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Chapter Two

The Consclousness of Self
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"Who Am I?°

The question, 'Who am I?' 1s formidable. Qur attempted
answers to 1t or, as the case may be, the perplexities to which
it leads us possess more implications than we realize or care to
admit. Who am I? 1 ;g:;ot even kmme a proper name for myself;
the name which 1is given me is the property of strangers with
which they refer to what they intend to be myself. My name sounds
awkward when I recite it aloud. I am embarrassed to use it,
since what I know of myself 1s so very different from what they
mean when they call me by my name. The only reference to my-
self that does not embarrass me 1s the non-committal pronoun
'I' which says so little and implies so much. In the classical
languages the action of the verb implies the agent, and a sepa-
rate pronoun to designate him is superfluous. All verbs of
action in the first person singular imply the existence of self.
When the action is independent of contingent external circum-
stances, as for example 1n verbs of meditating, thinking, re-
flecting, or feeling, the existence of the subject is particularly
forcefully implled. The Cartesian premise and conclusion,

coglito ergo sum, is the most famous example of thils manner of

Introducing the notlon of self into the argument.

The component of our thought that implies the existence, the
activity and sensitivity of self, we call consciousness. The

relatlionship of consclousness and self is one of the most
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perplexing problems of thought. On first consideration, 1t
Is difficult to see why this should be the case, The matter
of self, clearly, 1s one about which each man is entitled to
speak for himself, and no man can speak for another. Con-
sciousness, of all phenomena the most immediate to our minds,
should be the toplc about which we are able to speak most
authoritatively of all. On the contrary, it appears that

the very clcseness of thlis question to our intellect and to
our emotions has made 1t difficult to view in a suitable per-
spective. Many an attempt to define self has missed 1%5 tar-
get by far. Whenever self is hypotheslized as a potential mem-
ber of an objective world, 1t will appear exaggerated. Among
the discernible objects of the natural world, conscliousness
and self appear as phantoms magnifled and distorted almost
beyond recognition. The apparent answers to questions about
self are offen disturbingly grotesque, and it is perhaps more
from embarrassment than from disinterest that the topic has

L

been neglected. " If thilquestionlabout self may claim a cer-
tain loglcal priority,:;iii§m$$£érfluous to the accomplish-
ment of practical ends. There is no practical achievement
and hardly a theoretlcal one which may not be attalned by a
man wlthout ever wasting an introspective thought about the
subJective qua}ity of hls own exlstence, of his power, or of

his knowledge. Indeed, 1t is probable that whenever the question
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about self arises, it tends to distract the stream of thought
and to interrupt the progress of action. The concern about
self and consciousness is singularly unfruitful; perhaps for
this reason the study of individuality 1s generally held in
contempt by modern thinkers. Many indeed are the sclentists
who ask what man 1s, but they are concerned with him as a
demonstrable belng. Thelr question 'What is man?' has the
same loglical Import as the question 'What is a chicken?' or
'What 1s a donkey?' Investigations into the structure and
qualities of the self, however, are few and far betweeﬁ, and
thelr purposes as well as thelr conclusions have generally

been much misunderstood.

We constantly refer to ourselves, but we entertain only
a2 nebulous idea of what self might be. Hardly have we invented
an hypothesis about self in its actuality, before we become
discouraged by the evident discrepancies between the concept
proposed and the testimony of experience. Few such attempts
have even achleved an appearance of success. Evidently, how-
ever, 1t is of no consequence in practical affairs that the
self should remain undefined. The definition of self is pre-
requlsite neither to the ordinary tasks of 1ife, nor for that
matter, to the performance of the most heroic and extraordinary

of actlons. However, in the theoretical understanding of our
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experience, the proper deslignation of self is of pivotal im-
portance. There have been epochs in the history of thought,
when misconceptions about self rigidly limited the effective-
ness of thought. For example, many of the qualities that were
once attributed to soul had the effect of intimidating the
individual in his attempts to understand the circumstances

of hils daily 1ife. Today the question about self is virtually
forgotten as an analytical problem. We have become accustomed
to ignore the uncertalnty and vagueness of all our concepts

of self. When pressed wlith the question, we are 1ncliﬁed to
identify self with body, diffident as we are to assert the
existence of the seif as an entity remote from sensory per-
ception. But, as we shall show, to identify self with the
body 1s tantamount tc denying 1t. The consequences of such
denlal are lnapparent; for that reason they are readily under-
estimated. I think 1t would not be at all difficult to show
that the denial of self as existing distinct from the objective
world has profoundly affected our thought in many fields, in
ethlics, in esthetlcs, and particularly in the theory of know-
ledge. As we proceed to identify and to describe the various
qualitles of selfhood, the consequences of its denial or dis-

tortlion will become more clearly apparent.
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The 1deas that we entertain about self may convZeniently
be divided intoc those that seek to answer the gquestion what
self 1s and those that attempt to answer the question what
self does. The two paths of inquiry lead to very different
notions of self. When we consider self as potential object
we galn an entlirely different picture from that which arises
from the conslderation of self as subject of action. In order
to understand what we mean when we refer to self we must trace

both approaches to the question.

.

The notion of self as entity condenses from our understand-
ing of the world. It 1s a habit of our thought that identifies
the reality of an object wlth the name that we attach to 1t.
Thls identification 1s primarily Justified because our many
dealings wlth that particular object will invariably require
our use of a single name and will evoke many of the concepts
with which the particular object has become identified in our
thought. 1In the practical affairs of our dally lives, this
equation of symbol and reallty works surprisingly well, largely
because our relatlionshlp to the particular obJect designated
1s a rellable one. We are cautious and deliberate in bestowing
such names. To give an example, we know what we mean when we
say 'thls chailr,' because 1n all our experience the name chair

has represented a peculiarly constant constellation of physilcal
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apperceptions. Our error arises when we assume that other con-
cepts of which we fall to have so strict and rellable perceptual
knowledge should possess meaning and definition equally useful.
We are too prone to assume that all concepts which our mind
Invents must correspond to an existence comparable to that

chalr or the table. We make this assumptlion in spite of the
fact that our|minds can multiply concepts wlthout end, concepts
of whilch we héve no experlence other than that accompanying
thelr logical formulation. This misinterpretation of concepts
has been one of the most consequential errors in the h&story

of thought.

The numercus obJjective entities with which self 1s often
ldentified may be considered under three toplcs: the biologlcal
self, specifically the human body; the theological self, tradi-
tionally called soul; and the historical self that, for lack of

ldiomatlc designation, we will refer to as person or personality.

-
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The Blological Self

In the course of the past two hundred years the ldentification
of self with the human body has become somewhat of a2 celebrated
cause. To deal falirly with the merits of this biological defini-
tion will require more than the usual historical detachment. The
analysis and criticism of this ldentification of self and body
have provided a recurrent theme for speculative thought. In
general thls discussion may be understood as the disputation
between those who ldentify human nature entirely with the body
and those who seek to project the quality of humanness primarily
to a non-physical principle. Probably 1t was the extravagance
of the traditional Christlan denlal not only of the virtues
of the human body but even of 1ts reality that provoked 1n recent
centuries an extravagant contradiction of this fantasy, an equally
fervent denlal of the spirituality of the self and a passionate
insistence upon the excluslve ldentification of human nature
with the blologlcal properties of the human body. Of all tech- ‘
nlcal philosophical questions, thls is one of the most widely
publicised: hardly an educated man is to be found who does not
presume to be able to supply it with a dogmatic answer. When
the integrity, the health, and the vitality of the human body
are evldently indlspensable to the existence of human life, the

denial and rejection of this body as an integral part of human
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nature must be accounted a most remarkable achievement of thought,
though not perhaps altogether in a laudable sense. It is all

the more worthy of note that this systematic denial should have
become the ethos not merely of an isolated sect of fanatics,

but that 1t served for many centuries as a gulding precept to

the most refined and educated and thoughtful of men. It was

an almost perverse denial of one phase of universal experience,
suggesting among other implications the bias that mind may bring
to bear against an inimical idea. There is nothing difficult

or obscure about the dependence of self upon body. Ph&siological
and psychological observations of the most elementary sort suggest
that we must identify ourselves with our bodies. There is, in

the first place, the organic integrity of the body, its coherence,
1ts physlical continuity, and the blological interdependence of

its parts. The body provides a permanent reference to all modalities
of sensation, to vision, to hearing, to position sense, to touch
and to pain. Whatever I feel, in the primary sense of this word,
I feel in some portion of my body. We may call these arguments
the morphologic and physiologic justifications for identifying
self and body.

The identification of self and body, self-evident though it
be from a naturalistic point of view, 13 unable to give satis-

factory explanation to the phenomena of thought and consciousness.
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More often than not the identification of self and body proves
inadequate to our intellectual and emotional needs. Consequently
thls simple and nalve doctrine 1s disconcerting and provocative
to the responsible mind. Perhaps it 1s some primitive animal
instinct for self-preservation that drives us to assoclate our-
selves with the limitatlons of our bodies, inducing us to nourish
and to protect them as our most viﬁal possesslons. The concern
for the body, however, tends to remain an intention and a pro-
gram. Many a chain of thought, relying upon the hypothesis

that self and body are one, diséovers thlis unlty to be*indefen-
sible and leads to a contrary conclusion. Whatever incentives

we may have to regard ourselves and our bodies as one, we are
none the less prone to view the physical parts of ourselves

with considerable detachment. The maturation and senescence,

the growth and the wasting, the mutllation and the repalr to
which the body 1s subjJect never seem to compromise the ldentlty
of self as 1t remains the undisturbed substrate of all our ex-
perlence of change. Whatever may happen to the body, the in-
tegrity of self 1s unimpalred. It is blologically and literally
true that when we lose a finger or a hand, an arm or a leg, the
vision of an eye, or the hearing of an ear; when we are surgically
deprived.of an internal organ such as a kidney, a lung, or some
segment of the digestive tract, we are physically deprived of

a part of the body. By the hypothesis that self and the body
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are identical, by this hypothesis that is so difficult to sustain,
;;:seprivation of part of the body we should also logse part

of the self. Yet like those lower animals who physically re-
generate an amputated part, the healthy mind quickly repairs

1ts concept of self. By nature we are unable to accept the

loss of part of ourselves. So long as we live, we regard as
expendable whatever we have lost. Not even when afflicted with

a mortal wound or burdened with a fatal disease will the mind
acknowledge 1lts inJury. In all deaths which I have observed,

4
there is no more acceptance of the impending disintegration

of self than 1s present at the moment of falling asleep.

The healthy mind will admit of no partition; it will con-
template no partial exlstence of itself proportional to the
continuing existence of the mutilated body. These facts in
themselves suggest some discrepancy in the identification of
self and body. If this identification were sufficient, the
body should not only be physically but also conceptually in-
dispensable to self. Loss of part of the body would then imply
the corresponding destruction of self, a deprivation progressive
to the point where death of the body should imply death of the
self. The fate of self after death 18 unknown to us, but its
wasting during life or its non-existence after death is in-

concelvable. Our minds are capable of formulating logical



propositions to that effect, but such propositions are remote
from experience and lack conviction. The many theories of
Immortality are eloquent reminders of mind's reluctance to
accept 1ts potential destruction. Mind does not care to cast
its lot for integrity and survival with that of the evidently
perishable physlcal constitutlon. The absence of conscious-
ness, whether in sleep, in coma, or in biological death 1s
never accompanlied by a positive sensation. Individuals re-
susclitated from the earllest stages of blological death have
no memories of that state. There is every reason to bélieve
that the experience of death 1s purely negative, a mere ces-

satlon of mental activity.

The self never regards 1ltself as anything but healthy,
whole, and indestructible. It disowns whatever parts of it-
self may be affliicted with 1llness or death. There are in-
stances In literature and occasionally in dally life when
wlth much drama and usually with no less self-pity, a man
proclaims that part of himself has been lost. The very vigor
of such histrionlc pronouncements refutes them and suggests
that the self that so vigorously laments its losses is still
very much iﬁ:}act. Thus, even apart from historical, religious,
or pseudo-ethical preconceptions, the disparity between self

and body 1s not difficult to ascertain. The so-called materialism
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that identifles self and body, fashlionable though it has be-
come, is actually explanatory of very little of our experience.
I suspect that it would never have won the influence that it
now possesses except in protest to the extravagant spiritualism

that once reigned.

There is hope held out by many who have recognized this
problem that 1t might ultimately be solved by some scientific
investigation or other. The structure and the function of
mind and body are indeed topics of numerous and diverse in-
vestigations. The 1llst of disciplines that have some bearing
on this question should have to 1lnclude anatoqy, physiology,
psychology, anthropology, soclology, history ;;& its various
branches and even phllosophy. One would like to assume that
at least one of these disciplines, or perhaps a group of them,
might be able to provide us with the answer we seek. It is
not our task to declde how valuable the results of other in-
vestigations might or might not be. For reasons which we gave
in the introductory chapter, 1t is not permissible for us to
rely on the results of other studies. Even if we were able
to survey them all?i%o choose the most convincing, the result
of such studies should be as inadmissible in the present under-

taking as 1s hearsay evidence in a court of law. By the same

token, our own lnvestigation is but an isolated one, and it
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cannot claim to supercede what responsible and conscientious
authors have sald concerning the problems of which we treat.
It is the reader's privilege and his task to compare such
theories as are offered him, to welgh each on 1its merits,
and where the arguments seem to contradict each otherf:tg—

reconclle the contradiction or to make a cholce.



