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The capacity to be creative—to produce new concepts, ideas, inventions, objects, or art—is perhaps the most important
attribute of the human brain.  We know very little, however, about the nature of creativity or its neural basis.  Some
important questions include: how should we define creativity?  How is it related (or unrelated) to high intelligence?  What
psychological processes or environmental circumstance cause creative insights to occur?  How is it related to conscious
and unconscious processes?  What is happening at the neural level during moments of creativity?  How is it related to
health or illness, and especially mental illness?   This presentation will review introspective accounts from highly creative
individuals.  These accounts suggest that unconscious processes play an important role in achieving creative insights.
Neuroimaging studies of the brain during “REST” (random episodic silent thought, also referred to as the default state)
suggest that the association cortices are the primary areas that are active during this state and that the brain is spontaneously
reorganizing and acting as a self-organizing system.  Neuroimaging studies also suggest that highly creative individuals
have more intense activity in association cortices when performing tasks that challenge them to “make assocations.”
Studies of creative individuals also indicate that they have a higher rate of mental illness than a noncreative comparison
group, as well as a higher rate of both creativity and mental illness in their first-degree relatives.  This raises interesting
questions about the relationship between the nature of the unconscious, the unconscious, and the predisposition to both
creativity and mental illness.

Key words: Creativity; complexity; Self-organizing systems; Consciousness; The Unconscious, Functional imaging, Resting state, Default

mode,

INTRODUCTION

Creativity is one of our most valued human traits.  It has given

human beings the ability to change the world that they live in;

and it has also, paradoxically, given them the ability to adapt

to changes in the world over which they have no control.  Our

highly-developed capacity to develop and implement new

ideas arises from our highly-developed human brain.

Understanding how creative ideas arise from the brain is one

of the most fascinating challenges of contemporary

neuroscience.

WHAT IS CREATIVITY?

The first step in studying creativity is to define what

it is.  One of the first issues that must be addressed is the

relationship between creativity and high intelligence.  Since

the same word, genius, is often used to refer to people who

are highly creative and also to people who are highly

intelligent, a common assumption is that creativity and high

intelligence are the same thing.  This is, however, a

misconception.

Perhaps the strongest demonstration of the

difference between these two mental capacities comes from

the work of Lewis Terman (Terman, 1925-1959).  Beginning in

1921, Terman conducted a landmark longitudinal study of

children born in California in 1910 and after, who had IQs in

the 135-200 range.  He evaluated them at regular intervals for

the next few decades, and the study was continued by his

successors so that they were followed into middle and late

middle age.  These individuals, who came to be known as the

“Termites,” were thoroughly studied; variables included

information about general health, mental health, age at

puberty, height and weight, social skills, educational
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achievement, marriage and divorce, occupation, public

recognition, and many others.  Contrary to popular beliefs at

the time, the Termites were not undersized, socially inept, or

badly adjusted.  Instead, they enjoyed better general and mental

health than their comparison group, and they were also more

successful in their later lives and careers.  Somewhat

surprisingly, however, they were not found to have made highly

creative contributions after reaching adulthood.  When the

cohort of 757 individuals available for follow-up at mid-life

were evaluated, only three were engaged in creative activities

(one Oscar-winning film director and two successful writers).

Additional confirmation that creativity and high intelligence

are different mental capacities comes from approaching the

question from a different direction: the study of highly creative

people who have been IQ-tested.   Several studies have shown

that groups of highly creative people (e.g., well-known writers,

successful architects) have mean IQs in the 120 range

(Andreasen, 1987; Mackinnon, 1965).  An IQ in this range is

considered to be “superior,” but it is not in the “genius” range.

If creativity is not equivalent to a high IQ, then how else might

it be defined and measured?  Several different approaches

have been taken to address this question.  One has been to

develop tests specifically designed to measure creativity and

to designate people who achieve high scores on these tests as

creative.  The basic assumption behind most such tests is that

creativity can be defined as having a capacity for achieving a

high level of divergent thinking.  Divergent thinking is defined

as the ability to come up with a large number of responses to

an open-ended probe; it is contrasted with convergent thinking,

which tends to apply a sequential series of steps to answer a

question that has only one possible solution. (Runco and Marz,

1992)   An example of a probe used to assess divergent thinking

is asking: How many uses can you think of for a brick? A series of

similar questions can be asked and then used to create a score

that is a continuous measurement of divergent thinking.

(Torrance, 1998)  This approach is favored by some

psychologists as a way of achieving an objective measure of

creativity.

An alternative approach is to define creativity operationally.

That is, people who have produced some type of creative

output are designated as creative based on their achievements.

When this method is used, it is typically in conjunction with an

approach known as the “case study method.”  People are

selected because they have achieved a high level of success

and recognition in fields such as architecture, writing,

mathematics, physics.  Often a specific criterion of success is

used, such as having won a major prize or award (e.g., Fields

Medal, Nobel Prize, Pulitzer Prize, Lasker Award).  These people

are then assessed using structured interviews about their work

habits and thought processes, personality tests, and measures

of cognition.  The commonalities that they share are considered

to be characteristics of creative people and their cognitive

style.  An important recent spin-off of this approach is to

conduct neuroimaging studies of such people in order to

examine the neural basis of creativity.

The Interface between Creativity and Unconscious
Processes

One entry into understanding the neural basis of creativity is

to listen to people as they describe how their ideas come to

them.  The most famous example is perhaps Archimedes, who

was confronted with the challenge of determining whether a

irregularly-shaped golden crown was made of pure gold or

an alloy.  The solution came to him in a flash of insight as he

got into a bathtub, sat down, and suddenly realized that he

could measure its density by measuring the amount of water

it displaced divided by its weight, just as water was displaced

by his body in the tub.  As legend has it, he shouted “Eureka!”

(Greek for “I have found it!”) and ran out of the house naked

because he was so excited that he forgot to dress.

This archetypal story has been echoed over and over by creative

individuals as they describe how they get their ideas and

inspiration.  The creative process moves through stages.  It

begins with preparation, a time when the basic information or

skills are assembled.  It continues on to incubation, a relaxed

time during which the person does not work consciously to

solve the problem, but when connections are unconsciously

being made.  This then leads eventually to inspiration—the

eureka experience when the person suddenly sees the solution.

It ends with production, a time when the insights are put into a

useful form.  The specifics of this basic process will vary

depending on the type of creativity; writing a novel is different

from identifying a new chemical synthesis.  But the basic

process and principles are the same across many different

types of creativity.  Describing their subjective experiences,

creative people say the same things repeatedly:

“I can’t force inspiration.  Ideas just come to me when I’m not

seeking them—when I’m swimming or running or standing in

the shower.”  “It happens like magic.”  “I can just see things

that other people can’t, and I don’t know why.”  “The muse

just sits on my shoulder.”  “If I concentrate on finding the

answer it never comes, but if I let my mind just wander, the

answer pops in.”  (Andreasen, 2005)

Here, for example, is Poincare’s description of how he

discovered Fuchsian functions:

One evening, contrary to my custom, I drank black

coffee and could not sleep.  Ideas rose in crowds; I felt

them collide until pairs interlocked, so to speak, making

a stable combination.  By the next morning I had

established the existence of a class of Fuchsian

functions, those which come out from the

hypergeometric series; I had only to write out the
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results, which took but a few hours.  (Poincare, 2001, p

220.)

If we try to understand these descriptions using the framework

provided by our understanding of the mind and brain, then

we are led to the conclusion that the creative process arises

from the unconscious rather than occurring as a conscious

process.  The person is typically in some type of reverie or

dissociative state, when the mind wanders freely and thoughts

and images float around without censorship.  During this fluid

time the brain is probably working feverishly, despite the

subjective sense of reverie and relaxation.  As Poincare says,

“ideas rose in crowds.”  At the neural level, it is as if the

association cortices are working actively, throwing out feelers

for possible connections between unrelated capacities—verbal

and visual spatial associations, abstract and concrete

associations, colors, images, concepts...a veritable primordial

soup of thought.  Then, within this primordial soup, ideas

“collide until pairs interlock….making a stable combination.”

As we think about this process using the terminology of mind

and brain, then the primordial soup is the unconscious and

process of making connections must arise from the efforts of

the association cortex.

Random Episodic Silent Thought and the Default
Mode Network: Visualizing the Unconscious with
Functional Imaging Techniques

Although the subjective state of allowing the mind to wander

freely has been recognized as a discrete mental activity for

many years, few tools have been available to understand how

these thoughts actually arise in the mind or brain.  The

development of functional imaging technologies has changed

that.  Using the tools of Positron Emission Tomography (PET)

and functional Magnetic Resonance (fMR) imaging, we are

now able to visualize and measure how the brain thinks.

 Our group in fact conducted the first empirical examination

of intrinsic neural activity during “free association,” as inferred

from regional cerebral blood flow (rCBF) during the early era

of PET research.  During this early era of functional imaging

research the basic study design involved a comparison between

two tasks.  One, the experimental task, was the cognitive ability

being studied—verbal fluency, remembering lists of words,

recognizing faces, or focusing attention.  The experimental

task was usually compared with a neutral or “baseline” task;

frequently this baseline task was the “resting state,” during

which subjects were instructed to relax or rest.  In essence,

they were being given the same instructions as often occur

during free association: relax and simply think about whatever

comes into your mind.

The expectation that the “resting state” would be a neutral or

quiet activity seemed ludicrous to our imaging research group.

Arguing that the brain never “rests,” we used PET to examine

which brain regions were more active during the “resting

state” in healthy normal volunteers—a condition during which

the subjects were allowed to let their minds wander freely

(Andreasen, 1995).  In other words, we treated the “resting

state” as an experimental condition in its own right.  When we

did this, the results were not surprising.  We found activations

in multiple regions of association cortex, including frontal,

temporal, and parietal, as well as the retrosplenial cingulate.

Essentially, we demonstrated that the process of “free

association” allows the association cortices of the human brain

to converse with one another in a free and uncensored

manner!  When we systematically debriefed the subjects about

their mental activity during this condition, we learned that

they were engaged in random free-floating self-referential

thoughts about the past, present, and future—what is

conventionally termed “episodic memory” (as contrasted with

“semantic memory”) in the field of cognitive science or free

association in the field of psychoanalysis.  Therefore, we

suggested with a touch of irony that the “resting state” should

be referred to as random episodic silent thought, for which

REST is an appropriate acronym.  We were not visualizing a

passive silent brain during the “resting state,” but rather a

brain that was actively connecting thoughts and experiences.

This observation lay relatively dormant for a number of years,

but the study of REST has now emerged as one of the “hot

topics” of contemporary cognitive neuroscience.  Its study

has been facilitated by the increasing use of fMR, a functional

imaging technique that is more widely available and less

invasive than PET because it requires no radiation exposure.

In this more recent literature, REST has been renamed the

default mode, and its associated network is now referred to as

the default mode network (DMN) (Buckner et al., 2008; Raichle

and Snyder, 2007)  The coherent low frequency fluctuations

in fMR BOLD activity are now thought to be an inherent

property of the human brain and to reflect intrinsic

connectivity networks.

A Journey into Chaos: How Do Ideas Arise from
the Unconscious?

Recognizing that the association cortices are active during

unconscious thought is a beginning, but it does not tell us

how the connections themselves are made.  It tells us the

“where,” but not the “how.”  What process occurs when ideas

arise in crowds and then collide “until pairs interlock”?  How

does a random process eventually lead to something

meaningful?  How does the brain think?  This is one of the deepest

questions in modern neuroscience.

An outdated answer would be that the prefrontal cortex acts

as the executive that supervises the process.  This answer is

not adequate, however, because it is based on an outdated

localization model that imputes differing responsibilities to

different brain regions.  More modern and current models of

the brain conceptualize it as comprised of
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distributed circuits comprised of nodes that mutually share

the responsibility for creating its outputs.

But who decides what the outputs will be, if there is no

executive?  To answer this question we must turn to the

concepts of self-organizing systems and chaos theory.  Chaos

theory, also known as complexity theory, is the study of

dynamic and nonlinear processes and of self-organizing

systems (Gleick, 1987).  Self-organizing systems can be seen

all around us, once we begin to look for them.  We see them in

the flocking of birds, the schooling of fish, and the changing

global ecosystem.  All these things produce a form of

organization in which the control is not centralized, but rather

is distributed throughout the entire system.  The system is

dynamic, and changes arise spontaneously and frequently

produce something new.  Seen within this context the human

brain is the ultimate self-organizing system, and creativity is

one of its most important emergent properties.

Genius and Insanity: The First Iowa Study of
Creative Genius

An initial study of highly creative individuals was conducted

at the University of Iowa during the 1970s and 1980s

(Andreasen, 1987).  This study was facilitated by the fact that

a pool of creative people was readily available locally; the

University of Iowa is the home of the Writers’ Workshop, the

oldest and most famous creative writing program in the United

States, and perhaps in the world.  Founded in 1936, it has

been home to many of America’s most distinguished writers

at some point in their careers.  Among them: Kurt Vonnegut,

John Irving, Robert Lowell, Phillip Roth, John Cheever, Flannery

O’Connor, and many more.  Tennessee Williams was also a

student in the Iowa Drama Workshop.  Because I was a faculty

member in the English Department prior to changing careers

to study medicine, I knew many workshop writers.  When I

decided to conduct a study of the relationship between

creativity and mental illness during the 1970s, the study was

relatively easy to conduct because of the rich trove of available

subjects.

The working hypothesis behind this study was that

there was a relationship between creativity and psychosis,

particularly schizophrenia.  The empirical evidence driving

this hypothesis consisted of several famous cases.  James Joyce

had a daughter with schizophrenia and had many schizotypal

traits.  Albert Einstein had a son with schizophrenia and was

also somewhat schizotypal and eccentric.  Bertrand Russell

had many family members with schizophrenia or psychosis:

his aunt, uncle, son, and grand-daughter.  There were also

good theoretical reasons for expecting an association between

creativity and schizophrenia.  Psychotic individuals often

display a capacity to see the world in a novel and original way

— literally, to see things that others cannot.  Might not the

cognitive traits possessed by people with psychosis have

something in common with those possessed by creative people,

who also can sometimes see things that others cannot?

