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INTRODUCTION

HIS WORK DOES not attempt a system of mystical

philosophy. It does endeavor, however, to put emphasis upon

those principles which are necessary to true mysticism. All of
the traditional, mystical philosophies have certain common objectives.
It is, therefore, these ends which we can say constitute true mysticism.
In the study of such systems we find certain principles which persist,
and are, in fact, the skeletal structure of the whole thought. Their
continuity, or order of progression is not always the same, nor is the
manner of their presentation. The systems deviate from each other
principally by the interspersion of opposing dogma.

I venture the opinion that the chaff of mysticism is this dogma. It
is often the result of some ardent exponent of mystical philosophy
having tried to enarge upon the basic and slowly evolved mystical
truths. Since an air of reverence has settled as a mantle upon some
of the older mystical philosophies, it has often been considered a
sacrilege to amputate the offending dogma. It remains not only to
plague the student with confusion and to try his patience, but also to
place mysticism in an unfavorable public light.

Much of the adverse criticism that mysticism has received,
especially in modem times, has been inspired by religious sectarianism.
The weaknesses of human nature—envy, jealousy, and hatred— are
reflected in even what purports to be noble human endeavor, such as
the promulgation of religion. Therefore, misguided religious zealots
have believed it their duty to attack and stamp out any thought deviating
from their own. Mysticism has long been their target. It will continue
to be no matter how pristine its perceptions.

There are, however, those who do not harbor prejudices against
mysticism, who are, in fact, searching for what it offers. Yet, they are
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discouraged by the chaff in many of the mystical systems. If one
whose consciousness is ready to embrace mysticism can be made by
this work to recognize true mystical precepts from chaff, then this
book will have accomplished its purpose.

The author is not so presumptuous as to imply that what is contained
herein constitutes all the basic mystical conceptions. As an officer of
the Rosicrucian Order, A.M.O.R.C., the author has been in direct
contact for over two decades with thousands of students of mysticism
throughout the world. In his opinion, the success that students have
had, or their lack of it, has often depended upon the degree of their
understanding of the mystical precepts presented in these pages. It is
for this reason alone that these precepts were selected.

It will be noted that some chapters are devoted to subjects which
have no mystical content. To reach any objective, knowing what not to do
is often as important as what to do. Therefore, the pitfalls of mysticism
are likewise delineated. To effect this purpose, the book is divided into
four parts.

Part One concerns the Mystzeries. By “Mysteries,” we mean those vital
experiences of life which, upon first contact, seem inexplicable. The
fact that they so forcefully move us and appear so mystifying often
results in one of two courses of action. Either the individual tries to
escape such realities and thereby disassociates himself from the realm
of normal living, or he counters them with superstitions—beliefs
which make him a slave to fears. The first part of this book, then, is
one of orientation; it is an honest gaze into the mirror of life which
reflects ourselves and our relationship to existence.

Part Two could be termed: the Technigue. 1t consists, as related, of
those principal practices by which the mystical state could be attained.
Part Three is the negative aspect; it contains an admonishment as to
what not to do, and what not to think. As every diligent student knows,
the boundaries of mysticism, occultism, hermeticism, and metaphysics
have frequently been allowed to overlap. It is only when a student has
gone quite far in one direction that he sometimes discovers that he
should have turned to the right or to the left long before, for that
which he really seeks.

_8__



Part Three undertakes to define the boundaries between these
various subjects. It also attempts to outline the obstacles, the pitfalls
that the student may expect to encounter. We spoke of chaff amidst
the kernels of mystical truth. This part of the book refers to the
harmful qualities of this chaff and how they may be combated. Part
Four endeavors to evaluate the mystical life by enumerating what the
successful aspirant will acquire as the result of his labors. It does not
merely hold them up as ends, but attempts a definition of what is
almost beyond description. Those who attain these ends may not agree
with the positive content the author has assigned to them, for, after all,
they are a personal experience. However, I believe that the reader will
concur with the author in what these ends of mysticism should not
consist.

The definitions have been offered to prevent the mystical aspirant
from disillusioning himself by falsely imagining such attainment as
would cause him to discontinue further progress. Too many students
have abandoned mystical pursuits only because that which they thought
was the genuine gem of attainment had eventually lost its luster. The
true must be distinguished from the false. The real mystical state is
always realized as such. However, if the false is not known in advance
for what it is, it may arrest the expansion of consciousness until its
inimical quality is realized.

Ralph M. Lewis

May 1, 1947



PART ONE

The Mysteries
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Chapter I

THE MYSTICAL LIFE

N THE MACHINE world, efficiency is said to consist of the
I co-ordination of all of the parts of a machine for some effectual

purpose. An efficient complex machine consisting of gears, shafts,
pistons, and driving wheels must have each of these parts not only
operate or be in motion, but they must also function for the purpose
for which the machine was created. The efficiency of the machine
consists in each part contributing to the whole, doing something
for which the machine was brought into existence; otherwise, if the
machine merely runs, if it merely operates and accomplishes nothing,
it is a waste of the energy of the mind of the designer and of all of
the minds that have contributed to its construction. It is also a waste
of the valuable material of which the machine is composed.

Now if such is true in the machine world, it is more so in our
individual lives. In living, then, efficiency consists of the application of
our lives to some Cosmic purpose to justify our existence. Presuming
that each one of us is a machine, it is not sufficient that we be healthy
machines or that organically our function is correct, or that we have
and maintain plenty of energy and vitality (or pep, as it is commonly
called), but that all of these things be used for a mission, for an end
which we were individually created to serve.

Consequently, an aspect of living, and one which is overlooked by
most persons, is the mystical life. The mystical life provides the reason
why we live. The mystical life determines the cause of our individual
lives and the use to which we should put our bodies and our animal
vitality and magnetism. The mystical life, like the physical life, requires
certain preparation. If we must study the rules of diet, if we must



study hygiene, if we must know the rudiments of good health to be
healthy and physically normal, certainly we should give some thought
and consideration to the mystical side of our existence as well. We
must also prepare for it in an intelligent manner.

Perhaps the first requisite in preparing for the mystical life is to
discard all of the popular conceptions as to what a mystic should be.
The mystic is not one who fits into an objective pattern. He cannot be
“typed”; that is, he has no characteristic role like Santa Claus or Father
Time. The mystic is one who adopts a particular attitude of mind. Like
everyone who has a noble ideal, he doesn’t always have indications of
it on his person.

The mystic is a man—that is, he is of the species Homo sapiens—
like the rest of us. Consequently he is very much a mortal, subject at
times to all of the foibles and temptations of a human. He naturally
has all of the physical variations to be seen in any passing throng of
people. Further, the mystical life has no racial roots. Asiatic blood
can bring forth no greater mystics than can the blood which flows
through the veins of an Occidental. It is likewise an illusion to think
that geographical location stimulates the mystical attitude of mind.
There is no especial atmosphere in Tibet, Egypt, China, or India,
which imbues all who merely reside in it, with mystical attributes. Like
gold, the elements of mysticism are wherever you find them —that is,
wherever you come to experience them.

