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- | | ABSTRACT TR
Bertrand‘Rnssell believed \t!:at he had deﬂnitely 'eolved fhe mmd—body
problem and that general recognit;on of this fact had not occorred because his
theory was not undeietood. He first proposed his solution in 1919; In 1959 he
iamented that -a geoeral appreciat:ion of it.had, not‘oecqrred. As_lhg_seu was a
'writ_er‘ acclaimed for the rclarity of his style and thought, this is a bewildering
assert:loo on his part. I therefore undertake-to present his soiutioﬁ as intelligibly
| as possible in order to assess whether or noé the mind -body pmblein has been
solved Since Russell never devoted one particular work t‘o this topic, it becomes
nespssary to examine 2 great number of his books con:tain.tng sections of relevance.
Furthermore, as his solution is so embedded in the presuppositions, attitude and
methodology of his paxticula: notion oi ph.ﬂosophy, this necessitates as examina-
tion of those aspects relevant to hi{lhehs,. ;
I argue that Russell did not completely salve the trad:lt!onal mind -body
problem, bat that he may have pmvioéd the best worldng hy‘pothes"ie for scientific

S



not be capable of being re.mcdmd 'I‘hese areas are in pa.rﬂcular. his rejection |

o{ he: snbject which results in a varlety of difﬁcnlﬂes with memory, h:lsrejection

of substance, and ﬂnally his prese.ntation of men:tai phenomena. as non-relational. ‘ - _‘-,:' ‘

These problems begin with ‘his mitial stance towards p;hi.l@saph . The basis of the
validity of inferences as to ‘tfructure and the limjtations of a strucmra.l account

. of tl mind and matter which by Russel‘s deﬁnition cannot present the intrinsic -
ch acteristics of matter, are also cpestioned I conclude my criticisms with

I-bzsse!l's abandonment of the subject a:nd the resultmg reified sense of images.



(

. ’{ _'~,

-

"To'the Mattér of Russell's:Mind
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. Anthropécestric Subjectivity and the Doctrine of Cosmic. "

,Piety';' ST .

o

o .The mou.lding of Rnsseu's attitude - early inﬂuence of his

" physical “and anthmpocemric Fuhjectivity —- individual and . —‘_ .

g-randmother - continuity of attitude -- cosmic piety --

social knowledge — social knowledge -and formal philosophy
-~ truth as transcendence - the ‘mind -body problem --
relig'ion and science -- Russell’s justiﬁcation of science —_—

. the impiety of cosmic piety .

Chaptie_r I

Chapter III

Physical Subjectivity ' and the Supreme Maxiin of Scientific . -

'Philosophizing = | ' ‘15

The continmty of Russell's methodolog -- philosophical .
stability -- the six basic prejudices -- analysis as his
strongest prejudice -- analysis apd attention — naive
reslism and science — the impact of modern physics —-
Russell's rejection of substance -~ the alienation of mind —
inference and sbstraction -- the reality of the abstract —-
attitude and methodology in respect to the mind—body
problem

Neutral Monism and Rs Difficulties ' ) 30

The underlying thesis of The Analysis of Mind -~ rejection

" of the subject — mental events, physical events and their

intersection in sensation -- sensation and mnemic phenomena
~- belief and memory -- memory as logically independent '
of past - habit memory and true memory -- the specious Y

- present -- vagueness of lapguage -- the trading -off of -

problems —- images and words — inadequacy of familiarity
— exhension of explanatory model from lower organis

v.’.
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R -mcoherent emnsion of "present" --molaﬁoncf visual :
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-Later Developments in Russe.u'&Solutiou- Space-Time

g ‘..":‘.Events and Six-Dimensional Space

:&lmmazy - senSations ‘as non-relational - private. RS
experiencg and the structure of the- external world — -~

E .. space-time events - ‘private and physical space -the
. three locations: the position of the’ physica.l progenitor,

é‘hapte:; v

. The- Stgms of Russell's TH ry Solution or World.ng

the image in physical space, the unage in psychological

spa¢e —— structure andl intrinsjc qxalities -- the ultimate - ~
: unityofstmcture ——bridgebetweenmjndandmatter -—
;‘Ijm.itat:lons of a structural accoum '

_ ) ;'

“ -

" Hypothesis?

Summary of problems: -~ Russell’s solution as deﬁn.ife_ly' ‘

not definitely adequate —- the solution as a working

'hypothesis: a change in the status of explanatory model -
 ~- Russell's theory as a working hypothesis -- psycho-

neural identity -- the possibility-of reasonable proof —
the double-aspect tbeory and its advantages —-ﬁe mind-
body problem still problematig '
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""-‘.l'-“\"flof the prevai.!ing concerns of phﬂosophere. Descartes (1596-1650), who is gener-

Cmmme

; ;' "me.qxestiondthe relationand statusofmmdasoppoeodtommerhasbeenone ;

-

a.ily considered tobe the father of modem philoeopliy was responsible for the
fntroduction of the hteract.ionist theory- According to his accamt body wasa

‘aibstancep:edicatedasbeinge:dended andunihinking whilemindwasunextended

4
thinldng These two very distinct mbstances, he believed interacted in the '

pineai gland, a section of cur anatomywhose function to this day remains obsctire y

This initial dichotomy has persisted ever since, _and every philosopber of stature

has felt the need to present his own contrihution towards a solution..

Leibniz (1646-1716) advocated a ti:eory known as Parallelism. Parallei- ‘_

ism ﬁews mind and matter as distinct‘ and not subject to -interaction, although

_ both appear related because of 2 pre-estahlished harmony Malebranche (1638-

1715) put forth a variant of this called Occasionalism, holding that aithough mind
and body are distinct and proceed in eccordance with - a pm-eStablished harmony,
it is occasionally necessazy for ch to intercede so that the two series may be

l:ept parallel. $pinoza (1632-1677) offered yet another th%pry. He held that mind

and body are tbutrai:heroneandthesamesubstanceviewediromdif-
ferent Coneequenr.ly this hypothesis bas been christened the Double-
Aspect ﬂieory.

The double-a.spect theory has found conaiderable .favour in the eyes of




-l

bod,y problem as the "world knot" arg'ned along Hnes which had much in common

L with Spinoza._ In'rhe World as wm andR_eEsenteuon hewx'ohe ‘ o

,Everytme actotwl]lis alsoaxonceandlnevitablyamovrementdh!e

L bodrhecannotactuanyactwtthoetatthesametimebeingawarethst

itappearsasamovement of the body. The actqfw‘m andaction—ol‘the

body are not two different states objectively !mown. connected by a bond -
' 'ofeansality, theydonotstandintherela&ionofcmse andeﬁfect but ‘
~ are dne_ andthe same thing, though given in entirely different ms. e
-'_‘ﬁrst quite directly. andthenin percept:lon for the: understandmg ‘

“_Whitehesd (1861-1947) put forth another variaﬂon o.t‘ the double-aspect theory in

the metaphys:lcal work Process and Reality. -Whitehead redeﬂned shatter as "drop-

lets of experience" which form groupe comprising "a.ctual occasions“ The ‘impetus
of his solution resided 1n the fact that science. at themrn of our centtny under-

went -drastic revisions. On the one hand psychology began to present mind as °

much }ess -"mental“, while at the same time physics began to present matter as

K

much less "material". Identical considerations were mportant to Russe.ll's for-

!

"mula.tion of his ‘own salution to the Imnd-body problem B must be noted here

that, in the case of Whitehead and Russell, the similarities in their solutions
begin f}d end at this paint. o
In addjtion to the theories a.lreaclrmeotioned, ‘We may add Reductive
Msterialiam, which halds that mind can be explained totally in physical terms;
Pan-Psychism, that body is wholly explicable in terms of mind; Monistic Mater-

ialism, that reality consists solely of matter and its determinations; Monistic

lya. 1, p. 100.



ldealiam that reauty is totally expltcahle in tems ot mind and its determimﬁpns

Ontological Dualiam that mind and matter are two distinct subetancea- Duaﬁstic E

EEE hteractionim semrally regarded aa the eommon-eense view) ’ that mind and

' ;matter areiadependent but mteraet and are aomehow related and fmauy Epiphe- .

) aomenalism:"-which helds tbat m.tnd is seme l:tnd of eecondaxy oﬁshoot ot‘matter.‘ -

- IWQ do not ok

mexel-y~to demonstrate the a:neunt of concern which has been generatecLby the |

problem and the variaty ot theories which have been oﬁered
Ruseell ﬁrst propoeed hie eolution in 1919. rn 1959 he still held to his

| eriglinal solution .of the "We‘ﬂd kaot‘{? and he lamented that a general appreciation |

h

of it had aot occurred:

;‘f'“l have found ... that by analysing physics and pemept!oa the problem of
the relation of mind and matter can be completely solved. I is true that
nobody. has acfepted what seems to me the solution, but I believe and
hope that this is on.Lv because my theory has not been understood. 2

As Russell was a writer acclaimed for the clarity of hie style and thougﬁt. this
assertion leaves one bewﬂdered.‘ The purpose, therefore, of this thesis is to -
preeeat Russell's solution as intelligibly " as possible, and to assess whether
or not we may indeed consider the problem as “completely" solved. We shall
argue that the mind-body problem cannot be so viewed, and that it persists despite
" Russell's successive attempts to convince us otherwise.
Russell ne\r_e.x- devoted one particular work to ihe topic. Since the solution, -

as he saw it, was so imbedded in the preguppositicns, methodologj. and theories

-

2My Philosophical Development, p. 15.

' to have provided an exhauetive List of ?.be various theories. bt



. oontamed‘m his wotk as.a wholo.' it hu‘noooaattated dmm out xolovant aoct!onav
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T
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ttom a number ot his books. Our thea!a onds simpty with adon:!al mmha mlnd- _- RESERE

body problom has baon aolvad Wo bow howovor, to tho objeqtlon that Russoll'a
theory mw bo tho bos! worklng tqrpothontu avaﬂah).o, ins&sung onLy that a workr- .
ing h):pot.hosis doos noz oompriao a aolutim Tho hurpot.hosia m\v som as a

tyi:e ot road-map ahcwing tho way to a oorroot solution. or plan ot act!on for

RIS S

mrt.hor mvestignuon. but wnh rospect to philosoplucal inqulry tho prob}om romaina
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/ . And axioms you call your learned guessos.

e,

Amnnomfsmmc svmncrw{n' ann mn nocmmx ox\cosmc pmw
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Ny g:iandmomer. the wno of tho lato Lonx John Ruasoll would upon any montim

et phuoso{:h,v or metaphysms uttot the to!lnwmg‘ﬁ. "\%at is mind‘ mattor*

- 8

| . what is. matter? novor mtnd. " mmally ho tound ma ron\ark amua.tng Mtor

| maqy repoutxons. it bocame a aourco of doﬁnito freitation, His trand:mothor's

disdain for mot'apkvaiea m\ gonof-al is summod up in the Poem quoted by _Russoll

in the first volume of his Autobiography: ‘ : -
. . “./ . ot . .

O Science uietaphystoal .. °
Axd very very qirzzical, | - .
You only make this maze of life the muior‘ .
For boasting to illuminate . .
Such riddles dark as Will and Fate
You muddle them to hazier and hazier. N

4

)

. The oause of every agtion,
You expound with satisfaction:
~ Through the mind in all its corners and receases
. You say that you have \ravelled,
_And all problem's unra

Right and wrong you've so digsected,

And their fragments so connected,

That which we follow doesn’t seem to matter;
" But the cobwebs you have wrought,

And the ailly flies they have caught, >

I noeds no broom miracutus to shatter. .

T ] ‘ :' ' ) (‘?
You kxow no more than I,
What ia laughter, tear, or sigh, . R T

1. [ ‘ -

RS : .

on.,Bortrand Anhur wmum Rnsacli m\s a young bov 'li\-nig at Pt\mbroko Lodgo o

£



PR --Or love. or. hate, or anger, or eompnssion- -
A ?Mgtaphysies. then, adieu. “ R
thheutyoutcando . S P A
‘. . And Ithinktyou'lt very soon be out d‘ fashion. (P. 45 )

- r ls tempting to suppose that Ruseell inherited from hen..nt least two chmcteristics

whtch ww!d later directly affect his career as & philosopher. ’l'he ﬂrst mey be

scen in his lifcl_ou‘g distike ‘for idle specul_ation. 'I‘he other. wt_tich-concerns the

present inquiry, wa; a lifelong interest in the- mind—body problem. | |
The moulding of Russell's attitude towards the study of philosophy probably

owes mere to his g'm.pdmother than amrene has so far suseected. "Her poem eould

easily hmre come frpmhis'pen. It is e_q.ialbv surprising to note the q‘ontinuity of |

this outlook throughout his ert.ime. His origina.l excursions into the realm of

philosopby at the! age of 18 app:y the unpublished "Greek Exercises" of 1888-9,

so named because t.hey were w in Greek letters to prevent the detection of his

.

heretica.l neligious doubts. The orlgtnal manuscript is in the Bertrand Russeu
Archives at McMaster University A few extracts from it appear in the Autgbio-
graphy, and we take tbe Uberty of quotjng two of them from that source

" 19th. Imean today to put down my grounds for belief in God. Imay say
to begin with that I do believe 'in God and that I should call myself a theist
if I had to give my creed a name. Now in finding ressons for believing in
God I shall only take account of scientific arguments. This {s a vow [ have
made which costs me much to keep, and to reject all sentiment. To find
then scientific grounds for a belief in God we must go back to the begix:dng .
of all things. We know that the present-laws of nature have always been
in force. The exact quantity of matter and energy now in the universe
must have always been in existence, but the*nebular hypothesis points to
po distant date for the time when the whole universe was fnled with un-,
differentiated nebulous matter. (Vok I, p. 48.) B '

There are two ways of looking at it, first by evalution and comparing men’

-
’ - f\
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l. '

.' to'_aninialsv"sécoud'."'by;compar'm‘g ,mgn- with God: : ;The first is more scien— N

" -tifie, for we kyow all-about snimals but not abut God. Well, Ihold that, .
‘taking free will first, to consider that there is no clear dividing linebe- .~ = °

tween man mﬁ/&g‘gptbtms therefore if we give free will to men we-
must give it so.the protozoan; this is rather hard to '{herefom.

unless we are willing to give free will to the protozoan: annot give it

T o man ... then we and all living things are simply kept together'by chemi-~.

cal forces and are Bothing more wonderful than a tree, ‘which no one pre-
tends has free will, and even if we had a good enough knowledge of the
forces acting on anyone at any time, then we could tell exactly what he-

will do. (I, p. 49.)

To show the continuity of Russell's outlook we present a few extracts
.

: _/‘/.’/ expressing similar-sentiments {rom subsequent writings.

' That man is the product of causes-wh}ch had no pre\}ision of the end they
were schieving; that his origin, his growth, his hopes and fears, his-
loves and his beliefs, are but the cutcome of accidental collocations of
' a:oms- e ! '

... all these things, if not quite beyond dispute, are yet so nearly cer-
tain, that no philosophy which rejects them can hope to stand. 2 '

In attempting to understand the elements out of which mental phenomena
are compounded, it is of the greatest importance to remember that
from the protezoa to man there is nowhere a very wide gap either in
structure or in behaviour.S ’

... from a cosmie point of view, life is a very unimportant phenomenon:
very few staps have planets; very few planets can support life. Life,s

* even on the earth, belongs to only a very small proportion of matter
close to the earth's surface.

lnp Free Man's Worship' (1903}, reprinted in Mysticism and L:ogic. p. 41.
2mid.

SThe Analysis of Mind (1921), p. 41.

[ d

4The Scientific Outlook (1931); p. 126.
€N




'I‘his list ot‘ quotations could be g'rea.tly expanded. The similarity of

o - attitude found in them marks RusseIl's thinking thmughout the tarious stag'es of

B his Iife. We find him even at the age of 16 aﬂ‘irming that sentiment shou.ld be sus- - |

s

pended irom philosOphical issues that science provides the soundest evidence on
which to base an argument that there is no drastic d.ivision between man and

other animals; that a perspective is to be achieved through the contemplation oi‘

the universe as'» whole that man isa creature\gho is controlled by forces much 3 .

Iarger and miore powerful than his mind and that those forces are discovered
through t.h; sciences of physics and cheinistny.

Much oi his attitude centers around what he was to later call the doctrine
of "cosmic piety" This doctrine asserts that the pbilosophical approach to the
study of man should be predicated upon a perspective derived from the Iarger
_ setting oi' the universe as 2 whole. 'I‘he world not being seen in terms oi' man,
man is to be viewed ds only a smali and relatively unimportant part of something
inuch laréer than himself. '

An understanding of Russell is facilitated by the appreciation of this basic
underlying attitude in which his philosophical method was g-ramded "I is true
that attitude and method can be taken independently of ong/ancther: there is no
pecessary logical connection between the twd. A close study of Russell's develop—

ment, however, reveals this attimde as the soll from which his later work drcw
nourishment. He wished to gain an insight into the inner world.ngs of things which

trsnscended the limitaticns of subjectivity. The desire to escape from subjectivity

may be seenas havingtwoprongs. On the onehand hewanted.;toget away from

-

. -
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'the tendency to see tbe world only in hurnan terms or: in accordance with hmn& 1
\"&»... _'.__7 . ¥

'wishe-sg This could be cal.led his reaction against anthropocen ric subjectivity, ,_...u S

"or the mirroring of man iﬂ:e universe

L .
P people's ideas abwt the. Universe may be ‘based on the “mirror“

'idea - Man may be annoyed that he does not mow the origin of the
Universe and the "mirrors" are all the Religions axd "isms"..'..s -

The other prong ¢ consists in the attempt to go beyond the limits o:E "physical“_'sub-

i
jectivity. By "physical" subjectivity Russell meant the separation of the mind
fram the external world ‘We shall seek to clarify this Iater. For the present,

our immediate concern is w1th a.nthropocentric subject:mty

Russell's desu-e to ﬂnd truth led him to discredit intuition and emotion
. r

as criteria for assessing any theory: - |

ves it demands suppression of emotion. When I speak of nguppression”
of emotion, Ido not mean that a man should not have emotions about the
matters he is ipvestigating, but that he should not accept his emotions as .
evidence of anything othexr than themselves, and. should not allow them to
influence the weight he attaches to evidence.6 _ .