While the hypothesis had a good empirical and theoretical

basis, it was not confirmed in this early study.  Instead, the

writers had a high rate of mood disorder.   Furthermore, their

first degree relatives also had a high rate of mood disorder, as

compared with an educationally and IQ-matched control

group.  Why was there such a mismatch between hypothesis

and results?  One possibility is that the hypothesis was simply

wrong.  Another, however, is that limiting the sample to

novelists and poets may have biased the results.  Two of the

three people who influenced the initial hypothesis, Einstein

and Russell, were scientists...and scientists who inhabited a

world shaped by the arcane abstractions of mathematics.

Would the findings have been different if scientists had been

studied instead of artists?

Adding Neuroimaging and “Seeing” the Brain: The
Second Iowa Study of Creative Genius

These thoughts percolated for several decades, and more

questions were added as well.  The tools of structural and

functional neuroimaging became available during the 1980s

and 1990s, offering a window into understanding creativity

that opened vistas unreachable through introspection and

structured interviews.  What would we find if we studied the

brains of highly creative people and compared them to a

noncreative comparison group?  Would they differ in brain

structure?  In functional activity?  Would artists and scientists

differ in their functional brain activations or in their brain

structure?  The second Iowa Study of Creative Genius was

finally initiated in order to address these questions.

The design of the study is a classic case-control comparison.

When it is completed, the subjects will include thirty highly

creative artists, thirty highly creative scientists, and thirty non-

creative comparison subjects.  The definition of “highly

creative” is operational.  Individuals are recruited for the study

if they have won a major award in their field — Fields Medal

for mathematics; Nobel prizes for chemistry, physics, or

physiology or medicine; Pulitzer Prizes or National Book

Awards; National Medal of Science; and other similar high

levels of recognition for creative achievement.

The approach involves the “intensive case study” method.

Individuals come to Iowa City, where they spend two days

participating in interviews and tests.  A special structured

interview is used to evaluate their family history, early life and

personal history, their history of creative accomplishments,

their work habits, the ways they develop their ideas and

complete their work, and their personal and family history of

mental illness.  They are evaluated with a WAIS-III

(conceptualized as a way to assess different facets of intellectual
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ability rather than as a test of intelligence) and a Temperament

and Character Inventory (as an evaluation of multiple facets

of personality).  They are also evaluated with 3T structural

and functional MR scans.

The selection of a design for the functional MR (fMR) studies

was challenging.  As described above, the core component of

the creative process is usually a flash of insight that leads to a

new idea or the solution of some problem.  It cannot be forced.

Furthermore, the very nature of fMR study design runs counter

to the nature of the creative process.  Because fMR has a very

poor signal to noise ratio, tasks must be performed repeatedly

in order to extract a signal.  The most powerful way to deal

with the poor signal to noise ratio is to use an on-off block

design, during which an experimental task (“on”) is alternated

with a control task (“off ”); depending on the task, the on-off

repetitions occur 7-10 times in a run, and the run is repeated

two to three times.  How can a creative person be expected to

come up with a “creative idea” when lying in an MR scanner

and being confronted with such a repetitive and tedious series

of tasks?

The challenge of designing a suitable group of fMR tasks was

resolved by finally deciding that expecting subjects to

repeatedly come up with “creative thoughts” was impossible.

On the other hand, conceptualizing the tasks in terms of

assessing brain networks involved in creativity was highly

feasible.

As described above, the brain regions most likely to be involved

in the creative process are the association cortices — those

brain regions that are most active during REST when a person

is engaged in free-ranging and uncensored thought.

Therefore, a simple and logical solution to the challenge of

designing a functional imaging study of creativity was to select

mental tasks that would engage the association cortices.

Consequently, two tasks are used in the study to tap into the

activity of association cortex.  One is a word association test,

during which the subject silently reads a word and then

responds with the first word that comes to mind.  The other is

a picture association test, during which the subject looks at a

picture and responds with the first thought about the picture

that comes to mind.  These two tasks tap into the process of

making verbal and visual associations.  A third task was selected

in order to examine brain activity during abstract pattern

recognition, a process similar to that occurring during some

aspects of scientific creativity.  This task is based on the Raven

Progressive Matrices.  Finally, we also collect two sessions of

REST, in order to examine activity in the default state network.

This study is still in its early stages, because recruitment is

challenging, funding is limited, and the study of each subject

is very time-consuming.  However, some conclusions are

already beginning to emerge.  First, it is now clear that the

choice of tasks and the implementation of the block design

for the fMR component of the study was well-reasoned and

well-implemented.  The tasks all produce robust activations in

plausible regions.  During word association, activations occur

in left and right middle and inferior frontal regions, anterior

cingulate, and left middle temporal gyrus; these are the

association cortex

A creative subject (above) and a control subject (below)
during an fMR task using a boxcar design

regions used for language.  During picture association

activations occur in primary visual cortex, bilateral fusiform

gyri, left and right angular gyri, and bilateral middle and

inferior frontal gyri; these are regions used for making visual

associations.  During pattern detection activations occur in

bilateral fusiform gyri, anterior cingulate, bilateral precuneus,

bilateral superior parietal lobes, and bilateral insula; these are

regions used for visual-spatial perception.  Second, it is also

clear that the creative individuals have stronger activations in

these regions than do the control subjects.  And third, the

activations are quite similar in artists and scientists, suggesting

that the brain may know no dichotomy between these two

disciplines.  Sample size is still too small to make inferences

about different patterns of mental illness in the two groups.

TAKE HOME MESSAGE

The creative process is characterized by flashes of insight that

arise from unconscious reservoirs of the mind and brain.

Imaging studies indicate that these reservoirs reside in

association cortices.  During the creative process the brain

works as a self-organizing system.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

None

DECLARATION

This is my original unpublished contribution, not under

consideration for publication elsewhere.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

This work has been supported by a grant from NARSAD.

Nancy C. Andreasen Jr : A Journey into Chaos: Creativity and the Unconscious



10 Seminar on Mind, Brain and Consciousness, Jan 2010

REFERENCES

1. Andreasen N.C., O’Leary D.S., Cizadlo T., Arndt S., Rezai K.,
Watkins G.L., Ponto L.L.B., Hichwa R.D., (1995), Remembering the
past: Two facets of episodic memory explored with positron emission
tomography,American Journal of Psychiatry, 152, p1576-1585.

2. Andreasen N.C., (1987), Creativity and Mental Illness:  Prevalence
Rates in Writers and their First Degree Relatives, American Journal of
Psychiatry, 144, p1288-1292.

3. Andreasen N.C., (2005), The Creating Brain: The Neuroscience of
Genius. New York and Washington DC: Dana Press.

4. Buckner R.L., Andrews-Hanna J.R., Schacter D.L., (2008),  The
brain’s default network:anatomy, function, and relevance to diseas,
Ann N Y Acad Sci, 1124, p1-38.

5. Gleick J., (1987),  Chaos: Making a New Science.  New York: Penguin.
6. Mackinnon D.W., (1965), Personality and the Realization of Creative

Potential, American Psychologist, 20, p273-281.
7. Poincare Henri, (2001), The Value of Science.  Essential Writings of

Henri Poincare.  New York: Random House.
8. Raichle M.E., Snyder A.Z., (2007), A default mode of brain function:

a brief history of an evolving idea. Neuroimage, 37(4), p1083-1090.
9. Runco M. A., Marz W., (1992), Scoring divergent thinking tests
using total ideational output and a creativity index, Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 52, p213-221.

10. Terman L.W.,  (1925-1959),  Genetic Studies of Genius.  6 vols.
Stanford: Stanford University Press.

11.  Torrance E. P., (1998), The Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking Norms-
Technical Manual Figural (Streamlined) Forms A & B. Bensenville, IL:
Scholastic Testing Service.

QUESTIONS THAT THIS PAPER RAISES

1. Are there structural brain differences between creative

and non-creative people?

2. What are the personality traits that characterize creative

people?

3. Is the creative process for performing artists similar to

that described for other artists and for scientists?
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Consciousness, Cognition and Cognitive Apparatus
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A human being is a complex entity consisting of the Self (also known as Consciousness), mind, senses, and the body.  The
Vedanta tradition holds that the mind, the senses and the body are essentially different from the Self or Consciousness.
It is through consciousness that we are able to know the things of the world, making use of the medium of the mind and
the senses. Further, the mind, though material, is able to reveal things, borrowing the light from consciousness. From the
phenomenological point of view, we have to answer the following questions: how does one know the mind/the mental
operations/the cogitations of the mind? Does the mind know itself? Is it possible? There is, again, the problem of the
intentionality of conspicuousness. Is consciousness intentional? According to Vedanta, consciousness by its very
nature is not intentional; but it becomes intentional through the mind. The mind or the ego is not part of the consciousness;
on the contrary, it is transcendent to consciousness. It is difficult to spell out the relation between consciousness and the
mind. How is consciousness, which is totally different from the mind, gets related to the mind in such a way that it makes
the latter capable of comprehending the things of the world? The Vedanta tradition provides the answer to this question
in terms of the knower-known relation. Consciousness is pure light, self-luminous by its very nature, i.e., while it reveals
other objects, it is not revealed by anything else. When Sartre describes it as nothingness, bereft of even ego, it is to show
that it is pure light revealing objects outside it.

Key-Words: Consciousness, Self; Vedanta tradition; Mind; Self; Intentionality
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1. BASIC PROBLEM

The concept of the enworlded subjectivity is problematic
as it involves two notions, worldliness or embodiedness
on the one hand, and subjectivity on the other, which do
not go together and create a tension in our understanding.
Consciousness is the subjectivity; having no relation with
any object, it is transempirical, transrelational, and,
therefore, disembodied. It means that there is the
dichotomy between consciousness (subjectivity) and the
world of objects presented to it. However, there is the
involvement of consciousness in the objects of the world,
i.e. consciousness becomes worldly. The important
question that we have to ask is: “How is it possible that
consciousness, which is essentially different from
everything else presented to it as its object, gets itself
involved in the objects of the world surrounding it, losing
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its identity in such a way that it is not even reckoned as
an entity in its own right along with other objects?” This
is the problem of the enworlded subjectivity. At the
commencement of his commentary on the Brahma-s¦tra,
¹a´kara draws our attention to this problem of the
enworlded subjectivity. The dichotomy between
consciousness and what is presented to consciousness
shows that the latter is “transcendent” to it and is,
therefore, an object of consciousness, whereas
consciousness which reveals whatever is presented to it
is the subject. The distinction between consciousness and
what is presented to consciousness is what ¹a´kara calls
the distinction between “asmad” and “yu¾mad”, the
subject and the object, the Self and the not-Self. Absorbed
as we are in the transactional world, we fail to notice the
radical distinction between the subject and the object,
and confuse and mix up the one with the other. The naive
and natural mode of thinking and its resultant activity
are due to our ignorance of the Self, the pure
consciousness, the transcendental Subjectivity. What
Husserl calls the life-world, the lived experience
(Lebenswelt), is spoken of as loka-vyavah¢ra by ¹a´kara.
One could notice the natural attitude fully manifest in
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the activities-cognitive, affective, and conative-of our
daily life.1

2. FOUNDATIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS AND

FUNCTIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS

According to Advaita, the inquiry that is needed for
unravelling the mystery of the enworlded subjectivity is
facilitated by the principle of consciousness; in other
words, the inquiry is phenomenologically grounded.
Advaita holds that the evidence of consciousness is
apodictic. If we say that something is such-and-such and
that something else is not such-and-such, it is on the
basis of the evidence of consciousness. How the principle
of consciousness regulates our knowledge-claims can be
formulated in two ways, positively as well as negatively.
What is affirmed by consciousness through its intentional
performance cannot be denied; and what is denied by
consciousness through its intentional performance cannot
be affirmed. There is no other principle for the acceptance
or denial of anything. Consciousness by its very nature
is revelatory. It reveals the mental states and the
cogitations of the mind on its own; it also reveals the
external objects through the mind and the senses.
According to Advaita, though consciousness by its very
nature is not intentional, it nevertheless becomes
intentional through the functioning of the mind. It is in
this connection that we have to make the distinction
between foundational consciousness and functional
consciousness. While the former is non-relational, the
latter is relational. It is the association with the mind
that makes it relational, and so we speak of the
intentionality of consciousness.

The empirical journey of the transcendental
Subjectivity to the world horizon passes through the
landmarks of the mind, the senses, and the body. As it
moves from its non-dual, non-relational state, there is
progressive entanglement with the objects transcendent
to it until it emerges as the enworlded subjectivity in all
its completeness. We have seen that there is a need for
a rigorous regressive analysis of the objects presented to
consciousness for the purpose of catching hold of the
inward Self, the transcendental Subjectivity, as the
phenomenological residuum; and in this regressive
analysis, the homecoming starts from the outer world to
the inner world, and then from the inner world to the
Self, which ultimately remains alone.