It is well to add that the attributes of mysticism are not necessarily
inherited. The fundamental qualities are latent within every individual—
in some persons they might produce an orthodox religionist, actually
unsympathetic toward the doctrines of mysticism. The rather unique
comprehension of life, which a mystic is said to have, is not a Cosmic
endowment.

Simply put, the mystical attitude of mind which is displayed is not
a divine conception. The mystic is one who is evolved, he must use
the faculties which he has, and awaken the latent qualities and direct
them in that channel which constitutes the mystical attitude of mind.
The mystical approach to life is not a mysterious mantle that descends
upon an individual and sets him off, by intention, from other men.



In an intentional approach to the mystical life, therefore, it is first
necessary to rid our minds of all prepossessions and predispositions,
of the opinions we have formed, the conclusions we have arrived at
arbitrarily, and especially by way of hearsay. We must mentally disrobe,
remove the cloak of custom which we unconsciously had wrapped
about ourselves more firmly each year. We must free our minds of
all such encumbrances and be prepared to accept only those things
which, as the famous philosopher Descartes said, arouse within us an
intuitive acceptance of them, a feeling that they are true and constitute
real knowledge.

Francis Bacon, eminent philosopher and, we might say, father of
our present method of science, adopted this method in arriving at
scientific facts. He stated that man should rid his mind of its ido/s, of
the things which we have wrongly built up in our minds out of fancy,
out of suppositions, the idols of tradition, the things which we accept
because they have been handed down, or because they have merely the
authority of age to support them. We must approach life as though
stepping from a dark chamber into a lighted one for the first time,
without any anticipation or expectation as to what we are to see or
hear, and then subject each experience to our own analysis, not colored
with the analyses of others. The person who really wishes to approach
the mystical life in a frank manner, with the hope of then being able
to govern himself properly, must not be a coward. He must not fear
public opinion. He must not hesitate to oppose or challenge tradition.

Have you ever stopped to realize what the real value or worth of
tradition is? when it is a benefit to man and when it is a hindrance?
Traditions are like rungs of a ladder. They represent the elevation of
man. They are intended to prevent him from slipping backward, but
they are nof intended to hold man back. Whenever a tradition holds
you fast, so that you cannot raise yourself to the next rung, it then
becomes a hindrance. We should look upon traditions as signs of
encouragement; we should find in them a satisfaction because of the
advancement that man has made. We should take from tradition the
best that it has to offer, and build upon it. It is necessary, therefore,
that each of us take the traditions of the day and subject them to
a personal examination to see, so far as we are concerned, why it is
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necessary that they should be abided by. If we can improve on the
traditions, we should do so. If we cannot, we must not relinquish them
unless they prove to be of no further value.

Humans are possessed of reason, a faculty found also in lower
animals besides man, and we must employ that reason. We must not
be like children and accept conditions and circumstances merely on
faith alone; we must weigh them. The man or woman who does not
employ this power of reason, has not advanced beyond the child of
ten. In fact, it is safe to say that such persons have not advanced much
beyond a chimpanzee, which instinctively reacts to its environment as
a small child will, not knowing why it does so, or without even being
concerned with the reason.

In our considerations of the mystical life we must begin with man,
simply because there is nothing more intimate, nothing to which
you are more closely related, nothing that you can feel so strongly
or analyze so carefully, as yourself. Why begin with an analysis or an
examination of the universe around you? with the planets overhead, or
the other cosmic bodies, or the universal laws, or with reality generally?
All things outside yourself are measured, after all, in terms of their
value or relationship to you. The things you see, hear, feel, taste, and
smell 7zay have existence outside yourself, but the form in which they
are realized and the manner in which you react to them depend on
your interpretation of them and your sense qualities. Therefore, since
you measure by yourself these things that are outside yourself, it is best
that you start with yourself.

In beginning with man, you must realize that man alone is not
Divine. It is in one sense unfortunate that almost all religions and
philosophies have built up the impression of the Divine nature of
man so strongly that in the minds of many people today, all things
apart from what they term #he soul of man, are declared vulgar, as
hardly worth the consideration of thought, except as we need them
for our existence. But such a concept is an injustice to the Infinite
Intelligence who conceived all. In the first place, it must be reasoned
and realized that the multitude of things which exist apart from what
is stated to be man’s soul, are not of man’s creation, and are not the
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result of effort of his mind. Consequently, they must necessarily be
from that same Source, that same Infinite Source from which all things
come. Therefore, everything of which we have cognizance is by that
reasoning of a Divine Source.

It is also unfortunate that some persons refer to the acts of animals
and of some types of beings, human beings, as ungodly. In each thing
which has existence there is instilled its function, and, while it has
that particular type of existence in its process of development, that
function is natural to it and is not ungodly. Can we damn or condemn
a barbaric people to oblivion because they conduct themselves and
their lives in a manner which is in accordance with the intelligence
which is theirs? Are they to be considered as any less Divine in nature
because they have not the ability to distinguish between the right and
wrong which we have conceived by virtue of a greater intelligence
and a more advanced state? Would we like to think of ourselves as
being considered profane, vulgar, and ungodly by a civilization of a
thousand years hence, because our acts today will fall short of their
attainments? Would not our plea be that we acted in accordance with
the best of which our nature was composed and of what constituted
our inner intelligence? No being is ungodly unless it can be shown that
he has the ability to ascertain the difference between right and wrong
and hen acts wrongly. Therefore, each class of people today, each race
of people, must be measured by its state of advancement and found
guilty by that measurement alone.

One of the Neoplatonic philosophers, the mystic philosophers
before the Renaissance of the Middle Ages, declared that man has
been given will only so that he may choose the right course of action,
so that he may follow what he understands to be right and to be good.
Man is found to be guilty only when he directs that will in opposition
to his understanding of what is good and what is wrong. So, when we
approach the mystical life and begin with man, we look upon all things
as Divine, because they emanate from the same source, and no being
is ungodly unless we are in a position to point out that he has directed
his will in opposition to what he knows is best and proper.
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According to Islamic mysticism, or the mysticism of the
Mohammedans—which, incidentally, is a highly organized and
inspiring system of instruction—there are three stages of the mystical
life. Certain aspects are veiled in the beginning and in the middle. In the
beginning period, external things, the things of the world, and temporal
interests so occupy the consciousness, according to Islamic mysticism,
that the inner sense, or God, is veiled from the consciousness. Man
then has little concern for the spiritual values of the Divine impulses.
Later, in the middle period of existence, a transition occurs. The
world becomes veiled because man has a sudden awakening, He has
realization of his spiritual nature, and he takes such a delight in it
that he adjusts his whole thought and living in accordance with this
newfound and newly realized experience. He is inclined to neglect
practical living, the realities of his everyday world, and so the veil again
comes before his consciousness. This middle period of the mystical
life is called by the Islamic mystics the period of intoxication. 1t is a
period of spiritual ecstasies, an afflatus, when the consciousness takes
wing and transcends all worldly interests, sometimes to the detriment
of its welfare.