81 I1-14
Soul

When natural scientists asslduously assert that the repre-
sentatlon of self by the body 18 adequate and that the identifi-
catlon of the two is lnevitable, they ignore circumstances that
seem to have become apparent already to the human race in its
intellectual infancy: our experience of body is incapable of
sustalning the notlon of gelf. From the dawn of recorded history,
men have attempted to transfer the notlon of self to some concept
distinct from the body as a whole. They began by chooging some
organ or some function of the body, indispensable for the con-
tinuation of 1life, and attributing to one of these the essence
of self. In this way the heart, the pulse, and more often and
pointedly the breath, the spirit, 1s equated with the carrier
of life. Consequent to such transference the attempt to dis-
cover self in the obJective world loﬁses its realism and becomes
symbolic. To the new vector of consciousness that was postu-
lated one ascribed qualities and capacities that could not pos- ‘
slbly be attributed to the body. The breath, for example,
served as a bond between man and nature, representing the ldentity
of the life within and the 1life without. The spirit was able
to escape the death of the body. The spirit was endowed with
a tenacity and wlth immunity to mortal danger that the body

dld not possess. The splirit remained itself, the essence of
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personality, capable of surviving the mortal vicissitudes of
physical life. In striking contrast to the haphazard and im-
perfect characteristics of the body, subject as it is to injury,
insult, aging, and disease, this representation of the self
became a symbol capable of sustaining the image of perfectlon

and immortality. Its traditional name is soul.

This distinction between body and soul satisfies the ap-
parently inborn human desire to discover a permanent and in-
destructible equivalent for the conceptual and emotiongl ex-
perience that is summarized in the pronoun 'I'. If we trace
the spectrum of possible symbolic designations of such an
equivalent, 1f we analyze our efforts to transform this in-
distinctly bounded overwhelmlngly powerful experience, then
the term soul in 1ts obscurlty will become less enlgmatlc to
oﬁr rational minds. Then the paradoxes of theology, secular
and orthodox, will become less offensive. We may then con-
sider the desire for the objectivation of self to be expres-
sive of human need, comparable perhaps to the desire for food
or warmth. We must recognize this desire, although we may
not wish to accord 1t the specific fulfilliment 1t seems to
demand. Thils desire remains active and effective even when
we deny 1t; 1t manifests 1tself in a varlety of religious and

social conventions. The awareness of self is an indispensable
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element of our mental structure; it is the basis of all ra-
tional activity. Subsequently we hope to show that the desire
for knowledge and the consequent pursult of sclence 1n them-
selves are to an unexpected measure dependent upon the desire
of self to acquire identity. Indeed, even reason may prove

to be contingent upon an intellectual structure which 1t does
not comprehend and which, to some extent, may appear contra-
dictory to its presumptions. If this were the case, our under-
standing of the limitations of reason would not necessarily
confute the validity of rational thought or of science: It
might, however, serve to introduce into ratlionalism an aware-
ness of its limitations. The as yet undefined foundatlon upon
which reason rests may prove to be significant in determining

the quality and the limitatlons of thought.

The concept soul arises from the search for self and from
the expectation of finding a discrete obJect. HExperience 1t~
self seems to demand a concept such as soul; yet experience 1is
unable even to indicate how or where the need 18 to be met.

As a consequence, the imagination roams and fantasy relgns.
In our intellectual tradition the concept soul is the vehicle
by which a few gifted thinkers have expressed thelr insights
into human nature. Inevitably it has also provided the oc-

caslion of much'folly and much groundless speculation. In general,
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what needs to be salid about the self may be said without refer-
ence to soul. However, being made distinct in a conceptual
formula such as soul, the experience of self receives the re-
cognltlion that it requires and deserves. That is why those

who pretend to doubt or to deny the reality of soul place upon
themselves the burden of proving their sincerity. By the same
token, the rude expropriatlion of the soul from this world in
whlch we live and whlch is all we know 1s a caricature of our
intellectual predicament. It is paradoxical to tear the nucleus
of self from the fullness of experlence. This error ié also

the source of many unnecessary problems.

Evidently we have little reason to expect a discovery of
soul as a physical object, or for that matter, as any other
sort of demonstrable entlty. To postulate soul as an object
of potential emplrical experlence 1s to indulge in useless
speculation. Much of the diffliculty surrounding our idea of
soul 1s removed when we learn to interpret this concept as
evidence and expression of our radical dissatisfaction with
the limitations of our blological 1ife. Few men, if any, are
led by experience or reason or even by faith to anticipate a
soul physically real, but some believe themselves faced with
the dilemma of choosing between a physical soul or none at all.

In other words, more often than not the assertion that soul
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should be physical rests in the bellef that only physical ob-
Jects are real; or that 1f there are degrees of reality, that
physical obJjects should stand at the summlit. Once the idea

of conceptual reality 1s introduced as a challenge to the given-
ness of physical objects, the need to assert a physical reality
for soul disappears. If all that we are able to know of nature
1s a conceptual Interpretation, then 1t should be counted no
disgrace that soul mlght likewise possess no more than conceptual
reality. A parallel argument is applicable to our concepts of
deity. To him, likewise, may now be attributed a conc;ptual
reality without disparaging hls nature. It is one of the great
advantages of our distinction between nature and the conceptual
world, that it not only enables us to explain the ambiguities of
our intellectual relationship to the physical world, but it is
also capable of providing plausible and sufficient explanation
for our invention of the so-called metaphysical realities. The
distinction between nature and the conceptual world is far from *
providing definitive answers to all the problems upon which it
sheds 1light, but It reclassifies them, it construes them in a
new dimension, and in so doing it makes them accessible to vy

analyslis and demonstration,from entirely new aspesta.
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Personality

We proceed now to a definition of self more subtle and
prevalent, more convincing and certainly more effective than
either of the two deflnitions of self as body or as soul that
we have discussed. It is an historical definition, in the
sense that 1t requires the reconstruction of past events and
to a lesser extent the anticlpation of future ones. For lack
of a more colloqulal expression, we may refer to it as the
interpretation of self as person. We might call it a gclentific
interpretation if we chose to apply the term science to the

humanities as the Germans do when they speak of Geisteswlssen-

schaften. The self frequently enters into our intellectual
schemata as an historical 1lmage. When I think of myself as

an individual, 1 imagine 2 person of certain physical charac-
teristics, but even more, of & specific historical background.
The historical answer to the question 'What am I?' is primarily
a cilrcumstantial answer. Avoiding generalizations, 1t contents l
itself with an aggregate of detall about the person concerned.
It never pretends to define 1n a general way what man 1is, or
his essence, or his spirit. It does not face the problem of
selfhood so rigorously as do the other definltions, but it i1s
all the more practical. It relies for the description of self

on the facts that are known about the 1ndividual concerned.
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Memory 1s systematically supplemented with recorded details.
Implicitly, the historical conception of self assumes that

the being of a man is adequately represented by the facts that
can be known about him. The distinction between what a man
can know about himself and what others may know about him is

ignored.

The definition of the historical self differs from the
former two 1n many significant respects. The representations
of self as body or as soul are each in its own way program-
matic: they describe what from thelr particular points of
view ought to be adequate objectivation of self, though in
the case of body 1t clearly does not suffice and in the case
of soul it evidently is altogether beyond experience. The
interpretation of self as person is far more realistic. Much
more than the others, it is descriptive of the way in which
an individual actually does refer to himself in his thought.
The hlstorical concept of self also differs slignificantly
through 1its lack of conceptual finality. Those theories that
ldentify self with body or soul are closed to new considera-
tions. By definltlon they impose upon the experience of self
the unequivocal meaning of a palpable body on the one hand and
of an invisible, immaterial soul on the other. They preclude

the discovery aboutl self of anything that cannot be expressed
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in terms of these concepts. By way of contrast, the concept
of self as person 1s quite indefinite. If 1t is bounded at
all, 1t is limited solely by the resources of language and
imagination. The historical self is a functional interpreta-
tion that relies for meaning upon the cumulative experience

of each individual. It 1s an open idea: 1ts boundaries are
the potentialities of our experience. It 1s also remarkably
subJective and inconstant. Not only wlll the characterization
of a man differ from week to week and from month to month ac-
cording to the vagaries of his public and private lifel but
strictly speaking the definlition that a man accords to himself
will differ from that which other men entertain of him, and
thelr definitions, also will differ among themselves. Hence
any construction of personallty common to two or more observers
will be a compromise and to an extent greater or less an in-

adequate 1lnterpretation.

These 1imperfections notwithstanding, the construction of
self from the phenomena of conscliousness and the integration
of self and consclousness into the ldea of personality 1s one
of the supreme achlevements of mind. It is one of those ac-
complishments that we accept routinely, not recognizing the
unique and remarkable synthesls that it represents. In view

of the richness of our experience of self and in view of the
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high degree to which this wealth is reflected in the concept

of person, we recognize that the two prior theories that we

have mentioned, namely that of the self as body and that of

the self as soul, by 1mplication deprive us of the most preclous
elements of our exlstence. The attempt to limit our experience
of self to the notion of soul signifies a weakness both in
ourselves as lndividuals and in the soclety that molds our

way of life. The soul theory disparages the present experi~
ence as corrupt and trivial. It deprecates some of the most
genulne pleasures and the only achievements that are discover-
able within the realm of our experience. Theories of soul

are incongruous; they are inadequate to the richness of experi-
ence from which 'soul' is by definition excluded. Their in-
sistent reference to the life beyond is not an explanation but

a disparagement of the here and now. Probably it 1s significant
for the power which the concept of soul holds over our thought
that 1n order to refute it we resort to an opposite extreme.

The theories of materialism are every bit as remote from ex-

perience as the ideas they presume to refute.

The historical representation of self reflects clearly the
ambiguous yet vital relationship between the 1ndividual and
soclety. 1In the two prior attempts to define self, social

relationships were excluded from the beginning. The biological
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self-suffliciency of the organlsm and the spiriltual egotism of
soul, each in its own way precludes soclal interdependences.
The concept of self as person manifestly implies relatlonships
with other human belngs, lndeed 1t depends upon them. The

Inseparable frow
sspendent ;wpon Lhe society

self whose history I recount 1s
of which 1t 1s a part. Society has shaped the structure of

mind and has largely determined 1ts content. More than any
other factor, my relationships to fellow human beings have

made me the sort of person that I am. Furthermore, society

is the mirror in whlch I see myself. The image that I‘have

of me 1s the potentlal view that others have. When I regard
myself, I discover a personage appreclably distinct from my
consclousness. Ambltion 1s the name that we glve to the desire
of self for a personality adequate to its assertions. Shame

is the discomfort caused by the recognition that personality

is at this moment entirely inadequate to the assertion of

self. This definition is applicable not only to the shame

which overcomes the individual when he discovers himself in-
volved in evil, 1.e., in conduct which 'compromises' him. This
definition of shame also explains the emotional discomfort of
nakedness. Curiously, the apparel wlith whlich we clothe and
conceal our bodles, and the prlvacy which we require for various

bodlly functions, come to constltute a screen that shlelds the
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personality from the compromlsing nakedness of the animal body.
Pride 1s the satlsfactlon that self derives from recognizing
a personality adequate to 1ts aspirations. This distinction
between self and person requires to be made daily as I regard
myself as a member of soclety. I attempt to obtain an 'objec-
tive' view of myself, comparable to my recognition and evalua-
tion of my fellow men. Thus the concept of self as person is
baslic to any particular soclal relationship and to the socilal

structure in general,.

.
The notion of personality represents the dissolution of
primeval selfishness and egotism. By the same token it serves
to retrieve the integrity of self from the diffuseness and
dilversity of its soclal involvements. This most essential
function of the historical interpretation of self is easy to
overlook. The concept 'person' implies the synthesis of scat-
tered, 1solated experlience. The individual's history repre-
sents the attempt to correlate and to combine his many momentary
relationships both to the animate and to the inanimate environ-
ment into a single comprehensive image. The synthetic quality
of personality constructed in this way 1s obscured by the seal
of approval with which 1t 1is usually stamped by consclousness.
Personality 1s contingent and to a high degree determined by
external influences, the insistent claims of consciousness to

independence and integrity notwithstanding.
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When we attempt to descrlibe the actuality of ourselves as
persons, we encounter  difficulties arising from our relation-
ship to time., To say, as we dld above, that the concept of
person is historical, is to imply that its meaning depends upon
the projection of present experience into a past time. We postu-
late that the past consisted of moments of reallty comparable
to that which we experience now. Furthermore, events and cilr-
cumstances oﬁ?éast are required to make the present real. We
shall subsequently discuss the difficulties of identifying the
'present' of consciousness with any specific duration in tine,.
But it seems to follow lmmedlately from the notion of person-
ality that the present moment of consciousness in which the self
recognlzes its identlty does not suffice to its completeness.
Time serves constructively to supplement the inadequacy of the
moment. An historical chain of events 1is always presupposed,
extending from the present to an indefinite point in the past,
and projecting also from the present to a point likewise in- :
determinate in the future. The greater the historical element
in our interpretation, the more the past 1s endowed with power
and meaning at the expense of the present. A chronological
biography, carried to its logical completeness, recognlzes no
instant qualitatively different from any other. Present con-

sclousness is dissipated in favor of images of self in the past
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and in the future. The historical scheme is anchored by two
chief events, birth and death, occasions by which the physical
life of the individual 1s bounded. Yet decisive as these two
events appear to be, they will not sustain the absolute signifi-
cance that we are accustomed to attribute to them. During in-
fancy, for example, a man should hardly be considered to be
'himself'. This period in his life is reckoned to belong to

him as an indispensable part of his personal history because
though irrelevant In itself 1t is the necessary prelude to the
existence of the mature individual. By the same logic: the
period of gestation, the fact of conception, the circumstances
of parentage and ancestry might likewlise be invested with
historlcal significance. With much reluctance we accept what
reason must recognize to be the utter haphazardness of our
physical exlistence. One of the chief functions of the historical
interpretation of self 1s to remedy this contingency of self
upon accident. We have seen that it 1s an incomplete remedy, .

more apparent than real.

