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CHAP!'ER 1 

A BRIEF SURVEY OF DESCARTES 1 THEORY OF MIND 

For a long tilne now. I have been thinld.ng about the problem of 

body and mind and about the strangelywonder:tul phenamenon of oonsciousness. 

The concept of consciousness bas always been a relatively negleoted topic. 

As for questions about body and mind• one•s first reaction is inevitably 

the impatient exclamation ~ But tbere is no problem there at allJ • we 

are not all mind; everyone lmows we are not disembodied spirits. Ql 

the other hand• we are not all body eitherJ we are different - and• we 

prefer to think• better - than the brutes. We are mentoid creaturesJ 

hybrida of mind and of body. The ingredients are blended into a unity -

arranged in a working order. 

This is the pri.mary thesisJ this is what is revealed to us in our 

everyday experience ( for avery moment of experience is a moment of 

revelation ) - or at least this is the way we tend to interpret the given. 

And a:rter all investigation and all refleotion bas been dona our conviction 

may not have ohanged. For it is neither the task nor the intention of 

philosophy to discredit. much lesa to 'refute• everyday opinions of the 

immadiately given. The oommon man•s beliefs are usually based on a solid 

oommon sense which unfortunately often evaporates in the heat of educationJ 

and the immediately given is quite possibly the only thing we have. It 

is much more important to shed light on wh.at is observedJ to establish 

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



which shows the bare tacts in an :intelligible light;. Many philosophera 

may have gone beyond the transcience of the experience of the senses, 

but ffJVI have talœn the heroic course of denying all validity and reality 

to this wor lde 

These are not original thoughts but they are valid thoughts. Descartes 
1 

voioes them in his ramous latter of June 28, 1643 to Prinoess Elizabeth. 

We have three primitive notions, Descartes holds, those of body, mind and 

the 1mion of body and m:inde The concept of mind is best understood by 

the rational faculty --- the pure intelleat. The concept of body is best 

understood by the rational faculty with the aid of the imagination, as in 

the science of geœœtry. The union of body and soul, however, cannot be 

clearly and distinctly wtderstoodJ it oannot even be olearly and distinctly 

imagined. It is lm.own by maans of the senses. For the senses themselves 

presuppose a union of body and soul ( how else could a sense organ afteot 

the knower? ) and are not direated to body in general ( as is the imagination) • 

but to actually existing and sensibly presented bodies in particular. I 

am uneasy about these three oonoepts,J I am not sure that I do in .f"aot have 

them. Let me mvest igate. 

What is Wf evidence for saying that I have a clear and distinct idea 

of body and a sjndlarly olear and distinct idea of mmd? First of all• what 

is a clear and distinct idea? For Descartes• an idea is an objeot of 

knowledge. Vvb.en the idea is entertained• the theory of representative 

l. Descartesa Philosophioal Wri'!;ings ed. by E.Ansoombe and P.T. Geac~ 
( Nelsona Edinburgh,l954)J PP• 279-82 ( Hereafter referred to as Writingl ). 
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perception prompts him to say that it also constitutes lmowledge of 

an abject. Now a clear idea is one which we can recognize in the natur~l 

light of reason as self-identical and d~stinguishable from all other 

ideas. A distinct idea, on the other hanQ* is one 1~ich is not only 

clear and manifest in its presence, but the inner structure of which is 

also perfectly •mderstood. Distinctness implies clearnessJ but the 
2 

clearuess of an idea does not necessarily imply its distinctness. 

The evidence Descartes c?.dduces in .favor of the view that we do in 

fact possess such clear and distinct ideas of body as separate from mind 

and of mind as sepArate from brain, is reasoned1 or metaphysical. Vlliat 

I mean by this is as follows. Descartes nowhere refers to special 

experiences which could be taken as originating or symptomatically 

desi~1ating 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 vre were disem'bodied minds. 

Descartes holds that the search arter truth begins when one grows 

dissatisfied with one's o~sct~e and confused ideas. This intellectual 

crisis leads us to t he method of systematic, hyperbolica l doubt where we 

reject everything that can possibly be doubted. And what is it the veracity 

of which we cannot doubt? Our senses may deceive us and our i~agination 

may deceive us. Our though~s can be de ceptive; we often find that we are 

2. ~s~o.rtes: ?rinciples of PhHosophy.l.?f45-46 ( Writin~s p.l90 ). 
See A. Koyre's Introduction to 11i7ri tings 11

1 p.xxx. I vfil be referring 
to Principles of Philosophy hereafter a s 1'Principles "• 
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in error- we may quite conoeivably always be in error. 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 bedrook. I doubt therefore I exist. 

Dubito ergo ~ Doubting is a fo:rm of thinking -cogito ergo ~ 

I can be perfectly certain of thise My confused idea bas become clear. 

I think therefore I amJ this is the first building block of the Cartesian 
3 4 

system. In itself., as Gi~son holds., it is not the first principle• but 

it develops into the first principle and defines the orientation of' the 

system. If' it is the inevitable result of the Cartesian method., it is 

also in dangerous proximity to the source of a possible fallacy. And 

this is a "possible" fallacy in two senees. On the one band it is 

possible to take a route from the • Cogito • that leads straightway into 

this fallacy. I shall try to show that Descartes has talœn this routee 

On the other band., sinoe we are in possession of no certain knowledge 

oonoerning consciousness and the relation of mind and body• it is only 

pouibJ.7 ( at JOOst., probably ) the case that Descartes' view of the 

matter amotmts to a i'allaoy. Once again., I shall argue that this is more 

probable than not. 

Jm.ch has been written on the illegitimate introduction of the self -

the "' I n in the Cogito. His oritios have insisted that on the basis of 

the evidence he presents., Descartes oould say no more than that thoughts 

ocour., or exist. We may even speculate ( if' we are at all linguistically 

3. E. Gilson: Camnentary on the Discours ( Pa;!;is.,l935) p.299 
4. Versfeld shows this deoislvely. Sëe M:l.rth!TJ.s Versfelds An Essay on 

the Matapeysics of Descartes •• ( Aéthuen &: "co. London.l940 )., isp. 
Châpter v. 



:rrùnded ) as to whether the mistalœ did not oricine.te in Lat in granmar. 

In Latin no sep~rate personal pronoun is used >vith verbs. The persan

reference is already included in the verb form. But these speculations 

are totally invalid if we speak in Descartec' terms. For ideas are 

qualities or modes., and to nothins no affections or qualities belong. 

Everything there is must be either a substance or the modification 

of a substance. Eow if thoughts ( which ?.re evidently not substances for 

I cannot clearly and distinctly conceive them as bein~ in need of no 

other thins in order to exist ) are thus modes., they must be the modes of 

soma substance in vrhich the:r inhere. This substance is the selfe 

J .. n1 this is just the question. L"l what sense can we say and should 

we f!.é:.y that the self is a substance? If we apply the scholastic terminoloe;y 

of substance-essence (quality) - ::n.ode., we are bound to run into 

diffic'.l.lties. Substances are reciprocally exclusive. From this it follows 

that the essentié::.l attrihutes of substances must be also toto coelo 

different. The modes of substances must be different as vrell. 3etwaen 

substances there is no ?oint of contact. If we distinguish between mind 

the es sential attribu·te of vrlüch is thinkine; ( intellection., consciousness ) 

with the ideas as i ts proper modes., on the one hand., and matter the 

esser.ti:ll attribute of which is extensbn vlith figure::> a::> its proper modes., 

on the other; how can w·e possibly conceive the cooperation or the 

interaction of the ~7o? If thero is no point of contact., there is no point 

where causal inflnence could be transferred. ~ihere there i::; .such a 

bifurcation., such a complete dichotomy of cubstances., we are inevitably doomed 



6 

to an inexplicable parallelism or an intelleotually totally inadequate 

occasionalism, as the only logically consistent position. In the 

lidQt of this we reco~ize Descartes' st2tement in his latter to Prinoess 

Elizabeth, as an ultimate defence against the viclllent objections to 

his philosophy of minde Pure intellect knows, intuits the soul as 

seperate from the body, and intellect together with the faculty of 

ila.agination intuits the body as seperate from thinking substance' - the 

tmion of the two, however, we do not know, we do not and cannot even 

hope to conceive it clearly and distinctly in tha natural light; of reason, 

for it is an experiential fact revealed to us through the senses. 

In fact, Descartes seems to be saying, we experience the tmity of 

body and mind; in fact the two are united and they interact. Thus the 

separation of body from mind, bf extension from thought as different 

substances is the reault of a refleotive ontological analysis of the 

experience-situation. Suoh 11 real distinction 11 between two substances 

is, for Descartes, " disoovered from the mere raot that we can clearly and 

distinctly conceive one without the ethere "' Confusion is inoreased by 

Descartes• statement in the same paragraph, where he ma:intains that 

~ even if we supposed that God had conjoined same corporeal substance to 

a cons cious substance so closely that they oould not be more olosely 

joined, and bad thua compounded a tmity out of the two1 yet even so the~ 

remain really distinct. 11 Wbat we are asked here is to conceive of the soul 

and of the body as a single thmg ( conjoined ) and a s two things ( seperate ), 

which is selt-contradictory. Descartes attempts to resolve the 

s. Principles 1.601 ( Yfritings, pel93 ) 
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contradiction by the suggestion ( mentioned above ) tbat whereas we 

can clearly and distinotly conceive the latter• we can only feal or 

experienoe the former. I am weasy about this solution. for it oom.es to 

this. V/hat is olosest to me. wbat I experience .. ...,bat I am- every day 

of my life is essentially unintelligible. The origin and the destination 

)( of the soul as an inlnortal substance is clearly and distinotly known• 

but cammon experience is inexplicable. It is highly i:mprobable that this 

should be the case. For this amounts to little more th.an an e:mphasis 

on the rationalistio dualism of reason ( thought ) and experience; m 

order to explain or explain away the diffioulties arising from the 

previous emphasis on the dualism of mind and body. 

But now I oan suddenly see that Descartes• sbarp distinction between 

body and mind is not "Wholly rallac ious at alle For don •t we in faot 

know of this radical disjunction of things in the world? I think and I - -
know and .!. am conscious and .!. have feelings. It is evident that stones 

are different from me in this sense• even if I oan judge only from their 

behavior. The cumulative evidence of physiology goes to show ( mnoh more 

conclusively today than in Descartes• t~ ) that the body is a machine. 

a precision mechanism that requires fuel. proper maintenance• in retum 

for which it worlœ• executes orders. If the body is not goal-directed of 

itself• as Descartes asserts it isn't• the final causes superimposed on 

its blind oausality cannot originate in matter. Matter fills spaoe and is 

divisible• perishable and compotmdeda it does not epontaneously generate 
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noti~~. The realm of matter is the reabn of meohanical causalityJ 

a colorless, lifeloss# insensitive world of extension. Bits of matter 

fillin~ the universal void; All simply located and externally related 

to one another---atom propelling atom upon impact. In contrast with this 

bleak .:.>.nd senseless vrorld, mechanical and mathernatical, - the human 

mind 1cr:tov1s the force of feeline;s and emotions. Contrast the warm 

life of' the senses, t~e heauty of é'.rt, the intensity of plea::;nres and 

pains '.'lith the cold precision of matter. Rmdom unplanned mechc"lnical 

action could not sustain organic life for very long;- wi thout final 

causes directing the aations of tho body we would ver~t saon die--of 

starvation or cold or heat or just from sheor inactivity. And the I 

( whatever this mysterious persona! pro!loun may stand for ) does not 

fill space; if you reflect you cannat even anS"Wer the question '• -,fuere 

are vcu ?" Y ou can say, " He re is my hand " and "' fu re is lTI~' neck " and 

" nere is roy head 1
•--- under special circumstances you can even say 

"' F..ere is roy brain "• But where is the ''me\• to which ~11 these#- hands, 

neck, head é'.nd brain belong? Of which it makes no sense to say that it is 

mine for it is ~· It is that to which a ll that belon~s to me, belongs. 

The geni-Give of tne per::wnal pronoun is meaningless when it is applied 

to it. 

~ho new physics t aught Descarte s t hat the material universe consisted 

of nothing but space-filling stuff in motion, a s suming an ever-changing• 

bf·i.~~to va riety of forr.11s. Color and sound, taste and smell did not 



belons -to this mechanioo-~thematical continuum; they were our 

contributions. "i'v'hen the feather tiokles me1 the t ickle is in me not 

in tne fe3ther: -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 quanikitative; the irmer world 

is qué'..li tative. The outer world manifests constant diversity; the inner 

world is un:!.fied in the ":!:11
, the single and the simple 1 indivisible self

substë.nce. Mltt.er under~oes constant change; the self is unchanging and 

abiding. In this mood I ask myself boldly: tt VJhat is there that is in 

coLl!TlOn between the mind and the body?" In this mood ( and this is a 

leg;itLl'Jlate mood ) I am bound to end up by wondering about the fa.II'..o'.ls 

quest.:i.on1 " Vfuy doe<: the mind have a body?n 

These., t.hen., were good reas ons for Descartes to decide in favor of 

the es sential diversity of mind and body and consequently of mind and 

brain. They are a lso ;:50od reas ons for us; reasons which should help 

us to understand Descartes a nd which we should r emember a fter we h ':!.ve fallen 

into the opposite mood of emphasizing the uni ty of body and soul. 

In the light of these considerations I think I can now appreciate why 

Descartes insisted on drawing a sharp lina of division between body and 

mind. There were also other considerations involved in his refusal to 

a llovr the possession of a rationa l soul tc the brutes; but we a re not 

at pre sent concerned with those. The qu.e st i on I would r ather ask is this. 

If wo distinguish between two thinr;s which secm to us to be quite different., 
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whose properties seem to be, as a matter of fact, even contradictory 

and mutually exclusive--is there any reasan whywe should state this 

distinction in the substance-attribute terminology? As a psyohologioal 

argument in the case of Descartes, I would adduce the t'act that he bas 

not quite suoceeded in breaking with the Soholastic tradition. He 

accepted the traditional subject-predioate f'onn of' proposition unquestio~ 

nin$1Y• He inherited the subtance-attribute mode of' thought, and applied 

1-t; as the one "tihat was closest at band. But "tihere is more -t;o it "tihan this. 

Let me try "tïo state the poin-t; this way. If we discern radical 

differences between m.ind and matter, does this mean that we have to think 

oi' them as differen-t; substances--vit. toto coelo different? kn. ----
unconditional, total dualism is intellectually unsatisfying. It introduces 

a radical bifurcation, a gap "tihat cannat be bridged and forces us -t;o resort 

"tio measures of artificial juggling and frequen-t; reference to an œrmipotent 

~d, in order "tïo hold the sys"tiem "tïogether. Most important of' all, it 

does violence to my avery-day experience, the evidence oi' which 1 would be 

very reluctant to disregard. Suoh a Cartesian dualimn will not do. 

But Descartes bad gotten into this position by asserting that ma."tïter and 

mind ware different subs-t;anoes. To understand him I must i'ind out why 

he held this view. 

In Principle~ _Qt . ~ilç~.QP.bY 1.60 we i'ind the following statement. 
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" Real distinction between two or more substances••• is disoovered 

from the mere faot that we oan clearly and distinctly oonceive the one 
6 

without the othere" It seems, then, that we do have a olear and distinct 

idea of the mind as seperate from everything else. This idea is in 

tact the first olear and distinct idea we haveJ it is the Cogito. 

" Cogito ergo sum" ••• this is the first indubitably certain proposition 

in Descartes• system. It is the first truthJ it relieves me of the 

X hyperbo!lical doubt. Somatimes I think I even experience the detachment 

of a disembodied spiritJ as though I were nothing but consciousness and 

ooneoiousness were seli'-sufficient and autonomous--as though nothing 

but thoughts were neoessary for the existence of thoughts. In this 

mood Descartes confidently e:x:claimsJ " Assuredly the conception of this 

"I'- precisely as auch ( as a thinking being ) does not depend on things 
7 

of whose existence I am not yet aware•" I have a clear and distinct idea 

of mind• of the act of thinldng, which I oannot doubte In this idea 

antecedent conditions are not thought,, whenoe Descartes assumes that 

no antecedent conditions are needed for its generation. '' A substance 
8 

is in need of no other thing in order to exist "• if I oan oonceive 

and tmderstand something clearly and distinctly apart from all other things, 

then it is truly distinct and ~ifferent from them- for God can effeot 

the separation. Created substances, according to Descarte~ definition,are 

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

Se Writinfs• pel93 
7. Medita ions on Fitst Philosol~ Vl, 0Vritings,pp.ll4•ll5 ) a. rrMctplésl,Si ( writings P• ) 
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I tend to challenge the view that we can clearly and distinctly 

understand mind as sep~ate from matter. "Ne must recall that the 

Cogito is the first term, the first unconditi<mal certainty only i'1 

the orè.er of :9roof'. Indubitably, on its discovery depends the whole 

fUture course of the ar~ent. But the order of demonstration is not 

necess::trily ider..tical with the order of generation; the logical order 

of proof is not necessarily and alw<:~rs the sam.e as the order of being. 

It Tili..'l.y very well be the case that though in thou6ht I r:'ln conceive of 

no·thing more ultimate than the Cogito; in fact, viz. in its actuality, 

this thinking being whose existence has been affir.med is dependent on 

cerl~in antecedent conditions which aro not thought of when it is 

contemplated, but vnthout which it could not possibly exist. I wonder 

if Descartes' argument amounts to more than the disputable ( fallacious? ) 

statement that the idea of an object c2n be analyzed into the idea of the 

conditions of th<:t objecte It is certainly true that this is not always 

the case. Let me give you an example. 

I can think of a house without at the sa~e time thi~kin~ of all the 

bricks, wood, cement, electrical vliring, plumbing and working hours that 

have gone into the buildinG and maintenance of that house. In fact I can 

think of the house even thou6h I have no idea what these building materiels 

were and how a house is usually built. I can always think of the 

finis>.od product '."lithout et the s;une tima also thinking of the process of 

prcdr:.ction. Does i t not seem probable that this is just where Descartes 

was -r.T:mg; he held that if we can thinlc of the mind as seperate from 
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everything else. then it is in faot independant and in need of nothing 

beyond itself in order to exist? 

It is evidantly the case that the mind when contemplating its own 

nature tends to disregard the necessary conditions of its existence. 

It is, to use a suggestive phrase for a feature I can.•t describe any better• 

intarnal-to•itself. 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 conscious .f'unctioningl however• 

he was misled--through his order-mistake--into believing that from the 

tact that consciousness is the first term in the logical order of exposition 
o. 

it follows that it is also ._. first tarrn. and is thus without necessary 

antecedents, in the ontological order of being. HOwever• this does not 

foll~~ The inference can only be legitimir.ed 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 solved. However, I would be very reluctan.t to grant this 

premiss, since it assUJDas what we have set out to prove. More correotly• 

it resolves the problem by granting likely or desirable premisses instead 

of instigating further investigations,even in the face of the possibility 

that the outcom.e of these investigations might be intellectually disturbing 

or undesirable. 

The resort• then, to a rationalistic principle for the justification 
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of Descartes• position is of little use to us. It is of interest, 

howevar., because it reveals that without it Descartes can be shown to 

have made an order.çû staka. It is this mistake alone that ena bled him 

to conclude that the pure act of thought oould exist without antecedent 

conditions ( brain prooesses ); tha.t oonsoiousness was in need of nothing 

beyond 1tse1f in order to exist. In acoordance with this he ooncluded 

that mind was a substance completely independant af' and dif'f'erent from 

matter • in general, and from the body and the brain to whioh it was 

attached, in partioulare 

I must repeat, I am not at present arguing that it is inoonoeivable 

that this should be the casee I am only saying that a radical dualism 

will not quite do justice to my experience• the evidence of whioh I 

regard as important. Further, I took this insuff'ieienoy .as my clue in 

investigating where the radical bifurcation was introduced. This led ma 

to the substance-attribute mode of thought., which I have subsequently 

traoed to its origin in an order-mistake in the Cogito. The order• 

mistake is the possible tallacy to which I have earlier referredJ it 

oeases to be a fallaoy only if we grant the rationalistio prinoiple of 

a parallelism between the realm of knawledge and the realm of being

together with its oorollary, the representative theory of perception. 

However • this is far too muoh to ask us to grant, only in order to maintain 

the duality of body and minde It is preferable to rejeot provisionally 

/ 

the Cartesian dualism and go on to examine ne•v :pa.ths that are more promising. 



15. 

It is much more probable that the grand o.ssumption demanded of ns 

cannot be justified, than the opposite. There is no better indication 

of the brealc-down of rationalism, than to have to accept a ration<".listic 

pramiss on faith. 

_1\..t this point it may be objected that vre are not doing full justice 

tc Descartes in this short chapter. .?erhaps this is inevitable, but we 

must remember that in this thesis Descartes is mentioned for background 

purposes only. He is treated more especially for two reasons. First, 

!-!e g::::ç-e a clear and incisive exposition of the duality of mind and 

matter; he saw the problem though he did not succeed in solving it. Descartes 

was the on~ who defined the problem for subsequent philosophy to thi~ day, 

so thE~ developments in the philosophy of mind can bost be traced by first 

returning to Descarte s for soneral orientation. His impo1~ance is easily 

seen from the single fact that S~ntayana, wTitine; close to 300 years after 

him, seems in m~lY.. places to be ansvrerinc; him point by point, treatine; 

Cartesian problems in Cartesian language in orde r to be able to brea k the 

deadlock and disagree. Of this we she.ll give illustrations later on. 

Descartes is also important from another point of view. It was the 

new physics that prompted h~.--:1 to exclude all mind, al l intelligence, a ll 

pur_:>osi~renoss from nature. As vve have seen, the great advance of physics 

resulted in a denudation of the physical vrorld; v/hat was l e ft was a 

colorle::;s , s oundles s mass of mechanica l matter•"'!!leasurable but not qualitative. 

In this sense Desc:=trtes was the first great philosopher to struggle with the 
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problems which the new conceptions of scienae were creating. The 

proble:ms are still with us todayJ we still have not succaeded in solving 
\ 
1 

them• and in incorporating the confliot which underlies them into a 

coherent and satisfactory picture of the world• The trouble is that we 

feal the moral lire, moral values as endangerad by the soienti:f'io advance. 

The rear is lagitimate because the danger is present. And it is present 

to a much greater exfent tody than it was in Descartes' time. The 

development of the biological sciences ( including psyohology ) represent 

both a hope and a threat--aspecially in view o:f' certain tendencies which 

press for a biology that is to be the extension of physias into the sphere 

of lire. Possibly the greatest problem of modern culture is the effort 

of philosophy to digest the violent new perspectives or science, and its 

renewed attempts to facilitate an infiltration of moral values into the 

world of soientifio researche Bara we have a conflict betwe~ two sidas 

of the hùman personality. From the point of view of this confliot 

Descartes must be oonsidered a pioneer. 

Thus our ~in oonoarn is not Desoaftes but the problem of conaciousness. 

So far I have described soma of Descartes• most important views on the 

body""f.lind problsm.• and have tried to point out where he bas fallen short 

of giving a satisfactory solution of the problsm. and why. His fallacy 

may be called ( in Santayana•s terma ) a fallacy of substantializatian. 

If I would go a step f'urther at this point and say, • substantialization 

of the insubstantial u • I would ba wall on my way towards tpQ.phenomenalism· 
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However, that is not my intention at the present. 

