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Mysticism and the Immediacy of God: 
Howison’s and Hocking’s Critique of 
Royce 

Randall E. Auxier 

n his 1968 hook Royce and Hocking-American Idealists, Daniel S. I .  Robinson noted the view shared by Hocking and Marcel that “feeling is 
cognitive” and claims that this view is the “major insight that took [them] 
beyond Royce.”’ Depending upon what one means by “feeling” and “cogni- 
tive,’’ this may also be understood as among the central insights of White- 
head and Heatshome and a view fundamental to all process philosophy. 
Indeed, like pragmatists, existentialists, and phenomenologists, process 
philosophers have never been entirely comfortable with claiming Royce as 
one of their own. Rather, all these movements tend to see Royce as a thinker 
who expressed early certain insights that came later to be seen as crucial to 
the development of process thought, pragmatism, phenomenology, and 
existentialism. But there are points in Royce’s thinking from which the 
phenomenologists, existentialists, pragmatists, and process philosophers all 
feel obliged to distance themselves. For these movements in twentieth- 
century thought, Royce’s idealism generally, and his absolutism especially, 
are unpalatable. But it cannot be the case that William Ernest Hocking was 
averse to Royce’s idealism, and herein we find the value of his critique, 
since it takes Royce more. upon his own terms than terms set by subsequent 
movements. And yet Hocking himself sees the insight about the cognitive 
value of feeling as the insight that took him beyond Royce? 

In this essay I will strive to explain how I think Hocking came to believe 
that this insight about the cognitive value of feeling was an advance on 

1. Daniel S .  Robinson, Royce and Hocking-American Idealists (Boston: 
Christopher Publishing House, 1968). 72. 
2. W. E. Hocking, preface toRoyces Metaphysics by Gabriel Marcel, trans. Virginia 
and Gordon Ringer (Chicago: Henry Regnery Co., 1956), viii. 
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Royce, and how Hocking believed that this view about feeling can still be 
maintained within an idealistic framework. I will then criticize Hocking on 
this point by showing that the sense of immediacy he defends points away 
from idealism and towards either process metaphysics or phenomenological 
ontology. I also wish to maintain that aconsistent version of idealism could 
be given that accommodates Hocking’s insight about the cognitive value of 
feeling. In all of this, the issue of the fundamental nature of persons, 
particularly of individuality in the having of mystical experience, is the 
pivot, and a discussion of that issue must be our initial point of departure. 
So, in many ways, this essay picks up where Stephen Tyman’s essay left off 
and answers his invitation to further study. I should point out that as editor 
of this journal, I had the benefit of reading all of the contributions before 
writing my own, and my debt to the work already done by these contributors 
should be obvious, especially in the cases of McLachlan and Tyman. 

I. The Royce-Howison Debate 

When Royce spoke before the Philosophical Union at the University of 
California-Berkeley in 1895, George Holmes Howison attacked him for 
propounding a version of absolutism that undermined the idea of personality 
in God and in individuals. Royce had always taken himself to be a person- 
alist at least as far as maintaining that God is a personal God, and that God’s 
absolute character does not undermine the personal existence of individuals. 
But Howison argued quite effectively that the doctrine Royce offered in The 
Religious Aspect of Philosophy (1885). and in the expanded doctrine of his 
paper on “The Conception of God,” was incompatible with personalism. 
This criticism was a great spur to Royce in the further development of his 
metaphysics, and in particular, in the development of the doctrine of the 
Four Conceptions of Being as presented in Royce’s Gifford Lectures, The 
World and the Individual, first series.) Royce was having a similar debate 
with William James at the same time, and also with Thomas Davidson. But 
Howison’s criticism was the only one of the three that could not be swept 
away in acloud of arguments about philosophical methodology, since How- 
ison largely shared Royce’s dialectical method and idealist assumptions. 
After 1895, Royce’s development was continuous, and one could character- 
ize it as a development away from absolutism and towards a relationalist 

3. losiah Royce, The Worldand the Individual. First Series and Second Series (New 
York: Macmillan, 1899, 1901); henceforth citedas“WIl”and‘lK12.” 
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conception of being! However, Howison advocated a metaphysical plural- 
ism Royce could not endorse. To Royce it seemed that Howison’s account 
of the individual was so rich that individuals became gods, and hence, Royce 
playfully charged Howison with being a polytheist? Nevertheless, Royce’s 
critique of realistic pluralism in WII contained a response not only to the 
pluralism of James but to that of Howison? It seemed to Royce that any plu- 
ralist must accept that real plurality implies independent existence for the 
real beings it alleges. In so thinking, he failed to confront Howison’s actual 
position-a point Howison complained about until Royce finally grew 
irritated with him.’ Yet, while James was a realist, Howison was a personal 

4. As Hocking points out, Royce remarked &at if he had the chance to rewrite his 
Gifford Lectures, he would call them ‘The World, the Community, and the Indi- 
vidual.” This emphasis on community, as a third in a triadic relation, is part of what 
I mean by “relationalism.” Peirce must be credited, of course, for bringing Royce 
around to recognizing the importance of triadic relations. See Hocking, “On Royce’s 
Empiricism,” J o u m l  OfPhilosophy 52.3 (1956): 58. 
5. See Royce’s letter to Howison, October 5, 1897, in The Leners of Josiah Royce, 
ed. John Clendenning (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970), 360-61. 
6. For a fuller summary of Royce’s critique of realism, see section two of Stephen 
Tyman’s paper “Royce and the Destiny of Idealism” in this issue of PF. 
I. Due to Royce’s unwillingness to confront Howison’s actual criticism, at least in 
Howison’s view, Howison continually carped at Royce in letters and from the pre- 
face and footnotes of The Conceprion ofGod--and in this instance Howison really 
abused his position as editor in my view, constantly disputing and “correcting” 
Royce’s remarks a b u t  him in Royce’s “Supplemenmy Essay” (see 181,271,321, 
332,333). Unsatisfied with the reviews the book received, he published ‘The Real 
Issue” in 1898 (cited below). Royce apparently remained untroubled by all this, and 
when I think of what my reaction would be if in Royce’s shoes, I am amazed by his 
forebearance. But Royce’s patience was not infinite. When he was preparing to 
return toCaliforniain the summerof 1902 toteach summerschool, Howison wanted 
a “rematch” of the 1895 debate, and announced it without first securing Royce’s 
agreement. Royce wrote Howison a scolding letter and informed him that he 
intended to make no answer to Howison’s criticisms, saying “I hope that you will 
expect no more than a passive, and perfectly cheerful acquiesence, on my part, in 
your right and duty to set forth to your students exactly what you think proper. For 
my part, I shall try to confine myself to tel!ing my own story, without joining any 
public issue of any sort with you” (Leners ofJosiah Royce. 432-33). As a matter of 
course the point was moot since Howison was too ill that summer even to teach and 
left Berkeley to convalesce at Shasta Springs. But Royce felt justified in not re- 
sponding to Howison’s view. Royce believed Howison had not made available a full 
articulation of Howison’s own position, a position Howison claimed was a “Fifth 
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idealist, and Royce’s charges against realism do not well apply to his 
pluralistic idealism. 