Further difficultles arise with the attempt to project
our notions of self as personality into the future. The future
of our existence differs qualitatively both from its origins
in the past and from its actuality in the present. 1In contrast

to the studious description and the careful analysis with which
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we comprehend events of the past and trace them to the present,
only vague premonitions forewarn us of the future. When we

view the clrcumstances of our historical selves with utter
detachment, as indeed we seldom do, we realize how vulnerable

all present attainments of personality become in the face of

the future. The progress of the years ls almost as likely to
deny the contributions of this present actuality to the his-
torical self as to confirm them. The end of life usually appears
altogether different from the prospects at its beginning; the
actual present of the self at any gilven time is usuall& far
removed from both. There is a continuing evolution of the his-
torical self from the beginning to the end of life. The his-
torical self represents a conceptual synthesis of innumerable
present moments into a continuous span of time. It is a note-
worthy achlevement that mind succeeds in completing the frag-
ments of consciousness to invent the intellectual and emotional
wholeness of the life of man both as an individual and as a .

soclal being.

Death we may conslder the beginning of a new life totally
unknown to us and for that reason inadmissible to an empirical
investigation. In any event, inasmuch as death seems to be
the end of consclousness as we know 1t, we might reasonably

consider death to be the extinction of all the problems with
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which we are concerned. If, however, we recognize personality
as a social phenomenon, then we may, concurring with Aristotle
conglder a man's bliss to be contingent upon the virtues of

his dégendants. Aristotle says that an individual whose children
succumb to misery after his death ought not to have his own life
accounted a happy one; perhaps the triumphs of future genera-
tions also will vindicate the shortcomings of the present. Such
1maginative considerations demonstrate the incongruity of the
historlcal self. The notlon of personality is most meaningful
wlth respect to the present. The expansion of the his%orical
self 1nto the past or 1nto the future, its sunderance from the
actuality of consclousness invarliably leads to contradiction.

It is one thing to live from day to day, with intelligent under-
standing of the past and prudent'anticipation of the future.

It is presumptuous and of dublous value to attempt to comprehend
ones own 1life or that of another man as a whole and to under-
take to pass Judgment upon it in its entirety. Such entirety,
however esthetlcally pleasing 1t may be, proves filctitious. It
1s true that we are able to discover, to preserve, and to inter-
pret. records of the past. The more meticulous our efforts at
preservation, the more preclse and detailed our image of the
past wlll become. An accurate account of what succeeded and

what falled in the past is of great practical value in gulding
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our present action. But 1t 18 nonetheless an i1llusion that

the past iIn 1ts reality can ever be recalled. What is past

1s lost to the present wlth a finallty usually unrecognized.

Our view of the past 1s based in the changling present; all at-
tempts to recall 1t evoke a new present but never the same past.
Thus whatever substantiality the notion of personality may give
to consciousness is largely an l1llusion. The constancy of
personality 1s more apparent than real. In practice, the image
of the individual as a person remains quite flexible. Of neces-
slty determined from moment to moment, personality is é concept
that 1s contingent upon the soclal and psychological circum-
stances in which we find ourselives. Consequently there arises
a conflict between the momentary limitation of consclousness,
and the requirement of self for permanence and constancy. On
the one hand, the idea of self as person demands its lndependence
of the events of our momentary existence. At the same time it
1s inescapable that personality should be dependent both upon .
the support and upon the expression that momentary experience
afford. Personallty 1ls unable to survive except through the
continuling confirmation by the present. Consequently the fact
that personallity 1s dependent upon the vagaries of the instant,
that it can be unmade 1n the twinkling of an eye 1s a source of

great consternation. This recognition by the individual that
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his personality 1s contingent upon circumstance, 1s the theme
of classical tragedy. The irreparable harm that may come to
the person in the Instant is the source of great fear. Death
1s the greatest of those 1lnstances; its terror derives not
from the extinction of consciocusness, which is painless, but
from the sudden dissolutlion of the living personality. That
personality possesses in our eyes a grandeur and majesty to

which monuments do but paltry Justice.

Mind in its activity tends to forget its dependence upon
the environment; it would ignore the power that soclety ex~
erclses over it. We are accustomed to consider social influences
as belng purely external to the individual; and when they con-
flict with his determination, we expect him to offer them a
maximum of inertla and resistance. Preeminent among our heroes
is the martyr whose persistence and tenacity in the face of
an inimical soclety we consider one of the noblest expressions
of character. We demand that the individual stand uncorrupted
in his integrity, whatever natural or socilal calamities may he-
fall him, asserting his personality as the uncompromising ex-
pression of a subJectlive principle. Yet undeniably, any suf-
ficiently protracted alteration in the social environment,es—
peclally in early life, will lead to a profound alteration of
the structure of personality. The brave presumptions of Stoicism
notwithstanding, freedom or slavery, wealth or poverty, education
or ignorance are not mere accldents irrelevant to the actuality

of self.
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The preservation and the protection of the historical self
as it 1s elaborated by the individual in concert with society
1s one of the chlef functions of government. As a rule, our
social institutions are quite sufficient to this task; those
exceptional occasions on which self i1s compromised by soclal
clrcumstance clearly show the dependence of self upon the social
order. When such a conflict arises between the individual and
his soclety, then the historical self 1s subverted, surrepti-
tlously and almost before it becomes aware of its misfortune.
The individual then stands embattled to defend and to ﬁreserve
his idea of himself. Such sltuations arise when men are en-
slaved or imprisoned, when they are put on trial on unexpected
or unwarranted charges, when they are persecuted and suddenly
find themselves bereft of the honor and protection that society
had accorded them. The more intelligent, the more imaginative
and refined the mind that is subJected to such persecution,
the more remarkable 1s the exhibitlon of the human spirit that
1s then displayed. The individual is condemned by his soclety
and cast out, as a criminal, witch, or as a traitor; yvet through
all these physical and spiritual indignities to which he 1s
then subjected, he preserves the idea of personality that has
grown with him. Often he rises to heroic stature in the face

of his accusers and tormentors. He counters the perversion of
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his person that 1s perpetrated upon him by his adversaries

with an historical construction that Justifiess hilm and condemns
those &ho would destroy him., In such a situation, and perhaps
only then, the individual discovers the limitations Intrinsic

to all constructions of personallity. He postulates and adjures
a more perfect social order to distribute Justice between him
and his enemies. Thus, by an act of extreme intellectual power
and herolsm, he may create as the resources of hls body and of
his mind permit, an intellectual world that is the equal and
perhaps the better of that which threatens him. There‘must

be many such historical iInterpretations unspoken in the minds

of many men, but seldom are the historical constructions of the
vietim expressed so eloquently as for example in the Apology

of Soecrates. As soon as an Indlictment 1s made, 1ts accusation
sepregates the hisgstorical self of the defendant from his com-
munity. Undoubtedly in many cases he is unable to sustain his
own view of himself and soon succumbs and endorses the ldeas of *
his enemies and comes to consider himsell punished if not justly
then at any rate of necessity. At other times, the historical
Interpretatlon with whlich the defendant views himself is shared
by his friends, distant or near, who sympathize with him. If he
survives his ordeal and returns to thelr soclety, the friends of
the persecuted willl honor him for his suffering and will strengthen
that image of self which sustained him through imprisonment and

torture.
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The construction of personality 1s a monumental achievement
of mind. Glven extraordinary environmental stresses or in the
presence of emotional weakness or mental instabillity, this his-
torical lmage of himself may be perverted or may entirely col-
lapse. In:hs:much as the idea of person is an historical one,
1t relles upon historical presuppositions concerning time and
it requires historical reasoning for its implementation. &s

aueh, Lt possesses a reality which,

saew, Though valld in itselg 1s altogether distinct from the
actualities of experience. It i1s invariably true that‘in the
perceptions and actions of the present I can never entirely
what 1g expec bed
correspond withA%heme%p@e$a£%en-of me as an historical person-
age. In other words, there 1s a discrepancy and potentially a
Schism between the consclousness of self in the present and the
historical interpretation of self. This discrepancy is fre-
quently unobtrusive, but 1t disappears entirely only in rare
moments, preemlnent among which are occasions of heroic action.
Reflecting upon myself and considering what I know of my past,
I find the fantasy not at all inconceivable that my name, my
profession and my station in life, that the personal bilography
with which I assoclate myself were alien to me. As in a dream

1t might belong to someone other than myself. Often my name

and my person appear to me llke a mask behind which the real,
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anonymous self is hidden. That such reverie is not entirely
fantastlic may be gathered from the unusual accounts of per-
sonality transformations, of amnesias, fugues, and transferences
of identity with which the psychological literature 1s replete.
Whatever sclentific explanation may be found for such curious
phenomena, thelr very occurrente suggests that self, whatever

1t might be, should not be considered entirely synonymous with
the historical person. Implicit in the notion of self is its
identity. The presumption of self 1s that it should remain

the same; but the hlistorical self 1s continually in précess

of mutation.

Phenomena of rellgious observance likewise suggest that
personality 1s not an altogether adequate vehlcle for expres-
sing the actuallty of self., Religlous ritual and doctrine
characteristically refrain from accepting personality in 1ts
customary limitations. They give expression to a desire that
the self should be more than what is capable of historical
formulation. The self wishes to survive the vicilssitudes of
this earthly existence. It lives in hopeful anticipation of
enduring beyond the physical confines of this world and beyond
the temporal limits of this 1life. To this end, self postulates
itself subservient to divine purpose and construes its disposi-

tlon and actlohs as signlficant manifestations of a heavenly
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plan. The various religious ceremonies such as baptism, con-
firmation, and communion are expressions of such postulates.
As the 1indivldual participates in them, he presumes to trans-
cend the limitations of an historical self. By implication,
these ceremonles deny that self is historically limited.
Rellglous experlence, emphasizing the unity and Integrity

of self, disparages the historical personality. Divested of
the encumbrances of historlcal fact, the self becomes an anony-
mous particlpant in a heavenly realm of reallity. The desire
for such depersocnalization, whether realistic and convlncing
or not, must serve to suggest some of the intrinsic limita-

tions of the historical self.
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Self as Function

We have Investigated the possibilitles that self might
refer either to a physical obJect or to a conceptual entity
strictly defined. Our habits of thought strongly imply such
an exlstence of self as a conceptual entity if not indeed as
a physical object. Yet, however much we rely upon the sup-
poslition that self should be Integral, upon examination we
find no evidence whatever of a physical object corresponding
to the self, and the conceptual formulas by which self, 1s
designated, though convinclng and effective, are unable to
sustain that rich multiplicity of experience of which self
must be vector. We conclude that although the conceptual ex-
lstence of self is a convenient logical construction, an
exact equivalent to 1t 1s not to be found in experience. The
inability to discover self as substance, belng, body, person,
soul, or any unequivocal concept at all, must not be taken
to 1mply that self is a meaningless or contradlctory term.

It does suggest that we must be cautious in applying this
concept and in relylng upon its 1mplications. Any inferences
and deductlons that we should like to make from it are likely
to remaln unsupported. The analysis of self will have pri-
marlly negative implications. The notion of self in which

we would place such confidence may be unable to do Justice
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to the many theories and extrapolations that we are accustomed
to impose upon 1t. To recognize the inadequacy of self as
concept represents the first and perhaps the most important
step in a critical analysis of the traditional logical frame-
work not only of subjective experience but also of the objec-
tive constitution of world. Such an analysis is undertaken
not with the view of discovering a new concept of self, but
merely 1n an attempt to clarifyy the limitations of the old one.
In an essay so brief as the present, there 1s, of course, no
opportunity to present a comprehensive psychology. Seif both
as experience and as concept has many 1mp11cation§ to some of
which the reader may wish to extend the analysis that we have
begun. Our task 1s complete when we have designated the points
at which the analyses of self must digress from established
patterns of thought, and when we have indicated the methods

by which such analyses may be successfully pursued.

We turn from the designation of self as entity to the
description of self as function. Instead of asking what self
1s, we consider now what self does. However, merely superficial
reflection on the history of this problem suggests that it is
not easy to avold postulating self as a conceptual entity
even when we Investigate only 1ts function. From the time

of Plato, 1t has been customary to attempt to understand the
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working of soul by considering the hypothetical parts into
which it might be divided. The virtue or the weakness of

self 1n any particular instance would then be related to the
adequate or faulty function of the isolated part or to the
harmony or dissonance of all parts functioning in concert.

The invention of subdivisions of self is in i1tself no less
questlionable than the hypothesis that soul should possess
entity. To analyze self 1nto presumptively discrete fac-
ulties 1is to enter into new fields of psychology. On occasion
these fields prove so frultful that the lack of primar§ Justi-
fication of the division 1s forgotten. On the other hand,

the process of division introduces a new element of uncertainty
and error into psychological considerations such as can never
be completely removed by subsequent emendation. The tradition
that divides self in order to explain it continues to the pre-
sent day. The psychoanalytic partition of self into ego,
superego, and 1d must be interpreted in the light of this
tradition. One must likewise recognize as belonging to this
tradition the other modern attempts to divide soul, to isolate
and to study as independent units the various presumptive
functions of self, such as sensatién, perception, memory,

or emotion. Finally, it appears that divisions of intellectual

function such as reason, understanding, apperception, and
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intultion serve potentlally the same purpose. The Justifica-
tions for such dlvision are invariably technical only; none

1s ultlimately convincing or consistent. Congruent as such
distinctlons may appear within a very limited loglcal context,
in all broader frames of reference they overlap and contradict
one another. Critical examination of any of them will show
the extent to which they fall to reflect our actual experience,
and none will satlisfy the criteria of strictly empirical in-
vestigation. Having become established in the intellectual
tradition, such divisions persist after their usefulne;s has

disappeared.

