists additional (read unjustifiable) weight (\disn, p. 348).
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result from it. Our conversation with Mr. A, nowgudd only meaningfully proceed as

far as what follows below:

A: “Guess what? | had a mystical experience. | hawthing to show for it externally, | am
seemingly unchanged internally, and all that | say about it, is that it is ineffable.”
B: “Oh.”

We are much less likely to accept Mr. A’s bald rlaiin this case. But why
should we now doubt the veridicality of Mr. A’s ofahere? Mr. A has given us his
word that he has had a mystical experience, anchweot disprove that he may indeed
have had one. As well, there seems to be no testMm. A could perform, or
experience that he could have, which could make dmbt that he had had that
experience. In Wittgensteinian terms, “[e]verythiegeaks in its favour, nothing
against it.?° Thus, why oughtn’t we trust Mr. A when he claimshave had a mystical
experience? It certainly seems like the kind obituous concession that would do us

no harm.

2.2: Problems with Trust

All the same, we may come to doubt Mr. A’s wordsdems, however, that we
would be less likely to doubt Mr. A if he had cladch”l had a pain in my arm”, instead
of “I had a mystical experience.” And this is seevhough he offers an equivalent
amount of evidence for his claims in both instaretsat of having experienced pain
and that of having had a mystical experience—nanmeyword. So why, then, do we
extend trust to Mr. A in one case, and doubt hirthenother? Do we trust that Mr. A

had a pain in his arm only because we think that ta@ have had similar

% wittgensteinOn Certainty § 4.



Christopher Yorke 40

experiences—that of having had pains in our armg®Pif\it only because we think that
we lack having had another experience—that of nlefable variety—that we doubt
Mr. A in the latter case? If this is so, then ipagrs that we trust Mr. A only insofar as
he tells us something that fits with what we takeselves to already know—in this
case, that humans can experience pains in theg, amd that Mr. A is human. In cases
where someone tells us something that doesn'tith what we already know—for
example, that someone has had an experience whadmawe not, and might never,
share in (and therefore might never even come itk tabout or believe in)—we
usually expect proof to be forthcoming in ordertimst to be extended to that person.
This is an impossible task for Mr. A, as he canvshus nothing to substantiate his
claims to having had a mystical experience.

Yet the epistemic policy of only offering trust @ases where what is claimed
affirms what is already known by us (or in someesasuspected, or hoped for), or can
be immediately proven, is a formula for producingpsed-system dogmatism.
Moreover, it is not in itself necessarily consisteith doubting Mr. A’s testimonial.
This is because we should already know that wecanelidates for having mystical
experiences (although our chances of having suplerences are admittedly lower
than our chances of, say, experiencing pain). Adterthere are numerous historical
figures that have reportedly had ‘visions’ of sosoet, or who claimed to have gained
knowledge from non-verifiable, non-intellectual smes—and it is at least conceivable
that, ceteris paribus we might end up having experiences similar to oh¢hese

figures® Hence we might realize, even before speaking WMth A, the potential

1 Of how the claims of mystics can be taken to daristknowledge, Smart writes that “[t]he [mystical
experience is often described as illumination Jetmd seems to be something like realizing somgthi
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candidacy of both Mr. A and ourselves to play hoséxperiences both painful and
mystical. That fact alone, however, does not seeamange the likelihood that we will
be surprised by, and skeptical of, Mr. A’s claimass we, too, have personally had
mystical experiences in the past, or have knownebaaly else (presumably someone
in whom we trust) who has also had such an expegien

But another epistemic impediment emerges here Her mystic, one that
threatens to close off all potential sources o$ttfiom others. Because we have no
mechanism, linguistic or otherwise, by which to gadhe similarity of two ineffable
experiences, the mystic, it seems, may have traehde convincing other mystics of
the validity of his experiences. Thus in the abseanfcevidence to help us objectively
evaluate the mystic’'s claims, the only recourse tfog mystic is our epistemic
charity—a granting of the mystic’s trustworthinem&arded even in the absence of any
solid grounds for justifying that trust. In theltahing sections, | will attempt to outline
what level of epistemic charity it is appropriabesixtend to—and withhold from—the
mystic, in light of the probable socio-political rsequences arising from such

extensions and withholdings.

2.3: Problems with Justification

Wittgenstein writes that “[e]ven if the most trusiithy of men assures me that

heknowsthings are thus and so, this by itself cannosBatne that he does know. Only

that he believes he know®’And yet, there are some instances wherein belhs to

one realizes the truth...[and] one cannot be saltht@ realized the truth of P and not to know théat P
(Smart, p. 138)
92 WittgensteinOn Certainty § 137.
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be simply equivalent to knowledge, particularlytire case of intensely subjective
experiences. If | awoke from a dream, and saiddgldudreamed that | could fly, and
that | flew all the way to Amsterdam on my own poty@rima facienobody would be
in a qualified epistemic position to say “No, youd dot dream that you were flying.
You dreamed that you were underwater, swimming akelErie.” This is because,
barring the possibility of telepathy, the conteatamy dream-experiences cannot be
investigated past what I, the speaker, claim teriee about them® Claims regarding
personal experiences seem to have a certain emspeiority over what others tell us
about what they think we might have actually exgeced. Others are free to offer us
alternate hypotheses regarding how external inlesnmight have related to, or
affected, the contents of our private experiengesgsychoanalysis, for example), but
they themselves can never epistemically overridanwalidate the contents of those
private experiences.

Let us turn for a moment to the JTB (justified ethelief) account of knowledge
(mentioned briefly above), with regard to persaalerience and knowledge. We will
now use the JTB account to analyze whether haumgxgperience, say that of my
having had a pain in my arm, results in my hawngwledgeof having had a pain in
my arm. We will start with the “B”, or belief reqeiment, which is an entirely
subjective criterion. Either an epistemic agentdwels that she experienced something,

or she believes that she did not. In the case oéxpgrience of pain, we will say that

% If telepathy were possible, it would arguably sotkie difficulties inherent to demonstrating andsth
justifying mystical experiences. There would be foblem of other minds’, or private
sensation-languages, to speak of. Indeed, if ottieds turned out not to exist, in a world wherelin a
humans were telepathic, then all efforts towardstacting those imagined other minds would be
doomed to failure—and the concept of telepathyifita@uld prove to be incoherent. Consider the
strangeness of the following counterfactual statgrbeing uttered in a (solipsistic) world that cined
only one mind: “If there were other minds, and éluld read the contents of those other minds,ulevo
be telepathic.”
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the pain | had was especially vivid, and so | hayeeason to believe that | did not have
it. So my pain easily fulfills the belief requirente The “T”, or truth requirement, is
more difficult to ascertain in this case. To sagttfomething is true or false is to make
a statement about the way “things actually arhenworld”. Since the world in this
case is only the world of my own subjective expsres which cannot be invalidated by
others, and my recollection of the pain is such ithgives me substantial evidence that
| actually had the pain—for how could | have a meyrad a pain which | myself didn’t
have?*—we may also (somewhat hesitantly) accede thatrtite requirement has
been met in this case as well. Lastly, we will ¢des the “J”, or justification
requirement, which is unlike the other two requiesits in an important manner.
Whereas the status of belief, and oftentimes trcan, be correctly ascertained by an
individual, the grounds of justification are alwasgially determined. The grounds for
justification can be preparda) the individual, but they are always prepafed(the
purpose of facilitating the external judgement offiers. Whether the justification
actually succeeds is invariably determined by theision of the set of peers who
demanded it in the first place, those whom oneyiag to convince. So, according to
the JTB account of knowledge, whether or not | haséfiable grounds for the belief
that | had a pain, is a matter that can only berd@hed after the fact, by associates who
will presumably attempt to objectively evaluate gneunds | have to offer them. In this
case, the grounds for justification will simply by word in itself, and my attempt to

describe the painful sensation to them, to the dfasty ability. Thus, strangely, on the

%t could be objected here that | could have imedjror dreamt of, having had a pain when in aduali
| was not in pain. However, this remark is not oout either by experiential or scientific evidence
Even the well-documented phenomenon of ‘phantontb’lifthe experience some amputees have of
feeling pain in their missing limbs), for examplehows us that so-called ‘imaginary’ pain can
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JTB account | will not be able to “know” | had apantil other people tell me that | did
indeed have one. This, perhaps, is an undesiraplcaof the “curious ‘democracy’ of
knowing” that Ortega calls for us to “root odf".

The above analysis of the JTB account, with regarithe experience of pain,
mirrors that of mystical experience—with one nogablifference. The chance of the
mystical experience passing the justification regmient is much lower (perhaps even
nil if one’s peers judge the justificatory grourasa purely rational basis that excludes
the possibility of extending epistemic charity)rithat of the painful experience. This
is because the ground of the mystic’'s knowledge, ttystical experience itself, is
purportedly ineffable. If this is true, then altlgtuthe mystic can give her word that she
had a mystical experience, she will not be capabbiescribing this experience to the
satisfaction of her audience. The JTB test for mgsknowledge thus fails, merely
because it cannot be socially justified. This faidy unsettling result, as the group can
be wrong—it is likely that not all mystic experisnfor experients of pain for that
matter) are frauds, although this may be the dacigielded on a case-by-case basis by
unsympathetic peers. Neither is it clear that we able to fully accurately describe
‘ordinary’ feelings like pain, as ordinary desciguis consist largely of expletives
and/or amplifiers preceding the verb ‘hurt’.

Thus it appears that we must drop the “J” in JTR/d are to oust the pernicious
“democracy of knowing” from its seat of epistemiower, and establish mystical

experience as a possible source of knowledge. Bat will our account of knowledge

nonetheless result in very real suffering, andlEimdistinguishable in sensation from ‘real’ pegaused

by actual injuries.

% See the epigraph quoting Ortega at the beginnir@hapter 2. This oppressive aspect of the JTB
account of knowledge becomes more apparent wheloakeat it from arealpolitik perspective, as
‘ATB’, or merely ‘authorized’ true belief. For wha a failure to justify our claims to others, lbwfail to
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look like afterwards? Is the only epistemologiclEmative to JTB a completely
subjectivist account of knowledge, the validatioh countless “dictatorships of
knowing”? | hold that this is not the case; thaivié keep the “TB”, and drop the
justification requirement regarding the contentpiayate experience, epistemological
anarchy will not ensue. This is because there argyrthings that humans cannot know
without each other—objectivity is crucial to maninds of knowing. The social
element of knowledge that we cannot afford to Idse,fear of everyone claiming
absolute knowledge via the advancements of ther omique idiolects, is crucially
preserved in “T”, the truth requirement. There swene facts about the world that are
not obvious to the individual, facts that can oh&/ascertained in conversation with
others, in a common language. These facts will st uo settle disputes about the
status of publicly accessible objects of discussfmd often, providing justification
will still be a helpful way to ascertain the truththis or that particular belief. However,
beliefs in the private experiences that one hagraeeif and only if one experiences
them; and as such, they are only subjectively ¢, and not within the proper
domain of justification (“J”), the “democracy of &wing”. The epistemological model
of the JTB can function as a tyranny of the matis@seaches too far into what persons
can ostensibly know on an individual basis. Thaeefand perhaps only for questions
of the particular type | am considering in the sgp this work, it may be helpful to
switch to the slightly unwieldy epistemological nebaf “TB, and, only when not

discussing the contents of private experience, J”.

obtain their authorization for our beliefs, to fil have the group approve of what we believeusr
What counts as justification here, it seems, cayp wedely from context to context.
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2.4: Problems with Verifiability; Return to Trust

Let us look at a historical case wherein trustha word of an (in this case
non-mystical) experient could have been verifiad,dnly at some indeterminate time
in the future. In this case, there was a publitdgeyvable truth of the matter that could
have been referred to through (ordinary) empiricalestigation, but that was
unfortunately unavailable at the precise moment nwiepistemic judgement in
awarding trust was called for. | want to discugsdbnclusion of the Battle of Marathon,
and the runner who went to Athens afterwards, teance its outcome, the defeat of
the Persians. Upon his arrival, what if the citegeh Athens, after their having listened
to the words of this messenger, had not truste® l@m what basis could their mistrust
have been warranted? There was no indication leatrtessage was a Persian ruse
designed to lull the Athenians into a false serisecourity, and thus unpreparedness for
invasion. Unless the messenger was known to beeepsally unreliable (a liar, a
madman, or a comedian, etc.) then everything sxadase spoke for the Persians having
been defeated, and nothing against it. The proggponse of the Athenians here,
intuitively, seems to be to show trust in the wosfithe runner. Certainly it would not
seem to be an appropriate response, in this aca$eve evacuated Athens to prevent
the citizens from being massacred by the rampdgargians—to assume, in effect, the
exact opposite of what the messenger said was true.