In particular, Howison did not take himself to be advocating the com- 
plete metaphysical independence of beings as Royce assumed pluralists 
must. As James McLachlan has justly summarized in this issue of the Per- 
sonalist Forum, in his “Supplementary Essay” to The Conception of God,’ 
Royce had characterized the dispute as an antinomy between the philosophi- 
cal requirements of ethical individualism (which requires a real variety of 
existing individuals), and the absolute nature of God (which requires that all 
truth must be present to the unity of a single Absolute consciousness). Hence 
Royce assumed that Howison was obliged to affirm both sides of the 
antinomy, and Royce proceeded then to resolve it. But, in fact, Howison had 
denied the claim that all truth must be present to the unity of a single 
Absolute consciousness? Howison’s thesis is “The world of Truth, including 
truths of fact and law as well as truths of value and conduct, springs, as a 
whole and in every part, from the world of self-active intelligences; 

Conception of Being” beyond the four Royce had addressed in WI. I cannot help 
wondering if Howison’s siege of Royce might have taken some of its impetus from 
the fact that Howison felt underappreciated by the philosophical establishment in 
Boston. Indeed, Royce was selected for the position at Harvard in 1882 over 
Howison, taking Royce from the backwater of Berkeley, California, to the greatest 
center of philosophy in America while Howison was obliged to make the reverse 
trip, from Boston to Berkeley, in order to have his career. Howison’s students, espe- 
cially Arthur 0. Lovejoy and John Wright Buckham, kept up the siege against Royce 
long after both Royce and Howison were dead, evidently inspired at least in part by 
Howison’s sense that Royce had never answered him. See John Clendenning’s 
account of these matters in The Life and Thought of Josiah Royce, 2d ed. (Nashville: 
Vanderbilt University Press, 1999). 196-204, and Buckham’s account in George 
Holmes Howison, Philosopher and Teacher, ed. John Wright Buckham and George 
Malcom Stratton (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1934), 72-86. See also 
John J. McDermott’s interesting summary of the debate in “The Confrontation he- 
tween Royce and Howison,” Transacfionsof the Chrles S. Peirce Society30.4 (fall 
1994): 779-90. 
8. Josiah Royce, Joseph Monte ,  George Holmes Howison, and Sidney Edward 
Mezes, The Conception of God, ed. George Holmes Howison (New York 
Macmillan, 1897). This rare volume is reprinted as volume one of Responses to 
Royce, ed. Randall E. Auxier (Bristol, U.K.: Thoemmes Press, 2ooO). 
9. Howison took special pains to point this out in his 1898 article ‘The Real Issue 
in The Conception of God,” reprinted in Responses fo Royce, ed. Randall E. Auxier, 
vol. 2 (Bristol, U.K.: Thoemmes Press, ZooO), 24-28. 
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presupposes, and in its wholeness is a Plurality of such strictly free minds, 
and cannot be contained in the unity of any Single Consciousness.”” Howi- 
son characterizes Royce’s position as “The world of Truth, including truths 
of value and conduct as well as truths of fact and law, cannot spring, either 
as a whole or in any part, from a world of many self-active intelligences, but 
prohibits a Plurality of such strictly free minds, and cannot be contained in 
the unity of a single absolute consciousness.”” 

In seeing that Royce’s absolutism rested first and foremost upon a 
rejection of metaphysical pluralism-understood in a certain light-due to 
its alleged logical flaws, Howison anticipates the criticism of Royce that 
Hocking and Marcel later made. And indeed, Howison’s solution to this 
antinomy is akin to Hocking’s, and remains clearly within the domain of ide- 
alistic philosophy, as we shall later see. Howison’s solution is that the unity 
of the Absolute that Royce thinks necessary to truth is not necessary because 
the required unity for truth is of the nature of harmony, not the absolute 
unification of all experience. Hocking, on the other hand, does not embrace 
harmony, insisting still on unity in the Absolute-but a unity of the 
“essence” or “heart of God,” not with the whole of the world. According to 
both Howison and Hocking, Royce has, in effect, substituted a hopelessly 
abstract conception of logical unity for the kind of concrete unity realized in 
every intelligent self that strives for and achieves harmony in the universe. 
That is, while retaining the Roycean demand for a teleological order in 
nature and the purposive character of all Being, Howison believes he can 
also hold that the end of properly ordered free intelligences is a process of 
development to be achieved in histoy through the harmonization of the wills 
of free individuals. It is clear how Howison’s pluralism is friendlier to the 
maintenance of individual personality than Royce’s monism. 

After Howison’s criticism, but without admitting there was a weakness 
or a mistake in his thinking, Royce set to work on a more robust account of 
the individual (specifically the individual will) precisely in order to preserve 
personality in God and in individuals, and the requirements of freedom for 
individuals seem intimately related to the issue of their personhood.’’ I 
would characterize Royce’s development after the “Conception of God” 
debate as a gradual evolution towards conclusions that were not only not 

10. Howison, ‘The Real Issue,” 27. 
11.lbid. 
12. For a fuller account of how Royce uses an account of individual will to address 
these criticisms, see section five of Stephen Tyman’s essay, “Royce and the Destiny 
of Idealism,’’ in this issue of PF. 
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absolutist, but in the end, not even idealistic. Howison, upon reading The 
Problem of Christianity, commented that he feared Royce had left the fold 
of idealistic philosophy’’-a suspicion I believe is true, but unlike the 
horrified Howison, I would regard this development as important progress 
for Royce in the direction of process and phenomenological thought. What 
is important to note in both cases, Howison’s as well as Royce’s, is that 
personalism is among their prime motivations in avoiding absolutism. 

The disagreement Royce had with Howison over the metaphysical status 
of individual persons in relation to the person of God set the stage for 
Hocking’s central insight that feeling is cognitive, but I must explain how so 
before moving to an assessment of Hocking’s critique. 

II. The Role of Method and Necessity in Nineteenth-Century Idealkm 

The way in which Hocking moved “beyond” Royce is something that cannot 
be well understood without context. Hocking was, among other things, 
attempting to solve a problem in Royce’s philosophy, and we must recount 
how he came to think of the problem he solved as a crippling difficulty for 
Royce.14Then we may grasp the solution and its importance. There is a great 
deal in Royce’s philosophy that Hocking’s view assumes, hut interestingly, 
Hocking really takes Royce’s Gifford Lectures, particularly the four histor- 
ical Conceptions of Being, as a starting place, instead of beginning with The 
Religious Aspect of Philosophy or The Conception of God, including Howi- 
son’s criticisms. Hocking was well aware of these works and of Howison’s 
critique, and acknowledged the strength of the critique.15 But Hocking did 