These observations should serve as a warning. A functional
interpretation of self must steer clear of the errors of in-
approprlate and unwarranted conceptual division and definition.
We must beware of over-interpreting our concepts; we mugt re-
frain from attaching to them more constancy and identity than
they in fact possess. When we attempt to interpret and to
understand self by attention to what self does, we are faced
with entirely new problems and with new opportunities. We no
longer need to rely on the tenuous equation between a name and
its real equivalent whatever that might be. We are able to

refer more directly to the experience in question. The functioning
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self can everywhere and at all times be accessible to us; a
mere reflection of thought shall suffice to evoke its actual-
ity. Then the purported object of our investigation need never
be remote from us, nor ought it ever be necessary for us to
rely upon a conceptual model or a loglcal substitute., What-
ever doubt or uncertainty may arlse concerning a specific
functlon of self, there will always be avallable to the indi-
vidual mind the immedlate opportunity of examining the self

in action and of testing new theorles by applying them to the

4

original phenomenon.

Such optimlistic considerations might suggest that with the
translation of the question what self 1s into the question what
self does, the problems of psychology, theoretical and applied,
should be all but solved. Unfortunately this 1s not the case.
To abandon concepts of belng or concepts of function is pro-
ductive and fruitful, but it is by no means a panacea for all
problems of logical analysis. Concepts of being also serve
a valid purpose, all risks of misinterpretation notwithstanding.
It seems, furthermore, far easier to criticise the concept of
belng than to replace 1t with an acceptable substitute. As
we investigate the various functions of self it will become
apparent that the postulate of their conceptual being arises

from the very structure of our thought and can be avoided only
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through deliberate logical restraint. Whatever the faults of
such notions of substance may be, the description of self as
function willl appear as a not aitogether adequate replacement.
Functional interpretation represents primarily a negative ac-
complishment: our ability to construe intellectual experience
without resorting to formulas of substance or belng. Whether
a functional analysis of self or of any of 1ts activities may
be carried through without the surreptitious reinstatement of

ontological presuppositions remains to be seen.

4

The traditional analyses of self 1l1lustrate the competition
that 1s always ready to arilse between functional and conceptual
patterns of explanation. Plato divided soul into rational,
spirited, and appetitive faculties; Kant's trichotomy consisted
of reason, understagnding, and intuition. A1l of these divi-
sions designate presumptive functions of self; 1In each case
functional interpretation is seen to lapse into & conceptual
and, by 1mplicationiontological construction. It is very dif-
ficult iIf not impossible for us to think without inventing con-
cepts and relylng upon them. Whether we intend it or not, the
concept once invented demands its being. If functional analysis
Succeeds 1n dellberately circumventing the ontological implica-
tion of concepts, it voluntarily eschews one of the most re-

liable and useful structural components of theory. To the extent
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that such attempts succeed, functional analysis may avold

some of the pltfalls of conceptual realism. The form of its
conclusions in general will be more conducive to practical
application; therefore functlonal analyslis will appear to have
more pragmatic value. It remains to be seen however whether

in circumventling the lnherent difficulties of conceptualization,
a functional description will necessarily prove itself more

profound cr more valid.
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Consciousness

That actlvity of mind by virtue of which I know that I

am 1s called consciousness, and all attempts to describe the

Y
function of self encounter as their primary task é@n explica-

None of the other functions of self,
whatever they may be, can be known except through conscious-
ness. We use such phrases as 'to enter into conseciocusness',

or 'to participate in consclousness', or 'to become conscious’',
interchangeably. Although we encounter many difficulties in
definlng consciousness, almost everyone will understand what

we mean by it. Consclousness 1s probably the one phenomenon
among all others most accessible to empirical analysis. It

1s present literally to all men at all moments of their waking
lives. Whatever Jjudgments one might make concerning conscious-
ness may be immedliately tested 1ln experience. Scientific at-
tempts to define consciousness, however, are remote from the
immediacy of experience. It 1s debatable whether we should
identify that consciousness which the psychologist demonstrates
in his laboratory with the introspective cohesive awareness
that we recognize to be the concomitant of all mental activity,
consclousness 1n the sense that each man discovers 1t for him-
self. 1Is 1t possible that consciousness might be sclentifically
deflned with reference to demonstrable objective phenomena? We

must keep our minds open to the possibility, but it.seems unlikely.
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Although scientific attempts to define consclousness hold
little promise, they seem to reflect upon the problem before
us, and for the sake of completeness we should briefly consider
them. The psychologist always presumes to be concerned not
with his own consciousness but with that of the exXxperimental
subJect before him. Although Initlally he too must have dis.
covered the notion of consclousness in his own introspective
experience, he now believes that he may Separate the frults of
introspection from those of observation and that observation
shall ultimately confirm or refute the discoveries of subjective
experlence. However 1t is a dublous assumption that consclous-
ness as subjective experience and consciousness as a demonstrable
phenomenon should be strictly comparabile. In the midst of
amblitious efforts to accumulate data, this original uncertainty
of the hypothesis that identifies obJective andg subjective con-
sciousness 1is usually forgotten. Concerning demonstrable con-
8clousness the psychologist indeed succeeds in discovering many
interesting and useful facts, but however complete he may make
his descriptions, the demonstrated qualities of so-called ob-
Jective consciousness tell nothing about the conseciousness that

1s the primary function of self. The mere designation of two
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Attempts to determine the quality of consclousness by ob-
servation of other human beings rely upon pre-established inter-
personal relatlonships that the observer is always reluctant
and often unable to recognlze. The physiclan who attempts to
determine his patients state of consclousness will, when in
doubt, pinch the skin or press the eyeballs or forcefully bend
a finger in an attempt to produce pain and to observe the re-
actlon to 1t. He may also call the patient by name, or he
may make of him a@mé'simple demand In the effort to elicit
some reaction to these accustomed stimuli. It is howe;er a
logical error to identify the reaction to paln or to commands
with the existence of consclousness. Observation suggests
that sufficiently forceful stimull to the conscious mind will ==

produce a g purposeful response. As a rule the con-

sclous human belng will react tfo questions and to commands in

a predictable fashion. What is ellicited by such examinations

1s not a demonstration of the quality of consciousness, but .
a response to stimulation. These are not at all synonymous.
Anyone who has had more than a cursory acqualntance with such
problems will remember a patient who falled to respond to the
usual stimulus, yet who by his own subsequent account of events
must be considered to have been consclous. Conversely re-

sponses may be elicited in dreamlike or hypnotic states, even
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though consciousness was elther absent or drastically altered.
Even 1f it were possible to determine the exlstence of conscious-
ness by some sdggzﬁéihod, its quality and structure would still
remain very much unknown. The quallty of consciousness in

such pathological states as hypnosis, hysteria, catatonia and
somnambulism, 1In sleep and in dreams, remains undescribed, and
no one who has not experienced such states himself will know
the aberration of consciousness that brings them about. Thus
all descriptions of consclousness as an obJective phenomenon
are far from complete and convincing; from the subJect&ve ex-

perlence of consclousness to which we refer they are qualitatively

absclutely distinct.

Although consclousness 1s not demonstrable as a subjective
phenomenon, the assumption that our fellow human beings should
possess thoughts, feelings, states of mind, 1n short consclousness,
strictly comparable to our own is the fundamental logical pre-
supposition of all our social relationships. It is worthy of
note that this transference of consciousness to other human
beings, though natural and usually effortless, varies in degree.

In many practical situations we find it incompletely developed
or partially sé%ressed. A pathological state of mind is conceiva-
ble iIn which the transference of consclousness would be entirely

extinguished; 'a man so afflicted should be quite incapable of
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imagining that anyone ever felt Jjust as he did. There appears
to be, in point of fact, an intermediate stage in which we
project consciousness in part to all men, but to a marked de-
gree only to a selected few. We do not suffer with all humanity;
we genuinely sympathlze only with ocur friends. The ethical

rule that instructs us to treat our fellow man as we would have
him treat us Implies such a transference of consciocusness. The
dictum 'that all men are created equal' 1s a generalization
derived from the same equation between self and other. The
felicity of these formulas must not conceal the fact tﬁat thelr
premise is tﬁéwéfénsference of my own consciousness to other
human beings. Such transference is never complete; its implica-
tions and 1ts problems have not been sufficiently studied. From
what has been said it appears already that the definition and
the description of consciousness are no mere academic exercise.
The quality of selfhood and its actual or potential transference
in the social relationship 1s a key to the understanding not
only of ourselves but of the society that makes a civilized ex-

istence possible.

An allied question concerns the distinction that might be
made between the consclousness of men and of animals. To what
extent should the transference of consclousness that is respon-
slble for my relationship to my fellow men control my attitude

toward other living belngs as well? By a process of expansion
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the respect that I owe primarily only to my immediate assoclates
1s extended, flrst to all members of my community, then to all
fellow citizens, to all members of my race, to all human beings,
and then, 1in modified but nonetheless compelling fashion even

to other higher animals. Where will it end? Not only mammals
but other vertebrates, even invertebrates, indeed virtually all
forms of llfe exhibit responses that make 1t possible if not
imperative to attribute consciousness to them all. Among higher
animals there appears to be much feeling similar to human emotion
and some reflection comparable to human thought. To the extent
that animals visibly exhibit love, fear, anger, or affection,
for example, can we avold the assumption that they possess con-
sclousness as well? If they are conscious, do they possess
selves comparable to ours? Birds respond to each otheds calls,
bees and ants are thought to have methods of communication among
themgselves. What right have we arbitrarily to limit the exis-
tence of consclouysness to human life? Can we avoid attributing -
to soclal animals consciousness and self analogous to our own?
In that case, would not our contact with animals imply moral
1ssues comparable to those that arise from our relationships
with other human beings? We shall take occasion to analyse these
problems in a different context. At this polnt we are concerned
only to show tpat the problems of conseiousness are real and

that some of them at least remain unsolved.
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The description of consclousness is impeded by lack of
precision in the conventional use of the term. In a general
sense we say that a thought enters consclcusness, using the
word virtually synonymous with mind. According to this defi-
nitlon, any action of mind 1s consclous when 1t is recognized;
even the dream should have to be consldered conscious to the
extent that we have memory of it upon awakening. In a second
and more restricted sense, consciousness is applied to those
actions of which we lmagline ourselves delliberately aware while
we are performing them. In thls sense it might be sai& that
I was consclous when signing my name, but unconscious or un-
aware of stepping Into a puddle of water. All those actions
would be considered consclous that were performed in contempla-
tion of thelr effects. But those actions that were performed
without contemplation of thelr effects, actions to which for
that matter only their effects would bring attention, should
be considered unconsclous. An analogous definition of conscicus.
and unconsclous perception might be given. The majority of
perceptions fail to make an unequivocal impression on conscious-
ness. For example, when drivling my car, I pay no heed to ob-
Jects by the side of the road, until I recognize some of them
as slgnifying danger. A child playing by the side of the road,

for example, wlll attract my attention, from apprehension that
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it might run onto the highway. I have formed a habit of an-
ticipating Just such dangerous situations. It is likely that
the totallity of my perceptions, evidently a very large number,
is selectlively appralsed and limited by the mind, and only
those perceptions become conscious that fill some function in
a pre-existing network of intellectual expectations. It is
our preparation for potential experience that makes us suscep-
tible to 1t, and differing degrees and kinds of education make

different men sensitive and cognizant of diverse experiences.

.

The term consclousness exhibits many shades of meanlng.
In the strictest sense, it is used to refer only to the con-
sclousness of self. Then consclousness implies the 1dentifica-
tion of the active or perceptive experience at hand with the
awareness that such experlence 1s the property of myself as a
unique individual. As such awareness 1is heightened, the
characteristics of the experience in question are overshadowed
by the complex of memories in which the awareness of self 1is
veiled. When self-consciousness 1s pressed to an extreme, the
very abllity to act decisively or to perceive distinctly is

compromised by the overbearing awareness of self.

The various implications of consciousness require further
conslderation, for it is not a concept equally or consistently

appllied. Primarlily we rely upon 'consciousness' to designate
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our awareness of ourselves. We are able at times, reflecting
upon our thought, to prove to ourselves the actuality of our
being through the certalnties of our consciousness. This is
the implication of the Cartesian medigtation. By taking
thought we assure ourselves of the reality of our mind as the
thinking agent. It 1s nelither practical nor desirable for

us to maintain a continulng awareness of such consciousness,
but we are able to reconstruct the existence of ourselves
from the memory of past actions and past perceptions when we
ldentify these as our own. Accordingly we may postula%e a
second definitlon of consclousness. Apart from the deliberate
and specific reflectlons that convince us of our being, there
are the far more frequent moments 1in our lives when we act
consciously, knowlng who we are and what we are doing, even
though these facts are not at the same time objects of our
attentlon. This application of the term consciousness 1is
more frequent. It 1s also more significant since this po-
tential identification of all actions and of all perceptions
with the self 1s a unlversal ability of the human mind. The
logical 1dentification of self, on the other hand, is a theo-

retical achievement of which only a minority of men are capable.

We are accustomed to apply the term consciousness to the
entirety of our waking mental state. To be conscious implies

the ablllty at any moment of our waking lives to remember both
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the recent and the distant past, to anticipate the future, and
to refer all of these reflections to ourselves as substrates

of experlence. To be sure, such reflections are seldom explicit;
they are never all-inclusive. Yef the consequence is that all
periodsof time in which we describe ourselves as consclous 1is
unified by a loglcal and imaginative coherence. It is possible
for us reflecting back upon events of any given period of con-
sclousness to relate them as prior and posterior. Episodes of
unconsclousness, on the contrary, are characterized by the

fact that we discover ourselves in them only circumstaﬁtially,
but they themselves are inaccessible to our memory. Charac-
teristically our concept consciousness might designate a man
actlng and knowing that he 1s acting, or a man perceiving and
knowing that he 1s perceiving. It 1s concelvable, by way of
contrast, for a man to be doing something and yet not to know
what he 1s doing or that he is doing it. Under such circum-
stances we call his action unconscious. Probably we should
conslder his unconsciousness only relative, because shortly
thereafter, when the action that he has Jjust done is brought

to his attention, he may remember having performed it, and he
may clalm it for his own. Then we should have to regroup this
actlon among his consclous ones. Thus, while the quality of
consclousness ?s single and there 1s strictly speaking only one
consciousness, the degree and the manner in which this conscious-

ness inheres in different actions is quite variable.