The re is a simple mistake in Genes is 1, when the text is talœn 

literally; to which we can prof'i"tably compare Descartes 1 f'allacy. To the 

best of our knowledge it is the case that the origin of all the lie;ltt 

( exoept for the negligible amount whioh originates in otbar fixed stars ) 

reaohing; the earth by daytime is the sun. Astronoœrs and peysicists 

oould give us the details of how this liglii:;-energy is generatedJ they 

oould supply us with figuras and explanations in terms of the transformation 

of h:ydrogan atoms into helium. They would tell us that thare is no light 

we knovr of which does not originate in stars ( the sun. of course. is a 

star ) or in a oonglomaration of stars or in galaxies which are in the 

procass .of or';stalliz ing into stars. Now Genesis l• on the other ha.nd• 

m.aintains that God has craated light on the first day. whareas the sun. 

moon and the stars ware craated on the fourth day only. In this way the 

produot ( light ) is held to ba independant of its originating organ ( the 

sun ). The constant correlation of light and sun is explained by stating 

that the sm •rules• the day and the moon the nighte Note the similaritias 

of this situation with the theory of paréJllelism. There the :miud is 

seperated trom cthe bodyJ consciousness from oondomitant brain-processese 

Consoiousness is an entity in nead of no other entity for its generation 

( Descartes admits no corresponding bram prooesses for the mental 

proc~ss of pure thought ) J in need of only God in order to existe The 

mind is not considered a :f\mction whioh beoomes meaningless and empty 

( even passes out of existence ) when it is seperated from. its organe The 
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organ-i'unction relation only seems to hold between brain and mindJ 

if the latter seems to be oausally dependent on the former. it must be 

emphasized that this is only an apparant dependance and the trained eye 

of the mind easily observes that the two are really qùite distinct -

which excludes the possibility of causal interaction between them. 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-croated and substantially independant light that seems to ema.nate from 

it. 

By means of this analogy we can see ho'\v m.uch artificial pipe fitting 

of concepts and abstract entities would be neccesary to give soma sort 

of an explanation of what is immadiately observed. ·A physics or an 

astronomy that started out with the premiss that all correlation between 

lie;ht and its origination in hydrogaa - burning stars is purely ill'llsory 

would come up with strange results - if it could reaoh any resulta at alle 

I am using this analogy not to ref'ute oooasionalism or parallelism and 

through tham the radical originative disjunction of matter and mindJ I 

am using it only to show that just as a pbysics based on a similar premiss 

would be an improbably strange physios• so a metaphysics based on this 

is an improbable and strange metaphysics. Thore is an important use whioh 

we shall be able to make of another aspect of the light analogy in conneotion 

with epiphenomenalism. We shall talk about that at a later placee 
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CHAP!'ER ll 

T. H. IICXLEY: CONFLICT OF EXPERIMENT AND INTROSFECTION 

Let us now exchange the word '~ind" for the word "consciousness". 

Mind is a term both vague and ambiguous; it is most advantageously 

employed as a collective noun for all mental states in opposition 

to their usual contrary. body. This is why I have used it in connection 

with Descartes. but now we will have to be more specifie. 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 ''to think'' and "cogito ergo sum" was translated 

• I think therefore I am (exist) "• 

But this translation is f a ithful ne ither to the latter nor to 

the spirit of Descartes. Lat ma illustrate. 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 understanding6 will and imagination. but even sensations. are here 

to be taken as instances of • cogitare 1 ••. In what sense can we say 

that for Descartes a sensation is a 1t hought'--which seems to be the 

implication of the old t r anslations? 

1. Writings, p.183 
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2 
In more recent translations this situation hes been remedied by 

tne introdùction of the English vrord 'tconsc:i.ousnessu ( and sometirnet} 

''sxperienca" ) to stand for co$itatio. ·de can easily enough dr1.v1 up 

the linguistic equation 11 mental states a oonscious states "• Thero 

is1 EPTeTl in sensations P..s Descartes correctly remarks• a mental, cognitive 

f.::.ctor---this is wnat we usually ce.ll perceptual consciousness today. 

Concepts as recogpitional capacities are also involved, and these are 

more apt to be taken as the cognitional side of perception; but 

vre are not concerned with these now. One raason why the rendering of 

cogitare as '' to be conscious • is useful, is that it brinss out a 

distinction wl:lich the ward 11thoug;htu usually te:mpts us to ovc:::-look• 

na.ll.ely that between consciousness and the con0aptual factor in cognition. 

3 
According to UeKe Smith , De scarte s uses 1 consciousness ' in tYra 

senses. In one sense it is employed as a general name for all states of 

consciousness_, including the contents and ( abjects ) of consciousness. 

This is the referential totality of consc ious exper i ence. In a. more 

rest ri ::r':;ed ( and, for Descartes, more proper ) sense, howev~r, 

consciousness is disting;ui shed é'.nd sep"'rated from its contents as é'.n 

ultimate unana lyzable simple force or l i r;ht. It is in this conRcious 

light that experience-contents ap?e~r---in this sense conscicus -ing is 

tho ultimate characteristic of the self as totally different from 

extended substance. In the light of consciousness ( in 

2. A bood example of this is the E.Anscombe, P.T. Geach translation I am 
using. 

0. " :::;~adies in the Cartesiv.n Philosophy" pp.90-Gl (lacmillan: London 1902). 
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the second sense) the mind 1 s eye examines the abject of knowledge. 

viz. t!te ideas prasented to it. This is the origin of the introspectionist 

tradition in modern philosophy for the effective formulation of which 

the terminology of cansoiousness is eepecially adapted. I may remark 

at this point that Descartes' contention that of all the things we know. 

we knmv the mind or consciousness beat is in one sense true and in 

another false. This is due to the arnb iguity of Descartes' use of the 

word consciousness. It is certainly the case that in knowing anything 

I kncrw only mw own conscious states---thus in this sense I know 
+. 1-t ·~ +,;' 

consciousness best because tl is the only thing I know. However, from 

this it does not follow that I also kno1JI consciousness in the more 

restricted sense of a simple light, apart from its contents. Although 

it oertainly seems to be the case that it is necessarily involved 

in the knowledge of anything, from this we can by no m.eans infer that 

in la:l.ov1ing anything we also know it. For as we have already pointed out• 

a necessary condition is not necessarily revaf~d in the produot it 

makes possible. 

The above remark was in self-defence, as I must admit I have no 

idea what consciousness in this narrow sense is, de spite the fact that 

I have been relying on i t unquestioningly a ll my l ife -- to enable me to 

sense, to think, in fact to do anything in which I can say that ! ( as 

apart from my body, at this point ) am involved. Indeed, soma people 

would insist that consci ousness is so close ta me t hat it oould not be 

closer--- that it is, in fact, me. If I would accept this statement 



( which without examination I cannat do ) , I would have to admit 

that I just do not know what I myself' am. 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 f'ind out something about 

it. I am reminded of' G. E. MOore's famous statement: 

n ••• +.ho other element which I have called •consciousness" 
--- that which sensation of blue has in oommon with 
sensation of green--is extremely diffioult to fix. That 
many people f'ail to distinguish it at all is sufficiently 
who\vn by the fact that there are materialists. And, in 
~neral, that whioh makes the sensation of blue a mental 
f'aot 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 convinoed that there is 
sozoothing but~ it is no philosopher, I think,"1ias 
yet clearly reoognized." 4 

I think I can understand what Moore was trying to say. Our cognitive 

f'aoulties are striotly functional; they are, so-to-spaak, • out-directed•. 

They look out beyond thenselves at the abject ( this is what it m.eans to 

be object-directed ) and in the act of' knovdng they do not know themselves. 

Tho realization of this ia one fona or another goes back at !east to 

St. Augustine. It is indeed a mystery ( as he thought ) that while we 

lmow so much about the external world, we know nothing about our own 

f'aculties of knowledge; 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 

4. G. E. Moore:Philosophical Studies ( Regan Patll,Trench,TrubMer:London,l922), 
• The Refutation of' Idealism'*,p.2o. 



does not function well, when it falls sick. otherwise, the cognitive 

organs disregard themselves and aro submerged in, complete~ taken 

up with, the abject. In other words, in knowing we don't know knowing 

or the conditions of knowing, in seeing we don•t see the eye; the 

intermadiaries are readily overlooked, just as in looking through the 

wtnd~n we do not see the glass but the birds outside and in the 

microscope we disregard the lens and see only the cell-3truoture it 

reveals. This essential ignorance has too often been covered up by the 

systematic guessing-game of epistémologists and psychologists. It is 

extremely hard to make consciousness its own object, to make it turn in 

(180°) upon itself; but I feal it is not impossible. In a sense this 

y 
,· 

whole tl~sis may be looked upon as an attempt to find same sort of 

meaning for the notion of consciousness. It is not easy to do this. 

and in the end it may wall turn out that we have not sucoeeded in Illélldng 

the concept intelligible. But it is worth our while to make the attempt• 

because the phenomenon of consciousness is fascinating and the concept 

of consoiousness is a suggestive one. 

This leads me ta a consideration of epipheno.menalism. I hope 

that in the course of the argument it will become clear how closely the 

epiphenomena list position is conneoted with a certain conception of 

consciousness. 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 distinctively mental activity, can ba maintained. 
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I will start up with an exposition of tl.1e.views 9f T. H. Huxley. 

the most prominent exponent of the theory in the 19th oentury. His 
5 

most important work on this topio is the essay .. Animal Autonatism•. 

Epiphenomanalism. maintains that human beings ( as wall as most 

higher animals ) are oonscious automata. For this reason it has been 

alternatively called the Theory of Conscious Automatisme Its origin 

goes baok to Descartes• statement of the problem of body and mind. 

Nothing will illustrate this better than the fact that Huxley himaelf 
6 7 

quetes Descartes in • Animal Automatism."• and in another essay traces 

two trends• both derived fram Descartes. the logioal developments of 
+.hu"/ 

which seem to conflict and ..., have to be reconciled. The solution. so 

it is thought. lies in epiphenomenalism. 

As Norman Kemp Smith has pointed out. there is an essential :inconsistenoy 

between Descartes• physics and his metaphysics. The physics inevitably 

terminates in a materialisme The metaphys ios • on the other hand. leads 

to Berkely and Kant and an essentially subjective at best critical--

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 dilem~a of the 2oth century. In other 

words• epiphenomenalism is a hybrid theory originating in the desire 

s. T. H. Huxleya .Aniîîîâi Automatism and Other Essaya. (Fitt~raldJNew Yor"k 
1884). Referf'ed to as tti.Animal 11 hereatter. 

s. Animal. pp.lff 
7. T.~ Huxley: Lay Sermans.Addresses and Reviews.(Macmillan:London 1870) 

6 0n Descartes• Discourse".pp.351-378. Book hereafter 
referred to as n Lay Sermoœ n. 



to reconoile the confliot between scientific experimentalism and 

moral introspectionism. It is essentially a half-way position; 

its value lies in the indecision which brad it and in the faot that 
t 

it involves the recognition of a basic problemwhich many other 

theories tend to overlook. 

Descartes held that brain and mind stand in the relation of 

interdependance in soma cases and independance in others, in the 

follawing mannar. 

1. Soma neural processes do not produce oorresponding 

oonscious prooesses---reflex actions, for instance 

( which is not to say that we cannot grow consoious 

of them ). 

2. Soœprooesses of the brain and the narvous system 

necessarily produce conscious states. Sensations, 

originating in sense organs and terminating in the 

consoious mind, would be an axample of this. 

Actually, Descartes made a threefold division df 

experiances within this category into appetites 

( hunger ), passions ( anger is an example ) and 

sensations. 

3. Soma oonsoious states can exist without corre!onding 
A 

brain processes. Descartes held that cognition and 

voliti on belonged in this cate gory of spontaneous, 

purely spiritual but ~ausally active states. 

An alternative theory would be as follows: 
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1. Soma brain processes do not produce corresponding 

oonscious states. 

2. The brain is the organ of consciousness; in this 

way all conscious states have corresponding nervous 

( neural ) processes. 

But this does not give us epiphenomanalism, though it establishes a 

naturalistio basis for that theory. For the epiphenamenalistio view 

we have to add a further proposition. 

3. All oonsoious states depend for their existence 

on antecedent nervous states, and oan in no way 

causally affect these states. 

Epiphenamenalism insista on the causal impotence of consciousness. 

HUxley was fully aware that the looalization of brain functians 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 brain. In aocordance with the belief current in 

his day, he designated the 1anterior division' of the brain as the 

seat of consciousness. Today the region most often quoted as the seat 
a 

of consciousness is the mid-brain or dienoephalon; mainly beoause of 

new neurologioal investigations with some of the most important work 

being done at :fkGill by Dr.Penfield and his assooiates, but experimental 

a. Dr.Wilder Penfield and Theodora Rasmussen: The Cerebral Cortex of 
M:m, ( Macmillan; New York, 1952). 
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evidence, even to this day, warrants no final conclusions on the 

topic. 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 makas any sort of conneotion with the brain impossible; the 

lower segment of the spinal cord is independant of any •oonscious 

control'• If you than expose the frog to a number of tests, surprising 

faots will come to lighb. Vfuen an irritant is applied to the leg-- a 

leg which cannot occasion the feeling of pain, because its nerva 

connections to the brain and hanoe to any possible consoious mind are 

eut off---the i'rog will apply a foot, and if that is held baok• the 

other footl - to rub off the acid. The nerva and muscle coordination 

necessary for such an action is truly amazing. And it has been 

accamplished solely on a mechanical stimulus-response basis by the lower 

spinal corde 

~n the spinal oord is left intact in the frog and only the 

foremost half or two-thirds of the brain is taken away. the extent of 

the nervous coordination m.anifested by the animal is even more surprising. 

The centra l nervous a~paratus is suffi cient ta make the frog swim, retain 

complete balance• jump. walk, eat and perform a nwnber of other complex 

actions. Yihen only the anterior part of the brain is re.moved, the frog 

hears nothing and sees nothing and ia presumably without consoiousness-

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

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

may even conclude that although it cannat see. visible bodies seem 

to act through its ayes in the for.m of nervous impulses penetrating 

i ts brain, and through · its brain affecting the body' s motor 
9 

m.echanism of movement. 

Now add to this the evidence of ccnn.plex operations performed 

by hu.ma.n beings in a purely m.echanical m.anner; for example the phenomena 

of somnambulism and habit-actuated actions. HUxley realized that he 

could make a much better case for the Cartesian doctrine of the autamatism 

of animals tban Descartes himself could. Today, we can make a still 

better case for the autamatism of human beings and animals• than could 

Huxley. Tha experimental evidence of science seems to be in favor of 

an underlying, basie biological mechanism. We may caU it an 1 organic 

meohanism1 if we wish. so long as we realize that it is a mechanis~ 

It is evident that the vital fmlctions, such as the beating of the heart 

and breathing, are autamatic. We also lœow that most of the actions a 

human being performs are recurrent, repetitive actions; habit-actuated. 

And as for the acquisition of habit and the intellectual functions1 

we are told that at the basis of most of our learning is Bavlov•s conditioned 

reflex. For the vital functions it is reflex action., for action it is 

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



consciousness as an anteœlent condition or its poss:!.bility. M:lchines 

have been constructed ( and we wouldn't be willing to admit that 

machines are consoiousJ ) which imitate the conditioned reflèx. 

Jéchines bave been built vrhich learn by trial and error. M:lchines 

have been built which manifest com.plex patterns of social behavior. If 

all this can be dona without the intervention or consciousness--is it 

not possible that everything is done without it? 

This, then, is the way the doctrine of epiphenomenalismwas born. 

The scientist-philosopher ( a strange combination, which unfortunately 

., rarely works without injury being done to at !east one or the two fields 

----~.cl often to both ) finds himsel.f' in a situ"ltion ü1 which he bas 

succeeded ( or he expects he will succeed ) in explaining everything 

in mechanioal, material terms. In affect there is nothing le:f't; that 

could be assigned to the functioning of consciousness. The scientist 

feels forced into the position of asserting that on the basis of his 

findings and expectations consciousness bas no causal efficacy. The 

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

There is, however, an additional diagnosis of consciousness that 

is made by t he epiphenomenal ist. The scientist admits the existence 

consciousness, but confronted with its basic, overriding subjectivity, 

does not lalow what to do with it. What elsa can the soientist do but 

state, with Huxley, his belief that n we shall, sooner or l ater, arrive 



e.t a mechanical equi ve.l&nt of consciousness. just as we have 
10 
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arrived at a mechanical equivalant of heat 11 ? Now 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 nil. It cannot be 

useful for the organism. and on the basis of the econamy of nature we 

must maintain that what is not useful cannot be necessary. Consciousness 

is a waste produot. 

This• then. is where we are led by the developnent of Descartes• 

9osition to its logical conclusion. If everything material. including 

the human body• conforms only to machanical lawa. what place shall 

we 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 

consciousness is altogether insubstantial. But underlying all this is 

the basic paradox of mind and body. All our knowledge is couched in 

conscious term.s and may ultimately turn out to be only 11knowledge" of 

states of consciousness. The material world is apprehended only under 

the forms of the ideal or mental world. Vfuen I spaak of matter and 

impenetrabilityJ for instance) and say that the two are insepara ble• this 

statement can be reduced to the mueh less pretentious sentence. " ·'II13' 

aansciousness of matter and my consciousness of ~penetrability are always 

conjoined. 11 1.tf consciousness reveals to me a world of matter and force, 

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

!o. Lay Sermons. pJ372 



on the other hand• this material realm only appears to me in the 

context of conscious experience; I have no proof that it exists apart 

from my experience of it. It pays off if I be lieve that i t doe s J the 

animal cannat live without this belief, but even the faot of the 

utility of this belief is only another appearanoe in the oonscious 

manifold. The conscious mind exists in the natural world; but the 

natural world exista only as an appearance in the conscious mind. I am 

a creature in the world; but the world is my creation. We DUBt ask 

the question1 Can this paradox be resolved? Can the epiphenomanalist 

resolve it? Is it not strange that everything of which we are conscious 

is interpretable anly 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-subjeot to which anything could 

appear. ~ Les extremes se touchent "; this is quite correct in this 

case of naturalimn and idealism~ if by this meeting we mean an encounter 

in conflict, a tension---a.lmost on Ibgelian principles--whioh it is 

extr61lll.ely hard to resolve. Indeed, we have this added disadvan.tage, that 

if we were Hegelians we could at least be sure that a resolution of the 

conflict is possibleJ as it is, however, at the present we are not evan 

oonvinced of this. And even if such a reconci~iation is in the lang 

run possible. epiphenomanalism may not be the theory on which this will 

ba ba:sede 

11. This, I believe. is one of the reasons why philosophera have 
occasionally baen tempted to reject consciousness as a faotor 
sep-rate from the flux of experience contents. See esp. Wïaiam 
James:" Does Consciousness Exist? 11 -In: 11 Essaya in Radical 
Empirioism,"( Longmans, Green & Co: New York,I912 ).pp.l-38. 



Le~ us now have a closer look a~ ~he tene~s of ~he Theory of 

Canscious Au~omatism, as i~ was put forward by Huxley. We should no~ 

be daterred by the metaphorical language we shall occasionally have 

to use; epiphenomenalism has never been very widely held and conswquently '-. 
·'.. 
' nobody has ever made an attempt to state the theory sys~ematically---

to set forth the assumptions and the arguments in a logically coheren~ 

order, to evaluate ~he evidence and then to draw the conclusions. In 

the place of explicit state.ments we will have ~o rely on hints from the 

tew philosophera who have held this theory, and often invent our own 

analogies to make the wri~ers' points evident. l?erhaps i t is true tha~ 

all philosophical systems ultima~ely depend on spatial metaphors and 

analogical ima@SS transferred from everyday experience to serve as 

explanations of difficult metaphysical insights. Not many men can have 

these insightsJ and often they can be commtmicated only with great 

difficultly, and almos~ always very imperfectly. This need not, however, 

prejudice us against their probability-value. 

The first asstullption of the epiphenomenalist is no different 

tram the assumption of any other human being,; he holds that men as wall 

as higher a:nimals are conscious organisms. The doctrine of the priva.oy:·of 

the consoious field has been viciously attaoked on a number of different 

gro1.mds in the recent past. However, it seems a~ least as indubitable 

as any empirical matter of tact 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 oonscious fields do in faot exist. 



We can grant this assumption without furt her discussion; for even 

though it should turn out that no other being beside mwself is in 

any way conscious ( though 1 cannot think of a way in which this 

could be proved ). the epiphenamenalistio arguments would still 

apply---in the single instance of a consoious field with which 1 am 

acquainted and the existence of which I cannot deny. 

If it is evident that nervous processes are the antecedents of 

mental states. we may now ask the question whather it is equally 

evident that there are cases in which conscious states are the Dmnediate 

antecedents of neural processes. We are immadiately tempted to answer 

in the affirmative. Consider the phenomenon of volition. Wishing 

for something and then deciding to do it: this certainly seams to 

be an instance of a conscious state issuing in action---an action 

which. we prefer to think. would not have been dona had we not decided 

to do it. 

The epiphenomenalists hold that the belief that the conscious self 

has access to the effector mechanisms of the body is based on an illusion. 

At a later place we shall discuss Santayana's account of the origin of 

this illusion---for now it is suffioient if we note that it is difficult 

to see how a volition could cause ( or occasion ) the occurrence or 

a brain process ( eventually term.inating through the appropriate nervous 

messages in the execution or an order ) • if we hold that the brain is 

the organ or mind• that oonsciousness 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 prooesses and mental processes. It seems 

to me that if we hold that conscious events cause neural events, we 

can no longer say th.at brain is the organ and consciousness the 

function, because the relation of organ to function is one of logioal 

antecedence and temporal priority. 

Huxley holds that there is only a one-way traffic of causal 

influence between the brain and consciousness. Neural e~nts can 

and do cause states of consciousness; conscious events oannot and 

conseqùently do not cause neural events. Consciousness is simply a 

collateral product of the functioning of the nervous system - brain 

circuit; a shadow that accan.panies but in its insubstantiali ty cannat 

influence the body. It is a silent witness---the analogy of the witness 

is an important one for epiphenomenalism--- a spectator that cannet join 

in the gama. Volition, the mental state in which a conscious effort 

seams to be directed at the accompliahment of an action, is an amotion, 

or feeling, which indicates that physical changes in the brain have 

taken place. It is a sign ~neural events that have taken place, 

not a sign for suoh èvents to fuake place. Consoious experience is 

the way !!! are informed by the nervous system and the brain, of what 

action has been talœn. We may 1 indeed we will have to, ask the question 

who or what is this •we• that is informed in this way of the actions 

that have been talœn? Is it not the case that in soma very important 

sense .f. originated and .! performad the action in question? V/hat 

conception of the self and of persona! identity is implicit in the 



epiphenomenalist position? This is an interesting and revealing 

question and at a later point we shall discuss it at len~th• 

The notion of a one-way causal conneotion between neural events > 

and consoiousness is a diffioult one. and for the present I think it 

would be well to try to elucidate it. I will do this by means of 

two short analogies. 

The first analogy compares the nervous system and the brain to a 

correspondent. The body is a complete machine• a closed circuit. so 

to speak. It receives and evaluates stimuli• calculates and affects 

the correot respanse ( 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. hawever. is not involved. The action is seleoted and 

subsequently arranged for by an autonamous central prooess. which is 

a physical process ( or group of prooesses ) in the brain. Generally 

speuking. the brain keeps us informed of what is going on. but this 

information must be conceived of as infol~ation which is transmitted in 

a latter; it never reaches the recipient prior to writing or mailing. 