13. See Howison’s introduction to Papers in Honor of Josiah Royce (1916), 
reprinted in Respomes to Royce, vol. 3 (Bristol, U.K.: Thoemmes Press, 2ooO). 
14. It should be noted that other prominent thinkers who fell under the influence of 
both Royce and James at Harvard faced the same perplexing problem that troubled 
Hocking, and among these we might list George Herbert Mead, John Elof Boodin, 
and even Woodrow Wilson. All of these students and many others struggled 
mightily with the efforl to reconcile the intense attraction of both James and Royce 
and find a course of reconciliation-as indeed Royce himself tried to find. James 
certainly leamed from Royce, but seems never to have been moved philosophically 
in Royce’s direction. 
15. See William Ernest Hocking, The Meaning of God in Human Experience (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1912). 290; hereafter cited as “MG.” Hocking had 
been Howison’s colleague at the University of California, Berkeley, from 1906 to 
1908, and the effects of this exposure to Howison are evident in Hocking’s critique 
of Royce. 
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not explicitly document the relationship between Howison’s objections and 
Royce’s effort to reconstruct a metaphysics of individual will that would 
preserve the personhood of God and individuals and hence the freedom of 
persons. Rather, Hocking took for granted the need for and importance of a 
metaphysics of individuality that preserved personhood and freedom, 
perhaps because these very issues had been stressed to Hocking by Royce 
himself. Hocking’s tendency, therefore, was to start with the view articu- 
lated in Tlie World and the Individual and amend its weaknesses. This is 
quite understandable in light of the fact that Hocking was Royce’s student 
between 1900 and 1904 when the Gifford Lectures were appearing, and 
hence, the state of Royce’s thought when Hocking first encountered it was 
something he might be fairly expected to take for granted. Hocking strove 
to accommodate Royce’s view in the Gifford Lectures to the genuine 
insights of the New Realists and “mysticism” (a term we shall need to spend 
time explaining later). The philosophical climate around Royce was cbang- 
ing, and while Royce was able to adjust his view to the insights of the 
pragmatists, he was less able todeal constructively withtheNew Realists (as 
Tyman has pointed out above), and still less with the way the world of 
ordinary religious believers was developing. Hocking was considerably more 
sensible of the way the philosophical and cultural winds were blowing and 
what challenges to the assumptions of personal idealism these currents were 
bearing. The responsibility of the philosopher and theologian was changing, 
and Hocking expected of himself that he should answer those new demands. 

Whether he realized it or not, Hocking was doing for a new generation 
much the same thing Howison was attempting to do. If Hocking did realize 
this similarity, he would have seen that Royce’s Gifford Lectures were 
already a response to the same metaphysical concerns Howison brought to 
the table, but a response that took its departure from idealistic versions of 
these criticisms, not realistic or mystical versions of pluralism, and still less 
from popular concerns about the standing of religious faith in the world of 
ordinary believers. With his thicker account of the individual, Royce was 
attempting to solve a problem internal to idealistic personalism, and not so 
much addressing the nonidealistic competitors except so far as was neces- 
sary to explain how the nonidealistic views all fell into contradictions. Royce 
believed that the refinement of his system was best advanced by addressing 
and overcoming its idealistic competitors-particularly F. H. Bradley, whom 
Royce greatly admired. This is partly why the “Supplementary Essay” to the 

I 
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first series of lectures takes on and disposes of Bradley’s monism,I6 and the 
essay points up something characteristic in Royce’s method that is worth 
noting here. Like Bradley and most other nineteenth-cenmy idealists, Royce 
tended to proceed dialectically by eliminating other views through reductio, 
and then seeing what (idealistic) options were left once he had eliminated the 
ones that led to contradictions. This method, interestingly, tended to make 
his philosophy in the first place reactive rather than constructive, for the 
main justification for his view is defended not first upon its merits, but upon 
its ability to avoid contradictions to which the other views fell victim.” 

Hocking’s temperament was very different, taking its direction from a 
more intuitive sense of human experience that first aftirms the validity of 
personal experience and only then seeks an account that will be maximally 
consistent with experience and true of it, insofar as language and expression 
permit. Hocking was less impressed with reductio since he was not inclined 
to give to abstract logic (whether dialectical or deductive) the first place in 
settling difficult philosophical issues. Hocking’s first appeal was to expe- 
rience, and while experience also became Royce’s touchstone after TheReli- 
gious Aspect ofphilosophy, Royce was an a priorist at heart; his first thought 
was forreason, and his last test was logical coherence.” James and Hocking 
both complained that one might construct a perfectly consistent set of 
propositions that was still untrue of the world, the self, or God. Royce could 
not accept that. 

In my view, this situation would not have created problems for Hocking 
if he had not been attempting to articulate a personal idealism of his own in 
a context in which the fundamental assumptions of idealism were being 
brought seriously into question. Howison, twenty-one years Royce’s senior, 
was like Royce in treating reflective reason as a power capable of settling 
philosophical dispute. But unlike Royce, who took the unity of God and of 
truth as a fundamental requirement of any viable philosophy, Howison’s first 
gesture was always to treat the primacy of personhood as a matter of logical 
necessity, and assume that personhood would find its confirmation in every 

16. See Joseph McGinn’s essay in this issue of PF. 
17. One of the best examples of this style of philosophizing is Bowne’s chapter on 
‘The Failure of Impersonalism” in his book Personulism (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin, 1908). but Bowne, like Howison, thought constructively fmt and only then 
eliminated competitors by exposing their contradictions. 
18. Charles Hartshome went into some detail about this, seeing it as Royce’s greatest 
flaw. See. Hartshome, “Royce’s Mistak-And Achievement,” Journal offhilos- 
ophy 53.3 (February 2, 1956): 123-30. 
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true account of experience. As with Royce, this position problematized the 
fundamental nature of persons for Howison, but rather than eliminating com- 
peting metaphysical positions to see. what account could remain, Howison 
started with a constructive metaphysical position that he built from the 
requirements of personal being (God, freedom, and immortality), and then 
refuted competitors by reductio as they appeared.19 Royce started with the 
critique of competitors and arrived at his conclusions by elimination. 

This methodological difference is extremely important. Since James 
McLachlan and particularly Gary Cesarz have already well described 
Howison’s method in earlier essays, I will simply use acontrasting analogy: 
It is as if Howison began by getting together a baseball team in his home- 
town, with the players available there, and then fended off challengers as 
they appeared, insisting that no better team could be built anywhere else 
because no team had conquered his own. Royce, on the other hand, really 
began as a wanderer without a team, who constructed a series of abstract and 
ideal baseball teams in his mind (“I’ll build my team on the idea of power, 
having McGraw for my coach, Wagner at short, Walter Johnson on the 
mound.. .”), and then challenged not the actual teams of others, but the idea 
of those teams, showing that they could not possibly be better than the team 
he was thinking about, owing to certain internal inconsistencies in the 
concepts upon which they were built (in this analogy, these would be con- 
cepts like speed, power hitting, pitching, a deep bench, and the like-these 
concepts leading to implications like “a speedy team will lack adequate 
power due to its slighter physical constitution,” and so on). Royce also 
would not recognize as worth considering any teams that were not constantly 

19. My sense of this may differ slightly from the view given by Gary Cesarz in his 
essay on Howison’s “Fifth Conception of Being,” but perhaps not. Cesarz rightly 
notes that Howison uses reductio to eliminate his competitors, just as I have said 
Royce does, and I agree that Howison also uses reductio. The issue is whether he 
uses reductio before or after be assem the logical and metaphysical primacy of 
personhood and builds his constructive view upon that basis. My view is that, even 
though Howison was slow to publish this constructive view, he held the view before 
he started reducing his competitors to absurdity, and indeed, I think it was Howi- 
son’s conviction about the logical and metaphysical primacy of persons that 
disposed him to refute monists and absolutists. This is already evident in Howison’s 
assertion of “the Personal Principle” in his 1885 lecture and essay on ‘Modern 
Science and Pantheism” (see P&T, 21 8)  before. he had ever read Royce’s Religious 
Aspect of Philosophy. It is possible that Howison’s personalism predates even this. 
There is nothing in Cesarz ’s  account that would contradict this refinement of the 
interpretation of Howison’s method. 