And yet, analogously, this is just how the knowlkeddaims of the mystic
messenger are treated: many hear of mystical exqpmys and immediately discount

them as quickly as they would a ghost story, pestadpcating malicious intent to the
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mystic in the bargain. Ostensibly, this is becaarsgirical verification that a mystical
experience occurred can never be produced in th&ticisy case, and will not be
forthcoming no matter how much time elapses or hzamy miles we travel. But the
explanation for why we mistrust the mystic cannetthat simple. Otherwise, we
should doubt it when our neighbor tells us she ggpees a pain in her arm, another
claim for which no further evidence or verificatioan be produced in the future. There
must, then, be other unexamined factors at wonka&e us suspect the mystic more
than either the Marathon runner or our pain-expeiigg neighbour®

So why is it, then, that we trust our neighbour Wwlas a toothache more readily
than the reports of the self-professed mystic egp&? Perhaps, we could argue, it is
epistemically economical to give the benefit of doeibt to those who make knowledge
claims, unless there is evidence to the contrarg.sikhply cannot doubt everyone’s
word all the time, as that would put an unbearalrain on our cognitive resources.
That would explain why we blandly accept much & tiews we read, the rumors we
hear, and the advice we receive. But the mystitdsns are, perhaps, just strange
enough to show up as blips on our epistemic radarcause corresponding cognitive
alarms to be sounded. If this is the case, theedins we have our epistemic filters set
not to distinguish between the truth and falsitkimbwledge claims, but to detect their
commonalities and incongruities with other knowleddaims that we have already
accepted (in short, we check for the claim’s ovespistemological coherence).

If a knowledge claim comes to our attention as miaély specious, and if the
only evidence provided to us in that case is somsomord, then it is only our instinct

to trust the person that can serve as the reasdraweeto do so. By the same token, it

% These reasons, | argue in the final chapter,arely political, and not epistemic; put more phain
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stands to reason that if the only evidence provideads is someone’s word, and if we
have an instinct to withhold our trust from thehen that alone should provide us with
sufficient grounds for doubt. Which of these instinis stronger of course, will depend
on the epistemic conteXt.Since the mystic cannot provide grounds, pastoed, for
the mystical knowledge she purports to have, shHealways be in this epistemic
position, where the social currency of her worddl wiepend on how others
instinctually respond to her. Her record of religgpiwill, in large measure, determine
the level of epistemic charity others extend tq had how plausible her claims appear
to be on the surface level.

To stress verifiability and/or falsifiability thusings an inappropriate standard
to bear against the professed possessor of myktioalledge, if, as it has been claimed,
that mystical experience is ineffable. So long a&sadhere to this picture of mystical
experience, we can go no further, and must retoirthe subject of trust, which, as
hinted at above, is context-dependant. Trust i leatendable and retractable, and
according to our intuitions regarding the personangeconsidering lending trust to, or
withdrawing trust from, and the context surroundithg knowledge claims we are
being asked to believe in, our intuitions towarddieg trust will wax and wane
accordingly. We do not trust all persons to an equeent, and rightly so: some agents
(mystics included) are seemingly not as trustwoebthers are. The mechanisms by

which individuals calculate whether other persamstaustworthy or not are, largely, a

epistemic concerns largely serve (in this casejdak political motivations.

"My grandfather once told me that | am a descendamexander Selkirk (the real historical figure
who was the inspiration for the fictional storyRdbinson Crusoe). He provided only his word by why
evidence. His claim has a hint of plausibility tiaticontradicts nothing that | already know, éotample,
and concords with certain facts | do claim to knaleady, such as “My mother’s maiden name is
Selkirk.” However, although (to my knowledge) myagdfather is not in the habit of intentionally
misleading me, my instinct (and my academic comseigtells me in this case that | should researgh m
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subject that lies more in the domain of sociologysychology than philosophy. For
our purposes, it will generally suffice to say htrat the quality of trustworthiness in
others is something we seem to grasp instinctifedyn a very early age onwards.

Still, since trust is so central to our epistenmd golitical concerns with the
figure of the mystic, we must give a crude sketth bere. Provisionally, then, some
factors that | take must go into determining whetive will, or will not, trust what
someone says to be true are:ddgnt reliability—our recollections of the knowledge
claimant’s past utterances, behavior, and attituaies how these tracked to the way we
apprehended the world (i.e., accurately or inadelygin their light; (2)contextual
gravity—the practical importance of the subject mattereundiscussion with the
knowledge claimant; and (Runitive liability—what actual avenues of recourse we
have against the knowledge claimant, should wehdatem in telling a falsehood.

The mystic is usually subject to at least somehafsé three standards of
assessing trustworthiness, albeit to varying degrieer example, agent reliability as
such comes into play only inasmuch as the mysedl®r a public figure or a personal
acquaintance; one with whom we share a historgt ¢gast one whose reputation we
have previous knowledge of. Otherwise, our appretiom of agent reliability
becomes simply a matter of gut feeling—the way swme&s face looks to us; whether
or not they seem friendly, or remind us of somewmealready know. Contextual
gravity, as the title implies, will also differ wetly from situation to situation. If a
mystic merely wants to claim that she had a myksggperience, then the political
stakes are very low and we can afford to be epistdiy generous to the mystic, and

validate her claims with our interest. Howevethig policies of a powerful, politically

family’'s genealogy before | suspend all of my deubhd invest his statement with my belief. The
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active mystagogue seem bound to affect our lives) the stakes involved in trusting
the mystagogue are pragmatically raised, and we brusnore epistemically sparing
with regard to what we will reasonably allow thaystagogue to claim. Punitive
liability, another context-sensitive standard byiehhtrustworthiness can be gauged,
regards the potential avenues of recourse we haug disposal for reprimanding liars,
and is a more important consideration than it mgg®m on the surface. Individuals are
ceteris paribudess likely to engage in the telling of falsehodg#hen they are caught,
they are subject to some manner of punishmentmioadion. The ability to dole out
such punitive measures relies largely on one’sas@tatus in relation to the potential
liar's. Generally, however, unless the mystic thei a fly-by-night occultist who never
visits the same area twice for fear of reprisalsfédsehoods told (i.e., of such low
social status that she is virtually undetectabte),s a powerful and established
authority of some kind (i.e., of such high sociatss that she is beyond the grasp of
ordinary justice), then some sort of recourse—wéreithis as severe as legal action, or
as light as a public expression of our dissatigfaet-will nearly always be at our
disposal. Withdrawing or withholding our trust frahre mystic whenever one of these
three factors is not met to our satisfaction malp Ipeevent the mystic from making
unwarranted claims, and thus contribute to shaghegn into a (more) trustworthy
figure. Of course, these three factors are onbugl guide: in the end, trustworthiness

is like a virtue, something about an individual, fmerhaps, something about our unique

context of the statement remains such that it doéavor my instinct towards unconditional trust.
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relationship to that individual) that we can somglaetect (more or less accurately,
from one case to another), but never fully formeilat codify®®

Therefore, political avenues of mystical knowledgasmission rely on this
one element for their legitimization: trust in therds of mystics omystagogue®
Nothing else but trust, it seems, will do. If mgsiiexperience is by its very definition
ineffable, it would be a category mistake to agkrtystic for “proof” of her knowledge
gleaned through such experiences, just as it wbalé category mistake to ask a
scientist to justify her experimental results viess@gn” from a deity. Simply put, both
of these demands put an onus on the claimantsaflkdge to legitimate their claims
in inappropriate ways. The only tests appropriatéhis task are tests internal to their
archetypes: scientific evidence and reasoningerctise of the scientist, and the word
of the mystic on the other. But as we discussed/alftmllowing the last dialogue
between Mr. A and Mr. B), the bald claim of the miy$ends to be met with confusion,
disbelief, or derision. Thus, we might be tempiedorgive that political subjectivist,
the mystagogue when she attempts to make her anstérrable knowledge objectively
attractive—to attempt to vocalize the supposedsffable—through her appeals to
irrationality, intuition, and other faculties thial to find a role in the production or

justification of objective knowledge. And now, weeacoming much closer to a

% There is, in short, no precise recipe for beimgtivorthy, and no greater pyramid of the virtueat th
‘trustworthiness’ finds its proper place within. 8dretically opposed to any strict codification bét
virtues, Rosalind Hursthouse states that

[tihe rejection of codification, | take it, involgenot the blanket rejection of any absolute
prohibitions, but the recognition that whateverytheay be, they provide very little in the way
of general action-guidance, certainly not a codadcordance with which one can live and act
well.

[Rosalind Hursthous&n Virtue Ethic{Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), p. 58.]

% Again, by mystagogues | mean those few mystics adtoally attempt what should be impossible, if
the mystical is ineffable—to teach their subjectineffable mystical knowledge to others, and taph
the world according to its dictates.
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discussion of the political aspect of the mystichatype; the unsettling archetypal

mystagogue prominent in the work of T. W. Adorno.

2.5: The Private Becomes Public

It is evident from our discussion in the previoastsn that we can create rough
standards for judging the trustworthiness of agewtsich can function in lieu of
justification for validating these agents’ clainesdf certain kinds of knowledge that
remain, at their heart, publicly unverifiable. esmy criterion for trust, given above, as
a guide for facilitating the public acknowledgemeofit the existence of private
knowledge, and thus also as a potential dynamwdosforming (contingently) private
knowledge into public knowledge. This is an impottaoint, insofar as | want to claim
that ‘private’ knowledge is actually epistemicagtijor to ‘public’ knowledge (what we
often call ‘common sense’ in the vernacular, wisehves to affirm the dogma of the
superiority of collective knowledge over the knodde of isolated individuals). If the
possibility of private knowledge is not allowed ,fand if it is not recognized as
valuable—if it is not viewed as a potential episierasource—then clearly it cannot be
a candidate for inclusion in the corpus of whataled ‘public’ knowledge.

Thus the transformation of private knowledge intiblpc knowledge would not
be desirable, or perhaps even possible, withouittmeer being acknowledged, and its
value recognized. At the most basic level, to actteppossibility of private knowledge
is to assume there exist other minds to contairt Kmowledge. To most this
consideration will pose no difficulty; some may it@®, however, to posit human

minds wherever they see human bodies, because vibeyy that affirming the



Christopher Yorke 53

existence of other minds too closely resemblesattef affirming ‘essences’ behind
objects. But if we do not make at least this eleiagrstep, and admit that the picture of
a solipsistic, one-mind world is a very alien ansbdenting—albeit novel—way of
looking at things, then it seems that we cannotged any further, even towards our
claims to the existence of ‘public’ knowled§8So let us accept, for the moment, that
there are other minds, and that the distinctioween ‘public’ and ‘private’ knowledge
would be senseless without both a public realmapdvate realm, both of which we
are all roughly familiar with.

If these premises are accepted, then clearly tistegpic primacy of private
experience and knowledge makes good logical séeses consider that there literally
is no such thing as ‘public experience’ or ‘puldimowledge’. These terms simply stand
for the conceptual agglomeration of knowledge aedrthrough the experience of
private individuals, given to us through intersultije discourse (and the recollecting
and recording of such discourse). The primacy oigpe knowledge makes even more
sense, when we consider the historical facts: tihete was a time when the vast
majority of people, with the exception of a few elutionary thinkers, believed
erroneously that the world was flat; and anotheetiwhen it was generally supposed

that the earth was the center of our solar system:so ort™*

1901t would be vacuously true that the public and fivévate are interchangeable, in solipsistic
world-pictures such as the one mentioned abovéhesdistinction between the public and the private
would be meaningless.

101 Certainly, one might say, that the kind of knovged speak of above (of the earth being round, and
the sun being the center of the solar system),t ilast conceptually possible to make publicly
understood via scientific proofs, and thus caneatdgarded as truly private knowledge. To this o
answer, on a Russellian line, that most peoplepdbese claims as true without having ever seen th
relevant scientific proofs—and in this regard weyraay that science takes on a quasi-religious &spec
that faith plays a larger part than offering proohaving its tenets accepted. For instance, “[eflizal
man who gives advice on diet should give it aftér donsideration of all that science has to sayhen
matter, but the man who follows his advice cantap $o verify it, and is obliged to rely, thereforet
upon science, but upon his belief that his medidaiser is scientific.” (Russell;he Scientific Outlogk
pp. 14-5) Of course, it is always hypotheticallysgible to offer a scientific proof to the laymamit b
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There is a dogma, however, that makes it diffidoit some to publicly
acknowledge that there can exist such a thing i@atprknowledge. This dogma, set
against the possibility of private knowledge, ha#f bf its roots in philosophies that
stress the publicity of language, and thus sogialimportance to the production of
knowledge'%? The other, more negative, half of the dogma hssdtirce in the fear of
the potential political instability that could agidrom acknowledging that every
individual is a potential site of epistemic auttyriwho is not required to justify the
sources of her knowledge to her fellows. If thigevepistemically permitted—if what
every person said was, by definition, as valid emportant as what any other person
might say, regardless of the content of her stamésrethen no one could be in a
position of ultimate epistemic or political authgr{an unacceptable position from a
scientific standpoint). Just as there is an econoippwer (not everyone can be a ruler,
in the true sense of the word, even in the mo#l lewd inclusive of democracies), there
is also an economy of knowledge (not everyone cawkeverything, or even most
things, even in the most well-educated social m)e® To ignore the fact of this
epistemic economy would be to allow all knowleddaims, regardless of their

grounding, to be seen as equally valid. The regoitld be an extreme form of ethical

more often than not such a proof will appear to torbe a hyper-codified piece of nonsense. Scientif
notation may only make sense, in the end, to sstspjust as scriptural esoterica is best lefetigious
clerics, who may have uses to put it to, or netfisfills for them.