The internal organ (antaªkara´a), what is
commonly called the mind, is the first entity with which
consciousness comes into relation. The association of
consciousness with the internal organ gives rise to the

emergence of the “I” or ego. Though the ego or “I” is
transcendent to it, and is, therefore, different from it, it
nevertheless identifies itself and appears as “I”. In the
words of Sure÷vara, it is as though it has put on the mask
of the “I”. It is this “I” that is commonly spoken of as the
“empirical I”, as the “ego-consciousness”, as the “factual
I”; it is the epoche-performing ego of Husserl. The
relation between the transcendental Self and the empirical
“I” is the relation of the revealer and the revealed
(avabh¢saka-avabh¢sya-sambandha). Once the ego or
“I” emerges at this level, that is to say, once the
transcendental Self puts on the mask of the “I”, then it
begins to function through its intentional acts, taking
advantage of the senses and the body. In this process it
identifies itself with the mind, with the senses, and then
with the body. This identification is evident in the claims
that we make in our daily life such as  “I am happy”, “I
am blind”, “I am stout”, and so on. Functioning through
the mind-sense-body complex, the “I” comes into relation
with the objects of the external world, develops pragmatic
attitude towards them through its intentional acts,
considers those objects which are helpful to it as good
and those which are not helpful as bad, and behaves as
if it were helped or hindered by them. The transcendental
Subjectivity which provides meaning and validity to the
objects is now thrown into the world as the embodied
subjectivity as if it were an entity in need of sustenance
from the very objects which are “constituted” or
“accomplished” by it. Nothing is more tragic, more
poignant, than this existential situation, in which the
source becomes the supported, and the helper, the helped.
Such is the entanglement of the Self as the embodied
subjectivity functioning as a being-in-the-world,
overwhelmed by the natural attitude of “That I am”, and
“That is mine”. The journey of the Self is one of
progressive “fall”. Sure÷vara sums up, in a language
which is terse, the emergence of the enworlded
subjectivity as follows.

The internal organ, being delimited by the “I”-
notion, becomes an object directly to the reflected
consciousness (i.e. cid¢bh¢sa), of which the
immutable, inward Self is the cause. Now, except
the relation of the revealer and the revealed, no
other relation is tenable between the “I” and its
knower. Appropriating the internal organ as its
own and putting on the mask of the “I”, the Self
becomes fit enough for the helped-helper
relation, and comes to be related to the external
objects, helpful or harmful as the case may be,
claiming them its own.2
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3. REGRESSIVE ANALYSIS

The phenomenological reflection through a rigorous
regressive analysis helps us to remove the coverings of
the Self, including the mask of the “I”, which are external
to it and know the Self as it is. If the transcendental
Subjectivity is the real Self (mukhy¢tm¢), the “I”, the
empirical self, which functions through the mind-sense-
body complex, is the false self (mithy¢tm¢).3Since the
“I” brings together the Self and the objects of the world,
its role is crucial. So long as there is the “I”, there is the
world; and when the “I” goes away, there is no more the
familiar world horizon.

Advaita holds that the evidence of consciousness
is the only evidence that is certain and apodictic for any
claim that we make to the effect that we know something
or that we do not know something. Every source of
knowledge is dependent on consciousness; whatever be
the source of knowledge, be it perception, or inference
or scripture, it presupposes consciousness as its ultimate
source. That which is the presupposition of every kind of
knowledge and every source of knowledge cannot be
validated by any other principle. When we say that
something is the case or that something is not the case, it
is on the basis of the evidence of consciousness that we
say so. In the language of William James, Advaita may
be characterized as “radical empiricism”. Advaita
maintains that whatever is shown or revealed by
consciousness cannot be rejected, and that whatever is
not shown or revealed by consciousness cannot be
accepted. In fact, it goes to the extent of saying that even
the claim that something is not known presupposes the
evidence of consciousness, just as the claim that something
is known presupposes the evidence of consciousness.
There are two kinds of seeing or vision (d¨¾°i), real
(p¢ram¢rthik¤) and actual (laukik¤), according to
¹a´kara.4  The former is the seeing or vision of
consciousness, while the latter is the seeing or vision of
the mind, or through the mind. This distinction between
the two kinds of seeing is of great significance, as it
highlights the role of consciousness as the witnessing or
the knowing principle. When I say, “This is a table,” and
“That is a tree,” I have the knowledge of the object
through the mind. It is what is called “modal cognition”,
i.e. cognition through the mode of the mind (v¨tti-jnÃ¢na).
In these cases, consciousness reveals things through the
mind; and in the absence of consciousness, mind by itself,
which is material, cannot give us knowledge of anything.
It is not the case that every case of seeing or knowing is
through the mind. There are cases where consciousness

without the medium of the mind or any other medium,
directly reveals the object. The case of the ego or “I” is a
standing example in this regard. We have already pointed
out that the ego which is revealed by consciousness is
transcendent to consciousness. Though the ego or “I” may
appear to be the knower (jnÃ¢t¢) in respect of objects
external to it, the real position is that it is an object in
relation to consciousness. Advaita holds that the ego or
“I” is directly revealed by consciousness (kevala-s¢k¾i-

bh¢sya) without the intervention of the mind. Similarly,
when I say, “I am ignorant of something,” “That is
unknown to me,” it is on the basis of the direct evidence
of the witnessing consciousness. In short, every kind of
claim that we make¾that something is known, or that
something is unknown-is on the basis of the
transcendental consciousness which reveals objects
directly, or through the intentional performance of the
mind. The evidence of the transcendental consciousness
is intrinsically valid. It is, therefore, considered to be
the principle of all principles, the source of all of our
claims-claim to knowledge as well as claim to ignorance.

4. METAPHYSICAL THESIS

On the basis of the phenomenological method, Advaita
maintains that whatever is cognized must be admitted to
be existent. Every cognition has a cognitum. And this is
as much true without regard to what is called erroneous
cognition as it is true in respect of veridical cognition. In
the well known example of the rope-snake error, a person
first of all cognizes the object in front as a snake and
gives expression to his cognition by saying, “This is a
snake.” Subsequently on a closer view he cognizes it as
a rope, corrects the mistake he has committed, and says,
“This is not a snake, but a rope.” While the initial
cognition affirms the existence of a snake, the subsequent
cognition, which sublates the earlier cognition, denies it
by affirming the existence of the rope. Negation
presupposes affirmation: that is to say, what is initially
affirmed alone can be denied subsequently.5  The fact is
that “snake” was presented to consciousness as an object,
and it was cognized as such by the person concerned at
that time, in that place. What is cognized cannot be
dismissed as non-existent.6  At the same time, since the
subsequent cognition has sublated it, it cannot be said to
be existent.7  On the basis of the evidence of the
intentional acts of consciousness, we have to say that
the rope-snake has a peculiar ontological existence such
that it can be characterized neither as non-existent nor
as existent. Advaita, therefore, says that the rope-snake
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has to be accorded some kind of reality, what it calls
phenomenal reality (pr¢tibh¢sika-satt¢), in the world
horizon. Advaita examines the objects of the external
world such as the table and the tree by applying the same
phenomenological method. These objects, like the rope-
snake, are not only cognized, but also suffer sublation.
While they are affirmed by our waking experience, they
are denied by our dream experience, just as what is
affirmed by the dream experience is denied by the waking
experience. What is seen in the daily waking experience
gets sublated when someone is fortunate enough to realize
the transcendental Self as the sole reality. As in the case
of the rope-snake, the objects of the external world must
be accorded some reality, since they have been cognized
and sublated. Noticing the difference between an object
of erroneous cognition and an object of normal waking
consciousness,8 Advaita says that objects such as the table
and the tree have empirical reality (vy¢vah¢rika-satt¢).
The transcendental consciousness is not an “object” like
the rope-snake or a tree, which can be cognized. Since it
is self-luminous, it is always known; or, as ¹a¬kara would
put it, it does not remain unknown. Nor is there any
possibility of its sublation. What is other than
consciousness is “object” which is dependent on
consciousness for its meaning and validity; and so the
question of sublation of consciousness by “object” does
not arise. Consciousness, according to Advaita, possesses
absolute reality (p¢ram¢rthika-satt¢). The
phenomenological method which Advaita pursues results
in the theory of the levels of reality¾what is phenomenally
real, what is empirically real, and what is absolutely
real. The transcendental consciousness which is
autonomous and absolutely real, is one and non-dual.
There is nothing else, similar or dissimilar to it, which is
autonomous. It is homo-geneous and indivisible. It cannot
be seen; nor can it be sublated. It is, therefore, unique.
Its nature being what it is, Advaita, following the
Upani¾adic lead, characterizes it as “one only without a
second” (ekameva advit¤yam).9 The rigorous pursuit of
transcendental phenomeno-logy to its logical end
consummates in the metaphysics of non-dualism to which
Advaita is committed.

5. THE THREE WORLDS AND BEYOND

There are at least two models of the three worlds. One
is the Upaniùadic model which speaks of the world of
waking experience (j¢grat), the world of dream
experience (svapna), and the world of deep sleep
experience (su¾upti). Every normal human being not only

experiences, but also is aware of, these three worlds.
The Upaniùadic tradition also mentions the Fourth
(caturtha) as what is beyond these three worlds, and gives
us the assurance that it is possible for everyone to
experience the Fourth, the Beyond, by transcending the
three worlds. In recent times Karl Popper and following
him, John Eccles, speak of three worlds constituting the
whole reality. They call them World 1, World 2, and
World 3. They do not, however, speak of what is beyond
these three worlds.10 Let us first consider the Upani¾adic
model.

6. THE UPANI½ADIC MODEL OF THREE WORLDS

Advaita may be characterized as radical empiricism as
it examines every aspect of our experience at all levels-
waking, dream, and sleep-for the purpose of ascertaining
the nature of consciousness. The three states of experience
constitute the three worlds in which all the j¤vas live and
move about. Unlike other animals, the human being not
only experiences the three worlds, but is also aware of
these worlds and knows the similarities and differences
among them. The foundational consciousness which is
present in all of them becomes functional through its
association with the mind, the senses, and the body, which
serve as the media for its functioning. When it is thus
associated with the mind-sense-body complex, it
becomes functional, relational, and manifold. It may be
pointed out in this connection that in the Ved¢nta tradition
the two words “consciousness” and “experience” are used
as synonyms both in the absolute and the relative sense.
When we speak of the foundational consciousness as one
and non-dual, we use the term “consciousness” in the
absolute sense, whereas when we refer to functional
consciousness, we use it in the relational sense. What is
really one appears to be many because of the objects
with which it is related. The same is the case with
“experience”, which can be used both in the absolute
and the relative sense.
The analysis of the triple stream of experience of the
jãva helps us to understand the concept of the Self-in-
the-body, i.e. consciousness in its embodiment, both
epistemically and metaphysically. Though consciousness
by its very nature is not intentional, it becomes intentional
through the mind which plays an important role in the
states of waking and dream. The following diagram
contains the salient features such as the contextual names
and conditioning factors of the functional consciousness
in the triple stream of experience (avasth¢-traya):
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7. INTENTIONALITY OF CONSCIOUSNESS

Let us first consider the epistemological problem of the
intentionality of consciousness. The theory of the
intentionality of consciousness which plays an important
part not only in the phenomenology of Husserl, but also
in the phenomenological ontology of Sartre deserves
careful consideration. Husserl assigns to consciousness
not only an important place in his system, but also makes
it the starting point of philosophical investigation. Sartre
does not disagree with Husserl on this issue, though he
was thoroughly unhappy with the latter’s formula of “turn
to the subject”, which replaced the earlier formula of
“turn to the object”. To both Husserl and Sartre,
consciousness is intentional. However, the theory of
intentionality of consciousness takes a new dimension
in the Sartrean phenomenological ontology; for, Sartre,
unlike Husserl, rejects the transcendental “I”, but clings
to the intentional consciousness and the intended objects,
and makes consciousness a non-substantial and
impersonal being, a “free spontaneity”, a “great
emptiness”, a “wind blowing towards objects”.
Consciousness, Sartre says, is always consciousness of

something. It is always pointing toward that which is
beyond it. There is no consciousness, according to Sartre,
which is not related to a transcendent object. Following
Husserl, Sartre maintains that intentionality is essential
to consciousness; consciousness, that is to say, is defined
by intentionality. He considers this to be “the fruitful
definition”11 of consciousness. Sartre thus accepts
Husserl’s theory of the intentionality of consciousness.
There is, however, an important difference between
Husserl and Sartre even here: while for Husserl
intentionality is one essential feature of consciousness,
for Sartre intentionality is consciousness. For the present
we can ignore this difference between them, as it does
not in any way affect the problem of the intentionality of
consciousness which we are now considering.

Its functional names Its states of Its cognitive Outer Objects of

 when conditioned Experience organs physical experience Experiencer

by avidy¢ outfit

SELF             Viºva     waking mind   senses body gross sth¦la-bhuk

or                   Taijasa     dream mind   -   - subtle s¦kùma-bhuk

¡TMAN         Pr¢jn•a     sleep -         -   - bliss ¢nanda-bhuk

Triple Stream of Experience

(avasth¢-traya)