I 
I 
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in his view. Rather than scouting such teams, he would sooner ask what kind 
of team it was and classify it according to his scheme. This is how he han- 
dles mysticism, realism, and critical rationalism-less through the examina- 
tion of the views of actual defenders of these positions than through the idea 
upon which any such view must be built. Hocking was more the observer of 
how people “played ball” in the past, how they were playing it now, and 
what would be needed in terms of new concepts and adaptations to keep the 
game itself vital. This is James’s robust influence on an otherwise idealistic 
thinker. But Hocking would not have attended many games; he would have 
read about them in the papers. James, on the contrary, would have been in 
the stands every day for years collecting stories and observations, reading 
every book ever written on the subject along the way, organizing endlessly 
the tidbits that seemed most significant, and putting off his publishers until 
he could no longer bear to see another game or read another book. Then 
James would form a few astute provisional judgments about what baseball 
is and has been, and leave the task for others to speculate about its ultimate 
meaning. After the book appeared, it would occur to James to try playing the 
game himself. Dewey, by contrast, would play the game for years and then 
write an honest if uninteresting book, while Peirce would review all of the 
books critically, noting with devastating accuracy the genuine weaknesses 
of each of the approaches. He would then start his own book on the topic 
seven different times and never complete or publish any of them. Such is the 
rotisserie league of the classical American philosophers. 

I believe Royce overcame, eventually, his tendency to judge the products 
of philosophical thinking based solely upon their avoidance of contradic- 
tions, but when Hocking wrote The Meaning of God in Human Experience, 
Royce was not really to that point in his development. Royce’s faith in 
reason, and especially logic, was such as to lead him to think that whatever 
account of experience we may give, it could be neither true nor adequate if 
it fell short of total logical consistency. The actual disorderliness of the 
concrete world only impressed Royce sufficiently after 19 14.2’ 

This is all just a complicated way of pointing out that Royce and Howi- 
son shared the abstract, necessitarian temperament of nineteenth-century 
idealists, and Hocking did not have it. Hocking was melioristic and descrip- 
tive in metaphysics, as were Marcel, Dewey, and Whitehead after him. Here 
the aim was not to construct a logically self-consistent system so much as to 

20. For an account of his development, see Frank M. Oppenheim’s Royce‘s Mature 
Ethics (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1993). 
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provide an interesting and valuable description of being-a description that 
preserves and accounts for the meaning of experience and that places mean- 
ing above tnrth. This way of approaching metaphysical issues made a great 
difference to philosophy in the twentieth century. Here contingency replaced 
necessity as the more basic category of experience in metaphysics. By the 
final years of his life, Royce had largely come around to this melioristic and 
descriptive view, but more because he felt defeated than because he happily 
embraced contingency and abandoned necessity in his view of reason?’ 

The reason behind Royce’s sense of defeat is not hard to grasp. Strict 
idealists had taken the view that the very essence of idealism is the active 
view of mind and that nothing real exists apart from this activity. Further, the 
essence of the active mind was to be found in its rational ordering of the real. 
This rational ordering did not result in the rules of logic hut rather presup- 
posed those rules as a priori laws of being. Thus, logic was not the product 
of mental activity for the nineteenth-century idealists, but rather, logic was 
the law that made mental activity possible, and therefore made all being 
possible and actual. There was no difference between what could be thought 
and what could be. Hence, the laws of logic governed mental activity, both 
human and divine, and served as a necessary link between the human and the 
divine. I emphasize that these laws were necessary laws, and without them, 
the mind could do nothing. Such was the view of a prioristic idealists of the 
nineteenth century. 

The melioristic and descriptive view, on the contrary, saw logic as the 
best articulation of the ordering activity of the mind but was not inclined to 
give to any logic the status of the necessary lawgiver of the mind. Logic was 
rather a result of the efforts of finite minds to grasp what they were already 
doing, and any account of the logic of mental activity would need to be 
revisable in light of a better understanding of the powers and limitations of 
finite minds. This view was eventually espoused by Dewey, Cassirer, 
Whitehead, and others, and retained the active and dialectical view of mind, 
but rejected the hegemony of a priori reason. In sum, as the project of self- 
knowledge proceeds in history and cumulative experience, we should expect 
to have to revise our understanding of logic. This view involves relinquish- 
ing the claim that any given logic is the foundation of all mental activity, and 
consequently, the necessity we discover in logical relations is a necessity 
internal to the account of logic and reason we have offered based on our 

21. O n  Royce’s sense of his own failure, see Hocking, “On Royce’s Empiricism,” 
57-58. 
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reflection upon experience, understood historically, culturally, and sym- 
bolically. In Hocking we see his descriptive meliorism in the chapters from 
The Meaning of God in Human Experience in which he argues that feeling 
always tends to prduce ideas, and ideas cannot exist alone but depend for 
their being upon feelings. Indeed, this is the meaning of his claim that 
“feeling is cognitive.” 

The question that arises with the descriptive melioristic view is whether 
it is still idealism. In the cases of Dewey and Whitehead, idealism had been 
set aside or explicitly rejected. With Hocking the case is less clear. If we 
allow that a psychological or phenomenological description of mental activ- 
ity will suffice as an account of the fundamental character of mind, then an 
idealistic view can be maintained by those who abandon metaphysical and 
logical necessity, and perhaps Hocking has done that. The main requirement 
of such an idealism is that it hold strictly that nothing beyond mind and 
mental activity really exists, or, as it would be better said, all things that 
exist derive their meaning from their personal (and hence conscious, mental) 
character. Dewey and Whitehead did not follow this path, leaving aside 
personalism as they left aside idealism-perhaps to their detriment. This 
more personalistic view, in turn, requires a broader account of the order 
created by mind than any version of “reason” has so far been able to express. 
The term “experience” is better suited than “reason” here. In general, the 
more broadly one conceives “reason,*’ the better a personalist will like the 
account. But it would be a mistake to reduce knowledge or experience to 
reason, for no account of reason will he likely to capture the whole meaning 
of experience, since much experience is subrational, irrational, or suprara- 
tional, apoint well-made by Dewey.22 In any event, Hocking’s experientialist 
(and pragmatic) leanings made him readier than Royce to downplay the 
importance of reason in metaphysics. 

Such caution with regard to the power of reason may give rise to a 
provisional idealism that waits upon increasingly better articulations of the 
nature of reason-and hence better knowledge-perhaps in the hope that a 
perfect articulation may be available in the infinitely distant future. This is 
Peirce’s idealism. But one could go further and say that no account of reason 
can ever perfectly articulate the activity of mind because reason is only one 
among many ordering principles that mind employs in creating the real. 
Such is the nature of my own position, and of Hocking’s, as I understand it, 

I 
~ 

22. Dewey, “Qualitative Thoughk” in Philosophy of Civilization (New York: 
Minton. Balch, and Company, 1931). 93-116. 



Howison’s and Hocking’s Critique of Royce 71 

although I am not certain Hocking always maintains his “idealism” in 
following this path. In attempting to show how ideas are. always already 
present in every feeling, and lead inexorably to thoughts, Hocking leaves us 
wondering what the being of feeling could be, apart from the experience of 
it. If the being of feeling is identical with the experience of it, then either 
Hocking is an ordinary idealist and ought to follow Royce and/or Howison, 
or he must overcome Royce’s critique of reali~m.2~ Hocking sees desire at 
the bottom of all conscious activity, both thinking and feeling, hut if desire 
is the being of feeling, what is the being of desire? One can see that Hegel 
was obliged to deal with the same problem, and no one would question that 
he was an idealistF4 If one states, experientially, that “feeling happens,” one 
may with justification ask “what does ‘happens’ mean here?” Is it the ideal 
order as already conceived in the mind of God that grounds the happening 
and being of feeling, or is Hocking suggesting that feeling is its own exis- 
tential ground? Granting that feeling is intentional in structure and issues in 
thought, why feeling rather than nothing? Granting that no one can honestly 
doubt that he or she experiences feeling, what creates it? Is feeling one or 
many, ultimately? Isitsknowledge-contentmeaningful apartfromeach indi- 
vidual occurrence of each individual feeling? If so, what validity accompa- 
nies the claim that it is either one or many? Royce’s arguments against 