\
- i

In Huma.n Knowledge s Scope and_Limits (1948) he drew the distinction

between "individual" and "social" knowledge. "Individua.l" knowledge, be argued,

" ig the basis of all knowledge since the individual is the ultimate constituent of any

experience or endeavour. nSocial™ knowledge has to do with the collective nature

of individual contrihutions. Richness in association and in emotion must be for-

_ feited in part as & result of the translation of the individual experience into collective

5Dea.r Bertrand Russell: A Selection of his’ Correspondence with the General
Public 1950-1968, p. 101. '

BMy Own Philosophy, P. 19,

-

- ko




' The attempt to render :I.nd:lVld'llal feelings as data for collective knowledge becomes | .

I
L
T

| _‘expression, namely language. Scdentiﬂc language J.'ObS individusl mea.ning almost

L

entirely 'rhus._' L R o o | _-.' o

Thecommumtylcnowbothmore andlessthantheindividusl..itlmows, - -

~inits: collective capacity, all the contents of the Encycloped.ia and all-
the contributions to the Proceedings,of of learned bodies. but it does not
know the warmth’ andmt:matethingsthstmakeupthecolmrandtex— B
ture of indindual hfe. .. 17 ) -

.

one which is fraught with great difﬁculhes and more appropnate to the arts-

¥ he is a superb literary artist he may create in sensitive readers 2
state of mind not wholly unlike his own, but if he tries’ scientific methods
the stream oi his experience will be dissipated in a dusty desert. -

(@id., p. 17.)_

The aim of Russell's purely formal philosophy was to.cater as much as possible

to th.is social or collective aspect of knowledge. B is pot surprlsing that those who
hav.e gone to his formal writings for insig_hts into the nature of p?sonal experience
have invariably left dissatisfied. |

" His deep need for an catlet for personal meaning found its way into the
pages of his more popilar books. In the technical books, he wrote as 2 detached .
observer, attempting 25 much as possible to remove subjectivity from the area
under study and employing the most formal tools at his: disposal. In the popular

books, he wrote out of & sense of personal urgency and conern for contemporary

. issues. Considerations such as these have csnsed some biogra.phers, suchas

John lewis in Berl:randgfsell . Philosopher and Humanist to posit the existence

dtwoRnssellsc:t‘quite distinctnstures. Thisvzew istneupshototthegeneral

lackofknowledge astohowthesetwoaspectsofhssell'stbjnkingareintegral

L

 J
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tot.hemanasawhole. ""- :

Some. snchasKathleen Nottinher receutbookenﬁtled Philosophyand SRR

Hnman Nat:ure. have argued against the ideathntphﬂosophy should chspense wit.h"f' L

eenumentyhoii;engagedmphﬂosqﬁicalinqury, pleadingforaretnrntomore S

~ buman values. 'I'he extent to which pb.ilosophy ahould be an a.rt or & sc;ence is a 7 |
N large and difficult issue Ezqalicitly, Russell's. formal phﬂosophy seems to be both f\' =
,dehumanizmg and bare of all human value. Implicitly, however. it seems that to
Russell its value came from the belief that the quest for trath must cons:st in the - : |
- attempt towand sel.f-transcendence. Ope of the miost important buman'values has |
been considered to be that of self-transcendence or altmism, which can ﬁnd its

way into both moral and intellectnal realms. _ A truly mora.l act is generally con-
| sidered to beuone in whioh self—interest plays a minor role or is incidental to the

outcome of 2 given act. For example, if someone took care of an aged relative

with great kindness for a period of years and then subsequent to the relative's

demise found that he had been left a fortune of which he had had no knowledge,

then it could be szid that the benefit of his. actions was only incidenta.l to {Sms motives.

K, on the other hand, the actions were performed with full knowledge of the legacy

that would be his if he fourd favour in the eyes of the relative,- and that a.u the
actions were basedupon the desire for this prize, then normallf we should eay

that the altruism in such a case, If it existed at all, would be minimal, Conse-

quently, the former character would be more respected if he should give 2 sermon
‘from the pulpit, while the lai:ter one would feel to be a nlnely ca.nd.idate for local
-pol'itie's.'. - " o \—’



'l'he pnmnit of truth as Russell saw it. is analogons. . He felt tbe neeessity

to pursue trnth independenﬂy of his own desires and wi.shgs immediately sns-i ‘, -
-.pecting any:heory which cou.li:l aecord with them. Russell soughttmth vnthin the |
: abstract nealm remcwedfrom emotive concerns Consetpenﬂy it cou.ld be argued : |
on Russeli's behalf tharhis formal phﬂosophy, .while seeming arid and non-human,;l
_A had gs its basis an imphciz courage and self-detachment. Russe.ll in an attack -
npon pragmatism wntten in 1910 clearlyexpresses these sent:!ments. ,;

But for those who feei t.hat life on this planet would be a prison if it were
not for the windows into a greater world beyond; for those to whom a
belief in man's omnipotence seems arrogant, who desire rather the stoic
freedom that comes of mastery over the passions than the Napoleonic
_ domination that sees the\kingdoms of this world at its feet ~ in a word,
to men who do not find Man an adequate object of their worship, the
pragmatist's world will seem narrow and petty, robbing life of all that
‘glves it value, and making Man himself smaller by depnvmg the
universe which he contemplaxes of all its splendcmr.7_

According to Russell, much of the work done on the mmd-body problem
can be seen as suffering from two serious defects. First, there has been a vested
e.metional intereet in the outcome of the work in that many of the thinkers have
" held to Christian doctrines. The mind-.body_problem was involved with concepts

such as the immortality of the soul, free will and determinism and a host of other
thealogical doctrines._ Mind was equated with spirit while-matter was something
"base and incons'eq:lential. |
‘The d:lstincﬁon between mind and matter, which was not sharply drawn

'by the pre-Socratics, became emphatic in Plato, in whom it was connected
 with religion. Chﬁstianity took over this aspect of Platonism, and made

- g -

7 philosophical E_ssap's,-p..ill. N
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: almﬂar to t{t\)- hnuard hana pera!auw throuah timc. omted a aeriona gu!f beiween
thought and matter. }low oould the qualnati\'o aapoota ot mtnd be reduqod ta the o
quanutative taature aof matter n mouon? tholaauo phuoaophy re:arded mmer
aaaubatanoe holdmgthatttoowpiedapaoeandperalaledthwh umea '

The existenoe of two aona of subatanoea. material and mental, was
- acoepted by all leading schalastion. ... " Gradually the distinotion of
“sonl and body, which was at firat a recondite metapbyaloal subtlety,
heoameapaﬂdmemedoommonmse....s ‘ .
‘ Awordmuh‘. apaoe and time were treated as hemg xndependent of cne another as
tmpuomx aaaumed n lavcuage. ' e
Saul- apd bodty, in the scholaatio phﬂoaopbx (w-hleh i3 atill that of Rome),
are both swbatancea, “Subatance iz a notion derived from syntax,
and ayntax ia derived from the more or leas unconsoions metaphyaio
of the primitive racea who determined the strwoture of cur languages  * °
ivss The metaphysical conception of substance ia only an attempt to
give preotaion to what common sense meana by a thivg or a peraon.t®
. mwlhamwmmwm oithe relationship of mind and -
ratter ia uhatantiam mm to that of many u-ad:tuena! philosophere. Their

ecnceIRd were grounded in pmh_lema revalving around smoh em?pta as the acul,

*ttuman Knowlodge, p 5T,
g 1.

ORelizion and Soience, p. 113



e ',__‘theologica.l ismes. Seemingly, these aspects were regarded by Rnssell as exther

hnrnortaltty freewﬂl personal responsi‘hﬂity aswell“asahostofother related

bolng nonsense or being incapabl’e of solution. He espoused what is essent:lally

. the mster!alist position, wnting ln 1928.

- Thus both m.ind snd matter are merely convenient ways of organizing
‘events, There can be no reason for supposmg ‘that either & pzece of .
‘mind or'a piece of matter is jmmortal. P

: © 'y Although metaphysical materialism cannotbe considered e
_ tme yet emotionally the world is pretty much the same as it would -

be if the materialists were in the right. Ithink the opponents of
' materialism have always been’actuated by two main desires: the -

~ first to prove that the mind is immortal, and the second to prove

that the ultimate power in the universe is mental rather than phys1cal
In both these respects, I thxnk the matenalists were in the right.!

<4
Russell's attitude to philosophy denijed the importa.nce of the first aspect

-

of vested emotional nnportance. since he held ths.t sentiment should be suspended

' ' from such an inquiry. His notion of a solution to the mmd—body problem was not -
concerned with making Christianity coherent in respect to physics. Religion deals
‘with attitudes giving man an extremely important place in the universe. The doc-
trine of cosmic piéty may be seen to work in a completely opposite direction in -
this respect. 'l'o-l’h:ssell, the anthroﬁomorphl_sm of rellgion rendered its inter-
pretations highly suspect, and he turned to science as the best available source
for an understanding of the world: - ' ,

Science is at no moment quite right, but it is seldom quite wrong, and
has, as a rule, a better chance of being right than the theories of the

. 1liwhat {s the Soul 7", reprinted in Let the People Think, pp. 113-14. \7 |

-




. ) unscienﬁﬂc- ]1_- is, therefom, :aﬁon!l tO a.ccept it h,ypothetically

L

Mantoh.tmwasonlyasma.llpartoftheuniverse, !I,Otif-scrowningacm ent'.i-:-_' -

. o -I ac'cept without qua.liﬁcation the view that results from astronomy and’
©. - ‘geologyy from which it would appear that there is no evidence of any- .
thing mental except in 2 tiny fragment of space—dme, and that the great
processes of nebular and stellar evolution proceed accd?ding to laws

- in which the mind plays no part 33

Morris Weitz has remarked upon | Russell's heﬁvy e:ﬁphasts on n science In )

respect to philosoptncal i.nquiry. '

But above all, I think, he considers the gra.nd role of philosophy to be .

the justiﬁcatmn of science. Onlike Hume he does not seek to chalienge |
. science in order to transform our knowledge into scepticism; nor does 9

be wish, like Berkeley, to reconstruct science in terms of experience
" in order to establish some sort. of pan-psychism His challenge to and

his reconstruction of science is motivated by his desire to justify

science. 14

Ku.hn in his The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, Polanyl in Science,

Faith and SOcigt;‘g and I.T. Ramsey in Models and Mystery, bave, all argued apon

variations ‘of what is essentiauy the "model" theory of soientiﬁo formulations.

The notion of the model is further related to Whitehead' s "fallacy of misplaced \
concreteness”. The latter notion revolves around the basic tendency of scientists

to forget the tentative natnre of their worldng hypotheses and to treat them as if

they were unquestionable truths. Joseph Goebbela is reported to have once told

12y1v Philosophical Development, p. 174

13Jl:u.id. s Po 16.

| Hephe Unity of Russell's ‘Philosophy", in Schilpp, od. , The Philosophy of
Bertrand Russell, p. 102. . : o




.

Again:

Hitler that if a lie is repeated more than three times it becomes tme. Similarly. .
DR e the tentative hypothesis is sometimesimbned"lnto the mind ot'the student to such

anextent ﬂ:atheisnolong'erabietoseedatabeyodit onlyinit Scientists

sometimes bend data as far as possible to fit a certain theory or refnse to acknow-

ledge the possible validity or eadstence of data which ¢annot boformulated within

a prevailing hypothesis. As Whitehead says.

‘"There is an error; but it is meerely the accidental error of mista.king
~ the abstract for the concrete. It is an example of what I have called
“the “I-‘allacy of Misplaced Concreteness", ... The error consists in
the persuasion that we are .capable of producing notions which are ade-
quately defined in respect to the complexity of relationships required
for their illustration in the real world. 1°

.

-

We cannot produce that final adjustment of well-defined generalities
which constitute a complete metaphysics. But we can produce a variety
of partial systems of limited generality. 'The concordance of ideas
within any one such system shows the scope and virility of the basic
_notions of that scheme of thought >

Russell, in an essay entitled "Is Science Superstiticus 27,17 took up this
point of discussion. He aré'ued that criticisms of science and scientists are use-

ful and that imperfections are bound to be discovered in any human endeavour. He
ends with the assertion that the scientific method of impartial observation is an {
) .

ideal which is to be pursued, and that science, while not giving absclute truth,

15science and the Modern Worid, p. 145w
pia. o "

17Repn}imd_ in Letthe People Think.




oes g’ive us the best information availahle at any given time. . In short, scientiﬂc

| "“'_‘theories may be ﬂawed but the_v are stﬂl the best thing at our disposai
- In summary, then, Rnssell's basic nttitude towards philosophy remained

'remarkahly constant thmxghout his iife. One of the most sa.lient charactertstics

S of this attitude was his-belief that senti.ment snd emotion should be suspended i‘rom -

e philosoph.ical inquiry. Mistmsting religion, which he believed msde too much out

of man ancKQot enough out of the universe, ‘he tnrned to science. His subsequent
philosopby became & justificstion of science, which he felt to be the bedt available

.
source of in.formation. ‘ Mistrusting intuition and emotion, he attempted to pursue

an ideal of truth which was independent of the huinan mind. B
A few words of criticism are necessary sf this point, To beg'in with.
Russell's susperision of emotion may, or may not,, he valid in respect to the mind- ° -
body problem i‘or two reasons. I may be that the possibie motives which accord
with a given theory renden it highly suspect. This does not, however, of itself,
provide an adequate criterion to dismiss it. Secmily, and perhaps more sigmiti-
cantly, we ask wnethei' it is indeed possibie to suspend emotion, or does the sus-
pension of emotion constitute Just another emotional attitude? To take a psycho-
logistic line of srgnment it may be that there exist equally emotionauy -based
factors at :rork in the so-called "suspension" of emotion. For example, the
- attempt to see buman e_motions in _the perspective of the universe as a whole may
be viewed'as a psycliological means of convincin.g oneself that experienced emo-
tional conﬂicts are of litﬂe importance. This may result in a sense of absurdity_

conceming one's own feelings. However, the feeling of absurdity is itseli' an

.ot
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cmkererm.
PHYSICAL SUBJECTIVITY AND
THE SUPREME MAXIM OF sctsﬁ'r‘mt‘:“ pi:n.osopmzmc o
In the proviou; éhaptbr we ei‘xxpha'aiz‘é’c'! the cont'i.nuity ‘of Russell 'g att;tude wfth '
respect to emotional subjectivity. We shall.n.mv further t.h.isl line of thou'g'h_trby '
stressing th§ continuity of his methodology and its; relation to physical mbj'ectivit)’-.
Whitehoad once refor_-red fo Russell as dtj"Platonic dialogue in h_ims;élf". while
C.D. Broad is said' to have remarked that he came.ou't-i.vi.th a new system of ‘
pb:llosoplw every fow years. Russell's writings in tochnic‘al philosophy cover &
span of many.years and in that time he cpnnged many of his views. The method-
ology with wi:.i_ch he npp:oact_led the study of probloematic issues is, hox\;ever. ‘
m?ﬁsingl\y 'constanf. Here it may be of use to introduce the distinction between
a “change' of vieﬁ and a "modification". It m;y'b; more abproprinte to speak of -
the modification of Russell's idlags rather than of their change. A closer study

results in the appreciation of a basic and underiying contimuity.

Elizabeth Ramsden Eames ig gnmnd Russell's Theory of Knowledge
(which bas the rare distinction of being one of the few volumes oa his work of -
which Russell personally approved), argues that feelings as to his philosophical
instability‘are gei:eratod by two sources. . '
This punctilicusness in giving qi'edit wherever any other | rson has had b
a share in the forming of his views is in line with the view' of scientific
inquiry as a co-operative ‘venture, tut in the eyes of Russell's philosophical
o o~ s -

“



a cr:ltics it has seemed an evidenee of ﬁckleness and instability in one. who .
is influenced by each new wind cf doctrine.l ‘

 ‘- And‘aga.ln

‘ Rnssell is always ca.reﬁxl to note where his opimons have changed and
where a formerly held opinion is no longer regarded as tenable. He is
not only willing to change his mind “but scrupulous about warning- his’
readers against his former errors. Neither of these habits is common
amongst philosophical writets; and- ‘they have ‘increased the conviction
of Russell's philosophical mstability. As a'matter of fact, most of the
changes in Russell's tought hsve been oni relatively less important aspects
of his philosophy, and have came about through the rigorous spplication

~ofa consistent method. 2 -

~~

His theory as to the i‘elationship between mind and matter remains as one
_of the few exceptions to this flux of modification. Contrary to Morris Weitz, who
traces Russell's n?utrsl monism to 1921, the initial statement of his solution
appeh:]s in a sketchy way in a 1919 article entitied, "Of Prbpositions_: what they
are anc"i‘.how they‘mean". where he'f;ist men.tion's his adoption of a variant form

of neutral monism. Two years later a more fully developed explanation appeared

in The Analysis of Mind. Subssquent- statements may be regarded as fundamentally
only more detailed elaborations upon the sasxe theor.y which he held until hi,s death
in 1970. - “

Russell's approach to this pa.rt;cular problem, as well as to philosophy
in general, was pr_edicated upon cex)ﬁ basiv presuppositions. He referred to

them in My Philosophical Development (1959) as his six basic prejudices. They

- may be briefly summarized as follows:

1,
7

lpertrand Russell’s Theory of Knowledge, p. 19.

S

- e Y
P PRI



I ‘-There is a continuity between a:nima.l and human minds which does not imply .
-achangeofidndthmighthatofachangeindegree Sl :

- iI . The importance of huma.n life within the greater context of the universe as ' o

o a whole is minimal and the science of physics allows us an insight into this _
greater world beyond. Consequently, any attempts to humanize the COSmMOS,

. are to be viewed as absurd’ overstatements by siliy individuals with ex- B
. 'aggerated self-esteem -

oI -We acquire lmowledge which transcends experience even thoug'h we must
admit to serious diﬁiculties in justifying how this occurs. .

IV There are no wholly pri methods of proving the existence of anything
although there are probshle inferences which can be and must be accepted
despite the fact that they cannot be proved by experience. A

V  No other theory apart from the "correspondence theory™- -of truth has any _,'f’
chance of being right cutside of the limited application of variations in
Logic and Mathematics. ' , . ¢

VI .Ana.lysis gives new knowied.ge without destroying any previously held lmow—
ledge. One showld star{ With something vague but indubitable and then
proceed to explore the various divisions and distinctions which at first
were not evident.