120 I1-53

In anothert‘éﬁgwﬂ1;mw sense, all actions themselves are
relatively unconscious because our awareness of them ls de-
layed. Thils awareness 18 recognized to be qualitatively gif-
ferent from the action itself. We are accustomed to reflect
upon our actions, and as we do so they become consciou% but
only in some of their aspects. Certain actions are more likely
to become conscious than others. Dellberate speech, for ex-
ample, requires a continulng reflection about our words: hence
the very process of speaking usually demands a relatively high
degree of consclousness. Another example of a very highly
conscious action 1s one which requires all our attention lest
1t result in fallure or acclident. For someone not used to it
threading a needle might be a highly conscious action. For a
quite different example, when we c¢ross a stream on & narrow
bridge, lightly balancing ourselves in fear of falling, we
dlscover ourselves highly conscious. With every step we take
care that we should not lose our equilibrium and fall. On the
other hand, when walking on a level and unobstructed path, we
are likely to become quite oblivious of our progress. We may
fairly say that we become unconsclous of ourselves walking.
The degree of consclousness at any given moment in the past

is determinable only through memory. Therefore our ability

to remember perceptions and acts provides an absolute distinc-

tion between consciousness and unconsciousness. That which
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we cannot remember must now be attributed to unconsclousness,
although it might at one time in the past, and for that matter
1t may again at some time in the future be remembered, and

once more be dilscovered to have been conscious. Memory would
seem to play a predominant role in the definition of consclous-
ness. Our Intellectual limitations preclude that the conscious-
ness of action should be simultaneous with it. To reflect

upon an action that we have performed even recently, 1s a second
actlon successive to the prior one. In this sense all of our
actions are done unconsclously. When, for example, we‘play a
difficult pleyce of music on the pilano, we cannot reflect upon
ourselves as playing a glven note at the time we prlay it; else
we should bog down in numerous errors. In attempting to play
such a musical composition, we have learned to assume certain
intellectual attltudes wherein we can no longer permit each in-
dividual note that we play to become the obJect of deliberate
reflectlon. It is only when we make an error that a particular
note stands out in our memories. Only by inference can we
assume that we have played each individual note as it is written.
We know that we have correctly played the piece in its entirety,
and we conclude that this achievement required the correct and

meticulous performance of each individual note.
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The mind's awareness of ltself 1s in continuing fluctua-
tion, even during the interval during which we call ourselves
conscious. Except in a deep sleep or in a coma we are never
totally unaware of ourselves. Durlng our waking lives we are
always susceptible to experiences that evoke a high degree of
conscliousness. Whether or not a given event will be remembered
and will come to constltute a significant portion of our experi-

reflects
ence depends on many factors, both intrinsic to mind,cm

upon its disposition at the time, and external to mind, related

to the quality of the experience. Usually what 1is uneipected

or startling, an unanticipated explosion for example, will en-
grave itself upon our memories. So wlll an unaccustomed or
difficult task. Activitles that are carefully planned, especlally
when they are objects of intensive reflection at the time, im-
press the mind deeply. Various ceremonies, greetings and de-
partures, an embrace, a kiss, a benedictlon or a curse, are all
symbollic actlons that are summaries of antlcipated or bygone .
experience. As such they are most likely to be woven indelibly

into the web of conscilousness.

It becomes apparent that the only distinction between what
1s remembered and what is forgotten, and hence the only distinc-
tlon between what 18 consclous and unconscious is subsequently

emplirically determined by the actual recall of events. We cannot
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predict with certainty what circumstances shall be remembered
and what shall be forgotten; we do not know until we in fact
exercise our memories 1in the process of recollection. Purther-
more, the memories of today may be forgotten tomorrow, and
events that seem 1rretrievably lost to the mind at one moment
may subsequently be recovered. We must recognize a scale of
memorable events; strictly speaking, all things that have ever
occupied our minds belong to 1t. The psychoanalysts have made
1t thelr task to recover long lost, apparently unconscious
memories of remote events. Of some happenings we may Eonfidently
predict that they shall almost surely be forgotten. Yet these,
insignificant though they be, may surreptitiously reappear be-
fore the mind's eye. Of other events we may assume that they
must surely be remembered, yet we may never again have occasion
to notice them. The pattern of memory is unpredictable; 1t is
exhlbited only in the actual exercise of mental function. The
manifest memories of even a single individual are in continuing .
process of change. It follows that consciousness likewise 1is
not an absolute term. An action that may even now have been
consciously performed subsequently will be forgotten, and un-
less we were to be reminded of it by some external circumstance,
1t would then for all practlcal purposes belong to our uncon-

sclous actions. Similarly, an action that 1s now performed
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unconsciously, may subsequently be remembered, and will then
become conscious. Flnally, from our description it follows
that as events become progressively more remote from us in
time, the memory of them is lost and to all purposes they be-
come unconscious. Thus 1t 1s correct to say that virtually
the entirety of our childhood which at one time was surely
an object of our acutest awareness is now buried in oblivion.
Accordingly consciousness appears not as an absolute charac-
teristic of certailn of our actions or perceptions; on the
contrary, and this point appears kighly significant, 1% is a
criterion applied retroactively to our historical selves.
Perhaps then it is relatively meaningless to speak of con-
sclousness or unconsclousness as we might describe the sun
disappearing and reappearing behind clouds on a summer day.
The concept of consclousness i1s much more pertinent when we
consider 1t as the phenomenon of the continulng present. It
is not an event 1n the past, but an ablility here and now. Con-
sclousness 1s, as it were, a vital, living inventory of our

mental content.

Of particular interest to us 1s the concentration of con-
sciousness produced by esthetic and ethical experience. Sug-
gesting as 1t does a specific relatlonship between the problems
of psychology and those of ethics and esthetlics, this intensifi-

catlion of consclousness is a clrcumstance of much theoretical
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importance. The ethical moment calls upon us to declde what

we must do 1ln the instant; then we become highly’conscious of
the circumstances of our actions, of thelr consequences, and
above all of the self that 1s expressed in the determination
and decision of the moment. Esthetic experience may provoke

a similar 1f less dramatic crisls of consclousness. The object
that we recognize as beautiful enters into consclous experience
in an extraordinary and unforgettable manner. The esthetic
excellence of the valued obJect sets 1t apart from and above
the other objects among which it exists. The forcefulhess
wlth which 1t lmpresses us causes 1ts image to linger in our
minds long after other memories have become extinguished. At
the same time we dlscover 1ln ethical and esthetic experience

an unaccustomed assertion and demonstration of the strength
and of the capacity of self. We prize ethical and esthetic
experlence at least 1n part for thelr reassurance of our sub-

Jective actualilty.

Conscliousness lnheres in actlon and in perception without
self becomlng an obJect of thought. The thinkling about our-
selves or the thinking about our consciousness 1s a separate
act: we call it self-consciousness, and to a large extent it
precludes other action. When we are absorbed in a task, we

say that we forget ourselves. In other words, the more highly
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consclous we become, the more self-conscious we become, and

the more limited we are in what we can do. Self-consclousness
may paralyze us when we are on a stage and the attention of
others embarrasses us and diverts us from our intended role. In
order to be able to do our task well, we learn not to think

about ourselves, indeed we learn not to think about the tasks

as belng done by us, since our concern with our action and our
concern with ourselves will 1limit our effectiveness in performing
our tasks. Pure consciousness is an abstraction and is not ex-
trapolated except in conjJunction with some perception Sr some
action. When I am consciocus I am always consclous of some ac-
tion, of some perceptlon, or of some thought. Self-consciousness
1s my consclousness of the thought of consciousness: quite
literally it 1s the awareness of the implications of consclous-
ness; 1t 18 the consclousness of consciousness. Clearly con-
sclousness might be compounded wlthout end, but such compounding
would be trivial and vacuous. To understand consclousness we :
must study not 1t, but the actions and the perceptions in which

it 1lnevitably inheres.



127 I1-60
Action

The preceding discussion has suggested that the distinction
between consciousness on the one hand and action and perception
on the other 1s not free of amblgulty. Although we speak of
consciousness as Independent, yet in experience consciousness
is invarlably attended either by perception or action. As a
matter of fact, it 1s always attended by both, because if we
were not embarrassed by superficial verbal contradiction, we
should declare that consciousness, perception, and actjion are
but three different aspects of the living self, and where one
of them 1is found to be present, the other two can be found to
accompany it. Furthermore 1t has become evident that conscious-
ness 1is invariably conjoined with memory: this is the case
even where consclousness appears to be of the present, because
even the present requires time to be appreclated and understood.
Thus consciousness 1s always conscliousness of the past, although
as a rule the past that occuples consciousness is very recent.
Strictly speaking, my reflection on this present action is a
refleétion upon the memory of that action. It would appear
that thought itself might be designated as the locus of con-
sclousness, but when we introduce the notion of'thought to ex-
plain consciousness, we ralse the question whether thought may

properly be distlinguished from perception and action. The most
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consistent interpretatlon of thought holds that thought being

an intrinsic activity of mind, shares the property both of

action and of perceptlon. Thought may be understood as a special
kKind of action and perception, namely as the action of mind

upon itself and as the perception by mind of its own content.
Moreover the distinctlon between thought on the one hand and
action and perception on the other 1s of limited value, because
whlle thought is a useful and effectlive means of clarifying

our understanding, 1t 1s unable to provide us with genuinely

new ldeas. Its usefulness 1is limited to prior contact‘that

we might have had with nature, and deprived of such stimula-

tion thought would be altogether meaningless.

As we proceed with such bold and firm definltions of con-
cepts that have troubled authors far more acute than ocurselives,
we owe both explianation and apology. As we have previously
intimated, it is the purpose of our defilnition neither to
1imit the actuality of nature nor to expand or improve upon it.
Our concepts are like tools for understanding ourselves and our
relationship to nature. We deslign our concepts 1in order that
they might facilitate our task. From this point of view,
1t 1is not at all 1incongruous that adthough we define
concepts .ﬁﬁyﬁ’our particular ends, we leave rcom Tfor

the possibility that for different purposes different
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definitions might be more suitable. The closer our considera-
tions approach actual experlence, the more tentative and sug-
gestive they wlll appear, the less decisive and the less arbi-

trary we can afford to make them.

Action shall be defined as the transitive relatlionship of
consclousness to reality, existing primarily in the dimension
of time. Perception, on the other hand, is the passive rela-
tionship of mind to reallty, primarily in a spatial dimension.
Subsequent elaboration will show how advantageous such,a divi-
sion is in providing an adequate description of the relationship
between self and reality, and at the same time giving a reliable
foundation for the interpretation of action and perception as
independent phenomena. As soon as one distingulshes conscious-
ness into actlon and perceptlion, the relative limltation of
this separation becomes apparent. Perception 1s not entirely
devoid of actlon; to some extent it must be construed as an
active process also, not only because it involves the formation
of concept and images, but because it implies intentlon, expecta-
tion and the active apperceptive fulfilliment of an interval in
time. DBy the same token, the separation of action from percep-
tion cannot be carried to its logical extreme. Independent of
perception, action should remain forever inaccessible to our

minds. Moreover, we shall subsequently show that the planning
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of actlon is the task of the cognitive power of mind, which
relies not only upon an understanding of our own abilities,
but also on an interpretation of the complex circumstances
that preceded the action as preliminaries and that follow it
as consequences. Flnally, nelther perception nor action have
meanlng except 1ln assoclation with consciousness as that power
of mind which relates them both to a single subjective self.
In other words, a perception or an action must always be the
property of personality. Primarily such personallty 1s sub-
Jective: the necessary relationship between perceptioh and
action on the one hand and conscilousness on the other is a
phenomenon recognlzed by the individual in his own experience
and i1s not demonstrable directly to his fellow men. The ex-
perlience of consciousness, implying as it does actlon and per-
ception, is the core of our understanding not only of ourselves
but of the world that we are able to know. One might 1indeed
argue that this consclousness was the only genulne and primary
experience accessible to us, and that all our knowledge of
world was a mere extrapolation from it. The understanding of
world as projection and transference of consciousness is one
of the most interesting implications of the psychology we have
outlined. This 18 a problem of particular importance with

wihnich we shall deal 1n more detail in a different context.
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The explanation of action that 1s most plausible to the
contemporary mind is a mechanical one. We tend to be prejudiced
in favor of mechanical theories because the flowering of modern
sclence is grounded in a mechanistic interpretation of nature.
In a mechanical scheme, action appears as a mere motion of a
part of the human body. We desire to understand the world as
conslsting of a finite number of physical objects of larger or
smaller size, exerting and impellied by discrete physical forces,
interacting with one another at appropriate points. No wonder
then that the typical action represents itself as a moﬁion,
such as kicking a ball, rolling a rock, striking a match, or
pulling the trigger of a gun. One should like to explain ac-
tlon solely as the motion, simple or complex of the body and
of its parts. A mechanical theory is lnadequate because 1t is
unable to explaln the specific relationship of a particular
motion to the environmental circumstances which make the action
meaningful and ldentify it as such. How are we to distinguish
the motion that i1s presumably explanatory of action from the
many trivial, lnconsequential, incoherent, unconsciocus motions
of which our lives consist? Actions appear to be distinguished
from other, quite similar motions only by  the intention that
produces them and by the consequences that follow. This fact

in itself suggests the 1lnadequacy of a mechanical theory of
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action. Furthermore the intention and the consequences of
action are never independent; they rely for their meaning upon

a conceptual interpretation of world. In other words, an in-
dlspensable quality of action is its relationship to the cir-
cumstance that accompanies it. For example, in the course of

a single day we may make many motlons such as the one with

which we light a matech; but it 1is only one specific movement

as it kindles the fire that deserves the name of action. We

are always moving part of our body, but only when movements

are performed for a conscilous purpose do we consider th;m action.
In order for our steps, for example, to be called actions, the
origin and the destination of our paths must be taken 1nto ac-
count. We anticlpate and we remember actions not nearly soc much
in terms of the physical movement that we made; we value and

we classify them as events that become integral parts of our
conceptual world. Clearly the definition of action as mere
motion 1s inadequate. Reflection upon this circumstance leads :
us to ask whether motion should ever be consldered primarily
glven? We are inclined to forget that the idea of motion 1t-
self is an abstraction from experlence. All actlions that we

In fact recognize are specific, they occur 1n a particular place
and at a specific time. But the very implication of the concept

motion as a physical term is its abstractness and indefiniteness.
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This indefiniteness 1s clearly contradictory to the necessary
specificity of the actlon. 1In other words, whenever one at-
tempts teo define action as motion one implicitly denies the
distingulshing characteristics of action. There would be no
criterion intrinsic to motion that would separate trivial
movements of which we make so many from those of conseguence

that alone deserve the name of action.