23. Hocking promised but never really wrote the systematic metaphysics he needed 
to defend his position. The closest he came was an article that announced a bold 
program he never finished, largely due to its unfortunate timing (December 1941, 
justastheSecond WorldWarcommencedandattention wasdivertedformanyyears 
from such undertakings). See Hocking’s “Theses Establishing an Idealistic Meta- 
physics by a New Route,” Journal of Philosophy 38, 25 (December 4, 1941): 
688-90. Interestingly, John Elof Boodin did carry out the task Hocking never 
managed, although it is not clear he did so in precisely the fashion Hocking would 
have. See Boodin, Truth and Reality (New York Macmillan, 191 1); A Realistic 
Uniuerse(NewYork Macmillan, 1916); CosrnicEuolution (New York: Macmillan, 
1925); God (New York Macmillan, 1934); Three Interpretations of the Universe 
(New York Macmillan, 1934);and TheSocialMind(New York Macmillan, 1939). 
Bocdin referred to his synthesis of Royce and James as ‘pragmatic realism and 
cosmic idealism,” and it depended heavily upon an articulation of the idea of 
“emergence” with and an interpretation of “creativity” that would have been 
congenial to Hocking’s metaphysical outlook. Fora full comparision of Boodin and 
Hocking on these and other points, see my introduction to the new edition of 
Boodin’s Truth and Reality (Bristol, U.K.: Thoemmes Press, 2001). 
24. See my essay, “The Return of the Initiate: Hegel on Bread and Wine,” Owl of 
Minerua 22.1 (1992): 190-208. 
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pluralism recommend themselves here. But it is important to note that unity 
is seen by melioristic, descriptive idealism only as a requirement of reason 
in its effort to comprehend mind, not a requirement of the being of mind as 
such. Naturally our accounts of the activity of the mind should strive for 
self-consistency, not because we know the order of the universe to be 
necessarily consistent with itself, and not because we can eliminate all views 
that lead us to contradictions (indeed, we cannot philosophize at all without 
the spur of paradox), but because when we strive for maximum self- 
consistency in philosophical thinking, meaning is better preserved and prop- 
agated. Hocking was well on his way to such a view with the insight that 
“feeling is cognitive,” but whether his historical and experiential method 
holds him within the idealistic fold is another question. Let us more fully 
understand his critique of Royce before pursuing that question. 

I l l .  Hocking’s Critique of Royce 

What, then, is the problem in Royce’s thought that Hocking is attempting to 
solve? There are really two problems, one that belongs to the world of 
thought and a second that belongs to the realm of individual religious expe- 
rience. I will deal with each in turn. The problem Hocking sees within the 
domain of thought is little different from the problem Howison recognized, 
namely, that Royce’s metaphysics, particularly his absolutist tendency, 
threatens the personal aspect of being. This comes clearly to the fore in 
Hocking’s discussion of our knowledge of other minds in The Meaning of 
God in Human Experience. There he says: 

“Our fellows are known to be real,” says Royce, “because they are 
for each of us the endless treasury of more ideas. . . . (They) furnish 
us with the constantly needed supplement to our own fragmentary 
meanings” (WI2,168-74). To anything that appears in our life with 
the character of a response. we instinctively attribute outer personal- 
ity. . . . God is doubtless most real to that person who finds his 
prayers responded to; for, to paraphrase Royce’s criterion, response 
is our best ground for believing the social object real. Upon this way 
of reaching the Other Mind, we must make the following comment. 
That we are still left with only an inference of that Other; a faith and 
not a knowledge in experience. Even though we say, with Royce, 
that reality is nothing else than response (or fulfilling of meaning), 
we have not so far as this criterion goes, found that reality personal 
save by probability of high order. We can still speak only of “the 
source of our beliefin the reality of our fellow men” (wI2,169), not 
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of an experience of that reality itself. (MG, 24849) 

At bottom, Hocking cannot be satisfied with a merely inferential knowledge 
regarding the personal character of reality. There must be some experience 
of the other, and of the real, that serves as ground for the reality of persons.25 
He goes on to point out that Royce’s “response” theory, true as far as it goes, 
has the difficulty that it presupposes the idea of the other mind, for without 
the presupposition, there can be nothing to respond to, and we could not 
distinguish our internal dialogue from our dialogue with the world and with 
others. One must expect the other mind in order to respond to it, or take it as 
having responded to oneself. Hence, although Hocking does not say so 
explicitly, he implies that Royce. cannot escape solipsism; Royce’s Absolute 
is thought thinking itself, or at least could not be distinguished from such. If 
reality is social at bottom, as Royce holds, this solipsistic implication 
portends a contradiction. This is precisely Howison’s point as well. Hocking 
goes on to say, ‘‘I cannot doubt that the last mystery of mutual contact is 
contained in the will, rather than in the intellect; a thesis we shall have later 
to consider” (MG, 250)?6 Howison had made this very point in suggesting 
that it was a harmonization of wills that unified God as the ideal of each 
individual being, and God is nothing other than this unified ideal. 

But Hocking’s analysis and grasp of the problem goes further, since he 
is willing to place. in question the assumptions of idealism. He says: 

The ultimate difficulty in this matter is due, as I have come to think, 
to our over-dogmatic ideals of knowledge, and to the explanations 
we adopt of the knowing process. We take our knowledge of 

25. Interestingly. Charles Hartshome (who was Hocking’s student) and Edgar Shef- 
field Brightman carried out exactly the same debate in the middle of the century, 
with Hartshome insisting upon the “literal participation” of selves in other selves, 
a doctrine of mutual immanence. Brightman took the same line as Royce, treating 
the self as datum, while knowledge of others, God, and even our own bodies is infer- 
ential. See Harrshorne and Brightman on God, Process, and Persons: The Corre- 
spondence, ed. Randall E. Auxier and Mark Y. A. Davies (Nashville: Vanderbilt 
University Press, 2000), and my essay, “Immediacy and Purpose in Brightman’s 
Philosophy.” in the same volume. 
26. Here Hocking includes a footnote directing the reader to his chapter on 
mysticism in MG. He amplifies this assertion later when he says, “So the vision of, 
or unity with, the Real, is difficult and exceptional, but, if the mystic is right, it is an 
experience which satisfies both the intellect and the will,” Types ofphilosophy, rev. 
ed. (New York Scribner’s, 1939). 453. 
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physical things as the type and ideal of all satisfactory knowl- 
edge,-and we find naturally enough that we have no such physical 
knowledge of fellow minds. We explain our knowledge of any 
object by a relation between object and subject, in which the object 
presumably produces some effect on the subject,-and we find 
naturally enough that anything which is intrinsically subject cannot 
become such an object. But if such were the true ideal and explana- 
tion of knowledge, we could not, of course, know ourselves any 
more than we could know others. (MG, 25 1-52) 

We see here how Hocking has incorporated the existentialist insights asso- 
ciated with the paradox of subjectivity and the reasons for the existentialist 
rejection of science and its brand of reason. Hocking, too, recommends that 
the model for knowing physical objects we have imported from the physical 
sciences must be set aside in favor of a deeper way of probing into the 
presence of the other to the self, but it is not clear that he consistently 
maintains this stance, as I shall indicate in a moment, since he relies upon 
psychology (and indeed the social sciences in general) instead of natural 
science as his way of grounding our relation to the other in a kind of 
objective knowledge. 