In the final stage of the mystical life, however, the created things,
the things of the world, no longer veil God from the consciousness
of the mystic. He is quite aware of the nature of God, but also his
realization of God no longer veils his consciousness of worldly things.
God is seen as the creator, and the universe as created things. In other
words, in the final stage of the mystic’s life a balance is struck and man
has an equal appreciation of the law and the manifestation of the law.
This final stage of the mystical life is appropriately called sobriety, by
Islamic mystics. It is the soberness of understanding, the temperance
of understanding. It is neither the extreme objective consciousness nor
the extreme of Divine Consciousness.

Traditional mysticism may be reduced to these fundamental
principles: the soul is the spiritual self of man; the soul is part of a
universal soul, a soul which permeates the entire universe. That soul is
God. The material world and the physical body are the negative side of
this positive, absolute soul, or God, which permeates the universe—a
sort of imperfection, a falling off from the goodness; and when the

16—



soul is embodied in a physical form or body, man as a unity of both
soul and body is not perfect. The body, the material, must be brought
into harmony with the soul, the immaterial. Man will be confined to a
body, in various lives, as long as he permits the temptations, the desires
and appetites to dominate his nature. He must struggle to overcome
them, to suppress them, to give himself over entirely to those spiritual
urges within his own nature; these urges are the dictates of conscience
which finds its expression in ethical, moral, and religious conduct.

Modem mysticism which is based upon these old fundamental
principles does not state that the material body and the physical,
mundane world are without foundation or existence, that they are
nonentities, non-beings or evil. It does state that they are unreliable and
that we cannot perceive their true nature. They constantly change, as
do the senses of man, and may not be tomorrow as we perceive them
today. Therefore, no credence should be given to their manifestations.
Modern mysticism recognizes them, however, as part of the universal
plan but imperfect—that is, less comprehensive in contrast to the mind
ot the intelligence of God, the Absolute.

A study and an examination into this material, mundane world is
advocated, so that man may try within his limited power to regulate it,
to prevent it from controlling or dominating him. Mysticism advocates
intensive study and learning, so that man may know the relationship
of this mundane, material, imperfect phase to the perfect absolute, or
God. Thus, modern mysticism declares that there is a duality of the
universe in effect, but that in essence it is oze. All things are of that one,
although there are stages of its perfection. The material world and its
manifestations are not considered as perfect as the spiritual world, yet
they are of it. The duality enters into the conception by declaring, on
the one hand, that the soul, a part of the absolute whole, is good, and
that all else in contrast, even though of it, is by graduated degrees less
perfect.

It behooves the individual, therefore, who declares himself to be
a student of modem mysticism and an aspirant to the mystical life,
to make a very thorough study of such terms and subjects as: the
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absolute, spiritual, being, material realm, free agency, and the scientific
attitude of mind. These fundamentals and a few more like them are the
foundation stones of his philosophy if he purports to be a mystical
philosopher. He who has a thorough knowledge of these fundamentals
will not find it difficult to assemble and reassemble them into a system
that will help him to reach his goal in a rational manner. That goal
we presume to be that zuner satisfaction and attunement which the real
mystics declared constituted “a sense of God.”
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Chapter I1

THE GOD CONCEPT

ﬁ BASIC DOCTRINE of theology is the sameness of divinity

in all men. If all men could appreciate, be conscious of

this essence alike, and alike rationally define its nature and
function, there would be a unification of all religion. Alas, this is not
sol Therefore we have religions, and each religion has its God. Each has
its prophets who profess to be divinely inspired and who bequeath to
their followers an ideal of God obtained through direct communion.
The ideals clash. Religionists oppose and denounce the ideals of each
other.

Is God an imperfect factor? Is He moving forward toward an
eventual attainment and final excellence? Such an hypothesis would
not be approved by modern theology, nor even be consistent with
the religious conception of a barbarian people. It would detract
from acknowledging His supremacy and His omnipotence. A review,
however, of the history of religion and an examination of the doctrines
of today’s sects reveal a startling similarity to such an hypothesis
because of the discrepancy in the definitions of the nature of God.

We find that the splendor attributed to God by present-day theology
surpasses in many respects that of the past ages. Further, we find
that His accomplishments of today are manifold in comparison to
those ascribed to Him in other eras. Once He possessed a multiplicity
of forms, but man now has Him as a single entity, and even as an
impersonal intelligence pervading all. It is, however, declared fervently
by modern creeds and sects that nevertheless, the God of yesterday,
today, and of tomorrow is the same. They declare He is the only
unchangeable factor in a universe of change. If He be unchangeable,
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perfect, and excellence supreme, how can the religionists reconcile
that with the obvious difference of nature ascribed to Him by all who
recognize Him? Obviously, all conceptions cannot be right. Some must
be erroneous.

If one group of human minds cannot interpret the Divine impulse
in their own nature correctly, then all men can possibly likewise err. In
defense of the religionists it can be said that some perceive more neatly
the Divine in their nature than others, and their realization participates
more closely in the Divine reality. But who are they? What criterion is
there to ascertain the accuracy of man’s perception of God? Sincerity
of purpose is not sufficient to judge the accuracy of one’s conception
of God. Man, in his sincere endeavors to persuade his fellow man
that he or his sect alone has envisaged God and is the medium for His
word, resorts to the strangest fanatical practices—practices which in
themselves detract from the sublimity of God, the sublimity one fee/s
rather than knows. Which is of the greater value to man, the ideal of
God that he must endeavor to approach, or the expression of that
ideal in a form composed of words?

Most often man’s spiritual ideal, like the moral code which he
graciously accepts, is an inheritance. His father’s God and his father’s
father’s God becomes the blessed guardian of the virtues of a higher
life. Much of the intolerance and bigotry that may encompass his
parents’ faith, he alike accepts. He resents the questioning of any of
the doctrines of his faith, or his interpretation of the God he has
accepted. It is not because he has come to £now that God and through
such infinite contact has experienced what he previously only believed,
but merely because it affects his pride, his human ego, to have his
judgment or the judgment of his kinsmen challenged.

Man, then, seems to become a smug member of religionism.
Unquestionably, one might say, he has accepted a prescribed faith, one
that has been prepared for him. He accepts a God not as he has come
to know Him, but rather as He has been prepared for his acceptance
by someone else. He is content to feel satisfied and assured in his
righteous selection of his faith, even when his neighbor may differ
from him on every doctrine of religious belief. His neighbor may be an
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adherent of a faith as recognized and as established as his own, but as
different as daylight from darkness. The incongruity troubles him not
at all. The insistent claimants of the different faiths do not disturb him,
nor cause him to realize that there can be but ONE GOD and not the
varied Gods of the multi-religions.

God, to such an individual, is not a personal experience, but rather
a magnificent picture or ideal that has been transplanted into his
consciousness. It has not been born from a personal germ of thought,
a spiritual perception, or from aspiration. God, to such an individual,
is not a guide or Infinite Master whom one may call a companion, but
just a stabilizing force. The God concept is merely a means of keeping
him walking the straight path of society. He can change it as often as
he wishes. As long as it serves his purpose he is content to go to his
grave with no further intimate contact with this God, which he has
taken to himself.