The temporal difference between. say. a sensory stimulus registering 

in the brain in the form of a brain event. and the same registering in 

consciousness as a sensation. is. of course• very little. But it is 

sufficient to make all effective causal action on the part of .._ 

consciousness impossible. For if there is a short span of time between 

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

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

is even temporally unable to interfere. The cortex writes the 

letters when the action is being takenJ but by the time the letters 

reach the conscious self the action has already been dona. The 

conscious self is half a step behind the brain and it can never hope 

to catch up to it. Vlhat it could act on ( if indeed it could act 

at all ) would be samething that has not as yet been dona. But what 

has not as yet been dona the consoious manifold knows, as yet. nothing 

about. ~~t it knowà about. however. has already been dona. In 

this way consciousness can act only on the past. and that is an 

absurdity. If we followed this up we would find the conscious self in 

a situation analogous to that of an uncle who keeps up a vigorous 

correspondance concerning the advisability of an action which his rash 

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

This anale~ is not an argument; we should neither press it nor 

insist on its inadequacies. Its function is one of elucidation--it 

is helpful in painting out at !east one sense in whioh we can conceive 

a natural event to be causally inert. In an attempt at a further 

clarification of HUxley1 s position I will ncrw introduce the second 

analogy. whioh is more apt to do justice to the essential privacy of 

conscious experience. Let us conceive of the oonscious field as the 

diary of the nervous system and of the brain. Every word, or avery 
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sentence in the diary stands as a sign for a st~ulus or a 

process of registering information or a selection or an ordar of 

the brain complex. But not avery action of the brain registers in 

oonsciousness; just as not all actions of ~ man are entered in his 

diary--some are not important enough, are a matter of ~re routineJ 

others oan•t ba noted for a lack of spaoe,; others again are just given 

passing :rœntion whioh 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 

a geney in the self to ~ this diary • or e lse be satisfied to 

maintain that the self is not different from the conscious manifold-

that the diary is somehow both intelligible and intelligent. From the 

awkwardness of this last sentence it is evident that the analogy is, 

at this point, stretohed too far. But the problem of the nature of 

the self is raised once again. 

Consoiousness, then, is a witness of what is taking place in the 

brain. It is its own candle, its own luminosity. in the light of whioh 

solœ of the multitude of events taking place in the brain, are revealede 

V~t shows up in the light of consciousness is symptomatio of what bas 

1- taken place in the brain a fraction of a second earlier. The phenomeno

logical description of experience contents stands for or signifies 

corresponding sets of physiological neural events. The former gives an 

account of something that cannat aot
1

and it cannot act because it is 

and end-produot---a function of animal life, with no survival value •. 
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It is insubstantial: -there is no native continuity belonging to it. 

?urthermore, whP.t seems as a mental prooass is in reality only a series 

of: conscious events, discrate and discontinuous, which. must be re-

createè. at every moment by the substantie.l process goine; on in the brain. 

Jœntal events in this way do not form an aut.onomou3 series; one oonscious 

event c~nnot even cause anothcr conscious event. All conscious events 

are c "'-~>ed by physica. l events and any continuity which may be observed 

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

the undarlying brain procasses. In this vœy the Carlesian notion of 

tompors.l discontinaity is preserved; but it is restrictad to the conscious 

series. The difference is that for the epiphenornena lists the renewed 

crea.tion of the conscious manifold, from moment to mor.wnt, is accomplished 

not by God but by bra.in processes. Conscious events '~ive us the élppearance 

of a substantial process; in fact they amount to no more than a discon

tinuous series of events with central brain processes contributing the 

appare'1t continuity. 

Huxley àoes not make an explicit stat ement to the above affect, but 

it is :". corollary to the epiphenomenalist position. If the human being 

is compared to a ca sh re gister, we have another useful an~logy, which 

will shed light on this point. If I pu.nch 05 on the machina, a complicated 

series of events takes pla ce and then the sign"Q5 11a ppaars in the viewer. 

This sign, which simply sho·ws what I have re gistered, in no way affects 

the monay in t he till---- ~neither increases nor diminishes. 

The 3.mount of monay in the till changes only 'Yhen wi th a physical action 
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I add to it or talœ away from it. If I now think of the sign "~)5.., 

as a co:nscious event, it is evident that it only re fZ; iste:r:!. the ch:>.nses 

in the till ( if I suppose nyself to be honest in pu:a.ch:i.ng no more 

and no less than I add, etc. ) <'nd can..">J.ot in any vray make the marchant 

rich or occasion his bankruptcy. The case is s1~ilar to Kant's interesting 
12 

analog;y of the hundred thalers. Kant, in ar;;uinG a cainst -;ne ontolog;:i.cal 

proof of the existence of God maintained that existence is not a predicate; 

in ef':f'ect the issue was one of distinsuishing between essence and 

existe~1ca and of s~opping the practice of illegit:i.m.:ltely inferr:i.ng the 

l.:1tter from the former. The similarity between the two analor;ies is not 

accidenta!; its :inportance will become clear in my chapter on Santayana's 
13 

ontolcgy. Essence and existence are different realms or kinds of 

he1n::;. Consciousness "\"lhich Santayana calls '~spiritu and existence are 

lik:ev.ri se diffe rent ontological reaJms. 

Rsturning to the cash re gister, let us note another aspect of the 

analo~. Each sign L"r1 the transparent viewer ( viz. consciousne s s ) 

stands for a complcx series of events. It vrould t .:!ke p3.ges to describe 

e:fi'en tns little we lmow of the series of physiological events tl!ld.ng 

place i.mm.edia t ely prier to or e ven et each instant at which v;e have the 

sens.:.tion of blue; if we knew wverything1 the description would be 

consida::-ably lon:;er. : ;e woulè. have to spaa k of the activ-ation of' 

sense-~eceptacles 1 impulses sent 

12. Critique of Pt1re 'i.eason, p.A599 ( N. K. Smith tr-:ms. :r.racmillan., London, 
19:,:,3 - p.505 ) 

13. Ché'pter 111, 'helov;. 
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along nerva-fibres, synaptic junctions, coordinating centres, 

events in the optio lobe, in the diencephalon, events in cells and 

groups of cells, and so on. Of all this I am not aware when I am 

aware of blue. Of all the innumarable physiological events taking 

place whan I am consciously writing these linas, or of the physiological 

events which enable me to think consciously of physiological events, I 

am not conscious. The conscious manifold is the simplest, most transparent 

thing in the world. The epiphenomenalist would agree with Descartes 

that mind is better known than body. As we have previously remarlœd, in 

a sense nothing but oonsciousness ( including,of course, the contents of 

consciousness ) is known. Consciousness is clear and distinct and 

precise and enormously simplified. If we supposed for the moment that 

the mind is in possesion of the power of oausation, it seems to me that 

the epiphenomenalist would attempt to press home the reductio ad 

abs'l.ltdum argument that it would not know how to employ it. Even if 

the consoious manifold knew what it wanted, it would not know how to 

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

becauso it knows so little of the mechanism of the organic machinee 

The body does everything there is to do; and as the signa ohange 

on the cash register ( the flux of appearances in the consoious 

manifold ), all they do is inform the witness of how much has been 

depositede Without the smooth functioning of the machinery of the cash 

registar the signs could not appear--without the actual transactions 

taking place the signs would be virtually meaningless. By themselves 
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the signa can neither influence the merohant's finances~ nor occasion 

the appearance of other signs. The ··~sn sign appears by itself and 

oan in no way bring about the appearance of the 11~10" sign, even if 

fll$5n was., so far, always followed by "$10'11
• The signs go up if and 

only if the appropriate mechanism sends them up. 

But to the analogy of the cash register there is this strange 

oorollary. The signs on that machine are functional., inasmuoh as 

they are important for keeping the marchant informed of transactions 

oompleted and, in the long run, of his finanoial situation. Huxley 

would deny that the same holds of the human be ing. The sign on the 

human cash register does not info~ the merohantJ the cash register 

itself' is the merohant---it does its own business. The self, the "I11 

which I know primarily---add possibly only---as a oonscious being is 

not really ·bhe merchant it thinks it is. To modernize the fam.ous 

driver-analogies of the Cartesians, we may think of the self as the 

pilot of a rocket. The pilot sits in the oookpit and manipulates the 

switohes he finds• works what he thinks is the oontrolling œohanism. 

adjusts the fuel supply and the rate of acceleration---and he is 

oompletely satisfied because all is going well. He is in complete control 
1 ·:~""""t' 

of the machine. And, Tt turns out that the rocket is a guided missile. 

It is fatally set on a course---the 'pilot' is a speotator in the 

cockpit~ who attributes the fine f'unctioning of the machine to his own 

sporadio efforts at the 'oontrols '• 
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Needless to say, this is a strange view of the nature of 

oonsciousness; but not on this aocount false. First of all it 

involves the view that the oonsoious self is suffering from an 

illusion if and when it holds that it can exert influence over the 

body. Secondly, it creates a tension between HUxley•s essential 

scientifio and naturalistic attitude and the conclusion to which he is 

forced, namely that consciousness, a funotion in a world of universal 

causal interaction, is a causa l ly inert waste produot of the animal 

machine. We have already pointed out that epiphenomenalis.m is a hybrid 

thaory which results from the tension between a maohanistic exper~entalism 

and the ramnants of the introspectionist tradition of modern philosophy. 

It representa the clash of science and philosophy, not only in Huxley 

the scientist and the philosopher, but also in Western culture. The 

basis of the conflict goes as deep as the paradox underlying all 

knawledge--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 soientist, stopped short of drawing the final 

conclusion from scientific experimantalism. which is a behaviouristio 

type of psyohDlogy that involves at !east a ~ethodological and occasonally 

even a complete disregard of the conscious self. From this point of 

view we have good reason to maintain that epiphenomenalis.m is a halfway 

bouse on the road to behaviouris~ 

A second t ens ion t hat i s now added i s the following. Consoiousness 
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isn't really a thing at all. All things, units, entities in the 

natural world are, in at !east one sense, active. Even Il organic 

waste produots, in their essential non-functional passivity, give 

rise to soma series of events in the natural world. Consciousness 

gives rise to no events whatever in the world of natureJ it is 

essentially, while other waste products are aocidentally, inert. 

Its origin is in the natural world, but i t cannat be fitted into that 

world---it is in its nature different from anything that is found in 

the 1.miverse of mechanioo-oausal interaction. 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 samething that in no way fitted the 

soientist's material 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 general. It •vas Santayana who realized this. 

In the following two ohapters we will proceed to consider how by means of 

his ontological distinctions we oan eliminate the second tension dm;:>licit 

in Huxley' s epiphenomenalism, while the rest of the thesis will be 

reserved for a consideration of whether the primary tension can be 

eliminated---whether or not epiphanomenalism is sufficient to exp~aim.· ·.and 

account for the basic problem of consciousness ( and through that, of 

knawledge ) and to resolve satisfactorily a oonflict of science and philosophy. 
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SAHTAYANA' S FOUR REAI.J.fS OF BEING 

Occam's razor, the ramous maxim " entia non multiplicanda 

praeter necessitatem " was devised to limit theory to the irreducible 

minimum. Econom;y in ideas and be liefs is to a certain extent desirable~ 

but it is also dangerous and easily oarried to an extrema. 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 vegetation. The rigorous 

application of the razor in the field of the theory of knowledge leads 

to phenamenalism and eventually to a solipsism of the present moment 

where nothing beyond the immediately given is admitted. • If God or 

nature bad used Occam's razor and bad hesitated to multiply beings 
1 

without necessity, where should !!. be?"' Santayana asks. In themselves 

all things ( the fantastic as well as the apparently sensible ) are 

equally possible but equally ~cessa:x-.r• If we want a philosophy based 

on the ._ large facts • which we lalow in the daily process of living, 

we should not be afraid to postulate or to reoogni~e as many kinds of 

being a s the solid body of our experience might suggest. 

This preliminary remark, painting to the virtual irrelevanoe of 

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

1. George Santayana: Soliloquies in England and Later Soliloquies 
( Constable & Co. London 1922 ) ,"occam' a ·Razo~.l9T -~---



tmderstand Santayana•s position with regard to the four reaJms of 

being which he distinguishes. I should say that in what follows I am 

only co~cerned with the later phase of Santayana's philosophical 

development. This frankly ontological ~hase vms ushered in with the 

publication of Scepticis~ and Animal Faith in 1923, which was followed 
2 

by the four volumes of Realms of Being. It ha.s been argued that the 

doctrine of the earlier period dif'fers in no essential respect fram the 

later doctrine. For:our purpose this question is incidental. It is 

suf'ficient for us to note that Santayana himself considered the four 

books of Realms of Being superior to the five volmes of The Life of 
3 

Reason. He thought the former represented a clear exposition of his 

mature philosophy. 

Santayana, then, claims that his philosophy is the produot of a 

systematization of ordinary reflection; a revision and a clarification 
4 

of the categories of common sense. Since the question is that of 

distinguishing the edge of truth from the might of imagination we must 

adopt Descartes' method of universal doubt. Vofe will doubt everything 

that can reasonabl,- be <:loubted, we will separate the wheat from the 

ohaff, weed our beliers until we are left with nothing but the hard and 

precious kernel of residual oertainty. Criticism and doubt result from 
5 

a conf'lict of dogmas, Santayana re:marks, and it will be well for us to 

2 • .\ ;;ood exam.ple is :William Ray Denned•santayana's Materialism" in 1 The 
Philoso of Santayana, The Library of Living Philosophera Series ed. by 
P • • '\..Schilpp Tudor Publishing llo.Seoond Ed.l~ew York 1951)ppe419-443. 

s. Seo for example his statement to this affect in 1etter ta Mt-s.c.II.TJ.oy 
(March 28,1941); Daniel Cory: The Letters : of George Santayana, (Soribner' s: 

New York 1955) p.346. 
4. George Santayana: The Realm of _ Spirit(hereafter referred to as •spirit• 

(Scribner 1 s: New Y~lL940),pp.27Z-3. Alsos Scepticism and Animal Faith, 
( Dover Edition: N~v York 1955 ) ( hereafter referred to as•scepticism~-vl. 

s. Scentioism p.e 
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rerr.emèer this. To the anin3l ~-n é'.ction it would never occur to doubt 

the reality of his abject of intent, or the relevance of his knowledze. 

On the plane of action there is no room for doubt or di sbelief; the 

fonœr is essentially an intellectu"l exercise s.nd as such irrelev.:::.nt 

to 2ction, and the latter, as we s~~- 11 seo, since it is concerned with 

der.yi."rl[ the conditions 1L.,der vrhich alone it can exi:-::t, is intellectually 

dishonest. 

In l'>is quest for the absolutel:,r certain 2ontayana' s first ste!_) is 

to deny the tr2.nscc-ndf'n+.char.s.cte r of knov,rledge. ~!e are acqnainted with 

appearélilces only, and appearances :1re modP.s of our sensibility. '.fa cm 

e.:'.c.~l:r doubt thfl vP.lidi ty of any causal the01-y of perception, since in i ts 

essentials it involves an illositirr.?..te inference from effect to (:é'.use. \"!a 

can never have :imr,1ediate experience of the obj ect alle gad to stand be hind 

its nanifestation :!.n sense or thonrsht. In thi~ way we are reduced to 

the ccnscious :m.enifold: the se lf witncssing a continuous motion-picture 

of appe.s.r a.nces, which unfolds itself in a r '3:'.1 se s.uence. c;:'hus I ce.n 

still remamber past changes and antièipate future developments in the 

fortur..e of the actors. 

If v.-e now nus:r.. our scept:i. ~ism a step fl..1.rther, we can go on to doubt 

the VtJ ré:.city of memory and the relevance of' expectation. ï'.tf 

remembcrin~ somethinr; that has a llegedly t a l::en place in t he oast involves 

belief in an absent and postulated abject just as much as my cla im to 

know sonethin:~~ involves belief in a postulated substance independant of 
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~y knowledge and underlying the flux of appearanoes. The persuasive 

foroe of memory and of expectation is very great• I am cert2in that 

something really ~ talœn place in the past., that something is just 

at the point of happening. Even the groundless and ultimate fact of 

experience ( when I admit nothing else ) is saturated with change. 

And yet when I reflect on the suasive value of memory instead of 

re:Jœmbering• it is at once evident that I can find no certainty there. 

Any given memory or expectation is by definition a present datum. Given 

now it seems to refer to the not-nowJ and when we ~ it to refer to 

that we inevitably load it with interpretation. In itself., when we 

refuse to take it as a sign for samething absent., it is in no way 

different from other present data. 

Vfuen in this way we talœ all appearances at their face value., the 

ultimate position at which we arrive is a solipsism of the present 

moment. As instinctive belief in an environrnent beyond the given scene 

and in a ~t and future beyond the speoious present is removed• sensible 

events lose the urgency of actual motions. The appearance of motion 

becozoos the illusicm of motion; change becomes a picture of chane;e. 

events ideas of events. The whole field of appearances crystallizes into 

one dateless, motionless complex, beautiful and brilliant in its self

identity. The perception of change is domesticated into the sam.e 1 non

temporal apPearance of change. This is the point where the advance of 

scepticirun is at last checked. 
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Now let us consider,with Santayana, soma peouliarities of this 
6 

ultimate residue---of what is left of our conscious experience. The 

most important feature of this plenum of appearances is that it cannot 

be said to exist. Nothing; g;iven e:x:ists, in the sense in whioh 

"existence• is used " to designate such being; as is in flux, determined 
7 

by external relations and jostled by irrelevant events. '1 -,-,'hen data 

are talœn for what they are and not for what they mean, they reveal to 

us Santayana• s first realm of being, the realm of essence. Nothing 

existent can be given in intuition, and nothing Which is given in 

intuition can exist. • Intuition:• in this sense, is awareness of the 

non-trünsitive, for Sant~yana. The realm of essence is an infinite 

continuum, made up of every conceivable ( and inconceivable ) quality 

and property and relation. It includes all the qualities of being 

which may be actualized in any possible world together with all the 

~lities and characters which cannat. It is what the ancients understood 

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

Essences enjoy the ontological, t hough neither the cosm0logical nor 

the moral privil&ges, of Platonic ideas. They are eternally subsisting 

self-identical and self-sufficient universalia ante rem. From the point 
~ "",:~ / 

of view of value essences are neutral; they have no magical pmver by 

which they could exert control over the natural world of flux in order to 

facilitate their own actualization by that flux. Once they have been 

actua lized they do see.m to entrench themselves and stubbornly resist any 

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

6. In this ear ly exposition I am roug;hly followint~rgument of the f'irst 
chapters of Scepticism and Animal Faith. 

7. Scapticis.m p.42 
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matter which has momantarily and in a certain locale assumed that 

for.m and now refuses to yield. The principle of essence is identity. 

just a.s the principle of matter is change. The realm of essense 

is made up of the sum total of mentionable objecta, but we must 

ilnm9diate ly note that none of these is an abject of belief or an 

abject of knowledge. They becom.e abjects of belief when they are 

taken not simply as essences but as signs for the presence of 

subbtânces. Consequently an assenee has no location in physical 

space and no position in real timel it is eternal and dateless, though 

( on occasion ) immediately given in intuition and as such the ultimate 

term in scepticism, and the bedrock of certainty. 

But this certainty will not take us very far. If we do nat go 

beyond the reahn of essence we a re condemned to a speechless and 

senseless gaping --- and even in this gaping there is more involved tban 

merely the realm of essences it takes a living intuition to envisage 

assenees. Consequentlywe ambark on a critical reconstruction of 

belief taking us from scepticism. which is an intellectual exeroise, 

to animal faith, which is the unquestioning credulity of the animal in 

action. This transition involves the gradua! discovery and subsequent 

investigat ion of the minimum number of a s sumptions we implicitly make 

in action and in the everyday business of living. Santayana introduces 

a radica l disjunction between the contemplative and the active life 

of man and his e piphenoiOOna lism is based on t he belier that the former 
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has no relevanoe to the latter and the latter funotions perfectly 

and as a olosed system of habits without the need of any causal 

interaction from the former. My growing conscious of an objeot is 

inoidental and dispensable for my handling that object. The terms 

we are concerned with in the sphere of consoious acquaintance ( as 

oontrasted with know-hcrw ) are intuitions, and essences envisaged 

which may or may not be taken for signs of things. The units in the 

field of action are bodies clashing in the dark, modifying, changing, 

eating and killing one another. 

In this way the great postulate of animal faith is the existence 

of substance, or of substances for.ming an environment contidtus with 

the animal's body. The system of substances in flux for.ms the natural 

world of whioh the animal is a member. Santayana is a realist in 

the sense that he maintains that the abject of kncrwledge exists independently 

of knowledge. iVhen I becoma oonscious of a chan@9 1 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 

chan~ less picture of change. we will spaak more of this later. 

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

a question for the physicist1 though this does not mean that even 

science will ever be in a position to provide a final and in all 

respects satisfactor.1 solution to the problem. But his hints as to 

what he undeestands by matter are sufficiently clear for a general 

appreciation of his theory. Matter is the generative order of 

natureJ the source of all activity and power. It is what ~Thitehead 

would call u substantial activity ~; th8 universal flux of substance 

continuous in its modes and measurable in its phases. 

It is essentially a dark irrational force. a principle of arbitrary 

ohoioe and random aotualization. Random. that is• when we regard it 

from the point of view of the realm. of essence• fr.omthe consideration 

of which alone we can assign no plausible reason why oue fo~ should 

be actualized rather than another• or all• or none. The realm of 

essence is an infinite plenum where no member is granted priviliged 

emphasis at the expanse of the others and where each universal enjoys 

an identical amount of reality; the geometrical triangle as muoh as 

Plato 1 s Good. the essence of amoeba as muoh as the oolor green. From 

the point of view of matter. however. the forces or activities prog.ressively 

unfolding themselves are by no means irrational in the sense of being 

uncaused. The realm of matter is preoisely the reaJMof dynamic causal 

interaction between substances. This realm is conceived by Santayana in 
8 

strictly mechanical terms. as defined by the repetition of dcminant-mr:o~_tij 

a. G.Santayana: The Realm of Matter (Scribner's:New York 1930 ).p.l07. This 
book is herearter referred to as "1~tter". 



where by a trope we understand the essence of an event under the 
9 

for.m of eternity. 

Just as the rea~ of essence enjoys logical priority~ the realm 

of matter enjoys generative priority. An essence would still be 

though it could not exist without matter. but the mode of being 

proper to matter is existence and matter could not exist without 

existing in some specifie form and therefore relying on the realm of 

essence from where alone forms can be borrowed. However 6 when I spaak 

of ~priority~ here 6 this is not to be understood in a temporal but 

only in a logioal sense. Now I shall prooeed to a brier consideration 

of the two secondary realms of being. namaly those of spirit and truth. 