It is worth remarking that Hocking’s criticism of Royce, if it is correct, 
would destroy Royce’s system. Yet, somehow, in Hocking’s delicate han- 
dling of the problem, one is soothed into assuming that the problem is not so 
terrible. Howison, by contrast, was a bull, or at least a klutz, in Royce’s 
china shop, able to find the most expensive pieces and shatter them to bits. 
Hocking is more like an entrepreneur in a mismanaged china shop who sees 
the possibilities, buys the store and gently transforms it from bottom to top 
until it sells everyday dishes, which are what the people really needed. But 
to grasp fully what Hocking has done, we shall have to turn to his account 
of mysticism to see how he employs the notion of immediacy to restore our 
assurance that reality can be known to be personal, meaningful, and free. 
Only then may we fairly ask “is this still idealism?” 

The second and deeper motivation for Hocking’s critique of Royce 
comes from his surveying the world he was living in and coming to the 
conclusion that religious life is in peril. He sees that the practice of worship 
has largely lost its meaning and that many “believers” have drifted toward 
a deeper trust of their ideas and moral convictions than of their direct 
religious experience. Worship no longer presents persons with the presence 
of God, but rather with a sort of numbingly dead sequence of rituals that 
offers no sustenance to the fundamental project of every human soul. The 
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mediators of God to humanity-books, priests, saints, and so forth-have 
taken the place of a sense of the reality of the divine that is external to us and 
yet immediately available. Hocking came to believe that if he could not help 
to preserve in individuals the willingness to trust in their direct experience 
of the divine, God would cease to have a meaning in the world for many 
people, and the world would not be better for it. The experience of the 
mystic is indispensable in this regard, and it must be saved from Royce’s 
attack on mysticism for the good of the world and the individual. 

Thus Hocking looks at Royce’s philosophy and is impressed but sees 
deficiencies that can be. reconstructed with the aid of psychology. But what 
concerns him far more is how Royce’s theology substitutes the rational 
account of being for the sacramental life itself. Royce’s theology is a 
supreme expression of what human thought can accomplish in ordering its 
speculations upon ultimate reality, but in so doing it creates only an abstract 
symbol of life as we experience it. The symbol is so thoroughly mediated by 
reason that one can scarcely recover the religious impulse that must have 
once made the symbol seem important and vital. Thus, in recovering a place 
for mystical experience, Hocking hopes to provide a ground for sacramental 
living, and to revitalize prayer, worship, and the other aspects of our habitual 
and instinctive lives that do not merely remindus of the reality of God, but 
assail us directly with an immediate experience of God. If we drift further 
into a faith in our thoughts and moral convictions, we will not be inclined or 
even able to believe that our direct experiences of God are real, and we 
would thus deny God when God appears. A culture or people that has ceased 
to be able to believe in its God or gods is in vely great peril. Hocking cannot 
allow that to happen, if it is within his power to prevent it, and Royce is part 
of the problem, not part of the solution?’ It is clear that Hocking’s second 
criticism of Royce is motivated by his personal experience, and he makes 
clear that the fundamental concerns of The Meaning of God in Human 
Experience are in part autobiographical?* 

27. It is worth noting that Royce was not a member of a church during his profes- 
sional life and not someone who attended church regularly, if at all. His biographers 
usually explain this as a reaction against his mother’s fundamentalism. Hocking, on 
the contrary, was a faithful member of the Episcopal Church for his entire married 
life, having chosen the Episcopal faith as a compromise between his own Methodist 
upbringing and his wife’s Catholicism. Perhaps regular church attendance would 
have kept Royce closer to a sense of the value of worship, prayer, and the 
sacramental life. 
28. See the preface to the 1963 edition of the book, and Daniel S .  Robinson, 
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Hocking sees every self-conscious finite soul, in virtue of its finitude, as 
being set upon an irresistible quest for greater nearness to the Absolute, and 
this he calls “the love of God.” The soul cannot help loving God, but it may 
be at a loss as to how to achieve closer proximity. And here the mystic is 
needed as a guide. 

IK Royce and Hocking on Mysticism 

Royce’s critique of mysticism in The World and fhe Individual (WIl, 
lectures 2, 4, and 5) concerns itself almost exclusively with the type of 
thought to which mysticism leads, specifically, the type of speculative 
metaphysics it presupposes: “the doctrine that reality is pure unity, the 
negation of all appearances and pluralities, immediate therefore, and inef- 
fable” (MG, 351; cf. Royce, WII ,  79-80). Hocking is willing to accept as 
decisive Royce’s critique of this type of but he is unwilling to 
agree. that mysticism is best understood in terms of this metaphysics, or, 
indeed, even that mysticism always leads to this kind of thought. As Hocking 
says, “unquestionably we restrict our view of historical mysticism in iden- 
tifying it with this [speculative] result: mysticism has been a much broader 
thing than this type of metaphysics. Not all mystics have been independent 
speculators; not all speculators among the mystics have conformed to this 
type” (MG, 351). Instead, Hocking sees mysticism as rooted in the act of 
worship, which is a matter of voluntary will, concretely situated and his- 
torically enacted, before it can become a subject of reflective thought. 
Hocking’s approach to mysticism is therefore more empirical and historical 
than Royce’s, although perhaps we can excuse Royce when we remember 
that Hocking had access to James’s brilliant empirical treatment of 
mysticism in The Varieties ofReligious Experience, and Royce did not when 
he wrote The World and the Individual. James’s book really launched the 
discipline of the psychology of religion, and Hocking’s The Meaning of God 
in Humon Experience could not have been empirical in the way it is without 
that earlier work. James’s efforts enabled Hocking to be concrete where 
Royce had been abstract, and indeed, it is not easy to decide whether Hock- 
ing’s major book is really one we ought to class in the philosophy of religion 
or in the psychology of religion. I am inclined to believe it belongs with the 

“Hocking’s Contribution to Metaphysical Idealism” in Royce and Hocking- 
American Idealists, 87-90. 
29. For a more detailed summary of Royce’s critique of mysticism, see section three 
of Stephen Tyman’s essay, “Royce and the Destiny of Idealism,” in this issue of PF. 
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latter (especially when compared with Boodin’s efforts in the same vein, 
which treat exactly the same subjects in ways that are more clearly philo- 
sophical). This anticipates my criticism in the final section of this essay, for 
if Hocking is an idealist, he is so as a matter of psychological conviction 
more than of metaphysical argument. 

Interestingly, however, this tendency to psychologize is precisely the 
problem Hocking finds in the history of mysticism that leads it into the bad 
metaphysics Royce attacks. The mystic has an experience that results in a 
kind of knowledge, but finds himself or herself unable to express or 
articulate this knowledge. “And as the mystic has been hard put to it to tell 
what it is that he knows, he has in our later and Western world had 
increasing recourse to reporting the psychology of his experience, in lieu of 
its cognitive contents. Indeed, he has not only used psychology, but has 
made it for his own purposes” (MG, 353). But here, rather than thinking it 
a fault to use psychology in expressing the mystical experience, Hocking 
questions the qualify of the psychology the mystics used-as being too 
subjective and not as objective-minded as original religion itself must be. 
Religion does not produce its effects in history and society simply by 
creating a subjective satisfaction in those who experience the divine; it 
affects the world by convincing the believer that the meaning of and truth 
about the world is the same for others as for himself or herself. Religion 
seeks to give an objective account of the world, not merely a subjective 
sense of the worth of the individual soul (MG, 54ff). And it is its objectivity 
that constitutes religion as a force in history and present society. Psychology, 
Hocking thinks, must follow this objective gesture. if it is to succeed in 
providing knowledge of mystical experience. So it is not the use of psychol- 
ogy that calls into question the accounts of mystical experience, but rather 
the fact that bad psychology is being used. As Hocking says, “[Ulnques- 
tionably the reputation of mysticism in this world would have suffered less 
if our mystics could earlier and more. completely have commanded this 
psychological mode of expression” (MG, 353). 