I say taken to himself, because certainly he has not developed this
God from within. To such men or women, no praise should go for
merely that homage which they periodically pay by participation in
numerous rites and the support of exoteric ritual, for such action is not
prompted primarily by spirituality. The absolute lack, in the majority of
instances, of a knowledge of their God and the methodical manner of
their devotion is indicative of an inherent fear rather than something
born of inspiration. Their God has become to them a champion of a
great ethical and moral code. They accept him because he is an integral
part of their faith. The only impelling urge associated with their God
is a fear of his Omnipotence, which they do not understand. Alas,
they see no need for even an understanding. They merely follow the
theology of their faith with its dogma and creed. It is difficult for those
who have merely so acquired God to see the necessity for Him. They
live their daily lives so completely devoid of any real comprehension
of His multi-works and His all-pervading intelligence that they know
naught of their true relation to Him, yet they fear Him.

Man can never know God from without, no matter how alluring
and magnificent may be the description given him, if he lacks within
himself a responsivity to a spiritual urge. Man cannot accept the God



defined by another if the description does not invoke within him a
sympathetic appreciation. The eyes of an artist and of a physicist may
view the same dawn, but the idea engendered in the consciousness
of each is different. One appreciates the mechanics of what he sees,
the physical law accounting for the phenomena; and the other, the
artist, feels the harmony of the color, its balance, its proportion, and
the exhilaration of true beauty which actuates the sensitivity of his
soul. Each could comprehend the idea of what the other perceives,
but neither would have the same emotional feeling toward that idea as
he would for his own.

To every man who is a theist, God is the Summmum Bonum, and he
instinctively endeavors to pattern his life in accordance with this Divine
good he sees in life and in human conduct. This is religion’s greatest
duty—the defining of what constitutes the good in human action and
in all things perceived by man. Because of this, religion could easily
be unified; but when it attempts to limit God to form, to describe His
nature, confusion arises, and thereby also come into being those who
are said to be atheists.

Religion has called the first canse God, or the equivalent in all
languages. However, it is the varying characteristics which religion has
attributed to God at different times, as we have stated, which have
brought about the confusion as to His nature.

Let us assume that religion is right, and that God is the first cause;
then do the things that follow from the cause do so by intent or by
necessity? If the cause is intentional or purposeful, it must be of the
mind. The only comparison we have for conscious causes is ourselves.
If God is an intentional cause or mind, He would have of necessity
certain characteristics similar to those of the human mind. He would
have the faculty of perception, and thereby would perceive the present
existence. Further, He would have to imagine an insufficiency that
was to be overcome, or a perfection needed. Thus, this first cause, if
intentional, would set for itself certain ends to be attained, just as does
the human mind.

The religionists who reason thus have engendered for themselves
certain ontological problems. They are in effect saying, “God is the



primary substance in which all things are said to have their existence,
and yet such things are also said to be the fulfillment of His purpose.”
It would appear, then, that at some time the things of His intent
were not of His substance. Obviously something which already is
would have no need to become. Did God realize that His being was
incomplete or imperfect, and that He would need to conceive a plan
and become purposeful to overcome such conditions? To accept such
reasoning would mean that the Divine purposes or ends which God
sought were more complete at one time than His own being, Further,
if God had conceived the lack of something, from whence would it
come if it were not already in the substance of God Himself? To
answer this by saying that God evolved the ends He realized from His
own nature is equivalent to saying that God was imperfect and has
been evolving toward perfection. When religion offers such reasoning,
what assurances have mortals that God is still not merely evolving
toward perfection, and that therefore the Divine is now zzperfect?

To meet these ontological problems, religion developed a dualism.
God s one aspect of this dualism. He is absolute, perfect, and complete
in Himself. Since He is conceived as a mind, He is also all-wise. The
other aspect is the world, namely, all being other than God. God, as
mind, acts upon this mass. He evolves and creates in it that which
serves His own will. By this ratiocination, religion has not solved the
problems it faced; rather it has created another tremendous breach
in its arguments. “God has created being,” religion says. Thus God
has created something less perfect than Himself; for though this being
must be of God, yet religion will not admit that matter and the things
of which our existence consists are Divine substances.

The mystic cannot accept a personal God. He cannot conceive
of the Deity as being of either sex, nor as having a form which is
comprehensible to man, in that it is equal to anything of which man
has knowledge. To the mystic, for God to be anthropomorphic—that
is, to be of the image of man—is to imply that the human, finite mind
is equal to an all-inclusive realization of the nature of God. Since it is
so very apparent that man is ignorant of many of the ways of his own
being, for him to assume to have complete knowledge of the extent of
God is to the mystic an impious thought.
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Further, reasons the mystic, can God be confined by the limits, the
forms which man’s mind is able to conceive? To the mystic, the universe
and all that exists must be explained either as a capricious, mechanistic
phenomenon, with order as a notion of man’s mind, or as an Infinite
Intelligence, such as a moving cause, with its lesser dependent causes,
which accounts for all things. As the mystic is notan agnostic, he accepts
the principle of an intelligent cause, of a Divine Mind, as the primary
motivating universal force. How does he overcome the difficulties that
the Religionist has in explaining the relationship between a mind cause
and the physical world?

If God is Mind, and therefore causative, how is matter to be
explained? If Divine Mind created the gross substances which men
perceive and have named matter, from what did this Mind create them?
Since, to the mystic, the Divine Mind is All-Being, limitless, all-inclusive,
there could have been no other substance from which it could create
physical properties, matter—and even souls. To the mystic, a belief
that the physical world, material substance, was generated out of a
state of nothing is inconsistent with the nature of God. Since God is
everything to the mystic, there could not be any condition or negative
state of nothing which would exist concomitantly with or beyond
Him. If something can be created out of nothing, then nothing is
something. If anything else existed, then that would limit the nature of
God, for at least God would not be that thing. The phenomena which
men recognize as matter, and which science demonstrates as having
existence, must therefore have come from the nature of God, this
Divine Mind. If it came from God, it never was really created, for it
always would have been. If this Divine Mind constitutes all of the
realities in the universe, ~A/-Being, in other words, it must always have
been. There could not have been any beginning for the Divine Mind,
for whence would it have come? Since the Divine Mind is eternal,
then that which is of its nature, or the substances which flow from
it—physical realities, for example—are likewise eternal.

To the mystic, then, the Divine Mind did not create the earth, the
worlds beyond, and all of the material particulars of which we have
knowledge. Their essence, the radiations and energies of which they
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are composed, are of the nature of this Divine Intelligence and have
always been. They change, yes, just as mind itself is ever active in the
changing of consciousness. The true mystic, then, is very definitely
a pantheist, namely, to him God is in everything, everywhere. To the
mystic, the stone, the tree, the bolt of lightning, as well as man himself,
are of God. These things are not creations of God, they are of the
nature of God —the Divine Mind. To the mystic, this simplifies one of
the greatest theological and philosophical problems of the centuries—
that of trying to reconcile the spiritual with the temporal. Since all
things are of the Divine Mind, there is not the difficulty of trying
to show a relationship between two conditions which are ordinarily
conceived as diametrically opposed. As an analogy, darkness is not a
positive state, such as is fight, it is only a lesser manifestation of light.