192\we have dealt with such philosophies, chiefly Wétistein’s, in the first few sections of this work.
193 popper, inConjectures and Refutationpp. 289, reminds us that “knowledge can onlyfibi¢e,
while our ignorance must necessarily be infinite. ilevldiffering widely in the various little bits we
know, in our infinite ignorance we are all equdl.8hould be noted that while his ‘egalitarianisfitee
ignorant’ outlined here has a certain amount oftijgal promise to it, in that it stops individudi®m
claiming to have full knowledge (or at least adulknowledge than other individuals), generallgdes
not bode well for our epistemic chances of arrivatgstates of mystical (or other ‘higher’) modes of
understanding or knowledge acquisition.
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and juridical subjectivism, resulting in a strongogensity toward society’s
disintegration into a political state of anarcfly.

Thus, while | hope to show that the mystic can knelatever it is that she
claims to, without our having to know it as wellwish to do so without accepting
responsibility for handing the mystagoguecarte blancheto make whatever bald
claims she likes (and conceptually pre-empting apistemically privileged
perspective from which we could justifiably combam). That one person can know
something that is not, or cannot be, fully commated to another is a proposition that
| take to be true, for the reasons stated in ptevgections, regarding knowledge about
private experience not being the proper domainhef“democracy of knowing®®
Thus | hope that my criteria for trustworthinesgcdssed above, can give us the
evaluative tools we need to both respect the myatican epistemic figure, and,
conversely, to politically discredit and disempowystagogues if and when they run
amuck. By setting these criteria for awarding trus have also put in place the criteria
for withholding or withdrawing it. Where the contaal stakes are high, or the
knowledge claimant is known to be unreliable, cgrazes to retribution are foreclosed,
trust is not likely to be forthcoming. Still, it isnportant to award trust to the mystic
when and where we can; after all, as far as wéilageals we must tolerate the mystic
up to a certain point—up to the point that mystagoy threatens to undermine the

liberal, rational bases of our political instituim

19410 acknowledging such potentialities, democratiearists of late have gone to great trouble totflou
the redemptive aspects of discourse, with the epist criterion that “the best reasons win” in such
discourse. Jurgen Habermas is perhaps the modtleatithese contemporary figures.

195 Arguments against private languages to the contearen Wittgenstein admits that “[tjhe essential
thing about private experience is really not thatreperson possesses his own exemplar, but thatipob
knows whether other people also hdkiss or something else.” (Wittgensteimvestigations 8§ 272)
Ostensibly, on this picture, each person knowstttet at least, have “this"—"this” here meaning what
the self-reflective individual takes to be the @it of their own private knowledge.
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Of course, these criteria of trust can be appledhe realm of ordinary,
everyday experiences equally well as they candae¢hlm of extraordinary, mystical
experiences. Earlier, | spoke of pain, for instarticere are aspects of it that resemble
the mystic experience in that they are esseniiadiffable, and can only be vouched for,
and neither verified nor falsified. The same gamsttie colors we see and the sounds
we hear®® We award trust where stakes are low, reliabibtpigh, or reprimand for
lying is possible. If I tell you that | am sad, yall likely trust me (presumably because
the contextual stakes are low, | am generally bé&iabout the reports | give about my
emotional status, and you could bring social sanstito bear against me—including
not listening to my psychological complaints agairthe future—if you found out |
was lying to you). And you would probably awardstrto my statement to this effect,
although | cannot describe with complete accuracyhis very moment, the precise
character of my sadness—even if this moment ofeslis not in itself experientially
extraordinary in any sens& Given that so much of what we take to be ordinary
experience is ‘ineffable’ in this way, to discounystical experience as a source of
knowledge is also to devalue private experigiacg court and any insights we may

derive from the latter, as well as the form&The epistemic rewards for extending

1% 5ee OrtegayWhat is Philosophy?p. 110. It is interesting to note here that alifio these types of
phenomena may be strictly ineffable, they are ajpes of phenomena that we generally do not have
occasions to doubt either.

197 Smart, p. 139, points out that that the ineffablé&ightly so-called in as much as it is (in theict
sense) indescribable; but it is not rightly so-®alin that it may nevertheless be expressed, albeit
inadequately...” | could say to you: “I'm so sad thidéels as if my heart’s been cut out.” Thateta¢nt
expresses something that can never be fully oeptyfexpressed; and moreover it expresses songethin
that would have been less adequately expressed said nothing, or simply, “I'm sad.” Thus the
conceptual borderline between ‘ineffable’ and ‘ddgasubject matter is very blurry indeed.

1% There are also some indications that some ‘pefsonyatical experiences are of a determinate type
that are actually shared by many other peoplegXample the “oceanic feeling” described to Sigmund
Freud by one of his friends (author Romain Rollaadl reported in hi€ivilization and its Discontents

as “a feeling of something limitless, unbounded .ealifg of an indissoluble bond, of being one wiié t
external world as a whole.” [Sigmund Fre@ivilization and its Discontentdames Strachey, trans., ed.
(New York: W. W. Norton & Company, Inc., 1962), pp-2.] Kai Nielsen, in his discussion of
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trust to others regarding their testimonials ovate experiences often outweigh the
potential abuses of our trust that could resuéianh instance of its extension.
Interestingly, it is also easier to award trust éomon-rational, ‘gut feeling’
basis where the conditions for trust do not cledgn towards either trust or doubt)
when the knowledge claimant we are called uporetebe or disbelieve is somehow
‘like’ us. And this is so even though what quakfies a similarity between experients is
often arbitrarily chosen, and that this proceduoe &warding trust is far from
normatively desirable. In the case of the mystijesient, trust can be awarded on this
basis if we conceptualize her experiences as bgiradjtatively different from our
ordinary experiences only in terms of their intghsiand frequency. This
conceptualization should serve to mitigate the igerof some that the inner life of the
mystic is somehow qualitatively different from tiaeerage human experient, due to the
presumption that “the [mystical] experience invalv&me great transformation of

character™®® Presumably, the mystic at leastarts outfrom a similar experiential

mysticism, also explicates what he calls “extraveftmystical experiences, “the consciousness of an
undifferentiated unity...an exterior reality with whi one is in an intimate and striking rapport...”
(Nielsen, Contemporary Critiques of Religiop. 49), a consciousness which seems to very glosel
resemble the oceanic feeling. Ortega, too, descabg@milar state of awareness:

...in my radical solitude and in my childhood, | lesed that the whole world wa®r, what is
the same thing, mine. Others were no more andssb teanl was; | considered them identical
with myself and myself identical with them. Sayihgignified no limitation or definition
whatever. In infancy, my body itself seemed to meaunded, seemed to extend to the horizon.
| had to bump into the furniture—tables and bureaasd bruise myself, in order to gradually
discover where my body ended and other things began

[Ortega,Man and Peoplep. 162.]

This overwhelming similarity of the states desctilty these three authors seems to add credenige to t
theory that mystical experience is monhceptuallyineffable, but rather merebontingentlyso. If two or
more mystics arrive at the same description of iogkexperience, independently of each other, this
provides some evidence towards the theory thatioaystxperience is something that can be understood
by others, and not merely a ‘beetle in a box’ &t never be seen.

19 Smart (p. 72), for instance, writes of the steypioal ‘otherworldliness’ that many have come to
associate with mystical experients: “...[I]t is haodunderstand the saint. He has crossed to the othe
shore. The deep impressiveness of such a one & th#e common run of human character, and so it is
difficult for the ordinary man to comprehend thénga springs of conduct...”
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framework as other persons, despite the potentiajlsterious nature of their ultimate
experiential destination. My argument would hawve differently if | had to suppose
that the mystic was more like an alien, or an ahithan either you or I: but this is not
the case. The mystic is built like us, hardwirdde lus, has a similar command of
language to us, and presumably experiences thal walthe same mechanisms of
perception as us (however strange to us her belmagroreported experiences might
sometimes seem). | would thus like to discredit stexeotype of the mystic as the
possessor of a private species of esoteric knowlédug can never be made public, and
who may therefore somehow constitute an anti-sticrabt to society at large, because
she is considered to be “beyond good and é¥iThe danger of stereotyping the
mystic as such is that, even in cases where mygt&gy is wholly absent, and
mysticism poses no political threat, superstitind anquisitorial zeal may nevertheless

motivate the persecution of hermetic, quietisticsting who crave only solitudé®

10Smart, p. 191.

1 Harassment of the mystic may well occur, for exierip the name of science. Max Weber writes that
science “means the knowledge or belief that if buewished oneould learn it at any time. Hence, it
means that principally there are no mysteriouslautable forces that come into play, but rathet tiree
can, in principle, master all things by calculatidihis means that the world is disenchanted.” (Webe
On Charisma and Institution Building, 298) Demystification is thus the advertisedilesf adopting

the scientific outlook itself, and is not the olijee outcome of some scientific investigation or
calculation. It is simply a bedrock propositionsaience that “the world is disenchanted”, and toug
position—such as mysticism—which makes claims &dbntrary of this, that the world is ‘enchanted’
or ‘mystical’, must be discredited. Therein the mag of Wittgenstein's statement that “what is
hidden...is of no interest to us” (Wittgensteimvestigations 8 126) becomes clearer: it is the
assumption that ‘that which cannot be revealedaswhich does not exist, and is thus not wortlkilog

for in the first place.” This is, of course, the thrmdological assumption that Ortega criticizeslia t
epigraph at the beginning of Chapter Three—théudtti of the “fox” towards the “high-hung grapes”,
that knowledge that takes too much effort to ohtainis too difficult to process, cannot count as
knowledge at all. Because the proposition “the diasldisenchanted” is generally accepted, for most
scientists the battle with the mystic is over befdr begins: there are no grapes for be reached
for—nothing that is not plain to us (or at leaspbtheticallycould be made plain to us) can exist. The
mystic would hold that this reasoning, though compis ultimately fallacious; clearly, for the mysti
there are things that we cannot see which canxj&t erivate experience being but one of thesd that
these constitute an important source of knowleddes religion of sciencescientism denies this,
however, and holds that everything that is anytleiaug be revealed through science—and thus conflicts
with the mystic and her ‘ineffable’ knowledge paseirresistible target for the adherents of scénti
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Chapter 3

Political Concerns:

Discourse and Mystagoguery

This violence, this turning the back on ultimatepeons was called ‘agnosticism.” Such an
effort is neither justified nor plausible. That eximental science may be incapable of resolving
those fundamental questions in its way is no reagonit should behave like the fox with the
high-hung grapes, should call them ‘myths’ andtmvis to abandon them. How can we live
deaf to the last, dramatic questioH§?

- Jose Ortega y Gasset

[A] mystic...may become transformed [by] an acute feeling ofresh@ossession by or
possession of the god who is speaking in and thrduiig. He will then wish to bring eternal
salvation to men...this may have the practical consege of the mystic’'s becoming a
mystagogue, something which has actually happeesdoften*®

- Max Weber

In this chapter we revisit a familiar theme: Ortsegaigh estimation of
philosophical questions, contra Wittgenstein’'s flanial that we can possibly have
answers to them. Wittgenstein therefore advisesitetting philosophical dialogue,
while Ortega advocates extendin@gd infinitum A fundamental point can be made
here, regarding the nature of discourse—one wigimifscance for mysticism, yet
whose importance goes beyond it. Weber, on a cefade above, warns of the manner
in which the mystic may become a kind of messianidician, a potentially dangerous

transformation should Ortega’s romanticization nbounded discourse find popular

12 OrtegaWhat is Philosophy%. 66.
113 Max WeberOn Charisma and Institution Buildingp. 281-2.



Christopher Yorke 60

support. In this chapter, | will analyze the pa#ii risks inherent to having faith in the
unverifiable words of the mystic and/or mystagogue.

