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CHAPTER 1

A BRIEF SURVEY OF DESCARTES* THEORY OF MIND

For a long time now, I have been thinking about the problem of
body and mind and about the strangely wonderful phenomenon of comsciousnesse
The concept of comsciousness has always been a relatively neglected topice
As for questions about body and mind, onets first reaction is inevitably
the impatient exclamation ™ But there is no problem there at ally " We
are not all mind; everyone knows we are not disembodied spiritse (n
the other hand, we are not all body either; we are different = and, we
prefer to think, better = than the brutese We are mentoid oreaturesj
hybrids of mind and of bodye The ingredients are blende.d into a unity ==

arranged in a working ordere

This is the primary thesisg this is what is revealed to us in our
everyday experience ( for every moment of experience is a moment of
rovelation ) == or at least this is the way we tend to interpret the givene
And after all investigation and all reflection has been done our conviction
may not have changede For it is neither the task nor the intention of
philosophy to discredit, much less to 'refute! everyday opinions of the
immediately givene The common mants beliefs are usually based on a solid
common sense which unfortunately often evaporates in the heat of educationg
and the immediately given is quite possibly the only thing we havee It
is much more important to shed light on what is observed; to establish

vantage points which can be used to house the mind, bases the view from



which shows the bare facts in an intelligible lighte Many philosophers
may have gone beyond the transcience of the experience of the senses,
but few have taken the heroic course of denying &ll validity and reality
to this world,

These are not original thoughts but they are valid thoughtse Descartes
volces them in his famous letter of Jume 28, 1643 to Princess Elizabeth.l
We have three primitive notions, Descartes holds, those of body, mind and
the union of body and minde The concept of mind is best understood by
the rational faculty =-- the pure intellects The concept of body is best
understood by the rational faculty with the aid of the imagination, as in
the science of geomstrye The wnion of body and soul, however, cannot be
clearly and distinetly understoods it camnot evem be clearly and distinctly
imaginede It is kmown by means of the sensess For the senses themselves
presuppose a union of body and soul ( how else could a sense organ affect
the lnower? ) and are not directed to body in gemeral ( as is the imagination),
but to actually existing and sensibly presented bodies in particular, I
am uneasy about these three conceptss I am not sure that I do in fact have

theme Lot me investigates

What is my evidence for saying that I have a clear and distinct idea
of body and a similarly clear and distinct idea of mind? First of all, what
is a olsar and distinoct idea? For Descartes, an idea is an object of

lmowledges lhen the idea is entertained, the theory of representative

1ls Descartes: Philosophical Wiritings eds by EeAnscombe and PeT, Geach
( Nelsons Edinburgh,1954 )3 ppe 279=82 ( Hereafter referred to as'Writingg )e
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perception prompts him to say that it also constitutes knowledge of

an objecte Now a clear idea is one which we can recognize in the natural
light of reason as self=identical and distinguishable from all other
idease 4 distinet idea, on the other hand, is one which is not only
clear and manifest in its proesence, but the inner structure of which is
also perfeoctly 'mderstoode Distinctness implies clearnessj but the

2
clearness of an idea does not necessarily imply its distinctnesse

The evidence Descartes adduces in favor of the view that we do in
fact possess such clear and distinet 1deas of body as separate from mind
and of mind as sepArate fram brain, is reasoned, or metaphysical. What
I mean by this is as follows. Descartes nowhere refers to special
experiences which could be taken as originating or symptomatically
designating the presence of such ideas, He is not, for example, referring
to the feeling~=- which we may have after a long period of contemplation
or of fasting=--of sheer spirituality; to the experience of feeling as

though we were disembodied mindse

Descartes holds that the search after truth begins when one grows
dissatisfied with one's obscure and confused ideass, This intellectual
crisis leads us to the method of systematic, hyperbolical doubt where we
reject everything that can possibly be doubteds And what is it the veracity
of which we cannot doubt? Our senses may deceive us and our imagination

may decelive use Our thoughts can be deceptive; we often find that we are

2 Descartes: Principles of Philosophy,leif45=-46 ( Writings pel90 ).
See Ae Koyre's Introduction to™ritings", pexxxe wil% be referring
to Principles of Philosophy hereafter as "Principles",




in error=- we may quite conceivably always be in errore But even
though the content of our thoughts may be deceptive, the act of thought
leads us to the first certainty, I cannot possibly doubt that I doubt =
this is where Descartes reaches bedrocks I doubt therefore I existe

Dubito ergo sume Doubting is a form of thinking -=cogito ergo sums

I can be perfectly certain of thise My confused idea has become cleare
I think therefore I am; this is the first building block of the Cartesian
systeme, In itself, as Gilson holdsf it is not the first principlef but
it develops into the first principle and defines the orientation of the
systems If it is the inevitable result of the Cartesian method, it is
also in dangerous proximlty to the source of a possible fallacy. And
this is a "possible"™ fallacy in two sensese. On the one hand it is
possible to take a route from the ™ Cogito ™ that leads straightway into
this fallacye I shall try to show that Descartes has taken this routes
On the other hand, since we are in possession of no certain knowledge
oconcerning consciousness and the relation of mind and body, it is only
possibly ( at most, probably ) the case that Descartes® view of the

matter amounts to a fallaecye Once again, I shall argue that this is more

probable than note

Much has besen written on the illegitimate introduction of the self =
the " I " in the Cogitoe His oritics have insisted that on the basis of
the evidence he presents, Descartes could say no more than that thoughts

occur, or existe We may even speculate ( if we are at all linguistically

3¢ Be Gilson: Commentary on the Discours ( Paris,1935) pe299

4. Versfold shows this decisively, See Marthilis Versfeld:s An Essay on
the Metaphysics of Descartese, ( Methuen & Coe London,194U ), ®3De
Chapter V,
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minded ) as to whether the mistalke did not orisinate in latin grammar.
In Latin no sep”rate personal pronoun is used with verbse The person=-
refersnce is already included in the werb forme But these speculations
are totally invalid if we speak in Descartes! terms, For ideas are
qualities or modes, and to nothing no affections or qualities belonge
Everything there is must be either a substance or the modification
of a substancee INow if thoughts ( which are evidently not substances for
I cannot clearly and distinetly conceive them as being in need of no
other thing in order to exist ) are thus modes, they must be the modes of
some substance in which they inhere, This substance 1is the selfs

Mnd this is just the question. In what sense can we say and should
we say that the self is a substanceé If we apply the scholastic terminolegy
of substance-assence (quality) - mode, we are bound to run into
difficulties, Substances are reciprocally exclusive., From this it follows
that She essential attributes of substances must be also toto coelo
difrerents The modes of substances must be different as welle, Betwsen
substances there is no point of contacte If we distinguish between mind
the ecsential attribubte of which is thinking ( intellection, consciousness )
with the ideas as its proper modes, on the one hand, and matter the
essential attribute of which is extension with figures as its proper modes,
on the other; how can we possibly conceive the cooperation or the
interaction of the two? If there is no point of contact, there is no point
where causal influence could be transferrodes ‘/here there is such a

bifurcation, such a complete dichotomy of substances, we are inevitably doomed
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to an inexplicable parallelism or an intellectually totally inadequate
occasionalism, as the only logically consistent positione In the
light of this we recognize Descartes'! statement in his letter to Princess
Elizabeth, as an ultimate defence against the vielent objections to
his philosophy of minde FPure intellect knows, intuits the soul as
seperate from the body, and intellect together with the faculty of
imagination intuits the body as seperate from thinking substances « the
wnion of the two, however, we do not know, we do not and cannot even
hope to conceive it clearly and distinetly in the natural light of reasocn,

for it is an experiential fact revealed to us through the sensesas

In fact, Descartes seems to be saying, we experience the unity of
body and mindy in fact the two are united and they interacte Thus the
seperation of body from mind, 6f extension from thought as different
substances is the result of a reflective ontological analysis of the
experience=situatione Such " real distinction ® between two substances
is, for Descartes, " discovered from the mere fact that we can clearly and
distinetly conceive one without the other, "5Confusion is increased by
Descartest statement in the same paragraph, where he maintains that
™ even if we supposed that God had conjoined some corporeal substance to
a conscious substance so closely that they could not be more closely
joined, and had thus compounded a wnity out of the two, yet even so they
remain really distincte" What we are asked hers is to conceive of the soul
and of the body as a single thing ( conjoined ) and as two things ( seperate ),

which is selfwcontradictorye Descartes attempts to resolve the

Se Principles le60, ( Wiritings, pel93 )
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contradiction by the suggestion ( mentioned above ) that whereas we
can clearly and distinctly conceive the iatter, we can only feel or
exporience the formere I am wmseasy about this solution, for it ocomes to
this, What is closest to me, what I experience=-what I am=- every day
of my life is essemtially unintelligiblees The origin and the destination
of the soul as an immortal substance is clearly and distinctly known,
but common experience is inexplicablees It is highly improbable that this
should be the case, F or this amounts to little more than an emphasis
on the rationalistic dualism of reason ( thought ) and experienceg in
order to explain or explain away the difficulties arising from the

previocus emphasis on the dualism of mind and bodye

But now I can suddenly see that Descartes! sharp distinction between
body and mind is not wholly fallacious at alle For dont't we in fact
know of this radical disjunctiom of things in the world? 1 think and I
know and I am conscious and I have feelingse It is evident that stones
are different from me in this sense, even if I can judge only from their
behaviore The cumlative evidence of physiology goes to show ( much more
conclusively today than in Descartest time ) that the body is a machine,
a precision mechanism that requires fuel, proper maintenance, in return
for which it works, executes orderse If the body is not goal=directed of
itself, as Descartes asserts it isntt, the final causes superimposed on
its blind causality cannot originate in mattere Matter fills space and is

divisible, perishable and compounded: it does not spontaneously gemerate
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notlons The realm of matter is the realm of mechanical causality}

a colorless, lifeless, insensitive world of extensiones Bits of matter
£illings the universal void; all simply located and externally related

to one another~---atom propelling atom upon impact, In contrast with this
bleak 2nd senseless world, mechanical and mathematical, = the human

mind knows the force of feelings and emotionse Contrast the warm

life of the senses, the heauty of art, the intensity of pleasures and
pains with the cold precision of matters. Random unplanned mechanical
action could nqt sustain organic life for very longj= without final
causes directing the aations of the body we would very soon die=w—of
starvation or cold or heat or just from sheer inactivity. And the I

( whatever this mysterious personal pronoun may stand for ) does not

£i1l space; if you reflect you cannot even answer the question ™ ihere
are you " You can say, " Here is my hand ™ and " Here is my neck " and

" Here is my head "“--=~ under special circumstances you can even say

" Here is my brain ", But where is the "me™ to which all these,= hands,
neck, head and brain belong? Of which it makes no sernss to say that it is
gégg_for it is me. It is that to whish all that belongs to me, belongse
The genitive of the personal pronoun is meaningless when it is applied

to ite

The new physics taught Descartes that the material universe consisted
of nothing but space=filling stuff in motion, assuming an ever=-changing,

infinite variety of formss Color and sound, taste and smell did not
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helons, to this mechanico-mathematical contimuums they were our
contributionss When the feather tickles me, the tickle is in me not

in the feathers: = this is the point where the world of science prepares
the first clash with the world of our everyday experience. Hence the
belief that the outer world of matter is quankitative; the inner world
is qualitativees The outer world manifestsconstant diversity; the inmer
world is unified in the "™I", the single and the simple, indivisible self=
substznces Matter undergoes constant change; the self is unchanging and
gbidinge In this mood I ask myself boldly: ™ What is thers that is in
coumon between the mind and the body?" In this mood ( and this is a
legitimate mood ) I am bound to end up by wondering about the famous

question, "™ Why doec the mind have a body?"

These, then, were good reasons for Descartes to decide in favor of
the essential diversity of mind and body and consequently of mind and
braines They are also good reasons for usj reasons which should help
us to understand Descartes and which we should remember after we have fallen

into the opposite mood of emphasizing the unity of body and soul.

In the light of these considerations I think I can now appreciate why
Descartes insisted on drawing a sharp line of division between body and
minde There were also other considerations involved in his refusal to
allow the possession of a rational soul tc the brubtes; but we are not
at present concerned with thosee The question I would rather ask is this,

If we distinguish between two things which seem to us to be quite different,
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whose properties seem to bey, as a matter of fact, even contradictory
and mutually exclusive=-is there any reason why we should state this
distinction in the substance=attribute terminology? As a psychological
argument in the ocase of Descartes, I would adduce the fact that he has
not quite succeeded in breaking with the Scholastic traditione He
accepted the traditiocnal subject=predicate form of proposition unquestiom
ninglye He inherited the subtance-attribute mode of thought, and applied

it as the one that was closest at hande, But there is more to it than thise

let me try to state the point this way, If we discern radical
differences between mind and matter, does this mean that we have to think
of them as different substances=evize toto coelo different? An
unconditional, total dualism is intellectually unsatisfyinge It introduces
a fadical bifurcation, a gap that cannot be bridged and forces us to resort
to measures of artificial juggling and frequent reference to an ommipotent
God, in order to hold the system togethere Most important of all, it
does violence to my every=day experience, the evidence of which I would be
very reluctant to disregarde Such a Cartesian dualism will not doe
But Descartes had gotten iﬁto this position by asserting that matter and
mind were different substancese To understand him I must find out why

he held +this views

In Principles of Philosophy 1e60 we find the following statemente
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" Real distinection between two or more substancesese is discovered
from the mere faot that we can clearly and distinctly concelve the one
without the oi:her."'6 It seems, then, that we do have a clear and distinct
idea of the mind as seperate from everything elsee This idea is in
fact the first clear and distinct idea we haveg it is the Cogitos
" Cogito ergo sumMe.ethis is the first indubitably certain proposition
in Descartest systeme It is the first truth; it relieves me of the
hyperbolllical doubte Sometimes I think I even experience the detachment
of a disembodied spirit; as though I were nothing but consciousness and
conselousness were selfw-sufficient and autonomous=-as though nothing
but thoughts were necessary for the existence of thoughtse In this
mood Descartes confidently exclaimsg " Assuredly the conception of this
"I" precisely as such ( as a thinking being ) does not depend on things
of whose existence I am not yet aware."71 have a clear and distinct idea
of mind, of the act of thinking, which I cannot doubte In this idea
antecedent conditions are not thoughty, whence Descartes assumes that
no antecedent conditions are needed for its generatione " A substance
is in need of no other thing in order to exisg, ", if I oan conceive
and understand something clearly and distinctly apart from a_ll other things,
then it is truly distinet and different from them=~ for God can effect

the seperatione Created substances, according to Descartes' definition,are

things that need only the co=operation of God in order to existe

6e Writings, pel93
7o Moditations on Fiist Fhilosophy V1, (Writings,ppel14=-115 )
8e s ritings pelJ? )




I tend to challenge the view that we can clearly and distinetly
understand mind as sep®rate from mattere We must recall that the
Cogito is the first term, the first unconditional certainty only in
the order of vroof, Indubitably, on its discovery depends the whole
future course of the argument, But the order of demonstration is not
necessarily identical with the order of generation; the logical order
of proof is not necessarily and alwoys the same as the order of beinge
It may very well be the case that though in thought I ¢3n conceive of

nothing more ultimate than the Cogitos in fact, viz, in its actuality,

this thinking being whose existence has been affirmed is dependent on
certain antecedent conditions which are not thought of when it is
contemplated, but without which it could not possibly existe I wonder

if Descartes! arzument amounts to more than the disputable ( fallacious? )
statement that the idea of an object can be analyzed into the idea of the
conditions of that objecte It is certainly true that this is not always

the casee Let me give you an examples

I can think of a house without at the same time thinking of 21l the
bricks, wood, cement, electrical wiring, plumbing and working hours that
have gone into the building and maintenance of that houses In facht I can
think of the house even though I have no idea what these building materials
were and how a house is usually buillte I can always think of the
finished product without 2+ the same time also thinking of the process of
prcductions Does it not seem probable that this is just where Descartes

was wrong; he held that if we can think of the mind as seperate from
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everything else, then it is in fact independent and in need of nothing

beyond itself in order to exist?

It is evidontly the case that the mind when contemplating its own
nature tends to disregard the necessary conditions of its existencee
It is, to use a suggestive phrase for a feature I can®t describe amy better,
internaleto=itselfe I order to consider itself it does not have to go
outside of or beyond itself. I would venture to say that Descartes was
probably familiar with this characteristic and consequent tendency of the
mind to disregard the conditions of its comscious functioningg however,
he was misled==through his order=mistake--into believing that from the
fact that consciousness is the first term in the logical order of expositiom
it follows that it is also &t first term, and is thus without necessary
antecedents, in the ontological order of being, However, this does not
follows The inference can only be legitimized if we additionally assume

the rationalistic premiss of " a nosse ad esse est vera consequentia®™,

If we grant this we have bridged the gap between thought and being and our
problems are solvede However, I would be very reluctant to grant this
premiss, since it assumes what we have set out to proves More correctly,

it resolves the problem by granting likely or desirable premisses instead
of instigating further investigations,even in the face of the possibility
that the outocome of these investigations might be intellectually disturbing

or undesirablee

The resort, then, to a rationalistic principle for the justificationm



14
of Descartest position is of littls use to use It is of interest,
however, because it rewveals that without it Descartes can be shown to
have made an order-mistakes It is this mistake alone that enabled him
to conclude that the pure act of thought could exist without antecedent /
conditions ( brain processes )3 that consciousness was in need of nothing
beyond itself in order to existe In accordance with this he concluded
that mind was a substance completely independent af and different from
matter, in general, and from the body and the brain to which it was

attached, in particulare

I must repeat, I am not at present arguing that it is inconoceivable
that this should be the casee I am only saying that a radical dualism
will not quite do justice to my experiencey the evidence of which 1
roegard as importante Further, I took this insuffieiency.as my clue in
investigating where the radical bifurcation was introducede This led me
to the substance=atitribute mode of thought, which I have subsequently
traced to its origin in an order=mistake in the Cogitos The order=
mistake is the possible fallacy to which I have earlier referredg it
ceases Lo be a fallacy only if we grant the rationalistie principle of
a parallelism between the realm of knowledge and the realm of beinge=
together with its corollary, the representative theory of perceptione
However, this is far too much %o ask us to grant, only in order to maintain
the duality of body and mind, It is preferable to reject provisionally

the Cartesian dualism and go on to examine new paths that are more pramisinge
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It is much more probable that the grand assumption demanded of us
cannot be justified, than the opposites There is no better indication
of the breake=down of rationalism, than to have to accept a rationalistic

premiss on faithe

At this point it may be objected that we are not doing full justice
tc Descartes in this short chapter. serhaps this is inevitable, but we
must remember that in this thesis Descartes is mentioned for background
purposes onlys He 1s treated more especially for two reasonse First,
he zave a clear and inecisive exposition of the duality of mind and
mattery he saw the problem though he did not succeed in solving ite Descartes
was the one who defined the problem for subseguent philosophy to this day,
5o that developments in the philosophy of mind can best be traced by first
returning to Descartes for general orientatione His importance is easily
seen from the single fact that Santayana, writing close to 300 years after
him, sesms in many places to be answering him point by point, treating
Cartesian problems in Cartesian language in order to be able to break the

deadlock and disagree. Of this we shall give illustrations later ons

Descartes is also important from another point of viewe, It was the
new physics that prompted hi=m to exclude all mind, 211 intelligence, all
murposiveness from natures. As we have seen, the great advance of physies
resulted in a denudation of the physical world; what was left was a
colorless, soundless mass of mechanical matter=-measurable but not qualitativoe

In this sense Descartes was the first great philosopher to struggle with the
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problems which the new conceptions of science were creatinge The
problems are still with us todays we still have not succeeded in solving
them, and in incorporating the conflict which underlies them into a
coherent and satisfactory picture of the worlde The trouble is that we
feel the moral life, moral values as endangered by the scientific advances
The fear is legitimate because the danger is presents And it is present
to a much greater exfent tody than it was in Descartes! times The
development of the biological sciences ( including psychology ) represent
both a hope and a threat==sspecially in view of certain tendencies which
press for a biology that is to be the extension of physics into the sphere
of life, Possibly the greatest problem of mogfern culture is the effort
of philosophy to digest the violent new perspectives of science, and its
rencwed attempts to facilitate an infilbration of moral values into the
world of scientific researche Hore we have a conflict between two sides
of the human personality, From the point of view of this conflict

Descartes must be considered a gimeer.