Of these, we have already discussed the second in reference to Russell's
philosophical attitude. Taken together, the third, fourth and last "prejudices"
form & unit in respect-to his concept of analysis. He begins with things that we

: ~
know, not how we know that we know them. He considered the latter approach a
mistake, "because knowing how we know is one small department of knowing what
we know. I think it a mistake for another reason: it tends to give to knowing a
cosmic importa.nce which it by no means deserves, and thus prepares the philoso- )
phical student for the belief that mind has some kind of supremacy over the non-
mental universe....'" He regarded analysis as his "strongest and most

&
b=

SMy Philosophical Development, p. 16.
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A . ,mshak,,m prejudice as regards the methods of phﬂosophical mvesﬁgauon" v

- Attimeshe hkens analysistotheblurofafigurecomingoutofﬂxefog, such that

as the fig'ure draws closer more detaﬂ comes h:to focus. At other times, analysis

-

iscomparedtotheuseofamagnifymglens. e T
Iﬁnd that by a ﬁxity of at?ention divisions and distinctions appear where :

none at first was visible, just as through a microscope you can see the

bacilli in impure water- which without the microscope are not discernible..

There are many who decry a.na.lysis, but it seeins to'me evident, as in

_ the case of impure water, that analysis glves new knowledge without

destroying any previously existing knowledge. This applies not only to

the structure of physical t.hings, but quite as much to concepts....

The formal aspects of his methodology of analysis attempt to trim down
camplex and confused notions into elements which are manageable. Russell first
tries to delete subjective elements as much as possibl'e in order to be left with '
the raw data which provide information about some phenomena. 'J_."he next step .
consists in the formulation of the most simple unifying hypothesis that will cohere
the results of his analytiea.l‘pruning. His attempt is to produce a2 deductive chain
of simple propositions using as few inductive propositions as possible to form, -
as he says, the logical guarantee for the rest.

The nature of philosophical analysis, as illustrated in otfr previcus
lectnres, can now be stated in general terms. We start from a body
of common knowledge, which constitutes our data. On examination,
the data are found to be complex, rather vague, and largely interde-
pendent logically. By analysis we reduce them to propositions which

are as nearly as possible simple and precise, and we arrange them
in deductive chains, in which a certain nomber of initial propositions

"4&1‘;0. p. 133.

Sd., p. 16.
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.. formn.a logioal guarantee for all the rest. 'Ihese initia.l propositions
‘are premiaes for the body of knowledge in question. Premisses-are
. - thus qulte differ:ent from data - t.hey are simpler, more precise, and;_ '
" less infected with logical redundancy. K the work of analysis has
been pe::formed completely, they will be wholly free from logical -
redundan.cy, wholly precise, and as simple as is logically compatible '
_ with their leading to the given body of !mowledge The discovery of
these premises belongs to phﬂosophy. . .6 » _

- A classic example of the application of analysis by Russell can be found

in The Problems of Phﬂosophx (1912), in the chscussion of the everyday notlon of

. seeing a table. He begins:

" 'In daily life, we assume as certain many things which on a closer -
‘scrutiny, are found to be so full of apparent contradictions that only
a great amount.of thought enables us to know what it is that we really ©
believe. In the search for certainty, it is natural to begin with our
present experiences, and in some sense, no doubt, knowledge is to
be derived from them. But any statement as to what it is that our
{mmediate experience makes us know is very likely to be wrong. -
®. 1.)

Dismissing the precision of the description of 'ihe table" as being brown, he main-

tains that the table is not really the "game' colour all over. Closer attention

yy

shows that there are a variety of colours depending upon how the stain has taken

at: various points, or upon the light. Consequently:

1

When, in ordinary life, we speak of the colour of the table, we only
mean the sort of colour which it will seem to have to a normal spec-
tator from an ordinaxy point of view under usual conditions of light.

But the other colours which appear under other canditions have just

 as good a right to be considered real.... (id., pp. 9-10.}

ghat is true of colour becames equally true in respect to texture. What appears

to be smooth is shown by a magnifying lens to consist of small bumps and

45

80ur Knowledge of the External World, p. 214..

Cgeint



-'.in'egularlties. “This

pictnre can be furﬁhermodiﬁed through thense of an even""\

g -."mone powerful lens. Even the regn.lanties of pnevious pictnres show themeelves

' asconsistingoiotherhlemishes. Asanesnlt~ "lf then.wecannottrustwhai

L 8

E weseewiththenakedeye, whyshouldwetrustwhatwe seethmugh anﬂcroscope?

. Thus, agmn, the conﬁdence in our senses w;t.h which we began desexts us. "7 The

real shape. we are told is inferred from avariety of appee&-ances, or perspects, N

with which the viewer is pnesented What is called the "real” shape of the table

is something w1t.h which the percipient is never acquamted directly. n is some- -

| thing inferred from the variety of appearances of various shapes with wl'.uch he is

confronted The inferred shape is so embedded in common sense that the process

of its construction from the variety of particular impresmons becomes an almost

unconscious process. We infer one enl:lty to explain a chain of impressions.

- According to Russell, we never directly eicperlem:e the entity but infer it as a

3

cimsal connective for the chain of impressions which we directly experience:

"We are all in the babit of judging as.to the "real’ shapes of things and we do this"

80 unreﬂectjngly that we come to think we actual.ly see the nea.l shapes "

N

%

. The ﬁna.l attack upon common sense comes with the dismissal of the sense

d‘ touch as affording any direct knowledge of the table. TLe resistance that we

feel in touching the table depends toa large measure, upon the amount of

pressure exerted and the particu.lar area of the body in question. All of these

factors influence our judgement and the solidity'.of the object is infenred from

7&@. » P 10.
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e cm:impressions ofit- L ‘ ‘ ; i_ o

Q'_',...thevanous sensationsduetovariouspmssuresorvaﬁousmrts e
' ofthebodycannotbesnpposedtorevealdirecﬂyanydeﬁniteproperty ;
. ofthetahle,blrtatmosttobesignsofsumepropertwachperhaps ;
'cansessallthe sensahons, ,bntisnotactnanyapparentinanyoneof

Rnsael.l argues that the entity, "the table“ Af there is one, is not- inmedi—. =

> ‘axely experienced by\us t.hrough sight touch or hearing Therefore, '.'the table"

isnot asdefinite an entity astbevaﬁmsimpressions whichwe are saidtohave
of it. We have. lmowledge of the 1mpressions throug;h direct acqmintance in
experience. We have no mch k:nowledge of the table itsel.f except insofaras it

is an inienence gmunded in common sense, ying the aspects into 3 cohenent

biography f what we call "one thing". The existence of the entity "the table",

Ty
then, is not known with t.he same certainty as the various perspects. It may or

may not exlst independently. Consequenily, in keeping with Russell's supreme
maxim of scientiﬁc phﬂosophizing, Occam's Razor-- "Whenever possible logical
eonstructions are to be substituted for inferred entities™, 10 we must dispense
with the entity | B o

The general thrust o{ Russell's a.nalysis drives 2 wedg'e between what
we experience, and whax we think we experi‘ence. This is dene by a close

scrutiny of the complicated.aspects of any given experience which languége, more

often than not, obscures. His method attempts 2 return to the experience which

G

w

Smid., p. 10,

10wTpe Relation of Sense-Data to Physics", §ysdcism and Logic, p. 155.



T -_Iingnistichaptismstendtosim;ﬂifyforﬂiepurposeofexpediency Analysisbecomes

. "razor, the smplest unifying theorem is used to explain the Iargest numher o

i am intense attention an ac!mowledgement oi“theforce ot'-hnguistic conveniences- s
.and the attempted re—fomulstion of the experience as experienced rather than as
assmned in common sense. The inferences which replace the abandonsd notions

g 'dnaivemaiism arehasedupontheprinciplecfeconomy. EmployingOccam's -. T 1

— et o

- disparate da.ta. Rnssell’s atteniptwas to combat mb;ectivity so as to frame a more o )

coherent a*nd inclusive yicture of the workings of physical phenomena

Some people think that it [relativity] supports Kant's viéw that space and '
time are "subjective" and are-forms of intuition™. I think such people

3 havebeenmisledhythewayi:hvhich‘wntersonmlaﬁvity speak of "the -
observer". I is natural to suppose that the cbserver is a human being, or
_at least a mind; but he isjustaslikelytobeaphotographic plate or a clock,
That 18 to say., the odd results as to the difference between one "point of

. view' in a sense applicable to physical instruments just as much as to
people with perceptions.- The Ysubjectivity™concerned in the theory of =~ ..

- relativity is a physical subjectivity, which would exist equally if there were
no such things as minds or senses in the world.11

- Hence, mysicai bjectinty has to do with the limitations res:ﬂting from the ob-
| server occupying a pa.rticular space-time region. - . ,
* The combined effort of analysis on the one hand and construction on the
other becames the attempt (a.) to go beyond the limitations of embedded habits of .
thinking in respect to the interpreﬁ.tion of data, and (b) to formu.late through in-
ference and constt'uction the structure of the nhysicai world _heyond the limitations
' of Phys'ical-subjectivity.' 'i'he fronic aspect oi.‘this hecon'ies the fact that "naive

realism" is used as the ground for the later nejection of itae an appropriate

1lrhe A, B.C. of Relativity, p. 188, ~ - .

. -‘-



S i&erpretaﬁon. Thus the i’amons conmndrnm. "Naive realism Iea;ds to physics,

P _.',andphysics, ii'true, ( thai: naive nealisn: is false. The:efore, natve reaiism, ,: o

| if true, is fa.lse. therefone it is faise."@z ’i‘he solution to tlis problem ‘was viewed

o bansselltobeinthenature ofthe intezpretationsgiventothe presentations

: krather than in the pnesentations themselves. Hedid not believe thai' naive realism "A =

.- was mistaken but that its interp:etations were presumptions. They went beyond

' whai: was given being judged trne since they had been i‘ound adequate for a generai
description and ljmited understandmg, With the grawth of sciencg have come the |
" more exacting needs for the inf.erpretation of physical phenomena The older .
| criteria of adecpacy have become increasingiy obsolete as increased demands are
made: upon the scope of interpretation needed.

'I‘h.is process may be seen to operate in scientific theories when newer
theories sup;lant older ones by virtue of their ability to provide a more inclusive
descripﬁon. With the passing of time, the gu.li' between the world as we experience
it in everyday life a.nd the world as presented through science has grown steadily.
Phiiosophy, argued Russell if it is to aim ‘at a view of the world which is not based

upon the limitatlons ot narrow everyday thinking, must make use.of the ideas and

methods derived from science. Russell believed t.hat the progress of science was

a result of the scientific method which if applied to philosophy. could bring similar

benefits. Therefore, ;milosophy should-proceed from a detailed and piecemeal

_analjsis of common sense. I Our Knowledge of the External World: As.a Field

12an Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 126.
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o forthe Scientific Method in Phﬂosophl (1914), he announced “It represents I

| rbelieve, the same l:indofadvanceasmsintmchiced mto;hysicsby Ga.lileo. the "“..‘ 2
| -snbstitnﬁon of pdecemeal detailed. and veriﬁable reanlts for iarge untested

.' generalities recommended only by a certa.in a;peal to imag:lnation" cp. 14). : |

| What is mportant in this to the discussiot;’ of analyais and methodology

is that the £a.ith in common-sense not.icns oi the world a.nd the essentmlly anthmpo- |
l'.centric view otf it which has been cf some comfort to maintain have been responsxble
fora resistance to new scientific ideas. 'I‘he'evolving picture of the universe which
has resulted from scientific advances becomes so greatly removed from our normal
‘experience that the Iangnage needed and the concepts described appear quite alien,
'_Theimost re_cent blow to common sense came ‘.'mf' t.he theory of relativity. ne
' implications, Russell felt, when realised wonld-have ramiﬁcationsl-for many -
traditional phﬂosophical problems - in particular, the problem of mind and matter.

In The A.B.C. ofRelativiﬂhebeganbysayingthat

What is demanded is a change in our imaginative picture of the world -
& picture which has been handed Yown from remote, perhaps pre—human,
ancestors, and has been learned by each of us in early childhood. A
change in our imagintion is always difficult, especially when we areno
longer young. The same sort of change was demanded by Copernicus,
when he taught that the earth is not stationary and the heavens do not
revolve sbout it once a day. (P. 9.}

He contimed:

In studying the heavens, we are debarred from all sense except sight.

. We cannot touch the sun, or travel to it; we cannot yet walk round the
moon, or apply a foot-rule to the Pleiades, - Nevertheless, astronomers
have unhesitatingly applied the geometry and physics which they found
serviceable on the surface of the earth, and which they had based upon
touch and travel .... R turned out that much of what we learned from

- the sense of touch was unscientific prejudice, which must be rejected
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iiwearetohave atruepict:meoftheworld (P. 10 )

The i::npa.ctofthe theoryof relativity is such astotransfom the notionsof tune _

_'and space. Rnssellbelievedtbatthistheorydemandedtbe aba.ndonmentoftheview
A-"cisnbstanceormatterasscnnetbmgwhichpersiststhrmghtime. Thetraditional

.view ofmatter hadbeenpredicateduponpersistence through time. This heldas

animplicit 1f not explicit ass.u:nption ‘that time and space were qnite distinct A

‘\\
piece of matter was sa.td to occupy space whﬂe its motion could be meamred by

| takmg time as a fixed relation mdependent of the particula.r region in question. '
| Since the veriﬁcation of Emstein's theones, it has been shown that space and time
.are not ulumately separable; thus the concept of space-time. ' .
" The traditional view of matter having been abandoned, .any, discussion of

mind and matter had to take into account what science now revealed about the.
nature of matter. %r became, according to Russell, not something hard that .

you bump into, _liut fat.he?) construct of "events" which occupy 2 finite region of <
' space-time, ' ' _ L

When we substitute space-time for space and time, we shall naturally
expect to derive the physical world from constituents which are limited
in time as in space. Such constituents are what “ve call 'events!.” An
event does not persist and move, like the traditional piece of matter;

it merelyx exists for its little moment and then ceases. A piece of

matter will thus be resolved into'a series of events, Just as, in the

old view, an extended body was composed of what we may call 'event-
particles’. The whole series of these events makes up the whole history
of the particle, and the particle is regarded as being itg history, not ’
some metaphysical entity to which events happen

13The A.B.C. of Relativity, p. 127.
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'Russell argned thatthe enti.re notion ofwhat Whitehead rel'erred to as the "pnshi-— N
- “ .ness" of matter must be banished forever. 'l‘he permanence oi material objects
. .is Galy appa.rent as an appro:dmate descript.ion. The sense of "puahiness" is

- derived from the sense of touch whlch does not give any knowledge as to the in-
ﬂ‘

- trlnsic nature of the object concemed A material ob;ect is not.a- ‘l‘hing" which

»

: persxsts tbrough time but a series of events which overlap and form a serles.

) A wave in t.he sea persists for a longer or shorter time' the waves
that I see dash.mg themselves to pieces on the Cornish coast may have .
come all the way from Brazil, bit that does not mean that a "thing'* has
travelled across the Atldntic; it means only that a certain process of
change has travelled. ' And just-as a wave in the sea comes to grief at
last on the rocks, so an eleetron or. groton may come to gnef when it
meets some unusual state of affairs.

Dr. Johnson's refutation of Berkeley by ldcking a stone is viewed as a fut:ile assertion .

grounded only in naive realism. As Russell _says in An Outline of Philosophv-

I he (Dr. Johnson) had known that his foot never touched the stane \and
that both were only comphcated systems of wave-motions, he might have
been less. satisfied with his refutation. We cannot say that "matter" is
the cause of our sensat!ons. We can say that the events which cause our
sensations usua.lly belong to the sort of group that physicists regard as
matenal but that is a very different thing.... The events which are the
real stuff’of. the world are not impenetrable,. since they.can overlap in
spaee-time. Tha word, "matter" has become no more than a convenient
shorthand for stating certain casual laws concerning eve.nts. P. 291 )

quently, at least on the face of it, the traditional problems of re-
ducing mind to the activities of little particles of substance, has been supplanted
- with the problem of reduclng mind to a complex biWy of overlapping space-

time events. Already. much haB':Peen done to bridge the g'apbetween the two by

Moutiine of Philosophy, p. 290. -



removing the intrinsic pmperty ofmatt:er as somethi.ng which one bumps into. "Tlt. ," o
o }- is altogether too clear that one cannot lnmp into a thoug'ht.. As Gottschalk has SR

wd:l _/~ .‘ '.“...‘. ) . . . . .:_.." ‘-
_Einstein revised the. ea::l.iei' crude conception of matter and mass since
- itno longer stood up to the new ideas in phyaics -and. psycho}ogy ‘Mind -
now lost some of its aurz of independence, and matter was no longer

3 thought of as something subord.inate«and ini‘eﬁor 15-

We shall now snmmarize the contents of th.is chapter before presenung
¥

7 the solution. " The ap‘parent fickleness of Russell's .philogophy is mostly illusoryr )

Just as his attitude towards philosophy remained ::onstant so lt may be said that ’
his methodology underwent very little revis.iol: The modifications in the products
| of the a:pplication by rh_is methodology are seen to be the necessary results of its
' :‘5‘ consisteﬁt“ i;pplication. _ Russell’s deep desire to escape from anthropocentric
su-bjectivlty: led him to engage in a llfe:long love affair with soéhnce since it too |
aimed at a broad i'mpersone._l ‘overview' of the universe. Just as i:'here was a’
drastic rift between the real world and the ;vorld as humans felt i't'to be in accor-
dance with tbeir inflated views of their own cosmic importance,. science cresfed ‘.

an equal division between the world as supposéd in common sense and the world
. - " - 0 t . .‘

as yiewed by physics.

Consequently, the combined thrust of the notions of anthropocentric and

-

: physical subjectivity became responsible for a heightened sense of alienation

between mixd and the externsl world which threatened at each mament o topple

-

-]

15gerbert Gottschalk, Bertrand Russell: & Life, p. 65. = -




) _ 'Russell 's phi}osoph_v over tnto the realm ol' solipaism Slnce mlnd was. so allen- .