Advaita Ved¢nta which is transcendental
phenomenology is also interested in the question of the
intentionality of consciousness. Keeping to the distinction
between the pure consciousness and ego-consciousness,
Advaita raises the question whether consciousness per

se is intentional or whether the ego-consciousness is
intentional. This question is important in the context of
Husserl inasmuch as the distinction between “the pure
I” and “the empirical I” is accepted by him. Is it the pure
consciousness, “the phenomenological residuum”, that
is intentional? Or, is it the epoche-performing ego that is
intentional? This question need not be asked in the case
of Sartre, because he not only holds that consciousness
per se is intentional, but also accounts for the origin of
the ego in terms of the intentionality of consciousness.
Advaita maintains that consciousness per se is not
intentional, but it becomes intentional because of the ego.
Is there any evidence to say on the basis of a
thoroughgoing application of the phenomenological
method that consciousness is always and necessarily
consciousness of something? Advaita answers this
question in the negative. I shall argue this point on the
basis of the phenomenological analysis as given in
Advaita Vedànta which undoubtedly throws a new light
on this problem.
It is unquestionably true that consciousness in our waking
experience is always consciousness of something. In our
waking experience, we do not have access to con-
sciousness as such apart from the object which it reveals
and to which it is related. When we reflect on our
consciousness, we know it to be intentional; we know it
as the consciousness of this or that object. The intended
object at this level may be physical like a table or a tree.
Or, it may be a psychical state like pleasure or pain. In
short, waking-consciousness is intentional. It must have
transcendent objects related to it at this level. Being
awake means being awake to. As in the case of waking
experience, in dream experience also conscious-ness is
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too are objects of consciousness, but are not consciousness
itself. It is relevant in this connection to refer to an
Upani¾adic text which says: “Desire, resolve, doubt, faith,
want of faith, steadiness, unsteadiness, shame,
intelligence, fear¾all these are but the mind.”12  What
this text emphasizes, though mentioning only a few of
the mental operations in a suggestive way, is that all
cogitations or mental operations are but states of the mind
and that they are not, just because consciousness is aware
of them, constitutive of consciousness.
It should be pointed out in this connection that what is
commonly called the ego or the “I” is not consciousness,
but the object of consciousness. If it were identical with,
or part of consciousness, it could not be known by
consciousness. We find that the ego or the “I” appears
only during our waking and dream experience. In our
waking experience, there is the “I” which functions as
knower (jn•¢t¢), as doer (kart¢), as experiencer (bhokt¢);
it functions, that is to say, as the subject of knowledge,
as the agent of action, and as the experiencer of the
consequences of action. In support of this there is the
evidence of the statements that we make from time to
time with the first person singular such as “I know this”,
“I do this”, “I reap the rewards of my actions”, and so
on. This is equally true in our dream experience which
is very significantly on a par with our waking experience.
The “I” is as much prominent in our dream experience
as it is in our waking experience. A person perceives
objects, performs deeds, and suffers for his actions in
dream experience, and is also aware of them. The dream
world parallels the waking world, though there are also
significant differences between them. The “I” which is
present both in the waking and dream experience is
absent in the state of sleep. Just as there is consciousness
of the presence or absence of something, even so there
is consciousness of the presence or absence of the ego or
the “I” as the case may be. It follows that the ego or “I”
which is known as sometimes present and sometimes
absent is transcendent to consciousness.
If the ego or the “I” were identical with consciousness
and not something transcendent to consciousness, then
what is it that is aware of it? Is it aware of itself? Or, is
there anything else which could be aware of it? The first
alternative is untenable, as it amounts to saying that one
and the same entity is both the subject and the object at
the same time in the same act of cognition. When we say
that it is aware of itself, does it mean that this ego which
is consciousness divides itself into two parts such that
one part of it is the knower and the other part is the
known? This is impossible, as consciousness is one and
homogeneous and does not admit of division into two

intentional as it is always related to “objects” My
reflection on dream experience tells me that I was aware
of many “objects” at that time.
As distinguished from waking and dream experience,
there is the experience of sleep which is free from dream.
When a person wakes up from dreamless sleep and
reflects on the nature of experience he had, he says that
at that time he was not conscious of anything whatsoever,
objective or subjective. Nevertheless, there was
consciousness at that time, though there were no objects,
no phenomena, related to it. If consciousness were also
absent at that time, recollection to the effect, “I was not
conscious of anything then” would be impossible. The
point is that consciousness reveals objects if they are
present; and when there are no objects to be revealed,
consciousness remains alone. It is, therefore, wrong to
say that intentionality, as Sartre would put it, is
consciousness, or that consciousness by its very nature
is intentional. According to Advaita, consciousness
becomes intentional only as a result of its association
with the mind; and it has this connection with the mind
in waking and dream experience. But in deep sleep
experience, mind as mind is absent with the result that
consciousness remains alone without being intentional.
Advaita maintains that intentionality is not essential
(sv¢bh¢vika), but only adventitious (aup¢dhika), to
consciousness. While it is true that there is no
phenomenon without consciousness, there is no
phenomenological evidence to say that there is no
consciousness without the phenomenon.
On the basis of the distinction between consciousness
and the ego, Advaita holds that not only the intentional
act, but also the work of objectivation, identification,
fulfilment, and constitution mentioned by Husserl belong
to the ego or the mind, which is transcendent to
consciousness. It justifies this position on the ground that
these cogitations are known in the same way as the
external objects and their qualities are known, and that
what is known must be transcendent to the knower. In
other words, since consciousness is aware of these
cogitations as they occur from time to time, as they appear
and disappear in the mental horizon, they cannot belong
to, or be part of, consciousness. For example, when
someone sees an object, the object seen is transcendent
to the seer. When someone perceives the whiteness, or
the tallness, or the movement of an object, the quality or
the action that is perceived cannot be the quality or the
action of the perceiver, but must be the quality or the
movement of the object in which it inheres. The same
principle holds good in the case of the cogitations which
one is aware of. These cogitations or mental operations
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parts, viz. the subject-part and the object-part. There is
also another difficulty. If the ego which is known is
identified with consciousness, then consciousness can
never be the knower, or the seer, or the witness, to which
everything is presented: that is, not being different from
the ego, it becomes the known; if so, there will be no
knower at all. Nor can it be said, with a view to overcome
the above difficulties, that consciousness which is the
knower at one time becomes the known at another time.
A thing is what it is, and it cannot become something
different. It is impossible for a thing to change its nature.
Consciousness by its very nature is the seer all the time.
And to say that it becomes the known is to assume a
knower other than consciousness. And what is that which
knows it? This question will now take us to the second
alternative.
If the ego which is identical with consciousness is known
by something else, that “something else” cannot be the
“object”, for an “object” is always what is known by, and
what derives its meaning from, consciousness. On the
contrary, that “something else” must be consciousness
and not an object. It follows from this that one
consciousness is known by another consciousness. If we
persist in the same kind of questioning, we have to say
that the second consciousness is known through a third
one, and so on, leading to the fallacy of infinite regress.
This difficulty apart, there is the unwarranted assumption
that there is a plurality of consciousness. What is the
evidence to show, Advaita asks, that there is more than
one consciousness? To establish the existence of a
plurality of consciousness, we require not only the
differentiating features in terms of which we could say
that one consciousness is different from another
consciousness, but also a consciousness as the witnessing
principle of these differentiating features. The features
which help to distinguish one object from another are
configuration (avasth¢), place (deºa), time (k¢la), and
qualities (gu´a). Two objects, we say, are different from
each other because of their difference in configuration,
their location in different places, their existence in
different periods of time, and the difference in their
qualities. The question is whether differentiating features
such as configuration, place, time, and qualities can be
associated with consciousness for the purpose of proving
the existence of a plurality of consciousness. Every
differentiating feature, it must be borne in mind, has to
be noticed by consciousness. In that case it becomes what
is seen or witnessed (s¢k¾ya) by consciousness, and so
it cannot belong to the latter. On the contrary, it must be
transcendent to consciousness for the simple reason that
it is seen or noticed by consciousness. It means that the

existence of more than one consciousness cannot be
proved. Therefore, the ego or the “I” which is
transcendent to consciousness should not be identified
with consciousness. There is nothing in consciousness,
no content, no structures, no qualities, no parts, by which
it can be identified and marked off from other things. All
that can be said about consciousness is that it is revelatory
of things presented to it; and it is by this nature that it is
differentiated from the objects which it is aware of and
which are, therefore, transcendent to it.

8. NON-EGOLOGICAL CONSCIOUSNESS: SARTRE

AND ¹A«KARA

It will be helpful in this connection to consider the non-
egological theory of consciousness which Sartre
formulates by placing the ego outside consciousness.
According to Sartre, consciousness is non-substantial.
Consciousness is “all lightness, all translucence”.13 It is
not a container; it does not contain anything-no images,
no representations, no contents. By its very nature it
transcends itself in order to reach an object, and exhausts
itself in this transcendence.14 When there is consciousness
of a tree, the tree is not in consciousness -not even in the
capacity of a representation.
In order to understand the impersonal nature of
consciousness, it is necessary to start with the distinction
introduced by Sartre between pre-reflective consciousness
and reflective consciousness. The former is also referred
to as a non-positional or non-thetic self-consciousness,
while the latter is also called positional or thetic
consciousness. The consciousness with which we start
is the consciousness of something; it is the consciousness
which is turned towards something other than itself. There
is consciousness of a table, of a portrait, and so on. Sartre
maintains that consciousness of an object is at the same
time consciousness of being consciousness of an object.
For example, when there is consciousness of a table,
there is consciousness of being aware of the table.
Consciousness not only reveals something, but also
reveals itself. It means that at the time of the
consciousness of the table there is non-reflective
awareness of consciousness. If this is not the case, it
would be, Sartre argues, a consciousness which is ignorant
of itself, that is to say, an unconscious being which is
absurd.15

It is Sartre’s contention that the “I” or ego arises only at
the reflective level. There is, first of all, let us say,
consciousness of a tree. By reflecting subsequently on
my intentional act and the intended object, I say, “I am
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conscious of the tree.” There is no place for the “I” or
ego in the unreflected consciousness. Here is one of the
examples given by Sartre supposed to be based on the
phenomenological analysis of the problem: “I was
absorbed just now in my reading. I am going to try to
remember the circumstances of my reading, my attitude,
the lines I was reading. I am thus going to revive not only
these external details but a certain depth of unreflected
consciousness, since the objects could only have been
perceived by that consciousness and since they remain
relative to it. That consciousness must not be posited as
object of a reflection. On the contrary, I must divert my
attention to the revived objects, but without losing sight
of the unreflected consciousness, by joining in a sort of
conspiracy with it and by drawing up an inventory of its
content in a non-positional manner. There is no doubt
about the result: while I was reading, there was
consciousness of the heroes of the novel, but then I was
not inhabiting this consciousness. It was only
consciousness of the object and non-positional
consciousness of itself. I can now make these a-thetically
apprehended results and object of a thesis and declare:
there was no “I” in the unreflected consciousness.16  Just
as there is no content in consciousness, even so there is
no “I” or ego in it. Consciousness is, therefore, non-
substantial and impersonal.
Sartre’s theory of non-egological consciousness is
acceptable to the Advaitin. Sartre’s explanation of
consciousness as impersonal and non-substantial, as “a
great emptiness”, is a reiteration of the Advaita view
that consciousness is not a substance possessing
attributes, that it is not a whole consisting of parts, that it
is not an entity which can be specified as such-and-such,
as it is free from class feature, qualities, action, and
relation. The view that the ego or “I” which is transcendent
to consciousness arises only at the reflective level of
consciousness is the echo of the Advaita view which holds
that the ego (aham) arises when there is cid¢bh¢sa, i.e.
consciousness reflected in the internal organ; and this
conscious-ness associated with the internal organ, which
alone is capable of reflection, may be characterized in
the terminology of Sartre as consciousness in the second
degree. Sartre does not deny the existence of the ego,
but only denies that it is in consciousness. He says that
the ego which is transcendent to consciousness is the
unity of subjective states and actions known through
reflection. There is, Sartre observes, something
mysterious, irrational about the ego.17 We cannot
apprehend the ego apart from states and actions. If we
take away one by one all the states and actions, the ego
would disappear. According to Sartre, spontaneity is what

characterizes consciousness. If the ego appears to have
spontaneity, it is because consciousness projects its
spontaneity into the ego. This account of the ego as a
mystery and a problem, as that which functions through
the borrowed light (spontaneity) of consciousness, is fully
amplified in all the major works of Advaita. The difficulty
arises only when Sartre denies the role of the
transcendental consciousness as the unifying principle
of the intentional acts. Sartre argues that the transcendent
object intended by consciousness gives unity to the
different intentional acts. His argument is not convincing.
It appears that Sartre who banishes the transcendental
“I”, the permanent factor underlying all our acts of
consciousness, by the front door brings it back inside
through the back door. At every stage in his explanation
he tacitly assumes the existence of such a permanent
consciousness in all our acts of consciousness. Sartre
thinks of consciousness as something individualized and
particularized by the objects to which it is related. He
also thinks in terms of a flux of consciousness.18 Very
often he uses the expression, “fleeting consciousness.”19
Though there are innumerable acts of consciousness (i.e.,
intentional consciousness) coming one after another in a
regular procession, whether they are related to one object
or different objects, it is quite possible, according to Sartre,
to connect all of them in reflection as if there were a
common identical factor running through them. I shall
focus attention on two examples given by Sartre.
We have already said that the transcendental
consciousness is renamed empirical consciousness when
it is in the embodied condition. With the empirical dress
it puts on followed by its involvement in the world, it is
called the enworlded subjectivity. The point to be noted
here is that the absolute consciousness is immanent in
its empirical appearance and all that it does in that
condition without being exhausted by it. That is because
it is also at the same time transcendent to it. The
following diagram brings out the immanent Ðtranscendent
dimension of the absolute consciousness.
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Though empirical consciousness at every stage of its

functioning reveals what it is and how it is related to the

objects which are transcendent to it, it does not show the

absoluteness of its real nature. Absorbed as we are in

the things of the world revealed to us by the consciousness,

we do not normally probe into its real nature. Even though

it is the source of the world, it remains concealed in the

latter in the same way as clay, which is the source or

ground of the pot made out of it, remains concealed

therein. The manifestation of the pot is the concealment

of clay, which is its cause; and the revelation of clay is

the concealment of pot. There is thus the mysterious play

of hiding and showing by consciousness. What is true of

clay and pot in this example is true of the absolute

consciousness and the empirical consciousness.

Now, the important question we have to consider is

whether it is correct to characterize the absolute

consciousness as both transcendent and immanent. The

answer is both yes and no. We claim that we are rooted

in the world, subjective and objective. The mind, the

senses, and the body which we possess, we claim, are

real; and so is the external world of space, time, and

causality. It is but natural for us to begin to think of the

cause of the world and search for it as we are already

deeply entrenched in the world accepting its reality. Our

philosophical reflection on this problem is the first attempt

to overcome the na‹ve and natural attitude towards the

world, both subjective and objective. Again, as we try to

know the truth of the mind-sense-body-world through a

process of transcendence from one level to another-from

the bodily to the vital, from the vital to the sensory, and

then to the mental and the intellectual, and finally to the

self-conscious-we will discover the Self or consciousness

which remains hidden supporting the entire mind-sense-

body complex and which is the transcendental a priori of

all that we do as the subject of knowledge, as the agent

of action, and the enjoyer of the consequences of our

action. Being of the nature of consciousness, the Self,

though immanent in the mind-sense-body complex, is

not only different from it, but is also transcendent to it.