Thus our main concern is not Descaftes but the problem of coneciousnesse
So far I have described some of Descartes' most important views on the
body=mind problem, and have tried to point out where he has fallen short
of giving a satisfactory solution of the problem and why, His fallacy
may be called ( in Santayanats terms ) a fallacy of substantializatione
If I would go a step further at this point and says ® substantialization

of the insubstantial ", I would be well on my way towards epiphenomenalism.
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However, that is not my intention at the presente

There is a simple mistake in Genesis 1, when the text is taken
literally, to which we can profitably compare Descartes! fallacye To the
best of our knowledge it is the case that the origin of all the light
( except for the negligible amount which originates in other fixed stars )
reaching the earth by daytime is the sune Astronomers and physicists
could give us the details of how this lighteenergy is generatedj they
could supply us with figures and explanations in terms of the transformation
of hydrogen atoms into heliums They would tell us that there is no light
we lmow of which does not originate in stars ( the sun, of course, is 2
star ) or in a conglomeration of stars or in galaxies which are in the
process.of crystallizing into stars. Now Genesis 1, on the othsr hand,
maintains that God has created light on the first day, whereas the sun,
moon and the stars were created on the fourth day only, In this way the
product ( light ) is held to be independent of its originating organ ( the
sun )e The constant correlation of light and sun is explained by stating
that the sun 'rules' the day and the moon the nighte Note the similarities
of this situation with the theory of pargllelism, There the mind is
seperated from .the body3 consciousness from confomitant brain=processess
Consciousness is an entity in need of no other entity for its gemeration
( Descartes admits no corresponding brain processes for the mental
procemess of pure thought )3 in need of only God in order to existe The
mind is not considered a function which becomses meaningless and empty

( even passes out of existence ) when it is seperated from its organe The
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organ=function relation only seems to hold between brain and mind;
if the latter seems to be causally dependent on the former, it must be
emphasized that this is only an apparant dependence and the trained eyse
of the mind easily observes that the two are really quite distinct =
which excludes the possibility of causal interaction between theme The
brain is not an antecedent condition of the possibility of mental states
just as the sun is not an antecedent condition of the existence of the
God=created and substantially independent light that seems to emanate from

ite

By means of this anaslogy we can see how much artificial pipe fitting
of concepts and abstract entities would be neocesary to give some sort
of an explamation of what is immediately observede A physics or an
astronomy that started out with the premiss that all correlation between
light and its origination in hydrogem = burning stars is purely illusory
would come up with strange results = if it could reach any results at alle
I am using this analogy not to refute occasionalism or parallelism and
through them the radical originative disjunction of matter and mindg I
am using it only to show that just as a physics based on a similar premiss
would be an improbably strange physios, so a metaphysics based on this
is an improbable and strange metaphysicse There is an important use which
we shall be able to make of another aspect of the light amalogy in commection

with epiphenomenalisms We shall talk about that at a later places
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CHAPTER 11

T. . ICXIEY: CCNFLICT OF EXPERIMENT AND INTROSPECTION

Let us now exchange the word ™mind" for the word "consciousness™e
Mind is a term both vague and ambiguous; it is most advantageously
employed as a collective nown for all mental states in opposition
to their usual contrary, bodys This is why I have used it in connection
with Descartes, but now we will have to be more specific. And there
are problems even in the case of Descartes; how should we render the
Latin “cogitare™ and the French “penser™ in English? The accepted
translation used to be "o think" and "cogito ergo sum" was tramslated

" I think therefore I am (exist) ™.

But this translation is faithful neither to the letter nor to

the spirit of Descartes. Iet me illustrates In Principles of Philosophy
1
1. 9 he says: " By the term cogitatio I understand everything that takes

place within ourselves so that we are aware of it---And so not only acts
of understanding, will and imagination, but even sensations, are here

to be taken as instances of ' cogitare! ". In what sense can we say
that for Descartes a sensation is a tthought!=--which seems to be the

implication of the old translations?

1. Writings, pe183
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In more recent translations this situation has been remedied by

the introduction of the English word "conscionsness™ ( and sometimeq

“oxperience" ) to stand for cogitatios e can easily enough draw up

n t

the linguistic eguation " mental states = conscious states "« There
is, even in sensations as Descartes correctly remarks, a mental, cognitive
factor-=~this is what we usually call perceptual consciousness today,
Concepts as recognitional capacities are also involved, and these are
more 2pt to be taken as the cognitional side of perception; but
we are not concerned with these nows One reason why the rendering of
cogitare as ™ to be conscious " is useful, is that it brings out a
distinction which the word "thought™ usually tempts us to overlooks
namely that between consciousness and the conceptual factor in cognition,
3

According to NeKe Smith , Descartes uses 'consciousness' in two
sensesy In one sense it is employed as a general name for all states of
consciousness, including the contents and ( objects ) of consciousnesse
This is the referential totality of comscious experiencece In 2 more
restricted ( and, for Descartes, more proper ) sense, however,
consciousness is distinguished and sep®rated from its contents as an
ultimate uwnanalyzable simple force or lighte It is in this conscicus
light that experience=-contents appear=--in this sense comscicus=-ing is

the vltimate characteristic of the self as totally different from

extended substance. In the light of consciousness ( in

2e A ood example of this is the EeAnscombe, PeT, Geach translation I am
using,
3¢ " Shudies in the Cartesian Philosophy™ pp.90=31 (Macmillan: London 1902).
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the second sense) the mind's eye examineé the object of knowledge,
vize the ideas presented to ite This is the origin of the introspectionist
tradition in modern philosophy for the effective formulation of which
the terminclogy of consciousness is especially adaptede I may remark
at this point that Descartest contention that of all the things we know,
we know the mind or consciousness best is in one sense true and in
another falsee This is due to the ambiguity of Descartes use of the
word consciousnesse It is certainly the case that in knowing anybthing
I lmow only my own conscio$s states-=--thus in this eense I know

ATt
consciousness best bscause ;i gs the only thing I knowe However, from
this it does not follow that I also know consciousness in the more
restricted sense of a simple light, apart from its contentse. Although
it certainly seems to be the case that it is necessarily involved
in the knowledge of anything, from this we can by no means infer that
in knowing anything we also know ite For as we have already pointed out,
a necessary condition is not necessarily revefdbd in the product it

makes possiblee

The above remark was in self-defence, as I must admit I have no
idea what consciousness in this narrow semnse is, despite the fact that
I have been relying on it wmquestioningly all my life -=- to enable me to
sense, to think, in fact to do anything in which I can say that I ( as
apart from my body, at this point ) am involveds Indeed, some people
would insist that consciousness is so close to me that it could not be

closer--=- that it is, in fact, me. If I would accept this statement
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( which without examination I cannot do ), I would have to admit
that I just do not know what I myself ams And this is not such a

surprising admission to make.

It is also not surprising if I say that though I do not at present
know what consciousness is, I very much want to find out something about
ite I am reminded of Ge BEs Moore's famous statement:

", .ethe other element which I have called ™consciousness™
~--= that which sensation of blue has in cormon with
sensation of green--is extremely difficult to fixe That
many people fail to distinguish it at all is sufficiently
whown by the fact that there are materialists. And, in
general, that which makes the sensation of blus a mental
fact seems to escape us: it seems, if I may use a .
metaphor, to be transparent---we look through it and see
nothing but blue; we may be convinced that there is
something but what it is no philosopher, I think, has
yet clearly recognized.® 4

I think I can understand what Moore was trying to sayes Our cognitive
faculties are strictly funetional; they are, so=to-speak, ' out-dirsctedt?,
They look out beyond themselves at the object ( this is what it means to
be object-directed ) and in the act of lmowing they do not know themselves.
The realization of this im one florm or another goes back at least to
Ste Augustine. It is indeed a mystery ( as he thought ) that while we
know so much about the external world, we know nothing about our own
faculties of lmowledge; the physiology of sensation, the neurology of
brain processes, = and most of all about consciousness, which is certainly
a necessary condition of knowledge in at least one very important sense:of

that word. The animal only acquires interest in itself when something

4s Go B, Moore:Philosophical Studies ( Kegan Padhl,Trench,Trubmer :London,1922),
® The Refutation of Ldeallism™,PDe20
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does not function well, when it falls sicke. Otherwise, the cognitive
organs disregard themselves and are submerged in, completely taken

up with, the objecte In other words, in knowing we don't know knowing
or the conditions of knowing, in seeing we don't see the eye; the
intermediaries are readily overlooked, just as in looking through the
window we do not see the glass but the birds outside and in the
microscope we disregard the lens and see only the cell-structure it
revealse This essential ignorance has too often been covered up by the
systematic guessing=-game of epistemologists and psychologists., It is
extremely hard to make consciousness its own object, to make it turn in
(180°) upon itself; but I feel it is not impossibles In a sense this
whole thesis may be looked upon as an attempt to find some sort of
meaning for the notion of consciousness. It is not easy to do this,

and in the end it may well turn out that we have not succeeded in making
the concept intelligiblee But it is worth our while to make the attempt,
because the phenomenon of conseiousness is fascinating and the concept

of consciousness is a suggestive ones

This leads me to a comsideration of epiphenomenalisme I hope
that in the course of the argument it will become clear how closely the
epiphenomenalist position is connected with a certain conception of
consciousnesse I will try to show what this conception is and subsequently
I will attempt to give an estimate as to how far the position that

consciousness is the distinetively mental activity, can be maintainede
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I will start up with an exposition of the.views of T. He Huxley,
the most prominent exponent of the theory in the 19th centurye His

5
most important work on this topic is the essay ™ Animal Automatism®,

Epiphenomsnalism maintains that human beings ( as well as most
higher animals ) are conscious automata. For this reason it has been
alternatively called the Theory of Conscious Automatisme Its origin
goes back to Descartes? statement of the problem of body and minde
Nothing will illustrate this better than the fact that Huxley himself
quotes Descartes in ™ Animal Av.toma’ci:am",6 and in another essay 7traces
two trends, both derived fro? De/scartes, the logiocal develomments of

thue,

which seem to conflict and by have to be reconcilede The solution, so

it is thought, lies in epiphenomenalism.

As Norman EKemp Smith has pointed out, there is an essential inconsistency
between Descartes? physics and his metaphysicse The physics inevitably
terminates in a materialisme The metaphysics, on the other hand, leads
to Berkely and Kant and an essentially subjective == at best criticale-
idealisme Epiphenomenalism is an attempt to reconcile these antithetical
views=--=-which amount to opposing tendencies of development and which,

to a great extent, underlie the dilemma of the 20th centurye In other

words, epiphenomenalism is a hybrid theory originating in the desire

Ge Te H, Huxloys Animal Automatism and OGher Bssays, (FitsgeraldsNew Tork
1884). Referyed to as “Animal" hereafters
6e Animal, ppelff
Te Tols Huxley: lay Sermons,Addresses and Reviews,(Macmillan:London 1870)
"Cn Descartes? Discourse™,ppe351-378. Book hereafter
referred to as " Lay Sermors ".




to reconcile the conflict between scienbific experimentalism and
moral introspectionisme It is essentially a half-way position;

its value lies in the indecision which bred it and in the fact that
it involves the recognition of a basic problem which many other

theories tend to overlooke

Descartes held that brain and mind stand in the relation of
interdependence in some cases and independence in others, in the
following mannere

1. Some neural processes do not produce corresponding
conscious processes---reflex actions, for instance
( which is not to say that we cannot grow conscious
of them )e
2e Som processes of the brain and the nervous system
necessarily produce conscious states. Semsations,
originating in sense organs and terminating in the
conscious mind, would bs an example of thise
Actually, Descartes made a threefold division of
experisnces within this category into appetites
( hunger ), passions ( anger is an example ) and
sensationse
3¢ Some conscious states can exist without corre%bnding
brain processese Descartes held that cognition and
volition belonged in this category of spontaneous,
purely spiritual but eausally active statess

An alternative theory would be as follows:
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ls Some brain processes do not produce corresponding
conscious states,

2 The brain is the organ of consciousnessj in this
way all conscious states have corresponding nervous

( neural ) processess

But this does not give us epiphenomenalism, though it establishes a
naturalistic basis for that theorye. For the epiphenomenalistic view

we have to add a further proposition.

3¢ All consocious states depend for their existence
on antecedent nervous states, and can in no way

causally affect these states,

Epiphenomenalism insists on the causal impotence of consciousnesse

Huxley was fully aware that the localization of brain functions had
been one of the great aspirations of neurologists since the beginning of
the nineteenth century, and he took it as evident that the organ of
consoiousness is the braine In accordance with the belief current in
his day, he designated the tanterior division! of the brain as the
seat of consciousnesse Today the region most often quoted as the seat
of consciousness is the mid-brain or diencephalon? mainly bscause of

new neurological investigations with some of the most important work

being dome at MeGill by Dre.Penfield and his associates, but experimental

8, Dr.Wilder Penfield and Theodore Rasmussen: The Cerebral Cortex of
Man, ( Macmillan: New York,1952),
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evidence, even to this day, warrants no final conclusions on the
topice At any rate, it seems clear that human consciousness is closely
bound up with the human cortex; similarly in all other animals it

is connected with the higher regions of the brain.

Now operate on a frog; sever the lower part of its spinal corde
This makes any sort of commection with the brain impossible; the
lower segment of the spinal cord is independent of any %conscious
controlts If you then expose the frog to a number of tests, surprising
facts will come to lights When an irritant is applied to the leg-- a
leg which cannot occasion the fesling of pain, because its nserve
connections to the brain and hence to any possible conscious mind are
cut off=-=the frog will apply a foot, and if that is held back, the
other footd = to rub off the acide The nerve and muscle coordination
necessary for such an action is truly amaringe And it has been
accomplished solely on a mechanical stimulus-response basis by the lower

spinal corde

When the spinal cord is left intact in the frog and only the
foremost half or two=-thirds of the brain is talken away, the extent of
the nsrvous coordination manifested by the animal is even more surprisinge
The central nervous apparatus is sufficient to make the frog swim, retain
complete balance, jump, walk, eat and perform a number of other complex
actionse When only the anterior part of the brain is removed, the frog
hears nothing and sess nothing and is presumably without consciousnesse=

and yet it performs actions which we had previously thought only animals
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in full conscious control of their body could performs. By placing

obstructions in its way ( which the frog will carefully avoid ) we

may even conclude that although it cannot see, visible bodies seem

to act through its eyes in the form of nervous impulses penetrating
its brain, and through its brain affecting the bodyt's motor

9
mechanism of movemente

Now add to this the evidence of complex operations performed
by human beings in a purely mechanical mannerj for example the phenomena
of sommambulism and habit-actuated actionse Huxley realized that he
ocould make a much better case for the Cartesian doetrine of the automatism
of animals than Descartes himself coulds Today, we can make a still
better case for the automatism of human beings and animals, than could
Huxleye The experimental evidence of science seems to be in favor of
an underlying, basic biological mechanisms We may call it an ' organic
mechanism® if we wish, so long as we realize that it is a mechanism.
It is evident that the vital fumctions, such as the beating of the heart
and breathing, are automatice We alsoc know that most of the actions a
human being performs are recurrent, repetitive actions; habit-actuated.
And as for the acquisition of habit and the intelleectual functionss
we are told that at the basis of most of our learning is Pavlov's conditioned
roflex. For the vital funoctions it is reflex actiong, for action it is

habit, for learning it is the conditioned reflex; none of these involves

9¢ "Animalt, Ppe7 ffe



consciousness as an anteosent condition of its possibility. Machines
have been constructed ( and we wouldn't be willing to admit that
machines are comsciousd ) which imitate the conditioned refléx,
Machinses have been built which learn by trial and errore Michines

have been built which manifest complex patterns of social behavior. If
all this can be done without the intervention of consciousness-=-is it

not possible that everything is done without it?

This, then, is the way the doctrine of epiphenomenalism was borne
The scientist=philosopher ( a strange combination, which unfortunately
rarely works without injury being done to at least one of the two fields
—==-ond often to both ) finds himself in a situation ir which he has
succeeded ( or he expects he will succeed ) in explaining everything
in mechanical, material terms, In effect there is nothing left that
could be assigned to the functioning of consciousnesse The scientist
feels forced into the position of asserting that on the basis of his
findings and expectations consciousness has no causal efficacye The

machinery of the body is sufficient.to do all the work.

There 1s, however, an additional diagnosis of consciousness that
is made by the epiphenomenaliste The scientist admits the existence
consciousness, but confronted with its basic, overriding subjectivity,
does not know what to do with ite What else can the scientist do but

state, with Huxley, his belief that " we shall, sooner or later, arrive
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at a mechanical equivalent of consciousness, just as we have

arrived at a mechanical equivelant of heat “?loNow the epiphenomenalist
goes a step further; he states=--and this is the vicious aspect of

the theory-- that since we can make nothing of consciousness on a
scientific basis, its causal efficacy must be nile It cannot be
useful for the organism, and on the basis of the economy of nature we

mst maintain that what is not useful cannot be riecessary. Consciousness

is a waste product.

This, then, is where we are led by the development of Descartes?
position to its logical conclusione If everything material, including
the human body, conforms only to mechanical lawa, what place shall
wo find in the world order for consciousness? Whereas Descartes started
out with the substantiality of the conscious mind, the position is
now reversed and the epiphenomenalist ends with the conclusion that
consclousness is altogether insubstantiale But underlying all this is
the basic paradox of mind and body; All our knowledge is couched in
conscious terms and may ultimately turn out to be only "knowledge®™ of
states of consciousnesse The material world is apprehended only under
the forms of the ideal or mental worlde When I speak of matter and
impenetrability, for instance, and say that the two are inseperable, this
statement can be reduced to the mueh less pretentious sentence, " ‘my
eansciousness of matter and my consciousness of impemetrability are always
conjoinedes" My consciousness reveals to me a world of matter and force,

and I naturally regard the mind as an inhabitant of this worlde But,

10. lay Sermonse py37¢
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on the other hand, this material realm only appears to me in the
context of comscious experience; I have no proof that it exists apart
from my experience of ite It pays off if I believe that it does; the
animal cannot live without this belief, but even the fact of the
utility of this belief is only another appearance in the conscious
manlifolde The conscious mind exists in the natural world; but the
natural world exists only as an appearance in the conscious minde I am
a creature in the world; but the world is my creation. We must ask
fhe.question: Can this péradox be resolved? Can the epiphenomenalist
resolve it? Is it not strange that everything of which we are conscious
is interpretable only in terms of physical science ( in the wider sense,
in which physical science includes biology ), whereas consciousness

11
itself is not=-=--- and without the light of consciousness nothing

could appear and there would be no self=subject to which anything could
appeare ™ los extremes se touchent "; this is quite correect in this

case of naturalism and idealism, if by this meeting we mean an encounter
in conflict, a tension~--almost on Hegelian principles=-~which it is
extremely hard to resolve, Indeed, we have this added disadvantapge, that
if we were Hegelians we could at least be sure that a resolution of the
conflict is possibles as it is, however, at the present we are not even
convinced of thise And even if such a reconci}iation is in the long

run possible, epiphenomenalism may not be the theory on which this will

be basede

11, This, I believe, is one of the reasons why philosophers have
occasionally been tempted to reject consciousness as a faoteér
separate from the flux of experience contentse, See esp, William
James:" Does Consciousness Exist?" =-In:" Essays in Radical
Empiricism,"( Longmans, Green & Co: New YOTEK,lULZ )sDPel-38e




324

It us now have a closer look at the tenets of the Theory of
Conscious Automatism, as it was put forward by Huxley, We should not
be deterred by the metaphorical language we shall occasionally have

to use; epiphenomenalism has never been very widely held and consequently .
N

\

nobody has ever made an attempt to state the theory systematically=e—- y
to set forth the assumptions and the arguments in a logically coherent
order, to evaluate the evidence and then to draw the conclusions. In
the place of explicit statements we will have to rely on hints from the
few philosophers who have held this theory, and often invent our own
analogies to make the writerst points evidente DPerhaps it is true that
all philosophical systems ultimately depend on spatial metaphors and
analogical images transferred from everyday experience to serve as
explanations of difficult metaphysical insightss Not many men can have
these insightss and often they can be communicated only with great
difficultdy, and almost always very imperfectlye This need not, however,

prejudice us against their probability=-values

The first assumption of the epiphenomenalist is no different
from the assumption of any other human being; he holds that men as well
as higher animals are conscious orginismse The doctrine of the privagy:-of
the conscious field has been viciously attacked on a number of different
grouds in the recent paste However, it seems at least as indubitable
as any empirical matter of fact can be, that my consciousness is private
to me and that I have access to no other conscious field beyond my own,

though I willingly infer that such conscious fields do in fact existe
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We can grant this assumption without further discussion; for even
though it should turn out that no other being beside myself is in
any way conscious { though I cannot think of a way in which this
could be proved ), the epiphenomenalistic arguments would still
apply---in the single instance of a conscious field with which I am

acquainted and the existence of which I cannot denye

If it is evident that nervous processes are the antecedents of X
mental states, we may now ask the question whether it is equally
evident that there are cases in which conscious states are the immediate
antecedents of neural processes. We are immediately tempted to answer
in the affirmatives Consider the phenomenon of volition. Wishing
for something and then deciding to do it: this certainly seems to
be an instance of a conscious state issuing in action-=--an action
which, we prefer to think, would not have been done had we not decided

to do ite

The epiphenomenalists hold that the belief that the conscious self
has access to the effector mechanisms of the body is based on an illusione
At a later place we shall discuss Santayana's account of the origin of
this illusion---for now it is sufficient if we note that it is difficult
to see how a volition could cause ( or occasion ) the occurrence of
a brain process ( eventually terminating through the appropriate nervous
messages in the execution of an order ), if we hold that the brain is

the organ of mind, that consciousness is a function and not an entity ( as
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with Descartes ) and that accordingly there is a one to one
correlation between brain processes and mental processes. It seems
to me that if we hold that conscious events cause neural events, we
can no longer say that brain is the organ and consciousness the
function, because the relation of organ to function is one of logical

antecedence and temporal prioritye.

Buxley holds that there is only a one-way traffic of causal
influence between the brain and consciousnesse Neural events can
and do cause states of consciousness; conscious events cannot and
consequently do not cause neural events, Consciousness is simply a
collateral product of the functioning of the nervous system - brain
cirouit; a shadow that accompanios but in its insubstantiality cannot
influence the bodye It is a silent witness--=-the analogy of the witness
is an important one for epiphenomenalism==- & spectator that canmnot join
in the gamee Volition, the mental state in which a conscious effort
seems to be directed at the accomplishment of an action, is an emotion,
or feeling, which indicates that physical changes in the brain have
taken placee It is a sign of neural events that have taken place,
not a sign for such &vents to ttake placee Conscious experience is
the way we are informed by the nervous system and the brain, of what
actlon has been takens We may, indeed we will have to, ask the question
who or what is this twe' that is informed in this way of the actions
that have been taken? is it not the case that in some very important
sanse I originated and I performed the action in question? What

concepbion of the self and of personal identity is implicit in the
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epiphenomenalist position? This is an interesting and revealing

question and at a later point we shall discuss it at lengdth.