" ated from the external world. the tools whereby & knowledge could be achieved

were analysls and construction wlth the regulating factor of Occam s Razor. For. A

these reasons we have chosen to employ the two distinctions of subjectlvity along :
with R:.tssell's two most basic nnderlying notions in respect to ph.llo;;phy - the |
-doctrlne ot' cosmic piety and "the sepreme maxim of scientiﬁc phﬂosophizing"
‘Occam's Razor, |

These first two chapters may be taken as an introduction to the presen-
tation of the theory of the relation of mind and body We regard their content as
necegsary to any understancllng of Russell's philosophy Only by appreciating
. the extent to whjch conscious experlence, accordl.ng to Russell, was _separgtod
from the external world ¢an we understand his insistence upon inference and con-
struction. Furthermore, the 1 necessity for inference justifies the need for abstract

- explanations since in a sense the "real" world for Russell must be beyond the

limitations of subjectivity. In 2 manner of speaking, then, with Russell's philo-

« ) ’ .
sophy the abstract is more "real" than our lmmed.late experience. Correspon- ,
=
~ dingly, the normal status of abstra.ct emlanaﬂonﬁc\i‘i turned upside down
— —

This attitude and methodology combined to affect‘ Russell's solutlon to
the mind-body problem in a very direct fashion: To begin with, the spirituality
of mind is denied cutright by his rejection of religion and his viéw that :.n.ind is
not very significant with respect to other occurrences. Just as others have
| attempted to justify religton through phi.losoph\{r; Russoll justlﬂot_i science ina

_ ‘similar faghion. His desire to observe impartially led him to accept scientific

*

~
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: exp.lanations as the most tmstwortlw ones. Tbe combined fonce of. quantum me-— ' . )
o .chanics nndthe theory of relativity, which he believed discreditcd the notion of

, substance, aliowed him to! d space—time events as the nltirnate constituents

o.f reality Hia stance on ph sical subjectivity minimized any duIiculty in
c;-ejecting substance since he thought that the permanence, so!idity and-hardness

of matter were not intrinsic qualities of matter, tgut gnbr the eﬂ‘ccts of events in the

external wc'rld upon our central nervous systei:n. Russell's view of matter held

' that it is not ultimately comi:rised of atoms but that atoms are chains of space-

time events. %6 | Since qualities.of external events cannot be known, the only

. qualities that we can know are those within our immediate experience. The only

knowledge that we can derive of the external world will be as to structure. An

event as a unit has no qualities and although appearing in a noun sense is taken as

* more like a verb. Qualities. appear in consciousness as the result of various

- structures or organizations of events in space-time and cannot be predicated of

an event but of a series or biography of simce-timé events.,

In the next chapter we shall see that Russell, while diminighing problems

in one area, serves to perpetuate them in another. - Consequently, The Analvsis

of Mind will be viewed as a fundamentsl testing-ground for the application of

Russell's mind-body solution., The problems which will be uncovered there will

constitute the possible objeot\ions to the over-_ail virllity of Russell's theory. .
) .

165 diacusaicn of this may be found in Grover Maxwell's ""The Later Bertrand
Russell: Philosophical Revolutionary", in Bertrand Russell's Philosophy, ed.
George Nakhnildan, pp. 169-83, esp. pp. 1758.

-
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NEUTRAL MONISM AI*{D'IISDIZFFICULTIES |

<

Russell first introduced 2 'skeletal solution to the :ﬁind-—body problem in t.he 1919

articIe "On Propositions. What fhey are and how t.hey mean', whete he a.nncnnces

his acceptance of a variant f.orm of neutral n'zonisw:n.‘l

william James, in his Essays in Radical Empiricism, developed the view
that the mental and the physical are not distinguished by the stuff of which

they are made, but only by their causal laws... Ithink that James is
right in making the distinction between causal laws the essential thing.
There do seem to be psychological ard physical causal laws which are

' distinct fxom each other. We may define psychology as the study of one
sort of laws, and physics as the study of the other. But when we come
to consider the stuff of the two sciences, it would seem that there are
particulars which obey only physical laws (namely, unperceived material >
things), some which obey only psychological laws (namely, images, at,
least), and some which cbey both (namely, sensations). Thus sensations
will be both physical and mental, while images will be purely mental, The
use of words actually pronounced or written is part of the physical world,
but in so far as words obtain their meaning through images, i¥'is impos-

sible to.deal adequately with words without introducing psychology and
* taking account of data obtained by introspectior.

In many respects this article contains the seeds of The Ana}ysis of Mind (1921).
! ' \ —

R mpfegents the*gradixa.l transformation of Russell's emphasis from propositions
. .

. as such tc their contingent niental environment, Although it was started during

his imprisonment at Brixton in 1918 where he also completed the Introduction to.

-

Msathematical Philosophy, there was 2 considerable iapse of time between its start

and completion. T!_Lis indicates that there were coﬁie obstacles which he ran into

o+,
Lhon Propoamons" reprinted in Loglc and Knawledgg p.. 299.
| s - - -
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which caused'him to set asi&e'the m'anns'crlpt for three years (a practice very - R

nnnsua1 forﬁ!nssell} until such time as he thoug,ht it ready for publicaﬁon. ’I—i i |
The underlying theais of The Analggzg cf Mind is that cf neutra.l monism,

- albeit in amodjﬂed form borrowed from Wllliam James. He beg:l.ns in the preface-

This book has grownewt of an attempt to harmonise two diﬁerent tendencieq. .n

‘On the one hand, many psychologists, especially those of the behaviouralist

school tend to adopt what is essentially a materialist position, as a'matter

of method if not of Metaphysics.... Meanwhile the sicists, especially
\\Einstein and other exponents of the theory of relativity, have been making

"matter" less and less material., Their world consists of "events" from

which "matter" is derived by logical constructiu:;n.2

“He continues

The view that seems to me to reconcile the materialist tendency of psy- ..
chology with the anti-materialist tendency of physics is the view of William . o
James and the American new realists, according to which the "stuff" of

_the world is neither mental nor material, but a "neutral stuff", outof which
both are constructed. Ihave endeavoured in this work to develop this view

" in some detail as regards the phenomena with whigh psychology is concerned.

What will appear 2s we proceed into an account of the details of this work is that,
tc some extent, Russell trades off problems in one direction fcr problems in another. .
His first brioritjr seemas to be to get rid of the two-story picture “of the world as
comprised of mind and ﬁza::;;, in which mind occupies a position divided drastically
from matter and somehow nearer to the heavens. Tne cbstacle in his path becomes
the eubject, since the ackncwl@dgement of a subject 1mp.t¥3s the subject-object di-
chotamy that he is attempting to circumvent.

So long as the ""subject was retained there was a "mental™ entity to which

'2The Analysis of Mind, p. 1.
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' therewasnothinganalogousinthemdeﬂalwoﬂd but ifse.nsationsare
occurrences which are not essentially rela:t:lonal there is not the same *
‘need to regard mental -and physical occurrences. as. fnndamentally djfferent

constructions formed out of materials not differing vitally apd sometimes
. actually identical, - becames possible to think that ‘what the physiologist
_regards as matter in the Brain is actually composed of‘ﬂioughts and feelings.
-+ and that4he difference between mind and matter isTerely one-of arrange-
- ment. Iillustrated this by the analogy of the Post Office Directory, wEIch
eclassiﬁes people in two ways, alphabetical and geographical L :

= a sense the dismissal of tbe "subject" can be seen as fated from the

. oatset. The example of the table given in The Problems of Philosophy is system

_ cally developed in Our Knowledge of the External “iorld and then extended to Thg

Analysis of Mind, Just as the table is reduced from tge status of being an eirtity\to ‘
- N V
e

-Itbecomespossibletoregudboth amindandapiecedmaueraslogical o, B

a eoﬁstuct of perspects, mind becomes a composite of events and not an entity which"

has-the special character of being mental, Instead, Russell conceives of the raind
. as.composed of events which are “mental" by vn'tue of their organisation. The\

dismissal of the subject produces repercussions in respect to memory, whose role

is extended in order to explain the eontimutj of one mind. Consequently, the appli- -

cation of Russell!s solution reduces difficulties in one area while perpetuating them
in another - as it has been humorously put, "what he makes on the popcorn, he
loses on the peanuts". Before carrying this line of thought further, however, we
aI;all turn to an ocutline of the more basic arguments of tﬁe book. This will aid ue .

in our eventusal assessment of Russell's treatment of memory. - '

Russell begins his analysis by considering Brentano's divisions of cognition

4My Philosophical Development, p. 139.
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- (alsotakennp"by Meinong) into nct, content and object. 1n keeptngwith theonetlcal
:..economy, he then proceeds to eliminate what he takes to be unnecessary distinc
f tions He d:lsm:lsses the actfrom outset dnce- "The occurrence d the content
’ cl a thought const.itutes t.he occnrrenee of the thonght. Em&tﬂcaﬂy, I canmot - -
| diecover anything corresponding to the mpposed act and theoret[cally I cannot

~ see that it is indispeneible" (The Analzsis ot' Mind, . PP. 17—18) He then cont:lnnes- :

Teee the grammatical forms 'I think?, 'you fhink' and 'M.r Jones thinks'
misleading if reganded as ind.icaiing;an analysis oi a s:ingle thought. B wou.ld be
bet_terto say 'it thinks in me’, like 'it rains here', or bette.rstﬂl, 'there is a
thought in me"" (ibid.). Russell's next act of psychological pruning is to-cast aut
the "object" which, he maintains, is'a construct more or less ‘out of the content

Mental events, he argues, a.ne comprised of "sensation", "perception"
and "memory" Since none of these are the result of a strict sabject-object
relationship, their analysis becomes far from sim;ﬂe. Russell asserts that
everything congists of events, either physical or mental. These two classes of
events are distinguished only by their being subject to different cansal laws. The
" intersection set of the two classes is defined as the realm of "sensations™:

Since the mental world and the physical world interact, there would be a
boundary between the two: there would be events which would have .
physical canses and mental effects, while there would be others which
would have mcntal causes and physical effects. Those that have
physical causes and mental effects we should define as 'sensations". .
Those that have mental canses and physical effects mjght perhaps be .
identified with what we call voluntary movements.,.. . P. 138,)
Perception differs from sensation insofar as it calls into play memory. According
~ to Russell, we in,fer.aI pnttern oh?strucﬁon upon 2 two-dimensional manifold
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.Russell borrows from

_md inferboth zthjrddtmenaicn otdepth throngh const.rnctfonaswell aspdecmg : :

: together varlous pemepts as i.nferred objects Thns Rnssell deﬁnes a sensation

-

"as "thenon-mnemlc elementsinapereeption"(p 139) Here, "mnem:lc“stands- o
) forthatwhichismcorporatedasareszﬂtdpastemeﬂence i e.theretention

d.' mental events or memory, into the sensation in the presenr The word "mnemic"

15 borrowed from the writings of t.he German psychologist Richard- Semon, whose
definition of that term is as follows- n the responsee ot an organiam which 80
far as hitherto ohserved facts are\concerned can only be brought under cansal
laws by including past occurre.nces in the h.istory of the organjsn}, as part ofthe
causes of t.he,present response" p- 78).

-~

Semen's views strongly influenced Russell's thought in The Anaiysis of

Mind, R is expedient therefore to briefly sketch and define the tennss which
éu. Semcm mainta.ins that the organism without any

fmmediate stimulus may be referred to 2s being in a "primary indiffereace state".

' The stimulus or excitation produces a change from the prima.ry indifference state

to a "secondary indifference-state”. The "engraphic eﬁect"' is the difference
between the primary and secondar.y state which results'in-an "engram" due to
stimulus. This engram constitutes the "mnemic phenomene" which is the incor-
poration of the "engraphic eff "'tvithin the "seco:n_ia;:n indifference sta:te";

Simultaneous excitements in an organism result in a mutually connected engram -

: compl'ex, which, insofar as it 1s subsequently experlenced, forms a whole,

Semon refers to this as "The First Law of Engraphy"

-~

.Y Fouowing h.is cuefrom Semon, Russell deﬁnes "sensation" as the -



. -'hon—mnemle"elementsina 'pemepﬁmn(p. 139)’ mﬂwnﬂngiydmpsthe.
priornotionof "sense-datum"since | . _;..-‘»-:..

Eweadmit asIthinkweshould thattbepatchofcolounmaybeboth
physicalandpsychical the reason for distinguishing the sense-ddtum =
-r'frmnthesensaﬁondisappears,andwemaysaythatthepatchdcolour
'andoursensaﬂoninseejngitareidenﬁcal ) (P ‘143.)

B The mnemic colourmg of sensation, according to this theory, is very considerable.r'
) 4 is responsihle for conshtuﬁng fhe 'nnity of cne experience“ (p 129) and
transfonning "mere occurrences into experiences“ as well as transforming

bfog y (n our technical sense) into Iife“ (p. 129). R is this which grves the

contimnity apersmormind o ' | ' . .
_.—-/'\/{P ' L . ) o ' .
' "Believing" Russell a.rgues, seems to be the most menta! t.hing we do

.snd that which is most remote from what is done by mere matter: ""The whole
inteuectusl life consists of belie.fs, and of the passage from one belief to another
by what is called 'reasoning Beliefs g-lve lcnowledge and error; they are the
vehicles of truth and falsehood™ (p. 231). Rnssell maintains thar. the tmth or
falsity of a belief_ does not depend upon anything intrinsic within the belief, bu:f
rather, upon the nature of its relafion to what he cails its ;"ooject:lve".

The particular fact that makes a given belief true or false I call its
"bbjective! and the relation of the belief to its objective Icall the
"reference" or the "objective reference' of the belief, - Thus if I
believe that Columbus crossed the Atlantic in-1492, the fobjective”
of my belief is Columbus's actual voyage, and the "reference" of
my belief ig/the relation between my belief and the voyage - that
relation, namely, in virtue of which the voyage makes my belief
trae (or, in another case, false). "Reference of beliefs differs 3
from "meaning" of words in various ways, but especially in the
factthatitisot'two ldnds "true" reference and "Ialae"re.forence
(P. 232.)

L]
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) -f_umoryisaed inwlththeanalysisoibeliefinthatltusselldeﬁnesmemoryasme

o ‘.,_of its forms. The complete list reads "‘bare assent" "memory" and "expeetation" '

allotwhlch are deﬁned asbeingdiﬁ'erentfrom whatisbelieved. Eeeh has an -
o independent and constant character thatis again independentof what isbelieved.
| ) Memory, accord.ing to Russell constitutes knowledge in one of its forms, |
and as we have seenis alsomeofthe fonnsofbelief. Me.mory is moreover, a '

I pervadmg pbenomena since it is presupposed in one sense or another in all forms
of knowledge Sensation is not considered by ssell to be a form of knowledge.
Perception dif.fers irom sensation insofar as pencepﬁon involves the inciusion with

. : sensation of: expectations and images of habitual associates. Memory involves the -
.fact of images defined as approximately representing impnessions The difﬂcnliy
here ariseswhenwe seek to explainhowitis thatwe are. abletobelievethatimages
are nsualiy appro:dmste-copies of sensation. This impl.ies a compa.rison gf a present
ﬁnage with a past sensation, We cannot, acconding to Russell bring the past and: |
present into the same experience. _ A memory-belief must therefone be something
happening in the present These occur:nenees which are called knowledge of the

past become logically independent of the past and wholly analyzable into present
contents. Mssell must then seek some "present" crlteria whereby we are able

to distinguish the accnracy’of a memory-image. Ta do this heintrodnces the notion “
_of familiarity, a feeling which is supposed to acccnnpany a memory-image and which
is capsable of degrees. Another criterion introduced ia that cd a ieeling cf 'pastness" |

which is related to context: -

.We may say, then, that images are regarded by us as more or less



accnratecopiescipastoccurrmesbecansetheyoometouswithtwo
, sortsoffeeling (I)Thosethatmaybecalledfeelingsoffamﬂiarity
:-(Z)thosetha:-maybeconectedtog'etherasfeelingsgiﬁngasenseof
. "pastness. 'I‘hefirstleadustotrustonrmemcﬂes thesecondtoas- _;
s!gnplaces to them intime-order. (P. 163) '

Since Rnsse.n eaJ:lier tn the work abandoned the notion d the sub}ect his
treatment of memory encounters difﬂcnlty in expiaining the apparem: gt of
| ‘remanbering which seems to necessitate the introduction o:E an acting "subject"
‘ In his attempt to circumvent these issues he cites three “lndnbitable da.ta" con-
_cerningthepast (1) in: any‘giveninstance ourmorymaybe atfanlt- 2) we are
deﬁnite.ly able toknowmore about the pastthanthefnmre 3) thetmthofamemory
" cannot be wholly expla.ined by a pragmatic deﬁn.ition si.nce our minds are ful.l of -
trivial recollections and do not have any visible importance for the fntu::e Following
the eo:ample of Bergson, he then distinguishes two forms of memory, those of habit
and those of independenl mcollect:lcn. The latter he. feels embodies knowledge, , ‘
wherea.s the former does not. Before going on to defire 'I:rne" memory, Rnssell
brings out the feelings of familiarlty a.nd recognition. Famil:larity is deﬂned as being
a deﬁnite feeling which. is capableof e:dsiting_withaxt an object but which normally
kas some specific relation to a f.eamm of the environmenx. That re.lation is expressed
when we say that the featnre ia famﬂiar. Recognition occurs in two different ways.
Theﬂrat iswhenwed.not onlyfeel that athingisfamﬂiarbut lmowﬂiat itis such and
mch. As anexample ofthishe cites the aituationinwhich one recogniees a "cat™, |
We lmowthat acertain object is acatbyvirtne dhavmg eeenothercatsbefore bat
here the recogniﬂondoesnotrelynpon anypart:lcular occasd‘onwhenwehm seen

~ acat, This type of recognition is_labled as a habit of nsaociation. The-_sense of



; regogniﬁonwhich doesinvotveknowledgeconsistsnotme'rely dlmowingthenzme

- -'otathingorapmpertydit bntlmowingthatwebaveseentheobjectbefore. L

 This knowledge is memory in.cne sense, thoo,gh in another it is'not.
- B'does-not involve a definite past event, but ouly the lmowledge that

, _- - something happening now is. slmﬂa.rto something that happenedbefone.
I differs from the sense of famjl:laﬁty by being cognitive, it is a
_belie.t‘ or judgemenx, which the sense of famﬂiarity is not - (P.170. )

- Imerely msh to emphas:‘.ze the fact that recognition, in cur second

sense, consists in-a belief, whrchwemayexpressappro:dmatelyin
-‘thewords"rhishase:dstedbefore " S . (P 1800)

We do not, strictly speaking ever experience the Same f.hing‘twice,

‘Russell maintains. T;zis would be to entify or make objects out of Iogical con- '
structions. "This™, then, must be interpreted somewhat loosely 80 as to include

anyf.hing sufﬁcienﬂy like what we are seeing at the moment (p. 171) Recognltion,
moreover, does not have as its basis the repitition of a reaction to stimulus as is
maintained by the. behavimrausts, but rat.her in the difference between repeated
st'lmu.b'. and a new one. Recognition demands the realisation of at least two similar
occas:lons and cannot exist wit.hcut the one or the other. "Thus the phenomena of
recognition has as its cause the two occasions when the stimulua has occurred;

eithexr alone is inmfﬂcient" (p 172).