What, then, is Hocking’s account of mysticism, and how is it supposed 
to solve Royce’s problem(s)? Here we finally reach the h e a t  of his claim 
that “feeling is cognitive.” The validity of Hocking’s entire philosophy may 
indeed turn upon his interpretation of mysticism, and more care is needed to 
bring out its subtleties than I can give here. Still, I shall endeavor to bring 
out its essential features in full recognition that convincing responses may 
be offered to the criticisms my brief sketch will raise. 

First, then, in mystical experience Hocking seeks to maintain both the 
individuality of the experiencing person and the immediacy of the experi- 
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ence of the unity of all being. This is an experience in which the experiencer 
is led to think of this experience as an immediate unification of the self with 
the One, or God. But if all is One, how is the experiencer different from the 
experienced? Hocking uses the term contrast. “If there were no contrast in 
reality between the one and the many, between the substance and its 
appearances, between the indescribable and its describable aspects, then an 
experience which was ‘one, immediate and ineffable’ would find simply 
nothing in the world to light upon. But he who would deny that such an 
experience can discover anything real must be prepared to abolish the reality 
of substance” (MG, 354). Yet Hocking takes it as obvious that one would not 
wish to destroy the reality of substance, and here he fails to anticipate what 
process philosophers, including his student Hartshorne and his future 
colleague Whitehead, would soon do. Indeed, when Hocking wrote The 
Meaning of God, Ernst Cassirer had recently (1910) published a critique of 
the idea of substance that would be decisive for many thinkers, and 
Einstein’s general theory of relativity would within four years revolutionize 
the common understanding of physical reality in ways that seemed to make 
the old idea of substance expendable in physical theory. And as a result of 
the increasing willingness to abolish the reality of substance, process ’ 
philosophers would have a problem with the nature of the real as opposed to 
the ideal, coming down on the side of neither except insofar as they assert 
that process is the real, or that the real is in process. This has difficulties of 
its own that we need not confront here. But Hocking’s metaphysics will 
depend upon the assumption that we seek “Substance,” and with the decline 
of “Substance metaphysics,” his philosophy is vulnerable to many questions 
he did not anticipate. 

Hocking’s point for now is that a contrast must be maintained between 
the experiencer and the thing experienced, and here he continues by saying 
that “the mystic cannot find the whole of reality, but he may find its center; 
he may find the only handle by which the whole can be held as a unity” 
(MG, 354). Thus, for Hocking, the experience of the mystic is ow access to 
the unity of the whole of existence insofar as a finite mind may grasp it. As 
we have noted, this places much importance upon the character of mystical 
experience. And in this context we must reproduce in full a very crucial 
passage: 

And this is the advantage of psychology in dealing with mysticism, 
that it is noncommittal in regard to the cognitive or other possible 
importance of an experience, and may yet furnish the clue to such 
meaning. For where self-expression falters the signs of meaning 
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may still be read in causes and effects. The immdiacy of any 
experience must submit to interpretation by what is outside it and 
related to it. The logic and the psychology of our experiences are. so 
adjusted that what becomes invisible to one becomes visible to the 
other. It is possible that the thread of meaning, lost though it may be 
to the mystic himself in his ecstatic moment, may at that very 
moment appear, so to speak, on the reverse of the cloth, as some- 
thing then and there happening to the substance of the mystic 
himself; justifying his sense of the “ontological importance” of that 
event. This implies, of course, that the “immediacy” of the mystic 
experience has its external relations; and this implication I fully 
accept and shall try to justify. Some part of the meaning of this 
experience is to be discovered in its external career. For which 
reason, not only the psychologist, but such other scientists as like 
him see mysticism in its outer bearings, the historian, the sociolo- 
gist, have been quicker than the metaphysician to recognize its vital 
importance in religion. (MG, 354-55) 

In this final remark, Hocking is saying, in essence, that James had a far 
better account of the importance of mystical experience in religious life than 
Royce had. But said in his gentle way, one could almost miss the implica- 
tion. And here we see that Hocking is committed to using the insights of 
psychology in his account of mysticism, not because it sees further into the 
soul: rather, Hocking uses it because it better takes account of the objective 
world than the thought of the mystic that reflects upon his own experience. 
Yet Hocking has been, prior to this point, no ardent defender of scientific or 
other external accounts of first-person experience. Why he draws empirical 
“science” (if indeed psychology is or can be or should be a science) in at this 
point is not easy to understand. But his motive seems to be pragmatic at 
bottom: “Mysticism, then, we shall define not by its doctrine but by its deed, 
the deed of worship in its fully developed form. Nothing concerns us more 
than to know what that experience means, and what it may add to our 
knowledge of God: but we shall not foreclose these questions by taking a 
finished speculative system into our definition of mysticism” (MG, 355). 
Here Hocking is criticizing Royce without naming him, and calling attention 
to the fact that Royce could see in mysticism only what the system of 
thought he brought to the question allowed him to see. It was unempirical, 
while James had the better and admirably empirical alternative. But remem- 
ber, James was a realist and could afford in his metaphysics the assumption 
that experiences point to an independent reality. Royce had destroyed that 
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claim, in the abstract, in The Worldand the Individual, and argued that only 
an absolute idealism could avoid contradiction. Can Hocking’s idealism 
remain an idealism while prefemng James’s approach to mystical experience 
to Royce’s? That question will be taken up shortly. For now it will be 
sufficient to note that mystical experience as embodied in the act of the 
individual will Hocking calls “worship” starts in feeling. But feeling of 
what? And what is the cognitive significance of this feeling? In this context 
I must reproduce another lengthy passage by Hocking, partly because no 
summary could equal its eloquence, and indeed, its eloquence is a great part 
of its persuasiveness: 

Worship may be regarded as an atkmpt to detach oneself from 
everything else in uniting with God. It seeks God first as an object, 
that Other of all worldly objects; and it seeks to join itself to that 
absolute other. The mystic proceeds by negation; this and that, he 
says, are not God: it is not these that I seek. The effort of worship 
measures the soul’spower ofdetachment. And my power of detach- 
ment measures the whole of my freedom, the whole of my possibil- 
ity of happiness, the whole of my possible originality, the whole 
depth and reach of my morality and of my human contribution. 
What the mystic reaches is, in terms of his world-conceptions, a 
zero: not indeed the whole of reality, but Substance, the heart of 
God. It is just such a zero as one encounters when he seeks his own 
soul behind the shifting content of his experience, or when he seeks 
the soul of another, in distinction from that other’s various external 
expressions. This zero is not a place to stay in; but it may be pre- 
eminently a place to return to, and to departfmm. In worship one 
touches the bottom of that bottomless pit of Self and perceives at 
hand the real Origin of things; gaining not the whole of any 
knowledge, but the beginning and measure of all knowledge. May 
not worship be described as the will to become, for a moment and 
within one’s own measure, what existence is; or more simply, as the 
act of recalling oneself to being? (MG, 365-66) 