The notion of a one=-way causal connection between neural events >
and consciousness is a difficult one, and for the present I think it
would be well to try to elucidate ite I will do this by means of

two short analogiese

The first analogy compares the nervous system and the brain to a
correspondents The body is a complete mgchine, a closed circuit, so
to speake It receives and evaluates stimuli, calculates and effects
the correct response ( though there is, of course, a margin of error ).
In this at least the three basic factors of sensory input, built-in
tendencies of organs and stored memory=-information are involved,
Consciousness, however, is not involved. The action is selected and
subsequently arranged for by an auton@mous central process, which is
a physical process ( or group of processes ) in the braine Generally
speaking, the brain keeps us informed of what is going on, but this
information must be conceived of as information which is transmitted in
a letter; it never reaches the recipient prior to writing or mailinge
The temporal difference between, say, a sensory stimulus registering
in the brain in the form of a brainrevent, and the same registering in
consciousness as a sensation, is, of course, very littlee But it is
sufficient to make all effective causal action on the part of
consciousness impossiblee For if there is a short span of time bhetween

the brain event and the conscious state, and the brain event is sufficient
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in itself to select actions as well as to carry them out by way

of its controle over the effector organs, then the conscious field

is even temporally unable to interferee The cortex writes the

letbers when the action is being takeni tut by the time the letters
reach the conscious self the action has already been donee The \
conscious self is half a step behind the brain and it can never hope .
to catch up to ite What it could act on ( if indeed it could act

at all ) would be something that has not as yet been donee But what

has not as yot been dons the conscious manifold knows, as yet, nothing
aboute What it kmowd about, however, has already been donee In

this way consciousness can act only on the past, and that is an
absurditye If we followed this up we would find the comsclous self in
a situation amalogous to that of an uncle who keeps up a vigorous

correspondence concerning the advisability of an actiom which his rash

nephew, without the old man's knowledge, has done long agoe

This analogy is not an argument; we should neither press it nor
insist on its inadequaciese Its function is one of elucidation--it
is helpful in pointing out at least one sense in which we can conceive
a natural event to be causally inert,s In an attempt at a further
clarification of Huxley's position I will now introduce the second
analogy, which is more apt to do justice to the essential privacy of
conscious experisncee Let us conceive of the conscious field as the

diary of the nervous system and of the braine Every word, or every
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sentence in the diary stands as a sign for a stimulus or a

process of registering information or a selection or an order of

the brain complexe, But not every action of the brain registers in
consciousness; just as not.all actions of d man are entered in his
diary-~--some are not important enough, are a matter of mere routine;
others can't be noted for a lack of space; others again are just given
passing mention which one is apt to overlook, Now, if we say that
the conscious manifold is the diary of the brain, it is not clear
whether we should extend the analogy and posit a mysterious decoding

agency in the self to read this diary, or else be satisfied to

maintsin that the self is not different from the conscious manifold=--
that the diary is somehow both intelligible and intelligente From the
awkwardness of this last sentence it is evident that the analogy is,
at this point, stretched too fars But the problem of the nature of

the self is raised once againe

Consciousness, then, is a witness of what is taking place in the
braine It is its own candle, its own luminositye in the light of which
some of the multibude of events taking place in the brain, are revealede
What shows up in the light of consciousness is symptomatic of what has
taken place in the brain a fraction of a second earliers The phenomeno-
logical description of experience contents stands for or signifiss
corresponding sets of physiological neural events, The former gives an
account of something that cannot act,and it cannot act because it is

and end=product=---a function of animal life, with no survival values
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It is insubstantial: there is no native continuity belonging to it,
Furthermore, what seems as a mental process is in reality only a series

of conscious events, discrete and discontinuous, which must be re-

created at every moment by the substantial process going on in the brain
Mental events in this way do not form an auvhtonomous seriesj one conscious
event cannot even cause anothcr conscious evente All conscious events

are c”3ed by physical events and any continuity which may be observed

in the mental series is due solely to the solid physical continuity of

the underlying brain processes, In this way the Cartesian notion of
temporal disconbtinuity is preserved; but it is restricted to the conscious
seriess The difference is that for the epiphenomenalists the renewed
creation of the conscious manifold, from moment to moment, is accomplished
not by God but by brain processeses Conscious events zive us the appearance
of a substantial process; in fact they amount to no more than a discon-
tinuous series of events with central brain processes contribubing the

apparent continuitys,

Huxlsy does not make an explicit statement to the above effect, but
it is & corollary to the epiphenomenalist positions If the human being
is compared to a cash register, we have another useful analozy, which
will shed light on this pointe If I punch $5 on the machine, a complicated
series of events takes place and then the sign™35M"appears in the viewers
This sign, which simply shows what I have registered, in no way affects

the money in the till -=--= that neither increases nor diminishes,

The amount of money in the till changes only when with a physical action
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as a counscious event, it is evident that it only registers the chonges
in the till ( if I suppose myself to be honest in punching no more
and no less than I add, etce ) ond cannot in any way make the merchant
rich or occasion his bankruptcy.z The case is similar to Kant's interesting
analogy of the hundred thalers.l Kant, in arguing arainst the ontological
proof of the existence of (fod maintained that existences is not a predicate;
in effect the issue was one of distinguishing between essence and
existence and of stopping the practice of illegitimately inferring the
latter from the formere. The similarity betwsen the two analogies is not
accidentals its importance will become clear in my chapter on Santayana's
ontology.15 Essence and existence are different realms or kinds of

bein~e Consciousness which Santayana calls "spirit" and existence are

likewise different ontological realmse

Returning to the cash register, let us note another aspect of the
analozye DEach sign in the transparent viewer ( viz, consciousness )
stands for 2 complex series of eventse It would take pages to describe
eften the little we know of the series of physiological svents taking
place immediately prior to or even 2t each instant at which we have the
sensction of blue; if we knew wverything, the description would be
considerably lonzere ‘ie would have to speak of ths activation of

sense-receptacles, impulses sent

12, Critique of Pure Reason, peA599 ( Ne K, Smith trans, Macmillan, London,
1953 = De505 J
134 Chepter 111, telowe
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along nerve=-fibres, synaptic junctions, coordinating centres,

events in the optio lobe, in the diencephalon, events in cells and
groups of cells, and so one Of 2ll this I am not aware when I am

aware of bluee Of all the imnumerable physiological events taking

place when I am consciously writing these lines, or of the physiological
events which enable me to think consciously of physiological events, I
am not consciouse The conscious manifold is the simplest, most transparent
thing in the worlde The epiphenomenalist would agree with Descartes
that mind is better known than bodyes As we have previously remarked, in
a sense nothing but consciousness ( including, of course, the contents of
consciousness ) is knowne. Consciousness is clear and distinct and
precise and enormously simplified, If we supposed for the momsnt that
the mind is in possesion of the power of causation, it seems to me that
the epiphenomenalist would atbempt to press home the reductio ad
absufdum argument that it would not know how to employ ite Even if

the conscious manifold kmew what it wanbed, it would not know how %o

get it; it could not manipulate the body ( the means to that end )

because it lkmows so little of the mechanism of the organic machine,

The body does everything there is to do; and as the signs change
on the cash register ( the flux of appearances in the conscious
manifold ), all they do is inform the witness of how much has been
depositeds Without the smooth functioning of the machinery of the cash
register the signs could not appear~~without the actual transactions

taking place the signs would be virtually meaninglesse By themselves
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the sizns can neither influence the merchantts finanoes, nor occasion
the appearance of other signse The "$5" sign appears by itself and
can in mo way bring about the appearance of the “$10" sign, even if
5" was, so far, always followed by "$10™, The signs go up if and

only if the appropriate mechanism sends them upe

But to the analogy of the cash register there is this strange
corollarye The signs on that machine are fumctional, inasmuch as
they are important for keeping the merchant informed of transactions
oompleted and, in the long rwm, of his financial situation. Huxley
would deny that the same holds of the human beinge The sign on the
human cash register does not inform the merchanty the cash register
itself is the merchant---it does its own businesse The self, the “I"
which I know primarily---and possibly only=---as a conscious being is
not really the merchant it thinks it ise To modernize the famous
driver-analogies of the Cartesians, we may think of the self as the
pilot of a rocket, The pilot sits in the cockpit and manipulates the
switches he finds, works what he thinks is the controlling mechanism,
adjusts the fuel supply and the rate of acoceleration=--~and he is

completely satisfied because all is going welle He is in complete control

‘
J(j‘ﬂl ~r

/

of the machine. And,Tt turns out that the rocket is a guided missile,
It is fatally set on a course---the tpilot! is a spectator in the
cockpit, who attributes the fine functioning of the machine to his own

sporadic efforts at the 'controlst,
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Needless to say, this is a strange view of the nature of
consciousnessj but not on this account falsee First of all it
involves the view that the conscious self is suffering from an
illusion if and when it holds that it can exert influence over the
bodye Secondly, it creates a temsion between Huxley's essential
scientific and naturalistic attitude and the conclusion to which he is
forced, namely that consciousness, a function in a world of umiversal
causal interaction, is a causally insert waste product of the animal
machine, We have already pointed out that epiphenomenalism is a hybrid
theory which results from the temsion between a mechanistic experimentalism
and the remmants of the introspectionist tradition of modern philosophye
It represents the clash of seience and philosophy, not only in Huxley
the scientist and the philosopher, but also in Western culbturee The
basis of the conflict goes as deep as the paradox underlying all
knowledge==which is the paradox of the place of consciousness in the world
and of the world in consciousness. Huxley, insofar as he was a
philosopher as well as a scientist, stopped short of drawing the final
conclusion from scientific experimentalism, which is a behaviouristie
type of psychology that involves at least a smethodological and occasonally
even a complete disregard of the conscious selfs From this point of
view we have good reason to maintain that epiphenomenalism is a halfway

house on the road to behaviourisme

A second tenmsion that is now added is the followinge Consciousness
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is found to be a something ( Huxley never defines it ) which

isn*s really a thing at alle All things, units, entities in the
natural world are, in at least one sense, 2ctive, Even B organic
waste products, in their essential non=functional passivity, give

rise to some series of events in the natural worlde. Consciousness

gives rise to no events whatever in the world of nature; it is
essentially, while other waste products are accidentally, inerte

Its origin is in the natural world, but it camnot be fitted into that
world=-=it is in its nature different from anything that is found in

the wiverse of mechanico=causal interaction.s It may be urged against
Huxley that in the attempt to escape the difficulties of an interactionist
theory he denied all causal efficacy to the conscious manifold and in
doing this was forced to postulate something that in no way fitted the
scientist?s ﬁaterial universe, In effect his epiphenomenalism required
the introduction of‘a whole new category of being into the minimum

number of ontological ingredients of the real, and this requirement held
for epiphenomenalism in generale It was Santayana who realized this,

In the following two chapters we will proceed to consider how by means of
his ontological distinctions we can eliminate the second tension implicit
in Huxley's epiphencmenalism, while the rest of the thesis will be
roserved for a consideration of whether the primary tension can be
eliminated=-~whether or not epiphenomenalism is sufficient to explaim-and
account for the basic problem of consciousness ( and through that, of

knowledge ) and to resolve satisfactorily a conflict of science and philosophys
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CHAPTER 111

SANTAYANA'S FOUR REALIS OF BEING

"

Occamts razor, the famous maxim " entia non multiplicanda

praeter necessitatem " was devised to limit theory to the irreducible

ninimm, Economy in ideas and beliefs is to a certain extent desirable,
but it is also dangerous and easily oarried to an extreme. It
presupposes that the pattern of things is simpler than that of ideas,
that nature at large is also econamical instead of being superabundant
in her manifold forms and luxurious vegetatione The rigorous
application of the razor in the fiseld of the theory of knowledge leads
to phenomenalism and eventually to a solipsism of the present momsnt
where nothing beyond the immediately given is admittede ™ If God or
nature had used Occam!s razor and had hesitated to multiply beings
without necessity, where should we be?“ISantayana askse In themselves
all things ( the fantastic as well as the apparently sensible ) are
equally possible but equally un%cessary. If we want a philosophy based
on the ™ large facts "™ which we kmow in the daily process of living,
we should not be afraid to postulate or to recognize as many kinds of

being as the solid body of our experience might suggeste

This preliminary remark, pointing to the virtual irrelevance of

Occam's razor to an ontological analysis of experience will help us to

le George Santayana: Soliloquies in England and Later Soliloquies

( Constable & Co. London 1922 ), 0ccam's RAzZor“pelo? ~~—
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understand Santayanats position with regard to the four realms of
being which he distinguishes. I should say that in what follows I am
only concerned with the later phase of Santayana's philosophical
developmente This frankly ontological jhase was ushered in with the
publication of Scepticism and Animal Faith in 1923, which was followed

2
by the four volumes of Realms of Beinge It has been argued that the

doctrine of the earlier period differs in no essential respect from the
later doctrines For-our purpose this question is incidentale It is
sufficient for us to note that Santayana himself considered the four
books of Realms of Being superior to the five volumes of The Life of

3
Reasone He thought the former represented & clear exposition of his

mature philosophye

Santayana, then, claims that his philosophy is the product of a
systematitation of ordinary reflection; a revision and a clarification
of the categories of common sense.4 Since the question is that of
distinguishing; the edge of truth from the might of imagination we must
adopt Descartes?! method of universal doubte We will doubt everything
that can reasonably be doubted, we will separate the wheat from the
chaff, weed our beliefs until we are left with nothing but the hard and
precious kernel of residual certaintye. Criticism and doubt result from

5
a confliet of dogmas, Santayana remarks, and it will be well for us to

26 X zood example is:william Ray Dennes santayanas Materialism® ins The
Phllosoph;/ of Santayana, The Library of Living Philosophers Series ede by
Po A Schilpp (Tudor Publishing HoeSecond EdeNew York 1951)pped19-443,

8s Seo for example his statement to this effect in letter to MrseCeHeTwoy
(March 28,1941); Daniel Cory: The Letters:of George Santayana, (Seribner's:
New York 1955) pe346e

44 George Santayana: The Realm of . .. Spirit (hereafter referred to as ™Spirit*
(Scr1bner's~ New York I1920),Dp.272~3s AlSos Scepticism and Animal Faith,

( Dover Edition: New York 1955 ) ( hereafter referred to as™Sce tlclsm)ppv-vio
S5e¢ Scepticism pe
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rememcer thise To the animal in action it would never occur to doubt
the reality of his object of intent, or the relevance of his knowledze.
Cn the plane of action there is no room for doubt or disbelief; the
former is essentially an intellectu~l exercise =znd as such irrelevant

to ection, and the latter, s we shnll seo, since it is concerned with
denying the conditions 'wmder which alone it can exist, is intellectually

dishonest,

In kis quest for the absolutely certair IZaontayanats first sten is
to deny the transcemdentcharacter of knowledge, /6 are acquainted with
appearances only, and appearances are modes of our sensibility. 'le can
eccily doubt the validity of any causal theory of perception, since in its
essentials it involves an illegitimate inference from effect to causes Vo
can never have immediate experience of the object alleged to stand behind
its manifestation in sense or thought, In this way we are reduced to
the censcious menifold: the self witnessing a continuous motion=-picture
of appearanées, which unfolds itself in a rsunl sequences Thus I czn
still remewber past changes and antiéipate future developments in the

fortime of the actorse

If we now »ush our scepticism a step further, we can go on to doubt
the veracity of memory and the relevance of expectatiocne Ify
remerberins something that has allegedly taken place in the past involves
belief in an absent and postulated object just as muck as my claim to

know something involves belief in a postulated substance independent of
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my knowledge and underlying the flux of appearmnces. The persuasive
force of memory and of expectation is very greats I am certain that
something really has taken place in the past, that something is just
at the point of happeninge Even the groundless and ultimate fact of
experience ( when I admit nothing else ) is saturated with change,
And yeot when I reflect on the suasive value of memory instead of
remembering, it is at once evident that I can find no certainty $here,
Any given memory or expectation is by definiticn a present datume Given
now it seems to refer to the not-nowi; and when we _t_a_lg it to refer to
that we inevitably load it with interpretatione In itself, when we
refuse to take it as a sign for somebthing absent, it is in no way

different from other present data.

When in this way we take all appearances at their face value, the
ultimate position at which we arrive is a solipsism of the present
momente As instinctive belief in an enviromment beyond the given scene
and in a @t and fubure beyond the specious present is removed, sensible
events lose the urgency of actual motions. The appearance of motion
becomes the illusién of motion; change becomes a picture of change,
events ideas of eventse The whole field of appearances crystallizes into
one dateless, motionless complex, beautiful and brilliant in its self=-
identitye The perception of change is domesticated into the samey non=
temporal appearance of changee This is the point where the advance of

scepticism is at last checked.
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Now let us consider,with Santayana, some peouliarities of this
ultimate residue-=-=of what is left of our conscious experience.6 The
most important feature of this plenum of appearances is that it cannot
be said to existe Nothing given exists, in the sense in which
"oxistence™ is used " to designate such being as is in flux, determined
by external relations and jostled by irrelevant events."7 When data
are taken for what they are and not for what they mean, they reveal to
us Santayanats first realm of being, the realm of essences Nothing
existent can be given in intuition, and nothing which is given in
intuition can existe ® Imtuition’ in this sense, is awarensss of the
non=transitive, for Santayanae The realm of essence is an infinite
continuum, made up of every conoceivable ( and inconceivable ) quality
and property and relatione It includes all the qualities of being
which may be actualized in any possible world together with all the

qualities and characters which cammote It is what the ancients understood

by pure Being and it is logically prior to all other realms.

Essences enjoy the ontological, though neither the cosmological nor
the moral privildges, of FPlatonic idease They are etermnally subsisting
self=-identical and self-sufficient universalia ante rem, From the point

~nd )/
/
of view of value essences are neutral; they have no magical power by

which they could exert control over the natural world of flux in order to
facilitate their own actualization by that fluxe Once they have been
actualized they do seem to entrench themselves and stubbornly resist any

change, but this resistance originates in the flux of the realm of

6e 1In this early exposition I am roughly followiﬁgﬁérgument of the first
chapters of Scepticism and Animal Faithe
Te Scepticism pe42
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matter which has momentarily and in a certain locale assumed that

form and now refuses to yield. The principle of essence is identity,
just as the principle of matter is change. The realm of essense

is made up of the sum total of mentionable objects, but we must
immediately note that none of these is an object of belief or an
object of knowledgees They become objects of belief when they are
taken not simply as essences but as signs for the presence of
subjtancese Consequently an essence has no location in physical

space and no position in real time: it is eternal and dateless, though
( on occasion ) immediately given in intuition and as such the ultimate

term in scepticism, and the bedrock of certaintye

But this certainty will not take us very fare If woe do not go
beyond the realm of essence we are condemned to a speechless and
senseless gaping === and even in this gaping there is more involved than
merely the realm of essence: it takes a living intuition to envisage
essengese Consequently we embark on a critical reconstruction of
belief taking us from scepticism, which is an intellectual exercise,
to animal faith, which is the unquestioning credulity of the animal in
actione This transition involves the gradual discovery and subsequent
investigation of the minimum number of assumptions we implicitly make
in action and in the everyday business of livinge Santayana introduces
a radical disjunction between the contemplative and the active life

of man and his epiphenomenalism is based on the belief that the former
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has no relevance to the latter and the latter functions perfectly
and as a closed system of habits without the need of any causal
interaction from the formere My growing conscious of an object is
incidental and dispensable for my handling that objecte The terms
we are concerned with in the sphere of conscious acquaintance ( as
contrasted with kmew-how ) are intuitions, and essences envisaged
which may or may not be taken for signs of things. The units in the
field of aoction are bodies clashing in the dark, modifying, changing,

eating and killing one anothers,

In this way the great postulate of animal faith is the existence
of substance, or of substances forming an enviromment contiﬁgAS'with
the animal's bodye The system of substances in flux forms the natural
world of which the animal is a member, Santayana is a realist in
the’sense that he maintains that the object of knowledge exists independently
of knowledgees When I becoms conscious of a change, the first phase of
that change has already taken place and thence passed out of existence
independently of and prior to my cognition of it; and the last phase
of that change has not yet taken place but is anticipated by me.
Intuition synthesizes the piecemeal but constant flux of substance into
a specious perspective; translates self=-annihilating change into a

changeless picture of changee We will spezk more of this later,

The realm of matter, then, is the powerhouse of naturees As ‘to what
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matter is, Santayana gives us no answer: he maintains that that is

a question for the physicisty though this does not mean that even
science will ever be in a position to provide a rinal and in all
respects satisfactory solution to the probleme But his hints as %o
what he undeestands by matter are sufficiently clear for a gemeral
appreciation of his theorye. Matter is the generative order of
naturej the source of all activity and powere It is what Whitehead
would call ™ substantial activity ™; th8 universal flux of substance

continuous in its modes and measurable in its phasess

It is essentially a dark irrational force, a principle of arbitrary
choice and random actualizations Random, that is, when we regard it
from the point of view of the realm of essence, fromthe consideration
of which alone we can &ssign no plausible reason why ore form should
be actualized rather than amother, or all, or noﬁe. The realm of
essence is an infinite plenum where no member is granted privilirmed
emphasis at the expense of the others and where each wmiversal enjoys
an identical amount of reality; the geometrical triangle as much as
Plato's Good, the essence of amoeba as much as the color greene From
the point of view of matter, however, the forces or activities progressively
unfolding themselves are by no means irrational in the sense of being
uncausede The realm of matter is precisely the realmof dynamic causal
interaction between substancess This realm is conceived by Santayana in