True memory a.e oppoeed to habit memory‘ consists of knowledge of past

eventa although knowledge of some past events 15 not a su.fﬁc.ient condition fora

true memory. The diffevence between the two consists in the accompanying

feeling toward them. Memory, he goes on to sa;y, resemhles the knowledge de-

rivedimm the aenses, 'R is immed.tate mt mferred not abstract it diﬁers
from perception mainly by-betng' referred to the past” (p. 173). |

N . “
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. Russell tben dist!.ngnishes two basic @estions fn tb‘e malysis d memor]. , 'l

. '-'The first is. the nature of ﬂae presentoecurrence whenwe remember, which be -
directly concernsthe psychologist. The seeond concerns the relstionbetween
g the pnesent occurrence in memoryto the past evaent remembered whieh he says, ‘
“is the territory of the theory of l:nowledge ‘I t.hie deecrip.ion of the first pbeno-
' menon we seethe introduction ofthenotlonofthe "spec:lous present" wh.ichhe- -
) .deﬁ.nes as follows* | |
A sensation fades gradually,. passing. by continuous gradaﬁons to the statns .
~ of an image. This retention of the immediate past in a condition inter-
. mediate between sensation and image may be called "immediate memory".
Everything belonging to it is included with sensation in what is called the
- "gpecious present”. The. specious present includes elements at all stages
on the journey from sensa:tion to image. - (P 174.)

The process consists of 2 eeneation which passes away or fades and in fading is

referred to as m‘akohrthic" sensation. R then passes. on to the status of an image

after this “akoh.tth.ic“ process has terminated True memory app.l.iee to the calling
up of 1mages This calltng up ‘can on.ly occur when the sensaﬁon has faded and
left beh.ind i.n its place an image. Immediate memory nefers to the process of
retaining sensations prior to this t:ransformation into an 1mage "Irnmediate
memory is important both becanse it provides experience of mccesaion, and
because it bridges the gulf between sensations and the images of which they are
: the copies' (p 175) True memory is defined as the freeh calling np of images
which have not been called up before in the same way.
There is no intrinsic difference between amory-nnm and an 1mag-.lna-
: ﬁon—nnage apart from the fact that with a memory-image we eel m aecompanying

" aeaertiontotheeffect 'thishappmd | hotherworﬂs, ame:nory-hnageie
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- of its belief-feeling The use of wonds in the descrlption ot an image is derived

aocounpaniaiby abeliefandabeuefcanbeeategoﬂsedasonedthreetorms, o |
: “namely, a) memory, (b) expectation, and (c) bare assent ’I‘he%asmess, there- =

fore, otamemoryli’esnotinthecontentoftheimagettself butwithinthenatnre '

from hahit. That habit consists of "associating them with someth.ing having a fixed -

thne relation to our present" (p. 177). We are drlven from the present to memory

of the past by virtue. ot‘ some contextnal change or contrast which ushers in the -

Image_ of a past memory. 'Some present feature of the environment is associated
' th.rough past ei:periences, with samething now absent; this absent something comes: o

before us as an image. and is contrasted with present sensation" . 178). The

e

memory-belief whic.h accompanies a memory-image is that which confers meaning

upon 1t through it?; givi.ng to us the feeling that it reiers to an experienced event.

This feeling, Russell says, loosely paraphrased, is, ‘S_omething Hke this happened

before™.

The use of language here, he warns us, may.be decept.ive if we allow
more accuracy to the terms than is mtended 1n common usage:

Ordinary speech does not disttnguish between identtty and close simi-
larity. A word applies, not only to one parttcnlar, but to a group of
particulars, which are not recognised as multiple in common thought
or gpeech. Thus primitive-memory, when it judges that "this occurred”,
is vague, but not false. P. 180.)

_Again: .
Precision and vagueness in thought, as in perception, depend upon the
degree of difference betweeri responses to more or less gimilar stimuli.
v (®. 18L.)

.'Pfectsion and vsgueness are changed through practdt_:e, whtchcan en_able thought



R

. asweuaspercepﬁontohecmnemorepreciee. Amemoryisalsocapableofbelng
deﬂnedasvagneorprecise. .

' Amemory is~“vague" when it Is appropriate to many different oocuz;rences- -
- for en.mple, "I met 2 man" is vague, since any\ man woald veﬂfy it, N
mermory is "precIse" when the occurrences that would verify it are narrow
ly circumscribed: for instance, "I met Jones" is precise as compared-to
. "I met a man". A memory is "eccurate“ when it is both precise and true,
i.é. in the above instance, if it was Jones I met., I is precise even if :
false, provided some definite occurrence woald have been- required to make

it true. : . S e182) ’\
- Just as there are "vague" or "precise" memories, there are words to. -
which Russell ~refers to as "vague" and 'general" words. "This" is an example
of a vague word, since it is appl.{cable both to a present memory-image or a past N
occurrence to which itis supposed torefer. A word is "general" on the other
hand, when it is appucable to a number of different objecte in eirh:e of a eommon
propertf. "We may compare & vague word to # jelly and egeneral word to a.heap
of e.hot. Vague word recede jndgements of identity and difference- both general
words and particular words are subsequent to such judgemen " (p 184)
The last two cpestions with which Russell deals relate to what we mean by
"occurred" in the proposition "this occurred" .First, what causes usto say that
a thing' 'occurs_? Secondly, what 'are we feeling when we say this? He:ﬁlne
th.ing_s that occurred or real th.tngs; by Ivirtue.d the fact that‘real things cause
eensations, or ma,} be said to fit into a series of correleﬂons such a8 those that
constitute phyeical objects. The feeling of reality is akinto a feellng of "respect
- B belongs primarily to whatever can do things to us wlthout our volun-
v tary co-operation. This feeling of reality, related to the memory-image,
‘and referred to the past by the specific kind otfbeuef-feeungthat is charac- .

teristic of memory, seemstobewhat constttutestheactof remembe
inltspureform. o S . . (P.:188,)



o ,

Rueeell concludes his chapter on memory by saying -"’I‘his analysie of
memory is probably extremely faulty, but I do not know how to improve i " ©. 187). , l'
In saytng thia, he clearly demonstrates his own feelmgs of reserve as to the’ ade-
3  quacy of the account-given._ I-‘urthermore., t.he_ final clause to the‘_eﬂect that he
.calnnot_ suggest how to ameliorate tois' s,im'ation aiso suggests that 'Rns.sell himself :
hed,come up againet a variety of dead ends. It is also appa,rent that des!:;ite his - |
difficuities he still believed that th'e‘central ::hmst of the book was in the right
oinection. | | | i

A few words of critical comment are now in order, It seems at firstl
. sight that there is afundamental discrepancy within Ruseell's methodology in that
his guiding thesis'd neutyal monism i; framed to resolve difficulties and because
of this he seems to feel that the holding of such a hypothesis is validated by the
removal of the mind'—body 'problem. However, his rejection of the "subject"
results m the perpetuation of diﬁ'}cultiés, especially in respect to personal
identity or the contimuity of experier;ce. - As a result, the weekeet chapter of the
book is that which deale with 2 subStitute explanation for the binding of experience
1nto ane biography, namely memoryg This is a sacrifice tvhich Russell seems )
quite wﬂlj.ng to undergo.

D.F. Pears, in his article *Russell's Theories of Memory 1912-1921'!
divides Russell's work on memory into two divisions -~ hefoz_:e and after the aban-
doning of the subject in 1919, Aéébfdmg to Pears, images serve two functio‘oe |
in Rliseell's Intef account of memory. They are lr_epresentative data on gne'hand

and are also'"the elements out of whichk memory propositions are
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' -ionned" 5 Pearsgoes on tointroduce tbe notion orftwo direct.{ons of "ﬁt", em-"_ ."'..-‘ :

l- ploying Wittgenstein's example of the nnage of an unknown face.

First tl\:\ia is the case described by Wittgenstain Bt 1t is also
- possible for a face to-come before my mind, and then for;meto be
able to draw it, without my remembering whose it is or when I have
“geen it." Here the image would be a datum, and, if it struck me as -
. familiar, it would pose the question, "Who is this?*, and I would
then try to fit a name to an image. ‘But this direction of fit would
g be reversed if I started with the question, "What does Mr. A look
like?" In this case my image would Hot lead to a question: rather,
it would come as the answer to a question already asked. The
" direction of fit, therefore, would be reversed.®

Although Russell empioys _bot.h directipns o£ ﬁt, he places, argues Pears, a
great deal of stress on only one of them: '"But images are the gold, a.nd'wor'dsl

" are only paper ctirrency, because we undeljstand' the m'es;nings of words only if

| we are able ;o .gtl'at ti:e right hnag’eé; w7 This,_ he believes, is_'bécause Russgell
anaiyzes.memory as a ge'néi'al phenomernon in respect to both animals and human
beings beginning with a theoretical plan grounded in animal behaviour and then

proceeding afterwards to present a theory about specifically human mental phe-

nomenas, &his is in keeping with his prejudice as cited in Chapter Two as to the

uniformity of life and the denial of the special status for the homo sapiens brain.
Russell also believes that images constitute paradigmatic memories while words

express habit-memories.

N

S“Rnsse.u's Theories of Memory 1912-1921", in Bertrand huasell's Philo-
sophy, ed. George Nakhniitian, p. 128, 7
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We believe that anse}.l's stress npon mages is due to his rejection of
'the mbject a.nd his attempt to reduxe menta.l occurrencee to anon-relational
. \ -

status. This results in an.explanation i.n terms of nouns with edjectlral qua.liﬁers. -
Thus a memory) which previously was a present recol.lectlon of a past event,
becomes an image whicki 18 referred to the past by the quaijfying feeling o:f

‘ familiarity but is non—relationa.l in :!ts actual occurre.nce. Bs pastness is inferred

k]

from 1ts feeling of famﬂia.rity ‘Pears q:estions the adequacy of Russell's a}ccount

!
.

of familiarity as a reference to the past: S S

-3

N

' AU the feeling of familiarity, by itself can neither suggest nor leaﬂ me

ez’ to believe a proposition referring to a definite past experience of mine.
One way of getting such a proposition is to take a situation in which the
direction of fit is reversed, because for example, I am asked about the
-shape of my window in my childhood bedroom. But in that case I would
not say that my image felt familiar, still less that it struck me as
familiar., Rather, it would feel right. So Russeli should not have
imported the definite past reference described by Wittgenstein, and in
the other case, which exhibits the reverse direction of fit, he should
not have appealed to the feeling of familiarity. K my answerto a’
question feels familiar, that may on.ly be because it is my usual error. 8

He goes ocn to say that the feeling of familiarity is not elways the same feeling
‘just as a face may seern strange elther because it is unlike anyone else or if it
- 15 someone that we know who looks unlike himself.
Russell's account is o;'aen:to many other objectibnsc. Semon's picture
of mental operations which Russell edopte lays 2 great deal of stress on stimuli
e:_cternal to the Q@sm. Consequently, an organism is said to be in an indiffer-

ence state. This kind of explanation does not, however, fifyenough stress on

-

'S.Ibli'! p. 134, ' SR



| g sumulider:lved mtemally. In'tt.ne hnman brain,synapse jumps aregoi_ng on con-\
tinually whéﬁae{- thé person is .a:shlee"p“.or awake 'Dréaming can bé' said tobea - )

| stat;mwhich response to external stimnliisminim.lzed introspection anddeep )

‘thought may also be newed this way where concentraﬂon is taken away from the

external world and focused up??ur internal operaﬂons. As Pears; has mdicated -

the initial model of response is based upon simple orga.nisms and then extended .

unhestitatingly to man without any guaran;ee that this is in fact a valid jump. This

~ leads Alan Wood to say, "I do not think that wharl;e says can be refuted. But I

l;ave a strong p1':-.ejud.ice that, in explaining why Sir .Edmu.nd Hil.la.r.y climbed- Mount

*

Everest, it is Bettei' tq say that he wanted to get to the top rather than that he felt
dscomfort at the bottom", ® | |
Rnssell also believes that all memories may be broken down into present "

coutent and ;axpresses_ th:ls with his‘ sceptical ﬂv&m}.nute bypothesis. The
question may be asked with some pe.rti:nence - what does Russell mean by "present’?
1 f_th;e mdnd consists of a vast mumber of space-time events then it must follow that
each of theise events oc@ies its own spat';e -time region according to Russell's own
definition. XK diffgnent centers of the brain €onsist of various structures of ‘spac'e-,
time e;vent‘sl: witin particnlar functions then it bécomés possible to consider mind as
not existing in only one time but as being comprised of a variety of regions of time.
Thus, there is t.he%o\ssibﬂity fhatvt_he structure of events related to consciousness

may be said to occupy a different space_-dn;e region to those which ave related to

.9Berfrand Russell: 'The Passionate Sceptic, p. 106.



o memory. Inbrief ifmindiscomposedc&eventshndevexrtsoccnpytheirown
| reg'ion of space—time, what is meant by a present memory? Rk wouid seem that
) same close examinationofthe deﬁnition andnse ofthe wordtime shouidbe in—
| ciuded here in Russell's account. In an atypical fashion, Rnsseli employs the
| : simple unqualiﬂed verbal distinction between present and past. -
We may recali that the idea of theoretical economy was to minimize the
number of inferred entities necessary for an adeqxaie explanation.l ‘T cases such

as Russeli's account of memory, we arehard pressed to define what ex.actiy an

" adequate explanation is. R would seem that his account would be more coherent

if the subject were reinstated. The question then is‘ as to the possibility of retaining

some_form of the subject and still maintaining the thesis of neutral monism. There |

is the suggestion that Russell could have maintained the subject had he been pre-
pared to consider it as an organisation of space-time events and not an extity. I

The Ego and the Id, Freud justifies a similar form of division along economic,

- dynamic and topographical lines. 10 IE Russell's line oI thinl:ing were pursued, we
would have to denythe existence of insurance companies, since after all a company
is notbing but a eollection of empioyees. E we are looking for an entity called a
company, then it is obviously true that no such simple object exists. There is

another way of viewing the situation, however, and that is to consider the insurance

A
-

corapany as a certain organisation of particular individuals performing a certain

range of functions. X this type of definition were applied to the analysis of memory,
. . :

10gee The Ego and the Id, esp. pp. 3-8.
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' itwcnld eﬂ'ect a sim;ﬂiﬁication without the. unnecessary positing of. supenﬂuoqs
entities. We could retain the notion of the subject or ego as an. organization of -
- events close.ly a.llied with caisciousness Conseq:ently, when we employed the B
word "subject" it wouldnotbe referringto anobjectbutto a rangeof activities. : |
X 'Iheeffectsoftheintrcdnctionof suchahypotheaisremaintobe seed. '_
| One of tl;e most ba_sic aspecta of Ruaseli's solution’ to the mind-body
‘problem is his view that menta.l phenome:na are noh-releﬂcmal 3 This me'ans that
" there is no snbject and object relations.hip, since this wouid mean t.‘nat there
would exist a pure mental "I" over and 8bove the biography of events. In dis-
carding tbe subject, however, Russell p.laces more stress on the role of memory;
which becomes msponsible for the ccmtinuity of personai identity Furthermore,
Russell's abandonment of the subject places more emphasis upon images. Because
there 13 no subject which ce]ls up images, images take on a more independent
status and appear ina reifiedform with attending qualities of feeling occurring
with them. Meaning is given to images in a similar fashion in that'the meaning
of an-imag-e corresponds to its ""objective™ in the extermal world - this bei.ng
.a variety of the correspondence theory of truth
Russell seems to deny .conip.letely the contextual eense of meaning in
keeping with his rejection of the coberence theory of trnth which he feels places
" too much emphasfis wpon min:L One of the reasons that Russell rejects the- |
coherence theory 13 on the basis of trivial memorics which have no apparent
immedihte 'pragmatic bea.ri.ng upon the mtnre Trivial memoriea, however.

Freud has indicated, ottensigntfysometbingwhichisbynomeanstﬂviah 'Even



: ifwedonotboldwitbl-‘reudthatthisisalwsystbecase, snyassessmentof

) , "trivial" memories cannot disregard tbis possibility in an a ori manne.r

Pnrthermone, the. pragmaﬂc possibﬂities concerning what are called "trivial" -

| 'memories may signify something indirectly through tbeir very "triviality" -

That we may cboose to. remember something becanse it indirectly is an’ aiternative

for a memory of something‘else is another possibﬂity which cannot be fmmedi-
-ateiy discarded. I may remember the pattern around a certain tea-cnp from '
which Iwas drinld.ng because the conversation of those: pneeent at the time was
so -uninteresting. In comparison ‘the pattem has taken on contexbxauy a height-
ened sense of interest which has been subsequently lost but which remaing as an
indicator of the contextual circumstances which mede it an object of attention.
'I'hus in ‘retrospect, the triviality of that memory may impress me now because I
am no longer in the situstion which seemed to make it important. The emi'a:iaﬁon
| of the context in which tbe "t::ivisl memory" arose would 1n this case be far
from trivial.