Does this mean that the mystic has the same adoration for a tree and
a mountain, for example, as the orthodox religionist would have for his
God? The mystic replies to this query by asking, “And where is God?”
Since God or the Divine Mind, to the mystic, is ubiquitous, pervades
everything and is everywhere, God, then, exists to him in all things of
which he is conscious. Each thing which manifests does so by virtue of
the intelligence of God, which intelligence constitutes the properties
of the thing that man perceives. The mystic does not see God remote
in a legendary region, or within the confines of a temple or a cathedral
or off in a corner of the universe, but rather in each breath which he
takes into his lungs, in each sunset, and each leafy bower.

There is this distinction—each particular which the mystic perceives
is not all of the Divine Mind, but rather just one of an infinite variety
of its expressions. Consequently, the mystic is not that land of
pantheist who is a nature worshiper. Since to the mystic the Divine
Mind pervades all, no one thing depicts all of the Divine nature. Just
as the personality and abilities of a great man cannot be known by any
single one of his accomplishments, even so the Divine Mind cannot be
conceived by a study of any one of its myriad phenomena. Since the
Divine Mind is a/l-inclusive, the mystic realizes that his devotion must
also be all-embracing. Each thing of nature which man discovers, the
mystic reveres as one member, one finite part of the infinite Divine
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Being. He, therefore, devotes his spiritual love to no one thing or
substance. Conversely, nothing, no matter how mean its effects upon
his well-being, is to be considered entirely outside the bounds of the
Divine Being,

God to the mystics of old was thought to be unknown for two
reasons. First, the intelligence of man was so inferior that it was not
possible for him to comprehend God in His entirety or to really know
God in any sense of the word. Thus, the mystic contended that man
should not attempt to use the brain which was of the mortal body
to reason as to the nature of God or try to define Him and state
what He is or what He is not, because that would presume that man’s
consciousness is capable of embracing the idea of God. Second, it was
contended that man must transcend, even rise above, the use of the
intellect because the intellect is of the body; that if man even presumes
to say that there is a God, he implies that intellectually he has some
knowledge of the existence of Him.

The mystic stated that man must give up entirely any attempt to
know God through the reason or the intellect. But he must enter into
a state of contemplation and meditation where he will free his mind
of any conception as to whether God is or is not, and permit himself
to be absorbed into the absolute; that is, into the very nature of God.
When he is absorbed into the nature of God, he will have a feeling of
serenity and peace, and that alone is the only divine reality by which
he will come to feel God and will approach Him. When we say that
man must enter a state of contemplation and permit the self to be
absorbed, we are confronted with the problem of this self. What is
self? What is its connection with soul? This we must now considet.
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Chapter II1

SELF AND SOUL

OTWITHSTANDING THE MULTITUDE of phenomena
that humans experience, they can, for our purposes, be
classified into two general divisions: physical and nonphysical.

The first classification consists of those realities, objects, and events,
which man can perceive by means of his sense receptor faculties,
namely, his eyes, ears, et cetera. Obviously such realities, so far as our
consciousness of them is concerned, have a dependence upon our
physical organism, as our nervous system and brain.

The second classification consists of those perceptions or
experiences which are the result of consciousness of self. These are
quite distinct from physical experiences. You do not exist to yourself
just because you see your body or can touch your limbs. In fact, if you
were deprived of all of your physical receptor faculties, you would still
have a realization of yourself. It is commonly said that we feel self,
but such is a verisimilitude. The fact is that the sensations of self are
not like those we derive from the touch of an object. To self there are
no sensations of hot, cold, hard, or soft, nor are there sensations of
pain or pleasure. You realize that you are you, quite aside from such
experiences. This consciousness of self, then, is a consciousness of
our consciousness.

The human is impregnated with a mysterious vital life force. We
conceive that intelligence is an attribute of this life force, or that it is
at least integrated with its functioning. Patently, then, this indwelling
intelligence also exists in the cerebral neurons, or brain cells, wherein
it provides a sensitivity to those impulses which come to us through
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our sense organs from the world outside ourselves. In the brain, in
other words, this life force and intelligence makes possible our physical
experiences, amounting to our objective consciousness. In addition, the
highly sensitized organ of brain can and does become conscious of the
sensitivity of this vital life force and intelligence existing throughout
the whole being of man. The origin of these latter sensations, it is
apparent, is entirely immanent. They are in no way related to the sense
organs and the outside world. The function is similar to an extremely
delicate instrument made to detect exterior motions, but which is
likewise, because of its sensitivity, able to discern the fine movement
of its own mechanism.

The consciousness has thresholds. By thresholds, we mean the
points at which certain effects or sensations begin to occur in the brain.
The thresholds for the impulses of sound and sight, for example,
are considerably lower than those of the vague impressions of self.
Consequently, it is comparatively easy to lose a realization of self, if
the grosser impulses of the sense organs dominate the consciousness
of the brain. In other words, if the consciousness is exposed to a
bombardment of sounds and an excitation of visual impressions, we
know from our own experience that we lose momentarily a realization
of self in these physical perceptions of the objective consciousness.
Only when the thresholds of the receptor senses are partially blocked or
suppressed, do we become fully aware of those more subtle impressions
which reach the higher thresholds of the brain consciousness, and
which we experience as self.

It is quite cogent that without a highly developed organ, such as
the human brain, self would not exist to each of us. This does not
mean to convey the idea that brain is the cause of self, nor that self is
dependent upon that organ. Brain, however, is the channel by which we
come to know self. It is the instrument by which our varied impulses
are integrated into that notion, that state of consciousness which we
define as self. For analogy, a large telescope is not the cause or creator
of a nebula millions of light-years distant. It is, however, the means by
which we come to discern the exiszence of the nebula.
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It has been proved that when you remove the brain or completely
inhibit its functioning, you have not destroyed the elements of self
which pervade the human but merely the means by which we exist to
ourselves. Without brain, the function of self in man would be much
like the simple consciousness which exists in a blade of grass. The
intelligence associated with the life force in each cell of our being would
function, but there would be nothing in which it would be mirrored.
As the brain reflects externalities and existences that are outside of us,
it likewise reflects the world within, namely, se/. The introversion of
this consciousness of brain, its response to the inner sensitivity, is what
is commonly referred to as its subconscious functioning,

To the mystic, consciousness, the state of awareness, is existence.
To man, that which he is conscious of 7. All the powers the human
is capable of exerting, whether physical, mental, or psychical, can be
related only to that of which he has knowledge, that which is rea/ to
him. For analogy, in target-shooting, if there is more than one target, a
choice may be made as to which one to shoot at. If but one target can
be perceived, that, then, becomes the object of the participant’s efforts
and whole attention. The mystic knows, however, that the realities
of his consciousness are dual: those things, or particulars, which
have an objective existence, as his body and the external world; and
those realities of his consciousness that are inner perceptions, arising
from deep within himself, as emotions, moods, inspirations. These
latter may become an impetus which will cause him to have objective
experiences, but their origin seems confined to the ethereal nature of
his being. To the mystic, the only separation that exists is this duality
of his consciousness, the inclination to make a distinction between the
realities of self and those of the objective world. Actually, the mystic
understands that all these realities are part of one great hierarchal
otder, a graduated scale. The gradation is according to the simplicity or
complexity of their nature. The more complex the realities, the greater
is their manifestation of the one universal intelligence—in other words,
the more they represent the entire hierarchal or Cosmic order.