I must remark that there is a sense in which spirit can be considered 

pr~ary and this is well expressed in Santayana's famous cœnpa rison 

of his ontology with the Christian doctrine of the Trinity of God as 
10 

formulated in the Nicene Creed. We only know through the spirit• and 

in this way the realm of the spirit may be considered primary in the arder 

of knowledge. But knowledge itself. and hence the order of knowledge. ia 

seconèary in Santayanats estimation. in consequence of which• I believe 

we are sare if we spaak of the realm of .._ spirit as also essentially 

secondary. 

rJ 
This view is further suported by the fact t hat in its existence .spirit 

presupposes both material substance and e ssence. Substance is the organ 

while essence is the o»jeot of spirite Substance generates the spirit 

9. Ibid-.-. p.l02 
10. Spirit • PP• 291 ffe 
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and t~lis epirit only lives in the intuition or essencer.. Spirit is 

a catogory of bein(j D.n.d hence not any indi\ridu?.l bein;;; it is 11divided 
11 

into ::pir:i.ts by its ore;ans, and into intuitions by its occasionsu. 

Genera lly speaking, spirit is an imperceptible and Q~substantial cosnitive 

enere,y. An intuition which is a mode of spirit, m::J.y be roui)lly defined 

as an act o~ consciousness---a. mamant vrhen the light of avrareness falls 

on an essence: in sensation, thought, hallt;cination or even in a dream. 

I ,.rill de2l vri th this at r;reé'.ter det2.il in the next chapter, o.:nd note 

same difficulties in co~~ection with it; for my present purpose it is 

suffic:i.ent if we remamber that intuition ;_s the direct and obvious 

possessicn of the appa.rent and hence not identical either vlith perception 

( which also involves belief in a non-given object ) or with the spontaneous 

a.ctiv:i.ty of the rancy ( than which it is wider. ) 

Spirit is Santayana' s term for ··rlle.t had before him be en ce.lled 

mind. ~e maintains that the nJ.tnrnl link betvrecn matter and mind is that 

•• bodily life should excite fcelin::;, and that perception, emotion and 
12 

tho'.J.[;ht should report material events. •• Such a report in no rray chanz;es 

the system of habits that is the an:i1!'.2 l' s psyche and hence causa l 

influence betv•reen t he psyche and the sJ;irit ( body a.nd mind ) is l imited 

to a properly epiphenomenalistic one-vmy f lovr. Santayana ins i sts that 

consciousnese, ment:.l discourso cannat l;e ex;?la ined in terms of a 

mechanistic science• or behavioristië ~>sycholot;y ( which is the only form 

of scientific psychology f or him ), beca:use it belongs to a realm of 

11. Spirit, p.253 
12. Th ide., pe90 
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beine; altogether disparate from t.::~t of matter. Psycholo3:r is a 

part of biology and biology a part of physics---and physics reveals to us 

the foundations of things. The foundations of all thinss are in the 

materi.:.l world• and in this sense an essence is not a thing. 

Ir.. the case of spirit we have to distinguish betvreen external conditions 

and inner nature. The ~ ..... -ternal condition of spirit as manifested in a 

streûm of intuitions is a certain r...arnony in substance and complexity of 

:material organization•-it is the psyche or inherited eeed of life which 

placed in the proper circumstances establishes and maintains a certain 

specii'ic form and inner bodily equilibrium. 
13 

The psyche ( though in its unity 

a mythological notion ) may be studied by science: the conditions of S_Pirit 
the scopS( 

are m'1terial. The inner nature of s;:>irit, hovrever, fa lls outside/~f naturA.l 

science altogether because it falls outside the scope of naturef it is 
14 

'• a view of the world vvhich is not a p-1rt of the ïlvorld". This is what 

Santay.::ma means by the ntranscendental characteru of lmowledge. Though 

externally considereè. intuitions certainly exist. considered from the 

point of Yiew of their interna! moral ( this vrord is used by SRntayana mostly 

as the contrary of "materialtt ) cha r a oter ~ they cé:nnot, striotly speak:in~, 

be located in space and timo. "\n intuition is a dateless transcendantal 

station for v:ienin[; a ll thin:;s. though the viewing itself is always in 

tenr.G of essences. This is the way in which, by means of Santayan~ 's ontology. 

the o~i~henomenalist can eliminate the paradox of havinG an essentially 

irl!effioaoious by-proè.uct of anmal life involved in the natural world 

of dynamic causa l interaction. 

13. !"-i_oirit, p.l5 
14. ~~htter • p.l51 
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Th3 l'ealm of truth is a certain finite part of the infinite ree.lm 

of essence. Since Santayana' s theory of truth is incidental to his 

epiphenomenalisrn, I vlill treat it only sketchily before I pass on to ether 

matters that are more important for my purpose. 

In any theor~r of tr'l~th it is sound Practice to distinguish two 

questions: 
1. 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 trt1th ; the second is a question about criteria on the basis of which 

we c~>.n e.ssert the truth or falsity o~ a proposition. Novr for S2.ntayana 

the truth about any fact is the standard comprehensive description of that 

fact. The standard comprehe~sive description of a fact includes every 

member of the realm of essence that is some hovr relevant to t!J.c.t fact, and 

hence it is eternal and immutable. Generally spealdne;, we can è.efine the 

realm of truth a s a complete record of the irr.pirt ~emont of existence ( matter 

and s :;:>ir it ) on essence. As a f'act, so-to-spaak 11 drops throu~;h n the realm 
- 15 
of essonce it lea"les an irrevocable tra.ck vrhich is eternally preserved. 

Thus the truth about a fact is an e ssenca, or a group of essences: unchane;eable 

and infinite ly extended throue;h the rea lm of pure Being. It i s idea l in 

the sen: e that in its tot.ality it can never be completely described, thought 

of or divined. Henco any proposition is true or false ( in answer to the second 

question p osed ) only insofar as it repeats or contr.?..dicts a part of the 

standard comprehensive description o f the f a ct i!l r:_uestion. In the rea lm. 

lfi. Scepticism, p.267 
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of t~4th 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, lt will be in arder to attempt a further 

clarification of the nature and role of the different rea~s and of their 

interrelation. First of all I have to remark that these realms of 

being are not different cosmological regions. They are ontological 

ingredients into which the one existing world can be analyzed. In this 

sense Santayana's system is to be considered naturalisticl he admits 

only one world, the generative order of nature which assumes form 

(from the realm of essence ), croates and sustains the life of spirit 

and finally by the selection of the forms it exemplifies, determines 

what the truth shall be • The difference between the three realms that 

are our primary concern oan be brought out with clarity if we caref'ully 

distin~ish thr.ee different meanings of the word nia 11--- one eaoh to 
16 

correspond to essence• matter and spirit. 

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

we have a1ready remarked identity is the principle of essence. In this 

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

character with itself. In the realm of essence evawthing eternally is 

The~ followine; exposition is based in its outlines on * Sorne Meanin""s 
0 

of the word 'Is' v, in Santayana's Obiter Scripta (Scribnertsa New 
York,l936), PP• 189-212 
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v1hat :it is. Essence possessinr; pr:L"llacy in the arder of beine :;iv~~ s 

us the intrinsio ideal possibility of all things; the flux of existence 

could never wear any detemninate aspect or character if essences were 

not eternally a v~ilable to chnracterize it, to d~fferentinte its pa rts, 

to er:.<:.ble it to chan:;e from one form to another. 

Contr2 sted vlith this self-identica l rea lity of essence, we may 

use the word "is._ to des:i.gna.te the dynamic fl'lL-v:: of existence. To exist 

mea n:s to st2.nd in externe.! relations to miscellaneous events and things 

in the field of action: exi.stence is pers istance of su"bsta :'lce through 

chan:::;e. Existants ~ only i n sofar as t he;r chance: e ssences on the 

other hand cannet chan;e "but are ~chan;ed for ether essences each 

time ob servable chance occur s . Not :b.i n :-; coulà be more unlilœ essence 

than matter, vrhich in t he ex i stin3 potentiality of s pecifie things ---

-- t~.e primordia l flux charged vrith the power of creation. It is 

intere~;ting to observe that a ::cording to S?ntayana we never intuit 

subst<:.n ce; the terms of conscious discourr,e a re ideal 9nd univers a l thou:;h 

its occas ions are real and specifie. Intuition i~ just that act of 

coe;nition in which the ult:i.mate is irnmedjate--- it is always the intuition 

of es sence. Substance i s n ot i ntuited but pos ited and the~efore 

theoretica lly a l ways pr ob l ematic, though ne cessaril y presuppose d in pr é'.cti ca l 

life. ~!ore about this L'Uportant topic will be said in connection with 

Sant âyana 's t heory of perception. 
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Finally, we c;:m use the word ''is" in the sense of actuality, vrhich 

defines the kind of bains proper to spirit. Ke have already distinQ1 ished 

betvreon the external conditions and the inner constitut i onal peculiarity 
17 

of spirit. In accordance Yrith this distinction we must maintain that 

the reo. lity of spirit is essentially different from the reality of 
18 

matter. It has been argued that the category of spirit is derivative 

in the sense of beinz composed of activity of a hi gh degree of complexity 

( psyche ) and characterisüics intuited, or, in ether words, of the two 

pr:imary rea lms of matter and essence. However, I feel that it would ba 

v;ell tc distinguish here between the embodi:.nent of essences by matter 

and their envisase~ on its own plane by spirit. Santayana•s position 

seems to be that matter when it reaches a certé'.in complexity of 

orc;anize.tion breaks through into an alto:;ether diff erent rec. lm of beinc; , 

vrhich though certainly dependent on m::=.tter and es sence f or its 

emersence, is yet on a different ülane from that of the incessant flux which 

constantly selects and embodies a certa in f inite set of e ssences. The 

s piritual perspectives open at a right a ngle to the materia l flux which 
19 ,., , 

hovses their organ; they are aot~ of l';efnc;, huninous and essence-directed. 

Intuition is less and more than natural exi stence; internally considered 

it is a s:ynthetic vision of ch::~.nce which is neither in s pace nor in time. 

Extern2.lly considered, hovrever, the i ntuition is cha ined t o iir organ 

and in that sense spatio-temporA.lly located and exposed (mediate ly) to 

the vicissiturlee of a natura l existence. Consequently intuitions can be 

17. Supra , p e54 
18. 'P. • G• Henders on: ,~s f:ence, Uatter and Na-+;, _ _,_re in tho Philosophy of Santayana , 

Harvard University Ph.D. thesis:1939; pp.47-57 esp. P• 56 
19~ ~eorge Santayana : 11 The J:tealm of Essence#,.( Scribner's: New York 1927) 

p.l34. Referred t o a. s hî Essence 11 herea fter. 



ordered in the relation of contiguity or of succession only by their 

organs or qy their existent abjects of intent. The flux of nature is 

an infinitely divisible processJ a moment of spirit~ on the other band, 

is an aotivity in the Aristotelian sense of the word--it is complete, 

self-contained and self-oentred at the ~ery moment of its existence and 

for that reason indivisible. 

Thus~ though it oertainly seems to be the case that a union of 

substantial activity and oomplex organitational for.m underlie spirit as 

its organ, and the realm of essence stands open to it as its field of 

objecta, we must neverthaless note that spirit is more than its organ and 

more than its abjects, and more than its organ and objects combined, and 

for precisely this reason forms a third, emergent realm of being which 

thoug;h existent is addressed to essences, and th!Pugh 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 1 s theory of perception 

which is well adapted for an expository juxtaposition of the rea lms of 

essence, matter and spirit. 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 

advantages. Vt'e l!D.lst innnediately at the outset guard against committing 

the f allacy of equating intuition with thought or perceptionJ it is 

both more and less than these. An intuition never reveals anything but 
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es~oncas and no matter lww thesa essences ~re revealed--qy sensation, 

memory or hallucination-the act which is the condition of the 

possibility of their appearance is still the act of intuition. In a 

solipsistic specious present to which scepticism reduces our experience, 

nothin5 but essences are given, and these essences are taken for what 

they are: all meaning , all reference of the given to the not-given is 

absent. Even the act of intuition is absorbed in its abjects, 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 hava 

no inherent power of their own to appear and that consequently in 

rendarinc:; them present, an animal activity is inevitably involved. However., 

soepticiSJm is not a forn of life, for just this reason; namely our animal 

predicaments make it virtually ihlpossible for us to disregard the urge 
., 

to consider appeaf.hces as signs for the presence, desirable or dangereuse 

of substances. We cannot enjoy the aesthetic quality of the envisaged 

universals because the animal psyche, below the leve! of consciousness, 

j_s busy interpreting thom, approving or rejecting them, judgj.ng them and 

devising ways for taokling them. 

These are the tvm levels of human life: on the one hand pure 

intuition, the joy of a disinterested conscious life, opens for us a 

non-existent realm of dream images. On the other hand, these images are 

used by our animal nature to describe the dynamic, stibstantial and material 

entities against which we inevitably run up in the field of action. From 

this two consequences are seen to follow. First, the terms of knowledge 
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are S)~olic. Secondly, no knowledge is indubitable. 

Nothing but the immediately given is indubitable, and the immediate 

is always sœne 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 intuition of 
?.0 

fact. Pure intuition never reveals any other relation beyond that of 

immediate self-identity---and such tautologies yield no knowledge. 

VVhen the act of consciousness becanes " intuition " of fact, it is no 

longer intuition proper but perception, whioh is intuition tempered by 

anir1l.él.l faith. The universals which are the objects of intuition• are, 

in perception, charged with intent and projected on the appropriate 

locus in physical spaca to beoome a description of the thing encountered 

in action and defined by bodily attitude. In this way substance is 

essentially unknown; ~ the objeot of vvery practical perception is the 
21 

thing-in-itself " which is nothing other than the natural thing as it 

actually exista. In perception we utilir.e the visionary data of intuition 

to describe the objeots on which our life as animals depends. S:ince 

we ara describing substances in ter.ms of essences• we cannat hope 

that perception will yield a piotorially exact copy of its abject. and 

sinoe ~ro never aotually go beyond intuition, there is always roam for 

theoretical doubt that all our belier in substance might be nothing more 

than an elaborate and horrible illusion; soepticism may always drive us 

back to the specious pre~ent and remind us of the preoariousness of all 

knowledge. 

26. Sceptioism.pp.171rr. 
21. Soliloquies in England and Later Soliloquies; ~ The Progress of 

lhüosopfiY",p.213. Th~s work ~s herearter rererred to as •soliloquies•. 



Santayana's position is, in affect, that in an amilla~ life action is 

instinctive and primary. In action faith in the pre-existence of the 

abjects of intent, as well as in the capacity of the animal to affect 

them, iB implicated. Intuition which is the necessary ( though not 

sufficient ) condition of knowledge, and knowledge itself, and finally 

oriticism, whioh is a revision and reconstruction of knowledge, are 

all eecondary and incidental to the labor of life--to action in the 
22 

dark. A dynam.io relation of interaction betï•reen rn:y substantial self 

(psyche) and surrounding substances is prior to the cognitive relation 

between my oonscious self and its object, the l:ppearance of substance. 

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 innnediate and the absolutely certain, is not 

only useful but also necessary for philosoph~though scientifically barran. 

we can advantageously for.mulate Santayana•s theory of perception in 

terms of }.binongs famous distinction between the act, content and +he 

abject of thought; and this, I hope, will throw additional light on the 

realms of being here discussed. The act of perceiving is an instance of 

spirit: a living intuition. The content of the intuition is a finite 

group of essences. The abject of the intuition is a substance encountered. 
23 

An intuition i~diately expresses and mediately reports substances. It 

expresses the state of the psyche which generates it. On the ether band• 

in appropriate cases it also reports the existential presence of other 

22. Sce pticism,p.l72 
23. Soliloquies; " The PsycheQ,p.218. 
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subst2~ces in the environment. to which the body responds. 

Santayana dià not explicitly distinguish betvreen signs and symbols

he used the words interchangeably. 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 signa of substances. Ehowledge is 

true belief in symbolio ter.ms presupposing antécedent action, or at 

laast bodily reaction in the animal whose intuitions carry that knowledge, 

on the substantial natural thing• of which this true belief is the 

knowledge. Thus to know is a secondary aotivity hiding behind the over

powering primacy of action. This in turn logioally implies that oonscious 

knowledge is unneoessary for intelligent behavior, which is the basio 

postulate underlying epiphenomenalis~ Accordinzly• I pass on to a 

closer examination of Santayana•s• notion of spirit and subsequently of 

his version of the theory of oonscious automatisme 
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CHAPI'ER lV 

THE REALM OF SPIRIT 

We have so far been concerned with sketching the general 

background of Santayana 1 s philosophy, on whioh his epiphenomenalism 

is grafted. This was a task both neoessary and useful. · It was 

neoessary in order to show how T. H. HUxley1 s epiphenamenalism oould 

be made consistent if a new oategory of being were introduoed--- a 

oategory whioh is ontologioally different from natural things encountered 

in common everyday experience. It was also useful1 beoause it gave 

us a summary idea of at least one ty~ of philosophical system that 

can be built around or made consistent with the epiphenomenalistio 

approaoh to the relation of mind and body. We have seen that two 

important characteristics of th~s system are: (1). that it is 

naturalistio, and (2) that though insisting on a cosmological unity 

of ground1 it refuses to reduce all reality, and more especially 

spirit, to a s~ilarly unified ontological status. This chapter 

will be devoted to a aloser investigation of Santayana's treatmentof 

spirit:;. I talœ this opportunity to re:mark that Santaya.na • s style is 

in places hig;hly ambiguous and metaphorical. His impressionistio 

writing malœs a close study of the text extremely difficult to carry 

ovt and very often futile. His language is far from being precise• i..f't 

consequence of which though his main views emerge with relative clarity. 

particular single passages oceasionally see.m to conflict and to require 

reconciliation which is not in all ·cases possible. ~~ will say mora 



about this and discuss examples at a later point in this chapter. 

Thera is a sense in which Santayanats theory of spirit is in 

lina with a great philosophical tradition going back at least to Plato's 

Symposium, which considere the human mind the true mediator batween 

the endless flux of matter and the di vine self-identity of pure Being. 

Yat we must ba careful here, for Santayana ins:tsts that he does not 

want to assign any moral or magical prerogatives to essences---- tœB·e 

are possible characteristics and nothing more: morally neutral though 

ontologically primary. Nor does Santayana consider matter in any 

sense base& on the contrary, it is the existent matrix, the necessary 

condition of the actualization of any emergent value. 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 

essence. For though a product of material causes, it is a leaping flame 

which boldly disregards its conditions and strives for virtual union 

vdth 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-existent. These two pairs of contraries, in 

different cambinations, spell out for us the realms of being with wnich 

we are concerned. YBteriality implies existence and non-existence 

implies i.mmateriality. The former defines the realm of matter, the latter 

the rea~ of essence. Spirit. however, introduces a new combination 
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of the contraries: it is both irrmaterial and existent. Since spirit• 

as the intuition of essence• is the counterpart of pure Being, it 

is :i.mnaterial., pure and dismterested. Hovrever, since in the long 

run an instance of spirit is a biologico~atural event ( considered 

from the point of view of the parent organism ) , it is existent and 

d ) not ~ortal as a disembodied spirit ( if such could exist would be• 

The priee to be paid for existence is limitation and at times the 

human spirit is intensely conscious of these limitations. By its 

origin it exista and is a natural product; by vocation end inclination 

it is addressed to the whole realm of essence and bence is immaterial 

and ''supernatural "• Though a flux of existence underlies its production• 

spirit itself is not in flux: it is an aot 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 characteristics 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 unitary, spacious vista. 

By the very act of observing the flux of nature spirit escapes fram 

that all-pervasive change---becomes the unchanging knowledge of change. 

In this way it transmutes and redeems the self-stultifying senseless rush 

of existence and confera value on it. It is something like a dividend 

which accrues to matter when a certain camplexity of organization is 

reached; a beautiful flowering superadded as the gift of maturity. 



EY.istence unf'olding itself is a dramatic spectacle for the spirit 

-~ spectacle in which the spirit as ap~ is not involved. Pure 

intuition ( whioh is what spirit would be if it were free ) is by nature 

disinterested, happy and contentede It sees everything in perspective: 

impartially as one examines chronicles of anoient wars. In our 

spiritual dimension we see everything ~ specie aeternitatis: in 

ter.ms of essences or. as Santayana often puts it. as episodes in another 

man's life. Thus matter has produoed spirit which exists in a moral 

dime~~on of its own and is addressed to the realm of essence and to that 

alone. Spirit has no preferences, no idiosyncrasiesa it is never a 

principle of ohoice. William James wrote an article entitled ~ Are We 
1 

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 
2 

discrimination. Santayana. in oontrast to this• :rnaintains that the 

direction of mental discourse could never be deter.mined by consciousness 

alone: the concept of direction is meaningful if and only if we a ssume 

antecedently deter.mined ends. These ends are defined, when immediate 

by the fortunes and needs of the organism at a particular time, and when 

long-range by the single atm of self-preservation, or tha preservation of 

the equi l ibri um of t he inner environment of the body. This, by definition, 

is the task of the animal psyche• which is a systém of habits; the 

specifie for.m of bodily lire, the sum total of all vital mechanisms. 

This wBteria l organ or system of organs , planning, selecting, 

1. Article "' Are We Automata ?n by William James in MIND Vol. lV ,18791 pp.l-22. 
2. ~ Are We Automata ?",pp.8fi'. 
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dj_stinguishing, acting from her central Operations-Room in the 

body, is the principle of choice. Matter has no ideals, but it has a 
n/ 

certain impenetrable stubborness to keep doing what it is doing--

to retain past rlzythma. It is probably this propensity to repeat 

established patterns that def'ines the task of self-maintenance for the 

psyche. At a~ rate, Santayana amphatically refuses to admit the 
3 

possibility of' any mental machinery. Intuitions are not anilllals• they 

cannot breed other intuitions; and since an intuition cannat exist 

without an abject, it cannet choose its own object for that would imply 

that it is• from at least one point of view, causa sui. ~ Intellect 
4 

exists by intellection"; it is a moment of spirit created and does ilot 

on any count pre~xist. Santayana t s main oriticism of' James would, I think• 

be that he hypostatized oonsciousness into a spiritual substance ( a 

contradiction in terms• for Santayana ) which oould exist independently 

of its instances and choose its own abjects. 

Santayana is intensely conscious of the fact that common sense, the 

implioit assumptions of which he claims to extract., investigate and 

systamatize, oonceives of spirit not at all as a final fruition of life. 

Accordingly, he distinguishes two meanings of 11spirit''-one a creative 
.-.··+ n ·,•,.-, ·· 1 1 

wind or breath• a subte peysical influence shaping th~;·ro:hd• the other 
5 

a moral witness and viotim of' existence. The f-ormer conception is 

superstitious: a remuant of magic whioh attributes power to appearances 

and turns the pure spirituality of oonsciousness into a source of enerey, 

which it is not. Substance is indifferent to cognition in the sense 

3. Mltter.p.l40 
4. SpJ.r:t.t,p.lOO 
5. S~irit,pp.280ff. Also G.Santayana Platonis.m and the Spiritual Life 

(Scribner•s:New York 1927).,pp.47 ffe 



that my knowing about somethint:; will in no way change that thing. 

This is reoognized by oammon sense today, though it was not a few 

hundred years ago. Beliefs about the magioal efficacy of the evil eye 

are a case in point---and books on anthropology abound in other 

examples. However, Santayana wants to go a step further and maintain 

that it is not only with respect to ambiant substances that oonsciousness 

is inefficaoiousJ it is powerless to act on the substance of its 

orie;inating psyche as well. To think that idoa:s or ideals can act an 

or in any way transform the environment is sheer mythology. It involves 

a confusion of rea~s of being, the fallacy of substantializing the 

unsubstantial. 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 levels. Man is a rational animal, Aristotle said--

a compound: one persan with two natures. This, too, is what the title of 

the book"Scepticism and Animal Faith" revealsJ sceptioism as the f'unction 

of tha cognitive, rational part of man, leading us back to the bedrook 

of certainty and the '-supernatural" beauty of intuitionJ and animal faith--

the investigation of the lower, substantial self (naturally as revealed · 

in intuition, because consciousness is the neoessary condition of any 

i/ 
lalowledge): a systematic expostion of beliefs implicated in action. 