8
strictly mechanical terms, as defined by the repetition of daminantiropes,

8. Gedantayana: The Realm of MALLer (Soribner's:New LoTk 1930 )sDelO7e ThHis
book is hereafter referred to as "Matter™.
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where by a trope we understand the essence of an event under the
9

form of eternitye

Just as the realm of essence enjoys logical priority, the realm
of matter enjoys generative prioritye An essence would still be
though it could not gfigz_without matter, but the mode of being
proper to matter is existence and matter could not exist without
existing in some specific form and therefore relying on the realm of
essence from where alone forms can be borrowede However, when I speak
of "priority™ here, this is not to be undérstood in a temporal but
only in a logical sensee Now I shall proceed to a brief consideration
of the two secondary realms of being, namely those of spirit and truthe
I must remark that there is a sense in which spirit can be considered
primary and this is well expressed in Santayana?s famous comparison
of his ontology with the Christian doctrine of the Trinity of God as
formulated in the Nicene Creed.lQWb only know through the spirit, and
in this way the realn of the spirit may be considered primary in the order
of knowledges, But knowledge itself, and hence the order of knowledge, is
secondary in Santayanats estimation, in consequence of which, I believe
we are safe if we speak of the realm of #e spirit as also essentially

secondarye

192
This view is further suported by the fact that in its existence. spirit
presupposes both material substance and essence. Substance is the organ

while essence is the oPpject of spirite Substance generates the spirit

9¢ 1Dide, Del02
104 Spirit , ppe 291 ff,
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and this spirit only lives in the intuition of essencene Spirit is
a category of being and hence not any individuzl being; it is "divided

11
into cpirits by its organs, and into intuitions by its occasions",
Generally speaking, spirit is an imperceptible and unsubstantia’l cosznitive
energye An intuition which is a mode of spirit, may be roughly defined
as an act of consciousness=—=-z moment when the light of awareness falls
on an essence: in sensatlon, thought, hallucination or even in 2 dreams
I will deal with this at greater detzil in the next chapter, and note
some difficulties in connection with it; for my present purpose it is
sufficient if we remember that intuition is the direct and obvious
possessicn of the apparent and hence not identical either with perception

( which also invclves belief in a non~given object ) or with the spontaneous

activity of the fancy ( than which it is widers )

Spirit is Santayana's term for —rhat had before him been called

minde e maintains that the natural link betwecen matter and mind is that

™ bodily life should excite fecelins, and that perception, emotion and

12
thought should report material eventse™  Such a report in no way changes
the system of habits that is the animalts psyche and hence causal
influence between the psyche and the sprit ( body zmd mind ) is limited
to a properly epiphenomenalistic one-way flowe Santayana insists that
consciousness, mental discourse cannot he ex»lained in terms of a

mechanistic science, or behavioristié¢ vsychology ( which is the only form

of scientific psychology for him ), becsuse it belongs to a realm of

ll. Spiri‘t, p.253
12. Ibid., P.go
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bein; altogether disparate from *that of mattere. Psycholozy is a
part of biology and biology & part of physics~=--2nd physics reveals to us
the foundations of thingses The foundations of all things are in the

materizl world, and in this sense an essence is not a thinge

n the case of spirit we have to distinguish between external conditions
and inner natures The external condition of spirit as manifested in a
stream of intuitions is a certain harmony in substance znd complexity of
material organization==it is the psyche or inherited eeed of life which
placed in the proper circumstances establishes and maintains a certain
specific form and imner bodily equilibriume The psyche ( though in its unity

13
a mythological notion ) may be studied byscience: the conditions of spirit

the sco
are materiales The immer nature of spirit, however, falls outside/8§-§étural
scisnce altogether because it falls outside the scope of natureg it is

4

" a view of the world which is not a part of the world".l_ This is what
Santayana means by the "transcendental character™ of knowledge, Though
externally considered intuitions certainly exist, considered from the
point of view of their internal moral ( this word is used by Santayana mostly
as the contrary of “™material®™ ) character, they scnnot, strietly speaking,
be located in space and timee An intuition is a dateless transcendental
station for viewing All things, though the viewing itself is always in
terms of essencese This is the way in which, by means of Santayana's ontology,
the cpiphenomenalist can eliminate the paradox of having an essentially

ingefficacious by=product of animal life involved in the natural world

of dynamic causal interactions

134 Spirit, pel5
14, Itter, pel5l
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The realm of truth is a certain finite part of the infinite realm
of essence, Since Santayanats theory of truth is incidental to his
epiphenomenalism, I will treat it only sketchily before 1 pass on to other

matters that are more important for my purposee.

In any theory of truth it is sound practice to distinguish two

questions:
le What is the nature of truth?

2¢ What are the criteria of truth?
The first question is a request for a definition or descriptive analysis
of truths the second 1s a guestion about criteria on the basis of which
we can assert the truth or falsity of a propositione Now for Santayana
the truth about any fact is the standard comprehensive description of that
facts The standard comprehensive description of a fact includes every
member of the realm of essence that is somehow relevant to th;t fact, and
hence 1t is etsrmal and immutables Generally speaking, we can cdefine the
realm of truth as a complete record of the impin ement of existence ( matter
2nd spirit) on essencee 4s a fact, so=to-speak " drops through " the realm
of essence lsit lsaves an irrevocable track which is eternally preserved.
Thus the truth about a faect is an essence, or a group of essences: unchangeable
and infinitely extended through the realm of pure Beinge It is ideal in
the sence thaf in its ‘totality it can never be completely described, thought
of or divineds Hence any proposition is true or false ( in answer to the second
question posed ) only insofar as it repeats or contradicts a part of the

standard comprehensive description of the fact in questione In the realm

156 Scept icism, Pe 267
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of truth is laid up the complete history of the world, and it has
been laid up there from all eternity=---truth is frozen history, which
has the peculiarity of possessing essential reality even before the

events which it describes have actually taken place,

Now that we are acquainted with at least the basic outline of
Santayana's ontology, it will be in order to attempt a further
clarification of the nature.and role of the different realms and of their
interrelations First of all I have to remark that these realms of
being are not different cosmological regionse They are ontological
ingredients into which the one existing world can be analyzedes In this
sense Santayanals system is to be considered naturalisticg he admits
only one world, the generative order of nature which assumes form
( from the realm of essence ), ocreates and sustains the life of spirit
and finally by the selection of the forms it exemplifies, determines
what the truth shall bee The difference between the three realms that
are our primary concern can be brought out with olarity if we carefully
distinguish three different meanings of the word "is"e-- one each to

16 —
correspond to essence, matter and spirit.

The most basic and proper meaning of the word is identity and as

we have already remarked identity is the principle of ossencee In this

"

sense ™is" denotes the singular and exclusive identity of each distinguishable

character with itselfe In the realm of essence eveything eternally is

164 The following exposition is based in its outlines on = Some leanings
of the word 'Ist' ¥, in Santayana's Obiter Scripta (Scribnertss New
York, 1936), ppe 189=212
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what it ise Essence vossessing primacy in the order of being sives

us the intrinsic ideal possibility of all things; the flux of existence
could never weér any determinate aspect or character if essences were
not eternally evailable to characterize it, to differentiate fits parts,

to encble it to chanze from one form to anothers

Contrasted with this self-identical reality of essence, we may
use the word "is™ to designate the dynamic flux of existences To exist
means te stznd in external relations to miscellaneous events and things
in the field of action: existence 1s persistence of substance through
chanmes Existents ézg_only insofar as they change: essences on the
other hand cannot change but are exchanged for other essences each
time observable change occurs, Nothinsg could be more unlike essence
than matter, which is the existing potentiality of specific things-~-
-= the primordial flux charged with the power of creations It is
interesting to observe that aczcording to Santayana we never intuit
substenes; the terms of conscious discourse are ideal and universal thouzh
its occasions are real and specifice Imtaition if just that act of
cognition in which the ultimate is immediate--= it is always the intultion
of essences Substance is not intuited but posited and therefore
theoretically always problematic, though necessarily presupposed in practical
life, More about this important topic will be said in connection with

Santsyanats theory of perceptione



584

Finally, we can use the word ™is" in +the sense of actuality, which
defines the kind of being proper to spirite e have already distinguished
betwecn the external conditions and the inner constitutional peculiarity
of Spirit.l7 In accordance with this distinction we must maintain that
the reality of spirit is essentially different from the reality of
mattere It has been argued18 that the category of spirit is derivative
in the sense of heing composed of activity of 4 high degree of complexity
( psyche ) and characteriskics intuited, or, in other words, of the two
primary realms of matter and essencee However, I feel that it would be

wvell tc distinguish here between the embodiment of essences by matter

and their envisacement on its own plane by spirite Santayanats position

seems to be that matter when it reaches a certain complexity of

organization breaks through into an altogether differemt rezlm of being,
which though certainly dependent on matter and essence for its

emercence, is yet on a different nlane from that of the incessant flux which
constantly selects and embodies a gertain finite set of essences, The
spiritual perspectives open at a right angle to the material flux which
houses their organ;lg they are &cts of sé?ég, Iuminous and essence=directed,
Intuition is less and more than natural existence; internally considered
it is a synthetic vision of change which is neither in space nor in timea.
Externally considered, however, the intuition is chained to iftzorgan

and in that sense spatio-temporally located and exposed (mediately) to

the vicissituder of a natural existence. Consequently intuitions can be

17 Supra, p.Sé

18, Te Gy Hendersons: :ssence, latter and Nature in the Philosophy of Santayana,

Harvard University Phele thesis:l939; ppe47=57 eshe pPe 56
19, George Santayana: " The Realm of Essence,”( Scribmerts: New York 1927 )
pel34e Referred to as ~ Hssence ' hereafters
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ordered in the relation of contiguity or of succession only by their
organs or by their existent objects of intente The flux of nature is
an infinitely divisible process; a moment of spirit, on the other hand,
is an activity in the Aristotelian sense of the word—-it is complete,
self-contained and self=-centred at the erery moment of its existence and

for that reason indivisible,

Thus, though it certainly seems to be the case that a union of
substantial activity and complex organizational form underlie spirit as
its organ, and the realm of essence stands open to it as its field of
objects, we must nevertheless note that spirit is more than its organ and
more than its objects, and more than its organ and objects combined, and
for precissely this reason forms a third, emergent realm of being which
though existent is addressed to essences, and thspugh a product of flux,
arrests the flux in a unitary vista, gives rise to the world of appearances

and is in the intensity of an incandescent moral actuality,

I will now proceed to a discussion of Santayana's theory of perception
which is well adapted for an expository juxtaposition of the realms of
essence, matter and spirite In order to be as concise as possible I am
omitting all reference to the realm of truth, which would only introduce
unnecessary complications into the argument without any compensatory
advantagese Wo must immediately at the outset guard against committing
the fallacy of equating intuition with thought or perception; it is

both more and less than these, An intuition never reveals anything but
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escences and no matter how these essences are revealed--by sensation,
memory or hallucination=~the act which is the condition of the
possibllity of their appearance is still the act of intuitions In a
solipsistic speclous present to which scepticism reduces our experience,
rothing but essences are given, and these essences are taken for what
they ares: all meaning , all reference of the given to the not-given is
absente Even the act of intuition is absorbed in its objects, and if

our animal haste did not force us to treat essences as signs we would
never realize that appearances cannot be groundless: that essences have
no inherent power of their own to appear and that consequently in
rendering them presemt, an animal activity is inevitably involved, However,
scepticism is not a form of life, for just this reason; namely owr animal
predicaments make it virtually iupossible for us to disregard the urge

to consider appeafices as signs for the presence, desirable or dangerouss
of substances, We cannot enjoy the adesthetic quality of the envisaged
universals because the animal psyche, below the level of consciousness,
is busy interpreting them, approving or rejecting them, juddng them and

devising ways for tackling thems

These are the two levels of humen life: on the one hand pure
intuition, the joy of a disinterested conscious life, opens for us a
non-existent realm of dream imagese On the other hand, these images are
used by our animal nature to describe the dynamic, substantial and material
entities against which we inevitably run up in the field of action. From

this two consequences are seen to followe First, the terms of knowledge
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are symbolice Secondly, no knowledge is indubitablee

Nothing but the immsdiately given is indubitable, and the immediate
is always same essence, Santayana holds that a good many of the
epistemological difficulties of past philosophy can be led back to the
mistaken conception that knowledge is or ought to be inbuition of
fagt.zo Pure intuition never reveals any other relation beyond that of
immediate selfeidentity~~=-and such tautologies yield no knowledgse

" of fact, it is no

When the act of consciousness becames ™ intuition
longer intuition proper but perception, which is intuition tempered by
animal faithe The universals which are the objects of intuitione are,

in perception, charged with intent and projected on the appropriate

locus in physical space to become a description of the thing encountered
in action and defined by bodily attitudee In this way substance is
essentially unknogn; ® the object of wvery practical perception is the
thing=in=-itself "ﬁihich is nothing other than the natural thing as it
actually exists. In peroception we utilize the visionary data of intuition
to describe the objects on which our life as animals dependse Since

we are describing substances in terms of essences, we cannot hope

that perception will yield a pictorially exact copy of its object, and
since we never actually go beyond intuition, there is always room for
theoretical doubt that all our belief in substance might be nothing more
than an elaborate and horrible illusion; scepticism may always drive us

back to the specious present and remind us of the precariousness of all

knowledgee

«Qs Scepticismyppell/lffs

2le Soliloquies in England and Later Soliloquies; ™ The Progress of
Thilosophy 'sDe213e THiS WOTK 15 herearter referred to as ™Soliloquies™




62

Santayana's position is, in effect, that in an amimalslife action is
instinctive and primarye In action faith in the pre=existence of the
objects of intent, as well as in the capacity of the animal to affect
them, im implicateds Intuition which is the necessary ( though not
sufficient ) condition of knowledge, and knowledge itself, and finally
eriticism, which is a revision and reconstruction of kmowledge, are
all eicondary and incidental to the labor of life=-=-to action in the
dark;uzA dynamic relation of interaction between my substantial self
(psyche) and surrounding substances is prior to the cognitive relation
between my oconscious self and its object, the gpearance of substances
Thus disbelief while life is going on is profoundly insincere; while

a methodological doubt, since it is nothing but a reversion, on an

intellectual plane, to the immediate and the absolutely certain, is not

only useful but also necessary for philosophy, though scientifically barrene

We can advantageousaly formulate Santayana's theory of perceplion in
terms of Meinong’s famous distinction between the act, content and *he
object of thought; and this, I hope, will throw additional light on the
realms of being here discussede The act of perceiving is an instance of
spirit: a living intuitions The content of the intuition is a finite
group of essencese The object of the intuition is a substance encountered,
An intuition immediately expresses and mediately reports substances.zslt

expresses the state of the psyche which generates ite On the other hand,

in appropriate cases it also reports the existential presence of other

22. Scep'bicism,p. 172
23¢ Soliloquies; " The Psyche"™,p.218,



substances in the enviromment, to which the body respondse

Santayana did not explicitly distinguish between signs and symbols~

he used the words interchangeablye In his sense, then, we can say

that perception is a form of cognition of the absent; essentially
sign=cognition inasmuch as it is intuition in which animal faith

takes the essences revealed for signs of substancese Knowledge is

true belief in symbolic terms presupposing antécedent action, or at

least bodily reaction in the animal whose intuitions carry that knowledge,
on the substantial natural thing, of which this true belief is the
knowledges Thus to know is a secondary activity hiding behind the overe
powering primacy of actione This in turn logically implies that conscious
knowledge is unnecessary for intelligent behavior, which is the basic
postulate underlying epiphenomenalisme Accordingly, I pass on to a
closer examination of Santayana'st notion of spirit and subsequently of

his version of the theory of conscious automatisme
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CHAPTER 1V

THE REALM OF SPIRIT

We have so far been concerned with sketching the general
background of Santayana's philosophy, on which his epiphenomenalism
is graftede This was a task both necessary and usefule "~ It was
.necessary in order to show how T. He. Huxley's epiphenomenalism could
be made consistent if a new category of being were introduced=--= a
category which is ontologically different from natural things encountered
in common everyday experience, It was also useful, because it gave
us a summary idea of at least one type of philosophical system that
can be built around or made consistent with the epiphenomenalistic
approach to the relation of mind and bodye We have seen that two
important characteristics of this system are: (1) that it is
naturalistic, and (2) that though insisting on a cosmological unity
of ground, it refuses to reduce all reality, and more especially
spirit, to a similarly unified ontological statuse This chapter
will be devoted to & 8loser investigation of Santayana's treatmentof
spirite I take this opportunity to remark that Santayanats style is
in places highly ambiguous and metaphoricale His impressionistic
writing makes a close study of the text extremeiy difficult to carry
ovt and very often futilee His language is far from being precise, in
consequence of which though his main views emerge with relative clarity,
particular single passages occasionally seem to conflict and to require

reconciliation which is not in all cases possibles We will say more
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about this and discuss examples at a later point in this chapter.

There is a sense in which Santayanats theory of spirit is in
line with a great philosophical tradition going back at least to Flatotls
Symposium, which considere the human mind the true mediator between
the endless flux of matter and the divine self=identity of pure Beinge
Yot we rust be careful here, for Santayana insists that he does not
want to assign any moral or magical prerogatives to essences—=-- thes'e
are possible characteristics and nothing more: morally neutral though
ontologically primarye. Nor does Santayana consider matter in any
sense baseg on the contrary, it is the existent matrix, the necessary
condition of the actualization of any emergent values But when all
this is said, it still remains evident that spirit is a mediator ( in
the sense of a mean ) between the realm of matter and the realm of
essences For though a product of material causes, it is a leaping flame
which boldly disregards its conditicns and strives for virtual union

with the ultimately real, its Will being to know and to love all essences,

Santayana distinguishes between the material and the immaterial, the
existent and the non-existente These two pairs of contraries, in
different combinations, spell out for us the realms of being with which
we are concerned, Materiality implies existence and non=existence
implies immateriality., The former defines the realm of matter, the latter

the realm of essences Spirit, however, introduces a new combination
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of the contraries: it is both immaterial and existent, Since spirit,
as the intuition of essence, is the counterpart of pure Being, it

is imaterial, pure and disinterested. However, since in the long

run an instance of spirit is a biologico-natural event ( considered
from the point of view of the parent organism ), it is existent and

not iﬁbrtal as a disembodied spirit ( if such could exist ) would bes
The price to be paid for existence is limitation and at times the

human spirit is intensely conscious of these limitationse By its
origin it exists and is a natural product; by vocation and inclination
it is addressed to the whole realm of essence and hence is immaterial
and "supernatural®™ Though a flux of existence underlies its production,
spirit itself is not in flux: it is an act of cognitive synthesis. If
matter is the existential flux of a multiplicity of substances in time
with external relations holding between part and part in space, and
essence the self-identical being of eternal characteristies in internal
dialectical juxtaposition to one another, then the actuality of spirit
is where existence approaches essence, for it is flux arrested by

the synthesis of intuition in a wmitary, specious vistas

By the very act of observing the flux of nature spirit escapes from
that all=pervasive change=--~becomes the unchanging knowledge of changee
In this way it transmutes and redeems the self=-stultifying senseless rush
of existence and confers value on ite It is something like a dividend
which accrues to matter when a certain complexity of organization is

reached; a beautiful flowsring superadded as the gift of maturity.
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Existence unfolding itself is a dramatic spectacle for the spirit

---2 spectacle in which the spirit as spirit is not involved. Pure
intuition ( which is what spirit would be if it were free ) is by nature
disinterested, happy and contenteds It sees everything in perspective:
impartially as one examines chronicles of ancient warse In oﬁr

spiritual dimension we see everything sub specie aeternitatis: in

terms of essences or, as Santayana often puts it, as episodes in another
mant's life, Thus matter has produced spirit which exists in a moral
dimedion of its own and is addressed to the realm of essence and to that
alone, Spirit has no preferences, no idiosyncrasies: it is never a

principle of choicee William James wrote an article entitled " Are We

Automata?¥ in an attempt to refute Huxley and Clifford who had just

then expounded their epiphenomenalism, James argued that consciousness

was essentially a principle of choice, of selective attention and
discrimination? Santayana, in contrast to this, maintains that the
direction of memtal discourse could never be determined by consciousness
alone: the conoept of direction is meaningful if and only if we assume
antecedently determined endse. These ends are defined, when immediate

by the fortunes and nseds of the organism at a particular time, and when
long-range by the single aim of self=preservation, or the preservation of
the equilibrium of the immer enviromment of the bodye This, by definition,
is the task of the animal psyche, which is a systdm of habits; the

specific form of bodily life, the sum total of all vital mechanisms,e

This material organ or system of organs, planning, selecting,

le Article ™ Are Ve Automata?" by William James in MIND VolelV,1879,ppel=22,
2+ ™ Are We Automata?W,ppe8ffe
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distinguishing, acting from her central Operations=Room in the

body, is the principle of choicee Matter has no ideals, but it has a
certain impenetrable stubborﬁg;s to keep doing what it is doing=--

to retain past rhythmse It is probably this propensity to repeat
established patterms that defines the task of self-maintenance for the
psyches At any rate, Santayana emphitically refuses to admit the
possibility of any mental machinery.LIntui’cions are not animals, they
cannot breed other intuiticns; and since an intuition cannot exist
without an object, it camnot choose its own object for that would imply
that it is, from at least one point of view, causa suie " Intellect
exists by intellection“? it is a moment of spirit created and does hot
on any count pre=-exist, Santayanats main criticism of James would, I think,
be that he hypostatized consciousness into a spiritual substance ( a