Similarly, if we probe into the external world by subjecting

the things therein to a rigorous causal inquiry, then we

can dis-cover the primal Being, which the Upani¾ads call

Brahman/¡tman, which is absolute consciousness, as

not only the final cause of the world, but also its ground.

What is identified as the final cause is really its ground.

Brahman/¡tman, as the cause of the world, is immanent

in it, and so from the perspective of the world, the theory

of the immanence of Brahman/¡tman is justified. The

concept of “tajjal¢n” which is formulated in the Upani¾ad

in the process of the causal inquiry also shows that what

really exists is Brahman/¡tman and that the entire

manifested world which has a dependent origination and

existence is kalpita. If so, Brahman/¡tman, the absolute

consciousness, which is real, is other than the world,

and is transcendent to it. It means that the concept of the

transcendence of Brahman/¡tman, or the absolute

consciousness, is intelligible only on the presupposition

of the existence of the world. It must be borne in mind

that Brahman and ¡tman are one and the same entity.

The two terms, “Brahman” and “¡tman”, have the same

referent. In the absence of the world, there is neither the

immanence nor the transcendence of Brahman/¡tman,

though for the purpose of instruction (upadeºa) the

Upani¾ad speaks of it as immanent as well as

transcendent. Gau²ap¢da’s declaration, “upadeº¢d-aya¼

v¢daª” and “jn•¢te dvaita¼ na vidyate”,20 is relevant in

this context.

There are two questions to be considered in this
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connection. First, even though the absolute consciousness,

the Fourth (tur¤ya) as it is called in the context of the

triple stream of experience, is beyond the grasp of the

senses and the mind, why is it that it cannot be spoken

about? Second, if it is, as stated earlier, unperceivable

and unseen, uninferable, beyond thought, and beyond

empirical dealings, then how is it known? Both the

questions are important, and we will consider them one

by one.

There is a fundamental distinction between the empirical

and the transempirical.  Any object which is empirical is

a limited entity, and whatever is limited is necessarily

relational. An object which is empirical and therefore

relational will have class feature (j¢ti), or quality (gu´a),

or action (kriy¢), or relation (sambandha); or, it may be

signified by a conventional word (r¦²hi) used only with

reference to it. For example, an object which possesses

the class feature, viz. cowness, is signified by the word

“go”. An object which possesses the quality, viz. white

colour, is spoken of as “ºuklaª”. Similarly, we call the

cook a “p¢cakaª” as he performs the act of cooking. One

who possesses wealth, i.e. one who has relation with

wealth, is called a “dhan¤” An object which provides

space is conventionally called “¢k¢ºa”. So there are

reasons such as the class feature, quality, action, relation,

and conventional usage for the application of words to

objects. Since none of these features are present in the

transempirical Self, it cannot be directly signified by a

word. It is for this reason that ºruti says that the Self is

“that from which speech returns.”21  However, it can be

secondarily signified, according to Sureºvara, by the

words “I” and “thou”, because the primary sense of these

words is the knower (pram¢t¢), and the Self, being its

witness, is connected with it. A note of caution is

necessary at this stage. We resort to the secondary sense

when the primary sense does not hold good, or does not

convey the intended meaning of a sentence, oral or

written. However useful the negative scriptural texts like

“neti neti” may be, still they have their own limitations.

Though they tell us what the ultimate reality is not by

denying every predication that we make, they do not and

cannot tell us what its real nature is. One may urge the

same argument against the adoption of the secondary

sense for construing the meaning of a text about the

ultimate reality. Since an empirical object falls within

the scope of language, there is justification for adopting

the secondary sense in lieu of the primary sense when

the context needs it. The use of pronouns such as “I” and

“thou” is restricted to the empirical realm of ordinary

discourse. The functional consciousness falls within the

scope of ordinary empirical discourse, and so it may be

signified by pronouns such as “I” and “thou” as required

by the context. But there is no scope for ºabda, both

secular and sacred, in respect of the ultimate reality

which is transempirical and transrelational. The

Upani¾adic declaration that speech returns without

reaching the Ultimate restricts the scope of language to

the empirical, and does not admit of any compromise in

its operational scope. “The boundaries of my language,”
says Wittgenstein, “are the boundaries of my world.”
Then he goes on to say: “What we cannot think, we cannot

think; and we cannot say what we cannot think,” and

“What one cannot speak about, one must pass over in

silence.”22

We will now take up the second question. The Self or

consciousness, being self-luminous, is self-established.

A brief explanation will be helpful to understand this

point. It is through consciousness that everything, whether

it is an object in the external world, or one’s own body,

whether it is a mental state like pleasure or pain, or

mind itself, is known. By itself the internal organ

(antaªkara´a) which is material cannot cognize or reveal

anything, much less consciousness on which it is

dependent. If it gets the status of a knower (jn•¢t¢), it is

because of the fact that the foundational consciousness,

i.e. the Self, is reflected therein. The internal organ,

carrying the reflection of consciousness, knows itself as

“I” (aham). In the same way, it knows other objects which

are presented to it as “this” (idam). Starting from the

internal organ which is material and which is other than

the Self or consciousness, every object is known only

through consciousness. Further, the internal organ is

never constant. It is subject to modifications. The mental

modes, i.e. the changes of the internal organ, which

appear and disappear one after another, are known only

through the Witness-consciousness (s¢k¾i-caitanya),

which alone is eternal and self-luminous. The reason for

this is obvious. The mental modes form a series; and a
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series can never be aware of itself as a series, but can

be known only through another factor outside it, which is

both permanent and a witness to it.

It is of no use to invoke the help of a pramàõa in this

regard. A pram¢´a can function as a pram¢´a and

generate knowledge of anything only through the help of

consciousness. We can go one step further. The very

distinction between pram¢´a and apram¢´a presupposes

the work of consciousness. If we say that something is a

pram¢´a and that something else is not a pram¢´a, it is

because of the Witness-consciousness. In the same way

it is only through the Witness-consciousness that we are

able to distinguish a valid cognition (pram¢) from an

erroneous one (¢bh¢sa-jn•¢na). Consciousness which is

presupposed in all acts of knowing is the basis of all

knowledge. While other objects are established through

consciousness, the latter is self-established

(svatassiddha), for it is self-luminous by its very nature.

Consciousness is self-luminous in the sense that, while

it is not revealed by any other means or agency, it reveals

other objects. That is why it is said to be the

transcendental a priori. That which is presupposed by

all pram¢´as and all acts of cognition cannot be proved

by them; nor does it require any proof. It is as good as

proved.

9. THE POPPERIAN MODEL OF THREE WORLDS

The Popperian theory of three worlds, which has been

adopted by John Eccles, is substantially the same as the

Upaniùadic theory of three worlds. Assigning the central

place to the pure Ego or the Self in the life-world of the

human person, Karl Popper and John Eccles speak of

World 1, World 2, and World 3. Of these, World 2 which

is characterized as the world of consciousness is

designated the primary reality whereas World 1, which

is the external world of matter and energy, and World 3

which is the world of culture, are given the status of

secondary realities. The following tabular form, which

is adapted from the one given by Eccles, gives a picture

of the three worlds and the interaction among them.23
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In the above classification, World 1 comprises the entire

cosmos of matter and energy, the biological structure and

actions of all living beings including human brains, and

the artefacts that are creations of human beings. It is the

external world of space, time, and causality. The

interaction between the j¤va and the external world is

through the outer senses and the brain. According to

Eccles, the brain which is viewed as a part of World 1

provides the communication line between World 1 and

World 2. It is, therefore, characterized as the “liaison

brain”. Since the interaction between the self-conscious

mind and the external world takes place through the brain,

Eccles holds that the brain is “necessary, but not sufficient

for World 2 existence and experience”.24 There are three

segments in World 2. All our sensations of sound, heat

and cold, colour and light, taste and smell belong to the

area of the outer senses whereas our thoughts and

memories, feelings and imaginations, intentions and

volitions constitute the inner level. The pure Ego or the

Self is in the centre stage, supporting, controlling, and

unifying the functioning of the outer senses and the inner

mind. Just as the Upaniùads say that the Self or the

foundational consciousness is the invariable factor in all

our experience connecting one state of experience with

another, even so Popper and Eccles speak of the Self or

the Ego as the bridge connecting the different states of

experience. To explain the functioning of the Self in the

day-to-day-life of a human person, Eccles quotes the

following passage from Sherrington:

Each waking day is a stage dominated for good

or ill, in comedy, farce or tragedy, by a dramatis

persona, the “Self”. And so it will be until the

curtain drops. This Self is a unity. The continuity

of its presence in time, sometimes hardly broken

by sleep, its inalienable “interiority” in (sensual)

space, its consistency of viewpoint, the privacy

of its experience, combine to give it status as a
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unique existence.25

It may be noted that in the Popperian analysis of the

conscious experiences of World 2, the subtle distinction

between the Self and the mind, or foundational

consciousness and functional consciousness that has been

highlighted earlier during the explanation of the triple

stream of experience does not emerge. However, both

Popper and Eccles speak about mental phenomena or

subjective states of which a human being is conscious.

The expression “self-conscious mind” occurs frequently

in the writings of Eccles. If we follow the Upaniùadic

tradition, it has to be emphasized here that, even though

there is the mind-brain interaction, the mind is as much

material as the human brain which is admitted to be a

part of World 1. In fact, according to the Upani¾adic

tradition, everything in the human being excepting the

Self or consciousness is material (ja²a). So, if the mind

which is material becomes self-conscious, it must be due

to the presence of an extraneous factor which helps it to

become self-conscious, to develop an awareness of itself.

It may be added that the mind which is the beneficiary in

this process must be dependent on this extraneous factor

which is its benefactor.  We have already stated that the

proximity of the mind to the Self makes it an instrument

of cognition as a result of the reflection of the power of

consciousness of the Self in it. Carrying the reflection

(pratibimba) or semblance (¢bh¢sa) of consciousness,

the mind becomes a sentient entity as it were, is endowed

with the power of cognition of other objects, develops

the sense of “I” and “mine”, and also becomes self-

conscious when the need arises. Consider the following

functions of the self-conscious mind as enumerated and

explained by Eccles on the basis of the hypothesis of a

strong dualism:26

(1) The self-conscious mind is an independent

entity, a World 2 existence, which has a

status in reality equivalent to that of the

brain with its World 1 existence.

(2) It acts upon the neural centres modifying the

dynamic spatiotemporal patterns of the neural events. It

means that the self-conscious mind exercises a superior

interpretative and controlling role upon the neural events.

(3) It alone provides the unity of conscious

experience and not the neural machinery of

the liaison areas of the cerebral hemisphere.

The work that the self-conscious mind does is marvellous.

It elevates the status of the j¤va from the animal level to

that of a human person. What is called the “self-conscious

mind” is not a simple entity, but a complex of three factors

according to Advaita. It is a blend of the mind, the

foundational consciousness that supports the mind, and

the reflection of the consciousness in the mind.27  It has,

therefore, to be distinguished from the Self or foundational

consciousness. It means that there are in the present

context two different categories, viz. the Self and the

mind, which should not be mixed up with each other.

Eccles seems to be aware of the distinction between the

pure Ego and mental phenomena or conscious

experiences which would include all mental episodes

including self-consciousness, and this is evident from his

statement that, while the conscious experiences are

perceived by the Ego or the Self, the latter is experienced,

not perceived. In support of this, he quotes Polten who,

following Kant, draws the distinction between them:

The ontological basis for the difference between

apperception and perception is that the pure Ego

is a mental thing-in-itself, whereas the mental

phenomena of inner and outer sense are

appearances. For that reason, too, subject and

object merge in the act of the pure ego’s self-

observation, while inner and outer data are the

pure ego’s objects.28

The epistemological distinction between perception and

apperception points to the ontological distinction between

the mental phenomena and the mental thing-in-itself; and

if the mental phenomena are appearances, then the

mental thing-in-itself must be the reality. The latter is

what the Advaitin would call the Self or the foundational

consciousness.

While the human being is moulded and shaped

by the world of culture, the latter in its turn is shaped

and sustained by the human beings. The producer of

culture is at the same time the product of his culture. It

means that they influence each other. The transition from

a human being to a human person is due to the

development of self-consciousness, which is facilitated
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by the world of culture. Eccles gives a graphic picture of

the contents of the world of culture after raising the

question, “What is World 3?”

It is the whole world of culture... World 3 was

created by man and that reciprocally made man.

The whole of language is here. All our means of

communication, all our intellectual efforts coded

in books, coded in every artistic and technological

treasures in the museums, coded in every

artefact left by man from primitive times-this is

World 3 right up to the present time. It is the

world of civilization and culture. Education is

the means whereby each human being is brought

into relation with World 3. In this manner he

becomes immersed in it throughout life,

participating in the heritage of mankind and so

becoming fully human. World 3 is the world that

uniquely relates to man. It is completely unknown

to animals.29

He goes on to say:

This World 3 provides the means whereby man’s

creative efforts live on as a heritage for all future, so

building the magnificent cultures and civilizations

recorded in human history.30

10.  IS KNOWING WITHOUT MENTAL OPERATION

POSSIBLE?

The distinction between foundational consciousness and

functional consciousness is required for the purpose of

epistemological and metaphysical analysis. Since

consciousness is one and only one, it may appear that

there is no justification for such a distinction. However,

the need for such a distinction arises because our

philosophizing starts from the given world, the world of

our everyday experience; and consciousness which is

involved in, or associated with, the objects of the world,

is characterized by its worldliness. Its relation with the

objects is twofold: on the one hand, it is involved in the

mind-sense-body complex of the individual such that it

becomes embodied consciousness; it is also associated

with the objects of the world as the principle responsible

for the manifestation and meaning of the entire world,

on the other. The concept of “constitution” plays an

important part in the Husserlian phenomenology.

According to Husserl, we have to understand the sense

and being of the objects only in terms of the work of

constitution by consciousness. He explains “constitution”
sometimes as sense-bestowing, sometimes as

“producing”, as “making” as “creating”, and so on. There

is no need to go into the details about the work of

constitution by consciousness. However, the point to be

noted here is that the kind of objectivity which the things

of the world has is bestowed on them by consciousness,

and the object is un-thinkable apart from consciousness.