On the level of action man is an animal in dynamic interrelation with 

thing;s and other an:i.mals. On tha leval of contemplation man is a 

transcendantal centre for vievring all thing. nA man habitua lly identifies 

himself as muoh with his body as with his spirit: and since both are 

called 11! 1111
, it is no wonder if what happens in each is felt to be also 
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6 
the work of the other." However• we should talœ good care to 

distinguish the two selves 1 they belong to two altogether different 

realms of being. As body or psyche• I am a part of the flux of natures 

as spirit I stand above that flux and ~ it by synthesizing it in 

my intuitions. But here further caution is requisite. because the faot 

that as spirit I feal myself essentially elevated above matter to 

the plane of disinterested observation mA.y suggest to me the treacherous 

notion of a disambodied spirit. Santayana in touohing on this subjeot 

never neglects to empha.size that a disembodied spirit could not exist. 

would have no support, no theme, !lO foothold anywhere in the vast 

stretches of essense confronting it. A disembodied spirit, without an 

innate principle of choice ( whioh, as will be recalled, depends on 

antecedently set goals ), would have to consider the whole infinite 

realm. of essence at the same tim.e---an admittedly monstrous task. Spirit 

can only live and know if it is lodged in a partioular bodyJ the spark 

of intu.ition must reveal the worl'f light up a part of the realm of 

essence from a particular contingent point of viewJ and though this 

perspective may be consid~red detrimental and even violent by the spirit 

which strives to know and love all things indiscriminately, soma 

perspective and same particular body is absolutely necessary for spirit 

to exist at all. And if spirit did not exist, it would just evaporate 

into identitywith the realm of essence. 

The illûsion that my willing ( a mental act ) can influence the 
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material environmant through the activation of the body's motor 
7 

meohanis.m is based on a har.mony of spirit and matter. This harmony 

is evidently grounded on the fact that it was the material enviranment 

with all its rich potentialities that occasioned the consoious act of 

"will:i.ng'- ( an emotion expressive of the psyche 1 s condition ). 1'he. 

spirit• being a product of immediately antecedent material involutions. 

finds itseli' moving in harmony with the further development of its 

generative substance. The observation of this har.mony is interpreted 

by the spirit in its self-oentred boldness as a sure sign of its mastery 

over all things. HOwever6 in arder that the spirit be liberated from 

the anxiety of an animal life we must realize that its domination over 

nature is not physical but moral. not materially effective but 

intelloctually redamptive. 

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 and 

on a contemplative plane goes back at least to Aristotle. The essential 

sep :>: 1 ation of spirit from psyche is brought out clearly irr. Santayana.'s 

distinction between behavioristic and literary psychology. The former 
8 

is a science• and as we previously pointed out 6 a part of biology. The 
t 1 9 

latèr is an art and as such only an exercise of dramatic insight. 

Sdience relies on observation and ex;eriment. and the life of the psyche 

7. I 8E here developing Santayana's suggestion on p.214 of T~e Realm of 
Spirit. See also Spirit.pp.80-82rl62. 

8. Supra P• ~. 
9. Scepticism.p.252 



is ~n principle completely observable. Mental discourse, on the 

other h.and, is invisible and intangible: it is essentially immaterial 

and elusive--it can never be an abject of intuition. Consequently it 

cannot be treated by physical science1 spirit is not only ontological 

but also biological overflow. This moral dimension is mechanically 
10 

non-existent, on this point there seems to be an important divergence 

between HUxley and Santayana. HUxley hoped that science would one day 

discover the mechanical equivalent of consciousness just as it discovered 
11 

the mechanical equivalent of heat. Santayana, on the other hand II!Âintains 

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 
12 

life. I postpone the closer examination of this significant difference 

bet-.veen the views of these two main exponents of epiphenom.enalism until 

later. The question more properly concerns Santayana•s attitude to 

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

chapter. 

I-'!'ow~ sinoe spirit cannat be observed as an essence is observed, nor 

encountered as a substance is encou.ntered, the study of animation in 

nature and even of my own past animation is transferred into the sphere 

of 11-t:;erary psychology. Spirit can only be enacted and sinoe this act of 

consciousness cannot observe itself, no observation can in any way be 

immediately relevant to a study of intuition. As Santayana puts it, 

10. Spirit, pe59 
11. SM 1 Supra p. z.o-~0. 
12. Spirit,pp.591 106J ~tter pel52; Soliloquies,pp.222-3 



13 
intuition is"not a link in any traceabla process", it is creatad 

and dissolved from moment to mornant on a plane inaccessible to the 

senses. In the science of nature knowledge of tr.ings is mediated by 

essences, whereas in literary psychology the process is reversed ( and 

thereby made more uncertain ) as substance mediates the knowledge 

of essences present to a posited intuition. 

1·1 
We have previously remarked that epiphenomenalism is a halfway 

house on the raad to behaviorism. Now in Santayana we can see this 

suggestion thoroughly confirmed. He gives free reign to behaviorism 

and the science of nature, in the sphere of nature) but with the sa:me 

forceful gesture he draws a borderline between matter and spirit, 

reserving for the latter an autonomous poetic function as a transcedental 

centre for viewing all things. By the very act of handing over the 

material sphere to an essentially mechanical science, he confines the 

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

for soma of the moral values that have, since Descartes• time, been on 

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

land's end where theywould be pushed into the sea. Santayana•s solution 

of the problem is a compromise, sacrificing power in arder to stay alive. 

T~e s pi rit has to renounce a ll claims to physica l efficacy,~ll hope of 

directing its own life. Proper respect has to be paid to power; the 

spiri t•s ve~J nature is to be humble, to practice piety and foster the 

inner treasures of a contemplative lir e. 

1; . ~ceptj. cirm; p. :!tt:. 

11' . ~!.~. ' p.. 42~ 
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Spirit 2!. in its essence contemplative, Santayana maintains, 

but the 9syche engaged in action inevitably imposes animal faith• 

faith in the substantiality of things presumably underlying its 

visionary data, on the spirit. This results in the illusion of the 
; +{ " 

inner m:ln 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 environnent. The impartial integrity 

of the spirit is violated in subjecting it to the anxieties of 

animal life. In this way when it is distracted the spirit is involved 

in ~ 9er.manent paradax, for it tries to escape fro.m 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 affect rejecting the condition of its own existence, 

on the material of which it parasitically feeds. 

Ey distraction Santayana means cont rary and inescapable commitments, 

and of these he distinguishes three: distraction by the Flesh• the 

World and the Devil. The nerva o:f all distraction is that the spirit 

is burdened with issues alien to its vocation which is a super-

material absorption in beauty. The mo~t important and consequently 

most dangerous for.m of distraction is that by the Devil, by Maphisto-

pr~les or by Lucifer, as Santayana puts it in his picturesque mannar. 

Kere spirit rebels against the sources of spirit; sensing the 

oppression of material circumstances it either asstlmes the servility 
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of Uaphistopheles yielding with resignation to all seduction, 

or the proud rebellion of Lucifer posing as magically omnipotent. 

The conflict underlying all the misfortunes of the spirit is that 

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

and attempted the impossible. The condition of liberation is 

se1f-kncrwledge: the realization that the spirit is a trance~ental 

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

it is the source of all value and in virtue of i ts intelligence 

enjoys moral autonœny. 'l'hus the liberation of the conscious life 

from the tonœnt of distraction is dependent upon the recognition 

of its epiphenomenal charaoter. The -~1ill in spirit ( 11Will" is used 

by Santayana to mean the " observable endeavor to develop and preserve 
16 

a specifie form11 
) is precisely not to will, but to understand the 

17 
lure and tœ sorrow in all willing. By understanding the spirit 

transmutes its own sufferint:; and prepares the way for union ( based 
"nr1, 

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

world. 

On the one hand, spirit must be resigned that it cannat change 

the vvorld: action should be lef't to the an:imal in us. This renunciation, 

Santa.yana tells us. is so mu!Bh the easier because all pov1er is 

physical and all love of power is psychical and not spiritual. On 

the other band, however~ by this vo1untary renunciation of al1 power 

( a sphere not proper to the spirit ), it att~ins to happiness i n 

16. ~opirit, pe53 
17• tBid., pel77 
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prayer, love and charity; the virtues of the inner lire. The 

psyche is concerned with fi.nding her way around in a hostile world r 

with gathering food and lœeping alive and reproducing. 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 li sten to the anxieties of the psyche, suffer with her 

in all her changes of fortune, be a rurming conmentary in conscious 

terms on the vicissitudes of animal life. To have to care, to be 

forced to serve---this is the felt tragedy of the spirit. Santayann 

is not clear about hcrw spirit ( if it is inefficacious ) could be 

made to serve when it can only observe. I presume 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 psyche. If I interpret him oorrectly,his point is that distraction 

origin2tes in just this felt necessity of the spirit to serve, which 

however is not its proper function. The result is dissatisfaction, 

and eventually the martyrdom of the spirit. For sensing its potential 

perfection in pure intuition, it can gain no repose in the subser• 

vience of its substance-àirected stage. 

The diagnosis of Santayana's epiphenomenalism is thus as follows. 

It is a calculated retreat into the inner conscious life of spirit 

a quiet submission of the mind to foroe, in its physical impotence only 

in arder to affirm so much more foroefu.lly its absolute moral indepen

dance. I do not presume that this theO~J 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 1s notion that reason governs 

the world. Reason cannat govern the world: it cannet even control 

the body in which it is lodged. It cannot direct the course of' 

historioél.l development., either as a grand impersonal principle• or 

as f'inite human rationality working piecemeal in the natural worlde 

It is altogather impotent and its f'unction is to f'ind itself'1 

approach the ideal of' pure intuition as close as humanly possible 

and li-~ a religious lif'e of worship1 of' love and of charity. - If 
~ -"""~, 

spirit were a power1 its f'irst conce1~ would '- indeed to ref'o~ 
18 

this wcrld~. Santayana admits 1 but it is evident that the world 

cannat be re•f'or.med along moral linas. It is irrational to its very 

core, taking its own lina of' developmont quite apart from the 

moral fiction of' intentions and rational purposes. •• If' any idea or 

axiamwere really a priori or spontanecus in the human mind1 it 

would be infinitely improbable that it should apply to the f'acts of' 
19 

nature. • The spirit has to renounce avery f'orm of the obsession of' 

claim and of' possession and concentrate on a detached contemplation 

of' all things 1.mder the f'orm of eternity. Spiritual equilibrium is 

reached whan one's past ( and even intended f'uturel ) actions are 

sean in a historical perspective. free from anxiety and remorse and 

hopeJ in general free from the rumble of the universal f'lux 1 treasured 

for what they intrinsically are--crystallized eternal essences. The 

spirit has a propensity to great vwrything with equal enthusiasms 

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

18. Spirit•PP• 225-26 
19. Scepticism1 p.289 



freed from the psyche's persistent partiality. The intensity and 

scope of this "moral illwnination'' depend on physicnl circumstances, 

but the spirit, once liberated, accepts whatever is offered as one 

accepts free entel~ainment, and asks for no more: and when nothing 

more iS 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 jnevitable and wait for another psyche to 

actuc.lize it ie i t ever will be actu2.1i zed a gain. 

This leads me to the consideration of an ultimate implication of 
20 

Santa;ynna•s moral idealisme '";Je talk of 'life' n, he says, n as if 

it were unquestion:\bl;.r something precious or even divine. Perhaps ••• 

the vocation of the spirit may be to overcome this prejudice • .,. This 

staternent seo:;ns to me to carry the force of a revelation. It uncovers the 

essentinl dir-ection of the development of Santayana 1 s system. ~re h::tve 

noted that the tl1eory of epiphonomenalism was put forvr2.rd as an attempted 

solution of difficulties which had arisen from a conflict of science 

and philosophy. 1~thodolor,ically the conflict Was one between ob~ervation 

and experiment on the one hand, and in+.rospection and empathy, on the ether. 

From the point of view of é'.chieverœnts, scientific experimantt;üism res1llted -
in conrete discoveries facilitating a pro.:;ressively wider and more efficient 

control over the environment. In contrast vrith this, introspectionist 

psychology did not in its achievements go beyond the developmEmt of 

a serias of miscellaneous, and for the 



most part contradicto~;, theories. At best it led to the self-

control and the inner self-contentmant of the philosopher concerned 

with suoh introspection, and this oontrast of the individual•s 
1/ 

intélectual self-control with publio material control over the 

environment is one which we shall have to kaep in mind. I am not 

at present concerned with traoing or evaluating these two contrasting 

trends of development; we slà.l talk about thEI!l. at greater leng;th 

later on. Here I am only concerned with pointing out that there is 

a conflict underlying the problem which epiphenom.enalism attempts to 

resolve, and that this ultimate developmant of Santayé'.na•s philosophy 

seem.s to be directed not at the solution but in the long run at the 

rejection both of the conflict and of the problem. No conflict can 

be resolved by the radicalism of rejecting life altogether. Socrates 
21 

once said that the philosopher is oonstantly in the pursuit of 

death. I suspect he may have said this with tongue in cheek, but even 

if he did not that statement oan 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 Plato•s own theory 

about the i:mm.ortality of the hl.Ulan soule However1 jn the case of 
1 22 

Santayana, who does not belive that anythlnr:; is immortal, the strange 

view that philosophy is a prepara~ion for death instead of a discipline 

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

tmderstand. 

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

21. Plato1 Phaedo1 Stephanus,p.64 
22. Sceptic~sm,p~27l 
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want to use it as a theoretioal argument against Santayana • s 

system, for the simple reason that it isn•t one. But I do believe 

that considerations concerning the existential implications of 

philosophical theories { especially theories in the moral sphere, or 

tAlay religions'' as Santayana calls them ) are important and revealing. 

ftt any rate it seems clear that Santayana pays a great priee for 

savin~ the life of the inner man and the aesthetic and moral values 

that e;o With it--perhaps too great a priee. The sphere of action 

is completely sacrifioed, the spirit is made completely dependent. 

It is reduced to the status of a childish poet indulging in its fanciesJ 

an innocent bystander bubbling with the joy of life and yet essentially 

tragic, inasmuch as it is abused and compelled to swear allegiance 

to causes it knows and cares nothing about; to the powers that bee 
23 

In plc9.ces the spirit is even e quated with the imagination, moving 

on a level higher than the material flux and transmuting that flux 

ideally though sharing it existentially. The spirit is removed from 

the battlefield of competitive living to a contemplative distance 

within the inner IIIÂn, where it matters little what we think, since a 

thought can never be the cause of an action---and in the substantial 

flux of nature only the body1 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 liberation. 

Vfuile animal faith is directed at the realm of matter, pure intuition 

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

23. Spirit,p.l61 
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:!_)referenca. But we must also remember that essences are not 

food for the animal and hence oould nover have developed, just as 

they cannot sustain, life which is a necessary condition of the 

existence of the spirit. 

Resignation6 in its manifold forms, is the feeling that permaates 

Santayanats philosophy of spirit. Introspection is stripped of its 

scientific pretensions and admitted into philosophy as a poetio 

exorcise of the rancy, the dramatic art of empathy only. Santayana•s 

hope is that by his distinction between the realms of matter and 

spirit. literary psychology, hm~ver far scientific psychology may 
24 

push it back 6 will al-Noays romain in possession of the moral sphere. 

Thus, L~ a sense, the vicious aspect of epiphenomenalism is eliminatedJ 

for connciousness is no longer held to be a waste product. Pro~ the 

point of view of material efficacy, it is indeed a waste: it is pure 

biologioal overflow. But now a second aspect of this same single 

fact of the material production of an inefficacious by-product is 

added. From its own point of view6 spirit, which is accustomed to 

disregard the conditions of its existence, is the rosult not of a 

biolo,c;ical overflmv but of divine incarnation. There is a striking 

analogy betvreen the duality in unity ( tha rational and the active 

selves ) in man and the incarnation of' the divine in animal form in the 
25 

persan of Christ. In this way the spirit becom.es the source of value 

24. Soepticism,p.252 
25. George santayana' The Idea of Christ in the Gospels, or God in Man 

(Scribner•s:New York,l946) pp.227 rr. 
Hereafter re fereed to as "Idea" 
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in the worlda the precious· actuality which natural processes 

4 
conspira~o create, and which though it cannot react back upon its 

souroa ( a first sensation is, physiologically, a last eventl ) 

observes that themeless flux, comments on it and in a synthetic picture 

preserves it. Thus we have to distinguish. with Santayana, at least 

two t~~os of function and of activity, one of which is non-causal. 

It would be false to say that the spirit has no function or is 

completely inert, unless we mean by ~function• causally effective 

perforrc.ance and by l'inert• the incapacity for causal functioning. 

The Aristote lian meaning of the word t:tfunction" would be more proper 

here, :::ince its co:r:motations are not neoessarily causal ( the notion 

of cause is restricted by Santayana to Aristotle's efficient cause ). 

Thus the spirit being the first non-materia.l actualization of form 

oan be quite properly said to have a "spiritual'- i'unction--that of 

transccnding the flux by raising it to the specious unity of knowledge. 

I will now revert fro~ this generalized discussion to the 

consideration of soma more specifie issues in co~~ection with Santaya-

ua 1 G epiphenomenalism. I shall begin with soma observations on his 

notion of the relation of mind and body. 

ttsuch is the natural link bet1,.,een matter and mind, that bodily 

lii'e should excite feeling, and that perception, emotion and thought 
26 

should report material events" says Santayana, and this seems to be 

a good sumnary of his thesis. Mind is a successive hypostatizqtion 
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of the tensions of animal lifa into spiritual tarmsJ it is a 
27 

transcript of physical changes. 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 outside. Santayana. on the other 
28 

hand• maintains that the whole man is the organ of his intelligence• 

and it is for precisely this reason that the mind is not an ilmnortal 

stranger in the body• but the son of the housa ( thou~h admittedly 

strange in his habits ). M:ind enhoes the life o'f nature and pra-

supposes a complex ordar of animal lire to ganerate it. Its generation 

itself seems to be conceived by Santayana in the following mannar. 

An an~~l in the natural world is completely dependent for its survival 

on the enviranmant. Food must be found and ambiant destructive 

forces must be avertade The thrust of the vn.vironmant has to ba 

parried and in ordar to do so the psyche, alternataly defensive and 

aGgra~sive• waaves a web of sense organs around herself, acquiring a 

physical sensibility to outlying things and distant events. By this 

sensibili.ty of the self to the not-self the psyche has set the 

sta~e for the appaarance of spirit. Whan physical sansibility re.abhas 
29 

a high degree of articulation consciousness is genarated "automatically: 

though not by physical derivation. Reflex actions evoke images• 

27. Essance,pex 
28. Ide:.l• pe235 
29. ~it,p.59 



84. 

voices acquira meaningsJ we grow conscious of stimuli and of our 

reactions to stimuli. Our growing consciousnass of material events 

is not an added fact in the physical worldJ it is an addad cognitive 

:ftact~ which is on a different plane from tha.t of its abjects, as 

wall as from that of its terms. Vfuen Bacon said that knowledge is 

power., if by lmowledge he meant cognitive awareness, he was coni'using 

two distinct rea~s of being. Substances are independant of knowledge, 

though they are capable of being affected by action. The psyche is 

a mode of s~..tbstance--and since in the natural sphere one liOtion 

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

way affect the psyche's habitual~automatic i'unctioning. 

S'mtayana does not always seem to be certain and unequivocal on 

this point, thoush it is undoubtedly the crucial issue in determining 

whether a theory of mind is apiphenomenalistic or not. Consider 

this statement: 11 -ife have a more compact mind and a stronger will when 
30 

the themes of our intuitions are relevant to our action.'• The meaning 

of the sentence hinges on what we understand by the word "relavant" 

---relc~rant as knowledge about an action, or as knowledge leading 

to a more efficient exeoution of that action. I do not have to 

point out that the latter is the interpretation whioh would ba generally 

accepted by laymen as wall as by most philosophera. However, for 

the sak.""e of fairness I admit that by and large Santayana•s position 
31 

ezœrges with relative clarity. He insists that the psyche for her 

30. S;?irit,pe93 
31. ~lntonis~ pe48J Spirit,p.59J Soliloquies,p.223 etc. 



proper {\m.otioning has no need of the spirit1 and even if it would• 

oonsciousness could not effecti.vely redistribute the physical 

flow of energy. We can formulate tho question in the following 

mannar. If the spirit is only a stream of intuitions superadded to 

the teachably reflex machinerJ of the body and can in no way affect 

or modii'y the funotioning of that machinery• would the psyche 

corrtinue to act with the same intelligence and effectiveness if the 

spirit were removed? This wo1üd seem to be a good way of testing whether 

consciousness is truly epiphenomenal or not; for if the uneonscious 

psyche would be erratic or deficient in its functioning 1 we could no 

longer maintain that the spirit is a mere inert spectator of the dance 

of life and of action in the dark4 

However. the ~estion is not as easily decided as it would seem 

at firsb s~ht. Surprisingly. Santayana does not hold that t!}e 

functioning of the psyche would be the sruœ wi._h the spirill absent as 
32 

it is wUh the spirit present. Evidently we do thlngs when -we are 

conscious which we would or oould nover do unconsciously. But. 

Santayana adds• this does not imply that te. is the causally efficacious 

presence of consciousness that makes the difference. Rather• the 

absence of consciousness is expre ssive of the fact that the physica l 

organs ( or functions ) whose concomitant affect it is• have for some 

reason not been properly activated. These physioal organs are 

oerta inly effica cious---oo(lnd if they do not function ( as in sleep• for 

eXAmple ) the observable behavioral difference in the animal is 



as. 

considerable. But it has to be amphasized that this difference 

is duo to bodily organs and not to the spirit---the absence of 

consciousness is only a sympton of suspended activity, and in 

no way the causa of it. The psyche functions automatically, reacts 

to st:imuli received through the senses., and shape s and changes the 

world in accordance with her interests throu~h her impulses. That 

consciousness accompanies these f'urious activities is incidental to 

the activities thamselves as well as to the interests they subserve. 

This leads me to another apparent ambiguity in Santayana 1 s theor] 

of minde 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, 

oonsider this statement: " •••• I SM.ll find it impossible, when I cœœ 

to consider the realm of spiri'b, to identify spirit with simple 
33 34 

awareness, or with consciousness•••" A few pages before this he 

says • •••• even if spirit mean nothing but pure consciousness•••" 

implying that i t does mean more than that. On the other hand in The 

Realm of Spirit he identifies in no uncertain terms intuition ( a moment 
35 

Qf 0pirit ) with consciousness, 
36 

( "•• •• spirit ••• might be called 

conscionsness •• J ) going even so far as to maintain that literally the 
37 

phrase '\.mconscious mind" is a contradiction in terms. Once again, 

his position seems to be clear in outlL~e, though ( possibly on account 

33. Scept ioism,pe275 
34. tsia. ,p. "2"7'2 
35• ]3irit 1 ppe591 931 106,28l,eto. 
36. Ibid.,p.vii 
37 • . Tbid.,pp.37-38 



of. h:i.s highly poetic style of writing ) laid.ng in precision. 