.contradiction in terms, for Santayana ) which could exist independently

of its instances and choose its own objectse

Santayana is intensely conscious of the fact that common sense, the
implicit assumpticns of which he claims to extract, investigate and
systematize, conceives of spirit not at all as a final fruition of life.
Accordingly, he distinguishes two meanings of "“spirit"--one a oreative
wind or breath, a subte physical influence shapingﬁ;;;;;ﬁgéid, the other

&
a moral witness and vietim of existenoe.dThe former conception is
supersiitiious: a remmant of magic which attributes power to appearances

and turns the pure spirituality of consciousness into a source of energy.

which it is note Substance is indifferent to cognition in the sense

3¢ latlber,pel4O
4, Szlrif,p.loo

¢ Spirit,ppe?80ffs Also GeSantayana Platonism and the Spiritual Life
(Scribnert's:New York 1927),ppe47 ffe




69

that my knowing about something will in no way change that thinge

This is recognized by common sense today, though it was not a few
hundred years agoe Beliefs about the magical efficacy of the evil eys
are a case in point---and books on anthropology abound in other
examplese However, Santayana wants to go a step further and maintain
that it is not only with respect to ambient substances that consciousness
is inefficaciousy it is powerless to act on the substance of its
origzinating psyche as welle To think that ideax or ideals can act om

or in any way transform the environment is sheer mythologye. It involves
a confusion of realms of being, the fallacy of substantializing the
unsubstantiales It is the confusion of the two natures of man: and now
we see that epiphenomenalism involves the conception that the human

self exists on two levelse Man is a rational animal, Aristotle said--
a compound: one person with two naturese This, too, is what the title of

the book“Scepticism and Animal Faith" reveals; scepticism as the function

of ths cognitive, rational part of man, leading us back to the bedrock
of certainty and the ™supernatural® beauty of intuition; and animal faith=-
the investigation of the lower, substantial self (naturally as revealed -

in intuition, because consciousness is the necessary condition of any
3/

1
knowledge) : a systematic expostion of beliefs implicated in actione

On the level of action man is an animal in dymamie interrelation with
things and other animalse On the level of contemplation man is a
transcendental centre for viewing all thing, ™A man habitually identifies
himself as much with his body as with his spirit: and since both are

called "I", it is no wonder if what happens in each is felt to be also
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the work of the othere" However, we should take good care to
distinguish the two selvess they belong to two altogether different
realms of beinge As body or psyche, I am a part of the flux of nature:
as spirit I stand above that flux and know it by synthesizing it in
my intuitionse But here further caution is requisite, because the faot
that as spirit I feel myé.elf essentially elevated above matter to
the plane of disinterested observation may suggest to me the treacherous
notion of a disembodied spirite. Santayana in touching on this subject
never neglects to emphasize that a disembodied spirit could not exist,
would have no support, no theme, no foothold anywhere in the vast
stretches of essense confronting ite A disembodied spirit, without an
innate principle of choice ( which, as will be recalled, depends on
antecedently set goals ), would have to consider the whole infinite
realm of essence at the same time=--an admittedly monstrous taske Spirit
can only live and know if it is lodged in a particular body; the spark
of intuition must reveal the Worlﬂf./ light up a part of the realm of
essence from a particular contingent point of views and though this
perspective may be considered detrimental and even violent by the spirit
which strives to kmow and love all things indiscriminately, some
perspective and same particular body is absolutely necessary for spirit
to exist at alle And if spirit did not exist, it would just evaporate

into identity with the realm of essence.

The illusion that my willing ( a mental act ) can influence the

e Spirit,pel0
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material environment through the activation of the body's motor
mechanism is based on a harmony of spirit and matterf This harmony

is evidently grounded on the fact that it was the material enviromment
with all its rich notentialities that occasioned the conscious act of
"willing™ ( an emotion expressive of the psyche's condition )e Tbe
spirit, being a product of immediately antecedent material involutions,
finds itself moving in harmony with the further development of its
generative substancee The observation of this harmony is interpreted
by ths spirit in its self=centred boldmess as & sure sign of its mastery
over all things. However, in order that the spirit be liberated from
the anxiety of an animal life we must realize that its demination over

nature is not physical but moral, not materially effective but

intelloctually redemptives

We have now seen another point of view from which Santayana may be
considered as belonging to an old philosophical tradition: he retains the
radical disjunction between mind and matter introduced by Descartes,
and his conception of the self as existing both on an active 8nd
on a contemplative plane goes back at least to Aristotles The essential
sep®ration of spirit from psyche is brought out clearly in Santayanafts
distinction between behavioristic and literary psychologys The former
is a sciencey, and as we previously pointed out? a part of biologye The

’ 9

t
latér is an art and as such only an exercise of dramatic insights

Sdéience relies on observation and exvjeriment, and the life of the psyche

Te 1 am here developing Santayanats suggestion on pe2l14 of The Realm of
Spirite See also Spirit,pp.8G-82yl62,

8e Supra pe 54,

9¢ Scepticism,pe252
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is in principle completely observablee Mental discourse, on the

other hand, is invisible and intangible: it 1s essentially immaterial

and elusive==it can never be an object of intuition. Consequently it
cannot be treated by physical sciences spirit is not only ontological
but also biological overflow. This moral dimension is mechanically
non-existent¢ on this point there seems to be an important divergence
between Huxley and Santayanae Huxley hoped that science would one day
discover the mechanical equivalent of consciousness just as it discovered
the mechanical equivalent of heat}l Santayana, on the other hand maintains
that as the mechanical equivalent of spirit we could at best find an
organic sensitivity and responsiveness in the psyche; a heed of external
relations which lies at the basis of the original evocation of conscious
life.121 postpone the closer examination of this significant difference
between the views of these two main exponents of epiphenomenalism until
laters The question more properly concerns Santayanats attitude %o

science in general and so it will be considered at the end of this

chapters

Yow, since spirit canmmot be observed as an essence is observed, nor
encountered as a substance is encountered, the study of animation in
nature and even of my own past animation is transferred into the sphere
of literary psychologye Spirit can only be enacted and since this act of
consclousness cannot observe itself, no observation can in any way be

immediately relevant to a study of intuitione As Santayana puts it,

10. Spirit, pe59
11, Ses, Supra pe 20-2N,
12, Spirit,ppe59,1063 Matter pe152; Soliloquies,ppe222=3
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intuition is™not a link in any traceable process", it is created
and dissolved from moment to momant on & plane inaccessible to the
senses, In the sclence of nature lknowledge of things is mediated by
essences, whereas in literary psychology the process is reversed ( and
thereby made more uncertain ) as substance mediates the kmowledge
of essences present to a posited intuitione
14

We have previously remarked that epiphenomenalism is a halfway
house on the road to behaviorism. Now in Santayana we can see this
suggestion thoroughly confirmed, He gives free reign to behaviorism
and the s¢ience of nature, in the sphere of nature; but with the same
forceful gesture he draws a borderline-between matter and spirit,
reserving for the latter an autonomous poetic function as a transcedental
centrs for viewing all thingse By the wery act of handing over thse

material sphere to an essentially mechanical science, he confines the

advance of that science in an effort to salvage and establish a sanctuary

for some of the moral values that have, since Descartest time, been on

the defensive, constantly losing ground and now finally within sight of

landt's end where they would be pushed into the sea. Santayana's solution

of the problem is a compromise, sacrificing power in order to stay alivee

The spirit has to remounce all claims to physical efficacy,3ll hope of
directing its own life, Proper respect has to be paid to power; the
spiritts very nature is to be humble, to practice piety and foster the

inner treasures of a contemplative lifes

1,. Scepticiem, D. ~hR

1. Supra , p. 42
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Spirit is in its essence contemplative, Santayana maintains,
but the psyche engaged in action inevitably imposes animal faith,
faith in the substantiglity of things presumably underlying its
visionary data, on the spirit. This results in the illusion of the
inner mem that is the spirit that trades the blow in the heat of
action and not the physically competent animal psyche which is
continuous with its material environmente The impartial integrity
of the spirit is violated in subjecting it to the anxieties of
animal lifee In this way when it is distracted the spirit is involved
in a permanent paradox, for it tries to escape from the miscellaneous
predicaments of its parent animal and pass into its proper essence-
directed contemplative stage, whereas disregarding in this way
the body, it is in effect rejecting the condition of its own existence,

on the material of which it parasitically feeds,

By distraction Santayana means contrary and inescapable commitments,
and of these he distinguishes three: distraction by the Flesh, the
World and the Devile The nerve of all distraction is that the spirit
is burdened with issues alien to 1%ts vocation which is a super=-
material absorpkion in beautye The most important and consequently
most dangerous form of distraction is that by the Devil, by Mephisto=
pkheles or by Lucifer, as Santayana puts it in his picturesgue manner,
Iere spirit rebels against the sources of spirit; sensing the

oppression of material circumstances it either assumes the servility

15, Matter,ps.158
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of Mephistopheles ylelding with resignation to all seduction,

or the proud rebellion of Lucifer posing as magically omnipotente

The conflict underlying all the misfortunes of the sSpirit is that

it has so far failed to recognigze its proper nature and function

and attempted the impossibles The condition of liberation is

self=-lmowledge: the realization that the spirit is a trancéaéntal

witness of the spectacle of life, that though physically impotent,

it is the source of all value and in virtue of its intelligence

enjoys moral autonomye Thus the liberation of the conscious life

from the torment of distraction is dependent upon the recognition

of its epiphenomenal charactere The Will in spirit ( "“will® is used

by Santayana to mean the " observable endeavor to develop and preserve

a specific form" )1613 precisely not to will, but to understand the

lure and the sorrow in all willing.l7By understanding the spirit

transnutes its own suffering and prepares the way for union ( based
nnA,

on sympathy ) with the Good, the love ( based on charity ) of the

world 3

On the one hand, spirit must be resigned that it cannot change
the world: action should be left to the animal in use This renunciation,
Santayana tells usy is so mufh the easier because all power is
physical and all love of power is psychical and not spiritual, On
the other hand, however, by this voluntary renunciation of all power

( a sphere not proper to the spirit ), it attains to happiness in

160 Spirit, pe53
17 ¥Bid,, pel??
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prayer, love and charity; the virtues of the inner lifes The

psyche is concerned with finding her way around in a hostile world:
with gathering food and keeping alive and reproducinge The spirit,

in contrast with this, has no affinity with the will of mother Psyches
it is disinterested, has no preferences and abhors violence. And

yet it must listen to the anxieties of the psyche, suffer with her

in all her changes of fortune, be a running commentary in conscious
terms on the vicissitudes of animal 1life, To have to care, to be
forced to serve==~this is the felt tragedy of the spirit, Santayana
is not clear about how spirit ( if it is inefficacious ) could be

made to serve when it can only observee I prosume he means the

spirit feels it has to serve: it is constantly overwhelmed by

the load of animal faith forced on it by the anxious expectancy of
the psychee If I interpret him oorrectly,his point is that distraction
originates in just this felt necessity of the spirit to serve, which
however is not its proper functione The result is dissatisfaction,
and eventually the martyrdom of the spirite, For sensing its potential
perfection in pure intuition, it can gain no repose in the subserw

vience of its substance-directed stagee

The dlagnosis of Santayanat's epiphenomenalism is thus as followse
It i1s a calculated retreat into the inner conscious life of spirit ==
a quiet submission of the mind to force, in its physical impotence only
in order to affirm so much more forcefully its absolute moral indepen=—
dences I do not presume that this theory was intended as a reaction

against Hegelianism, but at any rate it seems clear that it amounts
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to an explicit contradiction of Hegel's notion that reason governs
the worlde Reason cannoct govern the world: it cannot even control
the body in which it is lodgede It cammot direct the course of
historiecal development, either as a grand impersonal primcipls, or
as finite human rationality working pieceme2l in the natural worlde
It is altogether impotenmt and its function is to find itself,
approach the ideal of pure intuition as close as humanly possible
and live a religious life of worship, of love and of charitye. ™ If
spirit were a power, its first concern would btm indeezq%o reform
thiS'world“,lssantayana admits, but it is evident that the world
cannot be re=formed along moral liness It is irrational to its very
core, taking its own line of development quite apart from the

moral fiction of intentions and rational purposes, "™ If any idea or
axiom were really a priori or spontanecus in the human mind, it
would he infinitely improbable that it should apply to the facts of
nature.'lgThe spirit has to renounce every form of the obsession of
claim and of possession and concentrate on a detached contemplation
of all things wmder the form of eternitye. Spiritual equilibrium is
reached when onet's past ( and even intended futured ) actions are
seen in a historical perspective, free from anxiety and remorse and
hopes in general free from the rumble of the universal flux, treasured
for what they intrinsically are==crystallized etermal essencese The

spirit has a propensity to greet swerything with equal enthusiasms

it is this power of appreciation that has to be developed in us and

18, Spirit,ppe 225-26
194 Scepticismy,pe289



freed from the psychets persistent partiality. The intensity and
scope of this ™moral illumination™ depend on physical circumstances,
but the spirit, once liberated, accepts whatever is offered as one
accepts free entertainment, and asks for no more: and when nothing
morse i$ offered and the light of intuition is extinguished with the
parent psyche by the groundswell of physical forces, it is perfectly
content to accept the inevitable and wait for another psyche to

actuzlize it if it ever will be actualized againe

This leads me to the consideration of an ultimate implicagion of
Santayanats moral idealisme ™ ile talk of tlife® ", he says, O“ as if
it were unquestionably - something precious or even divine. Perhapsees
the vocation of the spirit may be to overcome this prejudices™ This
statement secms to me to carry the force of a revelations It uncovers the
esserntial direction of the development of Santayanal's system, e have
noted that the theory of epinhenomenalism was put forward as an attempted
solution of difficulties which had arisen from 2 conflict of science
and philosophye Methodologically the confliet Was one between observation
and experiment on the one hand, and introspection and empathy, on the othere
From the point of wview of achlievemsnts, scientific experimangalism resulted
in conrete discoveries facilitating a progzressively wider and more efficient
control over the enviromment, In contrzst with this, introspectionist

psycholegy did not in its achievements go beyond the development of

a series of miscellaneous, and for the

20. S")ir i’b’ P.sl
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most part contradictory, theoriese At best it led to the self=-
control and the imner self-contentment of the philesopher concerned
with such introspection, and this contrast of the individual's
inte]l/ectual self=control with public material control over the
environment is one which we shall have to keep in minde I am not
at present concerned with tracing or evaluating these two contrasting
trends of development; we skl talk about them at greater leng:th
later ons Here I am only concerned with pointing out that there 1is
a conflict underlying the problem which epiphenomenalism attempts to
resolve, and that this ultimate development of Santayanats ohilosophy
seems to be directed not at the solution but in the long rum at the
rejection both of the conllict and of the probleme No conflict can
be resolved by the radicalism of rejecting life altogethere Socrates
once said21that the philosopher is constantly in the pursuit of
deathe I suspect he may have said this with tongue in cheek, but even
if he did not that statement can be understood and appreciated on
the basis both of old Pythagorean beliefs concerning the debasement
of the soul in its union with the body, and of FPlato's own theory
about the immortality of the human soule However, in the case of

/
Santayana, who does not belize that anything is immortal,zzthe strange
view that philosophy is a preparation for death instead of a discipline

enabling us to live a better life, is much harder to account for or to

understande

I do not want to overstress this point--and similarly I do not

2ls Platos Phaedo, Stephanus,pe64
224 Scepticism,pel71
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want to use it as a theoretical argument against Santayanats

system, for the simple reason that it isntt onee But I do believe
that considerations concerning the existential implications of
philosophical theories ( especially theories in the moral sphere, or
*lay religions™ as Santayana calls them ) are important and revealing,
At any rate it seems clear that Santayana pays a great price for
saving the life of the immer man and the aesthetic and moral values
that go with it--perhaps too great a pricee The sphere of action

is completely sacrificed, the spirit is made completely dependente

It is reduced to the status of a childish poet indulging in its fanciesj
an innocent bystander bubbling with the joy of 1life and yet essentially
tragic, inasmuch as it is abused and compelled to swear allegiance

t0 causes it knows and cares nothing about; to the powers that bee

In places the spirit is even equated with the imagination,zsmoving

on a level higher than the material flux and transmubting that flux
ideally though sharing it existentiallyes The spirit is removed from
the battlefisld of competitive living to a contemplative distance
within the inner man, where it matters little what we think, since a
thouzght can never be the cause of an action=-=and in the substantial
flux of nature only the body's activity can in any way affect or
redistribute the energy-patterns prevalent at any one particular time,
In this way the spirit teaches us to renounce life or at least shows
us the meaning of sacrifice and through sacrifice, of liberations
While animal faith is directed at the realm of matter, pure intuition

is directed at the realm of essence and as such knows no rules of

25. Spirit,p.lGl
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nreferenca, But we must also remember that essences are not
food for the animal and hence could never have developed, just as
they camnot sustain, life which is a necessary condition of the

existence of the spirite.

Resignation, in its manifold forms, is the feeling that permeates
Santayanats philosophy of spirite Introspection is stripped of its
scientifiec pretensions and admitted into philosophy as a poetiec
exercise of the fanecy, the dramatic art of empathy only, Santayanats
hope is that by his distinction betwesn the realms of matter and
spirit, literary psychology, however far scientific psychology may )
push it back, will always remain in possession of the moral sphere.dé
Thus, in a sense, the vicious aspect of epiphenomenalism is eliminateds
for consciousness is no longer held to be a waste producte From the
point of view of material efficacy, it is indeed a waste: it is pure
biological overflows Bubt now a second aspect of this same single
fact of the material production of an inefficacious by=product is
addeds From its own point of view, spirit, which is accustomed to
disregerd the conditions of its existence, is the result not of a
biological overflow but of divine incarmations There is a striking
analogy between the duality in unity ( the rational and the active
selves ) in man and the incarnation of the divine in animal form in the

25
person of Christe 1In this way the spirit becomes the source of value

244 Scepticism,pe2b2
254 George Santayanas The Idea of Christ in the Gospels, or God in Man
(Scribnerts:New York,l946) ppede? Ife
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in the world: the precious actuality which natural processes
oonsPiretéo ereate, and which thouzh it cannot react back upon its
source ( a first sensation is, physiologically, a last eventd )
observes that themeless flux, comments on it and in a synthetic picture
preserve3 ite Thus we have to distinguish, with Santayana, at least
two types of fumction and of activity, one of which is non=causal,

It would be false to say that the spirit has no function or is
completoly inert, unless we mean by ™function" causally effective
performance and by "inert™ the incapacity for causal functioninge

The Aristotelian meaning of the word “function™ would be more proper
here, since its connotations are not necessarily causal ( the notion
of cause is restricted by Santayana to Aristotlet!s efficient cause )e
Thus the spirit being the first non-material actualization of form
can be quite properly said to have a "spiritual™ function~=that of

transcending the flux by raising it to the specious unity of knowledgee

I will now revert from this generalized discussion to the
consideration of some more specific issues in connection with Santayaw
nats epiphenomenalisme I shall begin with some observations on his

notion of the relation of mind and body.