H.H Joachim, in the 1920 symposium entitled "The Meaning of
;Meaning"',ll engages himself in a massive attack on Russell's theory of mind,
in particular his use of "irnage" as distinct from the "calling np" of it. Joachim .
accuses Russell of misusing the loose m?etapbors'of' coammon speech in his analysis

of visualizing, He argues that Russell isolates the "visual" picture from the act
J

g, c, S Schiller, B. Russell and H.H. ‘Joachim, "The Meaning ot 'Meaning'",

Mind, 29 (Oct. 1920),385-414. |
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o 'ca]lingup“ therebyperpetnaﬁngpomlarperiphrasinginthe reaIm d}i:ﬂosopby

I‘Thiedivisionhe takestobednbiousfromthe outsetandnotinkeepdngwiﬁz themone

dynamicandconﬁngent eeneedwhatwemeenwhenwesaythatwevisualize eome- -
: &

' Nobody I should have thought would analyze "visualizing"or "imagining .
“info "calling up”, and into the "visual pictire" or “image" which is sum-
moned and regard either of these abstracta as isolable constituents, as
~actnal constituent parts, -of the "v:lsualizing And nobody, I should have
thought, woald seriously contend that, when I "visuauze" there is in fact
. occurring "in my mind" or "ingide my skin" a2 "visual pictare" - a con- :
‘stituent part of my "visualizing™, a something which, in 'visna.ljzing“ 1
- do in fact "call up" and see. Onemjghtaswellcontendthat when I look
- at a tree, there is, 28 a constituent part of my "geeing", a "visual sensa- -
tion" occurringinmymindorineide my skin: or indeed that, what I really
"gsee', are the twin inverted images, which you may detect on my pupils
.or which t.he psychologiet may imagine to be imprinted on my retinae. "

Russell's initial division thereiore, separates ‘two distinct events, that of the image -
and that of t.he calling up of the image. The isolated image then becomes an entity
which is observable and of wh.ich meaning 15 an.observable property.

or "maginal phenomenon", isolated from the visualising, though still

called "visual" and a "picture™. And, as thus isolated, it is supposed

to be one of those "observable entities"5 of which (as he de&lares)
"meaning {8 an observable property'. 1

Under his treatment, the "visual picture' becomes an independent event \ :

A visual 1mage "reeembles" or "copies" sensations according to Russell,
such that if we possess an image of afamiliar room then that image "mesma” the

room. As Joachim indicates, this can'be construed as a rather eccentric use of

- the concept of meaning.

m'TheMeaningof'Meaning'“.p.ilOG. L
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’ '-.:Wemay sayeo- hntdowein‘. Il’M.r. Rnsse‘il maemstomedto

‘mdamotographthatit"means"itsoﬁginal orofaforgedbank-_ .
' note that it "means™-what it copies, there isnolawtopreventhim |

‘ fmmindulging in so harmless’ aneccentricity. But most of us reserve
" "means' for " " or "symbols" with Iittle or no resemblance‘to o

whatﬂleysymobliee. "A violet "means” bumility, and & fox "means”

T andtbephotograph"isJones“ "isexactlylikehim

cunning. But the forgery is a "close imijtation" of the genutne note,

A

Rnsse.u addstohisowntheorydmeaningbysaymgthatanhnage'smeaningaleo,

coneists in its abintyto effect approprlate actions to* a.ss&iated eensat!ons., The"“f'

modjﬁcation proves to ach:leve nothing for Joach.lm's assesament

n

According to the Art!c.le this "visual image" wﬂl "mean" my. enemy
if, and becanse, it "copies” him - i.e., resembles what he was when
I previously saw him. But, according to the Reply, the image will’
"mean™ my enemy only if, ‘and because, having been "agsociated" with €
visual sensations of him, it throws me into a fury, or leads me to run
~ away, Or canses whatever action may, from the point of view of my
- instincts and desires, be "appropriate" to the visual sensations which .

were (let us not forget) “si.mnltanea.lsly" parts of my mind and parts ™ - - .
of his body.1 : . ‘

Furthermore, it invites a variety of questions such as, would a "visual image"

‘ havenomeaningatthetimethatitﬁrstoccurred? Andwaﬂdanlmage still

¥

possess meaning-if it caused no actions whateoever? We may add to Joachj.m's :

qxeetionsherebyptﬂ:tipgforthonec{ourown. Howareweablet.e ascertain

- whether or not 2 given action is appropriate te\'tpe' meaning of an image? The

answertoﬂneisclearinsimﬁecasesmchasifyoutell semeOnetoeﬁdown

- using alitt.le picture and. then pointing a.ﬁnger at thedr perscm. Hawever, such

" cases are hardly repmsentatlve of the more complex va.rietiee of ;he:gmena

P

14lbid. » P. 409.
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related to terms which do not posqess smh clearly deﬂned empirical cou:tterparts J
l!:wouid eeemthat inordertoknowﬂ:at actlonswemappmprlatetothemeaning
ofanim:ige, cnewouidhaveho already knowwhatthemeaningorsigniﬁcanceot

| those actions were and as psychoanalysis in. common with psychology in general
has indicated the significance ci actions is not always clearly def.ined in reference )
to the meaning assi@ed with:ln the mind to any given image. The' very woni "ap- |
propriate"is such that it can be placedin an ad hoc fashion to any set of actions
given a. hypothetical framework withinwhich it acquires meaning .
P Joachim's comments concerning the divlstion ot tbe act of cnlling up snd

- the image which is called up seem valid.- At the same time there appears to be

nowayoutofthisdilemma, since, if we abandon these abstracta there seems to be -

no alternative linguistic description which can be put forth without a repetition of

the same error. Anynoun sense ofthe word "image"wii.ltendto reifyit and atthe

N _ same time tend to congeal what may be eseentialfy a dynamic and contingent mentsl
process. Fnrthermom, when we divide any notion of this "process" into "events"
we again run the risk of indiecriminantly sea.ling off into compart:nentswhat may '
no_t be capable of iaolation without some,distortion of meaning through a separation =
irom context. This may be likened to the story of the Panda bears who when in

. csptivity refuse to breed even though their e.mrironment may be dnplicated artiﬂcially
" in the most convincing manner. .

Tlnxs Rusaell's adoption of nentral monism is far from eaﬂsfactory.

Certainotthe resulting problems ma;y or may notbe capable of solution at a later

. da:te Aeitatands TheAnalysieofMindcontainnagreatmmrwghedgeswlth




'.,-noguaranteethattimewm servetosmoothtbem. Aslongasthisisthe case,

. . :'tbe statnsofRnssell's soltrtionto the mind-body prohlem mustbeheldin s:lspens:lon. o

" To acceptthe soluﬁonwithom: reservaﬂonwauld imply the beltef that all cnhe -
- "_.pmblems in l:.is account of memoqr are capahle d‘ soIntion in the framework of
his neutral monism and his abandonment ofthe subject 'I‘hia belief is not .
'adequabelrjustiﬂe&. 14 remains to be seen whether subsequent reﬁnements are |

. adequate to justify it as the best available hypot.hesis as to the mind-body relaﬂon—
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' LATER stsnopm'rs m RUSSELL'S somrrron, L

SPACE-TDME EVENTS AND. SIX-DIMENSIONAL SPACE o

-

. .‘Leths snmmarize same ofthe salientpomts presented sofa.r. As aresultost’
relativity and quantmn physics Russell views as no longer tenable the traditional |
notion of substsnce, or matter, as something which persists through t_ime. In its

.‘place he inserts the oonoept of spsoe-ttme event. An atom, therefone,' is viewed
m thisl theory as a series of space-tim'e events which are the ulti.mate constituents.

- ‘He posits the hypothesis that mind and mattér can both be saidto consist of events

~ which dif{er only in that they abey different causal laws. The abandonment of the
"subject" allows him to replace the notion of a simple mental "I" with a complex A
of -events; He believes that what is' normally taken to be the subject is the per-

'ceptnal object called the person but whinh upon closer a.na.lysis yields a complex
biography of events. 1 is memory which retains events, in particular sensations.
Some sensations are beld together to form a biography of tho given individual by
memory. The intersection set between mind and matter is comprised of sensations.
A sensation may be grouped with a mtmber of other events by a memory-cha.in in

whichoaseitwﬂlbecomepartciammd Alternatively asensaﬂonmaybe

| gmupedwith causal antecedents suchthatitwﬂlbecomepartofthepbysical worl¢ |

An object eJd.sts, so to speak on two levels. First, there is the object as
constructed from various perspects accord:lng to mnemic phenomena and exlstjng
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= in nsycholog:lcal spece. Secondly, there isa complex d events occnring outside
the cent:rel nervous system occupymg physical space Each of these spaces has |
: three dima:sdons thus Rnssell's concept ot' six-dimensional spa.ce. The image
_ weseeislocatedinourbram althoughifweanenot imag'iningit itsprogenitor .
 will also have a location and existence outside of mind 1n its own space-ﬂ.me o B
negion. The image which we see refers to something else. .When we say that we ‘
see & star in‘the present,‘ we a.re‘ actually seeing the _star as it was eevez:a_l years»‘
ago, becanse the Ught takes that tme to travel to the retina of the eyes Therefore,
the stnr’its_e..lf has a_' different Space-ttme locaz“.‘lon"than the image of the star which
we presently see. E may in fact have ceased to e:ti_st years ago. The\sehsations,
however, stﬂ.l‘persist and if’bt'mght into contact with' a mind result in the nhenomenon |
* called seeing a star, | o |
The same will thus be true‘cf all;;erce;ved objects although the difference
. in time lag may not be so striking, _Conseqxentiy the image within a mind and the
physical evente which are said'to constitute "the o_bject'f occupy different space-time
regions, . The sensations are deﬂned as the nom-mnemic elements in perception;
Correspondingly, the image of a brain which we see is different than the actual
physical brain. The image called the brain seen by an anatomist is comprised of °
images within his own mind angd located in his psychological space, I therefore
becomes 'possihle )rega.rd the image of a brain, thought of as a pic = of matter,
to actaally be comprised of thoughts and feelings. The mjnd as it exists in physi-
cal space consists of events which differ from the evente which constitute- phynical‘

objeets by virtue of a diﬁerent organisation. This difference in organisation is



R jahownbyachange inthe Iawswhichgoverntheevents Asanexample, Russe.ll

"-"citesthelawofgravitywithrespecttomatterasopposedtothe lawofassociaﬁon \
~ﬁ“asrega:l:t:lsm.ind Withthissummazy,wearenowinpossessionafthebareoutline
- . .

of Russell's solution to the mind—body problem. .

A:[ter The Analysis of Mi.nd was mbh’.shed Russell contim:ed to elaborate .

" his t.heory of mind eq)ecially with respect tothe crucial area of his solution to- _

 the mind-body problem. The elaboration is concerned chieﬂy with his theory of . e

pemept;on. We wﬂl devote this chapter to an a.nalysis of that theory and its bea.r.ing |

upon Russell's solution. - ' ' ) _' . R

Under the influence of William James, as we have seen, Russell changed f

his theory of perception in 1919. His earlier theory had held to the reiationa.l
g,
cha.racter of pemeption as bei.ng between the "subject" and the "object'rperceived. I

He came to the view tbat' such a theory was ba.sed upon an oversimplification and
ceased to maintain that sensations were in their own nature relational occurrences.

As he explained it in My P-hﬂosoghical Development,

1do not, of course, mean to say that when I see something there is no
relation between me and what I see; but what I do mean to say is that "
the relation is muchk more indirect than I had supposed and that every-
thing that happens in:me when I see something could, so far as its lo- k
gical structure is concerned, quite well occur without there being any- ]
thing outside me for me to see. . (P 13.)

Russell's analjrsis of perception reduces perception to descriptions of

ol s Ay sl

content. As such, mind is presented ssenﬁa]ly verb-like in that mental occur-
. vences are not viewed as mbject-object ations, Sensations, no'longer purely

mental beccune, t.berefore, actual constituents of the physical world and as

-

~




e SN S Aol i, T Se M i AT iy, L) .-‘A-a:,::;_‘k;,::_‘;,:- TR R T ™

L TR - L . S . ' - . -~

R ST PR

-'we have seen, comprise the intersection set between the two classes mental and

. :'7 .physical events

. Accordi.ngly the sensation that we have whenwe see: apatch ofcolonr ' ‘
simply is that patch of colour, an actusl constituent of the physical it
world, and part of what physics is concerned with. A patch of colour
is certainly not l:nowledge, and therefore we cannot say that pure"
sensation. is cognitive. e _ @i., p. 136.)

The dift'erence between perception and sensaﬁon is that the latter is derived frorn .
external stimu.li whereas the former involves associations and habits based
upon previous experiences. thus the deﬂnition given in the earlier chapter of
sensation as the no(n-mnemic element in perception.

There is, however, Russell maintains, a nelation between the data of
private experience and the stmcture of the external world. To clarify what
stmcture means in this context, he employs the example of a gramophone record:

g'ramophone records do not in any obvious way resemble the original
speech and yet, by a suitable mechanism, they can be-made to repro-

duce something exceedingly like it. They must, therefo s have some-

thing in common with the speech. But what they have id common can

only be expressed in rather abstract Iangqage conce structure.
d., p- 19, )

Structure, then, is concerned with the logical structure of events- that is, with
the form of their organization. But it is incapable of dealfng with their intrinsic
character. We can only, according to Russell know the intrinsic nature of our

own experience and nort.hing else. | . >

From his investigation of perception he comes to the concliision that

.+ee in most places at most times, if not in all places at all times,
vast assemblage of overl events is taking place, and that many
.of these events, at a given’ e and time, are connected by causal
chaing with an origina.l event which, by a sort of proliﬁo heredity,

a7
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o

dd:lfferentpl,aces. o - . D (IL_., p. 20.)

g _'An event, we are toId occupies a finite reg'Ion of Bpace-time which overlape with N -

_ other events partially occupying the same region of space—t:lme. -‘

The events. occurri.ng in any glven small region of space-time are not .
_ unconnected with events occurring elsewhere. On the contrary, ifa
photogx:aphic plate can photograph a certain star, that is because an
_ . event is happening at the photographic plate which is connected by
) ) what we may call heredity with the gtar in question, - @id.)

Tnese events connected by "heredity" can be furthe’r collected into "familles’ pro-
ceeding from an original "progenitor". Successive "generations" of a single
'branch of a "family” resemble the origi.nal "progen.itor" depending in various ways
upon other modifying events. The seeing of a star consists of the orlgina:lstar
(progenitor) causing a; series of events connected by heredity which undergo modi-
fications according to other events in the intervening medium.
From this point the events create a stimulation of the central nervous
system via the retina of the eye, which results in the c'reation of the data of private
- experience. /
~ People are pu z/led because the seeing of the star seems so different
from the process that the physiologist discovered in the optic nerve,
and yet it ié clear that without these processes the man would not see
the star, M so there is supposed to be a gulf between mind and
matter, aﬂd a mystery which it is held in some degree impious to
try to dissipate I believe, for my part, that there is no greater
mystery than there is in the transformation by the radio of electro-
magnetic waves into sounds, id., p. 22,
o ;’ ’ '
One of the most important cutcomes of this line of thought has to do with the sub-
sequent division of space into "private" space and "physical” space.

P

has pmduced offspring more or less aimilarto ltself in a vast number T
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"Whentwopeoplelookatagivenobjecttheregrediﬂerenceshetween U
wha:theyseeowingtoperspectiveandthewaythenghtiaus. There =« -
'isno"reasontosingleoutonepercipientasseeingthethingasitis. '

. We cannot, there.fore, supposethatthe physzcalth:l.ngis what anybody -,

) eees. . _ _ - : ' Ms p. 103, )

1

It there:fone becomes necessary to poslt two forms of space, the private space of
any given .oBserver and the phys{cal. space in which he is actnally cpnta.ined.

Accoring to this theory, when I see a star, three places are involved:
two in physical space and one in my private space. There is the place
where the star is in physical space; and there is the place where I am
P | 4 physical space; and there is the place where my percept of the star

is among my othere percepts. -~ (bid., p. 106.)

'Cornsequently. L ,' . ' | ‘
: \
There is space in the world of my perceptions and there is gpace in
physics. The whole of the space in my perceptions, for mejgs for
Leibniz, occupies only a tiny region in physical space. s Pe 25.)
) » :
The only space of which we have immediate knowledge, argues Russell,

i1s oar own pﬂvate space.

What I maaintain is that we can witness or observe what goes on in ocur
heads, &nd that we cannot witness or observe anything else at all,

@ibid., p. 26.) -

As srresult of this division, each mind becomes 'sealed within its. own compartment

.

of private space, occupying W@l&r space-time region. All we are immediately
aware of resides in this privaxe space which affords the data of cur experience.
Phyei'c_al space becomes the domatn of physics and is totally inferred from the

data afforded throegh private sbace_-c*I&a being defined as: "... all the things of :
which we are aware withot inference. They include all our cbserved sensations -
vfsnal, Enditery, tactile, etc.” (_.; p. 23). | \

"

Claims of knowledge about the inferred world-of physics are made possible
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"' the assumption of stractaral stmilaitles. The differéncs 1% betw een the physical
. _ht K
o

4

world and that a8 presented by the dataof our own experience is emphasized
R::ssel.l js quick to add that there is still the possibﬂity of. much closer msemb

" lances than phy-sics at first seems to suggest j'nst as the stmcfnral sdmﬂa.rity

between the speech and the gramaphone necord produce almost identical effects.

The‘impact of this thecry-is dramaﬁc when applied to what is normally.

-considered to he-the' physical,braj.h : The star which we see is not in itself the

~
-

star but rather the effect of events emanati.ng from a portion of space-time,
making themselves k:nown as data in another Space-timé region. In an identical -
fashion, the bra.in £ha:; we see is not the physical brain at all:

R is the effect in you of a long causal process starting from the brain
that you say you are looking at .... Thatbrainisaremote eﬁectofthe
physical brain. - And, if the location of events in physical space-time
is to be effected, as I.maintain, by causal relations, then your percept,
which comes after events in the eye and optic nerve leading into the
brain, must be located ir your bra.in (bid. , p. 26.)

Thus,

4 .
What I maintain is that the occurrence in the brain is a visual sensa-
tion. Imaintain, in fact, %that the brain consists of thoughts - using
"thought" in its widest sense, as it is used by Descartes. @id., p. 25.)

Consequently, the mass of grey coloured tissue normally believed to be

the physical bra.in becomes a datum of our experience located in private space.
Taldng the example of a doctoe performing an autopsy in which he removes the
brain and bolds it in,his hands, we may ask what exactly is hamaening. Russen
would say that the surgeon never really sees the physical brain; The physical

brain, located cutside of his private space, 1s a locus of events occupylng 2 .