In the words of Dermot Moran:

Constitution is a universal feature of conscious

life; all meanings are constituted in and by

consciousness. Everything experienceable in both

the natural and cultural world is constituted, as

Husserl argues in Ideas II.... Husserl speaks of

the living body constituted by its kinaesthetic

functions.... also, he talks of the constitution of

social and cultural entities. This last is more

familiar, particularly since, throughout the

twentieth century, there has been much talk of

the “socially constructed” nature of social entities

such as families, institutions, banks, money, and

so on. In this sense, constitution can be

considered as similar to social construction.

However, Husserl goes much further than social

constructionists in that, for him, even things of

nature are constituted.31

Following the Upani¾ads, Advaita holds that

consciousness is the support (adhi¾°h¢na) of the  objects

of the entire world; that is to say, the objects, which are

totally different from consciousness, have no  existence

of their own, no status of their own, no nature of their

own, with the result that they are dependent on

consciousness. What is inexplicable is that consciousness

which has no relation with anything-for there is no other

entity which can be reckoned as real to come into relation

with-comes to be related with the objective phenomena.

There is no objective world which exists independently

of consciousness; and what appears as the objective

world conditioned by space, time, and causality, is the
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manifestation of the foundational consciousness. Advaita

holds that consciousness is the transcendental a priori of

all objects, both for the purpose of their existence and

knowing. The point to be noted here is that Advaita does

not deny the existence of the objective world; what it

denies is the independent existence of the objective world.

The standpoint of the Husserlian phenomenology is

surprisingly the same. In the words of Aron Gurwitsch:

From the phenomenological point of view,

consciousness cannot be regarded

as one mundane realm among others. To

whatever mundane realm an object belongs, it

necessarily involves, implicates, and in this

sense, presupposes consciousness, namely, those

acts through which the object in question appears

and displays itself as that which it represents in

our life. Consciousness thus reveals itself as the

universal domain or medium of presentation of

all objects, a domain to which every mundane

realm necessarily refers. Herein consists the

privilege and the priority of consciousness to

every mundane realm. The mundane nature of

a realm purports its insertion as a part into the

whole of the total reality. In this sense, mundane

nature must not be ascribed to consciousness.32
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An early science of consciousness was rejected by behaviorists on the identification of a causally active consciousness
with an ontologically immaterial substance acting with “free will” in the sense of indeterminism.  This is, however, a
confusion of theoretical assertions that can be empirically examined with metaphysical assertions that cannot be within
our science. Nevertheless a legacy within computational and information processing views of mind rejects or de-emphasizes
a role for consciousness. This paper sketches a mentalistic metatheory in which conscious states are the sole carrier of
symbolic representations, and thus have a central role in the explanation of mental activity and action—while specifying
determinism and materialism as useful working assumptions.  Following an illustration of conscious states in theory and
experimental evidence with phenomenal reports, questions are examined: Are there common roles for phenomenal reports
and brain imaging?   Is there defensible evidence for unconscious brain states carrying symbolic representations?  Are
there interesting dissociations within consciousness?

Keywords:  Mentalism; Consciousness; Symbols; Deliberative, evocative, neural networks; Phenomenal reports; Brain imaging

INTRODUCTION

The very title suggests controversy, one that has shaped the

aims of psychological science from its founding to the present

(Dulany, 2009).  I bring a particular perspective, a mentalistic

metatheory that I have variously described, e.g. Dulany (1997,

2004, 2009).

On that perspective I will say what I think the roles of conscious

states should be in our theories of mental activity and then ask

if brain states should have the same or different roles.   Mental

activity is the succession of mental states involved in a range

of common phenomena, from perception of the physical and

social worlds, through forms of learning and remembering,

to problem solving and reasoning—with infusions of emotions

and a sense of self.  For any of these, or others (Dulany, 2008),

a theory of mental activity would abstract an orderliness among

mental states, an orderliness to be empirically evaluated.

HISTORICALLY SIGNIFICANT
METATHEORIES

Early science of consciousness

This controversy over roles for conscious states and brain

states started with a critical period in the history of psychology,

a period with the enduring influence of a confusion of the

theoretical with the metaphysical—which can be seen as a

source of methodological biases.  Psychology was established

as a science of consciousness, with the structuralists’ analysis

of conscious states (Titchener, 1898), a “mental chemistry”

that would identify a table of mental elements and the formulas

that would yield any conscious experience, from a sunset to

an apple bite. Functionalists turned their focus to the adaptive

utility of consciousness, and were strongly guided by the

classical work of William James (1890), laying out problems

placed within the “stream of consciousness”.  Gestaltists (Koffka,

1935/1946) focused on the organizational properties of

consciousness states, from perception to problem solving.

On what today would be called a version of NCC, their principle

of “psychophysical isomorphism” held that conscious states

and their underlying brain states had a common “functional

ordering”—common roles.

The behavioral revolution—its enduring legacy

Simply put, consciousness was vigorously rejected as a proper

subject for science.  As John B. Watson put it,
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This suggested elimination of states of consciousness as

proper objects of investigation in themselves will remove the

barrier from psychology which exists between it and the other

sciences (Watson, 1913/1994; p.253).

Why?

Behaviorism claims that ‘consciousness’ is…merely a word

for the ‘soul’ of more ancient times.  The old psychology is

thus dominated by a kind of subtle religious philosophy (Watson,

1924, p.3).

Then for a mechanical metaphor, a dominant machine of the

time was selected: a Bell Telephone Switchboard.   Stimulus

“dialing” could produce a muscular “ring”, and so

psychological theory could simply be Stimulus-Response

Behavior theory.

With this core commitment, B.F. Skinner (1974) in his most

systematic—and currently enduring—treatment of Radical

Behaviorism, called for the rejection of the person as agent,

identified with an introspected and nonphysical world.

Behaviorists then focused their experimental inquiry on rats

and pigeons unequipped to report anything behaviorism

rejected.  Just rid the science of what Skinner called “the inner

man”—and there would be no reason to fear an ontological

non-materialism or free will in the sense of indeterminism.

That was the enduring confusion. Theoretical assertions are

subject to empirical evaluation. Within the science as we know

it, metaphysical assertions are not.

The cognitive revolution

That legacy, Roediger (2004), writing his column as President

of Association of Psychological Science, argued that

behaviorism is still very much with us, in journals and societies

and behavior therapy, and in the manipulation-response style

of experimental studies throughout psychology.  It won. The

cognitive revolution was not a renewed focus on

consciousness.  The relevant legacy has been a rejection of, or

de-emphasis upon, a causal role for conscious states and a

focus instead on loosely labeled “cognitions” and on claims

for complex unconscious processing—claims with

experimental support that has been challenged on conceptual

and methodological grounds, e.g. (Dulany, 2003).

Significant factors in the emergence of cognitive metatheories

were two things: (a) A wide-spread challenge to S-R Behavior

Theory, and (b) the emergence of a computer metaphor for

mind—the dominant machine of our time.  Just think of the

mind as a computer and the mind is still a machine after all.

 On the computational view, e.g. (Jackendoff, 1987), mind and a

computer are both instances of a Universal Turing Machine,

and so we have the famous analogy: Mind is to brain as

software is to hardware.  Most importantly, it is cognition said

to run like a program in the brain, with consciousness only a

sometime and non-causal emergent—epiphenomenalism,

though monistically material. So if consciousness is non-causal,

eliminative materialists, e.g. (Churchland, 1993), can dismissively

consign it to “folk psychology”—reminding us of dismissively

consigning a “consciousness-soul” to religion.

On the information processing view, mind is viewed as a system

with subsystems like those of the computer, and so consciousness

is represented as a limited attentional sub-system within a

working system—RAM—connected to a LTM and input and

output systems, e.g. (Posner, 1994).  So we “store” information

in that LTM and then unconsciously “search” and “retrieve”—

and unconsciously “compute” outside that attentional

subsystem.  This metatheory makes a place for consciousness,

but it also provides a common commitment to, and emphasis

upon, a “cognitive unconscious” (Kihlstrom, 1987).

By far most influential for a revival of interest in consciousness

has been the Global Workspace view of Baars (1997), using

the closely analogous theater metaphor. Consciousness may

be “stage center”, but “In the audience are a vast array of

intelligent unconscious mechanisms”, (p430). Then with

computational modeling of that neurally “global” work-space-

system, e.g (Baars & Franklin, in press), the two cognitive

metatheories and the newer neuro-cognitivism blend.  The

legacy extends.

Mentalistic Metatheory and Roles for Conscious
States

Viewed more analytically, however, consciousness is a

succession of states, in various modes and contents, that have

lawful, causal orderliness—to be specified in empirically

supportable theoretical assertions that in no way entail

metaphysical assertions of non-material status or fee-will in the

sense of indeterminism.  Materialism and determinism are

useful working assumptions for theorists and experimentalists.

Mental contents.  Most significantly, the mentalistic

metatheory is set apart in holding that conscious states are the

sole carriers of symbolic representation—permitting its explanatory

power and providing its adaptive explanation. In

consciousness we represent a present in perception, a past in

forms of remembrance, and a future in expectations,

intentions, hopes or fears.  With higher order representations

we may even represent our own conscious states and mental

episodes.  Thus as we learn what consciousness explains we

gain the explanation of consciousness.

Symbols are functionally specified: They may (a) activate other

symbols, (e.g ‘café’ activates ‘latte’, and (b) serve as subjects or

predicates of propositional contents, (as in “A latte is on my

desk”). They may (c) participate in the special proposition, “
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‘This’ represents ‘that’”, e.g (this “‘latte’ refers to content of

‘that cup’.”), and (d) and in the intention controlling actions

that warrant the preceding proposition, (‘I grasp that cup and

sip’.)

Symbolic contents may be identity symbols, attentional

identifications of things as such, or literal symbols that precede

and surround that attentional identification.  We attentionally

hear what a solo instrument plays from how it sounds and the

surrounding accompaniment.

 Symbolic contents may be propositional, with subject values

such as the relation of what named to what considered or

scored correct, and with predicate values, such as the likelihood

of a certain outcome give the occurrence of what is named in

the subject. They may also be non-propositional such as a

perception of a trumpet or oboe.

Modes are the familiar carriers of conscious contents and vary

quantitatively in many experiments. They may be propositional

modes such as “perceive, or believe, or intend that ___”, each

carrying a propositional content.  Or they may be non-

propositional modes such as .a “feeling or only sense of ___ “

for non-propositional content.

For mental mode and content, we can speak of a sense of

agency, of possession that may vary in strength and frequency

in normalcy, or be diminished in neurosis, and even missing

or erroneously attributed in a psychotic syndrome.

Mental episodes. Mental activity consists of mental episodes—

conscious contents interrelated by non-conscious mental

operations. In deliberative mental episodes, propositional

contents are interrelated by deliberative operations; they are

decisions or inferences.  In evocative mental episodes, non-

propositional contents are interrelated by associative-

activational operations. We can think of these operations as

simply the relations among these conscious states,

Cs State
in+1

 � Ncs Op (Cs State
jn
,..,Cs State

kn-m
),

sometimes represented by a mathematical function within a

model,

Cs States
in+1

 = f(Cs States
jn
,...,Cs States

kn-m
)

—or as the neural processes interrelating the mental states’

coordinate brain states.  On this analysis of the commonly but

too loosely termed “explicit” or “implicit” (learning or

memory), these processes are not distinguished by being

“conscious” or “unconscious”, but by deliberative and

evocative mental episodes (Dulany, 1997).

The domain for mental episodes lies between the final

output of sensory transduction and the final input to motor

transductions.

  Forms of mental episodes are interrelated. For someone

learning to drive, for example, “Red means Stop” can with

associative repetition become the evocative episode, “’Red”

activates ‘Stop’”. And later one can readily represent that

evocative episode in higher order awareness with the

proposition, “Red means Stop.”

Higher order awareness. By virtue of the extraordinary

capability of symbols to represent beyond themselves, higher

order awareness may symbolically represent a past, or even

future, conscious state or mental episode (“metacognitively”)

by imperfect operations of memory, prediction, or inference.

But contrary to Higher Order Thought theories, no mental

state on this metatheory must be graced by a higher order

state to acquire a “property” of consciousness. That mental

state is a conscious state.

The non-symbolic. Nonconscious memories are non-symbolic

neural networks —consistent with that part of connectionism.

What we “know”, “believe”, or “intend”, despite a loose

vermacular, does not have the same functional specification

in inactive memory as in consciousness.  Memories in those

networks are constructed by experience, not “stored’, and

remembering is a process of activation and construction, not

“search, identification, and retrieval”.

Automaticity. . In a simple form, one conscious state directly

activates another—an evocative episode. Or a conscious

intention may be the higher node of a hierarchical structure,

activating lower order responses, providing non-propositional

feedbacks for an evocative episode.  With automatization,

deliberative thought drops out not down to an unconscious

(Dulany, 1997), consistent with diminished fMRI activity for

the controlling network e.g., (Chein & Schneider, 2005).

Consider a diagnosis that comes automatically to mind from

presentation of a familiar set of symptoms.

Some have used aspects of this metatheory explicitly, for

example, Carlson (2002), Perruchet & Vinter (2002), and

Tzelgov (1997), and others less explicitly in the many studies

that examine the roles of conscious states in a range of mental

activities—or methodologically challenge various claims for

unconscious perception, learning, thinking, etc.

Mentalistic Theoretical and Experimental Example

A mentalistic theory of propositional learning describes

deliberative inferences among a network of conscious beliefs.

The learning of causal beliefs was described in a theory refined

by a quantitative model (Dulany, 1979), and experimentally

applied to identifying the suspect cause of a murder effect in

Carlson & Dulany (1988). Subjects were presented two

mysteries, each with 12 trials of clues with different suspects

provided 4 different ratios of incriminating and exonerating

clues.  On each trial they reported the theory’s belief states, varying
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from Certain Yes to Certain No (ß = +1 to -1).