There is a contemporary theoretical emphasis, @asasuch as deliberative
democratic theory and discourse ethics, on theegatd discursiveness and publicity.
This emphasis establishes a context wherein diseasroften seen as a good in itself;
and in such a context many tend to ignore the negaspects of discourse, and are
blinded to the value of non-discursive practiced amstitutions (i.e., monological
action, and practices of secrecy and reticeméeiscourse has come to embody
important philosophical and cultural values (ofténis claimed, without serious
objection on any front, that civilization—and ev&@mple human coexistence—would
not be possible without discourse), and (perhaps-cmincidentally) it is the
mechanism by which the group asserts its claimepigtemic authority over the
individual. Of course, it is beyond dispute thadadirsive practices are indispensable
for many human purposes. But due to an exaggeratidhe proper scope of this

indispensability, many have come to see the astfoking to engage in discourse as a

4 Mary M. Nooter writes that when certain forms afokvledge are opposed by public opinion,
“[s]ecrecy, in fact, must sometimes be creditedhilie very survival of esoteric forms of philosoind
religion.” [Mary M. Nooter, “Introduction: The Adsétics and Politics of Things Unseen”,Secrecy:
African Art that Conceals and Reved\dary M. Nooter, ed. (New York: The Museum for ishn Art,
1993), p. 19.] Perhaps this is because the tessiorecy brings aids in the production and mainteman
of memories. What is worth keeping secret is, Uguapistemically valued and therefore retained in
memory longer than information that is made putiirough the act of writing. Emily Lyle discusses th
phenomenon of “External Symbolic Storage” techngy{seich as writing) and their tendency to produce
forgetfulness, in her article, “Internal-ExternaéMory” [See Emily Lyle, “Internal-External Memory”,

in Mapping Invisible WorldsGavin D. Flood, ed. (Edinburgh: Edinburgh Univsr&ress, 1993)]. The
mystic may thus refuse to write down what she knaitber out of fear of social reprimand, or out fo
fear of forgetting, or perverting via codificatiowhat she knows or has experienced, and not simply
because her subject matter is ‘ineffable’. [See Kisvin Hetherington’s discussion of the episteemd
political significance of memory in Kevin Hethertog, The Badlands of Modernity: Heterotopia and
Social Ordering(New York: Routledge, 1997); particularly the thderegarding the renewed interest in
representations of Solomon’s Temple during the Reaace, due to the use of its architecture as a
mnemonic device and as a potential key to unlockauget, encoded knowledge; p. 73.]
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reaction that is heretical or dogmatic On this basis (monologically gestated) heroism
may be discouraged, and ‘right action’ supplantgd'docially authorized action’.
Individuals who refuse to participate in discouns@y be portrayed as anti-egalitarians
or deviants. And all of this may occur, it seemghwaut our balking at the discursive
process itself, whiclprima facieprivileges the powerful over the weak, the ricleiov
the poor, and the educated over the uneducatédeses voices typically have the most
sway over thelemosl| return to this point below.

Jurgen Habermas provides a possible counter agdiastarch of such a
hegemonic discourse: he holds that the role ofl chaciety is to mobilize
counterknowledge against the powerful, to balameediscourse between ruler and
ruled*® This asks much of civil society—that its epistemgisources be comparable to
those of the hegemonic powers, and that they bahabed as effectively. But the
epistemic contest between ruler and ruled is nfstiraone, as a political ruler has
generally superior access to sources of knowledgd, certainly superior access to
material resources, which can be converted intoMedge via the employment of
experts. Indeed, public discourse, despite itsalngtppearance of egalitarianism, is in
fact a kind of meritocracy (in that the best andrsgest arguments ideally prevail); and
(definitionally) a meritocracy favors the merited this case those having access to the
premium sources of information and the means tovioomgly organize that

information). Attempting to mobilize that which doaot even socially count as

15 This quasi-religious belief in the value of discsristems in no small part from a preoccupatioh wit
science and its insistence on an ‘objective’, ‘pildtuth. Anything that stands in opposition tocku
discourse, then, is seen as ‘subjective’, ‘privaad therefore also false, because not demonstrihis
obviously has political as well as epistemic conseges. But the supreme valuement of discoursgtis n
testable or falsifiable itself—it stands as an tpisc framework, beyond the possibility of proof or
disproof. (I am indebted to this point to Poppdnpwaises a similar objection against Hegeliaredias

in his Conjectures and Refutations. 334, n. 13.)
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knowledge (the mystical experience) against a hegarsystem via engagement in
public discourse will only render mystics more esga, and thus vulnerable to ridicule
and persecution. It is a politically advisable optifor the mystic, in this context, to
remain silent.

The practice of public discourse is itself threatkrby the possibility of
mystical (non-dialogical/non-democratic) knowledge, secret knowledge, because
mention of the mystical brings discourse to a grigdhalt—in that mystical knowledge
defies translation (codification in language).dfivate’ or ‘secret’ mystical knowledge
can be exposed, however, and made intelligible ithauld join and enrich the pool of
public knowledge without threatening discursivegbiges. The growth of this ‘pool’ of
knowledge, and its utilization to improve the Iéthmmankind, is also ostensibly the
ultimate goal of (scientific) discourse. The retice of the mystic—the inability or
refusal to speak clearly and precisely, to reveal ¢ontents of her experience to
others—is thus seen as a selfish, malignant stamsemystic maintains an enigmatic
silence that stubbornly refuses to disperse eveamittine sound of a question is echoed
through it. On the basis of this non-disclosurerttystic may be politically despised, as
she purportedly retains secret knowledge and doegon cannot) share this private
knowledge with others. She keeps secrets, and sgbnhiolds them over everyone
else in the guise of ‘superior wisdom’ from a ‘heglsource’. This is the germ of the

political motivation to draw the mystic into disasa, to turn her monologue into a

1% Jirgen Haberma®etween Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Diseeufheory of Law and
Democracy W. Rehg trans. (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1996)94. 1
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dialogue, and break the power of her setrt.is a political response to an epistemic
impediment.

To all these negative characterizations, | objeat before we judge the mystic
as epistemically or politically condemnable, simulg the basis of her seeming
inability or unwillingness to produce justificat®nto back up her claims to
extraordinary experiences (or, in the case of thgstagogue, heaven-sent
prognostications and dictates), we must also gisec#-political account of what it is
to be pressed to offer such proof in the first @Jaand then what it is to refuse, or be
unable, to offer that proof when it is demandedsdme cases, at least, to demand a
justification is simply to employ a form of intimation, to use political power of a

slightly milder kind than that employed to secuoafessions for crimes committed (or

17 Gary van Wyk rightly points out that in that “[sfecy divides those who know from those who do not.
Because knowledge and power directly imply one lmmtthe broaching of secrecy enters a
politico-epistemological domain.” [Gary van Wyk, Hiiough the Cosmic Flower: Secret Resistance in
the Mural Art of Sotho-Tswana Women”, 8ecrecy: African Art that Conceals and Revelllary M.
Nooter, ed. (New York: The Museum for African Ait993), p. 81] Along a similar vein, Simmel
remarks that although “[tlhe secret puts a balbyewveen men” (Simmel, p. 334), and “the purpose of
secrecy is, above afprotection” (Simmel, p. 345) In the case of mystics, the tiogd experience may
function to create a division between those whoehexperienced it and those who have not: a kind of
‘us’ and ‘them’ schism familiar to us from the galal theory of Carl Schmitt. Kwame Anthony Appiah
mirrors this Schmittian point, writing that “secsehatter because they mark the boundary betwesa tho
outside and those within.” [Kwame Anthony Appial\rt and Secrecy”, irBecrecy: African Art that
Conceals and Revealsary M. Nooter, ed. (New York: The Museum for is&n Art, 1993), p. 16.]
That is, if mystical experiences (like the ‘oceafgeling’ described by Freud) are identified asnigei
experienced by a certain class of persons, therwameconsider mystics as constituting an ‘us’ and
non-mystics as constituting a ‘them’ (and vice agr8ut if all mystics each have their own unigeecf
revelations, then there can be no solidarity betwagstics, and the schism becomes much more radical
and severe: the mystic becomes an ‘I’ to be disistged from all others, and so stands alone. Hexfet

to a Japanese proverb to the effect that “thethaflsticks out gets hammered down”: it meanshaorts
that social retribution can be expected by thewhe puts herself above others. The mystic is e t
conspicuous nail in the proverb—by dint of theirstigal experience, mystics set themselves apart fro
the rest of humanity—and are thus in socio-politigeril. The protection of secrecy is thus clearly
desirable for the mystic who wants to avoid beimgfimered down’. But the political choice of secrecy
hidden behind the myth of ‘ineffability’, only preepts the possible discovery of common mystical
experiences, also sealing the mystic off from timelaustanding and protection that others might
offer—into a perpetual epistemic and political hi#tage. So it appears that it simultaneously is, iand
not, in the mystic’s interest to enter into distegspractices witnessed or conducted by hegemonic
powers.
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not committed, as the case may b&)rhe ultimatum meant to produce the forced
explanation runs roughly, with slight variationsrr case to case, as follows: “Talk
willingly, or we will take steps that will make yowish you had talked.” The real
punishments at the disposal of the initiator ofcdigse will vary according to the
socio-political position of the agent who wishesktiow something, relative to the
individual from, or about which, knowledge is to értracted, and dialogue forced
upon. Sometimes (as in Bentham’s Panopticon schéradhreat of punishment alone
will suffice to secure submission. What is intendede coerced from the subject of
inquisition can vary: from concealed facts abowt World, to the reasons for certain
actions performed or statements made, to the exister non-existence of heretical
feelings™*®

Of course, the days of the religious inquisitiomé (largely) passed in the

Western world: the time of our governments is npers interrogating different types

181 the case of a criminal investigation and prasiea, the confessor confesses not only to a paatic
act, but to being a certain kind of person: sheombt accepts responsibility for a crime, but ascepts
the appellation ‘criminal’, and thus also the refiag of the entirety of her actions in a sinistght. The
initial confession of the ‘criminal’ justifies thavestigation to continue on, indefinitely, intaethest of
her activities for the rest of her life. As Simnpelints out, “what is known always offers pointsatthck

for further penetration” (Simmel, p. 346), and tits initiation of discourse, once accepted, mag ke

the full exposure and systemic debasement of thaticy he point of questioning the mystic may net b
precisely for the purpose of understanding the itgisexperience, or gleaning a particular piece of
mystical knowledge, but rather as an opportunitdigsect and understand ‘the mystic’ as a character
generally, and have her assent to a role thatissegpically and politically marginal.

19 popper recognizes the authoritarian nature ofthef demanding that the sources of knowledge be
yielded up to a questioner. He writes that “[t|hestion of the sources of our knowledge, like sayna
authoritarian questions, is geneticone. It asks for the origin of our knowledge, Ire thelief that
knowledge may legitimize itself by its pedigreePofpper,Conjectures and Refutationp. 25) His
response to the ‘genetic’ question is to softenkhiswledge claims: “So my answer to the questions
‘How do you know? What is the source or the bakjoar assertion? What observations have led you to
it?’ would be: ‘I donot know: my assertion was merely a guess. Never mhiecgource, or the sources,
from which it may spring—there are many possiblerees, and | may not be aware of half of them; and
origins or pedigrees have in any case little bgampon truth...” (PopperConjectures and Refutations

p. 27) This, in turn, suggests a strategy againttoaitarian discourse: namely, the Socratic sfpate
After all, mightn’'t the mystic have an easier tiinediscourse if she played Socrates, and claimed to
know only that she knows nothing? But it would se¢bat perhaps this option is not open to the mystic
After all, to pretend to know nothing, when sheideds that she has experienced a ‘truer truth’ than
others, would be to intolerably devalue and demégbmth herself and the intrinsic value of the nogdt
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of internees for different types of information armhfessions. In our era, dominated
largely by nationalistic concerns and driven bye#imos of scientism, the price paid by
the mystic for not talking is usually political éevance (much as Arendt predicted)
rather than physical internment and intimidatiomt,Bn other, not so distant, eras,
torture and death would have been likely penaftesmany self-professed mystics and
prejudice against mystical ideologies is still varych in evidence. On the other hand,
discursiveness, when taken as an intrinsic gooeven as an instrumental good in
ensuring epistemically superior political resuttsn soon take on the diabolic character
of a system that is blind to its own effects andper limits—a discourse factory
wherein the greatest crime is silence. Howevestaied above, silence, construed as
the refusal to partake in said discourse, may b@tty appropriate response available
to the mystic, and a sensible strategy for those wish to protest the direction that
discourse take¥°

Even when the intention behind the initiation oé gtatus of discourse is not
malicious or unduly intrusive, it can nonetheleasgéha truly degenerative effect on the
status of discussants whose power level is lowan ttineir fellow co-discussants.
Thomas Nagel, for one, explains that certain tygfediscourse inherently function as
intrusions into one’s personal life, count as atitso coerce one’s opinions to fit with
the larger social group’s, and ought to be prewethieough the promotion of general
practices of reticence and respect for the privdothers*? Nagel goes so far as to say

that “[tlhe boundary between what we reveal andtwi® do not, and some control

experience. In this way, the mystic may well be dachif she engages in discourse, and damned if she
refuses the same.

120 This strategy of political quietism (whether ifasrsued consciously or not) may partially expthie
overwhelming phenomenon of what has been dubbddrapathy’ in the West (although voter apathy
might be more accurately redescribed as ‘voteratedpncy’, ‘voter skepticism’, or ‘voter reluctange’
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over that boundary, is among the most importantribates of our
humanity...concealment [is] a condition of civilizati...and civilization would be
impossible if we could all read each other's mihtf§.The counter, then, to the
argument that discourse is a precondition for i@ation, is that unbounded discourse
may be a precondition for its dissolution. If ted#ipy were possible, it might thus lead
to anarchy, as Nagel suggests, but regardlessrtisade for an ever-greater depth of
inter-subjective penetration and understanding mpessist in the guise of benign
discoursé?® Such an unregulated system of discourse, on Nagetount, may serve
as the Trojan horse that brings an end to valyataletices of social civility, rather than
functioning as the pillar of civilization it is s@times touted as.