There are as a matter of fact many slgnificant actions of
which the mere physical motion gives little or no explanation.
To be sure, many of our actlons do Involve motion, some more
and some less. Writing for example 1nvolves motion of the fin-
gers; speech requires motion of the vocal chords and of the
tongue. Yet the effect of these motions is qulte remote and
can hardly explain the specific qualities of the intended ac-
tions. It is virtually impossible to relate the quality of
action with the quality of motion, except when the two are
distinctly associated with one another in experience, and then
only in a very superficial way. Moreover, motion falls to shed
light on the process of decision which is frequently the most
lmportant aspect of action. Our assent or denial of a specific
proposition is frequently devoild of all movement. Silence at
a crucial instant may be actlion of the most momentous kind.

We perform many significant deeds with a simple yes or no, or
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with a few strokes of the pen. Such observatlons as these
suggest that physical motion 1s far too simple and too general

an abstraction to serve as a sultable definition of action.

We shall be more successful 1n our attempt to define the
quality of action if we approach this problem without our cus-
tomary prejudices concerning the structure of reality. If we
undertake to make an lnventory of all circumstances to which
we may Justly apply the name actlon, we would find ourselves
with a very long list. Actlon would include not only those
apparently fateful decislons by which the course of our own
existence and that of ocur fellow men would be drastically af-
fected, but it would include also all random movement that
bore even the falntest analogy to significant ones, it would
include all relevant thoughts, and even all deliberate per-
ceptlons. All these actlons would have primarily two qualities
in common. They would all be actions of an individual; they
would be essentlally expressive of the self. We understand
actlons only to the extent to which we are able to suppose
ourselves as thelr subjJects. The other quality of all actions
1s the clircumstance that they refer to an obJject distinet from
self. All actions take place in or upon a world of nature.
Thls clrcumstance obtains even wlth thoughts. Evanescent

though they seem to be, they must be construed to leave behind
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them elther as conceptual entity or as impression upon the
parent mind some obJjectlve vestige of thelr belng. Having
designated the two most pervaslve characteristics of action,

we may turn to examine thelr implications.

We consider first the characteristics of actions in their
relatlonships to the world of nature. Here they appear as
events and the individual responsible for them as an historical
personality. They must then compete for slgnificance with all
the other events of which knowledge is possible. At the same
time our awareness of them has changed. When our actions ap-
pear to us as part of the world, we are no longer so pointedly
aware of the subjective necessity that once impelled us. The
awareness of personal involvement 1s attenuated when actions
become elements in the conceptual world. As actlons lose their
immediacy, they become alienated from the self that was once

responsible for them,

It is inevitable that the actlons that are now in process
of performance and now domlnate our consclousness should after
days, weeks, or years have elapsed, lose the better part of
the significance that we now attribute to them. PFor that mat-
ter, our own actlons are usually trivial in comparison with

events of which we have conceptual knowledge. What I can do
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here and now 1s as nothlng compared with the actions of the
mightiest of men; and even the actlons of the great are in-
consequentlial in comparison with the events and ordinances of
nature. This discrepaney has traditionally been a source of
religious bewilderment. It has also provided an impetus for
ambltious and determined men to increase the power and signifi-
cance of their own actions at the expense of those of their
fellow men. When we are able to feel ourselves superlor in
our acticns to some of our nelghbors, the acuteness of our disg-
illusionment with our own insignificance is somewhat aésuaged.
We are accustomed to interpret our actions as events within
a framework limited in scope. Such limitation is indlspensable
1f our actlons as events are not to lose all their meanling.
A paralysls of insignificance would befall us if we were to
construe our deeds in a cosmic dimension. On the cther hand,
In order to be able to act purpcsefully, we must establish and
maintaln a frame of reference in whieh our actions may compare
favorably with other events. 1 compare today's work with
what 1 did yesterday or what I plan to do next week.
I measure my achievements with those of other men whom I con-
slder my peers. My action becomes an event within a frame-
wWork such és the life of my famlly, or within the contemporary

history of my town, perhaps even of my country. It may be that



137 II-70

one of the chief benefits of soclety 1s that it provides for
men a background against which thelr actions obtailn objective

signiflcance.

As we review the various historical schemes in which our
selves and our actlons appear, we recognize that there is a
progression from that history most intimate to us and most
peculiarly our own through the various interpretations that
our family, friends, and assoclates must have of us, to far
broader frames of reference within which the self and its
actions are reduced to mere number until they vanish entirely.
This scale of devaluation that accompanies a conceptual ex-
pansion of our world is the background against which our de-

scription of action must be visualized.

We cannct escape the cosmic dimensions of which our con-
ceptual inferences provide us knowledge. Only a superficilal
acquaintance with history, only a glance at the starry sky
serves to convlince us of the discrepancy between our trivial
actions and the endlessness of the world of which we have
knowledge. This discrepancy was probably the earliest source
of religious insplration, and religion characteristically
attempts to compensate for 1t. Religlous experience admits
us to a realm pf reality from which we are otherwise excluded

by the physical limitations of our biological existence. The
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compensation for the weakness of the flesh that religious ex-
perience sbtrives to provide is 1illiustrated by the gymbollsm

of actlon to which 1t encourages us. This symbolism reconciles
the digparity between our limited capacities and the apparent
Infinity of nature. It iIs the exiracrdinary achievement of
relliglious thought to provide the individual with a method for
expandling this limlited action and for gurncunting the confines
of his conceptual apprehension of reality. It is gasy to dig-
parage the rellglous solutlon to the inadequacy of action as
superficial or even deceptive. Many a modern man presémes to
require no such mediatlon. On the other hand, when we become
aware of that discrepancy in its actuality and realize the
absolute gualltative difference between the prasumptions of
self and the limitless dimensions of the conceptual world of
our knowledge, then on the contrary 1t seems more deceptive

to deny the discrepancy than to admit 1t by accepting the

aymbolism of religion.

The problems of actlon will assume an entirely different
form when we regard them no longer as potential events in the
real world of nature, but when we conslder them as specific

and necessary expressiong of consclousness in a conceptual
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world. From thls altered viewpoint the traditional problems
concerning necesslity and free will as determinants to action
as well as the ethical questlons about right and wrong become

uniquely accessible to examination.

So long as we view our actions as a series of incidents
extending from a distant past Inte a remote future, they re-
main'ggéégé from us as do the events of nature of which we
have only a conceptual understanding. In order to be able
to gilve a more meaningful analysis of action we must 1£mit
our conslderations to the present. Such limitation does
not necessarlly simplify our problem, perhaps iéﬁ%ékes it
more difficult. The action that I antlcipate 1s nct identi-
cal with the action that I perform; nor is the action that
i remember wholly adequate to the involvement of self wilith
reality that constlitutes the present action. The difference
between the anticlpated action and action in process of per-
formance must not be glossed over. when the anticipated
action becomes actual, there is a transference of potenti-
ality to necessity. When the antlcipated action becomes

l‘nU‘GIVEme,ﬂ
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Lo be obJectively described is transmuted

into a matter of direct, immediate, subjective importance. The
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quality of this transmutation escapes us even as does the
merging of the future and present. That an actlon which only
minutes or hours ago I anticipated should now be upon me 1is
as perplexing for me to understand as is the fact that future
time is now here. In this translitlon the distinction between
an obJjective event anticipated and a now lnescapable function

fulflllied becomes obscure.

Concealed by thils obscurity 1s the anomalous proposition
that I presume to determine my action according to the. plan of
my anticipation. Morecover, to an undefined extent the action it-
self inevitably exceeds all possible expectation that I might have
of 1t. Tradltionally the solution to this problem is sought in
the notlion of causallty, as we flrmly assert our will to be the
cause of our action. The difficulity of so simple a solution
is that it has no predlctive value whatever. The conscilousness
of wlll, assuming there was such a thing, would never be able
to predlct with any degree of certainty the actions we should
ultimately perform. For there are many actions that we 'will?,
which we never have power or opportunity to bring about, and con-
versely there are many significant actlions that we do on the spur
of the moment of which we have no reasonable anticipation. Fi-
nally, there is virtually nothing that we do which in its com-

plexity does not greatly exceed even the most careful possible
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voluntary anticlpation of 1t. Tt appears then that the DOBLY -
late of will to explain the determlination and the certalnty
of action 1s a poor and unrewarding hypothesis. We shall seek

a different approach to this problem.

p.mfi

The postulate of will is -.;Ad@f{n&ﬂu We are always

bt e il
content to refer tc rq‘as exlstlng; we are always at a loss

to state what 1f might be. If we sought a degeriptlion of will
as 1t appears ln our consclousness, we might call it the silent
or spoken reflectlion upon a proposition indicating our.deter-
mination to act in a certaln way. If will is more than thig,
what 1t might be escapes our definition. The statement that we
are about to perform an actlon must be reparded either as an
Integral part of that action or as a second, independent and
separate act. If 1t 1s regarded as an integral part of the
action, the problem vanishes; 1f it is regarded as a geparate
act, then the problem of will 1s merely a duplicate of the
problem of actlon, and in order to understand how action might
be anticipated by will we should have to ingulre into the
relatlonshlip between the two actions. If wiil were under-
stood as a prilor, wholly separable, independent z2ection from
that other action to whlech 1t is presumed cause, entirely

new difficulties appear. Construed in this way, will as separate

actlon ne longér appears to anticlipate adequately that action



142 II-75

to which 1t points. By the same token, the constellation of
actions evidently inter-related assumes new significance. This
present action expressed by our 'will', is a meaningful and
relatively rellable indication of actions that we shall pro-
bably perform in the future. The present action, whether it

be a dynamic or a merely decisional one, is a substantial
manifestation of the quality of self at that moment and in

the forseeable future as well. Inevitably, also, all our
actions serve to determine the quality of self. The sort of
person that I am 1s both expressed and immediately dete;mined
by the action that I do. Thus if I take occasion expllcitly
to 'act out' my determination, I thereby reveal my will, I

show what sort of person I am, and I make it possible both

for myself and for my fellow men to predict with greater cer-
tainty what I am likely to do in the future. If, however, I
remain unpractliced In exercising my mind, then neither I nor
my fellow men will know what to expect of me botir in respect )

“hoth
to,the quality of my actions and their forcefulness.

This explanation has made 1t possible to define the rela-
tionship of actions to one another and to explain the apparent
cogency of will., If will and action are indeed separate and
logically coordinate one with another, we need not be surprised

that the two frequently fail to coincide. Probably such coincidence
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as well as
as we observe, smd the relliability of will that makes our

anticipation of action of practical value, should be considered
a mere blological constancy and perseverance. We tend to
continue in a pattern of actlon that we have begun. As our
language, our facial expression, our manual dexterity remain
relatively constant, so do the potentlalities of our personality

that are Indicated by will and that are exhibited in action.

However successfully theoretical considerations may be
satisfled by our exposition, there remain nonetheless many
practical aspects of the relationship between will and action
that deserve further elaboration. Throughout our waking lives
our minds are filled with images of events in the objective
world. In these events we participate and we are able to pre-
dict from experlence what effect such events wlll have upon
our person and upon our Interests. We realize also the ef-
fectiveness of our own dispositions and motions in determining
and modifying the events in thils conceptual scheme. 1In ob-
serving our own behavior we have empirically recognized that
our actions and attitudes correspond to the anticipations that
our mind previously entertalned. We belleve ourselves to be
gulded by choice because we have anticlpated our actions and
recognized them to be consequences of our premeditations. Our

mlnds are always open to the possibility that contrary conslderations
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mlght enter into the pattern of our thought and might divert
us from plans well lald. Such digression would never be con-
gidered a denlal of will, but merely its deliberate shrogation,
becauss whatever we do deliberately, we do willfully. Indeed,
whenever we act consclously we act according to our will, and
1t 1s guite inconceivable that will should be overruled by

any other influences.

At the mcment of inveolvement, action appears inevitable
and necessary. It 1s a paradox worth some conslderation that
whereas in antlclipation and in retrospect we can readlly con-
celve of curselves as having acted differently than we in fact
did, yet at the time we performed the action 1n questlon we have
Bad no alternatlive. This fact 1s more real than 1t is apparent,
largely because our thought dwells extensively on concepbual
schemes In which action 1s Indeed contingent. It 1z not eagy
to observe our actlons as phenomena. We have dalfficulty in
understanding our actlions for what they are at the instant
of performance. When, however, we become particularly con-
cerned about the quality of our actlions, when we meditate
not only about what we ought fo do but about what
we can doy  then we recognize that although the qual-

ity of future action appears open and undetermined,
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subJect to our delilberation =determination now, the quality
of present actlon, of that which I now recognize myself in the
act of doing, 1s utterly beyond my power to change., The reason
for thls 1inability 1s the circumstance that my action exhausts
at this moment all that I am. There 1s not on the one hand a
self and on the other hand an action which the self performs;
the self and the action are identical at the moment of action.
Deprived of that action, self is annihilated. This is the
implication of our thesis that action is an unavoidable and

4
necessary expression of self.