Consciousness is the mental activity ~ excellence for the 
i, ' 

epiphenomenalistJ there is no clearer statement of this than a 
38 

hint of Santayana • s to the affect that the ob je ct s of t~ mind are 

not a part of' the minde 11!Und n, strict ly speaking is nothing but 

pure aotivity, non-causal of course---the activity of' u.a consciousness. 

But Santayana, if ·r undQrotand him correctly, introduces a 

distinc·tion between pure consciousness ( or, passive intuition ) and 

conscio~tsness as it actually is in everyday experience. 

Puro consciousness, which Santayana sametimas calls pure 

in·euthion, is something like the act of envisagement implied by the 

presancs of' essences. It is the self~ransparent activity of the 
'Y1/ 

transcodental ego, involved in the specious present to whioh the 

sceptic is reducad. In it appearances are taken at race value; 

meaning and interpretation are absent. A word pronounced, f'or 

example, is taken f'or the sound it is---and written, for the graphie 

shapes making it up on paper. 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 

susté'.ined. Consoiousness, as we actually find it is charged with 

i..Tl.tent, . th.i.clœned into belief; it is heavy with expeotation and the 

psyche 1 s urge to take the gi ven f'or a sig;n of the not-given. In belief 

and un~arst3.nding, mind is still nothing more than the activity of 

conscio~t.sness; but nO'I'f this activity is considerably thickened-into 

38. Scepticism, pel79 
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:memory, expeotation, perceptionJ in short, into experience. 

This distinction is made by Santayana éxplicitly, thoue:h not in 

all the detail one would like, in the last chapter of The P.ealm of 

Spirite ~ If spirit, taken abstractly, might embrane all essence 

i.mpartially ••• spirit in the concrets, as it aotually exists, is 

directed upon order, and upon a definite and selected arder, beyond 
39 

which it is swamped, lost, tortured and maddened. lt Spirituality 

consists in approaching this pure form of consciousness as c losely 

as it is possible for a human being, by resigning the psyche' s 

intereste and campensating for the spirit's violent perspective 

( from the body as centre ) by a universal readiness to lmow a."l.d 

to delient equally in everything that may be presented. If spirit 

were free ta develop without l)e~.ng thwartèd by the constant solicitaticn 

of its attention to the misoellaneous fssues of animal life and 

fortl.IDe, it vrould. be pure intuition--.r.appy in itself and pledged to 

nothing further, never obsessed with fear about the not•given. Spirit 

functioning with ideal perfection woulù thus be manifested in a 

stream of pure intuitions. 

Thare are, then, two forma of spirit; one infected by an..'::iety and 

anioal faith, the other pure, concerned only with the intuition of 

essences. The dtree of perfection a particular spirit aohicves is 

judged by determining how closely it approache s its ideal of disinterested 

speoule.tion, pious love and eternal joy. If I understand Santayana 

correctly, this ideal can never be fully realizod in practice: 
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but it 5.s the end proper to spirit1 in the direction of whioh 

it natura.lly tends. If the spirit• being m.erely the animal psyche 

grow.n oon~cious1 would become completely disinterested and sacrificial, 

this state ( implying suspension of the psyche 1s life-sustaining 

activity ) lasting for a moment, would be equivalent to ;::>hysical 

death. 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 &nxiety 

leads through, first, the resignation of physical interests and second, 

the recognition that even the order of logical discourse or o~usic, 

even the spirit's wish to love and to understand all things is based 

on the prin1 functioning of the psyche. The end result can be compared 

with the Nirvana of Indian philosophys it is a fo:nn. of self-forget-

fulness in which intuition is absorbed -in its objeot, like a poet 

in the contemplation of beauty1 or a child in the enjoyment of carefree 

play. Santayane. holds that both the existential and the essential 

foms of spirit are epiphenom.enal, the distinction bet'l'veen them be :ing, 

from t his point of view, that while the fonner may still have magico-

superstitious notions about the physical efficacy of ideas or of 

mental activity, the approach to t he ideal limit of the latter involves 

the realization and acceptanoe by spirit of its awn physica l impotence 

91. and the consequent a~uisition of intellectual dominion over all nature. 
11 ;\ !'~ c ... . 

Even though ~he influence of animal faith 11 the toys of sense beoome 
40 

the currency of commerce '" such vehicula r use of the immediate for 

40. Snepticism,p.82 
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purpose;; of descriptive symbolization is still without any effective 

relew.nce to the world of action or to the substantial abjects so 

describede 

Let !J1E) now briefly consider the conflict of will which subsists 

bei;l.veen the psyche and the spirit. Will. as vve shall recall. is 

used by Santayana to denote " the observable endeavor in things of 
41 

any sort to develop a specifie form and to preserve it." Now the 

will of the human psyche is to organize matter into the specifie form 

of the human body and then to safeguard at all costs the inner 

bodily equilibrium, which preserves that for.m. The vdll of spirit, 

on the other hand, is precisely the opposite: its essence is to 

discredit all bodily interests---occas1ionally even to regard them as 

the greatest evil standing in the way of the proper developmant of 

its naturo. But nov; it is evident that spirit is nothing but the 

psyche become conscious: a new moral dimenSion added to the machinery 

of the body. .Any g; iven change in the spirit can be led back to its 

cause----a change in the psyche. Thus in arder th.~t the spirit 

be disinterested, the psyche also has to be• at least to same extent. 

disL~terested, and that goes a eainst her nature: in the long run it 

may even prove to be suicida!. 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 hersent. 

41. Spirit, pe53 
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8;:m-l;élyana recognizes the problem and devotes a short remark 
42 

to it in The Realm of Spirit. It is evidant that there is a oonfliot 

bet1.·.reen spirit and psyche, and that this confliot is in its origin 

interr.al to the psyche. !fanee it follows that the liberation of t:œ 

spirit, involving at laast a partial satisfaction of its will, is 
43 

primarily a shift within the psyche. These Santayana considera 

faots; E.nd from his general attitude it seem.s 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 psyche. However, he believes that even though his system 

points to suoh a self-contradiction within the psyche, the two 

conclusions an antagonist might want to draw do not follow. 

l. It is not the case that a se If-contradiction in the psyche 

necessarily reveals a self-contradicltian in the theory which 

postulat es 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 devalopmant which lead to disaster. 

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 fa ll on the theory that postulated such 

a bun~ling natural organiam, constantly contradicting itself, ruthlessly 

I •, V) 

42. p.64. In what follows I am elaborating this remark4 
43. Spid.t, pe208 
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undolr..f in a moment of frenzy the labor of centuries. However• 

notions such as ~ to be falso to one' s interest '- are moral riotions 

in tenns of whié'h the spirit conceives of the natural worldJ in the 

material flux itself no such conceptions are operative. Matter is 
nn1~' -

concerned .with new avenues of exploration or with new adventures 
1 

embarked upon and new experiments tried. It does not hesitate to 

contradict orto annihilate itself in its modes: it does so all the 

time. Nothing generated is immortal---and it may wall be that man 

having reaohed the only source of value in the actuality of spirit -

in virtue of a biological mutation in the psyche - is destL~ed to 

move irresistibly 5n this direction and ultimately to resign life and 

enjoy a supreme moment mf spiritual dominion over all things. En.unan-

kind <8nnot bear much reality: there is nothing contradictory about 

the distinctly conceived possibility tl:l_at the great infinity of the 

realm of essence having opened np 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 tak~n up with the indescribably beautiful, but fatal, vision of 

being in its purity. 

Thi s leade _aa to the discussion of my fina l tepic in this chapter& 

the relation of Santayana1 s epiphenomenalism to natural science. I 

have a lready in various places remarked on Santayana•s conception of 

the nature and function of science e specially on his intes r ating 

psychology as a part of biology and biology as a part of physios. I 



~Pve also pointed out his important distinction between literary 

and scientifio psyohology. In general it would be fair to sum up 

Santayana ts attitude to science as passive a.nd unasstm1.ing1 epitomized 

in his statemeilt: '' In respect to the facts I am ready to accept 

anything that the experts may tell us for the moment, to accept it 
44 

as I do the weather, without cavil but without excessive confidence.• 

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 scientific• This amounts 

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

one direction, on the basis of ontological analysis:for Santayana 

h0lŒ- that science can and will never be able to treat of oonsciousness. 

The distinction between liter~ry and behavioristic psychology is 

central to Santayana' s epiphenomenalism. 

The essential difference between Santayanats and Huxley's version 

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

most probably will find the mechanical equivalent of oonsciousness, · .. hi 1P 

the fo~er maintains that this is impossible since consciousness is 

m.ecbanically non~xistent. The difference could perhaps be traced 

back to the :t'act that Santayana is a moralist, and Huxley a scientist, 

8nd consequently the latter is concerned with the advance of scientific 

inqu:i.r·h while the former mainly with the preservation of aesthetic 

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

44. Spirit, p.275 
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the scandal of the scientif'ioally unexplained existence of' spirit 

was a permanent one and confidently postulated the realm of s~irit 

as campletely free of any possible interference from the sida 

of peysiology or psyohology. The distinction he dt'aws between science 

and literature is only apparently clear-cut; as soon as we go 

beyond his :immediate statement of it, we encounter difficultieR 

in trying to classif'y certain problematio fields of' study or mathods 

of investigation. A prime example of this is Santayana•s ~ 

classification of psycho-analysis, which is spoken of as a - sohool 
45 

of literary psyohology " in one book, whereas in another it is listed 

along with ambryology and physiology as a branch of science which 
46 

opens '~ a trap-door into the dim. oarpentry of the stage " viz. goes 

well beyond a dramatioally empathetic study of the oonscious manifold. 

In this, I f'eel, we are puttine; our f'inger on a real difficulty 

for Santayana: he has lim.ited the scope of the sciences without 

"' consulting them first and seing whether or not they could find a 

mechanical equivalent for consciousness. Now if consciousness does 

have such a mechanical equivalent expressible in soma mathematioal 

formula, epiphenomenalism is not thereby refuted---quite to the contrary. 

But Santayana's version of the theory would collapse, for a decisive 

blovr tc the distinction between literary and scientifio psychology 

would be sufficient to destroy the core of his ontological distinction 

between the re alm of the spirit and the rea lm of m3.tter. Also, the 

moral va lues ha set out to restore to eminence in the sphere he thou~ 

45o ~~epticism, pe260 
46. llatter, p.143 



prope r for them would once a~ain be i n danger of be ing evicted. 

Questions such as 11 Is 0onsciousness essentially hidden to sensation 

Gr is it only accidenta! that i'Te do not have a sense-or (jD.n by vrhich 

to ~une :in'' on other conscious maYJ. U'olds ? 11 
( sensation s !:ould he re 

be t :o.kBn ~ include any possible form of extra-sensory perception ) at 

this po:int acqnire great importance and may in r~act prove decisive for 

t he i s sue. For the object of percept i on is a lnays a material thin2; or 

event: ~-.hatever is ·1erceived can, to sorne extent, be treated by science. 

It rr.a;r turn out th.at Santayana 1 s elaborate ontologicê, l distinctions have 

been f ounded on current i~orance. 

Ta all this Santayana might reply that it is undeniably true that 

there is a private. immediate and causally inert element involved in 

our experience. If this has a mech.anica l equivalent which can be 

expre s sed mathematically, 11andled psycholo3ica lly and expl a in-Jd. 

physiolo ::;ically: in a ward treated by ne.tural science , vre a re not sayin[j 

more th:tn that consciousness has tvro as,?ects. The sub j e ct iv-e aspect 

cert.:b.ly cannat be troated scientifically: it is the condition of 

havin;_; 'lnY knowledg;e at a 11---a11.d it is thi::; that he refers to v-rhen he 

speà::cs about the spirit. 

I -<tm not at present concerned •':ith challenging thi!:i cla ïm. Here I 

only \'rish t o ,?oin~~ ta an :L~portant 2_;ener a l cons:i.derat i on which is sur;gested 

by the above di scus sion. Epiphenmne na lis:n, in any of i t s possible 

fon~s , is de ~endent for its verification or fal sificat ion on 
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:::J.J.tu:ca. l science. An epi?henomena lism b a sed on ontolo:;ical analysis 

onl~,r is, to my mind, of little value---os;_:>ecially if we admit, 3.S 

3ante.y.::tn ·1 does, th'lt the foundations of thin:;s are reveéüed to us by 

physics. The r e are speoul.:Ltive ontolos ical reas ons f or <-'.nd acainst 

epi~J!lonomenalism, but these by ther;lselves are nev8r enou.::;h; they have 

to be supple::nented by a ll 2.vailable i'actual information which general 

huma.n ob servation and the sciences :Jrovide. ..'lt the be[;i:nnine; of our 

disGUi:'fll:Jn of S<'.ntayana we admitted th.-:1t there w<él.s no reason why one 

should l:t.i.n:i.mize the nuraber of ontolor;ical factors imrol ved in the 

world -~J.t the cast of inaccv.raci-8 s - vrhich in the long run ma:r make a 

cruci::; 1 difference - and an unwarranted hi r;h leve 1 of abstraction only 

in arder to carry Occan's principle to it s lo s ica l conclus ion é:.nd 

arrive ::.lt a tmity of groi.U1d :'or a ll phenmr..ena . S:bnilarly 1 howeve r, 

now I 1'1,-tst say th:'l.t I can see no roas on f or postulatine; dif ferent 

ontolo::;ical rea lms when i t !nE.Y t urn out t hat several c"ln be reduced 

to a ain;;le one, even thou:::;h this may seer.1 inc.redible to ay prezen·t; 

way of thinldn~. Epii:_lhenommalism is based on scienne because the only 

toler<~b ly meaningful n otion of how a material event can pr oduce a 

menta l event is scientific. To speak of harnonies in matter re sult ing 

L"r1 t he emer;::;ence o f spirit is asreoé?ble m;rtholocy but llk'lkes very poor 

sense w:-ten t a ken li terally . To speak of b r ain events and neura l 

circuits and synaptic connections betvre en c:ta in:> of nerve-cells may in 

the end also t urn 01-tt t o be a myth, or ;:;ood senso couched in mytholoe;i ca l 

terms .t but h.e r o we are in an .2 lln :;ether different region, whe re 

ex:_;>er:i.!:1ent s can be devised, practical resuli~s reached; where f<:>.cts 



97. 

can oxplode theories by refusing to be handled under defined 

and controlled conditions i~ vAys ?redicted. Once this essential 

depe:ndence of epiphenomenalism on science is summarily seen6 we may 

proceed to a closer examination and the eventual evaluation of the 

theory1 
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CHAPI'ER V 

CCNSCIUUSilliS3 

It may be well~ at this point t brie fly to sum:marize what we have 

established so far. For background purposes we have started this 

discussion of epiphenomenalism with a short review of Descartes' theory 

of mind. Descartes introduced a rigid dualism of body and mind in 

h:urn.an beings, but held, with the Port Royalists~ that animals are 

tmno:'i.S·Jious machines. The former of these views was accepted by Huxley, 

tne latter modified and extended. On the one hand, according to him, 

epipheno~nalism is based on the belief that the body-mind disjunction 

is justified and correct. On the other hand, while Descartes mairlained 

that animals are unconscious material machines, Huxley amended this 

to the affect that at least some animals as well as hunan beings are ---
conscious machines. HO\~ver, if we are conscious machines, consciousness 

can do nothing more than observe the functioning of the machine. This, 

roughly spe.?king, is the logical origin of the epiphenomenalist t s 

witness-..1.nalogy~ :i_n terms of which the mind is conceived as a concomitant 

effect of certain types of physical activity and hence as a mere spectator 
nf 

of such activity---a spectator which has not the least chance of ifluencing 

things or animals in the environment or even the brain which presum.ably 

produced it. 

Th'J.S \ve have seen that consciousness is, for the apiphenomenalist, 

not a thing in the usual sense of that word--i ts ontological status, 
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involving an essential causal impotence. is altogether different 

from that of any ether function or entity in the natural worlde 

AccordL~gly. we had to introduce Santayana•s ontological distinctions 

in arder to render Huxley 1s unsophisticated epiphenamsnalism consistent. 

In other words we may say that Santayana1 with his distinctions between 

different kinds or realms of being. supplies the metaphysical 

background for the theory of conscious autom.atism. We examined these 

rea~s of being, and in reviewing Santayana's attitude toward science 

we found that his distinction between literary and scientific psychology 

was ultimately arbitrary and may on that accov.nt be proved wrong by 

the advance of science. Also. it involved a contradiction of Huxley's 

hope that one day sience will discover the mechanical equivalent of 

mind, and treat of consciousness as it now treats of heat or motion 

or an:L-nal tropisms. 

One of the most important points in the argwent was th.at for the 

epiphenomenalist qmind 11 is roughly equivalent to 11consciousness", 

which is not an entity in the natural world but a function. an activity 

dependant for its generation on certain. in principle observable. material 

involutions in that world. Mind is nothing; but a set of disoontinuous 

oonscious events and henoe the only immaterial waste produot of the animal 

orga.nisn is consciousness itself• which somehow transforma quantitative 

changes in the brain into qualitative ":mental"' events. I wish to examine 

sorne aspects of this apparently unique activity of oonsoiousness. 

':Vïthout consciousness I can have no thoughts and no sensations. But 
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now I A.sk. is this because without consciousness there is no -ru 

( self-zubject ) or because without consciousness there are no thoughts 

and sensations? Is it the case that ~~ percipi holds for sensations 

and tl-.cughts 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 ~ ~ something like the perceptual 

awareneas of an objeot and by a thouglrt the cognitive awareness of 

anythin~ at allJ and awareness and consciousness are in these cases, 

synonymous. However. physiologically speaking there can be unconscious 

~houghts" and unconscious •sensations". I will jwnp out of bed, even 

if I was sleeping soundly. if somebody sticks a pin in my arro. The 

sensation of intense pain in my arm will wake me t1r> 1 bring me back to 

consciousness in a sedond or uro---but should I say that the sensation 

wRs not a sensation before I grew conscious of it? Then what was it that 

woke me up--for ii' we li.mit the word '"sensationtt to it~ strict denotation 

( '-conscious sensation" is redundant but emphatic ) • it could not have 

been tho pain itself, hcrwever intense it seemed? 

Then would it be more correct to say that consciousness supplies 

the unity of my sensations and thoughts? There is an observed continuity 

in my thoughts and my desires and aspirations; even in my pains. The 

continuity may be expressed by stat:i:ng that all these thoughts. desires., 

etc. ~r.e mine: I can remember them, I feel that I have changed a great 

deal or ver; little, as the case may be, and I feal that despite these 

changes I am still the sama persan I was yesterday or five years ago. 
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Th'.lS i_î' consciouAness sup,?lies the continutty of my sensations and 

thouzhts, it is not any different from i'1e : it is identical nith the 

self. 

:3ut when the continuity of conscious experience is radically brokem, 

e.s :i.r .. "'.muesia, consciousness ( the present self ) evidently no lon0er has 

access to infor!.'lk1.tion stored in b::-ain patterns, which pro2Jerly decoded 

••rould be memory of past thouf..~hts and ex;?eriences. Thus even on this 

view consciousness can only be identical vrith my present self ••• "':>ut this 

self h::ls the peculiarity of riding the ':rave of t:iJn.e, of being always 

present as the condition of anything bein;; present in the sense of 

appe~r~g, thou6h it is momentary and presumably passin~ out of existence 

and b e:i.ns re-created >.-ith a sli.;htly modified contant at eaci1 instant. 

\The :t;J=tSt self, and thus also the contin,üty of the present self with the 
1 

past self, is preservod, enshrined in the mer10ry patterns of the brain. 

But in vrh"lt sense can I say that I am still ~~~ myse lf, when I am not 

co:J.scious? .Am I ever jtistified :L."'l sayin(i : "The re .!::.! is, a sleep''? 

Is he D1 fact there? His body is thero and ?resv~bly his memo~J patt erns 

are a lso thore ( though this latter i s, to make an understatement harder 

to verify ) ; and yet there is s omething missing. I may ca ll what is 

mis s ir.:::; a decodin;j ae;ency '.'lhich v!ould tran s l.J.te tho se physica l mamory 

traces into feelings ;:md c onscious discot;;:;.·se, and w!:ich could add f'1.rther 

items to this S;;ore of information Gathered from p.'1.st experience, cr at 

least ; :row conscious of a nd witnes s the addition of new i n f ormation. I 

kno·tr that this somethine; extra is missine; in the case of the sleeping man 

----- I lmorr this from my mm ex:_:>erience. Consciousness is something lilœ 
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the total inner difference between being asleep and awake---and the 

difference is enormous. In a sense one lays down one 1 s life avery 

night on going to bed: when I fall asleep. in soma very important 

sense, J. am no longer I. This is the eno~mously intense in~acy of 

conscious.ness--of the conscious self--which is temporarily absent 

in sleep. I am inclined to think that the fear of death ~ fear of 

the destruction of this intimacy. For considBred f'rom this point of 

view consoiousness is either present or absent, and the difference 

betïV"een the alternatives is absolute. 

Now note that one can e;et tired of being conscious. or rather, 

consciousness iteelf can get tired. ConsoiousneGs is a readiness for 

:'!/ 
the world---if not to act or to modify impeainc actions in the light 

of long range considerations, t hen at le2.st to perceive and to understand 

such actions. !iowever, in certain cases the world can just go pe.st 

you and you are no longer a ste p ahaad, rea dy for w hat may come next. 

Events, actions go past the man, consciousness can no longer move 

along with them, oomprehend them as they come in wai'es as saulting the 

mind's eye. Attention is hard to focus ( and sometimes this is refleoted 

in the eyes ): it remains stationary as motion floats past the sense 

organs and thought remains imperfectly unde r stood. Everything see~ 

stran0e and unreal~ this experience is quite common after a long period 

of sleeplessness. From this point of view consciousness is a :m&tter of 

degr ee: we can be more or l e s s i nt ensely consc i ous. 

In this connection we would do well to i ntroduce a distinction between 
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consciousness and attention. Attention implies oonsciousness, but 

oonsoiousness does not imply attention. We are well acquainted with the 

curious phen~menon 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 ~the objeQt in question---for instance, st. Peter's beard 

in the stained-glass church window. By this I mean that if we could 

secure a photograph exactly reproducing the conscious manifold taken in 

by the eye and lit up by the mjnd'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-spaak, only a 

single frame i n an extended motion picture. Consciousnens may be thought 

of as a conscious "field", in which case attention falls usually only 

on a &nall part of that field:--occasionally the intensity of attention 

is more diffused and stresses a wider section of the manifold, bt\t 

often it is altogether absent. It is absent especially when the consoious 

manifold reveals familiar abjects in familiar surroundings. The familia.r 

is a.ocepted unquestioningly--its peculiarities are not seen, they are 

lost under the sugar-coating o~ apparent intimaoy which is the most 

efficient dis~lise of essential i gnorance. Not that we wouldn't notice 

it if t he familiar ( or quasi-familiar ) object were missing,- for then 

it would ba MISS ING; but a s i t is, it i s s:i.mply taken for granted lilœ 

the bod in one's bedroom or the doors of which one grows truly consoious 

only when the keys have been lost. 