The activities of self, the realities of our inner being, are more
complex in this sense than are those particulars of the material or
everyday world which we experience. If, for analogy, the Cosmic order
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or God, whichever you please, is the synthesis of everything, then that
God obviously is complex—infinite in substance and in variety. If
we become conscious of the complex, or the greater evolvements or
manifestations of His nature, the closer is our intimacy with Him, the
more of Him we experience.

Since the causes of the sensations of self are quite intangible, are
not identified with substance, and cannot be actually localized in the
human body, they have always been most mysterious to man. Further,
we cannot commonly experience sensations independently of the
body. The body, however, at death continues as a substance for an
indeterminate time before disintegration, and apparently without these
elements of self. Early observers were thus led to believe in the duality
of man’s nature. The body fell within the same category as all other
reality that may be physically experienced as a matter. How then were
the intangible elements of our being to be identified? The conclusion
was that they must transcend the world, because of their inability to
be experienced as of the world. These elements were held to be of
Divine nature, because of their seeming infinity and immateriality. The
soul, therefore, became the repository for all of these indeterminate
qualities of man, the ancient Greek word for soul being psyche.

This idea of soul gave expression to the spiritual life of man. When
he considered the soul’s subtle influences, its strange effect upon him as
his better nature, his spiritual life changed accordingly. He tried to live
in harmony with the feelings of the soul and with his comprehension
of what he thought it was.

How far back we may trace the idea of soul it is impossible to
determine. It should suffice to say that archaeology today has traced
this concept back for thousands of years. We find the soul described
in ancient Egyptian hieroglyphics and in cuneiform writing. We find
references to it on obelisks in the Nile Valley and on clay tablets along
the Euphrates, on stone monuments high in the mountains, on ruins
of ancient buildings, in the wild jungles of the tropics, and on majestic
totem poles in the frozen North.
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Exactly how man first came to realize or became conscious of soul
is, of course, a mystery which may never be solved. Still another theory
offers us a very plausible explanation; it is one that has endured for
several decades. This psychological theory for the origin of the concept
of soul is that it arose in the human mind when there came about a
disparity between the fee/ing “I”’ and the external “I.” This means that
a difference arose between the inner “I”” of the ego— the “I” of the
inner self—and the external or objective “I,” the “I” that represents
the physical or outer man.

The Babylonians were very vague in their description of the
soul. What we have been able to discern, from the decipherings of
their ancient writings, is that they conceived of man as a dual being,
possessed of a physical, mortal body, and also of an impalpable self.
This impalpable self was not exactly an ethereal being, or an energy,
or merely an influence; it was an actual substance, just like the physical
body, except that it was of finer composition, ground finer, if we may
use that term.

It is believed that Babylonians and the Assyrians imagined the soul
to be something like whirling dust particles. At death, the soul was
separated from the body, and the soul departed to the underworld, to
dwell there with other souls. It seems that the soul, according to the
Babylonian concept, was constantly desirous of returning again to the
living state, because this was considered by the Babylonians as man’s
proper and normal way of existence. And the Babylonians constantly
feared a congregation of these departed souls conspiring against the
living. Eventually, if the living did not take the proper precautions,
they would be dominated by the dead; however, the departed souls
could be partially appeased if they were fed and given water. We find
this Babylonian custom described not only in their writings but also in
scenes found upon the walls of their temples. There are views of the
sprinkling of water upon the graves of the departed and of the placing
beside them of choice foods.

After a lapse of about two thousand years, we find a tremendous
step forward in the concepts of soul, of God, and of the future life of
the soul. During the Feudal Age and the Empire Age of Egypt, from
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about 1500 to 1300 B.C., we find the Egyptians definitely recognizing
and believing in zzmortality as well as that the soul returns again to the
body. We find the Egyptians hewing and chiseling passageways into
solid rock cliffs, and enlarging them into chambers to comprise tombs.
We find them carving and making elaborate sarcophagi, mummy cases
or coffins, in which the body of the deceased was carefully laid and
preserved. The art of embalming reached a high state, for the Egyptian
desired to preserve the body so that the soul could again return and
take possession of it. Deposited in the burial or sepulchral chamber
were the worldly possessions of the departed, particularly his intimate
personal belongings, his toilet articles, his favorite chair and weapons,
his jewels, his papyrus scrolls or the chosen books of his library.

We should, most of us, be quite familiar with the Christian conception
of soul. Naturally, the fundamental Christian idea is modified by the
various interpretations of the different sects. Generally speaking,
Christianity considers the soul as having a continuous conscious
existence. The soul has, in other words, according to the general
Christian view, a self-awareness. The Christian recognizes the duality
of man: the mortal physical body on one hand, and the soul—the
spiritual life or being of man—on the other. It now declares that both
are of God—incidentally, the early Christians did not teach this. Also,
Christianity emphasizes that the soul is not absorbed into God, but
retains its separate identity, and that it does not, as Hindu and Buddhist
philosophies contend, become completely absorbed into the universal
mind or essence of God.

Furthermore, Christianity does not recognize (now this may be a
point of controversy, but the controversy merely arises out of the
differences of interpretation) the perfection of the soul. The soul of
man to the Christian is imperfect until it has been purified, until it goes
through the process of salvation.

The Rosicrucian conception of soul is a truly mystical one. The
Rosicrucian also begins with the recognition of the duality of man’s
nature—the physical earthly body composed of the dust of the earth,
imbued with spirit energy, the same as are all animate and inanimate
things. No distinction is made between the physical nature of man’s
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body, insofar as its basic properties are concerned, and that of any
other physical substance. All are considered mundane. Then, this
Rosicrucian conception recognizes the sou/ as a spiritual and dzvine
essence resident within this body during the period of its earthly
existence. The Rosicrucian also declares that the soul is unshapen; that
is, that the soul has no definite, concrete form that is describable or
comparable with anything of a material nature. He considers the soul
as a sort of energy, just as a thought has no physical form, yet may give
rise within the consciousness to the idea of form.