- .particulartspacedttme reglon. As aprogenttor, it inaugnrates a chainofevents .I
‘ which emanate in all d.irecﬁons from that space-t:lme region. .These events may

‘ begathered into bundles intwoways as all the eventswhich are appearance; cf

_ one ‘th.ing or all the events which are appearances of the one 'th:lng" in 2 parti-- |

cular locaﬁon in physical space. An observer will occupy one position in physical

space wh.ﬂe tbat which ke is observing wiu occupy another. Each position in phyaical ‘

space wﬂl moreover, be 3 region of. space-time. The events emanating t'rom the
.physical brain will travel to another region of space-time where t_hey will, if they
come i.nto contoc?with a mind, create sensaﬁons in afashiorffikéthatinwh&ch
electro-magnetic waves are Teceived by a radio and changed i.nto sound waves.
These sensations will canse images which are Iocated in that part:lcu.lar space-
time region, but which are translated into a three di.mensional complex of pr_ivate
space, ‘
Therefore, the object called the brain will have three locations. First it
will have its own location in physical space, the place where it is in its own right.
Secondly, the image of the braia will have a location of its own n physical space
located'in the brain of the surgeon. Thirdly, the irmage of the brain will become
part of a three-dimensional complex occupying 2 position in the visual manifold
of private space. In simpler language, then, the brain has only one true location
in ;hyoi.oal space whereas the image of the brain will have another. The lat:o;is
remdered more complicated since the image will have one position in physical space,
namely samewhero in the brain of the surgean, and motherinpsycholog:lcal space,

gfthophyaicianlooklngatthebrainitwiubelocatedinhishands Accordjngto

-
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' phyalcs, boththehnagedthebrain aswellastheimageofhishmdwmhave

AR

. 'onlyoneposiﬂon, tbatbeinginhisphysical brain. | __ |
. The realbrain justastherealstar will have alocationlnphysical
epacewhichmustbeinferred 'I‘hephysicalbrainwﬂlalsooccupyitsownspece
ﬂme region. The progenitor!nmgnratesaserlesofeventswhich iftheycome .
mtocontactwithamind wﬂlresultintheprocesscaﬂed"eeeinga)rain Ae

Rnsseu indica:tes, the observer need not necessarily be a mind. R-can as easﬂy
be a photographic plate which will yi.eld' a perspect from a give.n space-t:ltne region.

A sensihve instrument, such as a photographic plate placed anywhere,
may be sald in a sense to "perceive" the various objects from which -
these causal lines emanate. We do not use the word "perceive” unless
the instrument in question is a living brain, but that is becanse those

" reglons which- are inbabited by living brains have certain peculiar

- relations among the events occurring there. The most important
.of these is memory. Wherever these peculiar relations exist, we may
say that there is a percipient. (Ibid. , p. 26.)

Russell considers one of the most distinctive chara.cterisﬁcs of mind to be ory.
. We may- recall from- the previous chapter that it is this which ke claims to be

responsihle for continuity of experience and also for the storage and incorporation

of sensations into mnemic phenomena. These considerations result in his de.ﬂni-

tion of "mind" as

+s« 8 collection of events connected with each other by memory-chains
backwards and forwards. We know about ‘one such collection of events
- namely, that constituting ourself - more- intimately and directly than
we know about anything else in the world. In regard to what happens to
ourself, we know not only abstract Jogical structure, ‘but also qualities’
.++. This is the sort of thing that we cannotlmowwherethephysical

" world is concerned. ‘ (bid., pp. 26-7.)

Russell summanies.the three main points of his'theorj'ae being:

i/
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| - 1_ ‘The extities dn;ahemaﬁcal'physics_'a:enottﬁ-e stuff of the world. © - "
“They are constructions of events which are taken as units for the - ‘
: "shke-ofconvenient:e'.".'.'f_"_-" S T
| -I ‘Everything that we  , rience directly or the data of our experience o
belongs to our oWl private world. "in this respect, I agree with . : S
. Berkeley. The starry beaven that we know in visual sensation is
inside us. The external starTy’ heaven that we believe in is
inferred.” (bid., p-27.) - ° L
Il The events which originate from any given source tend towards
' dsintegration as a result of other events, '"The third point is that e
the-cansal lines which enzble us to be aware of a diversity of objects,
though there-are some such lines everywhere, are apt to peterout .. .
like rivers in the sand. That 15 why we-do not at all times perceive - —. ‘

_everythips-." (Ibid.) ,
He considers that the most _important part of his theory in relation to the removal

ol the {raditional mind-body problem 1é_th;e.disttnctidn between physical and private
space which he had originally formulated on New Year's Daj'in 1914.1 |

~ All the puzzles about the differences between different people’s percep-
. Hons of one thing, and about the causal relation between a physical
thing and its appearances gt different places, and, finally (perhaps most
4Amportant of ail), between mind and matter, are cleared away by this
theory. The puzzles have all been caused by failure to distinguish the
three places associated with any given percept, which are (I repeat):
(1) the place in physical space where the "thing' is; (2) the“place o ' . 1
physical space where 1 am; (3) the place in my perspective which my ;
percept occupies ]Ln relation to other percepts. (bid. , p. 108.) 3

The gbove theory allows for the view that the mind we see consists of
mhoughts™, in Russell's sense. The image which we see and call the brain s not : }

{n fact the brain at all but rather a datum of our experience. with Russell's aban-

PP T R

donment of the "subject", the necessity in his account for any purely mental sub-

zeadin

stance disappears. There need be o "I posited since the entity which it

el o tesdbam

1gee discusalon on this point in Merrilee H. Salmon, "On Russell's "brief

but notorious flirtation with pheriomenslism'", Russell: the journal of the

1



dcsignatescanaseas.uybereplwedby acomplexofmomorlcs, acﬂons, atc. c

lnotherwords, the seliinthesensec{somethjng overand abovethcpersona.l

 identity oLa memonr chain is not nct:oetsa.:l::wjr What common sense normally

'mpposes to bc "the! person fs in pa.rt tbe rcsult of the image of aperson 'I'he
image ofapersonwm notbe the physical personitselfbm ratherthecffoctcf
‘eventh emanating from their position in space-time in a manner, identical to that
of the exa:nple of either the star or the brain.

As a result, the entire character of tht problem of mind and matter is
changed. The. imagethatwo see will be a "thonght" andnotthe physical thing
which is located outside of our private space. Also, the entire notion of matter
or subétance in light of the discussion pursued earlier wﬂl be drastically different. .
According to Russe]l, rnatter cannot be viowed as something- wh.tch persists '
through time, nor can 1t be-predicated with the qualities’ o\f solidity or something -
bard that you bump into. Thus, there is ‘not the need to explain how thought can
emerge trom hard pieces of matter. These prcdlcates of matter are derived
from sensations of it embedded in common sense or more particularly. in the %

“datum of our private experience. Tho examples wbj.ch Rusaell givos of perception -
are held as being equally true of all cur sonsations, be tbey visual, auditory,
tactﬂo, etc, /As_yb/anmrknowledge%tothophysical th.tnginltoelfmustbo |
gained thra:gh inference or abstract:lon. qu.r senses reveal nothlng necessarﬂy

abmtthointrinsicnaﬂreofoﬁemalobjocts. Toattompttoemlainhowmmda.nd'

" Bertrand Russell Archives, no. 16 (Winter 1974-5), esp. P. 20, -



| “:-Rnssell notvalid We must seekanexplanatton ontbelevel oﬁnference astotbe ‘-':.' |
; " commonfeatnreed’stmctnm Henoe, beemployeeventa andtbeirgmpingewhich . |

' deal only with tbe strncture of the phenomenon in question. Tbie Ieads bim to say, |
 wThe supposed problem of the relations of mind and ‘matter arlsee caly t.hrough o

m:lstakenly treatingboth as 'l:hings" and not asgroupsd‘ events" 2
o ed%beueves that past attempte toward an e.xpla.naﬂon have fauen prey .
~ to the attemptto explainmatterintenns dthe common sense not!ons producedby B
_ seneations alone, sensatione which he a.rguee. are not re.lationa.l but wh.ich exist
in their own rlght as opposed to tbe locus of events f.rom whic.h they are derived
The intrineio nature d our own experience of external objects is afforded by t.he
effecte of events upon our central Dervous. system, and do not g'ive us any know-
Iedge as to the Intrlnsie cbaracter of tbe object external to us with which we never
~ have-any direct contact. We only have contact with our own sensations and notbing
elee. Theretone. the common senee pnedicates of matter become predicates of. our
sensations and not of matter itself Qur knowledge of the external world must
'nooessarﬂy be based ‘upon our data of private experlence but not limlted only by it.
. This data 18 used as the baeis for mferences which are made as to the structure
of the external world ratber than to ite intrinsic cbaracteristics, the latter of which
we can only experience of oureelvee. .

Explanations have dealt more with the attempt to make intelligitle the

-

: 2e¥iind | and Matter", in Portraite from Memory, p. 163, This essay was
- originslly entitled "'I'he Phyldcal Conditions of Th.!nldng .



enemalworldjnbepingwﬁhthemtﬁnsiccharacterdmrownsensaﬂons,mie- '

-

: 'taloenly considered as’ a!fordingthe—intrineic cha.racter ofthose objecteexr.emal

'touswhichcansemem Theeutccmeofthis a;gueeRuasell hasbeenmuch

ceni'ueion which can be sumounted with the adoption of his theo:y
Ae a result of th.ie theory. the necessity for the method of Iogical con-

etruct.ion within Russell's philoeophy ‘becames more appanent. Since the impreesions

- and sensations which we experienc_e are p_eculiar.to our own ce_:;tral nervous syst_etn, '

the predicates derived from the senses are viewed ae pﬁe'dicates of our sensations
and not of the intrinsic character of the- progenitors maz"pmpoga:a mexe. Know- '
ledge of the external world can therefore o:nly be estahlished on the baeis of if-
ferences !rom our private experience. These inferences must consequently be
limited to structure since we are only capable of being directly aware of the intrin-
sic character of our own private‘e:q:erience, not t.hat of other space-time regions.

In conclueion, then, we never came directly into contact with matter but

- only experience its eﬂects mediated thmugh the senses; any statém&t 2s to the

relation of mind and matter will have to be based upon inference. Since we are
dealing with the structure of matter, the same Ievel will be pumed in- respect to
mind, . This is effected bye concentration upon the empirical aspects of thind, in
keeping with Rnseell's distinet.ion mentionedin Chapter'rwo between social and

indiv‘idualknowledge ThisiewbyhecheoseuinTheAnal eideindwhatie

: essentially 2 behavioura.liet preeentai:ion of mentai phencmena. Events themeelvee
aredevoidofqualitative distinctions 'rhe eolnﬂontothemind-bedyproblem is

'fonnulatedcnanabetractstmcturallevel. Mindismbjecttooneeetoforganieing




| pu-!ncipleswhﬂemxtterie snbjecttoanother. Atthielevel thedistincﬁonis

structural rather than quantaﬂve. -‘.;.“-.__:.“ . SRR

.;.' thedifferencebetweenmindandbra!ndoeenotconsistintheraw .
. material out of which they are composed, hxtmthemannerotgrming
....Theeventethatareg'ronpedtomakeagivenmindare, according -
to my theory, the very same eventsthataregroupedtomakeitsbrain '
...thedi:fferencebetweenmindandbra!nisnotadtﬁerenceofq:anty, .
_bntad:lﬂerenceofarrangement.3 o . R

There are llmitatiosns as to what information can be derived fro:n stmcture.

: .... an analysis of strnctune, however complete does not tell you- all ‘
thatyoumaywishtoknow about an object. R tells you only what are
" the parts of tbe object and how they are related to each other.. 4

The analyais of structure is also capable ot' degrees in respect to the va.r:ioua levels
at whfch 1t can be performed

~ The analysie of structure usnally proceeds by sncceseive stagea.. .y
_ The ultimate units so far reached may at any given moment turn out
to be capahle of analysis. Whether there inust be units incapable of
analysis because they are destitute of parts, is a question which there
- . seems no way of deciding.. Nor is it important, since there 1s nothing
erroneous in an account of structure which starts from units tbat are
afterwards found to be themaelves comple:vc.5 .

Russell takes the ultimate unit of structure at the preeent time to be an event. y

Positing events as the ultimate constimenta of mird, he dietinguishee between the
organisation of events as either constituting matter or mind., The remain.ing dﬂ-
ficulty becomes that of e:q:lalning how mental events inﬁeract with physical events

N\
in the production of what is called conscicusness. We recall from Chapter Three
. A \

A
\

.\“

‘¢ 3"Mind and Matter", tn Portra:lts From Memory. p. 148, \

4numanxnow1edge ltaScopeandLimits,p. 268, \ o

Shid. ,° Pe. zss-zss. .




o that:lnthe analysisof Brentano'sdiviaionswfthought mto act, content :mdobject, .

-1

he rejects allofthemencept the noticndcontent Conscicusnessis, accord]ng

. tothe accamtgiveninthatcthter notsomething simple andirredudbleuxt -
rather- _ )
ee eomething complex, perhapsconsisting in onrway ofbehavingin o
the presence of objects, or, alternatively, in the existence inus of
..things called "ideas", having a certain relation to objects though @if-.
fere.nt from them, and only symbolically represen:taﬁve ot tl:ne.m.6

The bridge between mental events and phyaical events.is pmvided by the
concept of sensations as being intermediate between the two.. A physical event
makes itself known by being translated by the central nervous system into a sensa-
tion. A mental event Vmakes itself kmown by causing same act of response such that
it perpetuates physical events. |

An event is not rendered either mental or material by any intrinsic
quality but only by its causal relations. X is perfectly possible for

. an event to have both the causal relations characteristic of physics
and thoge characteristic of psychology. In that case the event is both
mental and material at once. There is no more difficulty about this
thanthere is about a man being at once a baker and a father.’

Afew intaresting questions remain at this point. To begin with, Russell
talks about mafjing inferences as to the structure or organisation of space-time
events. The unanswered question in this‘ is that we cannot tell how much structurel
aimilarity there is between our experience of the external world in cur private

space and the external world preper. We may recall Russell's example of the

®The Analyais of Mind, p. 11.

TrMind and Matter™, in Bortraits from Memory, pp. 152-3..




| -,grmophm recordinwhichthe structnre oftherecomcomspoggm someway
'_ ':tothe original speech andmay be played to recreste it. .With Russell'sphﬂosophy
o tkexte.nt to which our experience ofthe wor.ld is Lﬂce or tm.like the physfcal woq:ld
isa question which seemingly camnot.be answered. Unt'orhmately we possess no 7 -
‘ comparative mesns s:mﬂar to that of cutting and- then playing of a reoord. With
the recording we at least lmow what the original is that is bein,g reproduced There- .
'fore, we poseess a critenon of comparisom. In respect to the external world we
haye no such handy referepce. ‘
| : Anotber intéresting and related poict is thatllhissell;s theory admits that
- there are inbujlt lemtatlons in respect to knowledge of structure since it does not «
deal with intrinsic characterlstics. K this is so, it may be asked what the status
of a structural solution to the mind-body problem can assert Surely this leaves
the door open for there being intrinsic differences in;.he characteristics of mental
events and physical events. Admittedly, there may be no way that we can Imow
ttzem,hut there still remains the poesibilty that the limitations of a strucmral
" account may be unable to include the po_selble intrinsic difference between mind
“and matter. Consecnxently, lt remains a posaiolllty hoverlng in the background
that mind and matter may be distinct in intrinsic characteristics but that we o
know what the intrinsic character of the latter is. This being o - the problemhof
mind and matter may be insoluble. We shall now proceed n the st chapter toa

final eritical assesment of Bussell'a solution.
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'I.‘HE SI‘ATUS OF R‘USSELL‘S THEORY' :

. SOLU‘I‘ION OR WORK]NGHYPOTHES_IS ?

‘ We have attempted to demonstrate that Russell's solution to the relation of mind
and matter contains many problematic areas of pertinence to philosoph.ical inquiry.
This should be of little surprise since it tends to be tbe case that any theory has
the occasional flaw or point of stress when looked at closely encugh. As Russell

once said absohlte tmth belongs in heaven a.nd it cannot be ia.md on this earth.

Our thesis has simply been to deuy Rnssell's claim that the prohlem can be viewed

as definitely solved and to this end, certain questions as to‘ﬂae adequacy of the theory L

have been raised. ’ . ! | ]

-

| In Chapter I we began by present.ing Russell's attitude towards philosophy,
suggesting that this had considerable bearing upon both his methodology and his
solution. Viewing mind as an msigniﬁcant part of the nniverse_and denying from
the cutset any claims as to the Spj.ritnal:lty of mental phenomena negates the possible
validity of other points of view. \This is the first prob.lanaﬂc area that we encountered
n Rugsell's phﬂosophyrand although we personally side with Russell's attitude, fair-}
ness demands the equal recognition of other attitudes which may be o@ally_;lefens'ib}e :

or indefensible as the case may be. Mamr-wwld'say that Russell's intitial stance

e memae Akt am i Ew et

denies basic problems or refuses to take seriguly religious beliefs which are of

great concern‘t_o others. Whether ;:;.- not ig opimion or Russell's is more valid is ‘



[

smything that we can know without recourse to inferece.

difﬁcult to say, but we can say that there exists a problem here in assessing the

;rela::!ve merit of the various camps in any objective fashion.‘ Tbe relaﬁon between

attimdeandmethodcanbeofgreat importance andWenotedinthis respectcertain'

.of Ihlssell's prejudices in the following chapter. ’I‘he relaﬁonship between attitude ‘

acnd methodology can be likened to the story of the Greek demi-god. Gaining strength

anew upen tqpching the earth, he could only be defeated by being separated from-the

" soil from which his strength was derived. I a similar way, the weglafesses Which

are'discovered during an epistemologieal analysis of Russell's m ology are

diminished by relation to the underlying grounding of his attitude.

In Chapter II we erephasised the second aspect of the movement away from
subjectivity by introducing Russell's account of physical subjectivity. Previously
we cueried the velidity of Russell's escape\fro_m anthropocentric subjzctivity by
asking if indeed such a transcendence were poss;ble and left the discussion with this
problem suspended i.n limbo, where it will probal?_ly continue to remain. Continuin:g
ihe diecuesion of subjectivity we emphae&sed the degree to which Russell felt that

mind was cut off from the external world leading him later to define "mental’ as

In Chapter Il we went on to show that the underlying thesis employed in
The Analysis of Mind created problems 'wh.ich may or may not be capable of resolu-

tion while retaining neutral monism and the abandonment of the subject. On this

basis we argued that Russell's sohition could not be held without any reservations

sineeitmjghtproveincapabledbeh:gexhepdedasahypotheﬁfstootherareasof

. . |
-phﬂosophyo{mindwithoutundmjgoingsomeform‘ofdrasticfevision. This case



. was argued onthebasisofproblemsinMsseu's acconntafmindthatwereim- o

&

o

' mediatel.y derived from his ai:tempt to solve prohlelns in the areas of the mind-body B :
. ‘ . - . - - ‘ .A -
problem such as memory.