"Such is the natural link between matter and mind, that bodily
life should excite feeling, and that perception, emotion and thought
26
should report material events" says Santayana, and this seems to be

a good summary of his thesise Mind is a successive hypostatization

26, Snirit, pe90
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of the tensions of animal life %nto spiritual termsg it is a
transeript of physical changese ! The mind at any one moment is
expressive of the condition of the psyche at the immediately preceding
moment: hence consciousness is a function of the organism, on which
it depends for its evocation and continued support from moment to
moment. Aristotle hald that the intellect had no special organ and
hence it came to the body from the oubtsides Santayana, on the otherz
hand, maintains that the whols man is the organ of hig intelligence, °
and it is for precisely this reason that the mind is not an immortal
stranzer in the body, but the son of the house ( though admittedly
strange in his habits ), Mind enmhoes the life of nature and pree
supposes & complex order of animal life to generate ite Its generation
itsslf seems to be conceived by Santayana in the following manners
An animal in the natural world is completely dependent for its survival
on the environmente Food must be found and ambient destructive
forces must be avertede The thrust of the ewnvironment has to be
parried and in order to do so the psyche, alternately defensive and
aggrecsive, weaves a web of sense organs around herself, acquiring a
physical sensibility to outlying things and distant eventse By this
sensibility of bhe self to the not=self the psyche has set the
stage for the appearance of spirite ithen physical sensibility reahbhes
29

a high degree of articulation consciousness is generated "automatically

though not by physical derivatione Reflex actions evoke images,

274 Essence,pex
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voices acquire meaningsj we grow conscious of stimuli and of our
reactions to stimmlie Cur growing consciousness of material events

is not an added fact in the physiecal world; it is an added cognitive
fact, which is on a different plane from that of its objects, as

well as from that of its termse When Bacon said that knowledge is
power, if by knowledge he meant cognitive awareness, he was confusing
two distinet realms of beinge Substances are independent of knowledge,
though they are capable of being affected by actione The psyche is

a mode of s_ubstance-=-and since in the natural sphere one motion

can only be traced back to another motion, consciousness can in no

way affect the psyche's habitual,automatic functioninge

Santayana does not always seem to be certain and unequivocal on
this point, though it is undoubtedly the crucial issue in determining
whether a theory of mind is epiphenomenalistic or note Consider
this statement: " e have a more compact mind and a stronger will when
the themes of our intuitions are relevant to our action."soThe meaning
of the sentence hinges on what we understand by the word “relevant"
=-=relcvant as knowledge about an action, or as knowledge leading
to a more efficient exeoution of that actione I do not have to
point out that the latter is the interpretation which would be generally
accepted by laymen aswell as by most philosopherse However, for

the sake of fairness I admit that by and large Sanbtayanats position
31

emerges with relative claritye He insists +that the psyche for her

30e Spiritype93
3le 2latonism, pe483 Spirit,pe59; Soliloquies,pe223 etce



854

proper functioning has no need of the spirit, and even if it would,
consciousness could not effectively redistribute the physical

flow of energye We can formulate the question in the following
mannere If the spirit is only a stream of intuitions superadded to
the teachably reflex machinery of the body and can in no way affect

or modify the functioning of that machinery, would the psyche

continue to act with the same intelligence and effectivensess if the
spirit were removed? This wonld seem to be a good way of testing whether
consciousness is truly epiphenomenal or not; for if the unsonscious
psyche would be erratic or deficient in its fumctioning, we could no
longer maintain that the spirit is a mere inert spectator of the dance

of life and of action in the darke

However, the @uestion is not as easily decided as it would seem
at first sighte Surprisingly, Santayana does not hold that the
functioning of the psyche would be the same wibh the spiris absemt as
it is with the spirit presen‘b.szEvidently we do things when we are
conscious which we would or could never do unconsciouslys But,
Santayana adds, this does not imply that #t is the causally efficacious
presence of consciousness that makes the differences Rather, the
absence of consciousness is expressive of the fact that the physical
organs ( or functions ) whose concomitant effect it is, have for some
reason not been properly activated. These physical organs are

certainly efficacious====and if they do not function ( as in sleep, for

example ) the observable behavioral difference in the animal is
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considerables But it has to be emphasized that this difference

is due to bodily organs and not to the spirite-~the absence of
consciousness is only a sympton of - suspended activity, and in
no way the cause of ite The psyche functions automatically, reacts
to stimuli received through the senses, and shapes and changes the
world in accordance with her interests through her impulses, That
consciousness accompanies these furious activities is incidental to

the activities themselves as well as to the interests they subserve,

This leads me to another apparent ambiguity in Santayanats theory
of mind, So far we have used the words "spirit" and ™consciousness™
interchangeably, and a good case could be made for the view that this
actually is the way in which Santayana uses the terms, However,
consider this statement: "....J shall find it impossible, when I come
to consider the realm of spirit, o %g.entify spirit with simple

34
awareness, or with consciousneSsess™ A few pages before this he

says "eeeeseven if spirit mean nothing but pure consciousnessese"
implying that it does mean more than thate On the other hand in The

Realm of Spirit he identifies in no uncertain terms intuition ( a moment

35
of spirit ) with consciousness, ( "eeseSpiritesemight be called
36
conscicusnesseed ) going even so far as to maintain that literally the

37
phrase "unconscious mind™ is a contradiction in termse Once again,

his position seems to be clear in outline, though ( possibly on account

53¢ Scepbicism,pel?5
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of his highly poetic style of writing ) laking in precisions
Consciousness is the mental activity par excellence for the
epiphenomenalisty thers is no clearer statement of this thaéhé

hint of Santayana'ssato the effect that the objects of the mind are

not a part of the minde "Mind", strictly speaking is nothing but

pure activity, non=causal of course=---the activity of {#8 consciousnesse
But Santayana, if T understand him correctly, introduces a

distinction between pure comsciousness ( or, passive intuition ) and

consciousness as it actually is in everyday experiencee

Pure consciousness, which Santayana sometimes calls purse
intuition,is something like the act of envisagement implied by the
presaence of essencese It is the self=hbransparent activity of the
transcéa;ntal ego, involved in the specious present to which the
sceptic is reduceds In it appearances are taken at face valueg
meaning and interpretation are absents A word pronounced, for
example, is taken for the sound it is=-mand written, for the graphic
shapes making it up on papere Such reduction of consciousness to its
purest form, however, is essentially an abstraction; it can be approached
and in a supreme moment even possibly attained, but it can never be
sustaineds Consciousness, as we actually find it is charged with
intent, . thickened into belief; it is heavy with expectation and the
psyche’s urge to take the given for a sign of the not=givene In belief

and wmlerstanding, mind is still nothing more than the activity of -

consciousness; but now this activity is considerably thickensd==into

38e Scepticism, pel79
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memory, expectation, perceptiong in short, into experiences
This distinction is made by Samtayana éxplicitly, though not in

all the detail one would like, in the last chapter of The Realm of

Spirite ™ If spirit, taken abstractly, might embrane all essence
impartiallyeeespirit in the concrete, as it actually exists, is
directed upon order, and upon a definite and selecEed order, beyond
which it is swamped, lost, tortured and ma.ddened."o9 Spirituality
consists in approaching this pure form of consciousness as closely
as it is possible for a human being, by resigning the psyche'!s
intereste and compensating for the spiritts violent perspective

( from the body as centre ) by a universal readiness to know and

to delight equally in everything that may be presenteds If spirit
were free to develop without being thwarted by the constant solicitaticn
of its attention to the miscellaneous issues of animal life and
fortune, it would be pure intuition==happy in itself and pledged to
nothing further, never obsessed with fear about the not=givene Spirit
functioning with ideal perfection would thus be manifested in a

stream of pure intuitionse

There are, then, two forms of spirit; cne infected by anxliety and
animal faith, the other pure, concerned only with the intuition of
essencose The dgree of perfection a particular spirit achieves is
Judged by determining how closely it approaches its ideal of disinterested
speculation, pious love and eternal joye If I understand Santayana

correctly, this ideal can never be fully realized in practice:

39, Spirit, pe298
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but it is the end proper to spirit, in the direction of which
it naturally tendse If the spirit, being merely the animal psyche
grown conscious, would become completely disinterested and sacrificial,
this state ( implying suspension of the psychet!s life=sustaining
activity ) lasting for a moment, would be eguivalent to  physical
deathe However, a groater or lesser degree of spirituality can
be reached while physical life goes on without the final disaster of
death, and the road towards this liberation of spirit from anxiety
leads through, first, the resignation of physical interests and second,
the recognition that even the order of logical discourse or offnusic,
even the spiritts wish to love and to understand all things is based
on, the prim functioning of the psychee The end result can be compared
with the Nirvana of Indian philosophys: it is a form of self-forget-
fulness in which intuition is absorbed in its object, like a poet
in the contemplation of beauty, or a child in the enjoyment of carefree
plays Santayanza holds that both the existential and the essential
forms of spirit are epiphenomenal, the distinction between them hbeing,
from this point of view, that while the former may still have magico=-
superstitious notions about the physical efficacy of ideas or of
mental activity, the approach to the ideal 1imit of the latter involves
the realization and acceptance by spirit of its own physical impotence
and the consequent a%ﬁisition of intellectual dominion over all nature.
yinAdan

Even though the influence of animal faith " the toys of sense become
40

the currency of commerce ™ such vehicular use of the immediate for

40 Scepticism,pe82
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purposes of deseriptive symbolization is still without any effective
relevance to the world of action or to the substantial objects so

describede

let mo now briefly consider the conflict of will which subsists
between the psyche and the spirite Will, as we shall recall, is
used by Santayana to denote " the observable endeavor in things of
any sort to develop a specific form and to preserve it."41 Now the
will of the human psyche is to organize matter into the specific form
of the human body and then to safeguard at all costs the inner
bodily equilibrium, which preserves that forme The will of spirit,
on the other hand, is precisely the opposite: its essence is to
discredit all bodily inmberests—-~-~occaseionally even to regard them as
the greatest evil standing in the way of the proper development of
its natures But now it is evident that spirit is nothing but the
psyche become conscious: a new moral dimggion added to the machinery
of the bodye Any given change in the spirit can be led back to its
cause=~-==3 change in the psyche, Thus in order that the spirit
be disinterested, the psyche also has to be, at least to same extent,
disinterested, and that goes against her mature: in the long rum it
may even prove to be suicidale Thus there is first a conflict
between the will of spirit and the will of the psyche; and then this

conflict is led back to one within the psyche herselfs

41. S'Diri'b. P.SS
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Santayana recognizes the problem and devotes a short remark
42
to it in The Realm of Spirite It is evident that there is a conflict

between spirit and psyche, and that this conflioct is in its origin
internal to the psyches BHence it follows that the liberation of the
spirit, involving at least a partial satisfaction of its will, is
primarily a shift within the psyche.4c5 These Santayana considers
facts; and from his general attitude it seems clear that he holds

it is not impossible that the evocation of spirit, expressing an
organic change within the psyche, may finally prove a fatal mutation
for that psychee However, he believes that even though his system

points to such a self=contradiction within the psyche, the two

conclusions an antagonist might want to draw do not followe

1, It is not the case that a self=contradiction in the psyche
necessarily reveals a self=contradicétion in the theory which
postulates it: since the psyche is the form of a changing natural
organism that fights and precariously survives in a dangerously
unstable environment, she is certainly liable to err, or at least to

explore possibilities of development which lead to disastere

2¢ It is not the case that in generating spirit the psyche was

false to her own interests. If an antagonist could prove the opposite,

suspicion would once again fall on the theory that postulated such

a bunzling natural organism, constantly contradicting itself, ruthlessly

424 peb4, In what follows I am elaborating £his remarks
45, Spirit, De208
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undoing in a moment of frenzy the labor of centuries, However,
notions such as ™ to be false to one's interest ™ are moral fiotions
in terms of whif¢h the spirit conceives of the natural worlds in the
material flux itself no such conceptions are operative, Matter is
concernggi%%;h new avenueé of exploration or with new adventures
enbarked upon and new experiments triede It does not hesitate to
contradict or to annihilate itself in its modes: it does so all the
time., Nothing generated is immortal---and it may well be that man
having reached the only source of value in the actuality of spirit =
in virtue of a biological mutation in the psyche = is destined to
move irresistibly in this direction and ultimately to resign life and
enjoy a supreme moment of spiritual dominion over all things. Human=
kind annot bear much reality: there is nothing contradietory about
the distinctly conceived possibility that the great infinity of the
realm of essence having opened up before us in a conscious perspective,
the violence of animal life will now be gradually repudiated = not
indeed by the spirit but by the mutant psyche = and the soul more and
more taken up with the indeseribably beautiful, but fatal, vision of

being in its ouritye.

This leades me to the discussion of my final topic in this chapters:
the relation of 3anbayanats epiphenomenalism to natural sciencee I
have already in various places remarked on Santayanats conception of
the nature and function of science especially on his integrating

psychology as a part of biology and biology as a part of physicse I
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have also pointed out his important distinetion between literary

and scientific psychologye In general it would be fair to sum up
Santayanats attitude to science as passive and unassuming, epitomized
in his statement: ™ In respect to the facts I am ready to accept
anything that the experts may tell us for the moment, to accept it

as I do the weather, without cavil but without excessive confidence."44
However, there is one important exception to this general modesty
toward natural science: his hard and fast distinction between two kinds
of psychology, one dramatic and the other scientifice This amounts

to the designation of the ultimate boundary of science, in at least

one direction, on the basis of ontological analysis:for Santayana
hold-that science can and will never be able to treat of consciousnesse

The distinction between literary and behavioristic psychology is

central to Santayana's spiphenomenalisme

The essential difference between Santayanats and Huxleyts version

of epiphenomenalism is this: the latter holds that science can and

most probably will find the mechanical equivalent of consciousness,.hile
the former maintains that this is impossible since consciousness is
mechanically non=existente The difference could perhaps be traced

back to the fact that Santayana is a moralist, and Huxley a scientist,
and consequently the latter is concerned with the advance of scientific
inguiry, while the former mainly with the preservation of assthetic

and moral valuese At any rate, it seems clear that Santayana thought

44, Spirit, pe275
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the scandal of the scientifically unexplained existence of spirit

was a permanent one and confidently postulated the realm of spirit

as completely free of any possible interference from the side

of physiology or psychologye The distinction he draws between science
and literature is only apparently clear=cut; as soon as we go

beyond his drmediate statement of 1it, we encounter difficulties

in trying to classify certain problematic fields of study or methods
of investigatione A prime example of this is Santayanats own
classification of psycho-analysis, which is spoken of as a * school

45

' in one book, whereas in another it is listed

of literary psychology '
along with embryclogy and physiology as a branch of science which

46

" " vize goes

opens = a trap~door into the dim carpentry of the stage

well beyond a dramatically empathetic study of the conscious manifolde

In this, I feel, we are putting our finger on a real difficulty
for Santayana: he has limited the scope of the sciences without
consulting them first and sggng whether or not they could find a
mechanical equivalent for comnsciousnesse Now if consclousness does
have such a mechanical equivalent expressible in some mathematical
formula, epiphenomenalism is not thereby refuted--=quite to the contrary,
But Santayanats version of the theory would collapse, for a decisive
blow te the distinction between literary and scientific psychology
would be sufficient to destroy the core of his ontological distinction

between the realm of the spirit and the realm of matter. Also, the

moral values he set out to restore to eminence in the sphere he thought

45e Snep‘ticism, P.260
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proper for them would once asain be in danger of being evicteds

" Is consciousness essentially hidden to semsation

Questions such as
er is it only accidental that e do not have a sense=-organ by which

to "™bune in"™ on other conscious manifolds?" ( sensation should here

be tolken Eg_inolude any possible form of extra-sensory perception ) at
this point acquire zreat importance and may in ract prove decisive for
the issues For thé object of perception is always a material thing or
event: whatever 1s »erceived can, to some extent, be treated by sciencee

It may turn out that Santayanats elaborate ontologiczl distinctions have

been founded on current ignorance,

To all this Santayana might reply that it is undeniably true that
there is a private, immediate and causally inert element involved in
our experiencees If this has a mechanical equivalent which can be
expressed mathematically, nandled psychologically and explained
physiolonically: in a word treated by netural science, we iare not saying
more than that consciousness has two aspectses The subjectlive aspect
certainly cannot be treated scientifieally: it is the condition of
havin; any knowledge at all---and it is this that he refers to when he

spe&ics about the spirit,

I Am not at present concerned with challenging this claime Here I
only wish to 2oin® %o an Important seneral consideration which is suggested
by the above discussione Epiphenomenalism,in any of its possible

forms, 1s desendent for its werification or falsification on
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natural science, An epinhenomenalism based on ontolegical analysis
only is, %o my mind, of little value-=-cspecially if we =2dmit, as
Santayana does, that the foundations of things are revealed to us by
physicse Thers are speculative ontological reasons for and against
epiphcnomenalism, but these by themselves are never enouzh; they have
to be supplemented by all available Factual information which general

human observation and the sciences psrovidees At the beginning of our

ct

sion of Santayana we admitted that there was no reasom why one

disen

m

{

should ninimize the number of ontological factors involved in the

world 2t the cost of inaccuraciss = which in the long run may mike a
erucisl difference = and an unwarranted high level of abstraction only
in order to carry Cccanm!s principle to its logical conclusion and
arrive 4t 2 unity of ground for all phenomenae, Similarly, however,

now I rust say that I can see no reason for postulating different
ontolosical realms when it may turn out that several can be reduced

to a sinzle one, even though this may seem incredible to my present

way of thinkinge Epiphenomenalism is based on science because the only
tolerably meaningful notion of how a material event can produce &
mental event is scientifice To speak of harmonies in matter resulting
in the emergence of spirit is agreesble mytholozy bubt makes very poor
sense when taken literally., To speak of brain svents and neural
eircuits and symaptic connections hetween chains of nerve-cells may in
the end also turn out to be a myth, or jood sense couched in mythological
terms, but here we are in an olnzether different region, where

experinents can be devised, practical results reached; where facts
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can oxplode theories by refusing to be handled under defined

and controlled conditions ir ways predictede Once this essential
dependence of eplphenomenalism on science is summarily seen, we may
proceed to a closer examination and the eventual evaluation of the

theory,
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CHAPTER V

CCNSCICUSKNES3

It may be well, at this point, briefly to summarize what we have
established so fare. For background purposes we have started this
discussion of epiphenomenalism with a short review of Descartest! theory
of mind. Descarfes introduced a rigid dualism of body and mind in
human beings, but held, with the Port Royalists, that animals are
unoconssious machines, The former of these views was accepted by Huxley,
theo latter modified and extended. On the one hand, according to him,
epiphenomenalism is based on the belief that the body-mind disjunction
is justified and correcte On the other hand, while Descartes mairained
that animals are unconscious material machines, Huxley amended this

to the effect that at least some animals as well as human beings are

conscious machines. However, if we are conscious machines, consciousness
can do nothing more than observe the functioning of +the machine. This,
roughly speaking, is the logical origin of the epiphenomenalistts
witness=analogy, in terms of which the mind is conceived as a concomitanb
effect of certain types of physical activity and hence as & mere spectator
of such activity---a spectator which has not the least chance of ifluencing
things or animals in the enviromment or even the brain which presumably

produced ite

Thus we have seen that consciousness is, for the epiphenomsnalist,

not a thing in the ususl sense of that word--its ontological status,
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involving an essential causal impotence, is altogether different

from that of any other function or entity in the natural worlde
Accordingly, we had to introduce Santayanats ontological distinctions

in order to render Huxley's unsophisticated epiphenomenalism consistente
In other words we may say that Santayana, with his distinctions between
different kinds or realms of being, supplies the metaphysical
background for the theory of conscious automatisms We examined these
realms of being, and in reviewing Santayanats attitude toward science
we found that his distinction between literary and scientific psychology
was ultimately arbitrary and may on that account be proved wrong by

the advance of sciencee Also, it involved a contradietion of Huxley's
hope that one day sdience will discover the mechanical equivalent of
mind, and treat of consciousness as it now treats of heat or motion

or animal tropismse

One of the most important points in the argument was that for the
epiphenomenalist "mind" is roughly equivalent to ™consciousness",
which is not an entity in the natural world but a function, an activity
dependant for its zeneration on certain, in prineciple observable, material
involutions in that worlde Mind is nothing but a set of discontinuous
conscious events and hence the only immaterial waste product of the animal
organism is consciousness itselfy which somehow transforms quantitative
changes in the brain into gualitative "mental™ eventse I wish to examine

some aspscts of this apparently unique activity of consciousnesse

Without consciousness I can have no thoughts and no sensations, But
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now I ask, is this because without consciousness there is no "“I"
( self=subject ) or because without consciousness there are no thoughts

and sensations? Is it the case that esse est percipi holds for sensations

and thoughts and that thus there can be 'mconscious sensation and
thought ?. Linguistically speaking the answer must, of course, be in the
negative, since by a sensation we mean something like the perceptual
awareness of an object and by a thought the cognitive awareness of
anything at ally and awareness and consciousness are in these cases,
synonymous, However, physiologically sveaking there can be unconscious
“thoughts™ and unconscious "sensations". I will jump out of bed, even

if I was sleeping soundly, if somebody sticks 2 pin in my arme The
sensation of intense pain in my arm will wake me uwp, bring me back to
consciousness in a sefond or two---but should I say that the sensation
was not 4 sensation before I grew conscious of it? Then what was it that
woke me up~==for if we limit the word "semsation™ to its strict denotation
( Mconscious sensation" is redundant but emphatic ), it could not have

been the pain itself, however intense it seemed?

Then would it be more correct to say that consciousness supplies
the unity of my semsations and thoughts? There is an observed continuity
in my thoughts and my desires and aspirations; even in my painse The
continuity may be expressed by stating that all these thoughts, desires,
etce are mine:s I can remember them, I feel that I have changed a great
deal or very little, as the case may be, and I feel that despite these

changes I am still the same person I was yesterday or five years agoe
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Thus if consclousness supnlies the continuity of my sensations and
thouzhts, it is not any different from me : it is identical with the

self.

t when the continuity of conscious experience is radiecally broken,
ac ir ~mesia, consciousness ( the present self ) evidently no longer has
accese to information stored in brain patterns, which properly decoded
would be memory of past thouphts and exneriencess Thus even on this
view consciousness can only be identical with my present selfse.sbut this
self has the peculiarity of riding the wave of time, of being always
present as the condition of anything being present in the sense of
appearing, thouzh it is momentary and presumably passing out of existence

and beins re=created with a slizhtly modified content at each instante.

-3

he vpast self, and thus also the continuity of the gresent self with the
past self, is preserved, enshrined in the memory patterns of the braine.
But in what sense can I say that I am still "I myself, when I am not
conscious? Am I ever justified in saying: " There he is, asleep"?