The Rosicrucian declares that the soul in man is not a separate
entity, broken off, distinct from the soul of all other beings, but that
it is part of the wniversal soul energy which flows through all humans
equally and alike. The soul in the most degraded individual is just as
pure and as divine as the soul in the highly illuminated and spiritual
being. The apparent difference which exists is a matter of expression.
It is a personal reaction to the soul force, just as the electrical energy
which flows along an electrical circuit may in some light bulbs in that
circuit give forth a blue light and in others a pure white light, but the
quality of the electric current is the same in all instances.

The soul, therefore, in man is at all times perfect, and, consequently,
it cannot be perfected. To declare that the soul can be perfected, the
Rosicrucian contends, is to admit of its imperfection. The Rosicrucian
argues that, since the soul emanates from a divine source and is the
only divine essence in man, are we to declare that divinity is imperfect
by stating that the soul should be perfected?

The soul manifests in each of us differently, because of the psychic
development of the individual, that is, his ability to react, as stated
before, to the spiritual force within him. It is the ego or personality
of the individual which must be perfected. As we develop and perfect
our ego and inner personality, we eventually come to appreciate,
comprehend and realize the soul force within us. We correct our
thinking, correct our ways of living, and permit the soul to express
itself without hindrance. Thus we find some individuals mote #/uminated
than others, more spiritual than others in manifestation, but in essence
all are spiritually alike, declares the Rosicrucian.
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In conclusion, we may liken the consciousness of manunto a pyramid.
The point or apex of the pyramid represents the objective function of
consciousness, with its reliance upon the limited five objective senses.
What the apex of this pyramid can possibly accommodate is restricted
byits limited area. On either side of the apex, we drop off into seemingly
nothing, or to that which is beyond the perception of the objective sense
faculties. However, as we descend the sides of the pyramid, it becomes
more expansive. Finally reaching the base of the pyramid rooted in
the earth, upon which it rests, we find that the earth, in contrast to the
limited area of the apex, holds infinite manifestations. By this analogy
we mean that if we introvert our consciousness, turn it zzward to self,
we are going from the apex of the pyramid of consciousness, from the
limited, objective faculties and what they reveal to us, to the essence
of our being, which is unlimited and acquaints us with the infinite of
the universe. The base of the pyramid represents the consciousness
of self, the link with sox/. 1t is our attunement with this vast infinite
intelligence which permits inspirations as impressions to come to us,
to be interpreted by the brain consciousness as brilliant and revealing
ideas. The more we devote ourselves to this base of the pyramid of
consciousness—in other words, meditate upon and analyze self—the
greater it becomes to us.
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Chapter IV

LOVE AND DESIRE

OVE IS PERHAPS the most perplexing to mankind of all
I his inner experiences, and yet it is one had by every individual
to some extent. Love is not a product of the It is not an
intellectual achievement, but an emotional, psychic one had by the self.
Because it is such, love has been idealized by the poets and bards to
such an extent that most persons believe that it is something to be left
to a chance experience, or to be mysteriously attained without formula
or method.

Loves are of various kinds. In Sufism, Mohammedan mysticism,
God’s love is said to be expressed in man’s love of the Divine. It was
God, according to Sufism, who made it possible for man to love the
Divine; and so when man expresses Divine love, a love of God, God
is really loving Himself. When man therefore denies himself mind.
Divine love, he is restricting the nature of God, and Sufism, therefore,
holds Divine love to be the most exalted.

Dhu Dum, Mohammedan mystic, asked what is pure love, love
free from depletion; then he replied to his own question, for the
enlightenment of his disciples. He said that it is love of God, because
the love of God is so absorbing that no other love can compete with
it or detract from it. He further said that this love of God, pure love,
is a disinterested one. By that, he meant that it is not affected by benefits
which may accrue from it. In other words, one who has this pure love
will not love God any more, because of what may flow to him as a
result of it, nor will he love God any less, because it will require him to
make sacrifices to love his God.

__35__



Al-Ghazali, Mohammedan philosopher and mystic of the Tenth
Century, taught the Islamic mystical doctrines in Baghdad. He
distinguished admirably between three kinds of love. The first is
self-love, and that is engendered by the instinct of self-preservation.
Though many mystics and philosophers have execrated this self-
love, he holds that it is very essential because at least we must love
our existence sufficiently to want to be; for if we do not, we cannot
experience any of the other loves.

The second is a love of others, because of the benefits which they
bestow upon us. It is a natural love, and in a sense it is somewhat the
same as the first or self-love, such as our love, for example, of the
doctor because of his healing art, or our love of the teacher because
of the instruction which he expounds.

The third and highest love, according to Al-Ghazali, is the love of
a thing for its own sake, not for any benefits which may be derived
from it. The thing itself is the essence of its enjoyment. It is liked for
its own nature, just as the essence of beauty is the delight which we
derive from it. He uses the analogy—the love of green things, the love
of running water. These are not always loved only for the reason that
green things may be eaten or that running water may provide drink, but
they are also loved for the mere sight of them, for their own essence,
for the beauty which exists within them.

Al-Ghazali concludes with, “Where beauty exists, it is natural to
love.” It God is beautiful, most certainly He will be loved by all of
those to whom He reveals Himself, and the more beautiful a thing, the
more it is loved.

Plotinus, father of Neoplatonism, who contributed much to the
world’s mystical doctrines, also declared that there are different loves;
for example, the love of creation, as a craftsman’s love of his work, the
love of a cabinetmaker for his work, or of a goldsmith for the fruits of
his art, or of a student for his studies. The highest love, says Plotinus,
is the Hierarchal love. It is the love of the Universal/ Soul within us for
the Absolute, for the oneness of which it is always a part.
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For the moment let us accept the previous esthetic and oriental,
mystical viewpoint of love, namely, that it is an impelling urge of the
spiritual nature of man to satisfy the purposes of the soul. Do we
find in the compound nature of man any parallels to love? In other
words, do we find any other urges to gratify the nature of man? The
physical nature of man is one aspect of his generally accepted triune
being. There are factors which are essential to it, such as food, drink,
shelter, and sleep. If the physical nature of man is to perpetuate its
kind, there is as well the factor of procreation. These things, then,
are ends, shall we say, which the physical being must attain to remain
what it is. When these things are possessed, a harmonium or a state
of balance is temporarily enjoyed. When there is a deficiency of them,
there is unbalance. The plenitude or fullness of man’s physical nature
is its normal state. This normalcy is accompanied by the sensation of
gratification, a kind of pleasure which we know as happiness. When
there is a deficiency, a lack of that upon which man’s physical being
depends, we become conscious of an irritability or of an in harmony.
This in harmony engenders desire.

Fortunately, accompanying such physical desires are ideals, the
realization of what is required to satisfy them. An animal realizes those
things in its experiences—namely, what it sees and hears— which will
satisfy its hunger or its thirst or its passions. Among the lower animals,
this realization appears to be an unconscious response. The smell of
food is subjectively associated with the desire for it, and the animal
seizes its prey. In man, that which will satisfy physical desire is conscionsly
realized. In other words, we know what we want as well as that we
want it. Our desires are then not as general as are those of animals.
They are more specific. We know of things or conditions which we
are certain will remove or gratify our desires. That which we conceive
of as beneficial to our needs is the good. Moreover, anything which is
capable of producing pleasant sensations, those which harmonize with
the nature of our physical being, becomes sought after. Such things or
experiences become our ideals.