All discourse, and especially discourse betweemtagef different social
standings, has an aspect of power struggle tovénEo gain access to the debate, the
weaker party in such a parlay must implicitly farf@gpart of) her way of seeing the
world, in the face of superior knowledge, or pohlipower, or both. Eric Berne gives
us a graphic example of how power functions wittiscourse to subtly act as an

effective tool of indoctrination from a very eadge:

A little boy sees and hears birds with delight. Tlige “good father” comes along and feels he
should “share” the experience and help his sonélbgy” He says “That's a jay, and this is a
sparrow.” The moment the little boy is concernethwihich is a jay and which is a sparrow, he
can no longer see the birds or hear them sing.ddadisee and hear them the way his father
wants him to*

In learning the jay/sparrow language-game from faither, several things have

happened to the little boy in Berne's story, anctoadingly several different

121|1n Thomas NagelConcealment and Exposufiew York: Oxford University Press, 2002).
122Nagel, p. 4. See also Simmel, p. 347 n. 7: “If harsociation isonditionedby the capacity to speak,
it is shapedby the capacity to be silent, although this bec®otevious only upon occasion.”

123 This can be seen as a microcosm of the ethicaleandomic problems facing globalization; of
forcing the dominant epistemic discourse still iertinto all possible venues, where it helps paee t
way for subsequent ideological, and eventually negtecolonizations.
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interpretations are possible. On the surface,atmsethat the process of learning what
things are called is a natural part of growingafgcculturation and maturation within
any social framework (especially a scientific oméierein the ability to sort and
classify types of things is an important trait tspess). On this interpretation, the father
should be thanked for his service to the child, wiilbsurely benefit in the future from
his familiarity with this way of interpreting theosld. Nevertheless, it is also evident
that there is at least some potential element efaton inherent to such discourses,
despite their pedagogical value. The boy learngayisparrow language-game, but this
is largely done to please his (more wise and paseféther, at the cost of his own
innocent pleasure of simply being in (or, alterhatbeing at one with) the worftf
One can easily see how this kind of paternalistiltience, if exerted by a figure with
powerful socio-political influence over an audiemoach larger than one boy, could

easily set up what Michel Foucault calls a “regimgtruth”.*?°

124 Eric Berne Games People Play: The Psychology of Human Rektiips(New York: Grove Press,
Inc., 1964), p.178.

125 One can imagine the intensified level of the bafisnation (from his experiences) that would resul
if his father were a philosopher, as Smart obser{§ee philosopher is not worried as to whethiee t
birds are singing [or what they are called], buttvbort of statement ‘The birds are singing’ may be
(Smart, p. 2) In the case of Smart’s philosophes,depth of abstraction from one’s own experiences
reaches a new extreme.

126 This ‘regime’ is a (set of) social institution(ghich is concerned with the generating and maiirigin
of a set of propositions that it counts as ‘truieanufactures truth. As Foucault puts it, “Trushto be
understood as a system of ordered proceduresdqrtduction, regulation, distribution, circulati@md
operation of statements. ‘Truth’ is linked in accilar relation with systems of power which prodaod
sustain it, and to effects of power which it indsi@nd which extend it. A ‘regime’ of truth.” [Miche
Foucault, “Truth and Power”, ifhe Foucault ReadePaul Rabinow, ed. (New York: Pantheon Books,
1984), p. 74.] Foucault’s ‘regime’ of truth is pketed very closely by what Hans Albert refers toaa
“monopoly of interpretation” [Hans Alberfreatise on Critical ReasorMary Varney Rorty, trans.
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 198524]. Ostensibly, such a social institution cojuist

as easily be built up around mysticism as indead #&round science, with all of the accompanying
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3.1: Codifying Experience, Decoding Mysticism

The building up of linguistic code over objects'mire’ (read non-theoretical,
pre-linguistic) experience does serve to potentialiscure the objects themselves, in
return for the ability to transmit the contents mfe’s experience to others, on an
abstract level, through the use of language. Im8srexample above, it is when the
boy learns the particular names of the birds teagdmewhat loses touch with what the
birds phenomenally, pre-linguistically, and ‘essaift are. The actual birds, with all
the raw sensations that seeing them is capablevakireg in the boy, are largely
replaced by the terms ‘sparrow’ and ‘jay’. A rohusibeit undifferentiated, type of
understanding has been exchanged for a brittlenigel of denotation; the epistemic
tragedy of the situation is apparent. Thus theitgkib transfer knowledge to others
comes at an apparent cost to our private sensospipaity, a side effect of channelling
information through the restrictive and abstractime of language. In a similar vein,
Roy Woods writes of maps that “they can distractfrasn experiencing the real
world...[r]lather than providing help on the journey, theydecome substitutes for
it”,1*" for to create a map is to proffer a representativalogue (or allegory) of an
actual or ideal ‘landscape’ (whether physical, rmgnbr psychic). Maps codify
information about these landscapes, usually for poepose of rendering them

intelligible to the self and others, and constitateform of language in and of

benefits and dangers that are involved in suchraleavour. Thus the rivalry between scientism and
mysticism as competing politico-epistemologicahieaworks is correspondingly bitter.

127 Roy Woods, “Against Mapping Invisible Worlds inliR¥’s Duino Elegie¥ in Mapping Invisible
Worlds Gavin D. Flood, ed. (Edinburgh: Edinburgh Univgr®ress, 1993), p. 139.
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themselves?® However, in the process of rendering raw percépfiarmation (or an
idealized conceptual schema of relationships, agd¢hose found in utopian blueprints)
available for intellectual consumption, maps fumetas a distancing medium between

the mind and the objects of mental experiefit@hus an epistemic divide between a

128 Karl Popper notes that “...there exist languageshsas maps, which are descriptive but not
argumentative.” (PoppetJnended Questp. 77) On this account, it might initially seehmt maps
provide a possible avenue for attempting to expragstical experience, as mystical experience is
certainly non-dialogical, and thus non-argumentathtowever, if we take this tack we are still kgfth

the problem of how to describe the (strictly) inclédsable. Smart offers another solution: that
‘ontological words’ such as ‘pure’, ‘real’, ‘ultin’, and ‘illusory’ are better candidates for exgsiag

the mystical experience than our ordinary langudfye, ontological words are without descriptive
content on the one hand, and on the other they daeduational use.” (Smart, p. 139) For Smart,

utterances about [mystical experiences] are exiveessther than descriptive: we can know but
cannot say what such a feeling feels like. Perliaigsphilosophical point is the one which is
being made when it is said that the mystical exqme is indescribable, unspeakable, ineffable,
etc...[h]Jowever, such an interpretation is a littterealistic when we consider function of such
sentences as...The pain is indescribable’. To ush sentences is not to state that one is
having a sort of experience which cannot (in pplei be described. Rather, it is only of a
certain degree of pain that we say it is indesbidanamely a terrible pain, an intolerable one,
an unspeakable one. Such a one is not spoken®b#uause it cannot be described (since this
is true in a sense of all pains). Nor even becéusome way it cannot be expressed. But
somehowwords cannot sufficiently express it. Even piling intéiess upon intensifiers and
saying ‘It is a very, very, very intense pain’ Hgrbelps: for the expressiveness depends not so
much on the words used as on the way they are aisédhe behaviour in which they are
embedded...[t]hus to say that something is indeshjt@ainful is to give a particularly strong
expression of agony; and to say ‘I can't tell yoawhterrible it is’ both concedes and yet
mitigates the failure of expression. For, thougsuperficially admits that the agony cannot be
conveyed, it helps towards conveying it. Thus ‘saiéable’, ‘ineffable’, etc., are a special sort
of intensifier.

[Smart, pp. 69-70]

What would it be, then, for a pain to be expredsgtchot described in the manner that Smart des?ibe
To bring us back to our earlier point, what indeexlild anexpressive mapf a painful experience look
like? If the deployment of certain images in colation with one another can be interpreted as
‘intensifiers’ of a certain kind, then we can susfgthat perhaps art constitutes a kind of atteropt t
convey that which (strictly speaking) cannot bevayrd—the agonies and ecstasies of another’s mind,
here the artist's—in the form of paintings, scuipty performances, and so forth. The recognitighief
parallel is not meant to suggest that we oughtaqigele or relocate the mystical within the realnthef
aesthetic, but rather to assert that there is rifgignt theoretical overlap in these two very itist
efforts to transmit their own unique, non-ratiof@ims ofweltanschauungen

129 |ndeed, maps even become a sort of authoviéy the senses. However, as Russell notes, we must be
careful of attributing authority to received wisdoas

often authority has proved mistaken. It is trug thast of us must inevitably depend upon it for
most of our knowledge. | accept on authority théestexce of Cape Horn, and it is clearly
impossible that each of us should verify all thet§eof geography; but it is important that the
opportunity for verification should exist, and tltatoccasional necessity should be recognized.
[Russell,The Scientific Outlogkp. 71]
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landscape and our pre-linguistic (instinctual orstioal) understanding of it is
created-*°* Modern practices of long-range physical and meraslgation (brought on,
again, by advances on the scientific front) immerselaily in practices of mapping,
ironically vouchsafing humanity’s alienation fromet world, a world that (in itself)
remains too complex for us to fully and accuratify.** Where world-complexity
reaches a level high enough (or low enough) thaing becomes impossible—where
language fails in its tireless task of descriptias—o revisit a thread, where
Wittgenstein posits “the mystical”; the realm ofnuediated experience that escapes

articulation™*? Thus the world, itself, is in some sense ‘mystidak facts themselves

When a map is claimed to be a representation offysical experience, it is doubly objectionable—in
that it both separates the mystic from the worldhat experience itself, and also provides no jdessi
opportunity for verification of the same to others.

130 And even after this division is executed, it ipagent that the abstraction from experience in ap w
guarantees conceptual clarity. Below, J. L. Augiives us a description of how mapped, or codified,
information is as slippery in its own way as ‘rawhcodified experience:

Suppose that we confront ‘France is hexagonal’ hith facts, in the case, | suppose, with

France, is it true or false? Well, if you like, tgpa point; of course | can see what you mean by
saying that it is true for certain interests andppses. It is good enough for a top-ranking

general, perhaps, but not for a cartographer...Hawaree answer this question, whether it is

true or false that France is hexagonal? It isjosgh, and that is the right and final answer to

this question...It is a rough description; it is adrue or false one.

[J. L. Austin,How To Do Things With Wordg" edition, J. O. Urmson and Marina Sbisa,

eds. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Pre8g5}, p.143.]

Following Smart’s extended quote in footnote 128jolwv bears significant resemblance to Austin’s
words above, we should like to say that this isnvith the mystical experience as well—that it can,
paradoxically, be described, but not adequatelyeadit be ‘roughly’ described, but not with any degree
of exactitude.

131 The patent folly of attempting a fully accuratalifization of the world is aptly illustrated in Lésv
Carroll's Sylvie and Brungwherein the character Mein Herr

argued that since a map is better the larger thkesthe best map must be one drawn on the
scale of a mile to the mile. His countrymen actuploduced such a map, but they were unable
to unfold it for fear of shutting out the sunlighg they had to be content to use the country itsel
as its own map.

[Passage and example quoted from George Pitcheittg&lstein, Nonsense, and Lewis
Carroll”, in Ludwig Wittgenstein: The Man and His PhilosopKy T. Fann, ed. (New Jersey:
Humanities Press, 1967), p. 324.]

132 The mystical experience, like the world itselfsists strict codification. Moreover, the failure of
codification in this area may also be normativedgidable, for the preservation of the uniqueness of
human experience. Thus Popper says “the uniqueithdil and his unique actions and relations tomothe
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are enigmatic, and not just “the ‘fact’ that thare facts™>*3 The world, contra Weber,
is thus ‘enchanted’, as much by language as thethwhsists codification by it.
Recent analyses of mapping have emphasized théver¢aver the mimetic)
aspect of mappint’”® Thus the concept of mapping imaginary worlds, ‘piag the
invisible’, and so forth, have gained theoreticegdibility as important means of
self-expression, by which valuable sources of mfation are (at least partially)
codified and so brought from the private into tllpc realm. But insofar as the map
acts as a means of external memory stotigealso betrays the confidence of its
creator, as it is an object that can be judgedcaitidized by others, both on its own
merits and as a lasting reflection of its creatprisate experiential worlt° An idea
of what the mystical experience may be like migtdvp itself to be prone to rough
articulation via ‘expressive mapping’, but it woulose its status as a contingently
private experience. Thus the creative act of mapamd perhaps any creative act,
including, but by no means limited to, those ladetll‘artistic’) simultaneously
empowers and disempowers the mystic, in that thestimyas cartographer
simultaneously comes closer to actualizing a comipurof sympathetic

fellow-experients through the production of her exgntial map, but also reveals

individuals can never be fully rationalized. Andappears to be just this irrational realm of unique
individuality which...makes our lives worth living..(Popper,Open Societyp. 430) If codifying the
mystical experience—and thus demystifying it—rolspacies of human experience of its meaning and
importance, then perhaps it would be wise to exehmpmystic from socio-political demands to engage
in discourse about her experiences.