This is t he b i ologica l e conom:y of eonsciousness. ·~ihen somethilf:; i s 

seen for a long time i t ac quires an a spect of familiarity and is no 
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lonGer noticed. The abject has been judged reliable, normnl and dulll 

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 violent ways. If the abject has for a long time 

failed to manifest any irregular behavioral features, the percoptual radar 

of consciousness no longer stops to consider it, but skims over it habitually6 

finding everything in arder. If the abject would suddenly reveal the barrel 

of a GUll directed at me from behind it 6 on the other hand,I would in a moment 

become intensely aonscious of the abject, the gun and the whole situation. 

Ir 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 can. 

This situation sug;gests two observations, one favorable, the oti1er un

favor::-.ble for epiphenomenalism. On the one hand i t s<::;ems clear tha.t to look 

and not to notice depends on a pre-conscious sifting of abjects of attention, 

a ~hysicnl selection of v.rhat should be considered and wh::tt not, in wh5.ch the 

criterion of elimination is, o.rten or e.lvrays, insufficient biological interest. 

Ch t"l:l3 ether hand, however, there is an apparent slant to this nre-consoious 

selection: it seems to be invariably the case that problematic situations, 

where actions of a hich degree of complexity and intelligent articulation are 

nece:s~ry, are selected as abjects for the most intense scrutiny of attention. 

We know what is meant when people in an unfavorablc position are said 11 to think: 

f'uriously"' about a way out of the difficulty, or"to be intensely conscious" of 

~he danger to which they are exposed. This is vib.::J.t we may understand by the 

biological economy of the or&animn:most actions are dona 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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solution or proper execution. 

The aim of philosophy is, in a ver:,r important sense, the intensi

fication of conscious experience. The intensification is, however, not 

brQusht about by biological means such as the administerin~ of drugs or 

narcotics. Philosophy begins in wonder. ·~ronder is conscious attention 

paid to an abject, when the motive for such attention is not :i.mmediél.te 

bioloc:;ical interest. It is this fé'clüty of bringing to explicit 

consciousness the fulness of an abject ( the object in all its peculiar 

incongruity and rami~ioations ), despito the fact that biolo~ic~lly its 

importance is negligible, it is easily handlcd by habitua!, automa.tic 

action and has for a long tirl.e been classified as familiar, •• the same 

old ( 1 . .w.important ) thing 11
; it is this faculty that has to be cultivated, 

stinul~ted to activity by philosophy. In other words, philosophy should 

refuse to take anything for granted. By a conscious effort the philosopher 

should attempt to peel . ordin~ry, everyday abjects of their sh.am 

familiarity and see them for what they are. 

Gertain types of ennui can also be expla.ined in terms of the lack of 

intense oonscious experience. For a man living a sheltered life the 

intensity of attention ar•ising from the necessity to cape with !ife-destructive 

forces, is altogether losc. ).t the same t:ime, as consciousness is, so-to-

~eak, beooming lazy, the intellectual stimulation of philosophy to wonderment 

is also l~ckine;. Thus attGntion has nothing to whioh it could attach itself 

extern~lly and no interna! incentive toward a revision of the past assesmnent 
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of familiar abjects, viz. no urge to see the world from a new perspective. 

As there is no food for the attention, boredom inevitably follows. It is 

thought that there is nothing worth our awareness, tha.t nothing which 

is close to home is truly interesting. This is a point where we have to 
the/ 

disa.sreo with Santayana concerning the source of happiness of spirit. 

Spj_rit is not made happy by the disinterested speculation of anything in 

heavan or earth; of any essence. The source of its happiness is the 

contemplation only of familiar assenees--the fabric of j oy is woven of 

wonderment which is nothing but seaing old abjects in a new light. The 

~vo typioal ways of escaping from tedium are also very suggestive and 

seam to confirm this general view. feople bored with the familiarity of 

ever~~hiug around them are aither concerned with looking for dangerous 

situations, or hope to relieve the unifor.mity of lifa by long and frequent 

travels. The forl':ler propose to do avmy with the boredom of an inwardly 

ampty life by reinstating biologic~l interest---this is the origin of the 

concept of thrill. It also explains the great number of murders committed 

each night j~ miscellaneous third-rate television plays. The latter 

attempt to rekindle the intensity of consciousnass by providing new, as 

yet nnfamilië>.r abjects to contemplate. The two suggested escapes from 

the stupor of an idle conscicusness are similar inasmuch as in both the 

stimulation of consciousness is effected externally--by means of new 

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

temporarily. 

It is interesting to note that in time of stress, and especially in 
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nél.l"ef. of emotional excitement. consciousness often beoomes blurred---

it is upset and no longer mirrors the circumstances with clarity, as the 

lake no longer reflects the sky and the sun vmen pebbles are thrmvn 

into it. The eyes flood, you have the feeling that you can hardly control 

yourself. Afte~~rŒs · one says: "I hardly remember wl~t happened. I can 

rem.ember that I \vent up to the speaker 1 s rostrum, started reading in an 

tmcertain voice---nnd the next thing ][ know I was WB.lking down and the 

chairman was shaking; my hand ••• " It seems as though in crucial moments 

consciousness could no longer fuo~ion with the usual cl&rityJ as thou,:;h it 

were simply switched off and the body put on automatic control. 'Ne can 

take the case of an airplane as our modal here; when the pilot blacks 

out the plane may be put on radio control--and such él.lltomatic control 

is muel". less liable to make errors or to rail at the crucial moment than 

the pilot. 

" I no longer had control of the pitch of my voice• of the m.overoont 

of my hnnds (which occasionally ro3e in explanation and ~sticulated)--

:in general of what I did ••• •t, our shy publio speaker says. Is it not a 

contradiction to say that I had no control of what I did? The answer, I 

think, is: not necessarily. I ~y- mean that I (the consoious self) had 

no co~ol over ~hat I (the body) did. The more basic reflex arcs took 

over direction of the body' s functioning. So far the epiphenomenaUst may 

agree -..-.;ith us. for the fact that consoiousness can at a certain point no 

lont:;er bslieve that it is exerting control over the body' s funotioning 

does not imply that it did ever in fact exert such control. But how is 

it tha:b the speaker cannat remerober anythine; about the period during which 
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he wa:;; on "'automatio 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 explicitly that of which one has been, to some 

extent and at soma t~e or other, conscious. Penfield says~ •••• the original 

formation of the memory pattern must be carried out from a high level of 
1 

neura l integration ••• • Is it possible that to become conscious of an 

event is a necessar; condition of the preservation of t hat event, in the 

form of a memory pattern, in the brain? The re certa.inly se ems to be a 

correlation between the intensity of the original apprehension of an 

abject and the intensity of the memory of that objeot. However, here it is 
~1 

once again debatable whether the consciounees of the object is only an 

acc~anyinc phenomenon or sign of the physical formation of a memory 

patterr. in the brain, or is oonversely the cause of it. 

We may think of the human nevvous system-brain-mind network as a 

system of response-csntres of ascending oomploxity. Certain actions, such 

as the beating of the heart, are taken care of autamatically; ethers which 

must be periodically re peated be come habitua l and require no attent ion for 

their correct and e f ficient performance. Unconditioned reflexes may perhaps 

be considered to be at t he bottam of t hi s hierarchy---and consciousness 

at the top. According;ly only t he most difficult tasks are re fe r:r:-ed t o the 

mind: cases where carerùl deliberation seerrw nece ssary. This most complex 

of a ll the r e sponse centres has the added privilege of be ing able to 

grow conscious of all actions, t hough not a lways f or the purpose, or even 

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

l. VT • Rmfie l d: Cortex , P• 234 
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wrmlcl. have to be paid to every little action of the body---to every 

heartbeat 6 to breathing6 to the digestion of food6 to raising and moving 

the reet in the right direction in walking and a hundrod others. On the 

other hand6 it could provo eq•.tally disastrous 6 on this view6 if wa were 

not in a position to deliberate on the advisability of certain actions: 

and for such deliberation consciousness seems essential. A careful 

study of' maps 6 of enemy stren(;th, of the morale of his troops and other 

factors by the co.mmanding general of an ar~j, can be taken as a case in 
,..,-r, 

point. Basically., the issue is one -~electing an action. But such is the 

complexity of the considerations involved, t hat nothing but long conscious 

deliber~tion---a series of conferences of the general with his advisers 

and him3elf---can result in t he final selection and subsa~uent execution 

of the necessary action. If the general would not daliberata and carofully 

consider all aspects of the s i tuation, he would be regarded foolish or 

unconsc i entious, the latter meaning samething lika " lacking in conscious 

ref loction on the consequencef.! of his actions 1111
• Tasks which require the 

be st of us 6 then6 seam to be referred to our hi ghest re sponse centre6 the 

conscious mind. 

However, the epiphanomena Ust could here abject that the nonsc i ousnes s 

of deliberation i s nothing mor e than a sign that select i ve brain a ctivi ty 

is taking place. There is no neoessary con..'1ection between thought s ( in 

the sense of non-, or pre-conscious sets of bra in proce<J ses ) and conscious-

ness . Work on the loca lization of brain funct ions shows, the epiphenomenalist 

would argue, that the ~hought elaboration centres" do not coincide with 

the seat of consciousness. Thus in certa in centres complex brain activity 
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oan go on without the concurrent activation of attention. The selection 

of any course of action is effected by groups of autonoMous central 

processos; any consciousness of these material (electrioal?) phenamena 

is purely incidental, superadded to these processes, but in no way 

enhancing their efficacy when present or reducing it when absent. This 

conception of ~hinking11 is not to be confused with the so-dalled Mltor 

'1>11" 1 

Theory of Thought• according to which cent~l brain processes·" ~erve as 

transmitters in the basic stimulus-response relation. Autonomous central 

processos can in various ways modify and amplify the sensorJ imput before 

it issues at last in motor output. Thus there are at least three main 

stages involved in our becoming conscious, say, of a sensation: (1) The 

stimulus as it prooeeds from sense organ to brain; (2) The ordering• 

modification and amplific2.tion of the nerYous impulses in regions of the 

brain espeoially concerned with the ftmctioning of the sense organ in 

question---but this is, figuratively speaking, ordering in the darkJ and 

(3) "the transmission of the "sensation'' to the se2t of consciousness ( if 

we wish to put this in spatial term.s, as in physiology it seems proper), 

where in the light of attention it is made expHcit: I grow conscious of it. 

This may not be a physiologically exact account of what happensJ and 

it is cortainly not exhaustive. But it is wall adapted to strees the 

epiphenamenalist•s point, which I take to be, that to grow conscious of a 

group of autonomous central processes which select actions and control the 

organis1a1 s motor output at any given time is inc:i.dental and dispensable 

for those processefle "rhoughtsn and "sensations" insofar as these are 
,.,; 

physilogical processes and neither conscious in themselves nor conscious-ed 
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by me, 'lro quite sufficient to affect nll the intellir;ent, é'.s well as 

the erratic and misplaced, responses of the animal. ~ntal events are, 

roughly speakin::;, the WéJ.y in which physiolocical processes appear in 

co~sciousness. 

It is difficult to dete:mi..ne whether in co:mparin~ and contrasting the 

physiologica l and phenomenologioal dea~riptions of a sensation, we should 

admit only one event or tvto events. It is indubitable that in my aonscious 

field I am avare of events---- and by an event we may tmderstand a 

min:lnuln notice:tble change. The problen is whether t he conscious event I 

ex:?erionce is the nsamen event as the physiological one which is, in 

principle, obserY~ble in my brain. The ~uestion may be interpreted as a 

request for criteri& of identity vthich, in this c2.se, we do not posse s s. 

~Iovrever, in sorne ve ry :i:nportant sense the two cannat be the same event ••• , 

<t+. bes+. they ca.n be different aspects of the nsame'' event in which case 

they a.re !lot one event b1.1t at lca2t t':1o eYents, one observed in my 

conscious manifold, another obse rvable a s a physiolo~ical c~1ange, a nd 

possibl~r throe events., the t hird beL'l'l.e; t he nneutra ln oriz ina l chan :~e of 

~vhic:lo_ f::he other tvto are appearances. 

I ha ve a lread~r ment ::o"1ed t he peculinrly ' selfy' chara cter of 

consciousnes s. The relation of conscicusness to the self is a difficult 

probl8~ to state and ~n even more diff icult one to solve . Consciousness 

see~ to be at lea st the necessary c ondit ion of the existence of t he conscious 

self--'!:nlt this nropos:~tion amounts to little more tha:n a tautolog;y. 

0ocJ.sciousness seems to be t hat indei'inable (u:nil}ue?) something whi:ch 
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inoludas my conscious field and '~a"; this., howevar., is not maant to 

imply tl~t object-consciousnass is L~ all cases acco.mpanied by self-

consciousness. It is not clear whether I am different from or mora than., 

my consciousnass--whather what might be called the transce~antal ego., 

tr.ough in our experience it is inextricably bound up with consciousness., is 

yet logically a different factor from it or not. The feeling of my 

contir ... ued existence and self-iàentity do seem, to a grec?.t extent., to be 

dependent on my memor:l.es and thus to have a solià physical basis. Hithout 

memory of the past and expectation of the future the use of the persona! 

nronoun "IQ becomes meaningless---consciousness is, as Santayana suggested., 

completely absorbed in i.ts abject. In thie way the "self-feeling~ see:rns 

to be ve~y closely connected with tüne, and consciousness of the passage 
al 

of t:ir:l.e, and consciotthess ·of the identity of the self-:::ubjeot through 

the pas s.=:.ge of time. This rai ses the c_tuestion as to what I am conscious 

ri 
of in self-oonsciousness. t~ I conscious of the transcedental ego, whioh 

is perhB.ps nothing el!_se than the unity of the conscious manifold? However, 

if the transcèaental ego is not logically different from oonsciousness, 

then jn self-consciousness I must be oonscious of consciousness, or in otr~r 

ward::: , of the fact t1l.B.t conscious-i:r..g is going on. Or finally, it is 

possible that in self-consciousness one a ttends to the unity of consciousness 

which1 however, is only the menta l equivalent of the physioa l unity of 

the generativo ore;an of oonsciousness. I beliew the epiphenomenalists w,ould 

probably i:r..sist thé'.t the last of these three alternatives is closest to the 

truth. 

Nmv it seems that we will have to moài:fV our previous staterent that 
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conscionDBss is a necessary condition of the existence of the conscious 

self, to the affect tlut though certainly a necessary# it is not L~ 

all cases also a suffieient condition. This self, it is to be emphasized, 

is only the conscious self---but it is basic inasmuch as everything elsa 

is clnssified as self or not- self only ~~ relation to it. In actual 

experience there is a very close correlation between the self a.nd 

consciousness: for examole, consciousness nevcr leaves me, for I leave with 
~ --

it: the "']:tt never survives the lo3s of consciousness in sleep, or in a 

coma, or in death. It is revealing to note the ambiguity of the personal 

pronoun 11he". We say indifferently: 11 There ~ is, talll::ing; to his wife'', 

" there ~ is, asleep '" and ,. there ~ is,dead ~. The last of these,at 
i/ 

least, is illegit'inate, for in deRth we c:J.n refer neither to his substantial 

t~"~/ 
bioloGic:al, nor his conscious self. Even when we say: " There he is, 

talll:ing to his wife '"• we don•t refer to his conscious self alone, but to 

him as a dark man 5 1 1011 tall, standing in a corner of the room talking 

~at the sams t:ime thinking about what he is sayine;, and perceivine;, 

el 
reco~izing, seing us in a conscious perspective. This is the crucial 

difference between the ~im11 and the 'tr": for me he is still the re even 

when he is asleep, and for him I am still myself, even though I faint or 

am etherized on the operating table. But for myself I am no lonc;er there, I 

am as good as dead when I have inhaled enoug;h ether to lose consciousness. 

If the totality of my observable behavioral characteristics is the me-

to-him, consciousness or the consoious self, not observable to anybody but 

myself, is the me-to-me. It is the miner 1 s lamp on top: a complete circle--

I can no more escape the necessity of having to sec evcrything in the 

light of this lam.p than I can step out of my ski..r>.. Consoiousness is the 
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episte:m.ologic3-l lightbulb without whioh we cannet 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 a cold unfurnished roome 

There is a possible 2rgument against epiphenonenalism from the 

functional oharacter of pain. It is evident that at least for pain esse 

~ percipi: a .!_)ain, in the nature of the case • cannot exist wi thout 

somebody being conscious of it. To speak of an unconscious pain ( or 

unconscious pleasura ) seems to be a contradiction in terms, for a pain 

is not a pain unless it hurts someone---unless it solicits the atteation 

with a stubborn and imperious obstinacy. But it is at the same time 

gener~lly accepted that pains are biological deterrents to action: one will 

not touch an electric wire because of the extremely disagreeable sensation 

of shock--occasionally one will even check one 1 s innate tendency to be 

a glutton if the memory of the previous night 1 s gruelling indigestion is 

vivid enough. Thus pain is biologically important and causally effectiveJ 

and ccnsciousness 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 culrn.inatin~ in actions directed at the maintenance of 

bodily equilibri~ Similarly, pains seem to be signs for remedial action 

to be taken. If I eut my finger the pain seems to be a desperate signal 

of tho part concerned• a bid to capt;.u-e my attention in arder that I rray 

see what had happened, stop the bleeding and bandage the vmunde ?ain is 

eq• .. dvalent to the cry " Do sorn.ething' " 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 is quite 

possible• he would adr.tit• that pains can only e:x:ist 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 significant. Pain 
2 

is bacl and useless; bad because it results in distraction, and useless 

because it can occasion no other remedial action than the nervous ~lses 

which cause it can and usually do. Biolosically pain is not an added 

factor beyond the nervous impulses of which i t is the mental equivalent. 

It is not a sign ~the organism to shun a certain abject or a particular 

course of action: it is rather the si:;n ~ such evasive activity on the 

part of the organism. The same mechanism that functions with pain present 

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

quantitative distribution of o~ nervous impulses could not be ~ntalized~. 

translated into the feelings of pleasure and pain. Consciousness, even 

as the consciousness of pain, c2nnot be a part of the animal machinee The 

machine is physical and everything physical is,. in prinoiple,. observable. 

The basic assuption of epiphenomenalis.m is that every sensation and thought 

and feelinG can be broken down into two factors: the nervous processes 

involved, and the mentalizing activity of consciousnoss. All causal 

influer.ce of these thoughts derives from the nervot~s processes which,. of 

course, are physical. In this way, though consciousness itself has a physical 

basis 1 it is biologically a waste, and causally the equation "nervous system 

~ nv:.:··;ous system + consciousness t- holds without reservation. 

2. George Santayana: Spirit 1 p.l26 
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CB"A:?Tr-:P.. Vl 

EPI~iNOl1ENALIS!·.:f AND SCIENCE 

n Theoretically. if we could build a machine whose mech~nical 

structure duplicated human physiology. then we could ha~machine whose 
1 

intellectual capacities would duplicate those of human beings." This 

is a good summary of the attitude of many sèientists to the human mind. 

The u r;reat engineering dream ,,. is now s lowly becoming the dream of 

constructing machines which duplicata more and more racets of human behavior 

with ever increasinG fidelity. In many fiel~ of course. the machines 

are already vastly superior ta the human mind: for instance, they can 

calculate or count better and raster than we can. But these operations may 

be called "'mechanical ~: they are repetitive and uninteresting---- this 

is not the field where hwnan bein;;s excel. In general, I think it is fair 

to say that most machines that he.ve so far been constructed laok the 

adaptability of living anb2ls and imitate only a very fevr, sele0ted human 

behavioral tre.its. Vle e.re indubitably still A. very long way from the 

ulti!!'.ate aspiration of beint; able to oonstruct robots approaching the 

organizational intricacy and behavioral characteristics of animals and men. 

At this point, it is even questione.ble if we ever vrill be in a position to 

construct such machines, or if such machines can be construoted at all. 

However. the rapid advance of cybernetics, the recent invention and subse-

quent development of eloctronic machine s of hitherto undreamed of comp lexity, 

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

1. Norbert ~üener: The Human Use of Human Be in~s ( Double day An ch or Books: 
New York,l954) 1 p. 57 



of science to blend ·.the technician with the medical doctor, the engineer 

wi th ';:!le physiologist. 

T~e concepts of cybernetics have lately inf!ilt~ated the field of 

physiology. Certain bacic sir.tilarities have been observed between the 

functioning of the nervous system in aniJ"1als and the control mechnnisms 

of elEJctronic machines. The sinilarities are thou~ht to be expressed 

in concepts such as •-nomeoste:sisn and "ne2;ative feedback"'. Homeostasi s 

may be described as a. sta.te of s~2.ble equilibrium: a t;ood example is the 

anima.l t s body temperature maintained rouc;hly at thA same leve 1 throughout 

the interna! environn ent. Negative feedback is an é'.UtO:r.J.[l.tic control 

mechan:i.sm which re :;ulates perfomance at any one moment by taking .?.0count 

of results reached by the perfo~ance of the bwmedi2tely preceding 

moment. The concept is a2plicable to physiological as vrell ~s electronic 

mochanisms. It may be considered pnrposbre inaS:r.J.l.tCh 2.s i t is directec1 at 

the ;aa.intenance of homeostasis, i.f' out~)ut exceeds or fc.lls belovv a certJ.in 

defL~ite leve!# information of this deviation is feo back to the c ontrolling 

centre, wher0 pro]Xlr ad,justm.ents are made to compensate t'or the increase 

or :cod.u~tion by slowins down or accelerqting the r ate of activity. For 

inste.nce ., vrhen I rea ch out my a rm to t ake a book f rom the shelf, there is 

a conti::luous and ver; rO.]?id fe e dba ck o f information to the br::1in centres, 

co::1oerning the actual positi0n of my palm and fincers 2.t e.?.oh mo:rœnt, from 

which t he controlling organ ( or proce:J G ) can ca lcuhte and determine how 

much further I have to stretch to reél.ch the book, how solidly I have to 

wrap my finr:;ers around i t so that i t won 1t slip out of 11\f hand and how far 

I have to t alee it in order to be ablo to pla ce it on t he table. 

~Jacat ive feedoack is error-actuated or error-conuensating., and él.S such 
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it is believed to be the basic princi?le underlying the functioning 

of the nervous syste~ A negative feedback mechanis.m 2lways involves 

effectors and receptors; the former execute tasks, the latter relay 

information of the actual perfor.mance of the effectors, which is then 

llronediately converted in+.o data uti1ized in the adjustment and subsequent 

co:!ltrol of tho se effectors • In a human be i.r)g the effectors are evidently 

the musclès and the receptors the various sense or~ans. From a different 

point of view avery sensory stimulus may be considered a temporary 

disturbance of the organism• s homeostasis elicitine;, via 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 activity. 

I hopa these few words will sqffice 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 vmnderfully complex machines. This, of course, is the view 

of epiphenomenalism: and in the light of these new scientific developments / 

it is surprisin~ that the theory is receivinc so little attention today. 

If science 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. 