The necessity of action 1s usually ignored because our minds
are focused and our attention is absorbed by the conceptual
relationships that occupy our thinking. We are unwilling to
accept the apparent compulsion of action in ltself and for that
reason we refer the necesslty of action to the conceptual rela-
tionshlp between Intention and action. We say that the action
follows from the Intention, and we accept a binding relationship‘
between intention and action as the cause of the necessity of
the latter. As we have stated, however, this explanation only
transforms the problem and does not solve it, because the in-
tentlon 1s either an integral part of the same action, in which

case the distinction is tautelogous, or the intention must be

construed as a separate action, in which case the problem 1s
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dupllicated. The truth of the matter, however 1s that the
hypothesis of intention i1s a conceptual rather than an %ghfﬁ;fl
&te one. In the lmmedlacy of action, intention and action
colncide. The distinctlon between intention and action rep-
resents a conceptual device by means of which we attempt to
explain for ourselves the necessity of action. Here we regard
actlon as an event, as something we have done in the past or
something we may do in the future, but not as anything we are
dolng now. We regard the action of others as analogous to

4
our own: we consider the actlon of human beings comparable ¢

with the action of animals, and for that matter comparable to

natural events 1in general. The action that I intend is an event

and represents ltself to my mind as an event no less than the
action performed by a third person, no less than for example
the flight of the blrd or the thunder of the storm. Thus we
derlve no elucidatlion of our problem from such a conceptual
representation of action. It 1s true that we may derive from
them much useful information about the range of human actlivity;
nonetheless it 1s doubtful that they will ever be able to give
an adequate answer to the question of action as an immediate

expression of consclousness. While the conceptual scheme ef

5 a8 ewen 1s unable to shed light on the immediate re-

ality of actiop, yet conversely it 1is altogether possible that

3

§
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the phenomenclogical analysis of action may lead to some under-
standing of the conceptual relationships that have hitherto

eluded explanation.

Perhaps there 1s no more exacting and compelling test of
any theory of actlon than the explanation that 1t is able to
provide for the age-ocld dllemma of necessity or free will. We
shall see what kind of account we are able to give of this
uncertalnty from the point of view that we have chosen as our
own. S50 long ag we are willing to view our action in the con-
text of immedlate experlence, that is, so long as we view them
from a phenomenological polint of view, no problem concerning
freedom or necessity arises. It is only when we attempt to
describe the self and its actlvity as elements in an objective
series of events that the ambiguity concerning freedom and
necessity becomes pressing. We postulate then that action is
merely a specles of event; we assume that this event, like
other events In nature should follow necessarily from 1its cause..
But we have been caught in a2 circular argument. Our notion
of event was derived, as we have indicated and as we shall
subsequently show in greater detail, from our notion of action

in the first place; yet our idea of actlon is an immediate

expression of primary experience. The compulsive guality of
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action was projected into the objective world where it appeared
to us as the necessary relationshlp between cause and effect.
Event and actlon are but two aspects of a single phenomenon.
of our experience of ackion

We recognize that the event is a proJectionninto the conceptual
world ef-vur-expsrience eof action. Therefore the notion of
event has no implications that are not already presumed in the
concept of action; 1t is illogical that the experience of ac-

tion whiech has given us the concept of event should in turn

be explicable by the very concept derived from it.

.

Freedom of actlion is gilven in the immedlacy of action; it
1s the assertlon by self of 1ts integrity, primacy, and in-
dependence. The freedom of action appears as a fundamental
psychlc phenomenon, as a powerful and vivid assertion by the
self of 1ts own exlstence. It is true that this freedom dis-
appears when self and its actlons are viewed as elements of an
objective world. However, we have shown such an objective world
to be a conceptual product of our minds, and in_as much as the |
very quality of action 1s projected into the conceptual world
as the necessary relationshlp between cause and effect, 1t is
incongruous to utilize whatever cogency the cause and effect
relationship might possess for the purpose of criticizing ac-

tion. Thus from a purely theoretical point of view, we may be

confident that the cause-effect relationship, however indis-
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pensable to our view of nature, cannot invalidate that primary
experience of which 1t 1is a reflection. It is contradictory
that a conceptual interpretation should attempt to supplant
the freedom of actlon with the logic of causality. The neces-
sity of the cause-effect relationship in the conceptual world
1s not the denlal of freedom of self, but its derivative and

as such in a sense its confirmation.

The notion of action is derived immediately from experi-

alf
ence, Likqaother knowledge gerised

fitted into a conceptual pattern. But to the extent that ac-

tlon is an immediate manifestation of experience, 1t will
remailn distinct from the conceptual world. Action is a quality
of consciousness and must be explalned as such, and it is dis-
torted when it is viewed primarily as an event. At the same
tlme the mechanism of action and its results, as well as the
speclflc characteristics of the relationship between the self
and reallty, are comprehensible by us only wlth the instruments
and within the framework of the conceptual world. No analogies
of ours, however devious or skillful they may be, however in-
tricate or suggestive, will be able to escape from this circle
of our conceptual limitatlons. Our inability to arrive at a
precise désignation of action 1s a problem of the same order

as our inabllity to arrive at such a designation for seilf.
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Perhaps 1t is 1lnevitable, and surely 1t is not surprising

that the characteristics of immediate experlience become dis-

torted and on occasilon paradoxically interlocked when they

are translated into conceptual formulas. We recognize once

more an intrinsic limitation of the
of experience, a limitation that we
and which we shall have occasion to
greater detall. A phenomenological
will carry us somewhat further. We

the transitive relationship between

conceptual formulation
have encountered before
describe subsequently in
description of experience
may designate action as

self and nature. %he

self 1s absolutely dependent upon action; action is the reali-

zation of self 1n time.
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Perception

Pure conscliousness 1s an abstraction from experlence and
does not exlst as such. Consclousness is lnvarliably colored
by feeling and perception, but the mutual relations between
consclousness, feeling, and perception are unclear and require
to be explored. The description of these faculties has been
impeded by the prejudice which logic as the purveyor of reason
entertalns against everything that tends to impugn 1its primacy.
Consequently reason denles the substantiality of feeling and
has invariably attempted to describe perception as a purely
rational process. Evidently a reexamination of these problems

from an unblased point of vliew might prove of great value.

When we regard the human being as a psychological organism,

Severul

e,gradations of sensitivity. Most general

we recognize
are feelings or states of consclousness unassoclated with any
particular part of the body, emotions deslignated with vague N
terms such as happiness, sadness, tiredness or exultation.

Other sensations, such as thirst, hunger, nausea or desire may
or may not be linked with particular parts of the body. The

Anchher
secend group of sensations are those which are more or less

dlstinctly referred to a particular portion of the body, par-
ticularly sensatlions of pain, touch, temperature, and position

sense. Evldently these wwe classes of feelings are interrelated;



152 11-85

a pain in one part of the body will frequently precipitate

a generallzed state of anxlety or sadness. Many such examples
Finally we note that

might be given./\certain of our sensations possess the speciflc

capaclity regularly and reliably to indicate the existence of

objects distinct from ourselves. It 18 this ability of sensa-

tion to distinguish self and not-self to which we refer as

perceptilon.

To speak of perception is to invite consideration of the
traditional 1list of the five senses: vision, hearing, touch,
taste, and smell. Elementary observation suggests that this
list 1s nelther consistent nor complete. The faculty of vision,
for example, comprises a set of abllities differing appreciably
among different individuals. In some men the abllity to dis-
tinguish colors is deficient; in others, it is entirely ab-
sent. While visual apperceptions are obviously mediated through
corresponding anatomic structures in all men, wlde variations .
are observed 1n the aculty and functional usefulness of vision.
To be sure, this faculty may be improved by tralning, but there
1s also a limlt to the effectiveness of such training. Some
men's eyes are more trailnable than others. Hence for some men
the sense of vision is appreclably more revealing than for
others., Horeover, in the interpretation of the visual object

there may well be gradations far more subtle than we realize.
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The same geometrlcal image may conceivably elicit divergent
responses from different individuals. Such differences are
effectively concealed by the unproved and probably unwarranted
assumption that two 'normal! individuals faced with the same
object will have identical visual apperceptions of 1t. Surely,
the artist In front of hls canvas, the naturalist in the field,
the pathologlst at hls microscope, wlll recognize many phenomena

that would be inapparent to the untrained eye.

Discrepancies in the abllity to hear must similarly be
recognized. Differences 1n auditory aculty must be construed
as more than quantitative. The individual who for example can
designate pltch perfectly 1is in all likelihood able to hear
far more than the individual who cannot even carry a tune.

It is commonly known that the senses of smell and of taste are
intimately related, so much so as to permit no functional
distinction. The sense of touch, by way of contrast, has been .
grossly over-simpllified; it includes not only sensations of
pressure, but of paln, temperature, and position sense as well.
In additlon, consideration must be given to the sense of equl-
librium, as to such dilverse speclfic sensations as itching,
tingling, and burning, vertigo and nausea. Moreover, the

specific sensations willl be found to merge into emotional dis-

posltions to which no speclflic objectlive reference would be
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attributable. Once more we recognize the distinction, at times
subtle, between those sensations that are projected outward

80 as to have some presumptive cause in nature, and those other
senslbllities which aré:;rojected to the outside world and

from which therefore self 1s unable to dissociate 1tself.

The distinction 1s often unclear and always variable. For
example, 1f my finger is bruised, I am likely to assume the
attitude that the finger pains me, but that I am otherwise well,
thus distingulshing the painful injury to the finger from a
self otherwlse whole. When, however, I am overcome wikh a
feeling of nausea, for example, of tiredness or exultation,

I say that I feel or am nauseated, tired, or happy as the case

n Hhese
might be. P

circumstances I am unable to dissociate my
present feeling from my consclousness of self, and I am also
unable to deslgnate as its occasional cause any particular ob-
Ject in my environment. It is valuable to survey the spectrum
of feellngs and perceptions and to recognize that at one end of *
the spectrum the awareness tends to be identified entirely with
the self, while at the other end the awareness 1is identified
entirely with an object recognlzed to be distinct from self,

It 1s also pertinent to note that the pure terminl of the spectrum
are experlenced rarely if at all; by far the majority of experi-
ences combine an awareness of self with a reference to some ob-

Ject in the environment.
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The traditional analysis of perception is a stereotyped
affair. It presupposes the exlstence of man as a sensitive
and intelligent being; it assumes opposite to him the real
existence of the world and its objects. Perception 1s, accord-
Ingly, considered as the process by which the individual ob-
tains images of the objects that surround him. The acquisition
of such perceptual images 1is usually treated as a function of
the sensory organs, of nervous pathways, and of locallzed areas
of the brain that mediate sensory stimuli. The customary ac-
count of perception presupposes that the structure of %oth self
and of world should be common knowledge. Whether self and world
are known, and to what extent, need not be disputed here, but
if they be known, such knowledge 1is derived from perception.
Since self and world become known through perception, perception
should be prior to them and should be explicable without re-
llance upon definitions of self or of world. Perhaps the pro-
cesses of perception have proved enigmatlc and impervious to
our understanding to the same degree that world and mind respec-

tively appear intelligible.

Perception must be explained through ltself, without reference
to dogmatic notions of self or of world. Indeed, if nelther
world nor'self were as intelligible as)they appear on first
‘consideration,'the processes of perception might be regarded
in an entirely different light. Perceptionsg}31mmed1ate§ the

self that sustains them and the world that they presume to reflect
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are more remote, It 1s possible that the uncertainties of both
self and worlid have traditionally been projected into the pro-
cesses of perceptiocn that bindg them., If then we deny the
assumption that self or world should be primarily known to us,
the process of perception itself will assume a new importance,

'In+r: +
directly accessible as it 1s to our examination. Our, ean e

ey s o

ideas of self and world are intelligible only as consequences

of the process of perception. If self and world in their com-
plexlty are but derivatives of the perceptual experience 1t

will be incongruous to presume to define perception ig terms

of them. On the contrary, a strictly loglcal approach would
appear to demand that the relationship be reversed and that

self and world respectively be defined in terms of the per-
ceptual experience. In postulating such a reversal of customary
procedure we advocate no radical departure from intellectual
tradition. In so doing we remain falthful to the sceptical
method of Descartes, who recognized as primary not the reality
of self or world but only the actuality of perception which
seemed to reflect them both. Perception 1s immediately glven,
linked inseparably as it is with conscilousness. We recognize
perception as one of the original phenomena of experience from
which we are led to deduce the existence both of self and of

world.
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Thus the positlon of perception in our analysils of experi-
ence 1s strictly comparable to that of action. Perception and
action are the twin expressions of consclousness. They are
primary in the sense that other dispositions of conscliousness
may convenlently be defined in terms of them. Both action and
perception express a relationship between self and world. Both
of them are more immedlate to us in experlience than either
self or world. Consequently it 1s remarkable to observe that
In our eyes nature acquires certain of the characterisfics
of actlon. To wit, the succession of events and the construc-
tion of the relationship between them as causal can best be
understood as a projJection of the subjective experiences of
will and action into the objective world. Similarly, the
self covets such entity for itself as perception projects
upon objects in space. Impressed as it is by nature, the
percelving self identifies itself with the world that it
recognizes and demands for itself such entity and being as
it believes to perceive in nature. The recurrent attempts
to describe self as an existing being patterned after the

perceived
reality of objects im pemeeptien is proof of this assertion.