133 5ee Zemach, p. 366.

134 5ee James Corner, “The Agency of Mapping: SpdoulaCritique and Invention”, iMappings
Denis Cosgrove, ed. (London: Reaktion Books Lt@02); and David Maclagan, “Inner and Quter
Space: Mapping the Psyche”liapping Invisible WorldsGavin D. Flood, ed. (Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 1993).

135 See Emily Lyle, “Internal-External Memory”.

1% As Simmel observes, the written word as a physieale carries with it the perpetual possibility of
betrayal (even if it is not published or otherwiistributed): “Writing, thus, possesses an objectiv
existence which renounces all guarantees of ren@secret.” (Simmel, p. 352)
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herself to be different from those other experieatsl thus makes herself prone to
potential discrimination and socio-political readis™>’

Crucially, we remain confronted here with a tendi@tween the codification
generated by mapping and other forms of languagbé@one hand, and the mystical,
that which seems to defy codification by its vegfidition, on the othel*® Recalling
Berne’s description of the boy and his father,lmh@st seems as if, in offering our
codified ideas to others, in an attempt to builtbrelge of mutual understanding
between ourselves and them, we necessarily ‘cor(aemystify, disenchant, or
otherwise alter) the other’'s views of the world,d#s Dinge an sichthrough our
powers of persuasion or suggestion. Or, convergetyay bewe that are doomed to
have our own views perverted by théifsLanguage can thus be seen to obfuscate the

contents of others’ experiences, as well as our uanthe initial abstraction of our

experiences through codification in words, whetlieyse words are our own or

137 Differences in experiential content, when exprdssesthetically, may become the site of political
differences. This is especially true in the casaroexperiential map, wherein experience may become
normatively charged, and thus threaten viewers witlalue system or mode of description opposed to
those of their own.

138 Traditionally, mystics have often sought to cortglieempty their minds of thought—to engage in a
non-linguistic, oranti-codified state of being—so that they could more readilyeree mystical
experiences and/or revelations. Paradoxically, lweweit seems that it might also be possible to
approach the mystical throughyper-codificatior—the laying on of meaning-over-meaning and
code-over-code—by interlacing multiple intelligiblanguages together to produce a message of
unutterable complexity that nonetheless claimsea lsupra-rational vehicle of understanding. Fjllin
the mind with codes and thus overwhelming one’sado@ capacity could be as effective as emptying
one’s mind in preparing oneself to receive the mgbsexperience. Thus here revelation would stithe
from the senses, but would be facilitated by lagguitself. We can see in this model traces of Arsnd
scientist who loses herself in esoteric codes, mé@wp a new kind of mystic, one who Adorno would
describe as a “magus of the rationalized world whasthority has to be accepted unquestioningly
without violating the taboo set upon blind authgtit(Adorno, The Stars Down To Eartlp. 109)
Communication between agents via this hyper-cadlifeguage might not even be possible (language
would, in this case, simply be used as a kind abdation), and political and epistemic affairs wbul
need to be resolved through appeals to extra-lstiguineasures. This is one representation of alpgess
marriage of the mystical and the scientistic pabitepistemic frameworks.

%9 The only defense against such ‘corruption’ of befiefs might be what C. S. Pierce called “the
method of tenacity” in belief fixation, or in othemords sticking to one’s dogmatic viewpoint (no taat
how privately compelling one finds the argumentsottfiers). This epistemic strategy has several
deficiencies, the most glaring of which is thahikes one’s body of knowledge into a closed sys#témn
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someone else’s). Again, it seems as if formulatingideas in language distances us
from the contents of our experiences, and thatirsipghose ideas with others via
discourse alienates them from their own unique e&pees; or results in our alienation
from our own; or both (in the case that we and dtfeers arrive at a compromise
position, which none of us can claim authorship of)

In some instances alterations of our views willgrbeneficial to us—in many
instances, however, any change in our views wiMehlaeen pre-tailored to generate
strategic advantage on the side of our co-disctissBut the aspect of discourse that is
most disturbing (where discourse is promoted asingitally valuable) is the
transgressive fashion in which it forces its hommgieg vision into our everyday
practices, in the name of greater clarity. Ortegacdbes speech as “the action of
making or rendering something manifest, of bringtrmut from concealment*° The
function of speech, then, is to epistemically ‘fyen’ the private worlds of our
co-discussants. That is why concealment has a atryebtective socio-political
function. To iterate an earlier point: if conceahjeas Nagel claims, is a condition of
civilization, then the slavish worship of discoursay result in a barbaric state where
full disclosure is consistently demanded, or erddrc

This is the “wishbone”, or zero-sum game model @course, where no
mutually enriching or epistemically egalitarian cane is possible: one person gets her

‘wish’ (retains her privacy and unique understaganthe world) at the expense of the

which no new insights can penetrate. [See Charl®ie8ce, “The Fixation of Belief” iPhilosophical
Writings of PeirceBuchler, Justus, ed. (New York: Dover Publicagiomc., 1955).]

140 Ortega, What is Knowledge?p.107. Ortega also discusses the non-social (tlmmscorruptive)
clarifying aspects of speech here as well, in‘thatthink is to speak to oneself.” Discourse camimre
clearly conceptualized as a transgression if waastkedge that it is inevitably an interruption (@ikan
occasionally welcome one) of one’s discussions witbself.
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other—it is impossible for both to simultaneousiyri’ together**! Each conversation,
under this schema, takes on a combative aspecthamdize for winning such a contest
is being the person whose picture of the world wdminate the other disputant’s
cognitive outlook at the end of the discussitiSince the mystic has famously poor
powers of rationally persuading others (given tagprtedly ineffable ‘foundation’ of
her knowledge, and the fact that she inhabits ansistic social milieu wherein
so-called ‘mystical knowledge’ counts for nothing)e can expect that she will lose
most linguistic contests against agents of scientisho will set the parameters of
discourse to value ‘proof’ over ‘conviction’. Givahat the mystic is bound to lose
more often than not in these discussions, and gitxah she values her mystical
experiences (i.e., that she desires that nothingeiate between herself and her ‘pure’
experiences), we can therefore expect that she bdllreluctant to attempt to
linguistically codify (and thereby taint) the conte of her mystical experience, or
willingly engage in discourse with others regardthgm, even if such codification

were achieved.

141 Compare this to the standard depiction of dis@as a mutually-engrossing generative process,
wherein both parties arrive at a hybridized undemding of the world, a new, ‘third way’ of seeing
things. Although this may, in fact, occasionally the result of actual discourse, more often, | doul
claim, it is not. Such a depiction of discourse@verly idealistic, as it ignores the important etéeof
political and epistemic hegemony on the directind autcome of discourse. Additionally, in non-ideal
speech situations, discussants frequently empyehacious method of belief fixation, consciously
unconsciously, and are thus irrationally attachedheir set of beliefs, which they will not willihg
surrender unless socially or politically pressujiezl, unless a stronger irrational force is exsdiupon
them). All of this may occur, of course, under thase of a neutral or positively-valued discursive
process.

142 An analogous phenomenon takes place in the consnoial game wherein two people, who each
speak each other’s native tongue as a second lgegiiist meet (i.e., a Spanish-speaking Russidraan
Russian-speaking Spaniard). They will usually aitbmpt to speak the language of the other, unsl i
established who is the strongest speaker of thgukge which is foreign to them. After this matter i
settled, in the fashion of a verbal arm-wrestlimptest, the conversation then proceeds in the enativ
tongue of the weakest speaker of foreign languages;oser’ of the game, whose lack of linguistic
ability is courteously indulged and perpetuatedthi@exercise of the victor's language skills.
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The demand for epistemic disclosure, seen as aat socio-psychological
game™* can take the form of a taunt, or a dare, of tpetjlf you're so smart, then go
ahead and tell us what you know.” Thus knowledgamisouraged to leave the realm of
the private and become, if you will, a ‘public reasme’. This game is played out
materially in the form of conspicuous consumptitih ffou're so rich, then go ahead
and show us how rich you are by spending your mamegomething impressive.”).
And just as conspicuous consumption leaves thepoounsus consumer worse off (i.e.,
poorer and more conspicuous) in the end, disclostitenowledge also initiates an
epistemic potlatch in which the possessor of kndggeloses her exclusive rights to it,
and thus knowledge is often debased or devaluethijcly demystified) in the process.
Through the critiques and antitheses that aretsuodlow the disclosure of a new bit of
knowledge, the claimant of ‘mystical knowledge’ mayentually come to doubt her
very own epistemic authority, as such beliefs carstand up under the (arguably
unfair, in this case) siege of demands for jusitfisn** This is, perhaps, the prime

impulse behind pushes for the public disclosurengstical knowledge: the strategic

undermining of the epistemic position of the holdeémystical secrets (with little or

131t is no secret that people play such socio-psigtfical games with each other frequently, in bigs t
gain positions of relative advantage to one anotBee BerneGGames People Play. 163: “...since by
definition all [socio-psychological] games are hsa ulterior transactions, they must all have some
element of exploitation.”

144 As T. O. Beidelman writes, “[e]xposure of secrédtsth those truly unknown and those aspects of
privacy that are conventionally respected or demembgnition, leads to a loss of the autonomy and
esteem of the person or group whose secrets azalegl” [T. O. Beidelman, “Secrecy and Society: The
Paradox of Knowing and the Knowing of Paradox”Sicrecy: African Art that Conceals and Revgeals
Mary M. Nooter, ed. (New York: The Museum for Afsic Art, 1993), p. 44.] Discourse may progress
from the collapse of monological forms of knowlediget the price is paid by individuals whose sexret
are revealed—like mystics, who are called uporetoyktify their own mystical experiences for theesak
of justifying their claims to knowledge.
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nothing to be given in return, except perhapséengporary lifting of social pressure or
sanctions)*

Again, all of this is not to deny the social nedgssf discourse. It is, rather, to
point out that there are obvious strategic reaswisto be strictly Kantian about
honesty, to not always share what one knows is@odrse, regardless of context. It is
also important to note that there are genuine olestahat prevent us from sharing
information with others, even when we might want There is the definitional, or
conceptual constraint to description: strictly dpeg, attempts to codify the mystical
(read ineffable) ought to (theoretically) resulteither (i) involuntary silence, or (ii)
nonsensical gibberish; e.g. ‘speaking in tongu€kis constraint can be sidestepped,
however, if we allow that in actual linguistic ptiaes the mystical can be expressed,
although in an imperfect, imprecise manner; tha thystic admits of limited
expressive, quasi-descriptive, or evaluative exgioes(i.e., the mystical experience
could be described as ‘good’ and/or ‘blissful’). Bys means we may hope to make
some inroads towards a broad, general understantithg mystical experience. | have
also mentioned, at some length, the political camst that it is sometimes unwise or
disadvantageous to share what one knows or belieite®ne’s socio-political group,
for fear of being reprimanded and discriminatedirssga This constraint will clearly
ease and tighten with the political ebb and flowioé’s social milieu. There is, as well,
a psychological constraint on effability: whereeimse experience incurs mental trauma,

or shock, we can expect psychological blocks teetezted within the mind of the

1%5To make the game analogy clearer, the demandpfstesnic justification is akin to being ‘called’ in
the game of poker. The mystic either cannot, anses to, ever show her cards...thus to call h&r is
inevitably win. The scientist, conversely, may haveoor hand, but always has, at least, something
concrete to reveal. The only way the mystic can against such an opponent is to refuse to play the
justification-game in the first place.
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experient, to protect themselves against furthertaielistress. War, bereavement, and
extreme ecstasy—each of these experiences mayobmtense to allow for lucid
recollection, or to be related to others. Givenetifand in some cases, treatment),
however, we can hope that the psychologically uiengble experience can, at some
unspecified future date, become accessible. Finalbriefly mention here another
constraint on communicability: an educational dpet simply, if one does not know
certain terms or concepts, then tasks of descnjatie made much more difficult, if not
impossible. Imagine that | ask someone who dodsmiw the words ‘round’ or
‘spherical’ to describe the shape of an eyelf&lDbviously, the task of description
would be much more onerous and cumbersome for soperho was not educated
about the existence or common usage of these tdrarsit would be for someone who
knew these words and how to properly employ themd Ao it is with describing
mystical experience: we may lack the crucial teemd concepts that are required to
give a satisfactory account of our stock of intémeperience. Perhaps a lexicon of
such terms has not yet been compiled, and so weragorarily consigned to a kind of
mystical illiteracy. But this constraint, like eaoh the others, is a state that can be
improved upon:*” However, these non-volitional, non-discursive edams of the
mystic archetype are often conflated with the vaial keeping of non-mystical secrets,
which are quite capable of being transmitted viyleage to another user of that same
language, and thus pressure on the mystic to dischaystical knowledge may

nevertheless persist.