B~r an organism be :ng a machine I mean that the three fé;.ctors of sens ory 
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inpu·t. built-:in tendancies and stored memory information available at 

any time, determine t~e motor output at that time. All thece factors 

are physical: consciousness, beine; an inunaterial f'unction, can neither 

be a part of the machine, nor can it influence the :machine. -~ ;e have 

talked é!bout "moral values'~ and ninner life 11 in this thesis without 

once attempting to state what these values are 1 or in what that life 

consists. This is understandable because there are important and extensive 

disputes about the nature of value and of the g;ood !ife, and ·;re did not 

~.- .ne!-!., ·i-;~r:"-:.t -;:; ï-:.·3 d'inger of science is that Y.rhen and if men finally turn out 

to be animal machines_, then it will be possible to control them as 

machines ~re controllede If the truth of this proposition is seen it will 

also bo evident that :mder such conditions all moral !ife, conscious joy 

and true individuality is m2de impossible. 

n-n 
This should, of coursa, not be taken as ~ priori, moral argument 

against science: it is only an assesmnent of the situation and 2 brief 

gl.:mce at the possibilities. Once a3ain, it should not be re ~çarded as 

implyin:; that :::cientific inquiry will ever arrive at the conclusion that 

human b0incs ara autmnata---o:..· that it would ever be in a position 

experimentally to verif.y such a conclusion. Hovrover, it is indubitable 

that science seems, at present, to be developing in a d~roction ultimately 

favorâbl13 for ~n epiphenomenalistic interpretation of the relation of 

mind to body. It is also evident that the tendency to regard human bein.:;s 

as rnE'.chinos is a serious threat to the moral !ife, and in the end to the 

exmstential destiny of the human race. The confliot is apparent in the 
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fe.ct +.h."'l.t ord~.nary men don't thjnk of themselves as auto:rnnta only-

t:hey .O.f!oak quite readily of responsibilities., aspirations and of an 

intense subjective intimacy which is considered so alien to all actual 

and possible machines. The danger., on the other hand., is nowhere more 

apparent than in the fearfully thorou3h braim·roshin~•Nhich is perhaps a 

form of conditioning- that can be accomplished even vd.th our very l:imited 

knowledt;e of psychology. 

This leads me ta a consideration of the relation of epiphenomenalism 

ta science. Properly1 this tapie should be discussed in the gener?..l 

context of the relation of science to philosophy. However., such a 

generalized disc~ssion is certainly beyond the scope of this thesis. We 

will h3.VB ta be content vrith a short exam.ination of some aspects of the 

question as it more part icularly concernw the the ory of epiphenomanalism. 

It is generally accepted today that philosophical and scientific questions 

are not of the sa.-118 type. The problem of whether or not perceptions are 

)K. representative of abjects., for example~ or whether the world is one or 

many~ cannat be decided by observation and experiment. :eossibly such 

questions ct>.nnot be decided at all, not indeed because they are pseudo

questions or muddles but bacause they are enismas underlying our very existence. 

There is something paradoxical abou:!; brute givenness• -~ i:len we ask basic 

questions either we have a deep-ssated feeli~~ of vacuity or dizziness which 

mak:es us wonder if we are askinr; anything at all, or we hc.ve a feeling of 

supreme confidence in the significance and importance of the issues. VIe may 
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be closer or farther to the solution of philosophical problems and for 

various reasons it may turn out that certain problems are scientific 

rath0r than philosopl:.i~al. Illien man first began to reflect on his 

circumstances, to think about the world and about h:imself in the world, 

~11 questions were philosophical. Early cosmologies were made of the 

stuff of dreams and of vride guesses• the spontaneity of the imagination 

embroidered on the observed but sometnnes ludicrously irrelevant 

• Y}/ • 
conJuct:J.ons in the world to construct fabulous theories and a speculative 

physic:>. There was no way of verifying what was right and what was \7rong 

in this web of miscellaneous hypotheses. Now it seems probable that 

even if all possible methods of vc1·ification were availab le to us, there 

would still remain a residue of insoluble, but not for th.?.t reason unreo.l, 

philosophical problems. I-IowevP ... , as new methods of verificati::m are invented, 

more and more problems become, in principle at least, soluble. Artificial 

sense organs aro produced, which enable us to transfom hitherto unob-

Sel-/able Bhenomona into a for.m which can be easily observod by one or more 

of our five senses. The radio is a good examplo of s1 .. wh a development. 

The statement: ~ The stars enit mysteriou.s unobservable sig;nals which r1.m 

throush the bodies of animals and men wjthout these bein.:; in any way 

conscious of them or significantly affected by them, 11 would have been consi-

dered totally unverifiable eighty or a hu."ldred years ago. Today the new 

science of radio-~stronomy is concerned with just these signals rendered 

observable by M3.rconi' s invention, and the ab ove proposition has been 

conclusively verified. 

There is, then, a gradua! transferenco of problems from philosophy to 
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the :f':i.eld of science. Philosophy has at least two ftmctions with 

respect to science: first it has to examL~e cribically the conoeptual 

)\ framework on which a science is built~ and secondly it hac to attempt to 

correlate the resulta of various fields of soientific inquiry in arder to 

provide a unified view of the current state of our knowledge, and 

supplementing this by speculative theories, eventually a unified view of the 

world. The first task Ill.'ly roughly be described as analysis~ the second 

as generalization. Now it seems to me that a n~ber of problems connected 

with ·(;he theory of mind are at present in the procoss of beine; transferred 

from the sphere of philosophy to th2.t of science. Tho rapid development 

of biology in the last hundred years and the pronounced emphasis lately 

on the scientific asi~ct of psychology are at least two indications of this 

trend. Physiological psycholo:;y is slowly beginning to flourish, anct. we 

can expect, I think, further interesting information from neurology and 

the application of the concep+,s of cybernetics in the field of physiology. 

This is why I have previously maintained asainst Santayana that this is 

no tine to insist on a hard and fast distinction between literary and 

:aoientific psychology •. of which only the foru~er can, by imitative sympathy, 

approach the phenomenon of consciousness. It is not impossible that an 

artificial sense organ may be invented by w;tich we would be enabled to 

'-tune in111 on the mental discourse of others. It is not impossible that 

some of us aotually have such a strange (sense?) orGan active in the 

problernatio phenomena of extra-senso~J perception~ which facilitates a direct 

awarehess of another•s conscious manifold vlithout the benefit of observing 

the mediating factor of the person's behavior. It would~ of course, not do 
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to employ these i.lœ.ginative points as art;uments against epiphenomenalism 

in general, and Santayana in partioular~ but I believe that if we want 

to arriva at an honest estimate of the situation, we must certainly take 

them into account and attempt to appreciate their si;:;nific'lnce. 

Thus one possible reason why epiphenomenalism is ultimately dependent 

on science is that questions ehout consciousneas, intelligence and the 

relation of conscious events to neural prooesses seam to be becoming 

scientific questions. Another :reason is the general consideration that 

philosophical theorieG, even •·.rhen frankly speculative, should take account 

of the .f'actual information of the sciences. Ontological analysis should 

incorporate, as far as possible, the well-attested results of sciontific 

inquiry. Ii' these re~mlts, or the theories vrhich they are usually 

taken to confir.m, are not put to good use in the analysis, reasons for 

this should be given. Also, no philosopher shoull. hesitate to plead 

ignor~~ce when ignorance is honestly felt; and the possibility of further 

scientific advanoe in the field should be aclmov.rledged and research leading 

to such possible advance at all times encouraged. 

There is, however, anot.~er more compellinc reason for the dependance 

on science of this particular doctrine of the relation of mind to body. 

Epiphenomenalisn is also called the theory of eonscious automatisme The 

concept of "automatism~• is a scientific one. It is not enough that vre can 

conceive of the animal organism as a rnr.ohi ne: here positive evidence is 

needed. For if we cau conceive of the animA.l as a machine; we can also 

conceh>e of it as an oligarchie society of cells, ?. teleolo;:;ical system of 
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pé'.rt:=: erlch of which presu?poses for i ts existence all the others and 

thus the whole. a.nd in a number of other vrays. We are using the concept 

of a machine and applying it to animals and men: but the concept is a 

borrov•ed one and thus before we can e;o a step further we must produce 

suffident evidence to the effect that the hu.man body is a machine. This 

evidei:ce can only be scientif'ic in nature---based on observ.e.tion and 

exper:imant. 

I must rema.rk that this does not invalidate Santayana' s ontological 

epiphenomenalis.m. Such an epiphenomenalism amounts to the resolution 

that from now on we shall regard the s phere of power as es sentially ( though 

not existentially ) distinct from the sphere of conscious acquaintance 

or knowledge. It involves. as we have already ~ointed out. an analysis 

of each conscious event into, roughly, a set of ~hysical processes which 

are c&usally effective and the mentalizing factor of consciousness which 

is not. The analysis seem:; to be loe;ically a legitimt?..te one 1 even thou ê_;h 

it cm·ries Descarte s ' ra.dical 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 body. There are 

two criteria by which we could evaluate such a purely ontological epiphe

namena lism, and Santayana•s theory fails on both these counts. If a theory 

relies on no scientific evidence or sophisticated argumentation, then I 

can jud~e its va lue and estimate its probability by determining to what 

extent it does justice to my exl?erience . Bein.:'; of the hie;hest possible 

degree of generality. it should account for the characteristic features of 

experience by means of a minimum number of as sumptions. Epiphenameaali~ 
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:ts ine.J.equate in this respect because, though claiming the authority of 

corrr..on sense, it disregards the evidence of cammon experience. J~ 

everyd~y experience, if I do not wish to go beyond it, will never reveal 
..,.., 1 

to me the putative fact that I am automaton, or sugge~t that my conscious 

self is in no way involved in the selection of my actions. Quite to the 

contra~J: I feal that I (conscious self) can and do react on the world, 

tl~t I can consciously control my actions, executv my consciously contrived 

plans and sametimes to sorne extent even realize my dreams and my ~irations. 

This is direct evidence against epiphenomenalism, and ontological analysis 

can zive us no serious ground for believing that the evidence is merely 

illusory. 

T:!lc second criterio:u. w1lich we o)uld apply to the ontological fonn of 

epiphenomenalism follov.e from the anüytic task of philosophy with respect 

to science. It is the following: Can we expect any new results, in 

experimentation or amounting to a re·.rision of the ~Jonceptual framework of 

any of the sciences concerned with some aspect of the body"'11lind problem, 

i.f we s rant any or all of the assu."'ll.ptions and conclusions of the the ory of 

conscious autcan.atism? The answer has to oe in the negative. ~piphenam.ena lism 

Y can lead to no new experimGntation because new exper:imentél.tion led to the 

forrr.ulation of epiphenomenalism. Similarly, this theory cannet lead to 

the revision of the concepts of physiology or psychology, because the 
i : l".L,()/ • 

intro~uotion of new cor.œpts into the se sciences, e specially physiology, 

gave the initial impetus to advance such an analysis of the experience 

situation. The theorJ is essentially deri vativo and based on the influx of 

scientH'ic conce TJts into philosophy. Ontologica l e piphenomenalism 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 

litt le or no force of conviction. Epiphenomenalism is a philosophical 

theory that is built, and can only be built, on a fo~~dation of scientific 

fact, though it involves a c~eculative extension of all such f~ct. 

~zy neoct task is to try to elucidate in what sense epiphenomenalism can 

be considered to result from a conflict of science and <:Jhilosophy. In at 

least one sense there can be no conflict between science and philosophy. 

The :rnethods and the objectives of the tv-ro are altogether different, and 

when they are in an ide3.l state of equilibrium science and philosophy mutually 

1 
complement one 

generalize.tion 

another. The philosopher is concerned vnth conceptual 

and the scientist vrith factual investigation. No philosopher 

will dispute, say, t he correct laboratory method of analyzing the chemical 

constitution of a compound, and s~ilarly no scientist \vill try to argue 

about the nature o~ the sood or examine the problem of universals. Eo<~ever, 

a conflict of these tvro distinct fields of human endeavor is possible under 

certain conditions. I h~ve previously remarked t hat as our observational 

methods i.rrtprove, certain questions which were origin.::tlly t hought to be 

philosophica l ~re transfer red into the cphere of science. Such a transference 

of prcblems i s usually a.ccompanied by· a philosophic:-! 1 up~eava l and the 

wholesé.le destr'-lction of speculative theories advanced a s the putative 

solutions of these problems. There is a confusion within philosophy because 

it is not clear how much of t he subject in question can be treated by saience 

and how romch of it ( if any at all ) is left f'or philosophy. Also, 

scientific data newly made availalle are il.i.-rligested and poorly inte e;r ated 

by philosopher s . As a result we have hybrià theorie s and ~ature 
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gener~lizations reflecting the confusion of philosophers and of 

scientific theorists a.like. 

ri 
The great period of scientific advance from the seventeeth century 

to our own day is perhaps tho be st ex?.Jllple of vrhat I have called " the 

trPnsference Of problemSH. J '.'Jill not br:i.ng elabora.te historical examples 

to illustrate my point: suc:h. examples abound in any historical work touching 

on a COLlparison of ]&!dieval vii th., say • Seventeenth Centm-y science. 

t.lso, we may remind ourselves of the revcalin~ fél.ct that physics used to be 

and is sometimes still called \'natural philoso.t?hy11 • ~h1ch of modern 

philosophy since Jesc2rtes is vitiated by the fact that somehow philosophers 

have been unable to find the right attitude toward science_, asnuming novr 

a patrcnizin~ air 0f superiority., then the servility of uncritical admirationi 

Bt one point attem~ting to linitate its methods_, at another rejectinc it 

altocether---never quite succeeding in discovering the proper fQnction of 

philosophy and in this \va~r reachinr; a healthy bé'.lance. Epi:?henomenalism 

is thi..lZ not only the direct tesult of the conflict of philosophy and science 

in the field of psychology and the theory of mind; it is a.lso 2 SJilll.ptom 

of the more general conflict of these t-..-m disciplines_, revealing a deep 

rift within contemporary civilization and tnentieth century man. .ihen_, to 

ci te a crude exé1Inple, v1e think of the hydrogen bomb vTith a sense of ~enoral 

accomplishr..ent and yet t:jO on to describe its horrors in a war which Y.fe say 

is possible only because of our moral i1TD"11aturity., vre are referring in a 

practic&l context to the saBe basic conflict, deplorin0 our sad st~te in 

which control over the envirorunent is not accompanied by self-control and 

ult:i.rnately by co!ltrol over the uses to which this enviromnent-control is put. 
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Hore specifically epiphenomenalism is the result of the conflict of 

science and philosophy with respect to the correct method of investic;ating; 

the phenomenon of consciousness. It was formulated as a consequence of 

the introduction of the concept of automatism into philosoph~/· In the 

sevonteenth and eighteenth centuries automatism was conceived on the madel 

of clocks and clockwork music boxes; in the nineteenth century on the 

madel of the heat-engine burnins a combustible fuel. Today it is conceived 

on the more sophisticated pattern of negative feedheck systems and 

electronic ""orc.ins". This is not to say that we have conclusive proof that 

the humz.n body is a machine and that the central control system of the 

brain functions exclusively or even J_:>redominz.ntly as a feedback u..11.:i.t. This 

proposition has not to date been verified. even thou~h it is often believed 

that the cumulative evidor.ce of biology and allied sciences points in the 

direction of its eventual confin1ation. Epiphenorr..enalism assumes its truth 

at the outset e.nd then attempts to malce room for the old philosophical 

discipline of introspection in this new· context. Autom2tism is taken to 

imply that consciousness, boing ••subject5_vett &nd to t~e best of our know-

~/ 

ledse ~observable. cannat be ~rt of the machine. Of the hierarchy r~ex-

res~o~s~-conscious response, it is assumed that from the point of view of 

causal efficacy and biolo~ical survival value, the last term is dispensable. 

In this overhasty cr:rstallization of views in an essentially fluid and 

developine; scientific situation, the theory of conscious au.tomatism can 

do justice neither to i~trospection nor to experiment~ Both philosophy and 

science are forced into a cam2romise: the effectiveness of philosophy is 

restricted to the inner life and observational methods are denied the 

possibility of ever treating of the usubjectivityu of consciousness on 
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scientific principles. The doctrine of conscious automatis.m 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 undeter.mined how much of the experimenta l results of 

science should be taken into acco'.mt by philosophy, and how what is thus 

ack:nowledged should be integrated. It is unsatisfactory because the 

til.eor;y· imputes :more to science than sc ience has manc?.ged to e stablish, 

denies wha.t research at a later date may establish and finally rejects 

the i~ediate evidence of common experience. 

The epiphenomenalist claim can be stated in the following manner. 

Thcrc 5. s no stimulus x of any complexity vrhatever, such that my becoming 

conscious of x ;;rould have t o be a necessa ry condition of my appropriate 

response to x. Onee aga in, we may phrase the cla:i.m a s follows: The circuit 

sensory input- autonamous central process - motor output is complete on any 

level of complexity without the intervention of consciousnass. · Consciousness 

is unnccessary f or the functiona l compl etion of any reflex arc. 

Ncwr that we have seen that epiphenomena lism is essentially dependent 

on science not only f or the corrobarâtion of its assumptions but a lso fo r 

the verification of its conclusion, let me proceed t o investigat e whethe r 

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

The epiphenomena list holds that consc i ousne ss is a waste product of 

the biolor;icA. l ore;anism. .io.ste products 2r e in~vi tably pre sent wherever 

or.;sanisms ar e present, and consciousnes s :i.s the waste product, presumably, 
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of hi~h ~rade brain activity. On the basis of fairly conclusive 

scientific evidence we may say that though indirectly dependent on the 

wholc brain, consciousness is thrown off as a waste produnt of the 

functioning, more especially,: of a certain l:imited part of the bram. 

Let us say, in accordance with recent theories about t~e localization of 

function, that this brain-seg!;-aent is the diencephalon. The production of 

consciousness will not, of course, make a vesticial organ of the 

diencephalon; it may, on the contrary, put it in a position analogous to 

that of the kidneys, which are comrerned w:i.th the elimination of liquid 

wastes. The epiphenomenalists would not, and I suspect could not, further 

specify the manner of production of a presumably immaterial waste by a 

material orsan, nor a;;ain the peculiar constitutional difference there must 

be between the diencephalon and other p.::crts of the cortex , so that it 

alone, and not sorne other brain segment, f::9nerates the by-product. However, 

we s~~ll not insist on these difficulties: it is sufficient for us to note 

them. 

Hovr evidently the easiest way of showin[ that the epiphenomenalistic 

equation ~ nervous system = nervous system + consciousness " holds would 

be by observing the action of the nervous system v1ith oonsciousness present 

and then with consciousness absent, and subsequently comparing the tv:o 

sets of observations. This is the only way we nan do that sort of tlùng 

in science, and if it can be done at all• we will cert!'l.inly be able to do 

it bec:luse we are concerne d with matters of fu.nctional arder a nd disorder 

and causal efficacy observable in action and behavior. 1Jow let us remove 

a part of the frog ' s brDin in order to elimi nate its c onsciousnes s 
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( in the absence of contrary evidence I am assuming that a fro~ has 

consciousnes s, but this is incidental to my point for the hypothetical 

e~peri:rnent could equally 'Nell be carried out on a human being). A change 
2 

in the frog' s behavior inevitably follows. If vre now vrished to arGUe tha.t 

the obsorved difference in behavior is due to the fact that consciousness 

is no longer present and a ctiwly eng.?.:;ad in the direction of the animal' s 

.::etions, the epiphenomenalist could retor+-that this is by no means the 

c~se. The behavioral difference is due not to the elimination of 

consciousness, but to the elimin~tion of. the controlling centres of certain 

vital functions together with consciousness. The '•seat of consciousness'1 

is not "l. vesti6ial organ vdth no ether funct:..on basides th.at of produci!!S 

consoio~sness. Mas+, orobably it is a lso the controlling centre oi' a nurnber 

of important nervous functions. 

'1?1-t"..ls we are confronted vrith the f'ollO\•lint; s~_tuation. \fuenever we 

elL'1lin1.te consciousness and note a difference in the subject •s be.havior 

( and such a be h<Wioral ch '1nge is inevitab le ) 1 the e piphenomen.alist can 

cl2im thnt because of our im~~rfect ex?erimental methods we have con• 

curr3~tly destroyed or at least L'11paired the functioning of some physica1 

co~1trcl centre. The epipheno:r.r.malist, derna.nding the translation of ~ 

st.:>.tem.onts about consciousness :ilnplying causal efficacy, into statements 

about physical neur-3.1 p!"ocesses, seems to have not a strong or convincin6 

but a.t least a consistent and well-contri ved position. But now on further 

ro.fkction we find that this a r gument whicl: seemed ori; ina lly to protect 

2. 'l'his change may not :'!.mount to more than the loss of initiative : in the 
absence of any ?'ross 3timulus the animal sits comple-lfely na s sive and would 
starvo soone r tnan f tud itself. Hu."Cley admits th~ s \ .:'.nimal Automatism.p.9) ; 
the difference between post-and pre-oneration behavior iS undeniàbla. 
Ruxlo~1 s a rgunent for e~i~henomanalism depends on a conditional inference 
f;:olJ"1 · someu to '~a~l tt ( '•• .the machine~ which. is competent to do so much •• , 
:rr.1~~'t ':rep do a ll -p.~:l) and no"l? any cla11ll. to t.'1.e e.ffect t hat t he elimination 
of co:!SC~ousness does not ent:nl chnn,~:es 1n the a.rumal•s beh3vior. 
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epiphenamenalism against objections based on experimental evidence, 

reveals a crt.'.ci·ü shortcomin~ of the t'.-.e ry. For the epiphenomenalist 

ma:L."'l.t<=<ins that consciousness is a waste-product of the perfectly functioning 

nervous system-brain unit. To eliminate consciousness, then, in order to 

show that its presence or absence is irrelevant to the functioning of the 

nervou8 system, we will necessarily h.e.vc to impair the functioning of 

that nervous system. No matter how refined our experimental methods 

become, we will still have to interfere vdth the functionin3 of the nervous 

system-brain unit in order to elir.linate consciousness, for so lon :; as that 

unit functions perfectly consciousr>.ess will be presAnt. But if the bra in

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 cau ,?o::;sibly be devised nnic:'l should verify the epiphenomenalist 

thesis. If consciousness is held to be the causa lly impotent cœcomitant 

affect of a ~)erfectly functioning brain, t hen it is impossible in any 

scientific experiment to separate the two in such a mannar that with 

consciousness absent the nervous s ystemwill still operate perfectly. 

The above, I feel, is sufficient to show that epiphenomenalism cannat 

look to science for "6onfirmation of its conclusion. 1.'fe ha ve a lroady S <:3 !D. 

that its mo s t im9orta!lt .:-1re r:ti::;s , name ly t hat of the biolo:;ica l a utomatism 

of anir:lals, is inadeqt.-'l t ely su?ported oy scientific evidence. novrever, the 

theory is del)endent on scie ntific concepts for its ori(jina. l fonnulation. 

'Je ri id. not cla im that it is a scientific hypothesis: it is indub itably a 

philoG·::.,!Phical theory. But without the "backin:; of science, as an ontological 

theory it ca rries no force of c onviction. In addition we have nov: o s t ablished 



that i t ~an expect no direct support from ooservaticn or experimerrt. Our 

conclusion is that even thou:;h ontolo:r, icéll epiphenomen~lisn. is not zelf

~ontraè.ictory, it is an unsatisfactory solution of the problem of mind and 

body. Evidence for the theorJ is scarce and the arguments advanced to 

support it ( Yfl-ten suc!:. ar~uments are :.?resented at all ) are far from 

convinci:'lge Its value lies in its reco[;nition of t.he problem which underlit:s 

it 3.nd in the indecision which bred it. I3einz a symptc,.,., of t he t:imes, it 

reminds us of som.ethin.'~ more ilnportant 'Chan i tso lf, name ly of the fact th<:.t 

ours iz a scientific a3e and that before philosophy finds its place in the 

modern world, its pretension::; 3.nd its ju<>t clai;•ts must clash ·,;ith t hose of 

science. The clash reveals a split within the hur.1an personality. 
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