Is he in fact there? His body is there and vresumably his memory patterns
are also there ( though this latter is, to make an understatement harder
to verify ); and yet there is something missings I may call what is

missins 4 decoding

(&)

agency which would translate those vhysical memory
traces into feelings and consclous discourse, and which could add frirther
items to this ssore of information gathsred from past experience, or at
least grow conscious of and witness the addition of new informatione I
know that this something extra is missing in the case of the sleeping man

===~= 1 know this from my own exmeriences Consciousness is something like
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the total inner difference between being asleep and awake=~=-and the
difference is enormouse In a sense one lays down one's life every
night on going to bed: when I fall asleep, in scme very important
sense, L am no longer I, This is the enofmously intense intimacy of
consciousness-=of the conscious self-=which is temporarily absent

in sleepe I am inclined to think that the fear of death is" fear of
the destruction of this intimacye For considered from this point of
view consciousness is either preéent or absent, and the difference

between the alternatives is absolute,

Now note that one can get tired of being conscious, or rather,
consciousness iteelf can get tireds Comsciousness is a readiness for
the world---if not to act or to modify ﬁmp;ggng actions in the light
of long range considerations, then at least to perceive and to understand
such actionse However, in certain cases the world can Jjust go past
you and you are no longer a stép ahead, ready for what may come next,
Events, actions go past the man, consciousness can no longer move
along with them, comprehend them as they come in wafes assaulting the
mindts eye, Attention is hard to focus ( and sometimes this is reflected
in the eyes ): it remains stationary as motion floats past the sense
organs and thought remains imperfectly understoode KEverything seems
strange and unrealt this experience is quite common after a long period
of sleeplessness, From this point of view consciousness is a matter of

degreecs we can be more or less intensely conscious,

In this connection we would do well to introduce a distinction between
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consciounsness and attentione Attention implies consciousness, bub
consciousness does not imply attentione We are well acquainted with the
curious phenomenon of looking at a thing and yet not seeing ite It would
be more correct to say that we look but do not notice, since properly
speaking we see the objeet in question---for instance, Ste Peter's beard
in the stainede~glass church windowes By this I mean that if we could
secure & photograph exactly reproducing the conscious manifold taken in
by the eye and lit up by the mind's eye at the moment in question---a
careful study of this would indubitably reveal the beard which did not
register in consciousness when our photograph was, so=to-speak, only a
single frame in an extended motion pictures Consciousness may be thought
of as a conscious "field™, in which case attention falls usually only

on & small part of that field:--occasionally the intensity of attention
is more diffused and stresses a wider section of the manifold, but

often it is altogether absents It is absent especially when the cbnscious
manifold reveals familiar objects in familiar surroundingse. The familiar
is accepted unquestioningly--its peculiarities are not seen, they are
lost under the sugare=coating of apparent intimacy which is the most
efficient disguise of essential ignorances Not that we wouldn't notice
it if the familiar ( or quasi-familiar ) object were missing,= for then

it would be MISSING; but as it is, it is simply taken for granted like

the bed in onets bedroom or the doors of which one grows truly conscious

only when the keys have been loste

This is the biological economy of eonsciousnesse when somethis is

seen for a long time it acquires an aspect of familiarity and is no
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longer noticede The object has been judged reliable, normal and dulls

for all practical purposes it is assumed that no dangerous, life=-destructive
forces lurk behind it in the background waiting only for an opportunity to
attack in unsuspected and violens wayse. If the object has for a long time
failed to manifest any irregular behavioral features, the perceptual radar

of consciousness no longer stops to consider it, but skims over it habitually,

finding everything in order. If the object would suddenly reveal the barrel

of a zun directed at me from behind it,on the other hand,I would in a moment
become intensely aonscious of the object, the gun and the whole situationa

If I am an active man, I would in a second be engaged in vigorous action directed

at finding out what the whole thing is about, and if it is not just a friendly

hoax, in instituting immediate counter-measures as best I cane

This situation suggests two observations, one favorable, the other un-
favorsble for epiphenomenalism. On the one hand it seems clear that to look
and not to notice depends on a pre=conscious sifting of objects of attention,
a vhysical selection of what should te considered and what not, in which the
criterion of elimination is, often or always, insufficient biological interest,
On the other hand, however, there is an apparent slant to this pre-conscious
selection: it seems to be invariably tha case that problematic situationms,
where actions of a high dexree of complexity and intelligent articulation are
necessary, are selscted as objects for the most intense scrutiny of attention,
We know what is meant when people in an unfavorable position are said " to think
furiously™ about a way out of the difficulty, or™to be intensely conscious® of
¥he danszer to which they are exposeds This is what we may understand by the
biological economy of the organismsmost actions are done as a matter of habit,
and only the most difficult situations and operations are selected for

conscious consideration ( for here habit seems
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nn longer sufficient ), in order to facilitate their correct

solution or proper executions

The aim of philosophy is, in a very important sense, the intensi-
fication of conscious experiences The intensification is, however, not
brougitt about by biological means such as the administering of drugs or
narcotics, Philosophy begins in wondere. ‘onder is conscious attention
paid to an objeet, when the motive for such attention is not immediate
biolozical interests It is this faenlty of bringing to explicit
consciousness the fulness of an object ( the object in all its peculiar
incongruity and ramifications ), despite the fact that biologically its
importance is negligible, it is easily handled by habitual, automatic
action and has for a long time been classified as familiar, ™ the same
old ( ymimportant ) thing "; it is this faculty that has to be cultivated,
stinulated to activity by philosophy. In other words, philosophy should
refuse totake anything for grantede By a conscious seffort the philosopher
should attempt to peel. ordinary, everyday objects of their sham

familisrity and see them for what they aree.

Certain types of ennui can also be explained in terms of the lack of
intense conscious experiences For a man living a sheltersd life the
intensity of attention areising from the necessity to cope with life=destructive
forces, is altogether loste &t the same time, as consciousness is, so=to-
speak, becoming lazy, the intellectual stimulation of philosophy to wonderment
is also lackinge Thus attention has nothing to whioch it could attach itself

externally and no internal incentive toward a revision of the past assessment
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of familiar objects, vize no urge to see the world from a new perspective,
As thare is no food for the attention, boredom inevitably followse It is
thought that there is nothing worth our awareness, that nothing which

is close to hame is truly interestings This is a point where we have %o
disagree with Sanbayana concerning the source :fl‘legappiness of spirite
Spirit is not made happy by the disinterested speculation of anything in
heaven or earth; of any essencee The source of its happiness is the
contemplation only of familiar essences=-the fabric of joy is woven of
wonderment which is nothing but seeing old objsects in a new lighte The
two typieal ways of escaping from tedium are also very suggestive and

seam to confirm this general view, Ieople bored with the familiarity of
everything around them are either concerned with looking for dangerous
situations, or hope to relieve the uniformity of life by long and frequent
travelss The former propose +to do away with the boredom of an inwardly
empty life by reinstating biological interest=-=~this is the origin of the
concept of thrilles It also explains the great number of murders committed
sach night in miscellaneous third=-rate television plays. The latter
attempt to rekindle the intemsity ol consciousness by providing new, as
yet wnfamilier objects to contemplates The two suggested escapes from
the stupor of an idle conscicusness aré similar inasmuch as in both the
stimulation of consciousness is effected externally-=by means of new

situations or of new objects---and for this reason only imperfectly and

temporarilye

It is interesting to note that in time of stress, and especially in
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cases of emotional excitement, consciousness often becomes blurredee-

it is upset and no longer mirrors the circumstances with elarity, as the
lake no longer reflects the sky and the sun when pebbles are thrown

into ite The eyes flood, you have the feeling that you can hardly control
yourselfe Afterwards - one says: ™I hardly remember what happenede I can
remenber that I went up to the speaksrts rostrum, started reading in an
weertain voice-=--and the next thing I know I was walking down and the
chairmsn was shaking my handees" It seems as though in crucial moments
consciousness could no longer f‘uc:}(:ion with the usual claritys as thouzh it
wore simply switched off and the body put on aubomatiec control. We can
take the case of an airplane as our model hereg when the pilot blacks

out the nlane may be put on radio control=--and such autematic control

is much less liable to make errors or to fail at the crucial moment than

the pilO’to

" I no longer had control of the pitch of my voice, of the movemsnt
of my hands (which occasionally rose in explanation and gesticulated) ==
in gensral of what I didese", our shy public sveaker sayse Is it not a
contradiction to say that I had no control of what I did? The answer, 1
think, is: not necessarilys I may mean that I (the conscious self) had
no codrol over what I (the body) dide The more basic reflex arcs took
over Girection of the body's functioninge So far the epiphenomenalist may
agree with us, for the fact that consciousness can at a certain point no
longer bolieve that it is exerting control over the body's funckioning
does not imply that it did ever in fact exert such controle But how is

it that the speaker cannot remember anything about the period during which
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he was on Maubomatie control" ---just as one cannot remember anything
that happens to one's body in deep sleep? It seems to be the case that

one can only remember expliecitly that of which one has been, to some

extent and at some time or other, consciouss Penfield says™...ethe original
formation of the memory pattern must be carried out from a high level of
neural integration...“l Is it possible that to become conscious of an

event is a necessary condition of the preservation of that event, in the
form of a memory pattern, in the brain? There certainly seems to be a
correlation between the intensity of the original apprehension of an

object and the intensity of the memory of that iject. However, here it is
once again debatable whether the conscioﬁ;;es of the object is only an

accompanying phenomenon or sign of the physical formation of a memory

pattern in the brain, or is conversely the cause of ite

We may think of the human nevvous system=brain-mind network as a
system of response=centres of ascending complexitys, Certain actions, such
as the beating of the heart, are taken care of aubtomatically; others which
must be periodically repeated become habitual and require no attention for
their correct and efficienf performances Unconditioned reflexes may perhaps
be considered to be at the bottom of this hierarchy-=-and consciousness
at the tope Accordingly only the most difficult tasks are referred to the
mind: cases where careful deliberation seems necessary, This most complex
of all the\response centres has the added privilege of being able to
grow conscious of all actions, though not always for the purpose, or even

with the hope, of controlling theme It would be disastrous if attention

1. .Wl. R%nfield: Cortex » p.254
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would have to be paid to every little action of the body---to every
heartbeat, to breathing, to the digestion of food, to raising and moving
the feet in the right direction in walking and a hundred otherse On the
other hand, it could prove equally disastrous, on this view, 1f we were
not in a2 position to deliberate on the advisability of ceriain actions:
and for such deliberation consciousness seems essentiale A careful

study of maps, of enemy strenzth, of the morale of his troops and other
factors by the commanding general of an army, can be taken as a case in
pointes Basically, the issue is ongféélecting an actione But such 1s the
complexity of the considerations involved, that nothing but long conscious
deliberation---a series of conferences of the general with his advisers
and himselfw=w=can result in the final selsction and subsequent execution
of the necessary actione If the general would not deliberate and carefully
consider all aspects of the situation, he would be regarded foolish or
unconscientious, the latter meaning something like ™ lacking in comscious
reflection on the consequencef of his actions ™. Tasks which require the
best of us, then, seem to be referred to our highest response centre, the

conscious minde

Howsver, the epiphenomenalist could here object that the consciousness
of deliheration is nothing more than a sign that selective brain activity
is taking places There is no necessary connection between thoughts { in
the sense of non=, or pre-conscious sets of brain processes ) and consciouse
nesse Hork on the localization of brain functions shows, the epiphenomenalist
would argue, that the ™thought elaboration centres" do not coincide with

the seat of consciousnesse Thus in certain centres complex brain activity
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can go on without the concurrent activation of attentione The selection
of any course of action is effected by groups of autonomous central
processes; any comsciousness of these material (electrical?) phenomena

is purely incidental, superadded to these processes, but in no way
enhancing their efficacy when present or reducing it when absente This
conception of ™thinking" is not to be confused with the so=called Motor
Theory of Thought, according to which centrgl brain procesggéyéérve as
transmitters in the basic stimulus-response relatione Autonomous central
procésses can in various ways modify and amplify the sensory imput before
it issues at last in motor outpute Thus there ars at least three main
stages involved in our becoming conscious, say, of a sensation: (1) The
stimulus as it proceeds from sense organ to brain; (2) The ordering,
modification and amplification of the nervous impulses in regions of the
brain especially concerned with the functioning of the sense organ in
question---but this is, figuratively speaking, ordering in the dark; and
(3) £he transmission of the.“sensation“ to the seat of consciousness ( if
we wish to put this in spatial terms, as in physiology it seems proper),

where in the light of attention it is made explicit: I grow conscious of it,

This may not be a physiologically exact account of what happensj and
it is certainly not exhaustive, But it is well adapted to strees the
epiphenomenalistts point, which I take to be, that to grow conscious of a
group of autonomous central processes which select actions and control ths
orzanisnu's motor output at any given time is incidental and dispensable

for thoss processese “Thoughts" and “sensations" insofar as these are

~/

physilogical processes and neither conscious in themselves nor conscious-ed
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by me, 3re quite sufficient to effect all the intelligent, as well as
the erratic and misplaced, responses of the animale Mental events are,
roughly speaking, the way in which physiological processes appear in

consciousnesse

It is difficult to determine whether in comparins and contrasting the
physiological and phenomenological d@scriptions of a sensation, we should
admit only one event or two eventse. It is indubitable that in my scmscious
field I amavare of events--~-~ and by an event we may understand a
minirum noticeable changes The problem is whether the conscious event I

"same" event as +the physiological one which is, in

experionce is the
princinle, observable in my braine The nuestion may be interpreted as a
request for criteriz of identity which, in this case, we do not possesss
fMovever, in some very important sense the two camnot be the same eventee.-.
at best they can be different aspects of the "same™ event in which case
they are not one event tut at least two events, one observed in my
conscious manifold, another observable as & physiological change, and
possibly three events, the third being the "neusral®™ original chanse of

1

which the other two are appearancess

I have already mentiomed the peculiarly Yselfy' character of
consciousnesse The relation of conscicusness to the self is a difficult
problen to state and an even more difficult one to solves Consciousness
seoms to be at least the necessary condition of the existence of the conscious
selfe=-but this nroposition amounts to little more than a tautologye

Consciousness seems to be that indefinable (unique?) something which
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inoludes my conscious field and ™me™; this, however, is not meant to

imply that object=consciousness is in all cases accompanied by selfe
gonsciousnesse It is not clear whether I am different from or more than,
my consciousness=--whether what might be called the transcgg;ntal ego,

though in our experience it is inextricably bound up with consciousness, is
yet logically a different factor from it or note The feeling of my
continued existence and self=identity do seem, to a great extent, to be
dependent on my memories and thus to have g solid physical basise, Without
memory of the past and expectation of the future the use of the personal
pronoun "I™ becomes meaningless~-=-consciousness is, as Santayana suggested,
completely absorbed in its objecte In this way the “self~feeling™ seems

to be very closely connected with time, and consciousness of the passage

of time, and conscio&z;ss'of the identity of the self=subjeot through

the passage of times This raises the question as to what I am conscious

of in self-consciousnesse Am T conscious of the transcedental ego, which

is perhaps nothing elgse than the unity of the conscious manifold? However,
if the transcéggntal ego is not logiecally different from conscicusness,

then in self-consciousness I must be conscious of consciousness, or in other
words, of the fact that conscious~ing is going one Or finally, it is
possible that in self-conscicusness one attends to the unity of consclousness
which, however, is only the mental equivalent of the physical unity of

the gemerative organ of consciousnesse I believe the epiphenomenalists would

probably insist thet the last of these three alternatives is closest to the

truthe

Now it seems that we will have to modify our previous statement that



conscloumess is a necessary condition of the existence of the conscious
self, to the effect that though certainly a necessary, it is not in
all cases also a suffieient conditione This self, it is to be emphasized,
is only the conscious self=-=-=but it is basic inasmuch as everything else
is clossified as self or not= self only in relation to ite In actual
experience there is a very close correlation between the self and
consciousness: for example, consciousness never leaves me, for I leave with
it: the "I never survives the loss of consciousness in sleep, or in a
coma, or in deathe It is revealing to note the ambiguity of the persovnal
pronoun "he". We say indifferently: " There he is, talking to his wife",
" there he is, asleep ™ and " there he is,dead ", The last of these,at

i/

least, js illegitmate, for in death we can refer neither to his substantial

I3

t”/
biolozical, nor his conscious selfes Even when we say: " There he is,

talkinzs to his wife ™, we don't refer to his conscious self alone, but to
him as a dark man 5'10" tall, standing in a corner of the room talking
and at the same time thinking about what he is saying, and perceiving,
recopnizing, sézkg us in & conscious perspective. This is the crucial
difference between the "“him" and the "I": for me he is still there even
when he is asleep, and for him I am still myself, even though I faint or

am etherized on the operating tablee But for myself I am no longer there, I
am as good as dead when I have inhaled enough ether to lose consciousness,
If the totality of my observable behavioral characteristics is the me=-
to=him, conscilousness or the consclous &slf, not observable to anybody but
myself, is the me~to-mee It is the miner's lamp on top: a complete circle=-

I can no more escape the necessity of having to see everything in the

light of this lamp than I can step out of my skine Consciousness is the
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epistenological lightbulb without which we cannot see the furniture
of the world=-~~and since there is no knowing without it, there is no way
of telling whether it distorts or not, or whether we are not only having

seemly dreams in & cold unfurnished rooms

There is a possible argument against epiphenomenalism from the
functional character of paine It is evident that at least for pain esse
est percipi: a nain, in the nature of the case, cannot exist without
somebody being conscious of ite To speak of an unconscious pain ( or
unconscious pleasure ) seems to be a contradiction in terms, for a pain
is not a pain unless it hurts someone-~-unless it solicits the attemtion
with a stubborn and impsrious obstinacye. But it is at the same time
gensr2lly accepted that pains are biological deterrents to action: one will
not touch an electric wire because of the extremely disagreeable sensation
of shocke===o0ccasionally one will even check onets innate tendency to be
a glutton if the memory of the previous night's gruelling indigestion is
; vivid enoughe Thus pain is biologically important and causally effectives
and consciousness is a necessary condition of the existence of pain, A
conscious sensation is in this way involved as an indispensable link in
the causal chain culminating in actions directed at the maintenance of
bodily equilibriume Similarly, pains seem to be signs for remedial action
to be takene If I cut my finger the pain seems to be a desperate signal
of the part concerned, a bid to capture my attention in order that I may
see what had happened, stop the bleeding and bandage the wouud, Zain is

n

pquivalent to the cry ® Do somethingd " and as such it is ultimately

directed to the conscious self.
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Now the epiphenomenalist would probably accept the first premiss
of the argument, but would indubitably deny the seconde It 15 quite
possible, he would admit, that pains can only exist if we are aware of them,
Eowever, there is no reason for us to believe that pain, always involving
consciousness of itself, is in any way biologically significante Pain
is bad and useless; bad because it results in distraction, and useless
because it can occasion no other remedial action than the nervous imulses
which cause it can and usually doe Biologically pain is not an added
factor beyond the mervous impulses of which it is the mental equivalent,
It is not a sign for the organism to shun a certain object or a particular
course of action: it is rather the sizn of such evasive activity on the
part of the organisme The same mechanism that functions with pain present

would function even if we were not conscious machines 2nd thus the

quantitative distribution of our nervous impulses could not be "mentalized™,
translated into the feelings of pleasure and paine Consciousness, even

as the consciousness of pain, c2nnot be a part of the animal machinee The
machine is physical and everything physical is, in prineciple, observablees

The basic assuption of epiphenomenalism is that every sensation and thought
and feeling can be broken down into two factors: the nervous processes
involved, and the mentalizing activity of consciousnesss All causal

influence of these thoughts derives from the nervous processes which, of
coursc, are physicale In this way, though consciousness itself has a physical

basis, it is biologically a waste, and causally the equation " nervous system

£ reivous system 4 consciocusness ™ holds without reservatione

2e George Santayana: Spirit, pel26
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CHAPTAR V1

EPTAENCOMENALISH AND SCIENCE

" Theoretically, if we could build a machine whose mechanical
structure duplicated human physiology, then we could havaémachiﬁe whose
intellectual capacities would duplicate those of human beingse™ This
is a good summary of the attitude of many s¢ientists to the human minde
The " great engineering dream ™ is now slowly becoming the dream of
constructing machines which duplicate more and more facets of human behavior
with ever increasing fidelity. In many fieldy of course, the machines
are already vastly superior to the human mind: for instance, they can
calculate or count better and faster than we cane But these operations may
be called "mechanical™: they are repetitive and uninteresting=—-= this
is not the field where human beings exceles In general, I think it is fair
to say that most machines that have so far been constructed lack the
adaptability of living animels and imitate only a very few, selected human
behavioral traits, We are indubitably still a very long way from the
ultimate aspiration of being able to construct robots approaching the
orzanizational intricacy and behavioral characteristics of animals and mene
2% this point, it is even questionsable if we ever will be in a position to
construct such machines, or if such machines can be constructed at alle
However, the rapid advance of cybernetics, the recent invention and subse=

quent development of electronic machines of hitherto undreamed of complexity,

should not be lightly dismissed, It is indicative of the current tendency

1, Norbert ‘Wiener: The Human Use of Humen Beings ( Doubleday Anchor Books:
New York,1954), pe57
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of science to blend the technician with the medical doctor, the engineer

with the physiologiste

The concepts of cybernetics have lately infRiltrated the field of
physiclogys. Certain bésic similarities have been observsed between the
functioning of the nervous system in animals and the control mechanisms
of eluctronic machinese The similarities 2re thousht to be expressed
in concepts such as “homeostesis"™ and “nerative feedback™, Homeostasis
may be described as a state cf shzbls ecquilibrium: a good example is the
animalts body tempserature maintained roughly at the same level throughout
the internal enviromments Negative feedback is an automatic control
mechanism which rezulates performance at any one moment by taking account
of results reached by the performance of the immedistely preceding
momente The concept is anplicable to physiological as well as electronic
mechanismse It may be considered purposive inasmnuch &5 it is direcsed at
the maintenance of homeostasisg 1f oubout exceeds or falls below a certain
definite level, information of this deviationvis fed back to the controlling
centre, where proper adjustments are made to compensate for the increase
or roduction hy slowing down or accelerating the rate of activitys For
instance, when I reach out my arm to take a book from the shelf, there is
a continuous and very ranid feedback of information to the brain centres,

souncerning the actual positien of my palm and fingers &t each moment, from

fal

which the controlling organ ( or process ) can calculate and determine how
much further I have to stretch to reach the book, how solidly I have +to
wrap my fingers around it so that it won't slip out of my hand and how far