146 Disallowing, of course, the use of tautologicahtis like ‘eye-shaped’: just as, if | asked sometne
describe the rough shape of France, | would na@cé&rance-shaped’ as an informative response.
147In the terms of John Turk Saunders and Donald éhzld, inThe Private-Language Problem: A
Philosophical Dialogugl believe that mystical experiences constitugetfially’ (contingently) private
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But what, if anything, could be done politically farce the mystic to justify
their knowledge claims? While torturing (or heavilgnalizing) a political insurgent
may yield important information to her interrogat® harassing a mystic cannot be
expected to produce sensible results for her gators, asthe source of her
purported knowledge is generally taken to be inéa’® This definitional constraint
on mystical knowledge is seen by many to be insuntable. If this line is taken, then
all that can be learned from the mystic must benksé from careful study of the
theoretical issues surrounding the site of whatcdfiens to be ineffable. And even if
mystical experience is taken to be contingentljfaide, at most assistance and support
can be offered to the mystic to help work througg factual constraints on describing
her mystical experience. The only scenario whetearcion could be thought to be an
effective strategy is in the case of knowledge Wwhicas being withheld through
reticence only. Hence, we can see the practicakdessness of the numerous instances
of inquisitions and witch-hunts that history offesto its students, which serve only to
highlight humanity’s poor track record of tolerainnpopular, or otherwise marginal,
beliefs!*°

All of this is not to deny that there is some poéit power and danger in secrecy,
even the involuntary secrecy necessitated by fagtwntingent) ineffability. It is

simply to claim (contra Adorno, whose work | take im the next section) that the

sensation-languages, not ‘logically’ private ori&ee John Turk Saunders and Donald F. Hehhe,
Private-Language Problem: A Philosophical Dialogidew York: Random House, 1967), pp. 5-7.]

148 Torture has often been used (as a primitive sateofpr telepathy) in order to circumvent, or aske
mitigate, the epistemic obstacles posed by theblpro of other minds’. The inquisitor hopes thathwit
each turn of the thumbscrew, their victim comes thach closer to full epistemic disclosure.

149Even a bona fide mind reader should, theoreticéithg nothing regarding the mystical experience
that was explainable to his fellows upon peerirtg ithe mystic’s brain, if the experience were truly
ineffable. The mind reader, too, ought to be strdwkab if the mind-reading procedure were a success.
10Which, in turn, reminds us of Wittgenstein's pimgl and somewhat self-defeating, intolerance
regarding metaphysics.
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mystic is not necessarily an authoritarian figure(gh, of course, she is capable of
being one), and indeed may often find herself am whong end of authoritarian

practices. Hannah Arendt reminds us that

speech is what makes man a political being...whatexar do or know or experience can make
sense only to the extent that it can be spokentabbere may be truths beyond speech, and
they may be of great relevance to man in the sargthat is, to man in so far as he is not a
political being, whatever else he may'fe.

Thus the singular possessor of (conceptually otiegantly) ineffable knowledge, the
mystic as epistemic hermit—is on Arendt’s accounapolitical being, and not in any
position to exercise authoritarian control (excepr herself, perhaps, in the sense that
she may attempt to achieve some modicum of seltengs Jan Patocka, too, sees the
mystic, insofar as she is immersed in her mysecgleriences, as unconcerned with
power, and instead a willing subject to be ruledtly contents of her experiences:
“...we experience the world not only as the regionvbht is in our power but also as
what opens itself to usf itselfand, as experience...is then capable of penetratidg
transforming our life. 2> Of course, if the mystic always sought only teerhérself, or

to be ruled by her own experiences, then mystieiwmld not, properly understood, be
a valid subject for political philosophy. Howevers, and this is largely due to the

efforts of mystagogues to politicize the mystital.

151 Arendt, pp. 3-4.

152 Jan Patocka, “Is Technological Civilization Deaatleand Why?”, inHeretical Essays in the
Philosophy of HistoryErazim Kohak, trans., James Dodd, ed. (ChicagenCCourt, 1996), p. 99.

133 Adorno has done important philosophical work ore thuthoritarian character of political
mystagoguery. However, before | open my explicatibhis work, | must note here that some think that
Adorno has mistaken his favorite targets of cstici—all astrologists, and the fascist that most giqu
him, Hitler—for mystics, when they are perhaps nghtly described as such. Ninian Smart warns us
that

a mystical experience is one which is reported Inyaas of persons generally referred to as
‘mystics'—such men as Eckhart, St. John of the €r&¥otinus, the Buddha, Sankara, and so
on. Such men are characterized by spiritualityaswbticism and pursue a certain method. Thus
we do not wish to call Hitler or astrologers mystin this sense nor their doctrines mystical.
[Smart, p. 55]
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3.2: Politicizing the Mystical

We turn now to the subject hinted at in the epigrap Weber at the beginning
of this chapter: how the mystic may become a mysgag, and how that potentiality
raises political concerns surrounding mysticismegalhy. First, however, we will look
at the archetypal mystagogue (the politically actiwystic) more closely, and examine
how she has been an equally suspect figure for pottiical philosophers and
epistemologists. Epistemologists distrust the aitthof the mystagogue because she
is unable to offer evidence (or other forms ofificsttion) for her claims to knowledge,
and political philosophers distrust the mystagobaeause she answers to no other
human: the wellspring of her political legitimacg ian otherworldly source,
inaccessible to the vast majority of her fellowkeTystic gathers her knowledge from
a complete surrender to a particular kind of exttemary experience, presumably
delivered from divine or transcendental sourcesthen form of a revelation which
remains unmediated by reason. In her incarnatianyatagogue, the mystic attempts
to find a political or pedagogical correlate to personal act of surrender to experience,
in the form of her audience’s irrational surrentteher mystical authority. Thus, the

figure of the mystagogue can be theoretically lohk@all manner of undemocratic and

Adorno has thus erred, by Smart’s lights, in desiigig mysticism as a heading under which all veaset
of irrationalism can be listed. But who is Smartlamy that Hitler might have had mystical experémc
or any astrologers for that matter? | believe thatshould allow Adorno his designation of Hitledan
astrologers as mystics; assuming that he is usiagdrm ‘mystic’ in a similar manner to the way |
employ it throughout this work—as a philosophicalreetype, and not as a theistic one; i.e., théods
not necessarily accurately track to the practideeng particular ‘real’ mystics, and is ‘religioyshnd
theologically neutral’ in Nielsen's sense.



Christopher Yorke 81

authoritarian systems of governmémtThe portrayal most frequently sketched of the
mystagogue is less than flattering: she is genesakén as one part charlatan (because
she cannot justify her knowledge to others), ong damagogue (because in the
absence of sound justification for her beliefs, shast resort to extra-rational
techniques of persuading the masses, such as rmobaead propaganda, to gain a
following).

Adorno, who makes explicit links between occultiand fascism in his essay
“Theses Against Occultism”, bluntly states that tOkism is the metaphysic of
dunces.**® Presumably, what Adorno means here is that whtlelligent people can
be seduced by an empty philosophy, such as a gaulgiuttered metaphysical system,
only someone truly unintelligent would be seducedskraight-faced tales of the
supernatural, which the mystical experience isroftategorized as° Adorno thus
begs the question with regard to his appraisat@piossibility of mystical knowledge:
to him, it is a confidence game, and a facile ané)at; one which only those possessed
of the lowest sensibilities could succumb to. bl not, then, be surprising to learn
that Adorno believes that “astrologists and spaligis do not so much solve problems
as remove them by crude premisses from all pogsyitf solution.”*” Adorno’s
spiritualist, presumably a type of mystic who claikknowledge from beyond, can

seemingly only tack on a mythology to explain hdwsi that she ‘knows’ certain

%4 This stereotyping might have to do with the Wastéperal tradition of maintaining a separation
between church and state (although, as mentioredqusly, there can be mystagogues of non-religious
varieties). It is more likely, though, that the Womystagogue’ is being associated with the fascist
political leaders of the mid-twentieth century, redowith their racial mythologies. As noted above,
Ninian Smart has argued against designating sgohes as mystics, as they fail to embody his daiter

be considered as such (see Smart, p. 55). Howthisrhas not prevented the association from often
being made.

155 Adorno, The Stars Down to Earip. 130.

%6 Of course, as | pointed out in Chapter 1, thantiibn between the mystical and the metaphysial i
sometimes not so easy to draw—the two are, in stawes, identical.
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things—say, about how the heavenly bodies dictaddtes of men, or how the dead
can communicate with the living—and cannot decigivesolve issues scientifically.
In other words, the mystic must use metaphor tée@xgertain concepts or phenomena,
those which she presumably takes to be outsidprtper domain of science (with the
arguable exception of the discipline of parapsyobg] whose status as a valid
scientific pursuit is contested). But to relocatetain issues from the domain of science
into the domain of the mystical, in itself, shouldt be seen as objectionable: let us
remember that Wittgenstein’s dissolution of philgdsical problems through
reclassifying them as misuses of language constitat very similar type of move.
Sometimes, it is appropriate and productive to gkathe framework of analysis.
Admittedly, the kinds of problems that astrologyucons address are the kinds of
personal or existential crises that science pugdbrtcannot help us with—problems
such as how to prepare for a big meeting, or whisrthe right time to ask someone out
on a date. Popper admits that “[nJo amount of pisysiill tell a scientist that it is the
right thing for him to construct a plough, or amagane, or an atomic bomb. Ends
must be adopted by him; and what he dp@sscientist is only to construct means by
which these ends can be realizéd®Even scientists, presumably, need ethical
guidance and political leadership in their livesidAwhere should these come from, if
science is no guide? Mightn't the scientist, in pisvate hours, also find some

plausibility in the metaphysics of the occult andhe words of the mystagogde®

157 Adorno, The Stars Down to Earfip. 131.

158 popperConjectures and Refutations. 359.

159 popper rightly observes that “...there is no ratianathod for determining the ultimate aim, but, if
anything, some kind of intuition.” (PoppeBpen Societyp. 158) Surely this holds equally for the
overarching goals that guide peoples lives, as aglhe overarching goals that give society a enhifi
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3.3: The Mystagogue as Authoritarian

It is when a contemplative mystic (who may nonetkgl possess political
ambitions) senses that her audience finds her sltarbe plausible and/or trustworthy,
and are greatly influenced by her, that the tengotaio mystagoguery arises. If this
temptation is strong enough, or if the mystic’s sios is felt to be important enough
(by herself and/or others), then the mystic turnsnfa largely epistemic figure into a
largely political figure, the mystagogd€’ Indeed, with the mystagogue’s speech
couched in vague evaluative terms, or image-ladetapmor, and with the justificatory
bases of her beliefs necessarily obscured (orydfadsiified, in the case of a faker), the
mystagogue’s conclusions may seem unassailablatlmnal means, and cloaked in
supernatural authority (and this may, in fact, kactly the intended effect). Listeners
may perhaps be charmed or intimidated by the mggiag, and in this way, conversing
with mystagogues might lead to instances of thevitehhment of our intelligence by
means of language” that Wittgenstein spok&bf.

The mystagogue is one who, like the utopian (whbeiis sometimes confused
with), hopes to create a better world (where “béttethis case may simply mean more

accepting of her mystical knowledge or more redpect mystical practices generally).

paradigm to strive towards. One would hope thdidth cases, the violence that Popper fears will be
forthcoming from that lack of rational method candyvoided, or at least mitigated.
180 Max Weber writes of the charismatic authority:

If they recognize him, he is their master—so losgha knows how to maintain recognition
through ‘proving’ himself. But he does not derivs hight’ from their will, in the manner of an
election. Rather, the reverse holds: it is di¢y of those to whom he addresses his mission to
recognize him as their charismatically qualifiedder.

[Weber,On Charisma and Institution Building. 20]

This is very nearly identical to the picture of thgstagogue that has been painted by many theessts
irrational political figure whose conduct and leeékuccess is not rationally, but rather charigradly,
determined.
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As noted above, when the mystagogue addressesidents or disciples, she can only
refer to the extraordinary or supernatural natureher mystical experience and
(possibly) resultant knowledge as the basis of gaditical authority, and thus her
recommendations or commands ostensibly issue frdimansion, state, or entity that
is transcendent in some regard. Audiences may relgreto such “dictates from
beyond” primarily as the result of extending blitdist to the mystagogue, and
dogmatically ignoring all epistemic instincts thand towards doubt.

The most certain route to the suppression of dault rigorous program of
indoctrination, wherein the “basic assumption[dpvbhalready been established” by a
system of propagand& Adorno, for one, sees such a system of propagainaark in
the seemingly innocuous act of reading one’s hamsén the newspaper. He claims
that “such messages combine irrationality (in ashmas they aim at blind acceptance
and presuppose unconscious anger in the consuametsationality (in as much as they
deal with more or less practical everyday probléonsvhich they pretend to offer the
most helpful answer)” into a kind of “...‘pseudo-@tality,” [a] twilight zone between
reason and unconscious urgé¥"Reading one’s horoscope, (or having one’s palm
read, etc.), is seen as a primer for irrational @soof thought because one disengages
one’s critical faculties during such activities,datrusts that the mystical diviner is
doing all the esoteric “work” for oneself. Adornmmoplains that because *“the
mechanics of the astrological system are neveirgidiand the readers are presented

with only the alleged results of astrological reasg in which the reader does not

181 wittgenstein)nvestigations§ 109.