Thus each of our objective or receptor senses has an ideal or a
quality which is sought after. We desire fragrance in smell because it
is pleasing to us. We desire sweetness in taste, likewise because it is
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pleasing. We desire certain harmony of sound because it is pleasing to
the ear and to the nervous system. The things which represent these
desired qualities are attractive to us. We say that which is symmetrical
in form, or the colors of which are appealing to our sight, is beautiful.
By beautiful we mean the things of a visual experience which are
pleasurable to our sense of sight. Fragrance to the sense of smell is
thus a kind of beauty, for it represents the ideal of harmony to that
sense. Likewise, then, sweetness is a kind of beauty to the sense of
taste. Beauty is just a name for that which is pleasurable to the sense
of sight. Each sense has a corresponding quality or beauty which is
desired. Anything which will bring pleasure or gratification to a sense
is by another name beautiful to it.

Desire, then, is the urge to find the beautiful or its equivalent. It is
the seeking out of that thing or condition which will satisfy that nature
which the desire serves. No one has ever had a desire for that which
was not beautiful, namely, for that which did not represent a pleasant
experience to him in some form or another. If a desire was not for that
which would appease man, he would remain unsatisfied, and physically
man would become abnormal and accordingly suffer. Ever since man
has speculated upon his own complex being, he has most frequently
considered himself of three natures: first, physical; second, intellectual
or mental; and third, spiritual. However, he has often united the first
two as one. The three natures, therefore, constitute the hierarchy of
the human being. All the three blend into each other, and yet they
have distinctive characteristics. After all, if these three natures are in
any way related, each in turn from the highest downward must need
to exercise some influence on the other. They could not be absolutely
separate. The lowest or physical then has its ideals as well as any of the
others. The ideals of the physical are those which, as we have stated,
the senses experience as pleasurable, and which satisfy the desires of
the body. The body must marry its ideals. In other words, the body
must be wedded to those things which are beautiful in the sense in
which we have used beauty, to gratify the appetites and the passions. If
it does not, the body becomes deformed and imperfect.

The desires of the body are thus the /ves of the body. To practice
self-abnegation, to suppress the loves of the body, is to corrupt one
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of the natures of man’s triune being. Such loves are essential to the
physical. They assist it to be wedded to that ideal which will maintain
the harmony of its essence.

Man must realize, however, that the end of life is not merely the
satisfaction of the physical desires. To pursue these physical loves
alone leaves unsatisfied the desires of the other natures. It keeps man
continually in distress. As Spinoza has said: “Griefs and misfortunes
have their chief source in an excessive love of that which is subject to
many variations, and over which we can never have control. . . . nor
do injustice, misfortune, enmity, et cetera, arise except from the love
of things which no one can really control.” In effect, this means that
we should know the limits of the ideals of the physical. Love them
only for what they are able to provide and to the extent that they serve
the body and not continually to pursue them for themselves, for they
cannot satisfy the whole nature of man.

There are also the intellectual loves, the desires of the mind. The
mind, the active intelligence, as we know, can establish ends, can aspire
to purposes. These aspirations are mental ideals. The mind seeks to
bring them into reality, to objectify and to realize them, just as the
sculptor brings forth a statue so that he can objectively experience
the idea he has in mind. The intellectual love is far greater than the
bodily one. Its ideals are far more numerous. Each such intellectual
ideal, though it satisfies the intellectual love in part, impels the love to
create still greater ones which bring increasing intellectual satisfaction.
Whereas physical love, if indulged too frequently, may become satiated,
intellectual loves ever increase the enjoyment they provide the mind of
man. The ideals of the intellectual nature of man are fnowledge and
accomplishment. 'The intellect must become married to these ideals if it
is to experience normalcy, regardless of what loves and gratifications
man may have physically.

Next, we consider the highest nature of man— the spiritual—
interpreting that nature in whatever way we wish. Must we think of
the spiritual love as being, in essence, extremely different from other
loves, only because it seems more impersonal, that is, because it serves
a greater self? Is not the love of man for God, for the Divine, likewise

__39__



a desire—a desire having a higher or more exalted end? It is a desire
which is intended to keep the spiritual nature of man gratified. Plotinus,
the great Neoplatonic philosopher and expounder of mysticism, said:
“Love leads all things to the nature of the beautiful.”

Different loves belong to the different grades in the hierarchy of
human existence. Spiritual love is the activity of the soul desiring the
good, one mystic has said; namely, spiritual love is the soul’s desire
for what is pleasurable to its exalted sense. “Divine love contemplates
Divine beauty,” is the adage of a Sufi mystic. It may be interpreted as
meaning that the highest desire of man, or spiritual love, is the inner
urge to experience Cosmic harmony, or the Divine beauty of nature.
Such ecstasy satisfies the soul, just as somatic loves bring pleasure to
the body.

No one love of which man is capable is therefore unworthy, or to
be suppressed. Each love— those of the body, the mind, and of the
soul— must be wedded to its respective nature. Such is mystically the
marriage of the trinity or the marriages of man’s triune nature. Each
marriage is within its own caste or class. Difficulty is experienced only
when one nature loves the ideal of another. When a man dissipates
his spiritual or intellectual loves, neglects them for those of the
body, the result is degeneration and unhappiness. Spinoza has said:
“The love of God should be a love of the immutable and eternal. .
. not stained by any defect inherent in common love . . . this love of
God for the unchangeable and eternal takes possession of our mind
without arousing emotions of fear, anxiety, hate, et cetera.” In other
wortds, a love of God is a love of that which never ends, which has no
diminishing nature. It is the love of something that cannot be stolen
and of which no one can be envious, so it is a love that is free of the
emotions that accompany the loves of the body. “This intellectual love
of the mind toward God is the very love of God with which God loves
himself. . . . This intellectual love of the mind toward God is a part of
the infinite love with which God loves himself.”” In this, we see that
God’s love is manifested in man’s soul, as man’s desire to love God, to
understand Him, and to be absorbed into His nature. It is like a rubber
band stretched between two points. Each point or each end of the band
seeks to return to the center, the more that the other is pulled away.
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A Suft mystic, Hallaj, has said: “Before creation, God loved Himself
in absolute unity. Through love, He revealed Himself to Himself
alone. Then desiring to behold the love—in aloneness—the love
without duality and as an external object, God brought forth from
nonexistence an image of Himself and endowed it with all of His
attributes. This image is man.”

Briefly put, this means that the love of man for God is God’s love
objectively reduced to a lesser state—as a reflection in a mirror is less
real than the object.

Love of physical beauty, Plotinus and Plato tell us, is a legitimate
first stage in the ascent to the love of the Divine ideas. The body must
love that which it conceives as beautiful, its ideals, so that its nature
may be happily wedded and become healthy and normal. When this is
accomplished, love of the intellectual beauty, or knowledge, is the next
and second step in the 