(a) From degree of belief a clue is associated with a suspect,

ßA- which can vary over suspects, and degree that this

clue implies guilt or innocence, the “forward implication”,

ßF, one infers subjective evidence, ßE, its implied guilt or

innocence for this suspect.  That product strongly

predicted the subjective evidence:

 (b) “Convincingness” of that evidence for that suspect,

however, should be the product of subjective evidence

for that clue, ßE , and the degree of belief that it would be

true or false only of the true murderer, the “backward

implication”, ßB.   Then from prior belief in this suspect’s

guilt-innocence and convincingness of that evidence for

this suspect one may infer a revised belief:

ßH
n+1,i

 =  ßH
ni 

+ /ßE
nij

 X ßB
nij

/(1-ßH
in
),  if ßE

nij
 > 0

ßH
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0
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n+1,i  
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 < 0.

Over all subjects and trials, correlation of predicted and

reported causal beliefs was .91, slope of .98,  and near zero

intercept—with the predictions closely tracking reports over

trials for the 4 different ratios.  There was an explanatory role

for conscious states in a causal network.  Examples examining

implicit and explicit learning, with no need for mathematical

modeling, are Dulany, Carlson, & Dewey (1984), and Dulany &

Pritchard (2007).

Comparable Roles for Brain States Underlying
Conscious States?

On the assumption that conscious states and brain states are

coordinate in some way, underlying brain states could have

comparable roles in theories of mental activity.    For the

question I raise, however, where does brain imaging with

humans stand at its present state of technological

development—compared with the utility of phenomenal

reports?

One example is the search for the neural mechanisms underlying

symptoms in schizophrenia, e.g. Wibble, Preus, & Hahimoto

(2009).  Also well known is fMRI evidence revealing brain areas

underlying classes of conscious states, e.g. the fusiform face area

for facial recognition (Kanwisher, McDermott, & Chun, 1997),

and the parahippocampal area for place recognition (Epstein

& Kanwisher, 1998).

And the specific brain states underlying those specific

conscious states?  To some degree “pattern analyzers” facilitate

distinguishing these more specific states, at least when stimulus

control provides the specific state identification—for example,

vertical or tilted grating, leftward or rightward motion, or

blue jay or sparrow in Kamitani & Tong (2005).  Then further

tests were directed at distinguishing which of competing

stimuli were attended—with orientation predicted by

activation of sensory areas, V1-V4, and objects by activation

of higher areas.

Methodological challenges. Despite recognition of significant

contributions, Poldrack  (2009) also points to specific

limitations that challenge claims of strong association of

specific mental activities with specific areas identified with

fMRI—with interesting examples from psychiatry and

advertising.

In addition, Vul, Harris, Winkiellman, and Pashler (2009) identify

a large number of studies in which there were unrealistically

high correlations between fMRI indices and various personality,

emotion, and social cognition measures, unreasonably high

given the modest reliability of both measures.  Although

measures from a subset of voxels may be appropriately

selected for some anatomical locale, they identified many

studies in which voxels were selected if the correlations of

their own indices— amount of deoxygenated hemoglobin in

the blood (the BOLD signal)—with the personality measure

met some correlational criterion.  The selected voxel signals

artificially reduced unreliability of the fMRI measures, thereby

inflating the overall correlations—a statistical violation.  Vul &

Kanwisher (in press) identify more cases and elaborate the

problem, including an especially revealing concluding section

entitled “Why the non-independence error is prevalent in

fMRI.”

The challenge of specific states.  Could there be a “dictionary”

of imaging outputs, something that calls for numerous

identifications over and above the few demonstrated in studies

with pattern analyzers?  Discriminating the few with specific

training is not equivalent to identifying the many in many

contexts over persons, controlling for wandering thoughts.

We can also report abstract concepts—”justice” or “energy”—

but are they identifiable with neuroimaging?   I think, too, that

propositional forms, those central to deliberative thinking,

present a particular problem—with the extraordinarily large

combinations of subjects and predicates and degrees of belief

or asserted likelihood, as well as the sense of ownership of

those thoughts.

Viewing these various challenges, I believe a fundamental question

for neuroimaging technology today is this:  Is there any

noninvasive brain imaging method for humans—from ERP

and MEG and to the most commonly used fMRI—with the rich

variability of output that can validly reflect the rich variability

of electrochemical activity in the neural networks that must

underlie the rich variability of the specific states within our

mental activity?  Magnitude of positive or negative action

potentials over a few 100ms?  Distinctive magnetic fields?
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BOLD signal measures for a selected pattern of voxels, with

the unusual number of complicated steps, sometimes arbitrary

parameter setting—as described in Vul & Kanwisher (in press)?

And averaged over subjects and trials in order to produce

those graphs and pictures?  Or must other processes be identified

to be tapped in humans with other technological developments?

Methodological strategy for phenomenal reporting and

neuroimaging.  On a more positive note, brain imaging may

reveal brain mechanisms underlying or predisposing various

mental episodes—those categorized as symptoms, for example,

or as deliberative or associative-activational in general.  There

could even be a place for imaging of processes underlying

specific conscious states with pattern analysis—especially

when identified with antecedent stimuli.  Brain imaging could

also have a particular utility where private reports of those

states are unavailable or untrustworthy.

Confidence in the validity of phenomenal reports and brain images

must rely on the same logic within the philosophy of science—a

logic elaborated in Dulany (2009).  Reports and brain images

would be reported in data language, and conscious states and

brain states in theory language.  As we know, theory and

mapping hypotheses are examined in tandem.  When validity

of neuroimaging is challenged, researchers must ask whether

there is now a rich enough theory of interrelations among

specific brain states, or whether they should rely on theories

of interrelations among conscious states—mentalistic theories.

Neuroimaging of Unconscious, Non-Symbolic States in This

Metatheory.  Here, too, there are large and growing literatures

on the neural networks underlying inactive memories, as well as

sensory and motor transductions, to and from conscious states.

A Challenge From Reported Evidence of Unconscious But

Symbolic States?

Most fundamentally, do these states exist, with consciousness

epiphenomenal—thus challenging the adequacy of the

mentalistic metatheory?  Could there then be brain imaging

of such states?  This cannot be a review of these large

literatures, and for space limitations here I must only list

failures of replication and what I believe are methodological

and conceptual biases underlying these claims—the legacy—

although this has been elaborated for the talk and later paper.

Unconscious implicit learning? (a) Neglect of correlated and

explanatory conscious contents.  (b) What is not conscious

knowledge must be unconscious knowledge—even if effect is

fully explained by conscious states. (c) Failure to recognize

implicit learning in sense of establishment of associative-

activational relations apart from rules.

Unconscious Volition?: With the “Libet lag” , the “readiness

potential” interpreted as index of unconscious intention rather

than state of readiness to form an intention and respond.  (d)

Belief that causal control of action by intention entails “free

will” in sense of indeterminism. (e) Failure to recognize

possibility of coordinate causal models, at level of

consciousness and at level of neural processes—implied by

neural states coordinate with conscious states.

With the Wegnerian leitmotif, erroneous inference that cleverly

engineered volitional illusion demonstrates general absence

of veridical awareness of volitional control.

Unconscious thinking?  (a) Popular claims for unconscious

creation of the Fuschian function and benzene ring—

discounted by scholarly analyses. (b) Neglect of set of biases in

experimental studies “incubation” of problem solving.  (c)

Failures to replicate more recent evidence of unconscious

decision-making.

Unconscious perception?  (a) Identification of “subliminal

perception,” a disparity between measures, with “unconscious

perception’’, a theoretical interpretation. (b) Adoption of

subjective reports, with demonstrated bias, as reliable indices

of conscious perceptual state. (c) Imperfect masking and

insensitivity of some objective measures of perceptual

awareness. (d) Uncontrolled role of unassessed literal

awareness in producing “subliminal effects.”

Some More Positive Implications: Dissociations
Within Consciousness

Consistent with prevailing metatheoretical views, two well-

known syndromes have been interpreted as cases of chronic

unconscious perception, but the phenomena may be more

confidently and productively interpreted within mentalistic

theory as dissociations within awareness.

Prosopagnosia.  With damage to a region of the fusiform gyrus,

the patient may be unable to recognize faces consciously, yet

nevertheless responds systematically in various ways to the

person’s face. For example, Tranel & Damasio (1985) found

greater GSR to familiar than unfamiliar faces. Furthermore,

DeHaan, Bauer, and Greve (1992) even found that classifying

names as politician or non-politicians was slowed when the

face was accompanied by a face from the opposite category.

On the standard explanation, e.g. Young (1994), this is

unconscious facial recognition, a dissociation between

consciousness and a facial recognition system.

The key to a mentalistic explanation is recognition of a role for

literal awareness dissociated from identity awareness.  Identity

awareness is blocked when activation fails to reach temporal

areas, but literal awareness of the face activates other neural

networks, producing a GSR to a familiar face, as in Tranel &

Damasio (1995), and activating various occupational

associations incompatible with the erroneous labels, as in

Damasio et al. (1992).  Is the mentalistic explanation more
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tenable and promising?  Literal facial forms are definitely

represented in the patient’s awareness, as shown in their

normal ability to match facial photos, familiar or not (DeHaan,

Young, and Newcombe, 1987).  With Farah (1994), this agrees

that the recognition system is damaged, and the parts

remaining produce these effects.

“Blindsight”.   What has spawned this Oxonian oxymoron?

With damage to striate cortex, V1, some subjects, most

famously the Oxonian subjects DB and GY, show significant

discrimination of stimuli presented to the scotoma despite

lack of, to quote Weiskrantz (1997), “any awareness whatsoever

of a visual event,” (p. 65)—and I would emphasize the last two

words.  In the more advanced procedures (Weiskrantz, 1997),

the subjects significantly label the direction of a moving figure,

to the right or left, and report Yes or No with what is termed a

“commentary key”—non significantly, as to whether this

experience is something they would characterize as visual, as

seeing.   On the standard interpretation, this is compelling

evidence of a dissociation of consciousness from perception—

unconscious perception.

The key to a mentalistic explanation is in recognizing that lower

order awareness  may be dissociated from a higher order awareness.

We need first to recognize two biases in the standard

interpretation.

(a). What is said to tap the unconscious perception is simply

what has long been recognized, from SDT and Merikle &

Reingold (1998), as the most sensitive measure of

awareness of a stimulus—the direct objective. A

significant d’ for that index is obtained when clearly

conscious assertions as to the direction of movement are

significantly associated with actual direction of

movement.

(b). Furthermore, with use of the “commentary key”, the

subject categorizes that just prior experience as visual,

as seeing, or not—a content of a higher order awareness.

In a revealingly entitled paper, “Varieties of residual

experience,” Weiskrantz  (1980) wrote of EY that “when

he was asked to report when he saw the light coming into

his field—he was densely blind by this criterion, but when

he was asked to report merely when he was aware of

something coming into his field, the field was practically

filled”, (p. 378). Working with another subject, GR,

Overgaard, Fehl, Mouridsen, Bergholt, & Cleeremans

(2009) recently report an interesting continuous

relationship between accuracy of her discrimination and

a Perceptual Accuracy Scale, a scale of that higher order

awareness.

Awareness too degraded to be categorized as “seeing”, or

varying in degree to which it could be so categorized, could

be explained by residual activation of V1 or transmission from

the retina that by-passes the dorsal lateral geniculate route to

V1, going instead via the superior colliculus to other parts of

the visual system, V2, V3, V4—alternative routes that

Weiskrantz (1997) discusses, (p. 128).

More generally, we can recognize the variety of ways we

characterize our conscious experience in higher order

awareness—and this yields a variety of questions.

CONCLUSIONS

Although a science of psychology was founded as a science of

consciousness, the behaviorist revolution rejected that subject

matter on two intellectual confusions: Theoretical assertions

including consciousness entail ontological immaterialism and

“free will” in the sense of indeterminism.

With the cognitive revolution, the computational view of mind

accorded consciousness the role of an epiphenomenon, and

the information processing view emphasized intelligent

symbolic, but unconscious processing.

A mentalistic metatheory, however, holds that conscious states

are sole carriers of symbolic representation, and mental

episodes interrelate propositional and non-propositional

contents with nonconscious operations, deliberative and

associative-activations.

Brain imaging can be very useful, but phenomenal reporting

and brain imaging would serve somewhat different roles in its

present state of technological development.

In studies of learning, volition, thinking, and perception, I do

not find methodologically acceptable evidence that would

challenge a mentalistic metatheory.  In fact, some evidence

coming out of that work offers the promise of studying

dissociations within consciousness.
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In the current climate of dramatic advances in the neurosciences, it has been widely assumed that the diagnosis of mental
disorder is a matter exclusively for value-free science.  Starting from a detailed case history, this paper describes how, to
the contrary, values come into the diagnosis of mental disorders directly through the criteria at the heart of psychiatry’s
most scientifically–grounded classification, the American Psychiatric Association’s DSM (Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual).  Various possible interpretations of the prominence of values in psychiatric diagnosis are outlined.  Drawing on
work in the Oxford analytic tradition of philosophy, it is shown that, properly understood, the prominence of psychiatric
diagnostic values reflects the necessary engagement of psychiatry with the diversity of individual human values. This
interpretation opens up psychiatric diagnostic assessment to the resources of a new skills-based approach to working
with complex and conflicting values (also derived from analytic philosophy) called ‘values-based practice’.  Developments
in values-based practice in training, policy and research in mental health are briefly outlined.  The paper concludes with
an indication of how the integration of values-based with evidence-based approaches provides the basis for psychiatric
practice in the twenty-first century that is both science-based and person-centered.

Key-words (not appearing in title): Evidence-based practice; Values-based practice; Diagnostic and Statistical Manual (DSM);
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INTRODUCTION

A significant practical spin-off from the recent upsurge of

cross-disciplinary work between philosophy and psychiatry

(Fulford et al., 2003) has been the development of a new skills-

based approach to working with complex and conflicting

values called values-based practice (Woodbridge and Fulford,

2004).