82 Noam ChomskyNecessary lllusions: Thought Control in Democraiacieties(Montréal: CBC
Enterprises, 1989), p. 48.

163 Adorno, The Stars Down to Eartipp. 38—39.
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participate™:®* the reader has no choice but to either passivalgp the astrologer's

advice, or to disregard it entirely. This breeds/ith me or against me” attitude which
is the beginning of a break with rational politie#titudes, and a towards a social milieu
wherein intellectual sloth is rewarded by increnaéigtincreasing degrees of irrational
reinforcement.

Like a contemporary Wizard of Oz, Adorno’s astr@p@uthoritarian (surely
an exaggerated bogeyman, but nonetheless troulaimgot afford to let her reader in
on her techniques of divination, for fear of shogvlrow subjective and threadbare the
grounds of her knowledge actually are, and thugigaly disempowering herself.
“Pulling back the curtain”, so to speak, and petimgt frank discourse with her
adherents, could lead only to their utter disenthant with her methods. Ironically
enough, the promise of eventually being “let inthe source of mystical knowledge is
one of the most potent sources of the mystagogymgeal to her followers, who aspire
to be “treated as one of the elite who deserventwkthe lurid mysteries hidden from
outsiders.*® The mystagogue, then, can only maintain her holdroaudience insofar
as she can keep them interested in what she saystso interested that she is pressed
to reveal any of her secrets.

The mystagogue, because her knowledge is beyondetwh of epistemic
verifiability or falsifiability, lacks a system @pistemic accountability and moderation
outside of the trust of others. Because of thig theoretically there is nothing that can
function to keep her knowledge from transmuting iatithoritarian claims, except her
audience’s withdrawal of their trust and suppotte politics of the mystagogue are all

or nothing—either we believe her claims or we do..nm the absence of proof we

%4 1bid, p. 36.
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must take them, or leave them, on the criteriaudttdiscussed previously, or in the
absence of clear indication from these, little mban our gut feelings. Thus politically,
the mystagogue either succeeds completely, ordaitgpletely, in winning the faith of
her audience—there is rarely a middle ground t@a¢to. The binary political destiny
of the mystagogue is either full concealment (nfigstiion; political success), or full
exposure (demystification; political failure). Alf this political potential stands or falls

on whether her audience generally trusts or distiusr words.

1% |bid, p. 164.
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Conclusion

The End of Intellectual Heroism:

Saying the Ineffable

Wittgenstein writes of private language that “[wge it were turned a knob
which looked as if it could be used to turn on sqrag of the machine; but it was a
mere ornament, not connected with the mechanisail.at°®® | have tried to argue
throughout this work that the ‘knob’ of private tarage should be reattached to the
conceptual mechanisms of philosophy; for it is ol that political and
metaphilosophical machinery are already being mdwethe practical application of
so-called ‘ineffable’ knowledge in the form of gatal mystagoguery. If we refuse to
acknowledge its connection to our language-gamesgamnot come to terms with it
conceptually, nor expect to exert any control ater

Although the mystic is allegedly unable to direallgscribe the source of her
knowledge, she can (at least) express it indirestigetaphorical terms—that is to say,
she may express her mystical experiences in tefnogher, more easily accessible,
experiences that others can relate to. For an eeamhpow metaphor may be typically
deployed in a conversation between a mystic anoshanmystic, let us pick up Mr. B’s

conversation with Mr. A where it left off (in Chagnt2):

18 wittgenstein,Investigations § 270. In § 271, Wittgenstein continues: “Hemhbuld like to say: a
wheel that can be turned though nothing else maafixsit, is not part of the mechanism.”
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A: | had a mystical experience, wherein | saw dmefof God.
B: Did he have a moustache?

Here Mr. B has made the mistake of taking Mr. Alttaally, and (perhaps he has done
so because) Mr. A has made the mistake of makisgngtaphor too concrete. The
success of our coming to understand what the miyatido tell us relies on giving her a
charitable and open ear, plus a fair bit of intetipe luck, and an appropriate choice of
metaphor on the mystic’s part. Let us presume ttiatfalse start here did not ruffle
either Mr. A or Mr. B, and that their conversaticarried on in the following amicable
fashion:

A: Well, there was no actual fager se But it waslike staring God in the face, if you can
imagine such a thing. | felt a presence, and theas like a bright light was turned on
in my mind.

The mystic now makes his description less abstaaet,so his listener is less prone to
take him wrongly. Let us continue...

B: Was it like the sensation you get when you a&rat a state of greater mental clarity, or have
a good idea?

A: No, it was more like when you stare at the soahien, when you close your eyes, there is an
equally bright afterimage that you can’t ignorg,as you might. Butfeltit more than
saw it, or | “saw” itby feeling it.

This is perhaps the only instance of our being gadan a productive discourse
with Mr. A so far. He is groping here, trying thegb he can to describe something that
is, at its root, purportedly ineffable. A genuiriog is being made, for the first time, to
describe the experience itself in good faith. T&i®rtegean intellectual heroism at its
finest. It is because there is no perfect languagejanguage that is capable of
capturing the world in all of its nuances and amltig(and perhaps no persons capable
of mastering such a language, were it conceptyadlysible for it to exist) that
intellectual heroism is necessitated in this chaek of clarity is a regrettable feature of

language use, but it is something that we canaat lgttempt to ameliorate.
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And here we come to a most important point. Pestia@reader has, throughout
this work, noticed my lack of commitment to the cept of the ineffable. This is
because | believe that the ‘strictly ineffableaised herring—that there is nothing that
is epistemically, conceptuallwy priori, ineffable. Wittgenstein needs the ineffable to
round out his ontology, the mystic needs the if@ffato evade unwanted
socio-political scrutiny, and the mystagogue negbddneffable to sustain her political
influence. But what actually is non-contingentlgnceptually ineffable? Here | would
say nothing is. There are some things that are mhiffieult to say than others—the
taste of a lemon, for example, is clearly moreiclitt to describe than the amount of
money in a bank account—~btltere is nothing thatonceptually prevents us from
attempting to describe what is difficult to deserth’ We are, perhaps, just being
obscurantist when we call upon the ineffable to @ednversation that we believe will
take too much effort to properly resolve. The noatiexperience is, perhaps, the
closest we can come to the descriptive limits nfleage. But this does not mean that
the borders of what we currently take to be ind&aannot be pushed back, over time,
through the inventive employment of language. Tlystio, here, serves the important

function of challenging language to develop, tonge to adapt to novel human

" Here, Smart and | again part ways. He claims that:

In saying that bliss or rapture is indescribalilés hot being claimed that it is very curious and
unfamiliar, in the sense that it is very veérgrd to describe it, so hard that one cannot, as a
matter of fact, succeed...[iJt would only be likegifithere were some mental image which one
had in attaining such a feeling of bliss. But...tyig the mystic not only does not perceive his
surroundings (does not, that is, have any ‘extepwkeptions), but does not have any mental
images, and is not engaged in working out a prob&tm..

[Smart, pp. 70-1]

To this | would respond that the mystical expereepresumably ‘starts off’ in ordinary empirical
experience—and so, there must be something compu#iie and describable in the process that leads
to the blissful state...one must remember part ofdbeney to ‘becoming blissful’. This, at leastndae
recorded and analyzed. The same, presumably, ghippossible for the blissful experience itsetfda
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experiences that need to be linguistically accalifie, if language is to satisfactorily
serve its social function for which we use it.

The trick here is not to overly fetishize the itgetual heroism of the mystic
experient, while at the same time retaining an epption of her unique and
disadvantageous epistemic and socio-political peedent, which we may seek to
improve. My aim is to avoid both extremes: to neitpauperize nor panegyrize the
mystic, but to seek a middle road, one that reteespect for the mystic but refrains
from her lionization. A remark by B. F. Skinner goantly captures my sentiment:
“We may mourn the passing of heroes but not thelitioms which make for heroism.
We can spare the self-made saint or sage as we sgalaundress on the river’s bank
struggling against fearful odds to achieve cleas#n® Skinner is here talking about
attempts to set up improved social conditions,thetdilemma of the mystic, nor the
differing metaphilosophical approaches we consiiegglier on in this work, although
his words ring equally true for both of these ai. Widney reflect the manner in which |
hope to dispose of our extremist stereotypes ofntlystic. They also reveal that
Ortega’s picture of philosophy as “intellectual ¢iem”, as well as the
Wittgenstein-inspired picture of philosophy as &leg-lady”’ of the sciences, are
ultimately disposable metaphilosophical paradigrasegated by the limitations of
language, breaths to be expelled from the lungshdbsophy once they have served
their purpose. The limits of language can themsebgeanalyzed and stretched further
and further into the realm of what was once comsdiémystical” and ineffable.

Intellectual barriers, and the heroism requirecbvercome them, are symptoms of

the inevitable transitioning from the blissful exipace back to the realm of ordinary empirical
experience that must follow, as well.
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epistemic inefficiency and wasted effort; not sdmired, in the end, to be glorifie§®
Heroism, thus understood, is a simply a necesdap/ tewards a post-heroic world
wherein heroism is no longer required.

Additionally, political benefits may redound to whken human experiences (of
which mystical experiences are presumably a sulasetfescribed in a satisfactory
manner. Others can relate to the well-describedmamqce, and say “Yes, just so!” or I
felt like that once, too.” This is, in a roundabauaty, indirect proof of other minds: that
an experience that | once thought to be uniqueysethalone, turns out to actually also
partially constitute someone else’s experientialdis well; and thus we two are akin in
an important regard. The opposite can occur, tbaoarse—others may find our
experiences to be alienating, threatening, or raugeto themselves, in which case we
may have made a political enemy by sharing our ieipees with them. Both of these
reactions—attraction and repulsion—are, howevegfepable to a political or
epistemic solipsism wherein a monologic experiaunts sole value on her personal
experiences and worldviews, remaining unmoved lgdhof others. The mystic, to
avoid the charge of solipsism, must at least atteémgive an account of the exotic
experiential states she encounters, so that ottarsnveigh the plausibility of their
accounts. Again, we can see the role of the mgstiexperiential pioneer in a positive

light, and not as a threat to be preemptively édited. In turn, we must not

188 B, F. Skinner, “Freedom and the Control of MenUitopia. George Kateb, ed. (New York: Atherton
Press, 1971), p. 73.

189 Skinner, “Freedom and the Control of Men”, p. e might say that the child whose education has
been skillfully planned has been deprived of tlghtrito intellectual heroism.” On the face of itchu
complaints are unjustified, unless we wish to arg¢iugt additional obstacles and impediments to
education are good in and of themselves (and psriiapse might be seen by some radical
anti-Skinnerians as more important than the cordétite education itself). But, as Skinner rhetaltic
puts it, can we reasonably “reject such a systeth@grounds that in making all students excellgmds
made them alike?” (Skinner, “Freedom and the CdoutrMen”, p. 69)
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unnecessarily foist discourse upon the mystic, thsadvantaging her or encroaching
upon her sphere of privacy.

We may respectfully attempt to invite the mystiatalogue, in order to come
closer to understanding the supra-linguistic baker purported knowledge, and even
make some progress in this direction, though we meayer arrive at the ideal
destination of full mystical understanding. In thvsy, we may come to eventually
normalize what we now take to be ‘supra-normal’ haraxperience without maligning
its disciples. Again, we must consider the possyithat the mystic might not actually
want to be understood. This is acceptable, as &snthe mystic does not claim that
mystical knowledge counts for more than other tygfdenowledge dd’®

What must, crucially, be remembered, is that ndetype of knowledge
acquisition isa priori ‘better’ than any other’* Popper concurs here, that “there are all
kinds of sources of our knowledge; buine has authority:’? This dictum applies

equally to scientific knowledge, and its supposgaksiority to mystical knowledge on

the grounds of its purported objectivity.

10 Smart calls it “jumping scales” when one technigieknowledge acquisition is claimed to be
superior to all others—lending extra weight to Kmowledge claims generated within its specialized
framework, wherein these takes on an exaggeragadisance, and then treating them as if they vadre
universal value—even in contexts wherein such kedgé claims may be inapplicable or regarded as
nonsense (Smart, p. 134).

1 Mysticism might thus fruitfully coexist alongsidé scientism and utopianism, so long as none of
these were held to be a universally applicableteislogical or political system, with their knowtgsl
claims ranged hierarchically over all others; saglas no ‘scale-jumping’ is attempted, in otheradgor
Occasional crossovers between the various archetfdenowledge acquisition might even be expected
under such circumstances, and | see no reasorsitaisdi out of hand the notion that novel types of
knowledge might emerge from such hybridizationsr lexample, a utopic-scientistic blend of
politico-epistemic approach seems like a fruitfubination that would not be theoretically incotesis.
Ideal thinking sets the goal, in this case, andtpal technology delivers us there. (This seemieo
instantiated, for example, in the Skinnerian liféheorizing.)

172 popperConjectures and Refutations. 24.
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