I have to take it in order to be 2ble to place it on the tablsee

Negative feedback is error=-actuated or error-comnsating, and as such
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it 1is believed to be the basic principle underlying the functioning

of the nervous systemes A negative feedback mechanism always involves
effectors and receptors; the former execute tasks, the latter relay
information of the actual performance of the effectors, which is then
immediately converted into data utiliged in the adjustment and subsequent
control of those effectorse In a human being the effectors are evidently
the musclés and the receptors the various sense orzanse From a different
point of view every sensory stimulus may be considered a temporary
disturbance of the organism's homeostasis eliciting, wia a negative
feedback mechanism, instantaneous response, This is sometimes offered

as an explanation of motor reflex actions, and with certain modifications

even of much more complex animal activitye

I hops these fow words will suffice at least to indicate the trend
of contemporary science, in general, and the importance of cybernetics for
this development, in particular, Cybernetic models are used in an ever
widening context in physiology: and advanced work in these two sciences
seems to point in the direction of the final thesis that human beings are
enormously and wonderfully complex machiness This, of course, is the view
of epiphenomenalism: and in the light of these new scientific developments //
L it is surprising that the theory is receiving so little attention todays
If secience will ever be in a position to prove conclusively that men are
machines, it will be extremely hard=if not altogether impossible- to escape

the epiphenomenalistic conclusion,

By an organism being 2 machine I mean that the three factors of sensory
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input, built-in tendencies and stored memory information available at

any time, determine the motor output at that timee All thece factors

are physical: consciousness, being an immaterial funection, can neither

be 2 part of the machine, nor can it influence the machines e have
talked zbout "moral values"™ and "inner life" in this thesis without

once attempting to state what these values are, or in what that life
consistse This is understandable because there are important and extensive
disputes about the nature of value and of the good life, and we did not

)

want to get involved in zany of thegsie ToveTzy, n?'niy s%, 2% Least Uhis
wneny trab Ghe danger of scilence is that when and if men finally turn oub
to be animal machines, then it will be possible to control them as
machinss 3are controllede If the truth of this proposition is seen it will

also be svident that under such conditions a2ll moral life, conscious joy

and true individuality is made impossibles

This should, of course, not be taken a;né'priori, moral argument
against sciences: it is only an assessment of the situation and a brief
glance a’ the possibilitiese Onee arain, it should not be rezarded as
implying that scientific inguiry will ever arrive at the conclusién that
human beings are automata=---or that it would ever be in a position
experimentally to verify such a conclusion,s However, it is indubitable
that science seems, at present, to be developing in a direction ultimately
favorable for ~n epiphenomenalistic interpretation of the relation of
mind to bodye It is also evident that the tendency to regard human beings

X

as machines is a serious threat to the moral life, and in the end to the

extstential destiny of the human races The conflict is apparent in the
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fact +that ordinary men dontt think of themselves as automata only=-

they spoak quite readily of responsibilities, aspirations and of an
intense subjective intimaoy-which is considered so alien to all actual
and v»ossible machinese The danger, on the other hand, is nowhere mecre
apparent than in the fearfully thorouzh brainwashing-which is perhaps a
form of conditioning= that can be accomplished even with our very limited

knowledge of psycholofye

This leads me to a consideratiocn of the relation of epiphenomenalism
to sciences FProperly, this topic should be discussed in the general
context of the relation of science %o philosophy. However, such a
generalized discussion is certainly beyond the scope of this thesis, We
will have to be content with a short examination of some aspects of the

question as it more particularly concerns the theory of epiphenomenalisme

It is generally accepted today that ohilosophical and scientifie questions
ars not of the same types The problem of whether or not perceptions are
representative of objects, for example, or whether the world is one or
many, cannot be decided by observation and experimente rossibly such
questions cAnnot be decided at all, not indeed because they are pseudo=-
questions or muddles but because they are enigmas underlying our very existences
There is something paradoxical abeoub brute givennesse “Then we ask basic
questions either we have a deep=-ssated feeling of vaculty or dizziness which
makes us wonder if we are asking anything at all, or we have a feeling of

supreme confidence in the significance and importance of the issues. Ve may




be closer or farther to the solution of philosophical problems and for
various reasons it may turn out that certain problems are scientific
rather than philosophicale When man first began to reflect on his
circumstances, to think about the world and about himself in the world,
all questioﬁs were philosophicals, Early cosmologies were made of the
stuff of dreams and of wide guessess the spontaneity of the imagination
embroidered on the observed but sometimes ludicrously irrelevant
conjdg;ions in the world to construet fabulous theories and a specuiative
physicse There was no way of verifying what was right and what was wrong
in this web of miscellaneous hypothesese Now it seems probable that

even if all possible methods of verification were available to us, there
would still remain a residue of insoluble, but not for that reason unreal,
philosovhical problems, However, as new methods of verification are invented,
more and more problems become, in principle at least, solubles Artificial
sense organs are produced, which enable us to transform hitherto unocb=
servable phenomena into a form which can be easily observed by one or more
of our five senses, The radio is a good examplo of such a development,
The statement: ™ The stars emit mysterious unobservable signals which run
throuzh the bodies of animals and men without these bein; in any way

' would have been consi-

conscious of them or significantly affected by them,'
dered totally unverifiable eighiy or a hundred years agoe Today the new
science of radio-astronomy is concerned with just these signals rendered

observible by Marconit's invention, and the above proposition has been

conclusively verified.

There is, then, a gradual transference of problems from philosophy to
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the field of sciencee Fhilosophy has at least two functions with

respect o science: fifst it has to examine critically the conceptual
framework on which a science is built, and secondly it has to attempt to
correlate the results of various fields of scientific inquiry in order to
provide a wified view of the current state of our lmowledge, and
supplementing this by speculative theories, eventually a unified view of the
worlde The first task may roughly be described as analysis, the second

as generalizatione. Now it seems to me that a number.of problems connected
with the theory of mind are at present in the process of being transferred
from the sphere of philosophy to that of science. The rapid development
of biology in the last hundred years and the pronounced emphasis lately

on the scientific aspect of psychology are at least two indications of this
trende Physiological psycholosy is slowly beginning to flourish, and we
can expect, I think, further interesting information from neurology and

the application of the concepts of cybernetics in the field of physiologye
This is why I have previously maintained against Santayana that this is

no time to insist on a hard and fast distinction between literary and
scientifie psychology, of which only the formwer can, by imitative sympathy,

approacih the phenomenon of consciousnesse It is not impossible that an

artificial sense organ may be invented by wiiich we would be enabled to

"oune in™ on the mental discourse of others, It is not impossible that

some of us actually have such a strange (sense?) organ active in the
problematic phenomena of extra-sensory perception, which facilitates a direct
awarehess of another's conscious manifold without the benefit of observing

the mediatingz factor of the person?!s behaviore It would, of course, not do
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to employ these imaginative points as arguments against epiphenomenalism
in ceneral, and Santayana in particular, but I believe that if we want
to arrive at an honest estimate of the situation, we must certainly taks

them into account and attempt to appreciate their significancee

Thus one possible reason why epipnhenomenalism is ultimately dependent
on science is that questions ahout consciousness, intelligence and the
relation of conscious events to neural processes seem to be becoming
scientific questionse Another mason is the general consideration that
philosophical theoriec, even when frankly speculative, should take account
of the factual information of the sciencess. Ontological analysis should
incorporate, as far as possible, the well-attested results of scientific
inquirys. If these results, or the theories which they are usually
taken to confirm, are not put to good use in the analysis, reasons for
this should be givenes Also, no philosopher shoull hesitate to plead
ignorance wﬁen ignorance is honestly felt; and the possibility of further
scientific advance in the field should be acknowledged and research leading

to such possible advance at all times encouragede

There is, however, another more compelling reason for the dependence
on science of this particular doctrine of the relation of mind to bodye.
Epiphenomenalism is also called the theory of eonscious automatisme, The
concept of "automatism™ is a scientific onee It is not enough that we can
conceive of the animal organism as a mAchine: herse positive ewidence is
neededs For if we can conceive of the animal as a machine, we can also

conceive of it as an oligarchic society of cells, 2 teleolojzical system of
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parts each of which proesupposes for its existence all the others and
thus the whole, and in a2 number of other wayse We are using the concept
of a machine and applying it to animals and men: but the concept is a
borrowed ons and thus before we can go & step further we must produce
suffizient evidence to the effect that the human body is a machinee. This
evidercs can only be scientific in nature---based on observation and
experimente.
/

I must remark that this does not invalidate Santayana's ontological
epiphenomenalisme Such an epiphenomenalisn amounts to the resolution
that from now on we shall rezard the sphere of power as essentially ( though
not existentially ) distinet from the sphere of conscious acquaintance
or knowledgzes It involves, as we have already vointed out, an analysis
of each conscious event into, roughly, a set of vhysical processes which
are causally effective and the mentalizing factor of consciousness which
is notse The analysis seems to be logically a legitimate one, even thouch
it carries Descartes?! radical disjunction of mind and body and his
conceptual atomism to their final conclusion, where not even the power of
causation can belong to the mind once it is assigned to bodys There are
two criteria by which we could evaluate such a purely ontological epiphe=-
nomenalism, and Santayana's theory fails on both these countse If a theory
relies on no scientific evidence or sophisticated argumentation, then I
can judze its value and estimate its probability by determining to what
extent it does justice to my experience, Beins of the highest.possible
degree of generality, it should account for the characteristic features of

experience by means of a minimum number of assumptionse Epiphenomesalism
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is inadequate in this respect because, thouzh claiming the authority of
comnon sense, it disregards the evidence of camon expsrience. My

everyday experience, if I do not wish to go beyond it, will never reveal

n'r‘/

to me the putative fact that I am:éutomaton, or suggest that my conscious
self is in no way involved in the selection of my actionse Cuite to the
contrary: I feel that I (conscious self) can and do react on the world,
that I can consciously control my actions, executs my consciously contrived
plans and sometimes to some extent even realize my dreams and my apirationse
This is direct evidence against epiphenomenalism, and ontological analysis
can give us no serious ground for believing that the evidence is merely

illuscrye

The second criterion which we ¢ould apply to the ontological form of
epiphenomenalism follows from the analytic task of philosophy with respect
to sciencee It is the following: Can we expect any new results, in
experimentation or amounting to a revision of the conceptual framework of
any of the sciences concerned with some aspect of the body=-mind problem,
if we grant any or all of the assumpbions and conclusions of the theory of
conscious automatism? The answer has to be in the negzative. DBpiphenomenalism
can lead to no new experimentation because new experimentation led to the

 formulation of epiphenomenalisme Similarly, this theory cannot lead to

the revision of the concepts of physiology or psychology, because the

e L .
N ‘ﬂ,

introduction of new cor.cepts into these sciences, especially physiolozy,
gave the initial impetus to advance such an analysis of the experience
- situatione The theory is essentially derivative and based on the influx of
i scientific concents into philosophy, Ontologzical epiphenomenalism may
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represcnt a consistent though imaginative analysis of experience into
logical factors, but without the cumulative evidence of science it carries
little or no force of convietions Epiphenomenalism is a philosophical
theory that is builbt, and can only be built, on a fowdation of scientific

fact, though it involves a spsculative extension of all such facte

My next task is to try to elucidate in what sense epiphenomenalism can
be considered to result from a conflict of science and vhilosophye In at
least one sense there can be no conflict between science and philosophys
The methods and the objectives of the two are altogether different, and
when they are in an ideal state of equilibrium science and philosophy mutually
complenent one anothers The philosopher is concerned with conceptual
generalization and the scientist with factual investigatione No philosopher
will dispute, say, the correct laboratory method of analyzing the chemical
constitution of a compound, and similarly no scientist will try to argue
about the nature of the good or examine the problem of universals. However,
a conflict of these two distinet fields of human endeavor is possible under
certain conditionse I have previously remarked that as our observational
methods improve, certain questions which were originally thought to be
philosophical are transferred into the sphere of science. Such a transference
of prcblems is usually accompanied by a philosophiczl upheaval and the
wholesale destruction of speculative theories advanced as the putative
solutions of these problemse There is & confusion within philosophy because
it is not clear how much of the subject in question can be treated by siéience
and how ruch of it ( if any at all ) is left for philosophy. Also,
scientific data newly made svailalle are ili-digested and poorly integrated

by philcsopherse As a result we have hybrid theories and immature
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generzlizations reflecting the confusion of philosophers and of
scientific theorists alike.
ol

The great period of scientific advance from the seventesth century
to our own day is perhaps thc best example of what I have called " the
tronsference of problems". I will not bring eleborate historical examples
to illustrate my point: such examples abound in any historiecal work touching
on a4 comparison of Medieval with, say, Seventeenth Century science.
Llsc, we may remind ourselves of the revealing fact that physics used %o be
and is sometimes still called "natural philosophy™. Much of modern
philosophy since Descartes is vitiated by the fact that somehow philosophers
have teen wable to find the right attitude toward science, assuming now
a patreonizing air of superiocrity, then the servility of uncritical admirationk
&t one point attemptihg to imitate its methods, at another rejecting it
altopether---never cuite succeeding in discovering the proper function of
philosophy and in this way reaching a healthy balance. Epiphenomenalism
is thus not only the direct btesult of the conflict of philosophy and science
in the field of psychology and the theory of mind; it is &lse & symphom
of the more general conflict of these two diseciplines, revealing a deep
rift within contemporary civilization and twentieth century man. ‘/hen, to
cite a crude exzmple, we think of the hydrogen bomb with a sense of seneral
accompliskment and yet go on to describe its horrors in a war which we say
is poséible only because of our moral imaturity, we are referring in a
practical context to the same basic conflict, deploring our sad state in
which control over the enviromment is not accompanied by self-control and

ultimately by control over the uses to which this enviromment-control is pute
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More specifically epiphenomenalism is the result of the conflict of
science and philosophy with respeet to the correct method of investigating
the phenomenon of consciousness. It was formulated as a conseguence of
the introduction of the concept of automatism into philosophy. In the
seventeenth and eigtteenth centuries automatism was conceived on the model
of clocks and clockwork music boxes; in the nineteenth century on the
model of the heat-engine burning a combustible fuels Today it is conseived
on the more sophisticated pattern of negative feedbeck systems and
electronic "orains", This is not to say that we have conclusive proof that
the humen body i & machine and that the central control system of the
brain functions exclusively or even nredomincntly as a feedback unite This
proposition has not to date been verified, even though it is often believed
that the cumulative evidence of biology and allied sciences points in the
direction of its eventual confirmatione Epiphenomenalism assumes its truth
at the outset a2nd then attempts to make room for the old philosophical
discipline of introspecticn in this new contexte Automatism is taken to
imply that consciousness, boing "subjective™ and to the best of our know=
ledge unobservable, camnot beﬁéart of the machines Of the hilerarchy reflex-
response-conscious response, it is assumed that from the point of view of
causzl efficacy and biclogical survival value, the last term is dispensable,
In this overhasty crirstallization of views in an essentially fluid and
developing scientific situation, the theory of conscious avtomatism can
do justice neither to introspection nor to experimente Both philosophy and
science are forced into a compromise: the effectivemess of philosophy is
restricted to the inner life and observational methods are denied the

possibility of ever treating of the Msubjectivity" of consciousness on
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scientific principles. The doctrine of conscious automatism is truly a
hybrid theory, and it implies a general notion of the relation of philosophy
to science which is both confused and unsatisfactory. It is confused
because it leaves undetermined how much of the experimental results of
science should be taken into account by philosophy, and how what is thus
acknowledged should be integrated. It is unsatisfactory because the

theory imputes more to science than science has managed to establish,

deniss what research at a later date may establish and finally rejects

the irmediate evidence of common experiences

The epiphencmenalist claim can be stated in the following manner,
There is no stimulus x of any complexity whatever, such that my becoming
conscious of x would have to be a necessary condition of my appropriate
response to xe Onees again, we may phrase the claim as follows: The circuit
sensory input= autonomous central process = motor oubput is complete on any
level of complexity without the intervention of consciousness. - Consclousness

is unnecessary for the functional completion of any rellex arce

Now that we have seen that epiphenomenalism is essentially dependent
on science not only for the corroberation of its assumptions but also for
the verification of its conclusion, let me procesd to investigate whether

or not such verification is, even in principle, possible,

The epiphenomenalist holds that consciousness is a waste product of
the biological organisms Jaste products are insvitably present wherever

orzanisms are present, and consclousness is the waste product, presumably,
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of high grade brain activitye On the basis of fairly conclusive
scientific evidence we may say that though indirectly dependent on the
whole brain, consciousness is thrown off as a waste product of the
functioning, more especially, of a certain limited part of the brain,

let us say, in accordance with recent theories about the localization of
function, that this brain-segement is the diencephalone The production of
counsciousness will not, of course, make a vestigial organ of the
diencephalon; it may, on the contrary, put it in a position analogous to
that of the kidneys, which are conserned with the elimination of ligquid
wastes, The epiphenomenalists would not, and I suspect could not, further
specify the manner of production of a presumably immaterial waste by a
material organ, nor again the peculiar constitutional difference there must
be between the diencephalon and other narts of the cortex, so that it

generates the by=producte However,

i)

alone, and not some other brain segment,
we shall not insist on these difficulties: it is sufficient for us to note

them,

Now evidently the easiest way of showing that the epiphenomenalistic
equation ™ nervous system = nervous system + consciousness ™ holds would
be by observing the action of the nervous system with consciousness present
and then with consciousness absent, and subsequently comparing the two
sets of observationse This is the only way we ca2n do that sort of thing
in science, and if it can be done at all» we will certainly be able to do
it because we are concerned with matters of functional order and disorder

and causal efficacy observable in action and behaviore. Now let us remove

a part of the frog's brain in order to eliminate its sonsciousness
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( in the absence of contrary evidence 1 am assuming that a frog has
consclousness, but this is incidental to my point for the hypothetical
experiment could equally well be carried out on a human being). A change

2
in the frog's behavior inevitably followse If we now wished to argue that
the observed difference in behavior is due to the faect that consciousness
is no longer present and actively engased in the direction of the animalts
actions, the epiphenomenalist could retortthat this is by no means the
cases The behavioral difference is due not to the elimination of
consciousness, but to the elimination of the controlling centres of certain
vital funchbions together with consciousnesss The "seat of consciousness"
is not 2 vestizial orgon with no other function besides that of producing

consciousnesse Mosht probably it is also the controlling centre of a numher

ol important uervous functions,.

Thas we are confronted with the following situatione Vhenever we
oliminate consciousness and note a difference in the subject's behavior
( and such a behavioral ch-nge is inevitable ), the epiphenomenalist can
claim that because of our imnerfect exverimental methods we have con=
currently destroyed or at least impaired the functioning of some physical
contrel centres The epiphenomenalist, demanding the translation of all
stateononts anut consciousness implying causal efficacy, into statements
about physical neur:l processes, seems to have not a sbtrong or convincing

but et least a consistent and well=contrived positione But now on further

roflzction we find that this argument whick seemed orizinally to protect

2e This change may not amount to more than the loss of initiative: in the
absence of any gross stimulus the_animal sits completely passive and would
starve sooner than fe:d itselfe Huxley admits this ( Zhimal Automatism,pe9);
the difference between post=-amd pre=operation behavior .
Hhxlex's apgunent for egiphenomenalism depends on a conditional inference
from ™some™ to Mall® 'esothe machinery which is competent to do 50 muchee,
migzht well do all™=pe9) and not any claim to the effect that the elimination
o cousciousness doés not entail chanres in the animalt's behaviore
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epiprenomenalism against objections based on experimental evidence,

reveals a cruci2l shortcoming of the the rye For the epiphencmenalist
maintains that consciousness is a waste-product of the perfectly functioning
nervous system=-brain units. To eliminate consciousness, then, in order to
show that its presence or absence is irrelevant to the functioning of the
nervous system, we will necessarily have +to impair the functioning of

that nervous systems. No matter how refined our experimental methods

become, we will still have to interfere with the functioning of the nervous
system=brain unit in order to eliminate consciousness, for so lons as that
unit functions perfectly consciousrsss will be presentes But if the brain-
balance is thus disturbed, it is inevitable that functional disorders

and behavioral differences will be manifested. In this way it is clear that
no experiment can possibly be devised which should verify the epiphenomenalist
thesise If consciousness is held to bte the causally impotent ccomcomitant
effect of a perfectly functioning brain, then it is impossible in any
scientific experiment to sepgrate the two in such a manner that with

consciousness absent the nervous system will stilll operate perfectlye

The above, I feel, is sufficient to show that epiphenomenalism cannot
look to science fornéonfirmation of its conclusione 'l hawve alrcady sem
that its most imgortant aremiss, namely that of the biolozical automatism
of animals, 1is inadegvitely sunvorted by sclentific evidence. dowever, the
theory is dependent on sclentific concepbs for its original formulation.

e 4id not claim that it is a scientific hypothesis: it is indubitably a

philoccgphical theorye. But without the backing of science, a2s an ontological

theory 1t carriss no force of convictione In addition we have now ostablished
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that it can expect no direct support from observaticn or experimente Our
conclusion is that even thouzh ontolorical epiphenomenalism is not self=
contradictory, it is an unsatisfactory solution of the problem of mind and
bodye. Hvidence for the theory is scarce and the arguments advanced to
support it ( when such arguments are presented at all ) are far from
convincinge Its value lies in its recoznition of the problem which underlies
it 3nd in the indecision which bred it., DBeing a symptce™ of the times, it
reminds us of something more important than itsolf, namely of the faet that
ours is a scientific azge and that before philosophy finds its place in the

modern world, its pretensions and its just claims must clash with those of

science. The clash reveals a split within the human personality,
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