That there should be a need for values-based practice in

psychiatry’s ‘decade of the brain’ came to many at best as

something of a surprise, at worst, with its implications for a

more equal role for service users alongside clinicians and

researchers, as a positive threat to the emerging sciences of

the field (Spitzer, 2005). Yet, as I will outline in this paper,

values and science, at least as reflected in psychiatric diagnostic

classifications, are neither incidental nor inimical to each other,

but twin and complementary components of a psychiatry that

as a medical discipline is both science-based and person-

centered.

CASE STUDY: SIMON

Simon (40) was a senior, black, American lawyer from a middle-

class, Baptist family.  Before the onset of his symptoms, he

reported sporadic, relatively unremarkable, psychic

experiences.

Around four years before the first interview, his hitherto

successful career was threatened by legal action from his

colleagues.  Although he claimed to be innocent, mounting a

defense would be expensive and hazardous.  He responded to

this crisis by praying at a small altar which he set up in his

front room.  After an emotional evening’s ‘outpouring’, he

discovered that the candle wax had left a ‘seal’ (or ‘sun’) on

several consecutive pages of his bible, covering certain letters

and words.  He described his experiences thus.  “I got up and I

saw the seal that was in my father’s bible and I called X and I said,
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you know, ‘something remarkable is going on over here.’  I think the

beauty of it was the specificity by which the sun burned through.  It

was ... in my mind, a clever play on words.”

Although the marked words and letters had no explicit meaning

for anyone from his own Baptist background, Simon

interpreted this, and a series of subsequent similar events, as

a direct communication from God which signified that he had

a special purpose or mission as “ … the living son of David ... and

I’m also a relative of Ishmael, and ... captain of the guard of Israel”.

He expressed these beliefs with full conviction and when

confronted with scepticism, commented, “I don’t get upset,

because I know within myself, what I know”.

Simon in the ICD

Simon’s story was first published by the British psychologist,

Mike Jackson (1997), in a study of delusion and spiritual

experience. Simon, it would seem, had a delusional perception

(the revelations in his ‘suns’ or wax seals) which in the ICD

(International Classification of Diseases, World Health

Organization, 1992) suggests a diagnosis of schizophrenia or

other psychotic illness.  Yet Simon (along with many others in

Jackson’s study) was much empowered by his experiences; he

won his court case; went on to become a successful lawyer;

and always considered his experiences to be deeply spiritual

in nature.

Simon in the DSM

If Simon’s own understanding of his experiences is in conflict

with the ICD, it is consistent with the DSM (the Diagnostic and

Statistical Manual, American Psychiatric Association, 1994).

Thus, the DSM includes, in addition to traditional symptom-

based diagnostic criteria, what it calls ‘criteria of clinical

significance’. For a diagnosis of schizophrenia in the DSM,

therefore, Simon would have to show not only the relevant

symptoms (to satisfy Criterion A), but also a deterioration in

social and/or occupation functioning (to satisfy Criterion B,

the relevant criterion of clinical significance (p285). To the

extent, then, that Simon’s occupational functioning was

actually enhanced by his experiences, he failed to satisfy

Criterion B and hence did not, despite satisfying Criterion A

(the symptom-based criterion), have schizophrenia at all

according to the DSM, but a spiritual experience.

Facts and Values in the DSM

It might be thought that the success of the DSM in providing

a more face-valid interpretation of Simon’s experiences than

the ICD reflects its more explicit evidence-base (American

Psychiatric Association, 1994, p XV). Closer inspection, however,

suggests to the contrary that the key to the DSM interpretation

is its more explicit values-base. Consider Criterion B: it requires

both a change in functioning (a matter of fact) and a change for

the worse (which is a matter of values).

DSM thus makes explicit what many have argued is implicit in

psychiatric diagnostic concepts generally, namely that they

are deeply value laden (ref Sadler, 2005). The question that

arises, then, is what interpretation should be placed on this.

Interpretations various

The value-laden nature of psychiatric diagnostic concepts is

capable of a number of different interpretations (Fulford,

1989). In the psychiatry/anti-psychiatry debates of the 1960s

and 1970s, for example, psychiatrists such as R.E. Kendell

(1975) argued that the relevant values would disappear with

future scientific advances; whereas so-called anti-psychiatrists,

by contrast, claimed that these same values showed mental

disorders to be a matter of ‘morals not medicine’ (Szasz, 1960);

and in the now very large literature on concepts of disorder,

there have been many subsequent attempts to find a middle

ground between what I have called elsewhere the ‘values in

versus values out’ extremes of these early positions by

delineating, in one way or another, what is taken to be a value-

free element of their meanings (Fulford, 2000).

I do not have space here to do justice to these different

interpretations (but see Fulford, 1989, chapter 1). A very

different interpretation, and one that underpins the practical

tools of values-based practice, is suggested by the work of a

former White’s Professor of Moral Philosophy in Oxford, R M

Hare.

Hare on Values

As an analytic philosopher, Hare was interested in the logic

(the meanings and implications) of value terms (Hare, 1952,

1963). This sounds rather abstract. Yet, as we will see, Hare’s

work, and that of others in the analytic tradition (Austin, 1956-

7), goes to the heart of the theoretical difficulties raised by

concepts of disorder and thereby to the corresponding

problems that we face in day-to-day practice.

Strawberries Pictures
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☺☺ �☺
Agreement No agreement

over what makes over what makes

a good strawberry a good picture

(= sweet, clean skinned, etc) (= ?????)

Hence Hence

The term “good strawberry” The meaning of “good

has acquired the factual picture” has acquired

meaning “sweet, no consistent factual

clean skinned”, etc! meaning

Parallels Parallels

Concepts of bodily disorder in Concepts of mental disorder

general medicine in psychiatry

Good Strawberry versus Good Picture and the
Parallels with Concepts of Bodily and Mental
Disorder

The key point to take from Hare’s work in the present instance

can be summed up in the slogan ‘visibility of values equals

diversity of values’. The essence of Hare’s argument, as the

Figure illustrates [Fig 1], is that all value term, including such

generic value terms as ‘good’ and ‘bad’, may come to appear

value-free and thus more like factual terms, where the values

they express are largely agreed or settled upon.

Hare’s example, shown in the left-hand side of the Figure, was

of ‘good strawberry’, this being a use of the value term ‘good’

in which it carries largely factual meaning, namely that the

strawberry in question is red, sweet and grub-free, etc. This is

essentially because most people have shared values when it

comes to strawberries, i.e. that strawberries should be red,

sweet and grub-free, etc., and, hence, this factual meaning has

become attached by association to the use of the value term

‘good strawberry’. Conversely, ‘good’ used of pictures, as in

the right-hand side of the Figure, over which people’s values

vary widely, has no shared factual meaning and thus retains

overtly evaluative connotations.

Returning now to the medical concepts, an exactly parallel

argument explains the relatively value-laden nature of

psychiatric diagnostic concepts compared with concepts of

bodily disorder. Again, this is illustrated by the Figure. In a

direct parallel with Hare’s argument about value terms in

general, we see that psychiatric diagnostic concepts are

relatively value-laden, neither because psychiatry is a matter

of ‘morals not medicine’ (as the anti-psychiatrists suggested,

as above), nor because of the supposed under-development

of psychiatric science (as Kendell and others believed), but

because the values involved in diagnostic judgments in psychiatry,

in contrast with the corresponding judgments in bodily medicine,

are particularly diverse (Fulford, 1989, chapter 5).

Thus, the criteria for good and bad heart functioning, for

example, paralleling ‘good strawberries’, are largely settled

and agreed upon: and this is true by and large of all the areas

with which (acute) bodily medicine is primarily concerned. By

contrast, however, the areas with which psychiatry is primarily

concerned – emotion, desire, belief, motivation, sexuality and

so forth – are all areas in which our values, paralleling ‘good

pictures’, are highly diverse.

Again, I do not have space here to go into the arguments for

and against this interpretation in detail.  At the level of theory,

Hare’s analysis itself is far from universally accepted: it falls

within a 200-year debate in philosophy about the logical

relationship between factual and evaluative meaning, a debate

that continues to this day (see for example, Putnam, 2002). At

the level of practice, however, the interpretation, building

further on the work of Hare and others on the logic of values,

leads directly to the skills-based approach of values-based

practice.

Values-Based Practice

Values-based practice is one of a growing number of new

disciplines contributing to more effective ways of working

with values in medicine (Fulford, 2004). A distinctive feature

of values-based practice, and one that makes it particularly

relevant to tackling problems involving diversity of values, is

that it starts from and celebrates the importance of the

uniqueness of the individual. Unlike ethics, therefore, which

seeks to determine ‘right outcomes’, values-based practice

relies on ‘good process’, in particular good clinical skills, as

the basis of balanced decision-making where values conflict.

There are ten key elements of the process of values-based

practice (Fulford and Woodbridge, 2004). As just noted, values-

based practice is primarily skills-based (see below).  But also

important are, 1) an appropriate service model (values-based

practice depends on a person-centered and multi-disciplinary

service structure), 2) strong links between values-based and

evidence-based approaches, and 3) partnership between

service users and service providers in clinical decision-making.

A full account of these ten elements together with a detailed

case history, of ‘The Artist who Couldn’t See Colours’, is given

in my (1994) Ten Principles of Values-Based Medicine.

The development of values-based practice in mental
health

As I describe in detail elsewhere (Fulford, 2008), values-based

practice has been actively developed in mental health through

a number of initiatives involving national and international

partners representing its three key stakeholder groups -

patients, professionals and policy makers – and there are now

K W M Fulford Jr : Neuroscience and values
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substantial resources to support values-based policy, training

and service development.

The first training manual for values-based practice, called

‘Whose Values?’ (Woodbridge and Fulford, 2004), which was

developed and piloted with front-line mental health staff, was

launched by the UK Minister of State in the Department of

Health, Rosie Winterton, at a conference in London in 2005.

‘Whose Values?’ is built around a series of training exercises in

the four skills areas of values-base practice:

1) Increased awareness of values and of the often surprising

diversity of values – this is the foundation and starting

point for effective values-based practice

2)  The ability to reason about values using a variety of

different methods (principles reasoning, utilitarianism,

deontology, etc)

3) Knowledge of values derived using not only standard

empirical methods [Petrova et al., forthcoming) but also

other sources: personal narratives of patients and family

carers, and a number of powerful philosophical methods,

including phenomenology, hermeneutics and discursive

philosophy (Fulford et al., 2003).

4) Enhanced communication skills – vital not only for

exploring values and differences of values but also in

such areas as conflict resolution and shared decision-

making (Hope et al., 1996).

Values-based practice has been combined with policy and

service development in two recent Department of Health

initiatives. The first is a training package developed to support

implementation of a revised Mental Health Act Care Services

Improvement Partnership (CSIP) and the National Institute for

Mental Health in England (NIMHE, 2008). The second example,

which takes us back directly to the diversity of values at the

heart of the problems illustrated by the Story of Simon, is a

wide-ranging consultation on best practice in assessment in

mental health National Institute for Mental Health in England

(NIMHE) and the Care Services Improvement Partnership,

2008. Consistently with the principles of values-based practice,

service users and practitioners alike agreed that assessment

should be, 1) strengths-based (covering individual strengths

and aspirations as well as needs and difficulties), 2) multi-

disciplinary (drawing where possible on more than one

disciplinary perspective), and 3) participatory (involving a

shared ‘project of understanding’ between service user and

practitioner).

CONCLUSIONS

Starting with the story of a real person, Simon, this paper has

drawn on analytic work from the ‘Oxford school’ on the logic

of value terms, to show that the prominence of values in

psychiatric diagnostic categories is a reflection, neither of

mental disorders being a matter of ‘morals not medicine’ (as

the anti-psychiatrists claimed), nor of psychiatry’s (supposed)

under-development as a science (as some of its supporters

have argued), but rather of the essential engagement of

psychiatry with the full diversity of individual human values.

It is important to be clear that, in terms of the slogan noted

earlier, this is a ‘values in’ rather than a ‘facts out’ conclusion.

What it implies, that is to say, is that good practice in psychiatry

depends on pulling together - integrating, if you will – science

and values, evidence-based and values-based approaches.

The need for this arises in part from the fact that, as noted

earlier, psychiatry is concerned with areas of human

experience and behavior where, in addition to the relevant

evidence being complex and conflicting (driving the

requirement for evidence-based practice), the relevant values

are also complex and conflicting (driving the requirement for

values-based practice). But the need for an integrated

approach also arises from the fact that, as the American

neuroscientist and psychiatrist, Nancy Andreasen (2001), has

argued, psychiatry is unique among medical disciplines in

being irreducibly concerned, not with bodily or even mental

subparts and systems, but with whole persons. And persons,

as the Oxford philosopher, P F Strawson (1997, p 102)

graphically put it, are ‘… a type of entity such that both

predicates ascribing states of consciousness and predicates

ascribing corporeal characteristics … are equally applicable...’.

Is it too fanciful to believe that something similar may be true

of science and values?

Take Home Message

Neuroscience and values need to be integrated into psychiatry

as a uniquely person-centred branch of scientific medicine

through the complementary processes of evidence-based and

values-based practice.
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Questions for the Reader to think about

1) What are values?  Are they just ethical values or do they

extend to needs, wishes, etc?

2) How do values and evidence come together in medical

decision making?  Can you think of any decision (not just

in medicine) that does not depend on combining evidence

and values in some way?

3) Do values come into diagnostic decisions in areas of

medicine other than psychiatry?  If so, why are they more

explicit in psychiatry?

4) If psychiatry needs values-based as well as evidence-based

processes today (reflecting the complexity of the values

as well as evidence with which it is concerned clinically),

do you think other areas of medicine are likely to have

the same requirement (i.e. for values-based as well as

evidence-based processes) in the future?  (Think about

the way in which science and technology are already

opening up new choices (and hence more complex values)

for patients, families and clinicians, for example in

reproductive medicine.)
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