In Chapter IV the elaborated theory d ‘ind and matter as-presented by

the publications subsequent to The Analysis of Mind was put forth.

included The Analysis of Matter,_ An Outline &f Philosophy, HIn.an

%its from Memory, all R

Scope and Limits,' My Philosophical DevelopJ:ent and

of which dealt in part with his ended this chapter by raising the question
as to Russell's use lthe'term "nresent' in respect to mind which we suggested was
was not coherently extended from his deﬁnition of space-time events. The question
. was asked as to how the re]ection of the subject and the insertion oflhe picture of
‘mind as being a collection of spa::e-time events could justify the retengion of "pre- ,
gent" in the unqualified sense that he emplo < noted also that Russell uses the
word "image' in a reified sense and that this too.seemed to be a direct result of
the abandonment of the subject Furthermore, the issue of structure- raises serlous
questions. In Chapter I we emphasised the gu.lf that was felt to exist between mind
and the e:d:ernal world. Claims to ln;owledge are made by Russeil as the basis of
inferences as to structural similarity. We noted that there is, however, no way of
ssing such inferences since the original cannot be produced for comparison.
In brief, we camnot know haw much our experience resembles or does nct resemble
' the characteristics of external phenomena since therc oxists no comparatlve eri-
Ctemon. ' g
| A

R has been argued that Russell's solution cannot cl‘%to have definitely

*



'solvedthe mind-body knot. ln keeping mth this thesis some cithe var.ims pro-"
,blem areas have been presented to show that f.here remain areas requ.inng close
examinationandscmnny._ B:sstrength asaworldnghypothesisremainstobe
assessed z see.mstha::fhzsse.u didnotdistinguish asmuch asisﬂ:ecommon i
_praot!ge amongst phﬂosophers between a solution and 2 working hypothesis. In-
. deed, itmaybe thathe;feltthem to be’ osne and the samethmg _This would explain
t.bp assertions "I do not pretend that the above theory can be proved. What I con-
- te.ndisthat erthetheonesofphysics, it cannot be disproved, andgives an
answer to many problems which ail theorists have found puzzling. "l and
1did et offer the above theory as the caly theory which would. explain
the facts, or as necessarily true. I offered it as a theory which is con-
sistent with 311 the known facts and as, sofar, the only theory of which
. this can be said. In this respect it is on the same level as, for example,
'Einstein’s General Theory of Rela:ivzty All sqych theories go -beyond - '
“what the facts prove and are acceptable, at least pro tem., if they solve

puzzles andre not incompatible with known facts. This is what I claim .

’\ : ‘ forthe above- theory, and it is as much as any general scientific theory
\\ ought to clax.m ,

-

v

Ru 's theory seems to explain most of the known facts and may be. the best
" ’ ive hypothesis available at the present time. We draw support for this asser-
ﬁon from the fact that modern neurology has gradually come to bald highly similar

Rhe ries resultingfz:om the f.redx acc;nnnlat:lcn of datk andthat

B : whichRnsseHmadefor&istheo:yamsﬂllt&ab&emughtdmode
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' knowledge th::t similar theorles can emerge 1ndependently fran diﬂ'erent saurces.

Th.is would seem to imply that the data suggest the theory rather than that the
#

theory prov:!des the data. This leaves hope tha gradual advances may be made

and that phﬂosopmcal inquiry directed in the mamer which Russeu advoc&ed can

. al.ly itseﬁ with science to mutual benefit, Rnssell's f.heory, -_then, is viewed in

| . this thesis as a tentative hypothesis and ane which contains problematic areas.

3

N

&
<

hV

R may at present be the best map availahie for gradual and systematic investiga—
Hon.

. Having dismissed the proposition that the mind-body problem has been

o
-

) deﬁnitely solved, it remains to assess the validity of Russell's solution as a

working hypothesis, We tecall that Russell divided events into physical and

mental in accordance with the structure of their organizaflon and that the two

.

sets of events intersected in the realm of sensations which were both at the same
time. Since the work done by Russell in this particutar area certain scientific
advances have been made which can be used to strengthen this view. ¢

r

In 3 excellent study entitled The Brain: Towards an'Understand.ing

byC U.M Smiththere 1sprese.n:tedwhatis taken by‘the mthortobeanew
theory as tothe re.laﬂon of the brain and the mind. This theory is called the
theoxyofpsycmwaudenﬁty. Itstatesthatbrainacﬁvityai:dmindmaybe )
viewed as the sametb.tnglooked atiromdiﬂerentposiﬁonsinamanner some- -
whatlﬁ:ethatinwhichNaClandeoohngaaltarethesanethjngloohedatthrough

different perspecttwes.

&nithmeuﬂmgfeseamhthafﬁasbeendoneby,neumdﬁrgemaatthe

B
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. Montreal Neurological Institute where camplex imagery has been\jvomi mthe

minds of patients employing electrical stimulation of the ceTebr cortex. An . .
o electrical charge may be transmittedinto the brain to evoleé imagery. or hnagery

. will creste. a reading on acerebroscope.. In the latter case, the reading belongs

" to the Wcu world, Whérgas the former 1s only-accesﬂble'on a private basis. a
He goes on to.discusé' the possdble 'dévglopment of an "sutocerebroscope™ which,
although not presently in existence, is hyﬁqthqﬁcany.‘cépéble of be.ing constructed
DOW. . |
We can imagine that by a suitahle arrangement of mirrors and automatic
facilities the surgeon could investigate his own brain. This apparatus,
or cne similar in {ts essentials, has been called by Feigl and others
an "antocerebroscope”. Suppose that antocerebroscope is so arranged
that the surgeon is able to place an electrode into his own interpretative
cortex. On tnrning on the appropriate voltage he might become aware
of scenes from his past, perhaps even of the sky at night. Or, with
the electrode placed in his post-central gyrus he might ask soméone
to pinch his toe. He could then at one and the same time feel the pain

" and observe the electrical events in his cortex on the screen of the
cerebroscope. — - (The Brain, p. 353:)

He contimes:
In both cases the neurosurgeon might describe his experiences under
the mrtocerebroscope into the microphone of 2 tape-recorder. Later
he could play back the tape and listen to his own descriptidis. But,
and this seems to be thé crux of the matter, it is only a description
he listens to, not a "recreation’ of the experience itself. .
_ Similarly all our descriptions of brains and brafn mechanisms,
of behaviour (including the behaviour which we call speech) are, simply, .
descriptions. Optimists believe that in the future. it will become :
possthle to "ranslate” from one set of descriptions to snother. - For ' v/,
example, reductionists believe that the many and varied activitie
of an animal’s behaviour will one day be explicable in penrophysio-

_ logical terms. But we can never substitute a description for the
thing ftself. | - (@)

The jwup from the deséﬁpqm to thething itself, he argues, can be validated by ,'




X

: .thc presuppoaiticn ct st:mctnral simﬂa.rities. Awordingtothis accomu a

ceﬁﬁnpattemofsmndscomingfromthetapemozﬂcrachateneumalcﬁvﬂts '

_-dmﬂartothose actnaxedbythe orig:lnal experience. Be refers tothis as the
abﬂlty to. "map" exper!mce int.o words whereby a stmctural simﬂarlty between
minds allows the expressicn of terms with collective meani.ng

That this cartography is possﬂ:le implies that although each of us is
unique, we nevenheless possess structurally similar emotional
.landscapes or, to use Hopkins® term, 'inscapes" I is important to
notice that it is only the structure, the organization of the inscapes
which is common; the individual features, as we have been at pains

to emphasize, are unique. - ltisthiswhichhasmadethemind/brain '
dual:ltysointractable. - . (P. 354.)

Taking his terminology fmm Rnssell &nitb then introduces the not!on
_ -ot 'egcccntric partlcula.rs" ‘We can experience, he maintajns metapborically,
our own cgocentr!c particulars as 1nternal to ur consciousness. Providcd with

the use of the autocerebroscope, we can a.lso experience them externally as action

B potem:lalsinthebrain

The egocentric particular, the "raw feel" is thus a singularity which

may be looked at from two aspects. Only in ourselves, with the help

of a s0 far uninvented antocerebroscope' can we know both- aspects.’

In others, despite the help of the poets, musicians and other artists,

. we can only know the "external aspect'. (P, 355.)
kis intemstlng to nothmne that Smith has totally confnsed F?;soeu's notion of an
egocentric particular vg'lth his diviston of psychological and physica.l space. 'I'o
; Russell, an egocentric partlcula.r is a word such as "this" or “now"’, What Smith-

obvionsly wants to talk abcuthere is scmething a.longthe ljnea of Rnssell's
ccllective as. q:poai to ind:lvidnal lmcwledge

Whatisofextremeintereatinthisbookaaregardstbetheaiscf -



V)

peychonenral idenﬁtyhastodowith experlmentspeﬁounedby ecientistson

-retina.l i.tnnges Accordingtoinvesﬂgaﬂonsoftheeye,tthasbeenfmdtbat .

,‘theeyeisneverstatimarywhenfocueedupmaglvenobject. 'I‘heeyee:q:eziences : _' ‘_

' lah@ frequency tremor: causlng the imqe toehang'e back a.nd forth Irom ene seto{reunal
_ photoreceptorsto another. An experiment was performed which placed a cmtact '

| lens on the eyeball such that the retinal image nemained statlcnary. Other

resea.rch hnd demmstrated ‘tha: there are certain neurons ‘which act to trigger

4

" certain featums centained in the visual ﬂeld (or what Russeu would call psycho-

logical space)- "‘I’hese features ranged from lines oriented at vaﬁws anﬂes

- "to ite compucated geometrical forms" (p. 359). The result of the previously

mentioned expe’ent upon the eyeball was that certain feature/} the visual

_+field intermittently dlsappea.r mnd reappear.

B is found that when the stabilized image is of a fairly complicated:
object complete parts of the image disappear and reappear indepen-
dently of each other. For example, entire straight lines tend to
vanish and materialize as units and, in particular, circles seem to
have a very high unitary value, tending to disappear and resppear
in toto twice s aften as any other figure tested. *  (P. 360.)

. . _ , N
From this Smith concludes that: .

B seems much more nﬁely that cortical units Hke those mvesﬁgated
by Hubel and Weisel are responsible.” X this does indeed turn out'to

be the case we should have another instance where a sensory exper-
ience turns out to be an "interior" view of a physiolog:lcal occurrence,

(P. 361.)
{What i8 being suggested here is that in the pear future experimentation '
may prove beyond reasonsble doubt the theory cl psyehcneural identlty. The above

expeﬂmentindicatesthatthevimalﬁeldmaybehhmedtoaiargenemeign



o oonaisﬂngolthonsandsdmanbtﬂbs Whenanobacmrstandabacknndlooks
fat the dgn hc can not scc t.he ind:tv!dual pnrts constitnﬂnz the whole. hc sees "?- D
'- oolidﬁclds ofcolour andahapc 'l[wc!maginotherebe.ing anclabomto circuitry
'for these Ughts then we can bogin to draw certain com;&rlsons wlth thc world.ngs '
of. viaual ﬂelds. Given that }hypot.hetical dism'rhance 18 introducod into’ the
circuitry of the neon sign complete areas rclated to the glven affectod circuit
.‘vdllceasetolightupnnddisappear. . ~ .
In mganl to the visual ﬁeld we may suppose that tho acm:u images or
’ coustituents are conta.ined within the brain 1tse1£ In t.ho case of mind our -
Qexmnple wrll be such that the visual field is identical with the neon sign inasmuch " /
as it wiu be experlenced as content rather tt:an object . .'Certain,stimuli |
will be responsihle for triggcrtng_ cﬂ certain nouronc with a particular ft:mct:lon |
in respoct o the visual field, just as certain electrical currents will be needed
to actuate each buib. I those stimult are iorthcamtng then we will experience
-normal vision, Hawevoi'.. #f the reception of those ‘stimuld is intcrfcrod with,
as in the experi ment mcntionod then the trigger neurons will be affected, In
| the case of t.ho neon sign, if a similar dfsm::bance ia etfectod and certain areas .
of the sign are not function.ing, then_ tracing back tbe circuitry 1n respect to ttxat
given é.rca will enable the electrician to find the problem area. He will correlate |
the area of the sign with the co-ordinate clrcuitry rospmsiblo for that aroa.. o -
R is, in this account, possible to vicw the intornai events as constimting
- the expez'lencc or the cxperionco as constimtingthe events, both being facets af

the same phenomena. In other words tho intemal oVents occurring ‘in thc ccntral
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. '.'nervons system eannotbe eonsideredsscanslng sgivenstateofmind sincethey -

'f: are that stnte of mlnd Ioohcd st in adifferent way. The ini'erred internal\events S .

willoccurntexactlythosametimenstheststeofmindandwillbeidentical -

.- Given the discnssion ocE events already presented and the definltion of matter ss
‘consisting :st these events removed from our sensory presentations o what we |
. take to be the predicates of material substance, it becomes possible to conceptuslize ,':

' at an sbstrngt level the subject matter of our study
Sensations, accordlng to Russell comprise the intersection set between
' physical events and mental events. These events do not dlti'er in themselves,

- but are distinguished by their organization. The neutral stuﬂ is the’ same’ in both
cases.. Sensations, then, will have both iorms of organizntion apparent in them
'From the ‘one side they are pbysicnl events and irom the other me(ntal ‘In respect

| to causality, they appear simultnnewsly, since as events tbey occupy a particular
portion of sp'nce-ttme. Thus they can be interpreted from two sides, and yet
they are both sides of the same coin. ) 4 follows that to sny that a particulsr state -
of mind produces certain physical changes is lncorrect since thst state of_. mind
wﬂl be identical to the events which constitute it.

B is important to separate out the two levels of explamstion here lest
they become entangled. I! sensations are both mental and physlcal events, it
follows that we can frame a coherent description from either side but not from
a combinstion of the two in psrt. At present. we possess by direct experience
‘the mental aspects of sensations, i e. we {eel paln as pnin Knowledge as to the ‘

- physical orzanlzation must be inferred a.nd will be as a result patchy where

. e e
/ . . & .,



' i. 'theoreticdl gaps rema.in to be fil!ed. Many exp!snations on the phyucal !evel as . o
| ® last resort bring in parts from the ments.l level i.n order to tentatively ﬁn tn

o gsps. As an example, certa.in theories on illness bring in the concept of psycho-
somatic iliness. _which is said to be ot' "mental" origin as tfin s0me way&ental". et

o could be removed irom "physical" in respect to the person I-‘rom our gccaunt

it follows that a category mistake is betng made which can create great cmfusion.

& rnay be that certa.in illnesses hs:ve their orig'in in the central nervoug gystem
'Acconding to the theory presented here, the mental "csnses" of the phygjcal

© state will be ome and the same and ince.pable of separation. The use. :}me term

"psychosomatic" will, therefore, appee.r as a device. employed Wher ) direct-

physics.l occurrenoe can be found at present to explain other physical occurrencee.

This b&ng_so. the te_rm is employed in exple.nation because at Present no other

* explanation ia forthcoining I is used until such time s it can be abandoned.

but while it is used it produces 8 ca.tegory blunder i.f not understOOd for whst it is,

] crestes the noticn of something porely menta.l effecting physical changes, snd

thereby reinstates the kind of duality which theories lika Ruagell's attempt to
remov_e. _ _ - .

| Russell's theory and the theory of psychoneural identity ave in eggenCB
putting forth a similar argumentwh.ich has been ce.lled also the double-upect theory..
R.J . Hirst in his contribution to the volume Human Senses and Percemgn

admirably presents both the strengths and y.rea!mesees of the_double_upect theory, _.
- ' : . . - %‘ ‘ - .

8¢.M: Wyburn, R.W. Pickford, R.J. Hirst, Human Senses and =

x




_As an hypothesis, it is not free of problematic area.s which he both clearly and

.precisely indicates. In terms o its explanatory ability, Hirst concludes that. n |
_ _is the best world.nghypothesis at. present This he argues on the basis th?it - |
- ; Temoves certain difficulties which other theories are unabie t‘otlispei The
o _ douhle aspect theory {s economical and does not necessitate the introduction of
%3 mental substance different from physicai objects. It does not assert a-caussl E
_ | relationship between mind a.nd brain Furthermore, Hirst maintains, "It avoids-'_'
the nnnoticed shift of viewpoints from that of sclentiﬁc observer of the physical .
and publicly observable causal process up to the brain to that of the percipient |
introspecting or havi.ng private experiences" and "Instead of ignoring the |
enormous diﬂerence in mode of access of percipient and external observer, the
suggested theory makes integral use of it in claiming that the experiences and
the brain activity are co-ordinate aspects of the "whale activity" of the living B
organism " Finally, it avolds circularity by viewing perceptual ‘consciousness

J “adverhial", orasa "mode of activity', in that it does not "duplicate either -

of the supposed transitive relations betaéeen person and extérnal object'or of

" perceiving as understood by common sense'. %
4 Thus the dou‘.ble -aspect theory seems at present to be the most

satisfactory working hypothesis comblning what Eeigl calls 'had-in-experlence" o

-

/ Perce@on. The authors are individuaily responsible for Parts I, II and m .
respectively (which have no tltles)

"
-

o 4Ibid.,p. 330forthelastthreeqxotai:ions SR -



o{ Russell's distinction between lcnowledge by acquaintance and lcnowledge by

description. lt is, however, alway.reasmring to have the same discovery made

¥ . meve than orice. Ruseell's theory as to the relations.hip ot roind and matter may f‘- ,

L prove to be the best available worl:ing hypothesis. and l. we are to believe some

L recent commentatore it is gaining g'roundwith some reaearchers.e In conclusion, |

one may well ask what is the matter with Russell’s theory of mind ‘We have

answered by empha.sizing the d.istinction between a tentative hypothesis and a
- solution. The former may, as the evidence accumulates evolve into the Iatter,
" but as it stands 'th‘e mind -body problem remains as .always -problemntic.

(_,

.Bsee H. Feigl, "The ‘Mental® and the 'Physical™, in Minnesota Shidles fn
. the’ Phﬂosophyof Science, 2 (1958), 370-498, esp. 4456, .

6See Maxwell, op. cit esp. PP. . 17‘7-8. .A& '|:

th "l:nowledge by description“ 5 These expresnions sound vague{y mminiscent:.- o
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