Thus, mystical experience is an act of the will through which it detaches 
itself from the world (and the worldly self) by negating it, and literally 
everything depends on this act-freedom, happiness, morality, originality, 
knowledge, and creativity in the finite person. The influence of Royce is 
clearly seen here in Hocking’s voluntarism, but we must also recognize that 
this emphasis on the will is also in line with Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. But 
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I am led to wonder if voluntarism is wholly appropriate to the phenomenon 
of mystical experience. Very often mystical experiences come to us unbid- 
den and without any conscious act of willing, without preparation, and 
indeed without effort. Hocking seems not to account for these. He does 
acknowledge that in so willing, the mystic mainly prepares for the experi- 
ence rather than causing it. One can evoke but not command the mystical 
experience. There is still the sense that some external agency has acted to lift 
us to that place and time wherein we experience union with the divine. The 
individual will acts to negate the world in preparation for the work of an 
outside agency, and this outside agency may or may not appear in response 
to these preparations. When this external power chooses us, we can no more 
resist it with our wills than we can command it. It seems to me that process 
philosophers who speak of “divine lure” are attempting to recognize that 
agency on both the side of the finite individual and the divine is required in 
the account. Wesleyans have a doctrine of “prevenient grace” that does 
something similar, while Augustinians minimize the power of the finite 
agent to a simple turning towards God while God does the rest. Calvinists 
place total agency in God, and Lutherans tend in this direction, while post- 
millennialist Christian thinkers like Schleiermacher have a tendency to place 
a more robust responsibility for willing the Kingdom of God upon the 
individual believers. This variety of accounts of agency and willing is 
repeated in all the major world religions and evinces Hocking’s requirement 
of some sort of external agency in mystical experience. This renders the 
relation between the finite person and the external agency one of response, 
just as Royce had insisted. The finite will negates and detaches, the external 
agency acts positively to unify. This external agency is, as we have earlier 
indicated, what Hocking calls “the love of God.” He says, ‘We must not 
hesitate, therefore, to explain the love of God by what it is not,-the one by 
the many, the disinterested by the interested, the self-abandoning by the self 
seeking. We must assert that there is no love of God which is not at the same 
time an unlimited self-valuation; that there is always something self-seeking 
about worship and mysticism. . . . Perhaps this spark of ontological ambition 
which creative nature has deposited in the single self, is nature’s own way 
of bringing the new to pass for the good of all creation” (MG, 367). Thus, 
the will of the finite soul orients itself on the divine by negating the world 
and all the empirical aspects of its own experience, and in so negating itself 
seeks itself, others, and God as substance. 

The way in which Hocking attempts to solve Royce’s problem of the 
independence of the personal self is by placing upon that self an infinite 
responsibility to act, to seek God, compelled by its own infinite desire, by an 
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effort of its own will. Without such action, the self cannot be happy, free, 
moral, or creative-and it cannot experience God. Hocking’s God will not 
visit the individual soul unbidden, and if the soul remains dissolute in its 
isolated condition, not seeking the divine, that soul will never find itself, 
others, or the world either. For that reason, the soul will remain isolated. So 
effort of will is a necessary if insufficient condition for the immediate 
experience of God. This view, if it is true, assures us of the individuality, and 
hence the irreducible personhood, of the finite soul so constituted by its 
evident proprietary control over its own will. And indeed, this solution is not 
very much different from Royce’s response to Howison’s criticism. Royce 
also turned to the individual will as the bulwark of individuality, but he 
defended it speculatively. Here Hocking defends the view far more 
empirically, and unlike Royce adopts the insights of negative theol- 
ogy-instead of adopting argumentative dialectic to refute competitors, 
Hocking adopts an experiential dialectic that negates the empirical world. 

K Critique of Hocking 

In both Royce. and Hocking, individual will comes to the fore as a solution 
to the problem of the One and the Many. Indeed, Howison also followed this 
avenue, if in a slightly different way. St. Augustine had taken the same route 
some twelve centuries earlier. Is Hocking’s experiential emphasis on will 
really a better solution to this problem than Royce’s? I do not think it is, 
although I agree that Hocking’s general tendency to criticize Royce for not 
being historical and experiential and empirical enough ought to be heeded.M 
We have noted along the way a number of places where Hocking’s account 
of immediate experience of God is susceptible to criticism. Here, briefly, I 
will collect them. The first and most serious objection regards method. 
Hocking’s method is not logically rigorous enough for the kind of philos- 
ophy he professes to be doing. Most idealists adopt a dialectical logic, 
whether negatively using reduction as Royce does, or positively constructing 
its edifice, as Howison does. Hocking’s method is empirical and historical. 
He relies upon psychology and the other social sciences to provide him with 
his empirical data, and trusts in their ability to attain objectivity. This would 
be fine for a realist, but for an idealist it is a problem for several reasons. 
First, the social sciences are. not objective unless they are. guided by a rigor- 
ous methodology-whether that be phenomenology’s rigorous search for the 

30. SeeJohnE. Smith’ssimilarjudgmentinRoyceSSociolIn~nife: 7’heCommuniry 
oflnferprerurion (New York Liberal Arts Press, 1950), 119-23. 
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formal conditions of givenness, or behaviorism’s self-restriction to observ- 
able behavior. Hocking submits to no such method. He argues that religion 
is objective because it seeks the world and affects it profoundly in human 
history. The same may be said for the social sciences when they are properly 
done, he admonishes. But we can dispute whether this amounts to a level of 
objectivity sufficient to ground an idealistic metaphysics, and indeed, this 
sort of objectivity better accords with realism and its correspondence theory 
of truth or with pragmatism and its theory of meaning than with idealism and 
its demand for coherence. But Hocking rejects full-fledged realism, and 
insists on maintaining a substance metaphysics anathema to pragmatic 
theories of meaning. What is substance? Granting that Hocking declines to 
speak of substance beyond the experience of it, why even call this substance 
unless it is taken to have a prior and external existence? 

The fact is that Hocking does believe God has a prior and external 
existence and acts from that external position upon the soul. He simply has 
a different version of Royce’s problem, and perhaps did not go as far as 
Royce did in overcoming the idea of substance. Further, other minds and 
even the deepest parts of the self partake in metaphysical substance in the 
same sense. Hocking offers no account-beyond the psychological need of 
i t 4 a t  would ground his faith in substance, or the “being of infinite desire,’’ 
or the “heart of God,” or the “love of God,” if we prefer. 

I do not say that no answer can be made to these criticisms, but the most 
obvious answers are those that abandon idealism and seek a rigorous method 
elsewhere, as perhaps the later Royce did. Given Hocking’s great sympathy 
with empirical methods, it would have been appropriate for him to have 
followed James further than he did, abandoning idealism. Indeed, abandon- 
ment of idealism is the course Royce finally took, in Howison’s estimation. 
Marcel, with whom Hocking shared so much, also departed from idealism 
and followed a phenomenological and existential path rather than the path 
of substance metaphysics. And finally, with the insight of the cognitive value 
of feeling, Hartshorne and Whitehead built systems of process metaphysics 
that also were nonidealistic. It seems that we might do well to dispense with 
those elements of Hocking’s philosophy that tie him to idealism and revere 
him as the first-rate realist and psychologist of religion he was. As for 
answering Howison’s real criticism, it is not clear that either Royce or 
Hocking succeeded. But perhaps they may be forgiven, since the problem of 
the One and the Many is unlikely to disappear any time soon. I 