Thus perception and action each furnish valuable logical points

of beginning for the exploration of both self and of world.
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Perception medlates between the self and a reality apart
from and outslde of self. Consequently two elements in per-
ception may be r@cggni?ed,gziat which 18 determined by reality
cutside of the self, which we shall call the gilvenness of per-
ceptlon. The second 1s that element which is imposed upon
perception by the limitaticns of self; this we shall call the
concept or the Torm of perception. Perception and knowledge
may be conasldered bult as two aspects of a single process.
Knowledge 1s the interpretation of perceptual phenomena from
thelr concepbtual aspect. We shall analyze knowledge im a
subsegquent chaplter, and we shall say no more at this time
about the formal quallty of the cognltive process. A theory
of perceptlon, on the other hand, must interpret the cognitive
provesg as the response of a sensitlve consclousness to the
glvenness of objJects. In actuallty concewnt and datum can-

only for tie purpsses ¢f Ql‘ab\.bhev\,l'
maE be divorced, and when our analvyigls apnears on the veroe
A & &

kY

of sbsurdity, remembrance of this fact may serve to rescue it.

Frobably it 1g a result of the great importance of con-
ceptual knowliedge for us that the glvenness of perception should
be eclipsed &y £ and characterlstically undervalued. Indeed,
the primary task of an expositlion of the perceptmal process

proves to be an explanation of 1ts glvenness., Before the analysis
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of perception progresses very far there will be found elements

explicable
Wik Red only 1n terms of themselves. It ia these

that are

elements of which we say that they are given, and the char-
acteristic of perception by virtue of which they are gilven

we call its givenness. For example, we consider the quality
of the color green as given; unless and until we percelve it,
we have no intimation of what green might be. The man who is
color-blind will profit 1little from a physical description of
light or of color until he 1is able to correlate these qith

his own perceptual experiences. Likewise, no amount of acous-
tical analysis willl explain to a man the sound of a flute or
of a harpsichord unless and until he hears one. All descrip-
tilons, for example, of oil will remain superfluous until one
has seen and felt such a liquid of high. viscosity. These
qualities, and innumerable others like them, we call given
because they cannot be replaced by conceptual rationalizations
of any sort. At the same time, the notion of givenness in per-
ception introduces a number of serlous problems. Upon first
thought . we might consider it possible to isclate a set of
primary qualities existing independent of conceﬁtualization.
By compounding such primary qualitlies reason might be expected
to reproduce a synthetic image of the entire world. Such an
assumption. however proves untenable, because if as in our ex-

ample. the color green required to be immediately glven and

A
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was incapable of being explained by conceptual substitution,
llkewise this green tree must be primarily apprehended per-
ceptually; no definitions or rationalizations will substitute
for that apperception. In other words, the quality of given-
ness accompanies all our perceptions. In everything that we
hear and particularliy in everything that we see there is an
element of uniqueness which 18 not reduceable to conceptual
rationalizations no matter how useful or effective they might

prove to be,.
4

The givenness of perception. however, 1lnvariably coincides
with 1ts conceptual formulation, and it is in the complementary
and antagonistic interplay of perception and concept that the
apprehension of nature consists. As we shall subsequently
show, perception itself issues lmmediately into the formation
of concepts. No sooner are we confronted with the givenness
of something distinct from us than we seek to define it as an
entity, and such an entity, as we shall show, 1s already a
conceptual product. We recognize then that although the given-
ness of perceptlion is irrevocably a part of all intellectual
experience, yet it 1s characteristic of our minds that we are
unable to sustaln perception without conceptualizing 1t. And
this is the clrcumstance that has made the analysis of per-

ception so difficult, namely that all our perceptual activity
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18 directed and determlned if not indeed overshadowed by the
conceptual scheme into which it becomes integrated and which

it appears to serve.

The difficulties of a theory of perception are magnified
by the circumstance that perception is susceptible to such
radical instrumental modification. The instruments that alter
perception 1nclude not only optical systems such as those of
the microscope and the telescope but the processes of photography
and the electronic transmission of sound and image. Thus are
made accessible to our sight not only a new set of perceptual
experlences, but the regularity, order, and conslstency which
such lmages exhlblt make avallable to our minds a new range
of Judgment. In each case there has been opened up to us an
entirely new discipline of science, astronomy for example,

pathology, or microbiology.

We may distinguish instruments which magnify or extend )
our perceptual powers, where processes of vision or of hearing
are made posslble over long dlstances or improved in aculty
but are not qualitatively altered, from those other instrumental
elaborations of our perceptual activity by which entirely new
phenomena of nature are brought to our attentlon. Our eyes ap-

pear to be sensitlive to a certain frequency of electromagnetic
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radiation; we are capable of perceiving physical objects of

a certaln size, comparable to the dimension of the eye 1tself.
All instrumentation which radically alters the realm of objlects
perceived wlll appear to be of paramount theoretical importance.
The perceptual transformation seems to prove the primacy of

the logical system by which the transformation was accomplished.
The alteratlon brought about in the perceptual processes then
seems to compare in importance with the primary processes them-
selves and one 1s led to the conclusion, albelt erronéous, that
the processes of perception are explicable by arguments analogous

those
to shat used In the construction of instruments.

We must recognize that in all expansions of our perceptual
sensitivity the final common pathway of perception remains
unaltered. The view of lon tracks in a cloud chamber or the
fluorescence produced by & cathode ray are images qualitatively
identical with all the other perceptions in which my waking .
1ife conslsts. The difference between such perceptions lies
in the complexlity of the explanatory rationalizations which
make each image meaningful 1n its own way. Such conceptual
inferences, important though they may be, must be kept distinct
from the simpler process of perception. The perceptions them-

selves are all homologous, and the coﬁceptual constructlons

upon them are the result of entirely different functions of
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mind that must be investligated in a different context. We
need anticipate no 1imit to the intricacy and effectiveness
of our conceptual rationalizations. At the same time we
will never obtain a more intimate relationship to reality

on account of them than can be established through the simple

and naive process of perception.

It 1s usually thought that in the study of perception
modern sclentific methods might be most profitably applied
to ancient philosophlical problems. It is reasoned that the
sensory organs are of all parts of the mind most accessible
to scientiflc 1lnvestigation. The propagation of light and
gsound, for example are proper problems for physics. It would
seem both possible and desirable that the vexing questions
of perceptlion should be settled once and for all by an ex-
tension of physical methods. Consclousness would then be
equated with some function of the brain. World would be under-
stood as the totallty of objects exlsting outside the body.
Perception would be construed as the imaginative and loglcal
apprehension of the natural world by the organism. Such ac-
quisition of knowledge of the physical world is usually con-
sldered a mere information gathering process of the nervous
receptors and pathways of the human body. Light waves from

various physical objects are thought to penetrate the cornea
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and the chambers of the eye, then to impinge upon the retina,
where they are transformed into electrical impulses. These,
like telegraphic messages are transmitted by the optic nerve
and the optic radlation to various parts of the brain. There
they are analyzed, interpreted, and correlated. Moreover it
i1s generally agreed that further anatomic and micro-anatomic
study of the brain itself should yield answers and provide ex-
planations for the qualitles of perception that are as yet

incomprehensible.
4

Characteristic of this theory and of others like it is
the bellief that perception as an experience might be translated
into physical and physiological events, that a study of light,
optics, and neuro-physiology would give an ultimate explanation
to the process of perception. The application of these dis-
ciplines to the study of perception is indeed of value, insdfar
as such constructions have materially increased our technical .
facility in controlling the conditions of the perceptual process.
The more technically complex such correlations become, the more
useful they will be in practice, but they remain theoretically
unrewarding. The notlon that geometrical, physical, or math-
ematlcal analysls should be able to provide a primary resolution

to the problems of perception is based upon the belief that

geometry, matﬁematics, or physics should 1n some way be prior
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tc the perceptual experience, and that understanding of per-
ceptlion should become possible only as 1t is analyzed into
mathematical or physlcal facts. The theoretical Justifica-
tion of such an attitude 1s open to debate and 1n the 2bsence
of convinecing proof 1t is a matter of discretlon whether or
not we aecept the primacy of mathematical or physical analysis,
The inducement to accepting a mathematical basis is heuristic.

From a pragmatic viewpoint the assumption that our knowledge

of the physical world should have a mathematlcal basis has

On the other hand, intultively.

pure mathematical analyses remaln remote from the fullness

of experience, The physical analogies and models of experlence
that avail themselves of mathematical methods are frequently
uncenvineing. In scientific analyses of perception the phenom-
enon itself is wusually displaced by a multitude of technical .
consideratlions, and the 1Infellectuzal appllication required to
understand the techniques spares little interest and no energy

for the original problem.

The attempt to correlate the content of perception with
the structure of the sense crgans 1s likewlse useful, but 1its
valldity also'ls limited. One can find anatomic and physlo-

logleal parallels between perceptlon and its pathways. It is
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readily demonstrated how anatomical and physiclogleal defects
limit perception. It is impressive to be shown how images are
formed on the retina, how the rods and cones transmit impulses
through the optle nerve to the visual cortex. In such descrip-
tions, the organs of sense perception themselves come to assume
the properties of objects; they are themselves percelved ilke the
other physical objects among which they take thelr place. The in-
trinsic quality of sensation remains unexplalned. This quality is
projected to the sc-called higher centers of the bralin, and it is
predicted that new refinements of physicloglcal techninue might

a s Eci;ic
g &hﬁ%%“?iﬁ process the qualities of percep-

there designate as

tion that previous physlological analyses were unable to explain.
There 1s, however, no convincing reason to assume that new physi-
clogical inveszstlgations wlll be any more succegsful than old ones

1n explalining thls phenomenon.

When, on the contrary, we free ourselves of logical and con-
ceptual prejudices, we find no reason to distingulsh between the
actlvity of the sense organ and the activity of mind 1tself. We
recognize then no essential qualltatlve difference between vision
and thought or between hearing and thought. We have no cause to
assume that there should be a separate faculty such as reason
sitting Jjudgment over sensory perception. Vislon and hearing
themselves are functions of mind as fundamental and as authen-
tic as those of reason. Memory, imagination, and jgdgment

enter into sensation no less strongly and no less definitively
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than they enter Into the functloning of reason.
& geometrlical interpretation of the perceptual process that leads
us to belleve that our perceptlon should be of polnts, 1lines,

and surfaces, merely because we assume that these should be the
primary physical characteristics of objects. Both the premise
and the conclusion of this argument are in error. Points and
lines and surfaces are not elements of the obJect, and when we
see the obJect, we see it as a whole, not as a composition of
lines and polnts. When we analyze those images that QF possess
of obJects, we then discover lines and points, but this dis-
covery 1s subsequent to the perceptwal}l process 1ltself, and will
not serve to explain it. Our sensation is of the shapes of

the obJects themselves and our apprehension 1s of their ap-
pearance, not of geometrical abstractlons that we may subse-

quently make.

Our perceptlons are brief. We remaln in the same place to
view an unchanglng object for any length of time only under un-
usual clrcumstances. As a rule the world that we percelve is
changing, and we who perceive i1t are in motion. There is a
constant evolution of percepthal images in our minds. It is
a striking and effective function of mind to reconcile these
changing images one with another and to preserve throughout all

the change the awareness both of an obJect of perception that
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remélns constant and of a percipient who remains identical
with himself. This transformation of a changing, moving image
into a static view is the remarkable achievement of the per-
ceptngl process. It is a direct consequence of this synthetic
activity that the perceptual process should be on the one
hand as influentlal in determining our view of world as it is,

and on the other hand that shke-perseptisue process should be

shrouded in such ambiguity, uncertainty, and deception. Al-
though the perceptual images are constantly changing, we as-
sume the obJject responsible for those images to be cogétant.

We also hypothesize the constancy of the percelving self. Then,
reilylng solely upon this fleeting perception, we presume to
construct both a self and a world that are Integral and in-
dependent. Whether or not such a construction should be Justi-
fied on a different basis need not concern us here: we know
however that it greatly exceeds any assurances that may properly

.

be derived from the perceptual process itself.

If on the other hand we limit our conslderation to the per-
ception itself at the moment in which it occuples conscliousness,
we recognize that apart from the perceptual image we have no
evidence of self whatscever. If, as we may choos® to interpret
it, there.should be at the moment of pgrception an ldentification

between self and the object that it perceives, then self is
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completely absorbed in that ldentification, and furthermore,

self would appear to have no other realization of that moment
except the perception of which it is conscious. Consequently,

if we reflect that our days, our years, lndeed our whole lives
consist of nothing other than a series of such perceptlions,

we cannot avold the conclusion that the 'world' which is per-
ceived by the self must be understood as one of its most vital
manifestations and expressions. To understand perception in

this way 1s to recognize how indispensable thils function 1s to

the integrity of self. The self which we know is whoiiy dependent
upon perception, and deprived of perception, that self would
vanish. This recognition is in dramatic contrast to the usual
hypotheses of self which assume it to be an entity independent

of all 1its relationships in the worlid. Our interpretation of
perception suggests to how great an extent the self 1s entwined
with world, and from this recognition of perception for what

1t 1s, there must arise a new concern about the integrity of '
self. If self were indeed so dependent upon this perceptual
relationshlp, should its existence not be considered a mere
1llusion? The answer to this question 1s quite beyond the
scope of our present investigation. Suffice it to be said

here that the recognition of the true quality of perception

opens an entirely new function for esthetic valuation. For,
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as we shali show, esthetic valg&tion 1s the projection into
nature and the recognition in nature of certain of the structures
and qualities pecullar to self. It is the esthetic valuation

of these qualities that provides self with the occasion for

agserting 1ts integrity.
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